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Administrative Development in the Kingdoms and Principalities of the Near East
under the Aegis of Rome

by Donald Alan MacLennan

Abstract

This thesis examines the administrative impact of dynastic rule in the Roman Near
East. It compares administrative practice under kings and princes with the provincial
administration that eventually followed. By contrasting these two manifestations of
Roman imperialism, it conceptualises dynastic rule as a distinct form of governance

and evaluates its role within the context of Roman imperialism in the East.

Previous scholarship has maintained that dynastic rule was an intermediate stage in
the development of Roman provincial territory. According to this interpretation, kings
and princes, either consciously or unconsciously, were maintained in order to affect
particular changes on the territories under their control, making them more suitable

for direct rule. This study provides a critical evaluation of this influential perspective.

The thesis thus consciously moves away from the study of kings and princes and
focuses on the study of kingdoms and principalities. Each chapter deals with a
different administrative activity essential to governance in the Roman world —
political organisation, arbitration and enforcement, and taxation — and first considers
practices under kings and princes before contrasting these with the provincial
administration that followed. The study concludes that dynastic rule was, by its very
nature, heterogeneous; kingdoms and principalities were organised and governed in a
variety of different ways. By highlighting the contrasts between different kingdoms
and principalities, on the one hand, and between dynastic and provincial rule, on the
other, this thesis demonstrates that no single process of development can encapsulate

the history of kingdoms and principalities in the Near East.
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1. Introduction

Ta0NG 08 Thig ovumaong Yopag thg Vo Popaiolg fj pév Paciievteral, fiv 6° Exovov
avtol KoAéoavteg Emapyioy, Kol TEUTOVGY NYEUOVAS KOl POPOAOYOVC. €lG1 O€ TIVEG
Kol €hevbepar moAlelg, ol pev €E apyfg katd @uiiov mpocelbodcar, TAG O
NnigvBépwoay avtol Kot TINV. ol 6€ Kol dvvdotal Tveg Kol eOAapyotl Koi 1epeig
O adToic. ovTot pv 81 (Mot KaTd Tvag matpiovg vopove.'

“Of the entire area which is subject to the Romans, some is ruled by kings, some they
rule directly under the designation ‘provincial’ territory, appointing governors and
tax collectors to the inhabitants. There are also free cities, some of which attached
themselves to the Romans as friends from the outset, while to others the Romans
themselves granted freedom as a mark of honour. Some dynasts, phylarchoi and
priestly rulers are also subject to the Romans, these people regulate their lives along
their traditional lines.”

The Romans did not employ one single strategy to control their Empire. In this
passage — taken from the final sections of his Geography — Strabo discusses Roman
governance, the factor that links together all of the regions, cultures, and societies he has
described.” He divides the area subject to the Romans into three categories: kingdoms and
principalities, provinces, and free cities. For Strabo, these three means of administration
define the territories under Roman control.

Dynastic rule in the Roman world — where territory subject to Rome was left or
placed under the control of a king or prince — has been a particular focus of scholars since
Ernst Badian’s Foreign Clientelae in 1958.% Scholarship rarely, however, conceptualises
dynastic rule in the terms in which Strabo defines it here: as a form of Roman governance.
Studies that deal with the phenomenon of dynastic rule in the Roman world have tended to

emphasise the personal and political relationships between dynasts and Rome. David Braund

and Fergus Millar showed how dynasts had to balance the demands of Rome, as their

! Strabo 17.3.24. Translation adapted from Loeb. For commentary, see Radt (2009), 548-50; Biffi (1999), 434-6.

% For this description, see Strabo, 17.3.24-5. At the outset of this passage, he writes: T& p&v 0OV pépn tiic kad’ fpdc
oikovpévng obtm dwdkertar €nel & ol Popaiot v dpiotnv avtiig Kol yvOPUOTITNV KATEXOLOLW, GTAVTOG
OrepPePANLEVOL TOVG TIPHTEPOV TIYEUOVAS, BV PVAUNY Topev, BEov kol S18 Ppayéov Kkoi té TovTov einelv. (“This,
then, is the lay of the different parts of our inhabited world; but since the Romans occupy the best and best known
portions of it, having surpassed all former rulers of whom we have record, it is worthwhile, even though briefly, to
add the following account of them.”) For the unifying role that Roman governance plays in the Geography, see, in
particular, Clarke (1999), esp.210-28; 325-7. See further below, 1.3.1.2;2.2.1.

* Badian (1958). For an in-depth discussion of previous scholarship, see below, 1.2.2.

14



suzerain, and their own people. Near Eastern dynasts were at the same time proud kings and
princes, following Persian and Hellenistic traditions, and tributaries to a foreign power. This
dynastic approach, however, does not consider the function that kingdoms and principalities
served within the wider context highlighted by Strabo in the passage above: Roman
hegemony. Strabo conceptualises dynastic rule as a means by which lands subject to Rome
could be governed and places particular emphasis on this form of control in particular, listing
it before provincial and civic government. This territorial and administrative perspective is
often taken only by regional studies that aim to further our understanding of one kingdom or
principality in particular.

The increasing supply and improved accessibility of documentary evidence from the
Roman Near East allow us a better view than ever into the practice of Roman governance in
the region.” Over the last twenty to thirty years invaluable perishable documents from the
Judaean Desert and Middle Euphrates region have been discovered and published. The
supply of inscriptions on stone from the Near East is continually expanding and the
publication of new corpora has made this material more accessible. Sources such as these —
material texts that served a practical function — attest to administration at all levels and allow
us to see past the lives of kings and princes that preoccupy many of our literary sources. By
using these texts, in conjunction with literary sources, we can better understand the role
kingdoms and principalities played as a means of administering territory subject to the
Romans.

This thesis examines the documentary, literary, and numismatic evidence for
administration in kingdoms and principalities. By contrasting administrative practice under
kings and princes with the provincial administration that eventually followed, it
conceptualises dynastic rule as a distinct form of governance and evaluates its role within the

context of Roman imperialism in the East. This investigation allows us to better understand

* Millar (1996); Braund (1984).
5 See further, 1.3.2; 1.3.3.
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the impact that dynastic rule had on territories placed under it and provides an important case

study into this particular manifestation of Roman imperialism.

1.1. The Near East

The geographical scope of this work follows the model established by Fergus Millar,
spanning the area between the Taurus Mountains and the Red Sea from North to South.’ In
the West, the boundary is demarcated by the Mediterranean coast, and, in the East, by the
upper Tigris. Within this larger region, this study focuses in particular on the kingdoms and
principalities under Roman influence: Commagene, the Ituracan Principalities, the Nabataean
Kingdom, the Herodian Kingdom, the Kingdom of the Emesenoi, and Edessa.

Although it was previously only the domain of Semitists, the Near East, thus defined,
was brought to the attention of classical scholars by Maurice Sartre’s L’Orient romain and
Fergus Millar’s The Roman Near East.” Whereas previously the Near East had been important
for the study of Roman history only so far as it impacted on Rome itself, since these impactful
works, the Near East has been a fertile ground for classically trained historians seeking to
understand an important and distinct region of the Roman world in its own right.

Throughout this study I will emphasise the distinctiveness of the various areas,
peoples, and cultures that populate the Near East. The region incorporates much of the Fertile
Cresent, encompassing the Mediterranean coast and the area around the Orontes, Euphrates,
and Tigris; the Lebanon and Anti-Lebanon mountains; and large areas of steppe and desert.
The topographical contrasts throughout the region are remarkable. The topography and
climate of the Beqaa Valley for instance — the subject of an ecological case study in Horden
and Purcell’s The Corrupting Sea — bears little relation to the steppe farther east, characterised
by black volcanic rock, or to the coast to the west.® The Near East was — as it still is now —

home to a great number of different peoples and cultures. The variety of self-governing

6 Millar (1993a), xi-xii; 3. See also Butcher (2003), 11-2.
7 Millar (1993a); Sartre (1991).
8 See Horden and Purcell (2000), 54-9.
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peoples in the first centuries BC and AD led Warwick Ball to describe the Near East as “a
patchwork of small but glittering princely states.”

Nevertheless, the Near East is brought together by shared history and language. At
the height of the Achaemenid Empire, the region was completely under Persian control before
being subjected by Alexander and then the Hellenistic kingdoms that followed him. As I will
discuss at some length below, the region — and the royal dynasties that inhabited it in
particular — was indelibly shaped by that shared history. It is characterised by its use of Greek
alongside various Middle Aramaic dialects — Nabataean, Palmyrene, Hatran, Jewish Aramaic,

and Syriac — that stem from Official Aramaic.'’

1.2. History of scholarship

1.2.1. Roman imperialism

In many ways this thesis is a case study in Roman imperialism: it examines a
particular means by which Rome exerted control over certain territories on the borders of its
Empire and evalutes its role in the Roman administration of the Near East. In this section, I
will discuss scholarship on Roman imperialism and how this work relates to it.

We must first define what we mean by Roman imperialism. W. V. Harris, in his
influential book War and Imperialism in Republican Rome, saw Roman imperialism solely as
a territorial practice, in which Rome subjected new territories to direct Roman rule.'' Whilst
Harris” book is thought-provoking and incisive, his interpretation has garnered significant
criticism.'? Harris’ approach towards Roman imperialism neglects the many means by which
Rome exerted control over its neighbours. For instance, we might point to an anecdote

recorded by Polybius where the Seleucid King, Antiochos IV, was ordered to desist from

? Ball (2000), 30.

1% Millar (1993a), xiii-xv, amongst other means, defines his area of study by the languages used. For a survey of
the languages used in the region, see Gzella (2015), 212-80; Healey (2009), 26-51.

" Harris (1979). Cf. also the supportive response by John North (1981).

2 1n particular, see the review of Sherwin-White (1980). More recently, see Erskine (2010), 4-5; Champion and
Eckstein (2004), 1-3.
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invading Egypt in 168 BC." The king was met outside Alexandria by a Roman ambassador
called Gaius Popilius Laenas, who delivered a senatus consultum demanding his immediate

withdrawal.'

In the face of Roman opposition to his actions, Antiochos assented and returned
home. In a similar display of diplomatic power, some centuries later, Rome dispersed a
meeting of kings convened by Agrippa I at Tiberias."” Agrippa hosted the kings of
Commagene, Emesa, and Armenia, but Marsus, the governor of Syria, ordered the kings to
leave for their various homes. Displays of authority such as these demonstrate how Rome was
willing and able to manipulate other states outside of their borders.

Scholars have more recently come to recognise the many ways in which Rome
exerted control over its neighbours and to see Roman imperialism in terms of broader
influence. Champion and Eckstein define this approach well:

“For our purposes we can say that imperialism is an unequal power relationship
between two states in which the dominant state exercises various forms of control,
often forcibly, over the weaker state. But within such a broad definition, we can
speak of many different imperialisms, such as ones based on military conquest,
economic exploitation, territorial acquisition, and direct annexation, as well as looser
forms of control such as those which superordinate power have often exercised over
nominally independent client states, and even more indirect forms of control or
influence, such as the seductive allure of the cultural productions of the imperial
centre on the periphery.”'®

This hegemonic approach to Roman imperialism, recognising the importance of non-
territorial control, is necessary if we are to understand the position of the kingdoms and
principalities under discussion. The authority of kings and princes — as has long been
recognised — was dependent on Roman support.'” They were allowed to present themselves in
their kingdoms as nominally independent rulers, but it was clear to all concerned that they

were subjects to Rome’s hegemonic power.'® On their accession, kings and princes had to be

accepted as the new ruler by Rome and would often travel to Rome in order to be

1 Polyb. 29.27.1-9.

14 Polybius’ narrative is discussed, in particular, by Millar (1987).

> Jos. AJ 19.338-42.

'® Champion and Eckstein (2004). For this interpretation, see also Erskine (2010), 4; Doyle (1986), 12; Gruen
(1984), 3-8; Badian (1968), 1-3.

17 See, for instance, Millar (1996); Braund (1984), 5-7; Badian (1958), 154-6. See further below, 1.2.2; 2.2.1.

'8 This relationship is encapsulated best by Fergus Millar (1996), who referred to it as a “two-level sovereignty.”
See further below, 2.2.1.
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confirmed."” We also have accounts of subjects, unhappy with a particular dynast, appealing
to Rome as the centre of power.*

Scholars have taken three different approaches when trying to account for or explain
Roman imperialism.”' Beginning with the work of Mommsen and Holleaux, some have
argued that Rome’s imperialistic behaviour was intrinsically defensive; Rome’s aggression
and expansion is explained by fear of external threats.”> Arguing against these so-called
‘defensive imperialists’, W. V. Harris maintained that Rome was consistently the aggressor in
conflicts.” According to this interpretation, social and economic factors — the place of war in
a successful political career and the profitability of conquest — led Rome to continually
expand. Although much of Harris’ interpretation has been rejected, scholars continue to place
emphasis on these social and economic factors when discussing the rationale for Roman
imperialism.** These approaches to Roman imperialism emphasise the study of Rome — its
society, culture, institutions, and strategic position — when seeking explanations for Roman
imperialism.

Others have taken an opposing approach, emphasising the study of those on the
periphery, those who are controlled or subjugated by Rome. Of particular note is Erich
Gruen’s work, The Hellenistic World and the Coming of Rome, which examines Roman
imperialism through a case study of its interactions with the Hellenistic East.”®> Works such as
this — that focus on the periphery rather than the centre — seek to understand Roman

imperialism and expansion by examining the situations that led to Roman involvement.*

1% Josephus provides us with a detailed narrative of this process for Archelaus of Judaea, in which he travels to
Rome in order to persuade Augustus to make him king: BJ 2.1-7; 14-40; 80-92; 94-8; 4J 17.219-28. Josephus also
tells us, in less detail, of a similar journey undertaken by Aretas of Nabataea: BJ 2.68; 4J 16.353; 355. See further,
Braund (1984), 26.

2 The cities of Gadara, Hippos, and Gaza, for instance, reportedly petitioned Rome to be removed from Herod’s
control and added to provincia Syria. See Jos. AJ 15.354-9. See further below, 2.2.2. During the annexation of
Commagene, the upper classes reportedly favoured direct Roman rule and the people supported the monarchy: Tac.
Ann. 2.42.5; Jos. AJ 18.53.

2! See also the useful overviews provided by Erskine (2010), 47-9 and Champion and Eckstein (2004). On
approaches to imperialism in general, see Doyle (1986), 22-6.

2 See Scullard (1980), 249-51; Garnsey and Whittaker (1978), 1-3; Walbank (1963); Holleaux (1921); Frank
(1914).

3 Harris (1979). See also Derow (1979); Hopkins (1978). More recently, this view is taken up by Erskine (2010),
36-9.

* See now Erskine (2010), 39-47.

2 Gruen (1984).

% For the differentiation between the centre and the periphery, see now Isaac (2011).
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The third approach taken towards the study of Roman imperialism is systematic:
studies have moved away from focusing on either Rome or its neighbours and deal with
imperialistic behaviour in a more holistic way. In particular, Arthur Eckstein’s Mediterranean
Anarchy concludes that Roman imperialism and expansion was the inevitable result of a
situation in which states had to fight for their continued survival and prosperity.”’

The thesis identifies more closely with the second of these three approaches, focusing
primarily on the groups subject to imperialistic behaviour. It examines one particular
manifestation of Roman imperialism: hegemonic control through a king or prince.

Another issue raised by commentators that concerns this study is the decision-making
process behind Roman imperialistic behaviour. In 1976, Edward Luttwak published The
Grand Strategy of the Roman Empire, in which he postulated that the Eastern Roman Empire
went through distinct stages of development according to a long-term plan.”® In the first stage
posited by Luttwak, ‘The Julio-Claudian System’, Rome had no border security and relied on
a series of kingdoms and principalities to maintain the borders of the Empire from incursion.”
The army was used primarily to counter internal threats. Under the Flavians and Severans,
kingdoms and principalities were annexed into provincial territory and Rome established
clearly demarcated borders to its eastern Empire.*” The final stage of Luttwak’s theory of
strategic development is the establishment of ‘self-contained strongholds’ in the eastern
territories.”’ In response to increasingly strong and mobile attacking forces, Roman defensive
practice moved from clear defended borders to the establishment of a series of fortresses
within its Empire supported by highly mobile auxiliary forces.

More recently, scholars have rejected the notion of a ‘grand strategy’ in Roman
decision-making. Particularly influential to this interpretation is Benjamin Isaac, who, in

direct response to Luttwak’s work, has argued that military or territorial decisions often defy

%7 Eckstein (2006). See also Eckstein (2008).
% Luttwak (1976).

» Luttwak (1976), 7-50.

30 Luttwak (1976), 51-126.

3! Luttwak (1976), 127-90.
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rational strategic thinking.*> Emperors decided to go to war for reputation or the spoils of war
— similar reasons to generals under Republican Rome — and they did not have the counsel of
professional soldiers that could dissuade them for strategic reasons. According to this
interpretation, decisions were made by a limited group, the Emperor and his consilium, with a
view to short-term efficacy rather than long-term strategy. Policy would change in accordance
with the Emperor’s desires and motivations.

Luttwak, in his remarkable synthesis, is right to point out that the history of kingdoms
and principalities in the Near East is one of creation and annexation.” The kingdoms and
principalities that dominated the Eastern border of the Empire for the first centuries BC and
AD were all annexed into provincial territory by the mid-second century, by which point
Rome’s power had spread and it was concerned with other kingdoms farther East.
Nevertheless, we cannot impose a ‘grand strategy’ on this pattern without real risk of
anachronism.**

In The Limits of Empire, Isaac has convincingly argued, with reference to military
action in the East, that Roman decision-making was often haphazard and lacking a coherent
strategy.”” The way in which Rome treated kingdoms and principalities seems to have been no
different. The Kingdom of Commagene, for instance, was annexed in AD 17 by Tiberius only
to be reinstated by Caligula in 38.° Edessa was annexed by Caracella in AD 212/213,
returned to the Abgarids in 239, and was annexed again by 242. The decisions made to
maintain or annex kingdoms and principalities do not seem to conform to any ‘grand strategy’.
They can be best understood — as scholars have recently emphasised — by looking at their

short-term advantages.”’

32 Isaac (1990).

3 The pattern of creation and annexation is emphasised by Sartre (2001), 499; (1991), 65. See further below, 1.2.2.
3 As Kaizer and Facella (2010), 31, have observed: “In any case, Rome seems not to have been concerned — often
in contrast with modern scholars — that the way its sphere of influence was ruled was not always homogenous, or
what we would call ‘logical’.”

3 See, in particular, Isaac (1990), 377-87. For comment on this view, see Champion (2004), 278-9. See also
Sommer (2010), 223.

3 These events are discussed below, with bibliography, as part of the narrative history of kingdoms and
principalities, 1.4.

37 See, for instance, Facella (2010); Rey-Coquais (1994), 47.
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1.2.2. Kingdoms and principalities

The relationships between Rome and dynasts on the periphery of its Empire have
attracted much scholarly attention. Ernst Badian’s 1958 work, Foreign Clientelae, was one of
the first studies to conceptualise the interaction between Rome and the kings and princes
under its influence.*® Badian’s study of dynasts under Republican Rome defined their position
in terms of clientela, from which the modern misonomer ‘client king’ came into fashion.”

Much of the work done since then has concentrated on the nature of the personal and
political relationship between Rome and dynasts; the terminology used to describe the
relationship has been a particular focus. David Braund’s seminal Rome and the Friendly King
rejected the misonomer ‘client king’ and instead conceptualised the relationship between
Rome and dynasts in terms of amicitia, hence the term ‘friendly king’.* Braund’s work — still
considered to be the main study of dynasts and their relationship with Rome — discusses the
position of kings and princes in relation to Rome, the Empire, and their subjects. Fergus
Millar later revisited the topic, conceptualising the relationship between Rome and its subject
kings as a ‘two-level sovereignty’, in which the monarch was able to present himself as a
sovereign ruler within his own territory but was also clearly subordinate to Roman authority."'

The works discussed above typify much of the scholarship studying the phenomenon
of dynastic rule in that they deal with kings and princes: their role within their kingdoms;
their interactions with Rome and the Emperor; and how they were perceived, both by Rome
and their subjects.*” Other studies of kings and princes have tended to focus on a specific

dynasty. Of particular note are the prosopographical articles written by Richard Sullivan that

38 Badian (1958). See also Badian (1984), 408; (1968), 14-5.

% Dynasts are rarely referred to by the language of clientela in ancient literature, but a brief allegorical mention in
Suetonius, Augustus, 60, in which he describes the kings in Augustus’ retinue travelling without royal insignia “in
the manner of clients” (more clientium praestiterunt) has likely lended the appellation ‘client king’ more
credibility. This passage is linked to the term ‘client king’ by Millar (1996), 162. The term ‘client king’ and the
problems associated with it has been discussed at length many times, see now Baltrusch and Wilker (2015), 8-10;
Wendt (2015); Jehne and Pina Polo (2015); Snowdon (2015); Kaizer and Facella (2010), 16-22, amongst others.

" Braund (1984). On amicitia, see Gruen (1984), 55; Ziegler (1972), 83. With regard to kings and princes in
particular, see Kaizer and Facella (2010), 22; Coskun (2005); (2008); Coskun and Heinen (2004).

! Millar (1996).

“ More recently, see Jehne and Pina Polo (2015); Baltrusch and Wilker (2015); van Wijlick (2015).
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examine the history of particular dynasties.* More recently, Julia Wilker’s monograph, Fiir
Rom und Jerusalem, is a detailed study of the Herodian Dynasty’s interactions with Rome and
the people of Palestine.*

Another approach towards the study of kingdoms and principalities involves detailed
case studies of the institutions, society, and culture of particular regions. There is a vast body
of work, for instance, on Herodian and Roman Palestine.* Margherita Facella has done much
to broaden our knowledge not only of the Commagenian Dynasty, but also of the institutional,
social, and economic history of the region.”® Similarly, Steven Ross’ monograph, Roman
Edessa, provides a well-rounded treatment of the region during the period of dynastic rule.”’
These regional approaches engage with the phenomenon of dynastic rule, but deal with
kingdoms and principalities in isolation, without comparing them explicitly to others. The
object of this approach is a better understanding of each particular region rather than dynastic
rule as a wider phenomenon.

The study of kingdoms and principalities is thus largely divided between the study of
dynastic rule through kings and princes, on the one hand, and the study of particular
kingdoms and principalities on the other. There are some exceptions to this rubric: Maurice
Sartre, in particular, has tried to link the institutional history of kingdoms and principalities to
their rulers’ status as dependent kings.”® In his L’ Orient romain, this view finds its clearest
expression:

“Paradoxalement, la disparition progressive des Etats clients dans les dernier tiers du

1% siécle fut, en partie, la conséquence de leurs succes: ils avaient rempli la tiche qui
e, . . . , , , . .. . . 49
leur était implictement assignée de préparer le régime de I’administration directe.”

* Sullivan (1977a); (1977b); (1977¢). See also Kokkinos (1998b).

* Wilker (2007a). See also Wilker (2007b).

4 See, for instance, the work of Martin Goodman: Goodman (2002); (1996a); (1996b); (1991); (1987); (1983).
Hannah Cotton: Cotton (2005); (1999b); Cotton and Eck (2005); (2001); Eck and Cotton (2005); Weiser and
Cotton (2002). Steve Mason: Mason (2016a); (2016b); (2007).

 For works that focus on insitutional, social, and economic history, see Facella (2012); (2010); (2005b).

4T Ross (2001). See also Segal (1970).

* See also Mitchell (1993), 1.33.

* Sartre (1991), 65.
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For Sartre, dynastic rule was a means by which Rome could affect particular changes
on regions unsuitable for direct Roman rule. Annexation was thus a consequence of the
dynasts’ success in implementing change in their territories. Ten years later, in the light of
Ben Isaac’s The Limits of Empire and a growing scholarly consensus against the idea of long-
term strategy in Roman decision-making, Sartre adapted his interpretation:

“Le maintien de ces FEtats clients s’explique le plus souvent par les caractéres
spécifiques de régions rurales et montagneuses, ou Rome estimait sans doute avoir
plus a perdre qu’a gagner en administrant elle-méme. Ce trait se retrouve méme en

Syrie du Nord puisque des tétrarchies existent non loin d’Apamée ou d’Antioche. La
proximité des grandes cités grecques n’aurait donc pas suffi, aprés trois siecles de

\

présence ininterrompue, a intégrer suffisamment de notables indigenes afin qu’ils
servent de relais a ’administration romaine. Mais il faut bien admettre que notre
ignorance est trop grande pour que 1’on puisse supposer une justification unique pour
la création ou le maintien de toutes ces principautés. Il peut aussi bien y avoir un jeu
complexe de relations personnelles, d’équilibre des forces, voire d’intéréts
financiers.””’

Here Sartre does not attribute Rome with a long-term motive in establishing or
maintaining kings under its influence, but he still considers the nature of the territories under
dynastic control to be an important factor in Roman decision-making. Whilst in L Orient
romain kings and princes were implicitly tasked with preparing their territories for direct
Roman administration, here the choice is framed in terms of short-term expediency: Rome
clearly believed that indirect control through a dynast was preferable in certain areas. He goes
on to say the following:

“Sans que nous sachions expliquer complétement ce choix, on constate donc que
Rome s’en tint & I’administration indirecte, par le biais de ces clients dévoués et peut-
étre mieux adaptés que des fontionnaries romains au maintien de 1’ordre et a la
pacification de régions d’accés souvent difficile.”’

Sartre credits dynasts with the ability to administer regions that could not be
profitably placed under direct Roman rule. He thus presents us with an alternative approach to

the dynast-centric interpretations of Badian and Braund, and the regional direction taken by

others: by emphasising the administrative role of kingdoms and principalities, maintained in

59 Sartre (2001), 499.
ST Sartre (2001), 499.
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regions that could not be profitably provincialised, we can better understand how dynastic
rule functioned within its wider context, Roman hegemony in the Near East.

This thesis follows the administrative approach — based in the study of kingdoms and
principalities rather than kings and princes — outlined by Sartre. Sartre observes that kings and
princes were placed in control of areas that were difficult for Rome to administer. Whilst he
has abandoned the idea that kings and princes were supported with long-term aims in mind,
he still attributes the imposition of provincial rule in these regions to changes effected by
kings and princes. For Sartre, this process can be best exemplified by the eventual annexation
of the Herodian Kingdom:

“L’oeuvre de pacification et de mise en valeur avait en tout cas assez progressé pour
que Rome prit elle-méme en charge ’administration de le région. Les structures
villageoises et civiques avaient engendré une classe de notables hellénisés assez
nombreuse, a laquelle Rome confia I’administration locale pendant qu’elle assurait la
sécurité. L’annexion couronne le succés de la politique des Hérodiens.”

Sartre asserts that the Herodian tendency to found cities and promote village
communities was the primary reason for the kingdom’s annexation. This argument — as |
discuss at length below — seems to ignore the substantial differences between cities founded
by the Herodians and by the Romans.” The Herodians propagated a notably different type of
civic institution; Sartre’s argument does not take this important difference into account.

Sartre’s view of Herodian Palestine is endemic of his work on kingdoms and
principalities in general. It is greatly influenced by a wider assumption he makes about the
role of dynastic rule: he assumes that — as all kingdoms and principalities were eventually
annexed into provinciae — changes implemented under dynastic rule were responsible for the
annexation of kingdoms and principalities. Sartre does not offer a systematic defence of this
assumption, which then colours his discussion of the individual kingdoms and principalities.
Sartre thus points to the Herodians’ propagation of cities and villages as the crucial process

that explains the kingdom’s annexation and, in so doing, obfuscates important differences

52 Sartre (2001), 514-5.
33 See below, 2.2.2; 2.3.2. On the different approaches taken towards villages, see below, 2.2.4; 2.3.4.
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between the institutions founded by the Herodians and the later provincial administration.
This thesis evaluates Sartre’s anachronistic assumption that administration under dynasts led
to the eventual annexation of kingdoms and principalities by investigating the changes that
occurred under kings and princes and their impact on the provinces they later became.

Some scholars have taken steps in this direction, discussing the rationale behind
dynastic rule with reference to its effect on the territories placed under its control.> In a 2010
paper, Margherita Facella discusses the advantages and disadvantages of the continuing
relationship between Rome and the Commagenian Dynasty.” Facella emphasises two main
reasons why the relationship was advantageous for Rome: the wealth of the Commagenian
dynasty and the difficulties — caused by the lack of infrastructure and prevalence of banditry —
Roman governors had administering the region directly. Julien Aliquot, in his seminal article
on the Ituracan Principalities, emphasises the process of administrative development
associated with provincialisation as the principalities were divided into smaller units before
being annexed and placed under the control of cities.”® Scholars have, therefore, taken an
administrative and territorial approach towards the study of regions controlled by Roman
tributaries. It has thus far, however, been confined to studies of particular regions and has not
been applied to the study of dynastic rule as a wider phenomenon.

The present study applies the administrative and territorial approach taken by scholars
towards particular kingdoms and principalities and applies it to the phenomenon of dynastic
rule across the Near East. It evaluates the assumption made by Maurice Sartre that dynastic
rule was a means by which territories could be prepared for direct Roman control. By
examining administration in kingdoms and principalities, this thesis rejects Sartre’s
anachronistic model of development and establishes a new schema, qualifying the impact that

dynastic rule had on the territories subject to it and how it differed from provincial rule.

%4 For a recent overview of the variety of approaches taken to kingdoms and principalities, see also Baltrusch and
Wilker (2015), 11.

%5 Facella (2010). See also Speidel (2005), who discusses Roman and Commagenian perspectives of their
relationship.

%6 Aliquot (1999-2003), 225-47.
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1.3. Sources

Before embarking on a discussion of the types of source material used in this thesis,
it is important to point out the evidentiary disparity between some of the kingdoms and
principalities under discussion. Whilst we have a significant amount of evidence from the
Herodian Kingdom and the Nabatacan Kingdom, there are significant gaps in our knowledge
for other regions, especially the Ituraecan Principalities and the Kingdom of the Emesenoi. It
is important to be aware of this disparity and not to overvalue the evidence from better

attested regions at the expense of others.

1.3.1. Literature

The issues under discussion in this thesis — political institutions tasked with
governance, legal practice, and taxation — are rarely addressed in classical literary sources.
Such issues are often only mentioned when a significant problem, such as a revolt or conflict,
arises as a result of these administrative practices. As a result, literary sources tend to mention
administrative issues only in passing and when such details fit into their overarching narrative.
There are, however, some significant sources that will be discussed frequently in the thesis. In
what follows, I will not discuss specific passages in detail — they are dealt with further below
— but I shall give an overview of the most important works and discuss some significant

issues that affect their evidentiary value.

1.3.1.1. Josephus

Flavius Josephus was a prominent leader in the Jewish Revolt of AD 66-70 until his
surrender in 67. He was released on Vespasian’s accession as Emperor in 69, took the name
Flavius, and later became a friend and advisor to Titus. Whilst in Rome, Josephus wrote three

major works that are discussed in this thesis: the Jewish War, Jewish Antiquities, and Life of
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Josephus. In Josephus — as Mary Beard has observed in an effusive piece advocating Josephus’
relevance to Roman history — we have a first-hand source narrating the changes surrounding
provincialisation in Herodian and Roman Judaea.”” His personal involvement, Judaean and
Roman allegiances, and priestly heritage all contribute to the complexity of these intricate and
vivid portrayals of Palestine in the first century AD.”®

Josephus represents a remarkable source for the Herodian Kingdom and events
concerning Herodian and Roman Judaea. His works, however, are not without their
limitations. He gives us very little information about anywhere other than Palestine and is of
little help in the study of kingdoms and principalities elsewhere. We receive the occasional
piece of information about other kingdoms and principalities when they interact with the
Herodian Dynasty. For instance, a small observation made in passing regarding strategoi in
the Nabatacan Kingdom is one of our best pieces of evidence for internal administration in
that region.” Josephus tells us that the divorced wife of Herod Antipas travelled through
Arabia “being passed from one strategos to the next as they provided transport.” The implicit
observation that Nabatacan strategoi controlled particular regions of the country shapes our
understanding of the epigraphic evidence and contributes greatly to our knowledge of
administration in the Nabataean Kingdom.

As readers we must, however, bear in mind that the Nabataecans and others are
peripheral characters to Josephus’ main subjects: the Herodians, the Judaeans, and the
Romans.” The portrayal of the Nabatacans — as I discuss below — changes significantly

between the Jewish War and the Jewish Antiquities in accordance with their particular role in

57 See Beard (2003), 541.

58 Beard (2003). 543-8, emphasises the complexity of Josephus® position in relation to the narratives. See now the
lengthy discussion of Mason (2016a), 60-137 regarding the Jewish War. Josephus has long been the focus of
scholarship, see, in general, Landau (2006); Mason (1998); Schwartz (1990); Bilde (1988); Varneda (1986); Rajak
(1983); Cohen (1979).

% Jos. AJ 18.112. This is quoted and discussed further below, 2.2.3.

% Josephus uses the term Joudaios to refer to the native people and institutions of Judaea in the Second Temple
Period. When referring to these groups, I use the adjective ‘Judaean’ rather than ‘Jewish’. The former better
encapsulates the meaning inherent in the Greek word loudaios in ancient literature: it refers to a member of an
ethnic and cultural group linked specifically to the land of Judaeca. The modern term ‘Jewish’ is primarily a
religious description. This interpretation is followed by Andrade (2010), 342; Mason (2007). Contra Schwartz
(2007), who argues that loudaios primarily denotes the individual’s religion and thus should be translated as ‘Jew’,
and Lowe (1976), who emphasises the ambiguity of loudaios.
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the narrative.”’ The Nabatacans are often used as the antagonists to the Judaeans and this
literary role affects all the information Josephus gives us about them.

Although each work deals with much of the same material and cover similar time
periods, the three narratives have different aims and are distinctly different in character. Of
the three major works, the earliest, the Jewish War, best represents Josephus’ Roman
affiliations.” In this work, Josephus strives to absolve the Judaean ruling class — including
himself — of responsibility for the war whilst at the same time portraying the Romans as
unwilling protagonists, drawn in to the war by a particular group of Judaeans.®

In the prologue to the Jewish War, Josephus attributes the war and the destruction of
the Temple solely to a group of Judaean revolutionaries, the Zealots.* Josephus’ aim to
exonerate the Judaeans and Romans of blame for the revolt colours every aspect of his
narrative. In this work, for instance, Josephus is rarely explicitly critical of the Romans.”
Whilst he criticises Herod’s actions, his criticism is often muted and — unlike in the
Antiquities — he at no point seems to be fundamentally opposed to the Herodian monarchy in
general terms. The central focus of the work is the development of Judaean-Roman relations
and Josephus thus leaves out details that he includes in the Jewish Antiquities or Life of
Josephus.

The longer Jewish Antiquities has a different subject: it is an account of Judaean
history from Moses until the destruction of the Second Temple.®® The Antiquities is
moralising: one of the stated aims of the work is to demonstrate that only those who obey
God’s laws prosper.”” The tenor of the work is thus significantly different: Josephus’ narrative
voice is more prevalent and more emotive; more time is spent discussing purely Jewish and

Judaean issues without a Roman context. There are also distinct changes to Josephus’ views

o1 See below, 2.2.1.
62 See, in particular, Landau (2006), 66-8; 115-8; Rajak (1983), 65-103.
% Mason (2016a); Price (1992), 186; Bilde (1988), 77-8; Goodman (1987), 20-1; Rajak (1983), 78-83; Rhoads
(1976), 12.
 BJ 1.10-1. He does not refer to the Zealots by name here; he calls them tyrannoi. On Josephus’ portrayal and
relationship with the Zealots, see Mason (2016b); Goodman (1987), 185-97; 219-20; Rajak (1983), 86-93.
% See, in particular, Landau (2006), 114-8. See further below, 3.2.1.
Zj This is described in 4J 1.5. See Schwartz (2016); Feldman (2000), xii-xxxvi.
AJ 1.14.
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regarding the Herodians and Romans. In this work, he is sometimes more critical of the
Romans and is often explicitly critical of the Herodians, Herod in particular.68 Whilst, in the
Jewish War, Josephus does not advocate any political system in particular, in the Antiquities
he clearly expresses a preference for priestly oligarchy and sees the Herodian monarchy as an
aberration.”

The third major work, the Life of Josephus, continues the moralising themes of the
Antiquities, but applies them over a much shorter time period, dealing only with Josephus’
lifetime.” At the end of the Antiquities, Josephus states his intention to write a history of his
own life.”' The Life thus seems to be either an ending to the longer work, or something of an
addendum.” It differs from the Antiquities in its biographical style. Josephus himself points
out that particular details of events have been changed to suit the narrative of the Life: on two
occasions, at the beginning and end of the central story, Josephus refers the reader back to his
more precise account in the Jewish War.” In the Life, both events and characters are
manipulated to suit the character exposition of the work.

Josephus is a crucially important source for the study of the Herodian Kingdom. His
works, however, are distinctly different — with different aims, information, and writing styles
— and must be treated as such. Where Josephus is used as a source, I shall, where it is
appropriate, refer to any parallel passages within Josephus’ body of work and discuss any

discrepancies between the accounts.

1.3.1.2. Strabo

Strabo wrote his Geography in the early first century AD. His description of the

topography, climate, peoples, and cultures of the Roman world gives us a useful insight into

% On Josephus® relationship with Herod in the Jewish War and Antiquities, see Landau (2006). For a literary
analysis, see also van Henten (2016); (2011); (2008); Mason (2003), 152-64. For Josephus’ relationship with the
Romans and Roman historiography, see Mason (2016c¢); (2016d); Cotton and Eck (2005).

% For Josephus’ relationship with the priesthood, see now McLaren (2016). This is discussed further below, 3.5.

™ See Mason (2016¢); (2001), xiii-liv.

7' 4720.262-8.

"2 On this, see now Mason (20164d), 59-69, who points out stylistic similarities between the Life and book 20 of the
Antiquities.

P Vit 27; 412.
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the social and political history of those on the outskirts of the Roman Empire. His account of
the Nabataean Kingdom, for instance, has been the subject of much discussion; it is, along
with a contrasting presentation by Diodorus, one of only two detailed literary accounts of the
kingdom.™ Strabo is also one of the only literary sources to mention the kingdom of the
Emesenoi; his description of Sampsikeramos and lamblichos as “phylarchoi of the ethnos of
the Emesenoi” has come to define the kingdom and its rulers.”

Strabo’s Graeco-Roman perspective, however, may affect his presentation of groups
such as the Nabataeans and Emesenoi. Strabo — as a Greek living in the Roman world —
depicts the Roman Empire as both a culturally Greek and Roman phenomenon. Johannes
Engels has shown the extent to which Strabo emphasised the cultural importance of the Greek
world.” Depictions of societies that lay under Roman hegemony but were judged to be
outside of this Greco-Roman cultural sphere are subject to Strabo’s etic viewpoint. Scholars
have pointed out that his description of the Nabataeans for instance — as I discuss in some
detail below — follows literary models of uncivilised societies.”” Bjorn Anderson has argued
that Strabo presents the Nabataeans as disorganised and uncivilised in order to justify Roman
control over the region.” Studies by Laurent Tholbecq — discussing the description of the
Nabataeans — and Eran Almagor — dealing with Strabo’s depiction of ‘barbarians’ — have
shown that Strabo emphasises differences between the peoples he describes and the Greco-
Roman culture ascribed to the Empire.”

There are, therefore, some significant difficulties with using Strabo as a source for
kingdoms and principalities in the Near East. Depictions of groups on the fringes of the

Empire may have been adapted as Strabo sought to emphasise the role of the Greeks and

™ Strabo, 16.4.26. Cf. Diod. Sic. 19.94. For a comparison of the two accounts, see Alpass (2013), 23-30; Dijkstra
(1995), 297-307. See further below, 2.2.3.

75 Strabo 16.2.10. See further below, 2.2.3.

76 Engels (2006). See also Braund (2006); Clarke (1999); Aujac (1966).

7 Alpass (2013), 23-30; Anderson (2009); Graf (1990), 51-3. See below, 2.2.3.

8 Anderson (2009).

" Tholbecq (2009); Almagor (2005).
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Greek culture in the early Augustan Empire.** We have to treat Strabo’s work with particular

caution where it cannot be supported by other sources of evidence.

1.3.1.3. Pliny the Elder

Pliny the Elder wrote his monumental Natural History in the first century AD. His
work deals with geography, flora and fauna, medicines, and geology across thirty-seven
books. In much the same way as Strabo, Pliny’s desire to record such a broad span of natural
questions has often been linked to Roman imperialism.*' His work has been seen as an
attempt to conceptualise the Roman Empire in terms of its natural phenomena.

Whilst much of Pliny’s work is not useful to this study, his geographical description
of the Near East includes many important details regarding the political and social
composition of kingdoms and principalities. Pliny, for instance, records a list of the toparchies
of Judaea; scholars have contrasted this description with Josephus’ list and have been able to
decipher much about the political organisation of first-century Judaea.®

We may have similar problems when dealing with Pliny as we do with Strabo:
scholars have recently emphasised Pliny’s conceptual links to Roman imperialism. In
particular, Thomas Laehn has argued that Pliny presents a defence of Roman imperialism,
justifying Roman intervention in the regions he describes.*® We must, therefore, be cautious
when using this source as his depiction of kingdoms and principalities may have been tailored

to fit his overarching imperialistic narrative.

% In general, see Engels (2006); (1999); Clarke (1999). For Strabo’s relationship with Hellenistic geography and
writing: Engels (2013); Irby (2012).

81 See Murphy (2004); Carey (2003); Naas (2002). Cf. Doody (2010). For similar links applied to Strabo, see
Engels (1999); Lasserre (1982).

82 HN 5.70. See, in particular, Cotton (2001a). This is discussed further below, 2.2.4.

% Laehn (2013).
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1.3.2. Inscriptions

Epigraphy is one of our most valuable sources of evidence for administrative practice
in the Roman Near East.* Unlike literary sources, inscriptions were functional texts and
objects that formed an important part of provincial life in the Roman world. They were
written with particular purposes in mind and those purposes are usually made evident by the
texts themselves. For this thesis — which deals with the administration of outlying areas of the
Roman world — inscriptions are of particular importance. As they were often used to display
regulations, they can give us invaluable insights into the laws, customs, and institutions of the
groups that produced them.

Beyond their immediate function — whether it was to honour individuals,
commemorate statues, or display rules — inscriptions can inform us more obliquely about the
communities that produced them.* If and how an inscription was produced and displayed was
the result of a series of choices. Inscribers had to decide, for instance, where to establish the
text: it could be attached to a relief or a statue; it could be in a place of particular public
significance; or it could be part of a tomb. The location, as well as the text’s appearance,
information, script, and language could be adapted for a particular purpose or for a particular
audience. All of these choices reflect the individual and the society that produced them. The
choice of language and the implications of those choices have been a particular focus of
scholarship in this regard.®

It is worthwhile to point out some potential problems with using epigraphy as a
source in this thesis. Whilst the nexus of choices that went into the creation of an inscription
is a valuable source of information, much of this can be opaque to us. As these are texts
designed to be read by a certain audience in a certain setting, little of the text’s context is

typically explained. We have little way of discerning, for instance, if a certain language was

% On the epigraphy of the Roman world in general see Desmulliez and Hoét-van Cauwenberghe (2005); Bodel
(2001); Millar (1983).

% See, in particular, Millar (1983), 52-3.

8 For general studies, see Cotton ef al. (2009); Biville ef al. (2008); Adams (2003). More specific bibliography is
referred to where appropriate below.
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widely spoken or if it was only used in writing."’ No inscriber would make this clear on an
inscription since it would be obvious to anyone who might be expected to read it. There are,
therefore, significant limits on how we might hope to engage with the layers of information
provided by epigraphic corpora. I shall not discuss specific texts here, but it will be useful to
give an overview of the types of texts we find.

Inscriptions from the Near East can be usefully differentiated by the language and
script in which they are written. The majority of extant texts are written in Greek, which was
— at least to some degree — found in all the kingdoms and principalities under Roman
influence.® Various Middle Aramaic dialects were linked to particular regions. We have
thousands of Nabataecan Aramaic inscriptions from Arabia, although there are some
significant discrepancies between the scripts used in different parts of the Nabataean
Kingdom. ® So-called Jewish Aramaic was prevalent, alongside Greek, in Herodian
Palestine.” Old Syriac Aramaic, the forerunner to the Estrangela script associated with early
Christian literature, was used for epigraphy in the Kingdom of Edessa.”’ We have many
inscriptions written in Palmyrene Aramaic from Palmyra and its hinterland.”” Safaitic — an
often misused term referring to a North Arabian dialect and script used primarily by nomads —
appears on thousands of graffiti found across southern Syria and northern Arabia.” Latin is
predominantly found in inscriptions generated by soldiers or in Roman coloniae such that we

find isolated pockets of Latin epigraphy in Berytus, Aelia Capitolina, and Caesarea.”

%7 See Millar (2009); Richter (2009).

88 Greek epigraphy, along with Latin inscriptions, in the Near East is collected in the ongoing /GLS series. For a
useful handbook on Greek epigraphy of the Roman period, see McLean (2002).

% See Healey (2007); Macdonald (2003) for a detailed overview of Nabatacan inscriptions. On the Nabatacan
script, see Healey (2009), 28; 38-40; (1993a), 55-63; Macdonald and Lewis (2003); Cantineau (1930-1932). See
also, discussing Nabataean epigraphy in general terms, Alpass (2013), 21-3.

% On this script, see the overview in Healey (2009), 28-9; 40-3. It is most commonly used for funerary texts, see,
for instance, CIIP, 1.18-608.

! The standard collection of Old-Syriac inscriptions is still Drijvers and Healey (1999). See also Millar (2013),
113-6; (2011a); Drijvers (1972). On the script, see Healey (2009), 29-32; 44-7; Drijvers and Healey (1999), 1-20.
o2 Palmyrene texts are collected together in PAT, more recently supplemented by Yon (2013). On the script, see the
useful overview of Healey (2009), 29; 43-4.

% The Safaitic texts are being collected as part of the wider Online Corpus of the Inscriptions of Ancient North
Arabia. On Safaitic inscriptions in general, see Macdonald (2014); (2004); (1993); Macdonald et al. (1996);
Khraysheh (1995); Clark (1979). The term Safaitic — as has been forcefully emphasised by Macdonald (1993),
305-10 — is a modernism referring to the Safa, a volcanic region in southern Syria. It denotes a script and a dialect;
it is not used as an ethnic designation and we cannot use it to refer to an ethnic group or community.

% On these settlements, see Millar (1990a). More recently, Latin inscriptions and their link to coloniae has been
discussed by Eck (2009) and Isaac (2009). Coloniae are discussed further below, 2.3.2.
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Inscriptions from the Near East vary greatly in their presentation: we find texts of
various levels of formality and monumentality. In this thesis we will discuss graffiti — often
unstructured texts that were not necessarily meant to be read by others or displayed — as well
as formal public inscriptions — designed to impart particular information in public fora.” The
language that inscriptions are written in and the form in which they are presented have an
indelible effect on the texts and their interpretation. Whilst we cannot make a comprehensive
survey of the languages, scripts, and forms of epigraphy in the Near East here, specific texts

are considered in terms of their content, context, presentation, and language.

1.3.3. Parchments and Papyri

As historical sources, parchments and papyri have similar advantages and
disadvantages to texts written on stone. They preserve functional texts, designed and written
with a particular purpose in mind. Such texts can tell us much about the tasks they were
written to perform and about the people and the society that produced them. In much the same
way as inscriptions, however, the context in which the documents were produced is often
unclear to us. Whilst perishable documents can give us a glimpse into a legal case or census
return, we can often only guess at the wider circumstances in which they operated. In what

follows, I shall give an overview of the main corpora of documents discussed in the thesis.”

1.3.3.1. The Babatha and Salome Komaise archives

Babatha and Salome Komaise were two Jewish women who lived in a town called

Maoza on the southern coast of the Dead Sea. They lived in the Nabatacan Kingdom and

% On the study of ancient graffiti, see Baird (2016); Baird and Taylor (2011). For the usefulness of formal
inscriptions see Millar (1983).

% For documents in the Near East in general, see the catalogue of Cotton, Cockle, and Millar (1995). More
recently, see Gascou (2009).
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within their lifetimes saw the kingdom’s annexation and the creation of provincia Arabia in
AD 106.

The documents that form the Babatha archive were found together, alongside others,
in the so-called ‘Cave of Letters’ at Nahal Hever, on the Western coast of the Dead Sea. They
were tightly wrapped inside a leather purse, now on display in Jerusalem’s Israel Museum.
The documents were found during a series of excavations under the supervision of Yigael
Yadin in 1960-1961. The Greek documents in this multi-lingual corpus were published in
1989 whilst the Semitic documents were not published until 2002.”

Unlike the Babatha archive, we cannot be sure that the Salome Komaise archive was
all found in one place. The majority of the documents were taken into what is now the
Rockefeller Museum in East Jerusalem in 1952 and 1953 by bedouin.” As Salome Komaise’s
marriage certificate was found in the ‘Cave of Letters’, the corpus as a whole very possibly

199

originated there as well.” The documents were published in 1997 as part of the Discoveries in

the Judaean Desert series.'”
Between them, these two archives comprise of forty-three documents written in

Nabataean, Greek, and Jewish Aramaic. The earliest of the documents held in the Babatha

101

archive is dated to between AD 56 and 67; its latest is dated to 132. The Salome Komaise

archive ranges from AD 100 to 131.'”

The majority of the documents date to a forty-year
period leading up to the Bar Kokhba revolt, AD 94-132. What is important about this time
period is that it spans the annexation of the Nabatacan Kingdom. By using these texts we are
able to directly compare administrative practice under Nabataean and provincial rule.

The majority of the documents written before AD 106, the point at which the

103

Nabatacan Kingdom was annexed, were written in Nabataecan. = Most of those written

7 For the Greek documents, see Lewis ef al. (1989). For the Semitic: Yadin ef al. (2002). Both of these sets of
documents are given the designation P Yadin.

% On their provenance, see Czajkowski (2017), 5-9; Cotton and Yardeni (1997), 1-6; 158.

% Salome Komaise’s marriage certificate (P Hever 65), was found in the ‘Cave of Letters’ by Yadin and his team.
190 Cotton and Yardeni (1997). They are given the designation P Hever.

1N The earliest: P Yadin 36. The latest: P Yadin 27.

192 The earliest: P Hever 2. The latest: P Hever 12.

193 A recent monograph, Esler (2017), deals with the Nabatacan documents from the Babatha archive. For a recent
study of the Greek documents, see Czajkowski (2017).
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afterwards, under provincial administration, were written in Greek.'™ Both of these archives
from Nahal Hever are repositories of legal documents relevant to the two women and their
families. They contain contracts of sale, marriage contracts, deeds of gift, summons and

counter-summons, and the minutes from a city-council meeting.

1.3.3.2. The Middle Euphrates archive

The Middle Euphrates archive consists of nineteen documents — seventeen written in
Greek, two in Syriac — that originate from the Middle Euphrates region. The documents were
recovered from the antiquities market in the late 1980s and quickly published in a series of
articles. Denis Feissel and Jean Gascou published the seventeen Greek documents, and Javier

Teixidor published the two Syriac texts.'®

The archive contains a number of petitions,
contracts of sale, and letters.

The documents were written in various locations in the Middle Euphrates region.
Several originate from Beth Phouraia, near Appadana in provincia Syria. Of particular
interest for our purposes, however, are the texts from the Kingdom of Edessa and provincia
Osrhoene. We have five documents from this archive — as well as another similar text found

106

at Dura-Europos — that originate from Osrhoene between AD 240 and 250. ™ Three of these

texts are written in Greek, two come from Marcopolis and the third from Carrhae.'"” The two
Syriac texts come from Marcopolis and date to AD 240 and 242.'®
The five documents from Osrhoene are of particular interest for our purposes because

— in much the same way that the Babatha and Salome Komaise archives span the year 106 —

they bridge the annexation of the Kingdom of Edessa. It is clear from the documents that the

1% The implications of this linguistic change are discussed in detail below, 3.3.2.

195 Feissel and Gascou (2000); (1995); (1989); Feissel ef al. (1997); Teixidor (1991-1992); (1990).

1% The additional text, P Dura 28, was written in AD 243 in Marcopolis, but found in Dura.

197 p Euphr. 6; 7; 10. These documents are published in Feissel et al. (1997). On these texts, see also Mazza
(2007); Gnoli (2000); Gascou (1999).

198 The Syriac texts are labelled as P Mesop. A and B, following Mazza (2007) and Brock (1991). They were
previously designated P Euphr. inv. 19 and 20 by Teixidor, and P/ and P2 by Drijvers and Healey (1999), 237-40.
For a recent in-depth study of P Mesop. A, see Healey (2008). On these texts in general, see Healey (2005); Ross
(1993); Teixidor (1991-1992); (1990); Will (1987).
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kingdom was annexed into provincia Osrhoene in AD 213 but it was briefly restored in 239.
The Abgarids were deposed again by 242, when documents show the resumption of
provincial administration.'” The five documents from Oshroene allow us to compare dynastic

and provincial administration in the region.

1.3.4. Coins

Coins are a relatively abundant source in the kingdoms and principalities of the
Roman Near East. They were, first and foremost, an economic tool and, although the
distribution of coins can tell us relatively little about fiscal administration, the way in which
coins were minted and the denominations that were made can provide useful information for
the study of fiscal policy in kingdoms and principalities.'"

Beyond their economic role, coins were the main means by which the ruling powers
could disseminate a public image of themselves to a wider audience. The circulation of coins
meant that the information included on them, although secondary to the coin’s economic
purpose, was widely seen and disseminated. Those responsible for the minting of coins
crafted the legends and images on coins to fit the image they wanted to portray.

In the Roman Near East, the minting of coins was restricted to dynasts and cities. The
very existence of coins minted in the name of an individual or a community can therefore be
informative.''' The images and legends that appear on coins are of particular interest for our
purposes; they can tell us much about the ideology of a king or the identity of a civic
community.'?

There are some significant limitations to what we can learn from numismatic
evidence. It can be difficult to identify where a coin was minted and how the location of the

mint impacts the legends and images on the coin. Dynasts often minted coins in cities with

109

For the history of the Abgarids see below, 1.4.6.
110

With reference to kingdoms and principalities, the most notable example of such an analysis is Facella (2005b).
See further below, 4.1; 4.2.

" For the link between city status and the ability to mint coins, see RPC 1.14-7; 2.1-2; Howgego (2005), 83-90;
(1995), 41-3; Butcher (2004), 242-4; (1988), 9-13; Millar (1993a), 256-7; Weiss (1992). See further below, 2.1.1.
112 See Howgego (2005); (1995), 75-6.
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which they were associated, but why they chose one city over another or how this choice
affected the information on the coins is often unknown to us.'”® Civic coins were typically
minted in the city responsible for their minting, but we cannot necessarily assume that this
was the case.'"

There are also questions about chronology. It is often not clear why either dynasts or
cities minted coins when they did. Often coins were issued for short periods only and, whilst
it has been thought that civic coins were a response to a local need for currency either to
monetise tax revenue or fund troops stationed there, we cannot always explain the timing of

: 115
1SSues.

We do not, for instance, know why all minting of civic coins stops towards the end
of the third century. Many aspects of the process of minting coins and their economic role

remain unclear to us. Nevertheless, coins are an important source of information both for the

study of ancient economies and the self-presentation of those in power.

1.4. The history of kingdoms and principalities

In this section, I shall give an overview of the history of the kingdoms and
principalities under discussion in this thesis. I shall discuss the history of kings and princes,
establish a timeline for dynastic rule in the Near East, and outline the most important
bibliography. The overview will also serve to establish more precise geographical and

temporal limits to the study.''®

113 A notable example of the complexity of this evidence are the coins minted by Agrippa II, who dated his issues
from the point at which the minting city came under his control. His coins are thus dated according to different
eras ranging from AD 45 to 60. This pattern was recognised only relatively recently in an excellent article,
Kushnir-Stein (2002). On Agrippa’s coinage in general, see Meshorer (2001), 102-6.

11 See Howgego (1995), 28. A case study in the production of coins in northern Syria can be found in Butcher
(2004), 23-142.

115 On these possible explanations for the minting of civic coins, see Howgego (2005), 89-91; Butcher (2004), 250-
1.

18 Similar overviews are given by Butcher (2003), 87-98; Sartre (2001), 497-529.
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1.4.1. Commagene

The Kingdom of Commagene — on the western bank of the Euphrates — came within
Rome’s sphere of influence with the invasion of Lucullus in 69 BC. It is likely that, after this
point, King Antiochos I began proclaiming himself philoromaios.""’ In 64, Pompey brought
the kingdom officially into amicitia with Rome as part of his reorganisation of the Near
East.""® Much of its history after this point is obscure, but we do know that the kingdom was
annexed by Rome after the death of Antiochos IIT in AD 17."" After twenty years of direct
Roman administration under provincia Syria, Caligula restored the kingdom under Antiochos
IV, the son of Antiochos III."*° Antiochos was shortly deposed again under circumstances that
are largely unknown to us. A few years later he was reinstated, along with the gift of
additional territory in Cilicia, by Claudius. The kingdom was finally annexed into provincia
Syria in AD 72 on the pretext that he was conspiring with the Parthians.'*'

The most important recent work done on the Kingdom of Commagene is the 2006
monograph by Margherita Facella, La dinastia degli Orontidi nella Commagene ellenistico-
romana.'” Michael Speidel’s work on Roman Commagene, particularly his article on early
Roman rule in Commagene, is also worthy of particular mention here.'” The older work of

Jorg Wagner remains important.'**

1.4.2. The Ituraean Principalities

The Ituraeans controlled territory in three main areas across Mount Hermon and

trans-Jordan. The most important principality was centred on Chalcis in Lebanon. The Prince

"7 See the inscription published by Wagner and Petzl (1976), in which Antiochos is given the title philoromaios.
The inscription has been convincingly dated to before Pompey’s intervention in 64. See Facella (2010), 186-7. On
the epithet philoromaios in Commagene in general, see Facella (2005a).

8 App. Mith. 114; Strabo, 16.2.3.

"% Jos. AJ 18.53; Tac. Ann. 2.56.4.

2 Jos. 4J 19.276; Cass. Dio 60.8.1.

2! Jos. BJ 7.219-43.

122 Facella (2006). See also Facella (2012); (2010); (2005b).

2 See, in particular, Speidel (2005). See also Speidel (2012a); (2012b); (1998).

124 See, in particular, Wagner (1985); (1976).
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of Chalcis, Ptolemaios, had his authority confirmed by Pompey after paying a significant

tribute in 63 BC.'” Ptolemaios’ successor, Lysanias, was executed by Antony in 36 BC.'*

His territories — comprising of lands in the Bekaa Valley, Mount Hermon, and parts of
Trachonitis — were given to Cleopatra and leased to a certain Zenodoros. After Zenodorus’
death in 20 BC, much of this land was given to the Herodians."”” Whilst we cannot be sure, it

seems likely that Chalcis was ruled by Herodian princes after that point until it was annexed

and placed under the control of Berytus before the end of the first century AD.'*

Relatively little is known of the second principality, based in Arca. Cassius Dio

129

suggests that it was gifted to the Emesan dynasty in AD 38."“" The territory was awarded to

130

the Herodian King, Agrippa II, in 53."”" The third major principality, Abila, was ruled by a

131

certain Lysanias under Tiberius.” We know little more about its history, except that it was

given to Agrippa II along with Arca in 53."
The most recent dedicated treatment of the Ituraean Principalities is the 2010

133

monograph, The lturaeans and the Roman Near East, by Elaine Myers. ™ Julien Aliquot’s

monograph article, Les [turéens et la présence arabe au Liban du Il siecle a.C. au [Ve siécle

. . Lo 134
p.C., remains a seminal work on the subject.

1.4.3. The Nabataean Kingdom

The Nabataean Kingdom encompasses most of modern Jordan and parts of western

Saudi Arabia and southern Israel. The Nabataeans came into Rome’s sphere of influence in 58

BC, when Aretas III paid a substantial sum of money to M. Aemilius Scaurus, governor of

125 App. B Civ. 5.7.

2 Jos. 4 15.90-2.

27 Cass. Dio 65.9.3; Jos. BJ 1.398-40; AJ 19.274-7.

128 Jos. BJ 2.215-6. For this interpretation, see Aliquot (1999-2003), 225-37. For a more sceptical view, see
Butcher (2003), 92-3. This issue is discussed further below, 2.3.2.

' Cass. Dio 59.12.2.

% Jos. BJ 7.96-7. See also Plin. HN 5.74.

B! See, in particular, Luke 3:1. It is also called ‘Abila of Lysanias’ by Jos. BJ 19.275; Ptol. Geog. 5.15.22.

132 Abila is included in a list of tetrarchies incorporated into kingdoms (Plin. HN 5.74). The most likely kingdom is
the kingdom of Agrippa II. For this interpretation, see Aliquot (1999-2003), 244.

133 Myers (2010).

134 Aliquot (1999-2003). See also Aliquot (2009); (2008).
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1% Nabataean rule was for the most part stable throughout the first centuries BC and AD.

Syria.
One of the only dynastic issues of note comes after the death of Obodas Il in 9 BC. A certain
Syllacus — courtier to Obodas, discussed further below — travelled to Rome and asked

136
It seems

Augustus to grant him the royal title rather than the eventual successor, Aretas.
that Aretas had succeeded Obodas without asking Augustus for permission and this affront
afforded Syllaeus the possibility of replacing him. In the end, Augustus confirmed Aretas’
kingship and had Syllaecus executed. It seems likely that the final Nabataean King, Rabbel II,
moved the capital from Petra northwards to Bostra."’ The kingdom was finally annexed in
AD 106 — most likely at the time of Rabbel II’s death — and became the province of Arabia.
Much recent work has been done on the Nabatacan Kingdom. Ursula Hackl, Hanna
Jenni, and Christoph Schneider have collected references to the Nabataean dynasty in a
comprehensive sourcebook, Quellen zur Geschichte der Nabatder, that also offers

138

commentary and treatment of some important issues. ~ The most recent significant treatment
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of the kingdom is Christian-Georges Schwentzel’s Juifs et Nabatéens.” Recent work has also

been done on the kingdom’s religious life, particularly Peter Alpass’ The Religious Life of
Nabataea."” The seminal works on the Nabataean dynasty are still the treatments of Philip

Hammond and Arie Negev written in the 1970s.""!

More recently, Philip Freeman has dealt
with administrative issues and a series of articles dealing with various aspects of the kingdom

was published in 2007.'*

33 Jos. A4J 14.80.

136 gee below, 2.2.1.

137 There are no literary sources attesting this move, but it seems likely given that all of the epigraphy in which
Rabbel is mentioned comes from the area around Bostra. This is discussed further below, 2.2.2.

B8 Ouellen.

139 Schwentzel (2013).

140 Alpass (2013). See also Alpass (2015).

1! Negev (1977); Hammond (1973).

2 Politis (2007); Freeman (1996).
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1.4.4. The Herodian Kingdom

Herod the Great became king over a kingdom spanning Judaea, Samaria, Peraea, and
Galilee in 41 BC.'" His rule over this area was stable and, after the death of Zenodoros,
Augustus augmented his territory with Zenodoros’ territories from the Hauran. Herod died in
4 BC, leading to revolts and dispute over who would succeed him.'** Augustus divided
Herod’s Kingdom between his three sons: Archelaus became ethnarch over Judaea, Philip

145

was tetrarch of Peraea and the Hauran, and Herod Antipas was tetrarch of Galilee. ™ Some

cities were removed from the Herodian Kingdom at this point and attached to provincia

. 146
Syria.

Archelaus’ rule was cut short when, ostensibly due to popular discontent, he was
deposed in AD 6.'" Judaea was controlled by praefects based in Caesarea until AD 41. Philip

148

ruled until his death in 34.™ His lands were briefly annexed to provincia Judaea before then

being passed to his nephew Agrippa I in 37, along with the royal title. Herod Antipas died in

39 and his lands were also passed to the new Herodian King.'*

The former kingdom of Herod
the Great was mostly reunited in 41, when Claudius gave Judaea to Agrippa as well."" He
died only three years later, in 44, and his territories were returned to provincia Judaea. Judaea
proper was controlled by Roman procurators until the Jewish Revolt, after which legates were
made governors.

Agrippa II began receiving territories from Claudius in AD 50.""

He was first given
territories in Galilee and the Anti-Lebanon. Under Nero he was given Peraca and the

wealthier sections of the Galilee, around Abila and Livias.'™ Agrippa II ruled these territories

13 Jos. BJ 1.282-5; AJ 14.386-9.
44 B 1631-2; 47 17.182-7.

195 BJ2.20-50; 47 17.317-9.

146 B12.97; 4J 17.320.

W BJ2.125-6; AJ 17.342-4.

148 pJ2.181; 4J 18.106.

149 BJ2.182-3; 47 18.236-7.

150 pJ2.214-7; 47 20.137-40.

51 py2.223.

152 BJ2.247; 47 20.137-40.
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until the end of the first century AD; after his death, the kingdom was finally taken under
direct Roman rule.

The Herodian Kingdom has been the subject of much scholarly attention. The
standard reference work for the region is still the revised The History of the Jewish People,
written by Emil Schiirer and updated by Geza Vermes, Fergus Millar, and Martin

Goodman.'>

Important recent works dealing with the Herodian Kingdom include Julia
Wilker’s 2007 monograph, Fiir Rom und Jerusalem, and Christian-Georges Schwentzels’

Juifs et Nabatéens."™ Steve Mason’s monolithic History of the Jewish War is now an

essential work for the study of Herodian Palestine.'™

1.4.5. The Kingdom of the Emesenoi

The Emesenoi, whose kingdom lay in the area around modern Homs and the northern
part of the Beqaa Valley, first come to the attention of our sources when Antony had the king,

156

Tamblichos, executed before the battle of Actium. ™ After the battle, Octavian annexed the

kingdom only to later return it to another Iamblichos, the son of the executed king."’ The

important city of Arethusa was never returned to the dynasty.'™

In the first century AD,
Caligula gave the then king, a certain Soaemus, additional land north of Heliopolis."® The
kingdom was likely annexed at some point between AD 72 and 78. Two inscriptions provide
us these terminae ante/post quem. The first — discussed further below — is from Heliopolis and
dated to 72; it is dedicated to the Emesan Soaemus and refers to him as rex magnus.'® The

second is the tomb of a certain Sampsigeramos of the Emesan Dynasty. The accompanying

inscription, dated to AD 78/9, shows that he was a Roman citizen and makes no mention of

> HIP.

13 Schwentzel (2013); Wilker (2007a).

135 Mason (2016a).

156 Cass. Dio 50.13.7.

"7 Cass. Dio 51.2.2; 54.4.2.

138 An inscription from the city dates its addition to the provincia Syria in 31 BC. See further below, 2.2.2.

19 Cass. Dio 59.12.2. Kropp (2010), 216, makes the suggestion that it was north of Heliopolis up to Laodicea.
160 gee below, 2.2.3.
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the kingdom. ™ It seems likely that this lavish tomb belonged to a member of the Emesan
Dynasty whose kingdom had been annexed into provincia Syria.

Only recently has the Kingdom of the Emesenoi garnered significant scholarly
attention. A recent study by Michaela Konrad deals with the material culture of the region in
the Hellenistic and Roman periods.'® Andreas Kropp’s article on the Emesan dynasty’s self-
representation remains the most important recent work on both their history and royal

iconography.'® Sullivan’s prosopographical article on the Emesan dynasty is still relevant.'®

1.4.6. Edessa

Edessa, lying on the eastern side of the Euphrates, is farther east than any of the other
kingdoms and principalities discussed here. Rome’s direct involvement in Edessa’s
administration began during Trajan’s eastern campaigns of AD 114-117. The incumbent king,
Agbar VII, was overthrown by Rome and replaced with a certain Parthamaspates.'® Only
four years later this Roman candidate was removed in favour of another Abgarid, Ma’nu
VIL'® In 162, the pro-Roman Edessene King Ma’nu VIII was overthrown by the pro-Parthian
Wa’el bar Sahru.'”” The situation was reversed once again after Lucius Verus’ successes in
165; he restored Ma’nu VIII.

Some years later — during the reign of Ma’nu’s successor, Abgar VIII —provincia
Osrhoene was created.'® Some scholars, presuming that Abgar had supported Niger over

Septimius Severus, maintain that the creation of the province was a means to punish the

181 OGIS 604. See, in particular, Kropp (2010), 204-7.

12 Konrad (2014).

163 Kropp (2010). Much of that material is included also in Kropp (2013a).

1 Sullivan (1977a).

%% Cass. Dio 68.30.2.

1 Chron. Zug. 119/89. For the problems associated with the Syriac Edessene King lists and a convincing reading
of the evidence, see Gawlikowski (1998a). More recently, see Sommer (2010). On this eighth-century chronicle,
see Brock (1979-1980), 10-3.

17 Chron. Zug. 125/97.

1% An inscription from the region confirms that both Osrhoene and Edessa existed at the same time. See Wagner
(1983).
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king.”™ They thus argue that the new provincia Osrhoene was created out of a substantial

portion of the kingdom. It seems unlikely, however, that Abgar would have remained on the

170
1.

throne had he supported Severus’ rival.”” The province of Osrhoene was most likely created

out of other neighbouring principalities.'”' The Kingdom of Edessa was annexed in 213 and

172

the city was made a colonia. '~ Extant documents — discussed further above — show that the

Abgarids were briefly restored to their powers in 238 before the kingdom was finally annexed
once more in 242.'7

For the study of the Kingdom of Edessa, Steven Ross’ monograph, Roman Edessa,
has effectively replaced Judah Segal’s older work, Edessa: ‘The Blessed City’."”* Michael
Sommer has dealt with the kingdom extensively, both as part of his 2005 monograph

discussing Rome’s eastern frontier and in a later article examining Roman decision-making in

175
Osrhoene."’

1.5. Structure of the thesis

The thesis investigates the administrative role and impact of dynastic rule within the
context of Roman imperialism in the Near East. By contrasting administrative practice under
kings and princes with provincial rule, it questions the influential assumption that dynastic
rule led to annexation and it establishes a new model for dynastic rule as a distinct mode of
governance. The work is organised thematically, with each chapter dealing with a particular
administrative activity. In what follows I shall give an overview of the structure of the thesis.
More detailed discussions of the approach taken in each chapter can be found in the relevant

chapter introduction.

199 See, in particular, Sommer (2010); Ross (2001), 50-1. Contra Kaizer and Facella (2010), 30-1; Kaizer (2003),
290-1.

17 For this interpretation, see, in particular, Kaizer and Facella (2010), 31; Sartre (2001), 617; Gawlikowski
(1998a), 422-3.

"I This suggestion was first made by Gawlikowski (1998a), 423, who suggested that the principality of
Anthemousia and the city of Carrhae might have been annexed into provincia Oshroene.

' Cass. Dio 78.12.1.

13 See above, 1.3.3.2.

17 Ross (2001); Segal (1970).

175 Sommer (2010); (2005).
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Each chapter is divided into two sections: one dealing with kingdoms and
principalities and the other looking at the provinces they later became. The thesis is organised
so that each chapter is able to provide a comprehensive account of the evidence for
administration in the dynastic period. The sections dealing with provincial rule are not aimed
to be comprehensive; they are intended to contrast the discussions of kingdoms and
principalities and allow us to better appreciate the distinctiveness of dynastic rule as a means
of administering regions under Roman influence. For this reason, the thesis first discusses
kingdoms and principalities and then includes a section comparing that evidence with the
provinces that follow in each chapter.

Chapter two focuses on how kingdoms and principalities were organised into social
and political units; it looks at the types of institutions promoted by kings and princes and how
they interacted with the world around them. Chapter three investigates the practice of
arbitration and enforcement, looking at how contracts were enforced and how the rule of law
was maintained. Chapter four looks at what taxes were levied, how they were assessed, and
how they were collected.

On occasion evidence from outside the area of focus — kingdoms, principalities, and
the provinces they later became — is used to better understand the source material. In
particular, well attested parallels from Palmyra or elsewhere in the Roman Near East can
provide much-needed context to the evidence from kingdoms and principalities. The
treatment of administration in Palmyra or elsewhere is not intended to be comprehensive; it is

used to support the analysis of the subject matter.
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2. Political units

2.1. Introduction

Political units — groups, bodies, or organisations that wield authority over a certain
group of people or a certain space — are crucial to the conception and governance of both
people and land. On a conceptual level, both people and land are often defined by their
political unit. People are classified according to the unit that wields authority over them, and
land is divided into defined spaces controlled by political units. Practically, political units,
both large and small, are responsible for how decisions are made and carried out. This chapter
examines the political units employed in kingdoms and principalities.

By looking at the types of political unit employed in kingdoms and principalities and
comparing their role under dynastic and provincial government, this chapter establishes a
model for how political administration was conducted under dynastic rule. It focuses on how
different types of political units were employed, engaged with, and received under both
dynastic and provincial rule. It draws conclusions about those forms of rule based on points of
change and continuity.

Before beginning a full discussion of the evidence, it is necessary to define and
consider some of the difficult issues surrounding certain aspects of the political units
discussed: how cities were organised and how we can recognise them; and how we can define

tribes, and the issues inherent to our evidence of tribal groups in the Near East.

2.1.1. Cities, civic government and civic coinage

Our evidence for the operation of cities in the regions under discussion is rather
limited." We can, in general, discern much more about their general structure and how they fit
into the wider political topography than we can about how they actually functioned. For

instance, when discussing a particular city council, we often will not know very much about

" This is emphasised particularly by Sartre (2001), 650-4.
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how the body operated, but the wider effects of an authoritative body attached to a city
community are much clearer. This chapter will, in general, look at the impact that cities, as a
type of political unit, had on the political structure of kingdoms and principalities.

We can discern enough about the structure of cities in our period and place to equate
it with that of their Hellenic and Hellenistic forebears.” Whilst villages could bear significant
similarities to cities in physical terms, cities are a distinct type of political unit defined by
their organisation. We should expect a city: to have a degree of local autonomy, with an
assembly, council, and magistrates; to be able to mint its own civic coinage; and to control its
surrounding territory, often including, at least nominal, control over the surrounding villages.

The clearest indication of city status from an evidentiary point of view is the minting
of civic coins. Literary sources are not always as accurate as we might like when discussing
the status of communities. For instance, Strabo, writing in the early first century AD, refers to
Petra as pntpomolig 8¢ v Nafotaiov (“metropolis of the Nabatacans™).” It is, however,
quite unlikely that Petra was given this title until the second century AD. The first
unambiguous evidence comes from an inscription erected in AD 114, calling Petra a
metropolis.* Strabo refers to Jerusalem as the ‘metropolis of the Judaeans’ and reports a
debate over whether Sidon or Tyre was the ‘metropolis of Phoenicia’.” None of these
settlements were given the title and status of metropolis when Strabo was writing. He uses the
word to refer to important settlements; he does not attach the status to this term that it later
implies. Issues such as this make it difficult to use literary sources to determine the status of
settlements or communities. It is often possible to determine the status of a city from
inscriptions or documents. For example, we have evidence for civic tribes from Bostra and

Edessa.® A series of inscriptions from the villages around Bostra attest to members of those

% The composition of cities has been much discussed. For the study of the city in general, see Hansen (2006);
Millar (1993b); Glotz (1953); Jones (1940); amongst others. In the Roman Near East in particular: Sommer (2005),
81-7; Sartre (2001), 640-710; Millar (1993a), 228-9; 256-63.

* Strabo 16.4.21.

* Bowersock (1983), 84; (1982), 198. All other sources that suggest it was a city come from after this point. A
document records the minutes of the city council of Petra from AD 124 (P Yadin 12). It mints coins under Hadrian,
including the title metropolis: Spijkerman (1978), Petra, 2; BMC Arabia, Petra, 12.

5 For Jerusalem: 16.2.28. For Sidon and Tyre: 16.2.22.

® For Bostra, see P Oxy. 42.3054. For Edessa, see P Dura 28. They are discussed further below, 2.3.3.
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villages participating in the city council.” Documents such as these are useful evidence for
determining if a settlement had city status, particularly in conjunction with supporting
evidence.

Coins are the clearest representation of a city’s status and identity. The production of
civic coinage was a sign of city status and was often used as a means to demonstrate that
status to groups both inside and outside of the community.® Coinage was an integral part of

the city as a political unit; it reinforced the independence of the community.

2.1.2. Tribes: families, groups linked by kinship, and federations

Another important type of political unit that should be discussed here is the tribe. A
tribe is a grouping based on and defined by relationships rather than locality.” It will be
immediately clear that this definition is a very wide one; in this respect it reflects the nature of
tribes in our source material. Similar terms are used for groups of drastically varying sizes. In
what follows, I shall review some of the most common terms used to denote tribal groups and
discuss the nature of our evidence for them. As the evidence discussed in this section
demonstrates, personal identifications on inscriptions are the most useful, and often the only,
evidence for identifying tribal groups.

The Greek word phyle is one of the terms used in the regions under discussion to
denote tribes. In a civic context this can often refer to civic tribes: official groups, often
important for city government, that made up the citizen body.'” As briefly mentioned above, a
papyrus from Oxyrhynchus, the registration of a sale from the third century AD, attests to the
phyle Romana and phyle Dios at Bostra."" We have no information about the composition or

operation of these bodies, only their names, as they were used as a form of personal

7 A full list of these inscriptions is given in Sartre (1985), 84-7. See further, 2.3.2.

¥ See Howgego (1995), 42; (1990), 20-1.

? For this definition, see Macdonald (1998), 182: “Within the context of the Near East, I mean by ‘tribe’ a social
group in which all relationships and responsibilities are perceived and expressed in genealogical terms”; Millar
(1993a), 395: “Groupings which seem to be defined by relationships rather than ... by locality.” See also, Smith
(2013), 38-40; Macdonald (1993), 352-67. Cf. Graf (1989); Parker (1986); Sartre (1982a); (1982b); Milik (1980).
1% See Roussel (1976).

p Oxy. 42.3054. Mentioned above, 2.1.1, and discussed further below, 2.3.3.
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identification in this document. We might venture that these were civic tribes, given their
overtly Greco-Roman names and the civic context of the document — the individuals
identified by their membership of the phyle Romana and phyle Dios are also identified as
bouleutai.'” This illustrates the nature of much of our evidence for tribal groups: we do not
know anything about the history, membership, or operation of the phylai Romana or Dios."
Any identification we would give them beyond calling them tribes that existed within a civic
context would require some speculation.

Although it is not strictly within the bounds of this study, the debate over ‘the four
tribes of the city’ in Palmyra is illustrative of the issues related to evidence for tribes in the
Roman Near East. Tribes are attested in Palmyra with the Palmyrene phz or phd bny and the
Greek phyle. There seems to be a discrepancy — as is discussed in detail below — between
those tribes attested only in Palmyrene and those attested with the Greek term phyle.'* A
certain group of tribes, called ‘the four tribes of the city’ in one well known inscription, seem
to have been involved in civic government and this role is reflected by their attestation in
Greek as phylai.”” The debate over their interpretation is addressed in more detail below; what
is important for our purposes here is that the terms phz, phd bny, and phyle all refer to tribes
but in significantly different contexts.'® They may indeed refer to very different types of
group.

We do find the Greek phyle outside of cities, but mostly in settled areas. Inscriptions
from the Hauran in which the inscriber identifies themself by both their village and their tribe
confirms that sedentary people could be active members of a tribe."” Members of village
communities were able to engage with tribal groups and identify themselves accordingly.

In both Safaitic and Nabataean, the word ’/ was used to denote tribal groups. Tribal

identifications are common in the Safaitic graffiti and seem to have been the primary means

12 This argument is made, most prominently, by Sartre (1985), 78; (1982a), 84. See also, Freeman (1996), 106.

13 As emphasised by Kaizer (2002), 65. For this sceptical approach in general, see Macdonald (1993), 352-67.

14 See below, 2.3.3.

" PAT 2769; IGLS 17.1.149.

1 See, in particular, Taylor (2002), 320, who argues that, in Palmyra, Greek was the language of public activities
and city governance, whilst Palmyrene was the language of the social sphere. See below, 2.3.3.

17 See further below, 2.3.3.
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of self-identification for the authors of these texts. The evidence for tribes in Safaitic graffiti,
however, rarely places these groups in context. Although there are some important exceptions,
typical examples contain little more than the name of the dedicant and their tribe. The tribes
could be social groups as small as individual families or much larger organisations. The
widespread repetition of some tribal names in Safaitic graffiti does suggest, however, that at
least some of these groups spanned large distances and included many participants.'®

There are fewer examples of tribal identifications in Nabataean inscriptions and these
are often similarly uninformative. There are, again, important exceptions to this statement that
allow for a greater understanding of Nabataean tribes. A Nabatacan-Greek inscription from
Si’, discussed in detail below, shows the tribe "/ ‘byst dedicating a statue.'’ The group are
called the ‘assembly of the Obaisenoi’ in Greek (6 6fjpog 0 T@v OParonv@dv). The equation
of ’/ in Nabataecan with demos in Greek is noteworthy. The term demos would typically
denote a citizen body in a civic context; we cannot be sure to what extent the organisation of
the ’/ ‘byst equates to common uses of demos, but it perhaps gives us a perspective of the
relative size and importance of the group.

The different terms used for tribes all show a breadth of use that defies precise
interpretation. Groups labelled with one of these words — phyle, ’I, phz — could be a family, a
group of families with a common remote ancestor, a federation of such groups, or some other
organisation defined by relationships. It is important to emphasise here the variety of different
contexts that terms for tribes appear in: they are used in different languages, by nomadic and
sedentary peoples, and refer to various different levels of organisation. The choice to express
tribal identifications in one language over another was dependent on the context, though the
implications of this decision are sometimes difficult to identify. We cannot assume that all
groups called tribes had a certain type of organisation, nor is there a definite correlation
between language and the type of tribe. All of these are important limitations to consider

when examining tribes and their role in kingdoms and principalities.

'8 The *I ‘mrt, for instance, appears to have been a wide-ranging organisation. For discussion and references, sce
Macdonald (1993), 359-60; Milik (1980).
1 Quellen (2003), E.004.04; Healey (2009), no.15; CIS 2.164; Cantineau (1930-1932), 2.13-4. See below, 2.2.3.
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2.2. In kingdoms and principalities

2.2.1. Kings and princes

Kings and princes were the most obvious political force in the kingdoms and
principalities of the Near East. Their kingship formed an overarching political context within
which the other political structures of kingdoms and principalities existed.”® In this section I
will examine the political role of kings and princes within their territories, looking first at the
kings and princes themselves and then at their courts. Dynastic government in kingdoms and
principalities was greatly influenced by the administration of Persian and Hellenistic
Kingdoms; the king and his court acted as the kingdom’s administrative centre.

The overarching authority of King Abgar IX of Edessa, for instance, is encapsulated
by his representation on a Syriac document dated to AD 240 from the so-called Middle
Euphrates archive. It records a transfer of debt and its royal context is evident from the
introduction, which I will quote here:

byrh knwn qgdm snt hmsm’’ whmsSyn wtrtyn bsnt

tit d’wiqrtwr gsr mrqws ‘ntwnyws gwrdynws

gdy’ wzky’ wbsnt trtyn d’lyws sptmyws "bgr mlk’

br m‘nw psgryb’ br "bgr mlk’ dmyqr bhpty’ b’rhy

b’ds mdynt’ rbt’ 'm’ dmdynt’ klhyn dbyt nhryn

ktyb Str’ hn’ bhykl’ krk’ hdt’ dsyd’ d’bgr mlk’

bywm tmny” w ‘Sryn *!

“In the month of Former Kanun of the year five hundred and fifty-two, in the third
year of Autokrator Caesar Marcus Antonius Gordianus the Fortunate and Victorious,
and in the second year of Aelius Septimius Abgar the king son of Ma‘nu, crown
prince, son of Abgar the king, who was honoured with consular rank in Urhoy, in
Edessa, the great city, mother of all the cities of Bet Nahrin, this document was
written in the palace, New-Town-of-Hunting, of Abgar the king, on the twenty-
eighth day.”*

The introduction defines the document’s political context. It is dated by the year of

the emperor’s rule and then by the year of King Abgar IX’s rule; these dating formulae

2 The political role of kings and princes within their territories has been discussed, in particular, by Choi (2013),
117-51; Millar (1996); Braund (1984), 105-22.

2Ap Mesop. A.1-7. Text and translation adapted from Healey (2008).

2 For the pasgriba (“crown prince”), see Sommer (2005), 244; Ross (2001), 1; 60; (1993), 192-3; Segal (1970),
19; 31. For discussion of Abgar’s ‘consular title’, see Ross (2001), 80-1.
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demonstrate the context in which the document was valid. The use of the year of the emperor
and Abgar’s regnal year evokes what Fergus Millar called a ‘two-level sovereignty’, whereby
the king operated as a monarch with the backing and implicit oversight of the emperor.”* The
king, whose authority stems from the emperor, enforced the contract. The choice to write the
document in Syriac — rarely found in documents outside of Osrhoene — reinforces the limits of
its competence.” Abgar’s kingship legitimised the document and served as the defining
context in which it could operate as a functional legal text.

Legal documents found at Nahal Hever attach a similar role to the Nabatacan King in
the political structure of his kingdom. A document confirming a debenture from AD 93-94,
for instance, is dated by the year of King Rabbel II’s rule: “year twenty-three of Rabbel the

3 and it

King, King of the Nabataeans, who has brought life and deliverance to his people,
denotes the tax to be paid to the crown: “And to our lord, Rabbel, the king as well.”* An
additional contract appended on the same document, which shows the wife’s consent to the
loan her husband is taking, is dated by the year of the king at the outset: “[On the eighth(?) of
Elul, year twenty th]ree of Rabbel, the King, King of the Nabataeans.”’ In this document, we
are left in no doubt that these contracts operated within the overarching authority of the
Nabatacan King, which gave them a political structure within which they would have
competence and legitimacy. As we might perhaps expect, they were the product of a territory
in which the king was the highest authority.

The epithets of the Nabataean Kings Aretas IV (rhim ‘mh; “the lover of his people”),

and Rabbel II (dy 'hyy wsyzb ‘mh; “who resuscitated and saved his people”) are attached to

these kings in a variety of contexts.”® Rabbel’s epithet is used on a number of inscriptions,

3 Millar (1996).

 For the importance of language choices in legal documents in the Near East, see, in particular, Cotton (1999a).
On the extent of Syriac west of the Euphrates in this period see, in particular Facella (2012); Millar (1993a), 456-
60.

B P Yadin 1.1-2: btmwnh b’lwl §bt Sryn wtlt Irb’l mik’ mlk nbtw dy "hyy wsyzb ‘mh. Cf. lines 11-2. On this
contract, see now Esler (2017), 103-5.

% Line 9: wimr'n’ rb’l mik” kwt. Cf. line 42. On this formulation, see below, 4.2.

2 Line 46: [btmwnlh [b’]I[w]l $n[t ‘Sryln [wtllt Irb’l mik’” mlk nbtw.

% The epithets are linked to the Hellenistic Greek epithets philodemos (“lover of the demos ) and soter (“saviour”
respectively. See Yadin ef al. (2002), 217; Graf (1994), 291.
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particularly from the north of the kingdom.” Aretas’ epithet appears frequently in the legal
inscriptions attached to rock-cut tombs at Hegra, which place restrictions on the use of the
tomb and detail punishments for those that contravene them.*® In these texts, his kingship is
used as a means of dating, and he appears as an authority executing the fines, as in the
inscription below from AD 4-5:

.wmndyy'bd kyr mhdy ‘I’

ktyb p’yty ‘mh ldwsr’ "lh’ bhrm’ dy ‘I’

ldmy mgmpr sl ‘yn ’Ip hrty wimr’n’ hrtt mlk’ kwt

byrh sbt snt sy wtlt lhrtt mlk nbtw rhm

“...And whoever does other than what is written above shall be liable to the god

Dushara regarding the inviolability referred to above, for the full price of a thousand

Haretite sela‘s, and to our lord King Haretat for the same amount. In the month of

Shebat, the thirteenth year of Haretat, King of the Nabataeans, lover of his people.”

The inscription names Aretas as one of the two authorities to whom the fine is
payable. It is not certain to whom a fine payable “to the god Dushara” would be paid in
practice; it most likely refers to a religious authority of some sort.”> In either case, it
demonstrates the authority of the Nabataean King whereby he acted as the executor of the fine,
guaranteeing the force of the inscription. The pervading authority of the Nabataean King over
the administration of his kingdom is demonstrated by his presence and role in legal
documents and inscriptions, which use it as a means to legitimise and guarantee their orders.”

The examples of Abgar, Aretas, and Rabbel demonstrate the role of kings within their
kingdoms. Extant documents and inscriptions, texts which served a practical function in the

administration of these territories, use the appropriate king’s authority to define themselves

within a political context and as a means to convey legitimacy. The authority of kings was an

¥ From Avdat: AD 76, Negev (1963), 144-5; AD 87, Negev (1961), 135, n.8. From the Hauran: AD 92, Dussaud
and Macler (1901), 168, n.36; AD 95, Dussaud and Macler (1901), 187, n.62. The concentration of inscriptions
mentioning Rabbel in the north has led to scholars arguing that Rabbel moved the seat of the Nabatacan Kings to
Bostra. See Millar (1993a), 408; MacAdam (1986), 174; Sartre (1985), 54-6; Bowersock (1983), 73; Milik (1958),
233-5. Cf. also Alpass (2013), 186. Contra Fiema (2003), 44. There is little certain evidence to confirm this, but it
seems likely given the epigraphic disparity.

30 Aretas is given the epithet rhm ‘mh, ‘the lover of his people’ in Healey (1993a), nos. 1; 3; 5; 7; 9-12; 16; 19; 24;
27-32.

3! Healey (1993a), no.1.6-10.

32 See Alpass (2013), 138; Healey (1993a), 47-8. This is discussed further below, 3.2.1.

3 This point is made by Freeman (1996), 106; Goodman (1991), 171-2.
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overarching political structure that determined and enforced the organisation of those under
it.**

The positions that kings and princes held within their lands was informed notably by
the traditions of Persian and Hellenistic kingship. The way in which the authority of Abgar,
Aretas, and Rabbel defined political authority in their kingdoms echoes the way in which
Persian and Hellenistic rulers were the political, legal, and administrative centres of their
kingdoms. The lineage back to Persian and Hellenistic rulers can be seen in the ideology and
iconography of kings and princes in the Roman period, which has been the subject of much
recent work. In particular, Andreas Kropp has, in a seminal analysis of the iconography of
kings and princes, shown how these rulers incorporated various aspects of Persian, Hellenistic,
and Roman ideology and iconography.” Christian-Georges Schwentzel has convincingly
argued for the identification of the Herodians and Nabataeans as ‘rois ethniques’.*® According
to this interpretation, these kings presented themselves as ruling over, and identifying with, a
particular ethnos. In this way, Schwentzel sees the identity of these kings as being a product
of their particular ethnos and its history. The Herodians maintained a dual identity, as Judaean
and Greek monarchs, following the example set by Hellenistic kings like the Seleucids and
Ptolemies, who ruled multi-ethnic kingdoms.37 The Nabataeans, on the other hand, presented
themselves as mlky nbtw, Kings of the Nabataeans, ruling over only one ethnos.*®

The influence of Persian and Hellenistic kingship on kingdoms and principalities in
the Roman period can be seen in the presence and authority of royal courtiers.”” Alongside

kings and princes, we have various mentions of royal courtiers in influential administrative

¥ We have few similar sources relating to the Kingdom of the Emesenoi and the Ituraean Principalities. Whilst we
have evidence for dynasts in these regions, there is little to tell us how their authority impacted their subjects and
administration in general. The nature of dynastic rule in these regions is discussed in further detail below, 2.2.3.

33 Kropp (2013a). See also Kropp (2013b); (2013c¢); (2010).

36 Schwentzel (2013). Similar ideas have been proposed before, see, for instance, the ‘native states’ or ‘ethnic
states’ discussed by Paltiel (1991), 17; 157; 205.

7 Schwentzel (2013), 11; 119. The clearest evidence of this self-presentation is in the production of coins, as
Herodian Kings tended to mint coins with pagan iconography in pagan, Greek areas, and aniconic coins in Judaean
areas. See Kushnir-Stein (2002); Meshorer (2001). This is discussed further below, 2.2.2.

¥ Schwentzel (2013), 207-9. mlk nbtw appears as a legend on the coinage of the Nabataean Kings. See Hoover and
Barkay (2010); Barkay (2007-2008); (2006); Zouhdi (2002); Gitler and Kushnir-Stein (1992-1993); Schmitt-Korte
(1990); Bowsher (1990); Meshorer (1975).

¥ See Rocca (2008), 72-3; Roller (1998), 54-65.
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roles.* Before embarking on a discussion of courtiers in kingdoms and principalities, it is
necessary to quickly establish how Persian and Hellenistic courts were structured.

The Persian ‘friends of the king’ or ‘relatives of the king’ served as integral parts of
the court, a focal point of policy-making and governance.”' Herodotus’ well-known
‘constitution debate’ portrays the Persian court as the political centre of the kingdom where
courtiers were influential in decision-making at the highest level.” Documents, such as the
so-called Passover edict from Elephantine, show orders made by courtiers on behalf of the
king.* Courtiers would also validate orders and perform other bureaucratic duties on the
king’s behalf, as demonstrated in particular by a courtier named Parnaka under Darius I.*

In the Macedonian and Seleucid Kingdoms, courtiers, called hetairoi or philoi,
existed at the centre of a political and administrative system based on patronage; they
connected the king to smaller political units and served as administrators on the king’s
behalf.* The multifarious and widespread influence of courtiers in Macedon is demonstrated
by Polybius, who referred to courtiers under Philip V, as those peri ten aulen (“around the
court”), sustrateuomenon (“‘co-generals”), and egemonai (“commanders™).*

In both the Persian and Hellenistic courts, courtiers undertook political, legal, or
bureaucratic tasks on behalf of the king. An inscription dedicated to Antiochos the Great from
Commagene, Kilafik Hiiyiik, suggests a continuation of Hellenistic court structure into the
first century BC:

[Ba]ohéa Avti[oyov]
[0]edv dikaio[Vv]
[€]mpavij<t> Dlop[dpon]-
ov koi Dérnva,

oV &y Pacirémg [Mi]-

BpaddTov KaAA[L]-
vikov kai faciii[c]ong Aaodikn[g]

“ Following Strootman (2014), 32-3, for our purposes we might conceptualise a court as the king’s immediate
social milieu. It represented a political and administrative centre, as well as a symbol of monarchic representation.
Cf. Adamson (1999), 7.

*I'See Llewellyn-Jones (2013), 32-3; Briant (2002), 308-10.

“2 Hdt. 3.80-4. On this see, in particular, Pelling (2002).

* For the document, see Lindenberger (2003), 65, n0.30a, reproduced in Llewellyn-Jones (2013), 159, no.A19.

# Llewellyn-Jones (2013), 34; Elias (1983), 3. Parnaka’s bureaucratic duties are known from epigraphy, see, for
instance, PF 6764, from Persepolis, reproduced in Llewellyn-Jones (2013), 190, no.D10.

* See Strootman (2014), 32-41; Spawforth (2007), 84-6; Walbank (1984).

* Polyb. 4.87.7; 4.87.8; 5.4.13 respectively. This point is made, with reference to further bibliography, by
Strootman (2014), 121.
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Bedc e1La|dEAPOV,
AmoAldg AT[oA]-
Al TV TPpO[TOV]
Kol TpoTipw[pé]-
vov ¢ilov, 0
€yhoylotg, [t€]-
Tayuévog o[ kai]
\ 4
[ot]patnyolg] ¥
“King Antiochos, just, eminent god, philoromaios and philhellen, son of the
triumphant King Mithridates and Queen Laodice, goddess, who loves her brother,
Apollas, son of Apollas, of the protoi and the honoured philoi, eklogistes, appointed
and strategos.”

The inscription was established by Apollas, who identifies himself by terms
associated with courtiers from the Seleucid Kingdom: he calls himself one of the philoi, an
eklogistes, and a strategos.” There is no further evidence for courtiers in Commagene, but
this inscription strongly suggests that there was some sort of court based around Hellenistic
traditions.

There is more evidence for courtiers with influential roles in the court of Herod the
Great, the most notable of whom was Nicolaus of Damascus.*”’ Nicolaus was sent multiple
times as an envoy to Rome; in the best recorded of these visits, Nicolaus was apparently
instrumental in convincing Augustus not to support the Nabataean administrator Syllacus.>
Josephus describes Nicolaus’ position in the following terms:

kol Nworaog O Aapoacknvog o¢ilog 1€ dv 100 Poacihéng kol t0 mhvTa

, 5 ’ D ~ ’ 1% ~ ’ s .51
oUVALLTAOUEVOG EKEIV®, Kl TOlG TpayLacty &V TpayBElEV TPOTOV TAPATETEVYDGC.

“And Nicolaus of Damascus, friend of the king and his daily companion, who was
familiar with his way of conducting his affairs.”

4 Text from Waldman (1973), 48-9. See also Savalli-Lestrade (1998), 201; Dérner and Naumann (1939), 43-7.
Translation is my own.

8 This has been pointed out by Facella (2012), 72; (2005b), 227; Savalli-Lestrade (1998), 201.

* Fairly comprehensive work has been done to identify Herod’s courtiers and their roles. Roller (1998), 57-65,
provides a list of Herod’s intellectual circle, including known courtiers with administrative responsibilities. See
also Rocca (2008), 84-94. We have considerable fragments of writing from Nicolaus of Damascus extant, see
FGrHist 90; Malitz (2003).

%0 Syllaeus, and his place in Greco-Roman literature, is discussed further below. On Nicolaus® role as Herod’s
envoy, see FGrHist 90.F136; Jos. BJ 1.574; AJ 16.299; 335-55. On Nicolaus, see Toher (2009); (2003); Rocca
(2008), 84-5; Roller (1998), 61-2; Wacholder (1989); (1962).

1 Jos. AJ 17.99. Cf. BJ 1.629.
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Nicolaus is described as a ‘friend of the king’, using the same technical term that
denotes a participant in Hellenistic courts. Nicolaus undertook diplomatic duties on Herod’s
behalf. He was reportedly involved in the administration of the trials of Herod’s sons and he
influenced the decisions surrounding Archelaus’ accession.”

Besides Nicolaus, the most prominent courtier of Herod the Great was Ptolemy, who
Josephus reports was considered to be 0 Tp®tatog OV EiAwv (“the most honoured of his
friends™), again using the language of friendship to convey his status.” In the parallel passage
from the Antiquities, Josephus gives him the title drowmtng t@v 11 Pacireiog TpaypudTov
(“administrator of royal affairs”), which possibly gives us an indication of Ptolemy’s practical
role in Herod’s court.”* We might typically assume this title implies a role over financial
affairs; dioiketes denoted officials of financial administration in Ptolemaic Egypt.” Josephus,
however, uses the same term to describe the position of Varus, who acted as regent for
Agrippa I1.”° As I discuss below, Josephus demonstrates that Varus had authority over both
military and political affairs as well as finances. It is still likely that Ptolemy was in charge of
financial affairs, but it seems that we cannot make certain conclusions about his role based on
Josephus’ use of the title dioiketes. Josephus credits Ptolemy with at least some role in civic
affairs: he reportedly helped to calm the crowd during the second trial of Alexander and
Aristobulus.”” He seems to have had responsibility for financial administration as well as
some domestic affairs.™

Josephus credits Ptolemy with a substantial role in the administration of Herod’s
Kingdom. Both his general appellation, philos, and the specific designation, dioiketes, are
framed in terms of his relationship with the king. Josephus makes it clear that Ptolemy

fulfilled these roles on the king’s behalf.

52 See FGrHist 90.F136. These events are discussed in detail below, 3.2.1.

> BJ 1.473.

* AT 16.191.

55 On this, see Rhodes (2015).

56 BJ 2.481: katoAéAeunto 8¢ Stowkelv Té mphypata. Varus and Agrippa 11 are discussed below.

57 Jos. AJ 16.321. Ptolemy is not mentioned in the parallel account of the stoning of those implicated during
questioning: BJ 1.550-2. On these trial narratives, see below, 3.2.1.

¥ Rocca (2008), 85, thus gives Ptolemy multiple titles: ‘finance minister’ and ‘minister of the interior’. Roller
(1998), 63, opts for ‘royal treasurer’.

59



Evidence for courtiers acting as administrators in kingdoms and principalities beyond
the court of Herod the Great is more sparse. Josephus tells us of a courtier who acted as regent
on behalf of Agrippa II. There are two, partially contradictory, accounts of this man. One
comes from Josephus’ Jewish War, the other, much more detailed account, from his Life of
Josephus.” The two accounts give this regent different names: he is called Noaros in the
Jewish War and QOuaros in the Life. The latter, Ouaros, relates to the Latin varus, meaning
literally ‘twisted’, or ‘bent’; as I discuss below, the name Josephus gives him in this narrative
belies his character. He is typically called Varus in modern scholarship and I shall follow that
convention here.

In the Jewish War, Varus, acting as regent while Agrippa Il was away, took violent
action against the Judaeans of the kingdom, hoping to be installed as king over either Judaea
or the former Ituraean principalities.” In the Life of Josephus, we see another character, Philip,
son of Jakimos, a political figure in the Kingdom of Agrippa I1.° In this narrative, Varus
prevented Philip from reaching him or contacting the king for fear that Philip would replace
him as regent, allowing Varus the time to act violently against the Judaeans of Caesarea and
murder a deputation from the Judaeans at Ecbatana.®

In the Jewish War, Varus’ regency is described as follows:

AV10¢ yop émemdpevto mpog Kéotiov ['aAlov eig Avtidyelov, KataAélewnto O
3101kl & TphrypoTa TovTOL TAV ETaipv TIg ToBvopa Noapoc.®
“The King himself had gone to visit Cestios Gallos at Antioch, leaving in charge of
the government one of his companions named Noaros.”
Varus is called one of Agrippa’s €taipot, another term linked to Hellenistic court

terminology. He is not given any title specific to his role as regent in this account. The

% There are chronological differences between the accounts that do not affect the presentation of his position and
responsibilities. I shall not deal with them in detail here. On these differences, see Mason (2001), 49-52; Cohen
(1979), 161-4; Drexler (1925), 306-12.

% BJ2.481-3.

1 On whom, see Price (1991).

% Vit. 46-61.

% BJ2.481.
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regency itself is referred to as an epitrope in the extended passage from which this extract is
taken.*

In the Life, Josephus presents a contrast between the loyal Philip and the conniving
Varus. This narrative precedes Josephus’ account of his stewardship of Galilee during the
Jewish Revolt, in which he is often faced with problems caused by John of Gischala, a leader
of the revolt.” Josephus presents the loyal, pro-Agrippan Philip as the victim of difficult
circumstances, whilst Varus is shown to be a conniving Judaean that harms his own people.®
The Varus narrative stands as a precursor to the longer account of Josephus’ stewardship of
Galilee with Philip standing in for the apologetic character of Josephus and Varus
representing John Giscala.

As we might perhaps expect, given the character roles assigned to Philip and Varus in
the Life of Josephus, Josephus downplays the link between Varus and Agrippa’s court in this
narrative. Varus is not called a philos or a hetairos, and descriptions of his role as regent
emphasise its impermanence; it is particularly striking at the first mention of Varus’ role
towards the beginning of the passage:

MV & obtog KAt TOV Kapdv €keivov O TV Pacireiav S101kdv, KATOOTNGAVI®MV
a0Tov TV Pactiéov.”’

“[Varus] was governing the realm at that time, having been appointed by the king
and his sister.”

The present participle dtow@®v underlines the impermanence of Varus’ position. In
order not to incriminate Agrippa, of whom Josephus was supportive, Varus is not explicitly
linked to the king or his court, or credited with any sort of permanent position.”® Across
Josephus’ two accounts of Varus, we only have one description of his role or position that

extends beyond his tenure as regent, hetairos of the king.

* BJ2.483.

% yit. 65-125.

8 See Mason (2001), 50.

%7 Jos. Vit. 49. Translation is my own.

88 S1oucéw often represents the Latin ‘to be praeses’, meaning ‘head’ or ‘chief’. See Mason (2001), 52; Mason
(1974), 38.
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There is evidence of a similar influential administrator from the Nabataean Kingdom.
A well-known passage of Strabo, describing Petra and Nabataean governance more generally,
attests to an epitropos who advises the King, the so-called ‘brother of the king’:%
untpomorig 8¢ v Napotaiov Eotiv 1 ITétpo kakovpévn ... Baciiedetol puév odv
VIO TVOG Gel TdV €k TtoD Pacihikod yévoug, Exel &’ O PaciAedg €mitpomov TAV
étaipav Tvd, Kohodpevov adelpov: ceodpa & edvopeitar.”
“The metropolis of the Nabataeans is called Petra ... [Petra] is always ruled by some
king from the royal family; and the king has as administrator one of his companions,
who is called ‘brother’. It is exceedingly well-governed.”
Strabo, however, only names one of these ‘brothers’, Syllaeus, who appears as the
villain in his account of Aelius Gallus’ expedition to Arabia:”
émi TovTolg P&V ovv Eotelhe TV otpateiav O [éAihog: éénmatoe & avtov 6 ThV
Nopartaiov émitporog ZvAloiog, Vmooyduevog uev mynocecHar v 0d0v Kol
xopnynoew dmavto Koi 00Te TapaTAovy Ao@aATl] pnvdmv, o’ 630v.”*
“Upon these considerations, therefore, Gallos set out on the expedition, but he was
deceived by the Nabataean epitropos, Syllaios, who, although he had promised to be
guide on the march and to supply all needs and to co-operate with him, acted
treacherously in all things, and pointed out neither a safe voyage along the coast nor
a safe journey by land.”
Gallus reportedly was ordered by Augustus to make an investigative journey to
Arabia during his tenure as prefect of Egypt from 26 to 24 BC. There are multiple accounts of
the expedition, but Strabo’s is the only one in which we hear of the Nabataean epitropos,

Syllacus.” Strabo characterises Syllacus as a power-hungry and treacherous individual, who

wanted to establish himself as king.”* Strabo’s close relationship with Aelius Gallus is surely

% Strabo’s is one of the two main accounts of Nabataean society in classical literature. For the other, see Diod. Sic.
2.43-8; 19.94-100. Dijkstra (1995), 297-307 gives a useful comparison.

70 Strabo 16.4.21.

"' We can confirm that Syllacus called himself the ‘brother of the King’, as it appears on two inscriptions he set
up: one in Miletus (Cantineau [1932], 45-6.), the other in Delos (Inscr. Délos 2315). See also Dijkstra (1995), 70-
1; Bowersock (1983), 51. For the coin minted under Syllacus’ authority, see Meshorer (1975), 36-40.

72 Strabo 16.4.23. Adapted from Loeb translation.

¥ See also, Plin. HN 6.160; Cass. Dio 53.29.3-4. Syllacus’ role in the expedition is not even acknowledged by
Josephus, 4J 15.317, whose portrayal of Syllacus elsewhere is consistently negative. This point is made by
Anderson (2009), 393.

™ Thus, 16.4.24.1: {N1odvtoc, GC Ol KATOTTEDGAL P&V THY XOpav kai cuveEehelv Tvag adTdv TOAELS Kai £6vn
petd t@dv Popaiov, adtov 8¢ kataotijvat koplov andviov (“he sought, as I think, to spy out the country and, along
with the Romans, to destroy some of its cities and peoples, and then to establish himself lord of all.”)
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important in explaining this rather anomalous account of the expedition, as Syllaeus provides
a useful scapegoat to excuse Gallus’ failure.”

Bjorn Anderson has examined Strabo’s treatment of the Nabataeans within the
Geography as a whole.”” He argues that the Nabataeans are depicted in accordance with
literary models of uncivilised societies, and that the character Syllaeus personifies this
depiction.”” According to this interpretation, Strabo contrasts the uncivilised Nabataeans,
personified by Syllacus, and Rome. In doing so, he attempts to justify Roman intervention in
Nabataean affairs and their inclusion in the organised Roman world, the unifying theme of the
Geography.™®

In light of this, we should reconsider Strabo’s account of the so-called ‘brother’.
Strabo’s statement that there was one epitropos called ‘brother’ has often been accepted: the
‘brother of the king’ has been seen as the chief administrator and advisor of the Nabataean
Kings.79 The title ‘brother’ is reminiscent of advisors to the Persian Kings, whose courtiers
would be described in terms of family relationships despite not being related. It might be
suggested — as was the case in Persian courts — that there were many ‘brothers’ of the king,
rather than one individual serving as the chief advisor and administrator. Strabo makes the
example of Syllaeus all pervading through the sweeping statement that there is one ‘brother of
the king’; Syllaeus thus appears as the sole representative of the royal court and the sole
example of a holder of the position.

Josephus’ presentation of the Nabataecan court supports this interpretation, as Syllaeus
serves a similar literary purpose in this narrative.*® Syllaeus is portrayed as a treacherous and
power-hungry individual throughout Josephus’ works. In the Jewish War, he is accused of

killing several prominent Nabataeans close to Aretas in order to strengthen his own position

> See Dijkstra (1995), 34-5; Sidebottom (1986); Bowersock (1983), 47-53.

76 Anderson (2009). See also Anderson (2005), 153-8. A similar, but more general point is made by Wenning
(2013), 7: “It has become clear that [the literary sources for Nabataea], from the Ancient Near East as well as those
from Greek writers, should be read with some caution. They follow their own literary rules and intentions, often
presenting topoi instead of describing reality.”

7 On this typology, see also Almagor (2005).

8 On the Geography in general, see Clarke (1999), 325-8. Sce also, Alpass (2013), 28.

" See Al-Otaibi (2011), 94; Biffi (2002), 306; Freeman (1996), 102; Dijkstra (1995), 70; Bowersock (1983), 47-
53; Negev (1977), 558-61; Meshorer (1975), 38; Hammond (1973), 107.

80 Josephus deals with Syllacus in BJ 1.487; 534; 566; 574-7; 583; 605; AJ 16.275-99; 335-53; 17.54-7.
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and of poisoning Salome’s brother, Pheroras, so that he might be able to marry her.?! In the
Antiquities, Josephus adds a lengthy account in which Syllaeus provides security for bandits
for his own profit.** Like Strabo, Josephus only gives us one example of a prominent courtier
or noble of the Nabataean Kingdom, Syllaeus. Elsewhere, he refers to a group with authority
in the Nabataean Kingdom with the vague description ‘those in power’ (ot &v téAet). There are
three mentions of this group relating to our period; it is worth quoting these in full. The first
passage comes from Josephus’ description of the military assistance given to Julius Caesar
during his Egyptian campaigns shortly after the death of Pompey:

nkev Avtimatpog dyov Tovdainv omAitac Tpioykiovs, &€ Apapiag t& cvppdyovg

EMOETV EMPaypaTENGATO TOVG &v TéheL. ™

“Antipater arrived with three thousand heavily-armed Judaean soldiers, and also

managed to get those in power from Arabia to come to his aid.”

In this passage, the Judacan Antipater, father of Herod-the-Great, asks the ‘men in
power from Arabia’ for aid. The Nabataeans, as well as all of the kingdoms and principalities
of Syria, are reported to have joined Antipater in assisting Caesar’s campaign.

The second passage comes shortly after the Parthians sacked Jerusalem and murdered
Herod’s brother, Phasael. In this time of need, Herod approaches the Nabataeans for
repayment of a debt:

ayyélov 8 adtd vmavincdviov mapd tod Mdiyov, St @V kélevcev odTOV
avaympelv, mapnyyeikévar yop avt®d Ilapbovg Hpmddnv un déxecbar: tavtn o
€xpiito mpopdcel VIEP TOU U Amododvar T ypéa, Kol TAV &v TEAEL WAPQ TOIG
Apayv gig todT0 €vaydviov, dTmg ATooTEPNOoMGL TAg Topakatadnkac, G¢ mapd
Avtudrpov Aapovie Ervyov.™

“But [Herod] was met by messengers from Malchos, who through them ordered
Herod to retire, for the Parthians, he said, had instructed him not to receive Herod;
this he used as a pretext for not repaying his debts, and those in power amongst the

Arabs urged him on to this in order that they might withhold from Herod the sums
which they had received in deposit from Antipater.”

81 BJ 1.574-7; 583.

82 4J16.275-6.

8 4J14.128.

8 4J 14.372. Translation adapted from Loeb.
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Malichus refuses this request, apparently on the advice of the ‘men in power amongst
the Arabs’. The group portrayed advising Malichus here bears a significant difference to those
depicted in the parallel passage in the Jewish War, where Malichus was advised by the 1®v
nept adTdv of duvatdraror (“most powerful of those around him™).*> Whilst the Antiquities
places blame on the Nabataean ruling class as a whole, the War attributes the advice to a
particularly powerful few within Malichus’ court.

The third passage is part of Josephus’ description of Syllaeus’ misdeeds:

mepl TETTAPAKOVTO O TIVEG ApYIANoTOl KOTh 6£0G TV NAMKOTOV EEEMTOV HEV THV
xopav, €ig 6¢ v Apafiav dpopuncavteg ZvAiaiov deopévov peta v dmotuyiov
00 ZaAdUNG YEUOL, TOTOV TE EPUUVOV EKEIVOL dOVTOG DKNOOV, KOl KATATPEYOVTEG
00 povov v Tovdaiov aALG kol v koidny Zvpiav droacav EMilovto, Tapéyovtog
opuntpo Tod Zvihaiov Kol Kak@®d¢ toodoty dostov. Hpoong 8¢ énaveldov anod i
Poung £yvo moAhd TV oikeimv a0T® KEKAK®UEVE, Kol TV PEV ANCTAV £YKPATNG
00 duvauevog yevéoBor o1 TV dopdielav fiv €k Tiig OV Apdfwv mpoctaciog
€nopicavto, YoAen®s 6 Exmv adToc TV Adiknudtev, nepleAbav tov Tphywva Tovg
oikelovg adTdV dnéopatey.®

“But some forty of the brigand chiefs, fearful of what had been done to those who
had been captured, left the country and set off for Arabia, where Syllaios received
them after his failure to marry Salome, and gave them a fortified place to dwell in.
And they overran and pillaged not only Judaea but also all of Coele-Syria, for
Syllaios provided a base of operations and security to these malefactors. But when
Herod returned from Rome, he learned that many of his possessions had suffered,
and since he was unable to seize the brigands because of the security which they
enjoyed as a result of the protection given them by the Arabs, and was himself angry
at the injuries inflicted by them, he surrounded Trachonitis and slaughtered their
kinsmen.”

Syllaeus is blamed for allowing the bandits safe passage and shelter at first, but this
blame is then broadened to encompass the Arabs as a group in the following chapter. This
passage is not paralleled in the Jewish War.

It is only in the Jewish Antiquities — the work in which Josephus aligns himself most
with particularly Judaean interests — that the Nabataean ruling class is presented as a unified
group that consistently opposes the interests of the Judaeans. Syllaeus is the only named

representative of that group and is used to characterise the group as a whole. The Jewish War

does acknowledge the presence of a wider group of courtiers, but only some of them act

% BJ1.276.
8 40 16.275-6. Translation adapted from Loeb.

65



against the Judaeans. In this more Greco-Roman narrative, Syllaeus’ crimes are attributed
only to him.

It seems likely, therefore, that ‘brother’ was a term used for advisors and
administrators attached to the court of the Nabataean King rather than being a title for a single
chief advisor. The coinage minted under Syllacus’ authority would suggest that he was indeed
involved in some sort of usurpation of power.®” Our main sources, Strabo and Josephus, have
used Syllaeus as an exemplar of Nabataean court society in general. They seem to conflate
many people and actions into one role and one person in order to demonise them as a group.

The evidence suggests that kings and princes, following in the footsteps of Persian
and Hellenistic kings, used adherents to the royal court as advisors and administrators. Our
evidence attests to a number of individuals in kingdoms and principalities acting as
administrators in influential and important roles. The authority of the courtiers was derived
from that of the king or prince; they are generally referred to in terms of personal friendship
or relation to the king. The two political structures, the authority of the king and the royal
court with its courtiers, were inseparable, and constituted the recognisable form of dynastic
government in these regions.

Dynastic government was the major defining political structure in kingdoms and
principalities. Kings and princes under Roman influence benefitted from the traditions of
Persian and Hellenistic kingship. Dynastic government thus took a recognisable form
whereby the king, with his royal court, was a clear focal point of political power and

administration that defined the territory as a whole.

2.2.2. Cities

The city was a particular type of political organisation, defined by its constitution,

including a city council, magistrates, and an assembly. In this section, I examine the

relationship between cities, kingdoms and principalities, looking both at cities given to kings

%7 For this, see Meshorer (1975), 36-40.

66



and princes and those founded by them. I posit that there was a stark difference between the
two: only cities that were a product of dynastic authority were content to exist under it. The
relationship between dynasts and cities was a product of each territory’s culture, language,
and history. I shall first discuss cities founded by dynasts and then cities incorporated into
kingdoms and principalities.

The Herodians’ tendency for monumental building and benefaction has been much
discussed; it was part of their identity as Hellenistic basileis.® In accordance with this, the
Herodian Kings founded cities throughout Palestine.*” We know very little about a number of
these settlements. For Agrippeon or Phasaelis, for instance, we have no source other than
Josephus; it is not certain that we should call them cities.”” Antipatris minted civic coins only
in the third century AD and some others never did. Nevertheless, it is clear from those
foundations for which we have more information, that the Herodians had a clear interest in
establishing city communities.”'

The communities seem to have been successfully integrated into Herodian society.
There is little evidence to show that cities were an unwelcome presence imposed by the
Herodian Kings as Judaeans actively participated in civic government. Whilst there was
significant ethnic conflict in the cities of Palestine from the Herodian period until the Jewish

Revolt, it was not a result of the presence of cities per se.”” Josephus, discussing the building

8 See HJP 2.56-8; Schwentzel (2013), 101-9; Rocca (2008), 60; Levine (2002), 187; Sartre (2001), 514; Roller
(1998); Turnheim (1998), 143-70; Millar (1993a), 353-6; Schalit (1969), 403-21.

% Josephus tells us of several of these cities: Sebaste (BJ 1.403; AJ 15.392) Caesarea (BJ 1.408-14; 4J 15.331-7;
16.136), Gaba (BJ 3.36; AJ 15.294), Esbous (4J 15.294), Antipatris (BJ 1.417; AJ 16.142-3), Phasaelis (BJ 1.417;
AJ 16.145), Caesarea Philippi (BJ 2.168; AJ 18.28), Sepphoris (4J 18.27), Tiberias (BJ 2.168; AJ 18.36-8),
Agrippeon (BJ 1.416), Julias/Livias, formerly Bethramtha (BJ 2.168; 4J 18.27), and Julias, formerly Bethsaida (BJ
2.168; 4J 17.28).

% It is noted, in particular, by Millar (1993a), 354; HJP 2.182.

! Caesarea’s civic status is demonstrated by the minting of civic coins (BMC Palestine, Caesarea, 5-35). See also
NHL 1.270-91; HJP 2.115-8; Evans (2006); Raban (1989); Netzer (1986); Meshorer (1985); Levine (1975a);
(1975b), 11-23; Fritsch (1975). On Herod’s founding of the city and others, Roller (1998); Richardson (1996),
174-215; Schalit (1969), 330-9. For civic coins of Tiberias, see BMC Palestine, Tiberias, 1-38. See also HJP
2.178-82; NHL 4.1464-73; Applebaum (1989); Dudman and Ballhorn (1988); Meshorer (1985).

%2 The most notable example of such conflict was the violence that erupted between Greeks and Judaeans in
Caesarea in AD 60 (Jos. BJ 2.266; AJ 20.173). On this, see Andrade (2010); Kloppenborg (2000); Kasher (1990),
225; Levine (1975b), 11-29. There has been much wide-ranging debate over Judaean interaction with Hellenic and
Hellenistic culture, including discussion of language, philosophy, literature, and architecture. Martin Hengel has
argued for the integration of Hellenic language and ideas into Judaism: Hengel (2001); (1989); (1976); (1969). In
response, Louis Feldman has argued for the continuing distinctiveness of Judaean culture and its resistance to
Hellenism: Feldman (2002); (1993); (1986); (1977). Cf. also Gardner (2007); Grabbe (2002); Schwartz (2001);
Rajak (2001); Gruen (1998); Bowersock (1990); Momigliano (1981); Millar (1978). On the construction of ethnic
identities in general, see Luce (2007); Hall (2002), 9; Barth (1995), 133,
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program of Herod the Great, gives us a revealing perspective on ethnic and religious tensions

at the time:
Yno 8¢ tii¢ €ig todto @rlotiog kol thg Oepaneioc, fiv €0epameve Kaiocapa kol
Popaiov 1o0g mhelotov duvapuévoug, kPaively T@v €00V Nvaykaleto Koi ToAAL TOV
vouipov mapoyapdrtey, TOAES T€ KTilov Vo erioTyiog Kol vaovg £yeipav, ovK &v
M @V Tovdaimv, 008 yap Gv MVECKOVTO TGV TOOVTOV GTNYOPEVUEV®VY MUV ®G
GyGApOTO Kol TOTOVG PEROPPOUEVOVG TIUAY TPOg TOV EAANVIKOV Tpdmov, T & EE€m
XOpav Kal ta TEPLE 0VTMG KateoKeVALETO.
“Because of his ambition in this direction and the flattering attention which he gave
to Caesar and the most influential Romans, he was forced to depart from the customs
(of the Jews) and to alter many of their regulations, for in his ambitious spending he
founded cities and erected temples — not in Judaean territory, for they would not
have put up with this, since we are forbidden such things, including the honouring of
statues and sculptured forms in the manner of the Greeks. These he built in foreign
and surrounding territory.”

Josephus describes areas within Herod’s Kingdom, but outside ‘Judaean territory’.
Nathanael Andrade, amongst others, has proposed a convincing answer to what this
difference entails.”* As part of their program of founding monumental cities in Palestine, the
Herodians demarcated civic spaces as either ethnically Greek or Judaean. The cities
distinguished themselves primarily by their use or avoidance of iconism. For instance,
Tiberias and Sepphoris in the Galilee, despite having monumental structures typical of a city,
tended to eschew iconism; this tendency can be seen most prominently on their coinage.”
Judaeans were willing to participate in cities built after the Hellenic and Hellenistic model.
Tension and violence arose as a result of religious problems, which manifested primarily in

. 96 . . . . .
the use of human likenesses.” Josephus, in his discussion of Herod’s changes in Jerusalem,

gives us a good idea of the relationship Judaeans had with Greek building and culture.”’ He

% 4J 15.328-9. Adapted from Loeb translation.

% Andrade (2010). See also van Henten (2014), 238.

% For the coins of Tiberias, see BMC Palestine, Tiberias, nos.1-2; Reifenberg (1963), nos.45-52. Sepphoris: BMC
Palestine, Sepphoris-Diocaesarea, nos.1-4. See also the detailed study of Judaean responses to iconism in
Lichtenberger (2009); Fine (2005), 60-81.

% Thus, Fergus Millar (1993a), 353, wrote: “‘Judaism and Hellenism’ may be not quite the right label for the
contrasts involved; at one level it was a conflict between Judaism and paganism, and at another between Empire
and a claim for liberty.” See also Andrade (2010); Kloppenborg (2000). Contra Kasher (1990), 193-209, who
claims that the Judaeans saw theatres and other monumental buildings in the same light as idolatrous and religious
buildings.

°7 4J 15.267-76. Cf. the less critical account in the War, BJ 1.401-2.
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. . .. . . 98 v+ . e .
begins by condemning Herod’s contradiction of Jewish practices.” His main criticisms are

about the games held in the city, particularly the large and costly prizes,” and the killing of

100

animals. ™ At the end of the passage, Josephus highlights the main issue Judaeans had with

Herod’s activity in Jerusalem:
TAVTOV 8& PaAlov EADTEL Té TpOTALA: SOKODVTES Yap £iKOVAC EIvaL adTd TOIC dTAOIG
mePIEANpEvOG, Ot pn maTplov My avtoig ta Towbta oéPelv, oV  ueETpimg
£OVOYEPOLVOV.
“But more than all else it was the trophies that irked them, for in the belief that these
were images surrounded by weapons, which it was against their national custom to
worship, they were exceedingly angry.”

Josephus identifies religious issues, and iconism in particular, as the main cause of
ethnic and religious tension at this time. In one of his two parallel accounts of the violence at
Caesarea, Josephus identifies these concerns in relation to the ethnic dispute:'”

ol 8¢ £€1epot TOV OiKIeTNV PEV TpocwuoAdyovy Tovdaiov, adtrv pévrot ye v oAV
EAMvev Epacav: 0d yap Gv avdplavtag koi vaovg ykadidpdoat Tovdaiolg avtnyv
avatidévra, '

‘The opponents [of the Judaeans] admitted the Judaean origin of its second founder,
but maintained that the city itself belonged to the Greeks, since Herod would never
have erected the statues and temples which he placed there had he destined it for
Judaeans.’

Josephus’ other account of the causes of the conflict is less clear. He blames
‘icomoAteia’ for the tension between Judaeans and Greeks, or Syrians, in the city:lo4

Iveton 0¢ kai t@v Kaisdpelav oikovviov Tovdaiov otdolg mpog Tovg €v avty

, v ’ 105
Z0povg mepi icomoAteiog

“There arose also a quarrel between the Judaean and Syrian inhabitants of Caesarea
on the subject of isopoliteia.”

% AT 15.267.

* 47 15.270-3.

"% 4715.274-5.

O 47 15.276.

192 A thorough treatment of the two, partially conflicting accounts, is given by Andrade (2010).
193 BJ2.266. Translation adapted from Loeb.

1% On the often interchangeable use of Greek and Syrian, see Andrade (2013); (2010).

195 4J20.173. Translation adapted from Loeb.
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Isopoliteia can be broadly defined as being ‘an equality of civil rights.”'® On the
basis of this passage, it has often been argued that Judaeans and Greeks in Caesarea
controlled separate political bodies and that this division was the cause of the conflict.'”
According to this interpretation, the Greeks and Judaeans constituted two parallel civic
organisations, or politeumata. Each ethnic group had a separate demos, boule, and magistrates
and controlled different regions of the city.

Such an arrangement, however, seems unlikely. Christopher Zuckerman has
convincingly questioned whether any ancient cities had parallel civic organisations, arguing
that politeumata were most often associations of soldiers and that it need not be related to
political organisation.'”™ In Caesarea, it seems unlikely that Josephus would not have
mentioned that Herod established the city with separate Greek and Judaean civic bodies.'”
Moreover, the evidence from the city suggests that the civic government was decidedly
unequal: coinage from the city declares its pagan and Greek status with images of the #yche of
Caesarea.'"’

Josephus’ statement that the quarrel between Greeks and Judaecans in Caesarea
concerned isopoliteia more likely implies that it was attributed to competition over the one
civic organisation in the city. Josephus suggests that there was a substantial Judaean
community in the city, but consistently portrays it as a minority. In the Jewish War account,
Josephus first refers to the “Greeks in Caesarea” (oi Kawoapémv "EAAnveg) and thereafter

3 . 111
refers to the Greeks as “Caesareans” (o1 Kawsapéor).

The Judaeans, on the other hand, are
only referred to as the “Judaeans in Caesarea” (o1 &v Kaisapeig ‘Tovdaiotr). The Antiquities is

more even-handed, referring to the two sides as the “Judaean and Syrian inhabitants of

%157, 838.

17 See, in particular, Andrade (2010), 366-7; Kasher (1990), 231-2; (1985). Following a similar notion of
isopoliteia elsewhere in the Roman Near East, see Applebaum (1985-1988).

198 Zuckerman (1985-1988). Following on from his arguments, see, more recently, Honigman (2003). See also,
with reference to Caesarea, Choi (2013), 124; Kloppenborg (2000), 240-1; Millar (1993a), 343.

199 See Kloppenborg (2000), 241.

10 BAMC Palestine, Caesarea, n0s.5-29, pl.2.11-4. On the tyche of Caesarea, see Kropp (2013a), 76; 251-2; 243;
(2011); Gersht (2008); (1996); (1984); Belayche (2003); Seyrig (1972).

" BJ2.284-91.
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. , s , , , ¢ s 5 , 112 . . .
Caesarea” (ot Kawsdpewav oikovvrot Tovdaiot ... ol év avtn Zopotr). - Even in this narrative,
however, the Judaeans are not given any sense of ownership over the city as they are called
either the “Judaeans in the city” (ol kata tv mwOAwv Tovdaiol) or simply “Judaeans” (oi

"3 Whilst there does seem to have been an informal separation between the Greek

‘Tovdaiot).
and Judaean ethnic groups, this does not imply the existence of separate civic institutions. The
Greeks dominated the civic government and displayed their dominance through the use of
classical iconism.

The people of Herodian Palestine — both Greeks and Judaeans — were willing and able
to participate in and engage with city communities, resulting in conflict over the governance
of some of these communities. Greek, unsurprisingly, was the de facto public language of all
the cities founded by the Herodians. It does not seem to have been incongruous, as Greek was
used widely in Herodian Palestine alongside Hebrew and Aramaic.'"

The region had a storied history with cities. Some Herodian cities, most notably
Sebaste and Caesarea, were initially restored to city status by Pompey as part of his

reorganisation of the Near East.'”

The cultural and linguistic history of the region prompted
widespread acceptance of city communities; both Greeks and Judaeans were willing to
engage with Greek as a means of public expression, and with the culture of monumental cities.
In sum, Herodian Palestine was a very apt location for city communities. The Herodian kings
embraced this aspect of their territory and their people, and styled themselves after Hellenistic
basileis in their tendencies for monumental building projects and city foundation.''®

Despite the Herodians’ affinity for city communities, there are clear signs of tension

between the Herodians and the cities given to, but not established by, them. After the battle of

Actium, several cities re-established by Pompey as part of his re-organisation of the Near East

"2 4720.173.

' 4720.173-7.

!4 Documents and inscriptions from the region show a complex mix of all three languages. For an overview of the
documents from Herodian Palestine, see the classic article of Cotton, Cockle, and Millar (1995), and the more
recent Mitthof and Papathomas (2004). On papyri in the region as a whole, see now Gascou (2009). The
epigraphic evidence consistently shows elements of Greek, Aramaic, and Hebrew throughout the Herodian period.
In general, see Millard (2000), 84-131; Millar (1993a), 352-3; Barr (1989); Greenfield (1978).

'3 Jos. BJ 1.155-6; AJ 14.75-6.

116 See, in particular, Schwentzel (2013), 10; 101-38. See further above, 2.2.1, on Herodian notions of kingship.
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were given to Herod including Gadara, Hippos and Gaza.''” As early as 20 BC, residents of
Gadara made a petition to Augustus, asking to be liberated from Herod’s kingdom and added
‘to the territory governed by Caesar’.""® The request was denied, but after the death of Herod
in 4 BC these cities were removed from the Herodian Kingdom and added to the province of
Syria. A fragment of Nicolaus of Damascus mentions the transition:

oV pévrot mpog tag EAAvidag morelg ovk N&iov, GALL Kol ApyeAGmt TapNIvEL Ui

évavtiovolar avtaic €levbepiag yAyopuévorg: dpyelv yap avt®dL TV EGAANV

duvaotsiav.'"”

“[Nicolaus] did not think it right to argue against the Greek cities, and he advised

Archelaus not to oppose their bid for freedom, but to be content with the rest of his

kingdom.”

Nicolaus does not identify the cities removed from Archelaus’ control by name. We

can see from Josephus, however, that the cities of Gadara, Hippos, and Gaza were attached to

the province of Syria at that time."*

The history of all of the cities in Herodian Palestine is
often difficult to track precisely. The most important thing to note is that, as is evident from
both Gadara’s initial application to leave the kingdom and their ‘bid for freedom’ after
Herod’s death, Greek cities of Palestine that were not founded by the Herodians were
unhappy under their sovereignty.'”' There seems to have been a significant difference in the
status or outlook of these pre-existing cities to the ones founded by the Herodians.

Outside of the Herodian Kingdom our evidence for local culture in cities is more
sparse, but similar trends can still be identified in the relationship between kingdoms and city
communities. In the Kingdom of Commagene, for instance, there is remarkably little evidence
for political and social history outside of the monumental inscriptions established by the royal

dynasty. We have clear evidence for two cities in Commagene during the dynastic period,

Zeugma and Samosata.

7 For Pompey’s restoration, see Jos. BJ 1.155-6; AJ 14-75-6. Added to the Kingdom of Herod: BJ 1.396-7; AJ
15.217.

18 Jos. 4J 15.355: 1f] Soucnoet tij Kaioapoc. For the whole narrative, see 354-9.

"' FGrHist 90, F136.10.

20 BJ2.97; AJ 17.320.

12l This general point is made well by Millar (1993a), 353-4.
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Zeugma is the name used in the Roman period for the two settlements Seleucia and

122 It was added to

Apamaea founded on the Euphrates by Seleucus I Nicator circa 300 BC.
the Kingdom of Commagene as part of Pompey’s reorganisation of the Near East.'” On the
basis of coins dated to the era of Actium, it is often argued that Zeugma was removed from

124 Kevin Butcher has

the authority of Commagene and attached to provincia Syria in 31 BC.
convincingly argued that the coins are more likely dated to the Roman annexation of
Commagene in AD 17; Zeugma was probably added to provincia Syria during this brief
period of annexation.'*’

Samosata was the seat of the Kings of Commagene, but it also seems to have
functioned as a city.'? It minted coins in the first century BC with legends proclaiming its
city status: CAMOCATQ TIOAEQC.'” Unlike Zeugma, there is nothing to suggest that it
was taken out of the hands of the royal dynasty until the annexation of the kingdom as a
whole. There is unfortunately no evidence to show how Samosata, which seems to have been
both a city and the royal seat, functioned in practice and to what extent it conformed to our
expectations of civic government.

Some further settlements were likely founded by Antiochos IV. Antiochia — built on
the banks of the Euphrates up river of Zeugma — can probably be attributed to Antiochos, but
did not mint coinage until the reign of Marcus Aurelius.'”® Caesarea Germanicia — on the site
of Kahramanmaras in modern-day Turkey — was likely established around this time as well; it

129

too did not mint coins until the reign of Marcus Aurelius. © As neither of these foundations

122 For the excavations of Zeugma, see now Aylward (2013). Also, Early ef al. (2003); Kennedy (1998). See also,

in general, Erge¢ (2004); Wagner (1976). Research has now shown, see in particular Aylward (2013), 1.22, that
the two settlements did not operate in tandem. Apamaea was primarily a Hellenistic settlement and Seleucia was a
Roman settlement.

12 Strabo 16.2.3; App. Mith. 114.

12 See Millar (1993a), 29; Sullivan (1990), 198; Wagner (1976), 64. Cf. Crowther (2013), 192; Facella (2006), 61.
For the coins, see Butcher (2004), nos. 27-8.

125 Butcher (2009); (1998). See also Butcher (2013); Speidel (2012a), 19-20.

126 On Samosata’s role as the royal residence, see, in particular, Strabo 16.2.3: &gt & épopvi|y oMV Sapdécota, &v
7 10 Baciretov vrfipye. “And it has a city fortified by nature, Samosata, where the royal residence used to be.” The
basileion has been identified in excavations: Zoroglu (2000), 75-83; Tirpan (1989), 519-36; Mellink (1984), 451-9.
See also Facella (2005b), 227.

127 Butcher (2004), no.1. For the dating, see Butcher (2004), 468. See also Facella (2012), 80.

128 See Butcher (2004), 466; Grainger (1990), 138.

12 Butcher (2004), 478-9. It is identified as a city by Ptol. Geog. 5.14.
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minted coins during the period of dynastic rule, we cannot be certain that they were cities in
this period.

We can probably attribute Iotape, Germanicopolis, Claudiopolis, and Neronias in
Cilicia to this Antiochos as well."*® The names given to these foundations might suggest that
they were monumental cities. We have practically no evidence, however, for the organisation
or local culture of these foundations.

Farther west, in the Kingdom of the Emesenoi, Arethusa minted coins in AD 217-218
under the Emperor Diadumenian."””' The coins are dated according to the Pompeian era,

beginning in 64-63 BC. It was certainly a city by 217-218, but was probably given city status

132

in Pompey’s reorganisation of the Near East in 64-63 BC. ™ Not unlike Zeugma, Arethusa

133

was removed from the control of the Emesan dynasty in 37 BC.”” An inscription from AD 5,

found in Arethusa, suggests that the city was added to provincia Syria in 31 BC:

£T0VG CA” KOT-

0 0¢ TOV mpdTEPO-

v apBpov 1t éa(evbepiag),

‘Eppaydpoag Amoiro-

viov 10 fpdov

g0t Emdroey

“In the year 36, the year 317 according to the old reckoning, of the ‘era of freedom’,

Ermagoras, son of Apollonios, established this tomb for himself.”

The dating formulae here are potentially ambiguous. Eleutherias here could refer to

the era of Actium (the year 36) or to the Seleucid era (the year 317)."

It seems more likely
that eleutherias relates to the year 36, dating from the battle of Actium, as the appearance of

the term outside the phrase xatd 0& tov TpdTEPOV ApOPOV 1t would suggest that it should

139 On these foundations, see Butcher (2003), 90-1; Sullivan (1977c¢), 785-94. For cities in dynastic Commagene in
general, see now Versluys (2017), 82-91.

Bl See Seyrig (1950), 21.

132 See van Wijlick (2013), 61-2; Butcher (2003), 92; Sullivan (1977a), 200-1. Josephus® account of Pompey’s
reorganisation of the Near East supports this thesis (BJ 1.155-6; AJ 14.74-6).

133 See Plut. Ant. 37.1-2; Cass. Dio 49.24.2. On Arethusa’s removal from the Emesan dynasty, see van Wijlick
(2013), 191-2; Sullivan (1977a), 209.

13 JGLS 5.2085. Translation is my own.

135 The editors of /GLS 5, Jalabert and Mouterde, 57-8, followed by Sullivan (1977a), 202, see the ‘era of liberty’
as a reference to the Seleucid era; they assume that the dedicator here is contrasting their current state with the
Seleucid period. Kropp (2013a), 26; (2010), 215; Butcher (2003), 92, on the other hand, argue that the ‘era of
freedom’ refers to the Actian era.
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not be related to it. More significantly, as Arethusa was made a city in 64-63 BC and removed
from the authority of the Emesan dynasty in 37 BC, there is no obvious reason why the era of
Actium would be used in this case unless it marked the point at which the city was annexed
into provincia Syria."*® There is no evidence to suggest that any cities other than Arethusa
were established during the dynastic period. Emesa itself was probably not made a city until
the Roman period, when it minted coins under Antoninus Pius."’

In contrast, there is no evidence for poleis in the Nabatacan Kingdom. The Nabatacan
Kings clearly had a keen interest in settlements, both as focal points of their political power
and as monumental structures following the Hellenistic model."*® Petra was certainly the seat

of the majority of the Nabataean Kings.'”

Rabbel II is a likely exception as he is only known
from inscriptions in the region of Bostra; this epigraphic disparity suggests that Bostra was
probably his main city."* Scholars have argued that Rabbel was based in Bostra on the basis
of an inscription that refers to Dushara-A’ra as the ‘god of our Lord who is in Bostra’.'*" An
inscription from Hegra, however, confirms that it is the god Dushara-A’ra who is at Bostra

rather than the king.142

Nevertheless, it still seems likely, given the epigraphic disparity, that
Bostra was the home of Rabbel rather than Petra.
The most profilic periods of building in both Petra and Bostra came under the

Nabataean Kings.'"?

Both settlements also display topographical features and architecture that
we might expect from a monumental city in this period."* The Nabataean Kings therefore

relied on urban centres built after the style of Hellenistic poleis, but did not establish

autonomous civic organisations in these places like the Herodians or the Commagenian

136
137

The phenomenon of the ‘era of freedom’ is discussed further in 2.3.1.

BMC Syria, Emisa, nos. 1-8. On the dynasty of Emesa, see Kropp (2010).

18 This is pointed out, most notably, by Millar (1993a), 407; Bowersock (1983), 64.

139 For Diodorus, Petra was the centre of the Nabataean Kingdom (2.48.6). Strabo and Josephus both refer to it as
the metropolis of the kingdom (Strabo 16.4.21; Jos. AJ 4.82).

140 See Millar (1993a), 408; Sartre (1985), 54-6; Bowersock (1983), 73; Milik (1958), 233-5.

B 1) particular, Bowersock (1983), 73. For inscription, see Quellen F.025.01; Alpass (2013), 188-9, no.1.

2 Ouellen Q.047.21; Alpass (2013), 189, no.2. This is pointed out by Alpass (2013), 186.

13 The greatest period of urban development in Petra seems to have come in the first centuries BC and AD under
Aretas 1V, see, in particular, NHL, 1181-93; Parr (2007); McKenzie (1990), 38-56; Bowersock (1983), 61-73;
Negev (1977), 564. For Bostra, it was towards the end of the first century AD, under Rabbel 11, see Millar (1993a),
408; Graf (1992), 3; Segal (1988), 52-8; Sartre (1985), 56-62; Miller (1983), 113.

144 For Petra, the standard work on the subject is still McKenzie (1990). For Bostra, see Dentzer et al. (2002);
Sartre (1985), 56-62.
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Dynasty. A number of differences between Nabataea and the Herodian Kingdom seem to be
relevant to this discrepancy. Firstly, it seems unlikely that Greek was widely used as a public
language under the Nabataean Kings. The kings minted coins with Nabataean legends and
extant documents from the archives found at Nahal Hever that date to before AD 106

. 145
exclusively use Nabataean.

There is a notable dearth of Greek in inscriptions, documents,
or coins until the arrival of Roman rule, when a considerable linguistic change saw Greek
become the most prevalent language in these texts.'*®

Secondly, there was no history of city communities in Nabataea. Petra and Bostra
were both treated as important political centres and contained topographical elements that we
might expect from a city, but there is no evidence to suggest that they had city status during
the dynastic period. Unlike the Herodian Kingdom, Pompey did not establish any cities in
their territory, nor did Nabataea have the same close links to the free cities of the Phoenician
coast as the Herodian Kingdom.

The Nabatacan kings portrayed themselves as mlky nbtw, as kings of the
Nabataeans.'*’ This self-presentation did not lead them to found cities in the manner of the
Herodians and Hellenistic kings before them. It reflects the culture, language, and history of
the Nabataean Kingdom and its people.'*

The relationship between kingdoms and principalities of the Near East and city
foundation differs according to the nature of the particular kingdom or principality. Cities
were founded in the Herodian Kingdom because it was appropriate that they should be. The
history, language, and culture of Herodian Palestine meant that the city community was an
appropriate political institution. I would suggest that none were founded in the Nabatacan
Kingdom because it was an inappropriate place for cities. We might see a similar contrast

between Commagene, where Antiochos founded monumental cities, and the Ituraean

Principalities, where there do not seem to have been any such institutions. The relationship

15 See P Yadin 1-4, dating from AD 93-99. On these documents see now Esler (2017).

16 This is pointed out, most notably, by Cotton (1999a), 228-30; Millar (1993a), 407-8. The issue is dealt with
more fully in 2.3.1; 3.3.2.

17 Following the analysis of Schwentzel (2013), 10; 207-9. See above, 2.2.1.

18 A more in-depth analysis of Nabataean society follows in 2.2.3.
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between dynasts and cities can be best seen in terms of propriety; kings and princes seem to
have acted in accordance with the nature of their territory and their people.

We can identify another trend in the important interaction between dynastic rule and
city communities. Cities that were given to kings and princes, rather than established by them,
tended not to be content under the sovereignty of kings or princes. Such cities petitioned to be
removed from dynastic authority and placed under the auspices of a Roman governor. In this
aim, they seem to have been very successful. The majority of cities given to kings and princes,
rather than established by them, were removed from dynastic authority well before the
annexation of the kingdom or principality into a province. Cities established by the Romans
were clearly not comfortable existing under the authority of kings and princes.

In the case of the Herodian Kingdom there is no clear evidence of constitutional
differences between cities established by Pompey and cities founded by the Herodians. The
important difference seems to lie in their different civic identities and how they interacted
with the Herodian Kings.

The Herodians and the cities they founded were, perhaps unsurprisingly, strongly
linked. This link appears nowhere more strongly than in coinage. Issues minted under the
authority of the Herodian Kings often mirrored civic iconography of the cities in which the
coin was minted. For instance, coins minted under the auspices of Herod Antipas in one of the
cities he founded, Tiberias, show a centrally positioned palm branch on the obverse with the
legend HPWAOY TETPAPXOY and the legend TIBEPIAC on the reverse, wreathed.'*
There is a remarkable similarity between this issue and the civic coins minted by Tiberias in
AD 53."%

The tetrarch Philip minted coins in Caesarea Philippi in AD 30-31 with busts of

Herodians or members of the Imperial Family on the obverse, and the Augusteum in Caesarea

149 Meshorer (2001), nos.79-81. The majority of Herod Antipas’ issues, who minted exclusively in Tiberias, use

the same legend, including: issues from AD 19/20 (/bid., nos.75-8); from 28/9 (Ibid., n0s.79-82); from 29/30 (Ibid.,
n0s.83-6); and from 32/3 (Ibid., n0s.87-90). The exceptions are the coins he issued in AD 39, which featured the
legend T'AIQ | KAICAPI | TEPMAINIKQ (/bid., nos.91-4).

159 BMC Palestine, Tiberias, nos.1-2; Reifenberg (1963), nos.45-52. They show a wreathed legend reading
TIBEPIAC on the obverse, and a palm-branch on the reverse.
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Philippi on the reverse.””' Coins minted later by Agrippa I use this particular local image of
the Augusteum on the reverse as well.'”

Similarly, coins minted under the authority of Agrippa I in AD 42/3 show Agrippa on
the obverse and the fyche of Caesarea on the reverse.' Later civic coins, from AD 67/8,
show Nero on the obverse and the tyche of Caesarea, adopting the same pose as on the coins
of Agrippa, on the reverse."* We also see a recurrence of nautical themes in both the civic
and royal coinage minted at Caesarea. In particular, a civic issue from the Claudian era
features an anchor within a wreath on the reverse; it is remarkably similar to an issue minted
under Agrippa I, which depicts the same anchor image on the reverse.'>

There are multiple examples where iconography on civic coins and dynastic issues
minted in the city have carried similar or identical images. By presenting recognisable images
linked to cities they founded, the Herodian Dynasty emphasised the link between them. The
cities founded by the Herodians, named after members of the dynasty and the Imperial Family,
were clearly linked to their founders and were part of the ideology of Herodian rule.

The same cannot be said for cities like Gadara, Gaza, and Hippos. Such cities had
distinct civic identities separate from the Herodian Kingdom in which they found
themselves.'>® This is a distinct difference between the cities given to the Herodians and the
cities founded by the Herodians. The latter were a product of Herodian kingship; the
independent civic identity of other cities seems to have presented a problem when under the
authority of kings and princes.

Cities that were not intrinsically linked to the authority of the king or prince were
unwilling to exist under them, but were willing to submit to Roman control. The way in
which dynasts founded and interacted with cities was significantly different to practice under

direct Roman rule.

131 Meshorer (2001), nos.96-106. For the interpretation of the temple, see Kropp (2013a), catalogue, Philip; Wilson

(2004), 24; Meshorer (2001), 228-30. For recent debate on Philip’s building programme, see Strickert (2010);
Kokkinos (2008).

132 Meshorer (2001), no.115. See Wilson (2004), 24.

133 Kropp (2013a), Agrippa I, no.123.

134 BMC Palestine, Caesarea, n0s.5.29.

15 Civic coin: Syllogue Nummorum Graecum, vol.6, no.745. Royal coin: Kropp (2013a), Agrippa I, no.123.

1 For the coins of Gadara, Gaza and Hippos, see Spijkerman (1978).
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2.2.3. Tribes

Tribes represent one of the most prevalent, but also elusive, types of political
structure in the kingdoms and principalities of the Near East. We are given, in the relatively
abundant epigraphy of the Nabatacan Kingdom, a view into their role in society. The
Nabataean Kingdom, however, is a singular example; we do not have a similar epigraphic
record of tribes from any other kingdoms or principalities. Literary sources emphasise the
importance of tribes to society and authority in the Kingdom of the Emesenoi and the Ituraean
Principalities, but there is little evidence from the territories themselves to either corroborate
or contest this evidence. Our view of tribes is limited, but some important conclusions can be
made. I shall look first at the role of tribes in the conception of dynastic rule, then their role in
local administration, and finally at the impact they had on society more generally in kingdoms
and principalities.

Michael Sommer, in his influential book Roms orientalische Steppengrenze, has
proposed a model for Near Eastern kingdoms and principalities that warrants discussion
here."””” According to this interpretation, there are two types of dynastic rule. The Nabataean
Kingdom, the Kingdom of the Emesenoi, the Ituraean Principalities, and the Kingdom of
Edessa were based on tribal authority; Commagene and the Herodian Kingdom followed the
model of Hellenistic kingship. In this section, discussion will be restricted to the former, the
so-called ‘Stammesstaaten’."”® Sommer’s model of ‘Stammesstaaten’ benefits greatly from
Michael Rowton’s definition of dimorphic societies, which incorporate both sedentary and
nomadic people into the political and social infrastructure."” For Sommer, these kingdoms
and principalities were organised around tribes and included nomadic groups within their

administrative structure. In what follows, I argue that, whilst many of these kingdoms and

157 Sommer (2005), esp.58-65.

138 For discussion of how this idea relates to the Herodian Kingdom and Commagene, see below, 2.2.4.

1% Sommer (2005), esp.95-7. See Rowton (1977); (1976); (1974). This idea is also discussed in relation to the
Near East by Scharrer (2010), 245-6; Macdonald (1993), 312-3; Sartre (1991), 333-4.
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principalities bear the hallmarks of a tribal past, little about their administration under Roman
influence justifies the title ‘Stammesstaaten.’
Dynastic rule has been most prominently linked to tribes in the Nabataean Kingdom.
On the basis of Strabo’s description of Nabataean government, it has been argued that the
Nabataean King resembled a tribal leader:'®
obtw & O Paciredc €ott INUOTIKOG, GOGTE TPOC TA AVTOSOKOVE KOl 7TOTE
avtidiakovov toig GAlo1g Kol adtov yivesOar ToAAAKIG 08 kal &V T® N didmwoty
£00Ovag, £60° Ste kail £EetaleTon To Tept TOV Plov
“The king is so democratic that, in addition to serving himself [whilst dining], he
sometimes even serves the rest himself in his turn. He often renders an account of his
kingship in the popular assembly; and sometimes his mode of life is examined.”
According to this argument, the ‘democratic’ (demotikos) aspect of this tradition is
evidence for a form of rule based on tribal traditions where the king was equal to the other

members of his tribe.'®?

The evidence, however, does not seem to support this interpretation.

It is far from certain that we can read a form of tribal governance into this passage;
the practice of communal dining, with leaders accountable to a citizen body, is hardly
restricted to tribal groups.'® Even without the tribal label that has been applied by modern
scholars, however, we are left with an unusual impression of kingship from this passage.
Strabo’s portrayal of a Nabataean euthuna, a term used for the public examination of officials
in Classical Athens, is not supported by any other evidence.'®

Strabo’s presentation of communal authority contrasts with the impression of
Nabataean Kingship we receive from elsewhere. Coins present the king as the sole ruler of the

kingdom. Apart from a single issue attributed to the ‘brother of the king’ Syllaeus, only

members of the royal family produce or appear on coins minted in the kingdom. As I have

19 See Sommer (2005), 59; Knauf (1997); (1989); (1986); (1985), 89-90; Negev (1977), 555. Cf. Freeman (1996),
102.

%1 Strabo 16.4.26.

12 See, in particular, Negev (1977), 555: “The king, not much different from a bedouin sheikh, is equal to the other
elders of the tribe.”

1% This is pointed out also by Tholbecq (2009), 61-2.

1% On Athenian euthunai, see Davies (1994). The term is applied to Classical Athens particularly by the Azh. pol.
48.3-4; 54.2.
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discussed above, the king takes on a singular role as the political and legal centre of the
kingdom in documents and inscriptions as well.'®
Laurent Tholbecq has pointed out this discrepancy, noting that Strabo presents a
series of facts in his description of Arabia that would seem paradoxical to a Greek reader.'*
Thus, rather unusually, kingship is related to terms like euthuna and demos that would
typically be attributed to the polis. Strabo here, as he does elsewhere, presents the Nabataeans
and their government at odds with the Greco-Roman world.'”’
Strabo’s description of Arethusa under the Emesan dynasty more clearly presents the
Kingdom of the Emesenoi as a tribal society:
Apébovca 1N Zapyikepapov kal Tapprikov, tod €keivov maddg, ELAGPY®OY TOD
Eptonvav £0voug '*
“Arethusa, belonging to Sampsikeramos and his son lamblichos, phylarchoi of the
ethnos of the Emesenoi.”
Strabo calls Sampsigeramos and lamblichos phylarchoi, related to the Greek phyle
(“tribe”), which would imply some sort of link to tribal groups. It is also the title Strabo
typically gives to tribal leaders.'® Cicero gives a similar impression, calling the Emesan

10 We have little evidence from which to reconstruct

leader lamblichos a phylarchus Arabum.
the organisation or local culture of the Kingdom of the Emesenoi nor do we have much
evidence for the nature of Emesan Kingship.'”

Members of the Emesan dynasty appear in a few inscriptions from the first century
AD. A Latin inscription from Heliopolis gives us an idea of how the Emesan Kings were
perceived:

regi magno
C(aio) Iulio Sohaemo

165 3ee above, 2.2.1.

1% Tholbecq (2009), 62. See also Schwentzel (2013), 208.

17 Strabo’s presentation of the Nabataean upper class and the ‘brother of the king’, Syllaeus, in particular follows
literary models of uncivilised societies. This is discussed in detail above, 2.2.1.

18 Strabo 16.2.10. Translation adapted from Loeb.

1% See Kropp (2010), 201; Aly (1957), 162.

170 Cic. Fam. 15.1.2-3. On this description, see, in particular, Konrad (2014), 47-8; Millar (1993a), 302.

! This is emphasised, in particular, by Millar (1993a), 302.
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regis magni Sam-

sigerami f(ilio), philo-

caesari et philo-

[r]homaeo, honora-

t[o ornamentis] consulari-
bfus........... 7,

patrono coloniae

(duum)viro quinquenn(ali)
L(ucius) Vitellius L(uci) f(ilius)
Fab(ia tribu) Soss[i]a[nus] 172

“To the great king Gaius Iulius Sohaemus, son of the great king Sampsigeramus,
philocaesar and philoromaios, given consular honours, protector of the colonia,
duumvir for the fifth year, Lucius Vitellius Sossianus, son of Lucius, of the tribe
Fabia.”

In contrast to the accounts of Strabo and Cicero, this inscription presents Sohaemos
and Sampsigeramos, his father, as reges magni. As the text comes from the territory of the
Roman colonia Berytus, it is possible that the terminology used here is more of a reflection of
the colonial context than the Emesan Kings. The lack of supporting evidence makes it
difficult to be certain on this issue. Nevertheless, it is significant to note that, in using the
phrase ‘great king’, the text evokes the language of Persian and Hellenistic Kingship in much
the same way as we see with the Herodian Kings and the Kings of Commagene.'”

A problematic inscription from the Temple of Bel in Palmyra perhaps mentions this
same Sampsigeramos.'” The text of this Palmyrene inscription was first published by Jean
Cantineau in 1931, who reconstructed elements of the fragmentary text:

[......dly mtgrh "lksndrws
[.....tdlmry’ dy hw ‘bd

[......)h lgdmyn wsdrh grmngs
[....m]lk> mysny[” w]lwt 'rbz
[c...] " mn str...] lyswdy
[.....sm]sgrm mlk [hms mIk’ rsy’

[ ]wiwt[.....]'”

“[......w]ho is called Alexander [.....PalJmyrene, because he did [......] previously and
Germanicus sent it [.....] the king from Mysene and with Orabses [......] who sf[r...]

12 IGLS 6.2760.1-9.

173 ee above, 2.2.1.

1" See Kropp (2013a), 26.

15 Cantineau (1931), 139-41, no.18.

82



This inscription shows Germanicus making connections with the Kingdom of Mysene
to the East. What is important for our purposes is the portrayal of King Sampsigeramos, who
is here called the mlk rs (“High King”). This appellation is similar to his title in the Latin
inscription from Heliopolis, in which he is called the rex magnus. Cantineau’s reconstruction,
however, is problematic and has been questioned. The editors of Palmyrene Aramaic Texts

see the sixth line of the text differently, reconstructing it in the following way:

Lo milk [ ]k rSy" 170

Hillers and Cussini do not read the fragment of the name Sampsigeram (Sgrm) into
the text nor do they think there is room to reconstruct hms."”" The reconstruction of this text,
therefore, is very problematic and we cannot place much emphasis on the portrayal of Emesan
Kingship we get from it.

Whilst we do not have any extant coinage minted by the Kings of Emesa, we do have
a royal portrait preserved on a golden seal ring found in a tomb on Tell Abu Sabin.'”
Andreas Kropp has dated the image to the first century AD on the basis of comparisons with

Eastern kings such as Agrippa I and I1.'”

The ring shows a beardless man in profile, after the
same classical style as images of Augustus, with an Hellenistic diadem and a rather peculiar
earring. What is important for our purposes is that, as Kropp has shown, the image is typical
of kings under Roman influence, depicting a mixture of Roman and local elements.'*

Our evidence for Emesan Kingship is very limited, but no aspect of their portrayal in
inscriptions or on the seal ring suggests that it was fundamentally different to dynastic rule in
other kingdoms and principalities. The Emesan Kings are described with the same royal

language, derived from Persian and Hellenistic kingship, that we see in other kingdoms and

principalities, and the extant portrait is typical of this royal discourse as well.

70 PAT 2754.

17 See also Yon (2002), 105, who does not read King Sampsigeramos into this text.

178 See Seyrig (1952), 236-9.

179 See Kropp (2013a), 80-3; (2010), 201-4, for dating, description, and analysis of the image.

1% On the portrait of the Emesan King, see Kropp (2010), 213-4. For more general conclusions regarding common
themes in the portraiture of kings and princes under Roman influence, see the seminal study of Kropp (2013a),
382-3.
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Classical sources relating to Edessa do not present stable dynastic rule. Pliny presents
the region as being inhabited by multifarious peoples and political units.'™ Other, slightly
later, classical sources do depict a dynasty of sorts: Plutarch refers to a @OAapyog Apafwv
(“phylarchos of the Arabs”) called Ariamnes;'® and Tacitus mentions a rex Arabum (“King
of the Arabs™) called Acbarus.'® None of these depictions, however, refer to the period in
which Edessa was undoubtedly a kingdom under Roman infuence, from the late second
century to the mid-third century.'®*

Sommer’s claim that Edessa was a ‘Stammesstaat’ places much emphasis on a series
of Syriac inscriptions found at Sumatar that depict the ‘governor of ‘Arab’."™ From these
inscriptions we are given information about holders of this office from AD 162 to 197, when
the territories it concerned were removed from Edessa and added to the provincia
Osrhoene."™ A typical example of these inscriptions depicts an Abgar undertaking the role:

hn’ sim’

d‘bd m ‘nw

br mqmy

[’bgr shyt’

drb

[-m[nw gn/...] 187

“This is the image which Ma‘nu son of Muqimi made for Abgar, governor of ‘Arab ..
Ma‘nu .....”

This inscription was found between two figures and was dedicated to Abgar, the slyt’
d‘rb (“governor of ‘Arab”). The term ‘Arab here seems to refer to a region. Han Drijvers
argued that the ‘Arab was the desert spanning from Edessa all the way to the Tigris in the

188

East.”™ The implication of this interpretation is that the Kings of Edessa, through this

‘governor of ‘Arab’, controlled an area significantly larger than the later provincia

18 plin. HN 5.85-6. Pliny’s presentation of Edessa is discussed further below.

182 plut. Crass. 21.

"3 Tac. Ann. 12.12.

18 Millar (1993a), 457, emphasises the uncertainty of these classical impressions and their relationship to the later
dynasty of Edessa.

18 Sommer (2010), 225; (2005), 252-5. For the inscriptions, see Drijvers and Healey (1999), As36; As37; As46;
As49; As51; As52.

18 See Drijvers and Healey (1999), 105-6; Gawlikowksi (1998a); Drijvers (1980), 122-34.

87 Drijvers and Healey (1999), As51.

188 Drijvers (1980), 130.
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Osrhoene." As Steven Ross has pointed out, in the absence of any evidence to the contrary it
seems unlikely that the Edessan Kings would have had a larger territory than the later
province.'”” The more conservative definition of ‘Arab proposed by Louis Dillemann, a

: : 191
confined area around Tella and Rhesaina, seems more likely.

In either case, the region
controlled by the ‘governor of ‘Arab’ was primarily inhabited by nomadic tribes.

The corpus of inscriptions from Sumatar span the period of transition between
Edessa’s pro-Parthian and pro-Roman positions. We have evidence for four holders of this
office: Wa’el, from before AD 162; Tiridates, from 162 to 165; Abgar, from 165 to 176; and

Barnahar from 176 onwards.'”?

Whilst we are given relatively little information about these
individuals, it seems likely that they — and, by extension, the office — were relatively
important. The governor Wa’el was likely the son of Wa’el bar Sahru, who was King of
Edessa under Parthian influence from 163 to 165, and the Abgar attested in the inscription
quoted above probably later became the pro-Roman King Abgar VIIL.'”

For Sommer the ‘governor of ‘Arab’ is evidence for the integration of tribal nomads
into the Kingdom of Edessa. According to this interpretation, the governor was integrated into
a tribal structure and was a leader in both the nomadic tribes in ‘Arab and the sedentary

194 . . . . . .
Whilst we can assume some interaction between nomads and sedentaries in this

kingdom.
region, there is no evidence that shows tribal nomads integrated into Edessan society.'” The
‘governor of ‘Arab’, tasked with controlling a region known for nomadic tribes, does not
prove that the tribes were integrated into the kingdom but rather suggests the opposite. The

governor seems to have been an intermediary between the kingdom and the nomadic tribes;

the necessity of such a role would suggest that they were quite distinct political units.'

1% On the territory of Edessa and Osrhoene, see Ross (2001), 25-6; Millar (1993a), 457; Segal (1970), 22.

10 Ross (2001), 25-6.

I Dillemann (1962), 75-6, followed by Ross (2001), 26.

192 For this list, see Drijvers and Healey (1999), 105-6. See also Gawlikowski (1998a); Drijvers (1980), 122-34.

13 On Wa’el see Drijvers and Healey (1999), 129. Abgar: Drijvers and Healey (1999), 135-6; Drijvers (1982), 177.
19 See Sommer (2005), 252-4. Luther (1997), 173, is less explicit in this regard, but sees the ‘governors of ‘Arab’
as tribal leaders.

1 On interactions between nomads and sedentaries in this region see Scharrer (2010), 301-5; Dijkstra (1995),
251-8. Macdonald (2014), makes some useful remarks regarding interaction between nomads and sedentaries in
general as part of his discussion of Safaitic texts.

8 This is the conclusion reached by Scharrer (2010), 305; Drijvers and Healey (1999), 105.
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The ‘governor of ‘Arab’ has often been linked to an arabarches mentioned in a
document from Dura-Europos from AD 121, to a mry’ rby (“Lord of the Arabs™) in Hatra,
and to a strategos nomadon (“governor of the nomads™) in Arabia.'”’ These three titles seem
to indicate officials with some sort of responsibility over nomadic or tribal groups. The
particularly interesting thing about them is that they all present an external view of the
peoples involved. The titles themselves present those under the control of the official as a
distinct group or political unit: the titles arabarches and mry’ ‘rby distinguish either Arabs or
those who live in a region called Arab as distinct from those in power; and the title strategos
nomadon distinguishes the nomads from those in power.'” If the groups under the control of
these officials were synonymous with those who assigned the official and undertook the role
then qualifiers such as ‘of the Arabs’ and ‘of the nomads’ would not have been necessary. In
the same way, the ‘governor of ‘Arab’, in the absence of any further evidence, is indicative of
a separation between the Kingdom of Edessa and nomadic tribes to its east.

We have little evidence for local administration in any of the kingdoms or
principalities under discussion, but we are given a glimpse into lower levels of administration

" In what follows, 1 shall examine the evidence for local

in the Nabataecan Kingdom.
administration in the Nabataean Kingdom and discuss the impact that tribes had on it.
Josephus gives us some indications of the internal organisation of the kingdom in his
description of a journey undertaken through it by Aretas IV’s daughter, the divorced wife of
Herod Antipas:
N 0¢, mpoamecthikel yap €k mielovog €ig tOv Moyapodvta tOTE TOTPL OOTHG
VTOTELT], WhvToV €ig TV 0doumopiov Tfroacuévoy VIO Tod otpotnyod dupoa TE
Topiv kai apopudto eig Ty Apapiov kopdii Tdv otpotnydv &k dradoyiic mapfv.?
“Some time earlier she herself had dispatched messengers to Machaeros, which was

at that time subject to her father, so that when she arrived all preparations for her
journey had been made by the strategos. She was thus able to start for Arabia as

7 For the arabarches: P Dura 20.5; mry’ rby: H78; strategos nomadon: PUAES 3.A.752. On the links made
between these see, in particular, Scharrer (2010), 301-5. The strategos nomadon is discussed further below, 2.3.3.
1% On the purview of the arabarches, see Millar (1998), 477; Segal (1970), 22-3. On the mry’ rby, see Dijkstra
(1995), 175-208. See below, 2.3.3, for the strategos nomadon.

19 Nabataean governance has been the subject of multiple studies, see Freeman (1996); Negev (1977); Hammond
(1973).

20 Jos. AJ 18.112. Translation adapted from Loeb.

86



soon as she arrived, being passed from one strategos to the next as they provided
transport.”

Along her journey Aretas’ daughter was aided by a series of strategoi. The most
likely explanation for her ‘being passed from one strategos to the next’ is that these strategoi
had defined areas of responsibility; as she passed into the territory of another strategos, that
official would provide transport through his region.””!

Laila Nehmé, in a recent article, has collected all twenty-one known inscriptions from
Nabataca that mention a strategos.” The inscriptions are concentrated in certain areas,
leading to Nehmé’s convincing argument that strategoi were stationed in places of particular
importance, so-called ‘central places.” An inscription from Hegra seems to confirm that

strategoi were attached to important locations:

dnh kpr’ dy ‘bd trsw hprk’

br tymw Inpsh wl‘ydt ’ntth brt

‘bd ‘dnwn wl ‘bdrb’l wtymw bnwhy wiyldhm wl’hrh[m]
w’sdqghm mn [y]wm’dn[h] dimw[..]Jm[....kpr]°
dnhlf...][... . JU bnw[hy]

yztry [wyz]bn m[ ]ms[k]n[ o]

wkl 'nws dy yzbn kpr dnh 'w ytktb lh bh mwhbh p’yty ‘mh
I’srtg’ dy hw’ bhgr’ sl ‘yn ’lp hrty wimr’n’ mnkw mlk’ kwt
byrh tbt snt ‘Sryn w’rb * Imnkw mlk’ mlk nbtw 203

“This is the tomb which Tarsu the prefect, son of Taymu, made for himself and for
‘Aydat, his wife, daughter of ‘Abd‘adnon, and for ‘Abdrabel and Taymu, his sons,
and for their children and for their descendants and their legitimate heirs from this
day for ever. And ... this tomb ..................... hissons ....... and sell ......... give in
pledge ............... And anyone who sells this tomb or writes for himself regarding it
a deed of gift shall be liable to the strategos who is in Hegra in the sum of a
thousand Haretite selas and to our lord King Maliku for the same amount. In the
month of Tebet, the twenty-fourth year of King Maliku, King of the Nabataeans.”

This legal text, like the majority of the rock-cut inscriptions at Hegra, details the fine
for entering the tomb illegally.*** For our present purposes, there are two important pieces of

information here. Firstly, the authority of the strategos is linked to a particular place, Hegra. It

2! On this passage, see Nehmé (2015); Freeman (1996), 101; Graf (1994), 274-90; MacAdam (1986), 54; Negev
(1977), 569; Jones (1971), 290-2.

202 Nehmé (2015). See also Esler (2017), 110-6; Graf (1994).

23 Healey (1993a), no.38.

% On these inscriptions and the fines levied, see further 3.2.1. This inscription is the only one from the corpus in
which a strategos acts as the recipient of a fine. The recipients of fines and the choices inscribers make are
discussed further below, 3.2.2.
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seems likely that this official was posted there and that it was the centre of his authority.
Secondly, part of the fine was payable to this strategos. The division of the fine between the
king, as the central authority, and the strategos at Hegra suggests that the strategos
represented a significant local authority in the region.*”

An inscription from Medaba allows us to further characterise Nabataean strategoi as
local authorities. This text, from AD 37-8, was established by ‘Abd‘obodat the strategos:

dnh mqbrt’ wtrty npst’ dy [‘l]’

mnh dy ‘bd ‘bd ‘bdt ‘srtg’

[’ytybl ’strg’ "bwhy wl’ytybl

rb msryt’ dy blhytw w‘brt’ br ‘bd ‘bdt

'srtg’ dnh bbyt sitwnhm dy sltw

zmnyn tryn Snyn tltyn wst ‘I Sny hrtt

mlk nbtw rhm ‘mh w ‘bydt’ dy

‘I’ “bydt bsnt ’rb ‘yn wit Ih >

“This is the tomb and the two funeral monuments above it which ‘Abd‘obodat the
strategos made for Itaybel the strategos, his father, and for Itaybel, the camp
commandant, who is in Luhitu and ‘Abarta, son of this ‘Abd‘obodat the strategos, in
the place of their authority, which they exercised twice for thirty-six years during the
time of Haretat, King of the Nabataeans, lover of his people. And the above work
was executed in his forty-sixth year.”"’

The strategoi ‘Abd‘obodat and Itaybel are linked to a particular place, their byt sitwn,
the place of their authority. This inscription explicitly links the strategoi to a particular place
in or from which they exercise their authority. It confirms the presentation of Nabataean
strategoi we get from Josephus: they are linked to particular localities, within which they
seem to have been significant authorities.

The inscription from Medaba raises another important issue concerning local officials

in Nabataea. All of the individuals in positions of authority mentioned in it are related. It has

been argued, on the basis of inscriptions such as this, that the offices were hereditary.””® There

%5 This point is also made by Nehmé (2015), 115.

206 Text and (adapted) translation from Healey (1993a), 247-8. See also CIS 2.196; Nehmé (2015), no.5.

27 As Nehmé (2015), 115, has pointed out, Healey’s translation of byt §lfwn as ‘territory of their rule’ is not quite
appropriate. Byt generally refers to a very specific place or building, thus I do not think ‘territory’ is specific
enough. Nehmé suggests ‘house of their authority’, but since there is no further evidence to suggest it necessarily
refers to a building, I opt for ‘place of their authority.’

28 See Nehmé (2015), 116; Freeman (1996), 102-3; Jones (1971), 291. Cf. Graf (1994), 277, who separates the
evidence for strategoi in Hegra from the rest of the inscriptions. He argues that the title strategos outside of Hegra
seems to be hereditary, whilst it was a “matter of appointment and rotation” in Hegra.
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are a number of inscriptions that confirm the office of strategos was held by multiple close
family members. Four, including the inscription from Medaba above, include a father and his

son that were strategoi;zo9 in one of these, two brothers are strategoi.m

It does not seem likely, however, that all these local appointments were hereditary.”"
The number of and relationship between office holders suggests a different arrangement. An
inscription from Umm ar-Rasas, from AD 40-1, mentions three strategoi, ‘Abdmaliku, whose
tomb is being consecrated, ‘Obaisu, his father, and his brother, Ia‘muru, who is dedicating the
inscription. It seems unlikely that both ‘Abdmaliku and Ia‘muru could have inherited the
office or title strategos from their father.

The inscription quoted above, from Hegra, AD 37-8, consecrated the tomb of Itaybel,

the strategos, and Itaybel, the rb msryt’ (“camp commandant™).*'?

It was established by an
‘Abd‘obodat, the strategos, who was the son of Itaybel, the strategos, and father of Itaybel,
the camp commandant. In this instance, the younger Itaybel did not have the title strategos,
but was able to achieve a different position of authority.”" Similarly, an inscription from
Hegra shows the father of a strategos holding a different title, hyparchos.*'* It was not the
case, therefore, that all strategoi were descended from holders of the office, nor that sons of
strategoi would always inherit it. The most likely explanation for the repeated appearance of
both father and son with the title strategos is not that the titles were hereditary, but that
certain families monopolised positions of local authority and stature.

Some scholars have argued that the dominance certain families held over the office of
strategos is evidence for the authority of local tribes, but it is not unusual for certain families

215

to dominate political offices.” ” There is no indication that the title strategos was assigned to a

tribal leader or on the basis of tribal affiliation. Moreover, the little evidence we have for the

29 1S 2.196, from Medaba, AD 37-8; CIS 2.161, from Dmayr, AD 94-5; Healey (1993a), no.34, from Hegra, AD
71-2; CIS 2.195, Umm ar- Rasas, AD 40-1. For all these inscriptions, see the recent list compiled by Nehmé
(2015).

219 1§ 2.195, from Umm ar-Rasas, AD 40-1.

2! This conclusion was reached independently by Esler (2017), 115.

212 €[S 2.196; Nehmé (2015), no.5; Healey (1993a), 247-8.

23 On the rb miryt’, see also Macdonald (2014), 158; Graf (2004), 148; Savignac and Starcky (1957).

214 Healey (1993a), n0.32.1-2: mpyw strg’ br "wprns hprk’ (“Matiyu, strategos, son of Euphronios, hyparchos”).
See also no.6, 11.1-2, which is heavily reconstructed. For the equation of Aprk” with bmapyog, see Healey (1993a),
108-9; CIS 2.207.

215 This argument has been made by Freeman (1996), 103; Jones (1971), 291.

89



purview of these officials suggests that their authority was linked to particular places rather
than groups. There is little indication that local government in the Nabataean Kingdom was
based around tribal groups.

Nevertheless, a series of inscriptions referring to the so-called revolt of Damasi

216

emphasise the political importance of tribes in the Nabataean Kingdom.”” The revolt is used

as a means to date a Safaitic inscription:
lhr bn ’s bn hr d’l mskt wwid bhdr snt mrd mhrb wsnt mrd dmsy whrs hsn’ fhit wdsr
sim wmwyd "
“By Hair, son of ’Aus, son of Hair, of the tribe of Masikat. He was born in this place
the year of the rebellion of Muharib and the year of the rebellion of Damasi. He is on

the watch for the enemy, so, Allat and Dushara [grant] security and continued
existence.”

Winnett has suggested a possible identification for the dmsy shown here.”'® He links

dmsy to a certain dmsy from a signature at Hegra.*"

There is an important difference in the
spelling, the Safaitic dmsy using a sadhé and the Nabataecan dmsy using a semkath, but this
could be explained by the process of transliterating the Greek name Damasi.”” The Greek
sigma could be transliterated with a sadhé in Safaitic and a semkath in Nabataean. According
to this interpretation, Damasi was part of a family mentioned in the corpus of inscriptions
from Hegra, including Maliku, his brother, and Rabib’el, his father, from a rock-cut tomb
inscription dated to AD 71-2.2*' If we accept this identification, the rebellion of Damasi

222

would most likely be at some point during the reign of Rabbel II (AD 70-106).” We cannot

218 On the ‘revolt of Damasi’, see in particular, Al-Otaibi (2011), 90-1; Freeman (1996), 103; Graf (1988), 199;
Winnett (1973), 55.

217 §1J1n0.287. See also Al-Otaibi (2011), 90; Winnett (1973), 54.

218 Winnett (1973), followed by Al-Otaibi (2011), 90-2; Graf (1997), 63; Bowersock (1983), 156.

219 For the Nabatacan signature, see CIS 2.287; JSNab 84; Nehmé (2015), 10.20: dkyr dmsy br rbyb’ “srtwn’ btb
(“May Damasi be remembered, son of Rabib’, the strategos, in peace”™).

20 Winnett (1973) sees Damasi as a Greek name. 65 derivatives are attested in the Lexicon of Greek Personal
Names.

21 €[S 2.224; JSNab 34; Healey (1993a), no.34.

222 1t has thus been argued by Bowersock (1983), 156, followed by Al-Otaibi (2011), 91, that Rabbel’s suppression
of this revolt led to his epithet ‘he who brought life and deliverance to his people.” This, however, is largely
speculative given that we do not have any evidence for the revolt written in Nabataean or directly related to Rabbel.

90



be certain about this identification; it is also possible that they are revolting against Roman
authority.”
Two further Safaitic graffiti seem to refer to related acts of rebellion. Firstly, the

rebellion of Muharib is mentioned again:

Iwdm’l bn trs bn ’s bn h’b wsty (h)wrd snt mrd mhrb hsitn 24
“By Wadam’il, son of trs, son of ’Aus, son of 4’b. He spent the winter at this
watering place the year of the rebellion of Muharib against the sovereign power.”
It is not obvious from the inscription what the s/tn (‘sovereign power’) is. It seems
likely, however, based on Winnett’s identification of Damasi, that it was the Nabataecan

Kingdom. Another graffito is dated by the year of the rebellion of Damasi:

Imyd bn zd bn gdm br mr’ d’l df wq(s) s bd df snt mrd dmsy lh tm ... sim f(’) ™
“By Maid, son of Zaid, son of Qadam, son of Mar’, of the tribe of Daif. He followed
Daif the year of the rebellion of Damasi ... he surrendered.”

This inscription mentions the rebellion of Damasi and seems to imply that another
group, the '/ df (“tribe of Daif”’) was involved. The three texts link acts of rebellion by
Damasi, Muharib, and Daif. We might infer, as they use the revolt as a means of dating, that
this was a significant act of rebellion incorporating all three of these groups.

The three Safaitic texts demonstrate the political importance of tribal groups in the

Nabataean Kingdom.

Membership in the revolt was defined by tribe and tribes represented
the primary means by which the political act of rebellion was organised and conceptualised.
We cannot be certain whether these graffiti refer to a rebellion against the Nabataean

Kingdom or against Rome. In either case, they provide a striking example of the political

importance of tribal groups in this region. Whilst administration in the Nabataecan Kingdom

23 For a good discussion of the problems associated with this identification and the corresponding date see

Scharrer (2010), 274-5.

24 17 281.

25 517 823.

226 See Al-Otaibi (2011), 90; Freeman (1996), 103; Graf (1989), 363.
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does not seem to have been organised around tribal authority, tribes were still clearly
important social and political units.

The wider importance of tribes to the social and political culture of the Nabataean
Kingdom is reflected in how the kings presented their authority. It is common for coins
minted by the Nabataean Kings to include the legend mik nbtw, King of the Nabataeans.”’
The ethnic designation nbtw appears in a few inscriptions, most of which were found outside

of Nabataea.”*®

The kings define their kingdom in terms of the people governed rather than in
terms of the area controlled.

We can see a similar phenomenon in references to the Ituraean Principalities. Strabo
refers to the principality of Ptolemais as 1 Ttovpaimv opeivn (“the mountainous country of the
Ituraeans”); the territory is defined as the area under the control of the Ituracans, rather than

an area with the name Ituraea.””

We do see Trovpaia or lturaea used to refer to an area, but,
as Julien Aliquot has convincingly argued, these terms seem to designate territory controlled
by the Ituraeans rather than a particular region of Syria.m

In Strabo’s description of the city of Arethusa, quoted above, he presents the
phylarchoi Sampsigeramos and Iamblichos as ruling over the ‘ethnos of the Emesenoi’.”'
Strabo presents the Emesan Dynasty ruling over a set of people, the Emesenoi, rather than a

place called Emesa.*”

In much the same way as we see with the Nabataeans and Ituraeans,
Strabo here uses an ethnic designation rather than a geographical one.
All three of these dynastic territories are conceptualised in terms of relationships

rather than in terms of locality. The use of ethnic designations for these kingdoms and

principalities seems to be linked to the way in which they were formed. Much research has

227 Meshorer (1975), n0s.9-11 (Obodas 1I); 12-9 (Malichus I); 20-7; 29; 31-9 (Obodas III); 46-60; 65-6; 79-80; 83-
7; 94-6; 98-111 (Aretas 1V); 123-39 (Malichus II); 142-5; 147-61 (Rabbel II). On the issue in general, see
Macdonald (1991).

228 On these see Al-Otaibi (2011), 15-24; Macdonald (1991). On the use of nbsw in general, see now Healey (2009),
20-1.

*» Strabo 16.2.10.

20 gee Aliquot (1999-2003), 193-5.

! Strabo 16.2.10.

2 The name Emesa only appears in conjunction with the city Emesa under provincial rule, see below 2.3.2.
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been done to trace their history, which I will not replicate here.”’ As Michael Macdonald has
shown, the Nabataeans were most likely nomads who became part of a settled community.”*
Nbtw changed accordingly from a tribal identity to a label implying subjection to the
Nabataean King. It seems likely that the Ituracans, and possibly also the Emesans, underwent
a similar process.235

Ethnic designations are typically linked to a territory associated with the ethnos in

question.”*

Whilst they are, in this way, also a reference to geographical space, the way in
which that space is conceptualised is informative. Classical sources use ethnic terms to define
the territory of the Ituraean Principalities and the Kingdom of the Emesenoi; the Nabataean
Kings expressed their own authority in similar terms. The tendency to view authority and
territory in terms of people rather than space evinces a tribal culture, where social and
political organisation is defined by relationships instead of localities.

Epigraphy can provide us with another important perspective on the role of tribes
within kingdoms and principalities. In inscriptions from the Nabataean Kingdom, tribes were
frequently used as a means of expressing individual identity. From this, we can deduce that
tribes were both prevalent and important societal constructs in the Nabataean Kingdom.

In the Safaitic graffiti, which were found mostly in the Jordanian desert to the north
of the Nabatacan Kingdom, tribal identifications are commonplace.”’ Tribes seem to have
been the primary means of social organisation amongst the authors of the Safaitic graffiti.
There is less clear evidence for the importance of tribal groups amongst the writers of

Nabataean inscriptions. A bilingual Nabataean-Greek inscription from the monumental

sanctuary at Si’ in the Hauran is notable for being established by a tribal group:

23 For Nabataea, see, in particular, Schmid (2001); Macdonald (1991); Graf (1990); Healey (1989); Milik (1982);
Negev (1977), 521-8. For the Ituraean principalities: Myers (2010), 147-57; Knauf (1998); Aliquot (1999-2003),
166-77. For Emesa: Konrad (2014), 47-8; Sullivan (1977), 198-9.

24 Macdonald (1991), 116.

35 See, in particular, Aliquot (1999-2003), 191: “La situation des Ituréens serait donc comparable a celle des
Nabatéens, nomades sédentarisés au cours de 1’époque hellénistique, qui ont adopté 1’écriture araméenne, et dont
I’onomastique et les cultes permettent de présumer 1’origine arabe; on peut ainsi supposer une évolution du
concept d’‘Ituréen’ analogue a celle du concept de ‘Nabatéen’, dont M. C. A. Macdonald indique qu’il se référe
initialement a une identité ethnique ou tribale, puis a la sujétion a un souverain nabatéen, et enfin, apres I’annexion
de 106 p.C., a une appartenance originelle a une aire géographique et culturelle particuliére.”

36 On the link between ethnic groups and territory, see, in particular, Hall (1997), 25; Smith (1986), 28-32. On
ethnic designations in general, see also Hall (2002), esp.9.

37 On Safaitic graffiti, see above, 1.3.2.
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dnh slm’ dy "qymw ’l ‘byst

Imlykt br m ‘yrw br mlykt

lgbl dy hw bnh byrt’ ‘lyt’

kdw br ‘byst ‘'mn’ Slm

“This is the statue that the tribe of the Obaishat erected for Malikat, the son of
Mu‘airu, the son of Malikat, who built the upper part of the temple. Kaddu, the son
of the Obaishat, was the stonemason. Peace.

0 0fjnog O T-

@v 'OPotonv-

®v €teiunoe-

v MaAetyaBov

Moatépov vrep-

otkodounoav-

TL TO 1EPOV Ape-

|G T€ KOl eVC-

ePetag yapw =

“The demos of the Obaisenoi honoured Maleichathos, the son of Moaieros, who built
the upper part of the sanctuary, because of his virtue and piety.”

The ’/ ‘byst or ¢ d6fjpog 0 T@v OPaionvdv is here dedicating a statue. This inscription
is fairly unusual for inscriptions in Nabataea; few explicitly tie the dedicants to their tribal
identity and fewer show a tribe acting as the dedicant. There are other Nabataean inscriptions,
particularly from the Hauran, that show tribal identifications, but few as informative.” The
equation of the Nabataean ’/ with the Greek term demos might give an indication as to the
relative size and importance of the group. Demos would typically imply a citizen body of an
authoritative community in a city or village. The use of such a term to interpret ’/ in this case
might suggest that the group was relatively large, akin to a city or village community in scale.

There is relatively little evidence for tribal identifications per se, using the word ’/, in
Nabataean inscriptions. The inscription above, however, shows that there are multiple ways
in which tribal identity can be expressed in Nabataean inscriptions. In line 1, where the
Obaishat are referred to as a group dedicating the statue, they are called ’/ ‘byst. In line 4,

where the stonemason is identified as being a member of this group, ’/ is omitted and he is

identified as kdw br ‘byst (“Kaddu, son of the Obaishat™). As this inscription demonstrates, br

28 Ouellen E.004.04; CIS 2.164; Healey (2009), no.15; Cantineau (1930-1932), 2.13-4. Translation is my own.
9 For instance, CIS 2.165 reads simply ... ds I’l gsyw. See also Healey (2009), 116, with further examples.
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can be used to denote a link to a relatively large tribal group as well as to express a father-son
relationship.**’

It is common for the authors of Nabataean inscriptions to identify themselves in terms
of relationships, often by genealogical links, and rare for them to identify themselves by
locality or settlement.”*' It is not possible to provide comprehensive evidence of this tendency,
so I shall demonstrate it with reference to an illustrative example from the corpus of
Nabataean epigraphy. The dedicant of a recently published inscription from Bostra is
identified solely by genealogical links:

d’ nps’ dy bu{h} {b/ }{d/r}{s}{w/m} {br} {m}[rt]

br ‘mtn I ‘nmww ‘mtn ‘[l]

‘hwhy bny ‘mrt br ‘m{t}[n]

byrh tsry sn{t} -—--

lhrtt mlk nbt[w rhm ‘mh] 2

“This is the burial chamber that was built ... son of ‘Am]rat], son of ’Amtan for
‘Animii and ’Amtan fJor] his brothers, sons of ‘Amrat son of ’Amt[an] on the month
of Tisri, year ... of Haretat, king of the Nabat[acans who loves his people]”

The dedicant of this inscription is identified as the son of ‘Amrat. His brothers are
mentioned here as well, identified also as sons of ‘Amrat. This inscription is a useful example
of both the general tendency in Nabataean inscriptions to identify individuals in terms of
relationships, and the inherent ambiguity in these identifications.**

We cannot necessarily assume that ‘mrt refers to a person rather than to a larger
group. There is a group called */ ‘mrt mentioned frequently in Safaitic graffiti,*** and an */
‘mrt appears in a well known Greek-Nabataean bilingual inscription from Medaba.** We
cannot identify this ‘mrt with an ’/ ‘mrt from elsewhere on the basis of the similarity between

the names, but neither is the identification impossible. There are two possibilities: that the

dedicator is identifying himself as the son of an ‘Amrat, or that he is expressing his identity as

0 On similar ambiguities in the use of br in Palmyra, see Yon (2002), 57-9.

! Studies of social groups in the Nabatacan Kingdom have emphasised the importance of tribes: Macdonald
(2014); (1999); (1998); (1993), 352-67; Graf (2004); (1989). See also, the recent study Nehmé (2013), which
identifies a series of social groups in Petra based on the worship of particular gods.

2 Nehmé (2010), no.4.

2 See further above, 2.1.2.

2 On these, see, in particular, with extensive references, Milik (1980). See also Macdonald (1993), 359-60.

5 Milik (1958), 243-6, 10.6.
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a member of a larger group based on relationships, an ’/ ‘mrt. For our present purposes, the
distinction does not necessarily matter. What is important here is that the dedicator is
identifying himself in terms of relationships using the language of kinship that seems to be
applicable to groups of various sizes and compositions defined by relationships.

There is a general trend in epigraphy from the Nabataean Kingdom whereby
individuals are identified in terms of relationships, often using the language of kinship, rather
than by settlement or locality. It seems likely, given the inherent vagueness surrounding the
use of terms for tribe, ’/ and @uAn, and the broad usage of identifications using the word br,
that the tribe was an important and prevalent means of socio-political organisation.

The use of ethnic terms to describe the territory of the Nabataean Kingdom, the
Kingdom of the Emesenoi, and the Ituracan Principalities shows that the presentation of
authority and territory was shaped by the local culture. The label ‘Stammesstaat’ seems
inappropriate, however, as there is little evidence to suggest that tribes had any impact on
kingship and authority in these kingdoms and principalities. There seems to be little
functional difference between Nabataean kingship, for instance, and that of other kingdoms in
the region, yet there was a significant difference in how they were presented.”*® Whilst the
Nabataean King was not a tribal leader, he was a king ruling a culture in which tribes were the

most important characteristic of individual and group identity.

2.2.4. Villages

The fourth pertinent type of political structure is the village. Our evidence for village
life in kingdoms and principalities is very limited; there are large areas for which we have
virtually no evidence of local culture and political administration. In stark contrast, there is a
wealth of information for village life in these areas after they were annexed into provincial
territory. In this section, I shall consider the impact of the village as a type of administrative

and political institution in kingdoms and principalities. I posit that the village was a

246 See further above, 2.2.1.
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widespread means of settlement, but that it only constituted an important political
organisation in some cases. We cannot be sure that the complex village government seen in
the epigraphy and papyri of Roman Syria and Arabia was ever implemented in kingdoms and
principalities.

The term village is closely linked to the Greek kome and refers to a settlement with a
sedentary population but without a city constitution. It is used to refer to a variety of
settlements differing greatly in size, layout, and appearance.””’ When discussing the role of
villages in kingdoms and principalities, it is important to make a distinction between the
village as a settlement and as a type of political organisation. The physical presence of a
village does not necessarily imply the existence of an organised village community, whose
membership and authority is defined by the settlement.

It must be acknowledged, first of all, that our view of village settlement in the Near
East is quite restricted. We have compelling material evidence from some particular regions

248

to show that the village was a prevalent type of settlement.”™ Despite significant gaps in our

knowledge elsewhere, it has been convincingly argued that the village was, most likely, a

prevalent type of settlement across the Near East from at least the Hellenistic period.**

Josephus’ description of Galilee, controlled by Agrippa II, at the beginning of the
Jewish Revolt, leaves little doubt as to the extent of village habitation there:
GALG Kol TOAELG TVKVAL Kol TO TOV KOP®V TAT00¢ TovToyod moivdvipomov did v
eonviay, @g Vv Ehayiotnv VmEp meviokioyMiovg mpoOg Tolg pvpiolg Exewv
oikftopoc.”
“The cities, too, are thickly distributed, and even the villages, thanks to the fertility

of the soil, are all so densely populated that the smallest of them contains above
fifteen thousand inhabitants.”

M7 Sartre (2001), 771-3, gives a good account of the variation between villages.

8 See, in particular, Kennedy (1999), 98; Millar (1993a), 250. In particular, extensive research in the Hauran in
southern Syria and northern Arabia has revealed a complex network of villages inhabited continuously from the
Hellenistic period onwards: see Rohmer (2010); Dentzer et al. (2010); Braemer ef al. (2008); Vallat and Leblanc
(2008); Graf (1992); Dentzer (1986); Villeneuve (1985). Exploration in the limestone massif in north-west Syria
similarly reveals a vast network of villages: see Hirschfeld (1997); Tate (1997); (1992); Tchalenko (1953-1958).
2 See Choi (2013), 125-30; Sartre (2001), 766-76; Kennedy (1999), 97-8; Millar (1993a), 347-50; Graf (1992), 5-
6.
20 Jos. BJ 3.43. Translation adapted from Loeb.
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Josephus here stresses the prevalence of settlements, both cities and villages, in

Galilee. In his wider description of Palestine, from which this extract is taken, Josephus

251

defines the territory of Galilee, Peraea, Samaria, and Judaea.” What is important for our

purposes is that he demarcates the territory of these regions in terms of cities and villages.
Josephus clearly considered these settlements to be prominent landmarks to use them as a
means of defining these regional boundaries. In his Life, Josephus further characterises
Galilee as a region defined by settlements, as he claims it hosted 204 cities and villages.*
These depictions of Palestine on the eve of the Jewish Revolt serve to emphasise the extent of
village habitation as well as the significance of settlements to the topography of the region.
Josephus’ description of the boundaries of Galilee, Peraeca, Samaria, and Judaea
reveals much about the political organisation of the region. The relationship between cities,
villages, and these regional boundaries is exemplified by the following passage describing

Galilee:

Avo &’ oboog tog Nadhaiog, TV 1€ Gve Kal TNV KOT® TPOGOYOPEVOUEVNY, TEPUGYEL
pgv 1 ®owvikn e kai Tvpia, dopilel 8 amd pév dHoewg NAiov Mrolepaic Toic THC
yopag tépuact kol Képuniog, 10 méAar pév Falhaiov, vdv 8¢ Tupiov dpog @
npooioyel ['afa, TOMG nméwv, 0VT® TPOSUYOPELOUEVT O1d TO TOLG VO Hpoddov
Bachémg amoAvopévoug Imels &v a0t KOTOIKEV: amd 08 peonuPpiog Topapeitic te
Kol Xxv0omoig péypt t@v Topdavov vapdtmv. mpog o 6 Tnmnvi] te kol I'addapoig
amotéuvetan kol Tff [avAavitidor tavtm xoi tig Aypinmo Pooctreiog Opot. Ta
npocdpktio & avtic Topw te kai tf] Tvpiwv xdpe mepatodtat. kKol TG PHEV KATMO
karovpévne Folhaiog amd TiBeprédog péypt XaPovimv, Mg &v t0ig mopaliolc
IMtolepaig yeitwv, 10 pijkog éxteivetal. TAATOVETOL O° ATO TG €V TG UEYOA® TTEdI®
KEWEVNG KOUNG, ZEodmO woAeitar, péypt Bnpodpng, 1 kai tfg dve ToAtkaiog ig
g0pog apyn péxpt Boaka koung: attn 8¢ v Tvpiov yiv opilel. pnrdveton 88 péypt
Mnpdd dmd OeArd kdpng Topdavov yeitovog. 2

“Galilee, with its two divisions known as Upper and Lower Galilee, is enveloped by
Phoenicia and Syria. Its western frontiers are the outlying territory of Ptolemais and
Carmel, a mountain once belonging to Galilee, and now to Tyre; adjacent to Carmel
is Gaba, the ‘city of cavalry’, so called from the cavalry who, on their discharge by
King Herod, settled in this town. On the south the country is bounded by Samaria
and Scythopolis up to the waters of Jordan; on the east it is limited by both Hippos
and Gadara, and by Gaulanitis, which is the frontier of Agrippa’s kingdom; on the
north Tyre and its district mark its limits. Lower Galilee extends in length from
Tiberias to Chabulon, which is not far from Ptolemais on the coast; in breadth, from

! Jos. BJ 3.35-58.

2 Jos. Vit. 235. On this statement in particular, see David (2011). See also, albeit dealing primarily with a later
period, Goodman (1983), 27-40.

3 Jos. BJ 3.35-40. Translation adapted from Loeb.
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a village in the great plain called Xaloth to Bersabe. At this point begins Upper
Galilee, which extends in breadth to the village of Baca, the frontier of the territory
of Tyre; in length, it reaches from the village of Thella, near the Jordan, to Meroth.”

Two features of this passage are pertinent to this discussion. Firstly, there is a clear
difference between cities and villages in the presentation of territory. Cities are credited with
civic territory and are referred to in terms of space. At the outset of the description of Galilee,
its western boundary is demarcated by Ptolemais’ civic space. Tyre is attributed civic territory
multiple times within this passage: Mount Carmel is said to be under its control and Tyre’s

2% The cities in his

territory is directly mentioned twice in the description of Upper Galilee.
description are conceptualised as political entities with boundaries and a defined territory. In
contrast, villages are shown only as settlements. Here, Josephus mentions the villages of
Xaloth, Baca, and Thella; none of these villages are attributed any territory or conceptualised
in terms of political space. None of the villages mentioned in his later descriptions of Peraea,
Samaria, and Judaea, namely Gineas (3.48), Anuath Borcaeus (3.51), and lardan (3.52), are
referred to in terms of space either.

Secondly, cities are shown to be outside the boundaries of Galilee, whilst villages are
within them. The territory of Galilee is defined by the abutting territory of Ptolemais and by
Mount Carmel, which was removed from Galilee and given to Tyre. The eastern boundary of
Galilee is defined in terms of cities outside it (mpog & & ‘Imanvii te kai Taddpoig

amotépvetat: “on the east, it is limited by both Hippos and Gadara”).”

Josephus’ use of
arotéuve, meaning to ‘divide’ or ‘cut off’, creates a distinct sense of division between the
cities and Galilee. In contrast, the villages are attributed to Galilee. Josephus demarcates the
eastern and western borders of Upper Galilee in terms of the most easterly and westerly
villages within it (unkOvetal 6& puéypt Mnpwb’ and Ochid koung Topddvov yeitovog; “in

256

length, it reaches from the village Thella, near the Jordan, to Meroth”).”” The same is true of

Josephus’ description of Samaria: dpyopuévn yop ano tig év 1@ medie keyévng Ivaiag Gvoua

24 BJ 3.38: 10 mpooapktia & avtiic Tope te kai i Topiov ydpa tepatodrar: “On the north, Tyre and its district

mark its limits.” 3.40: abtn 6¢ v Tvpiov yijv opiler: “which demarcates the territory of Tyre.”
> BJ3.37.
¢ BJ 3.40.
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KOuNg EmAnyel g Axpapernvdv tornapyiag (“beginning at the village of Ginaea situated in

the plain, it terminates at the toparchy of Acrabatene”).”’

Whilst cities are portrayed as being
distinct political spaces from Galilee, Peraea, Samaria, and Judaea, the villages are included
within these regions. Josephus, therefore, presents a dichotomy between the cities, which
dominated their own civic territory, on the one hand, and the regions Galilee, Peraea, Samaria,
and Judaea, in which villages were the most notable landmarks, on the other.

Josephus describes Palestine on the eve of the Jewish Revolt and thus after the
creation of provincia Judaea. Although it can sometimes be difficult to trace the territories of
Agrippa II precisely, Galilee and Peraea were likely part of Agrippa’s kingdom whilst Judaea

. L 258
and Samaria were part of provincia ludaea.

It is important to note that he treats villages as
the defining aspects of Galilee, Peraea, Samaria, and Judaea alike despite the fact that this
spans the kingdom of Agrippa Il and provincia ludaea.
Josephus later credits villages with an administrative and political role. Both he and

Pliny attest to a system of administrative divisions, called toparchies (foparchiai), that seem
to revolve around the authority of leading villages.” The term toparchy is known from
Ptolemaic and Roman Egypt where it denotes a subdivision of a nomos controlled by a
toparches.*® The system of toparchies in Palestine most likely began under Ptolemaic rule.*®'
We can confirm that it was maintained by the Hasmonean dynasty as toparchies appear
frequently in the books of the Maccabees. > Josephus’ account of the toparchies of Judaea
comes at the end of his description of Galilee, Peraca, Samaria, and Judaea discussed above:

pepileton & eig Evdexo kAnpovyiog, @v &pyxer pév Paciieov o Tepocdivpa

TPOAVIGKOVGO. THG TEPLOIKOV TAGNG DOTEP 1| KEPUAT] GOUATOS Ol AOUTOL OF WET

adTV dmpnvrol tag tomapyiog, Foeva devtépa kol petd tavtnv Axpapeta, Oduva

wpog tawtolg Kol Avdda, Appaodg kol TTEAAN kol Tdovuaio koi ‘Evyaddoi kol
‘Hpmdetov kot Tepryovg: ped’ dg Tapveln kai Toman t@v neploikwv dpnyodvral, Kami

57 BJ3.48. The arrangement of Judaea into toparchies is discussed below.

28 See further 1.4.4.

9 On these, in general, see HJP 2.190-8; Choi (2013), 125-30; Smallwood (1981), 344.

0 On Egyptian nomoi and administration in general, see Jordens (2012), 58; Bowman (1986), 58-9. Toparchies
are well attested in documents and inscriptions from Egypt, see, amongst others, P Rev. Laws 37.3; 41.7; 87.4 (3"
century BC); P Teb. 24.62; 48.6 (2™ century BC); P Oxy. 2118.3 (2™ century AD). See also LXX Ge. 41:34.

! See Choi (2013), 128-30; Cotton (1999b), 58; Jones (1971), 241.

262 | Mace. 10:30; 38; 11:28; 34. On this, see Sartre (2001), 775-6; Stern (1974), 250; Jones (1931a), 79.
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tavtalg § ¢ Nopoiitkn koi TavAavitig Botavaio te kol Tpoaymvitg, of kol tfig
5 ’ ’ PR ~ 263
Avypinna Bactieiog eiol poipat.

“It is divided into eleven districts, among which Jerusalem as the capital is supreme,
dominating all the neighbourhood as the head towers above the body; in the case of
the other minor districts the divisions coincide with the toparchies. Gophna is the
second, then come Acrabeta, Thamna, Lydda, Emmaus, Pella, Idumaea, Engaddi,
Herodion, and Jericho. To these must be added Jamnia and Joppa, which have
jurisdiction over the surrounding localities, and lastly the territories of Gamala,
Gaulanitis, Batanaea, and Trachonitis, which form, moreover, part of Agrippa’s
Kingdom.”

Pliny:

There are some discrepancies between these eleven districts and those mentioned by

religua Iudaea dividitur in toparchias decem quo dicemus ordine: Hiericuntem
palmetis consitam, fontibus riguam, Emmaum, Lyddam, lopicam, Acrebitenam,
Gophaniticam, Thamniticam, Bethleptephenen, Orinen, in qua fuere Hierosolyma
longe clarissma urbium orientis, non ludaeae modo, Herodium cum oppido inlustri
eiusdem nominis.”*

“The rest of Judaea [excluding Peraea] is divided into ten toparchies in the following
order: the district of Jericho, which has numerous palm-groves and springs of water,
and those of Emmaus, Lydda, Joppa, Acrabatta, Gophna, Thamna, Betholethephene,
Orine, the district that formerly contained Jerusalem, by far the most famous city of
the East and not of Judaea only, and Herodium with the celebrated town of the same
name.”

Josephus lists eleven toparchies in Judaea: Jerusalem, Gophna, Acrabatta, Thamna,

Lydda, Ammaus, Pelle, Idumaea, Engaddi, Herodion, and Jericho. Pliny’s list of ten

comprises of: Jericho, Emmaus, Lydda, Joppa, Acrabatta, Gophna, Thamna, Betholethephene,

Orine, and Herodium. Both agree on seven Judaean toparchies, called: Gophna, Acrabatta,

Thamna, Lydda, Ammaus (or Emmaus), Herodion (or Herodium), and Jericho. We are then

left with a few discrepancies that can be usefully explaine

265
d.

It has been convincingly argued, on the basis of papyri found at Nahal Hever, that

Pliny’s list reflects the situation after the Jewish Revolt of AD 70 whilst Josephus’ list refers

to before it.”*® A census declaration from AD 127 found at Nahal Hever subordinates Engaddi

63 Jos. BJ 3.54-6.

264 plin. HN 5.70. Translation adapted from Loeb.

265 On the discrepancies between the two, see HJP 2.190-6; Cotton (1999b), 84-5.
266 See Cotton and Yardeni (1997), 150; Isaac (1992), 67-9.
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to Jericho: koung Aivyadddv mepi Teperygovvta tiig Tovdaiog (“the Jewish village of Engaddi
in the vicinity of Jericho™).*” This document suggests that Engaddi was incorporated into the
toparchy of Jericho. It seems likely that Engaddi was destroyed or seriously damaged in the

268 The time

Jewish Revolt, which led to its demotion and addition to the toparchy of Jericho.
difference in their source material also explains the discrepancy between Josephus’ toparchy
of Jerusalem and Pliny’s Orine. Pliny uses Orine, a term used for the highlands in which
Jersualem stood, instead of Jerusalem because, as he points out, Jerusalem had been destroyed.
In this case, the toparchy seems to have retained the same geographical area, but Jerusalem no
longer acted as its administrative centre. Josephus’ Pelle and Pliny’s Betholethephene seem to
correspond to the Greek and Hebrew names of the same settlement. Josephus elsewhere refers
to a toparchy of Bethleptenpha, which has been convincingly argued to equate to Pliny’s
Betholethephene *”

What is important for our purposes is that the Judaean toparchies are all named after

important villages within them.*”’

There is no evidence that shows the role these villages had
within their toparchies in practice, but it seems likely that they held some sort of political or
administrative responsibility.

The discrepancy regarding Joppa’s (Jaffa) inclusion in lists of Judaean toparchies is
intriguing. Joppa was certainly a city in the first century BC; Josephus repeatedly refers to it

271

as a city and it minted coins at that time.”"" Josephus separates Joppa, along with Jamnia, from

his list of Judaean toparchies: ped’ G¢ Tauvewn kol Tonmn t@v meploikwv denyodvral (“to
these must be added Jamnia and Joppa, which have jurisdiction over the surrounding

272

localities”).”"” His description of Joppa conforms to what we would expect from a city: it

controls its hinterland. The way in which Josephus separates Joppa and Jamnia from his

*7 P Yadin 16.16
268 On this, see Cotton (2001a); (1999b); 84-5.
> Jos. BJ 4.445. On this, see HJP 2.191.
20 See Isaac (1992), 68; CIIP 3.28; Cotton (1999b), 85. For bibliography on these settlements, see HJP 2.192-4.
77! Josephus lists Joppa amongst the list of cities restored by Pompey (BJ 1.156; 4J 14.76). It is included amongst
the list of cities given back to Herod (BJ 1.396; AJ 15.217). Josephus also explicitly calls it a polis (4J 14.205;
17.320). The dating of coins from Jaffa to the first century BC is not certain, but seems likely. On this, see Ecker
g722010), 157-8. For the coin type, see Ecker (2010), 167; Meir (2000), 124, n.12; Kindler (1985), 30.

Jos. BJ 3.56.
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description of Judaean toparchies confirms that cities existed outside of the system of
toparchies, which was based around the authority of certain villages.

Joppa’s subsequent inclusion in Pliny’s list of Judaean toparchies raises questions
about its status. The most likely explanation seems to be that Joppa did not have city status
for a period of time after the Jewish Revolt that coincided with the dating of Pliny’s source
material.””> After supporting the revolt, Joppa was reportedly captured and burnt by Cestius
Gallus’ forces before being refortified and being captured again by Vespasian.”™ It is certain
that Joppa was a city before the revolt and again in the third century, when the minting of
civic coinage resumes, but there is a considerable lacuna for which we have little certain
evidence regarding its status.”” Joppa’s third-century coinage shows that it took the name
Flavia Joppa, suggesting that it was refounded by Vespasian or one of his immediate
successors.”™ Following its sacking by Roman soldiers in the revolt, it most likely was
stripped of its city status before being later refounded under Vespasian.

Josephus’ and Pliny’s descriptions of the organisation of Judaea, therefore, credit
villages with a significant political and administrative role in first-century Palestine.””” Both
of these sources refer to the situation in Judaea under direct Roman control. Josephus writes
about the situation before AD 70, when Judaea was controlled by Roman procurators, and
Pliny relates the situation after AD 70, when Judaea was controlled by Roman legates.
Nevertheless, the system of toparchies they present seems to be reflective of the Herodian
Kingdom as well. The network of toparchies — as I have discussed above — is attested under

the Hasmoneans and seems to have been maintained from Ptolemaic rule in Judaea. The

23 On Joppa as a city in general, see HJP 2.110-4; Applebaum (1985-1988); Jones (1971), 273-5.

2 For Cestius Gallus® occupation, see Jos. BJ 2.507-9. For Vespasian, BJ 3.414-27. In general, see HJP 2.110-4.
%75 For the coinage in general, see Ecker (2010); Meir (2000); Kindler (1985).

776 The legend ®AAOYIAC IOIITHC appears (often abbreviated) on a number of issues: Ecker (2010), nos. 3; 5;
6;7;,9;11;15;16; 17, 19; 20; 21; 22.

27 The attitude towards village life in the Hebrew Bible evinces a similar culture, where villages operated as
administrative and political centres. It differentiates between an ‘ir (7°¥), a walled settlement, and a haser (1%17) or
kaphar (792), an unwalled settlement. The distinction is most usefully illustrated by Lev. 25:29-31, which details
the different laws regarding buying and selling property in walled and unwalled settlements. Unwalled settlements
are often subordinated to the walled settlements. Thus, the Book of Joshua mentions the “fourteen ‘irim with their
haserim” (Jos. 15:36; 17°0¥m 7Iwy—y27R 2). See Jos. 15:41; 44; 46; 51; 54; 57; 59; 62; 19:6; 7; 15; 16; 22; 30;
38; 48. Similarly, we are told of an ‘ir and ‘its daughters’, referring to haserim. See Num. 21:25; 32; 32:42; Jos.
15:46; 17:11; Neh. 11:25-7; 1 Chron. 2:23; 5:16; 8:12; 18:1; 2 Chron. 13:19; 28:18; Ezek. 26:6; 30:18. See HJP
2.188-90; Cotton (1999b), 82-3.

103



Roman praefects most likely inherited the system from the Herodians. Josephus also tells us
that the toparchies of Gamala and Gaulanitis, in the Golan Heights, and Batanaeca and
Trachonitis, in the Hauran, were part of Agrippa II’s kingdom.?” Toparchies, therefore, seem
to have been an important means of political organisation in Palestine under both dynastic and
provincial rule.

In addition to the toparchies specified in the passages quoted above, we are given
some indication of others. Josephus refers to Jamnia and its toparchy (louveldv te ... kol v
tomapyiav micav) when reporting that it had been bequeathed to Livia.”” Another passage,
describing additions made to Agrippa II’s kingdom after the death of Claudius, defines the
added territory in these terms:

M 0" Aypinna Paocireiq téocapag moOLEIG TpooTiONo oLV Taig Tomapyiolg, APela
v kol Tovdada katd v Mepaiav, Tapyaiog 88 kai Teprada tig Fathaiog. ™
“He annexed to Agrippa’s kingdom four cities with their toparchies, namely Abila
and Julias in Peraea, and Tarichala and Tiberias in Galilee.”

The toparchies attested here are potentially problematic; they are the only instances
where the word toparchy is used in conjunction with cities. It is important that whilst the
toparchies of Judaea are named after certain villages, the cities themselves are distinguished
from the toparchies under their control. Thus, the four cities Abila, Julia, Tarichala and
Tiberias are noted as being accompanied by their toparchies whilst, in Josephus’ description
of Judaea quoted above, Jerusalem, Gophna, and Acrabatta are the given names of toparchies.
As Hannah Cotton points out, it seems as if Josephus is here using the same word to reflect
quite a different situation.” From these passages we might conclude that cities were not

conceptually included within toparchies, but they could exert control over them.

8 On these, see Choi (2013), 129.

7 4J18.31.

20 Jos. BJ 2.252. Translation adapted from Loeb. tomopyic is not used in the parallel passage in the Jewish
Antiquities, 20.159.

A1 See Cotton (1999b), 86.
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We are given another small view into the political and administrative role of villages
in Herodian Palestine by Josephus, who twice mentions ‘village clerks’.® Unfortunately, we
are given little insight into this office as they are mentioned only as part of a spiteful remark
made by Salome concerning Herod’s sons. Nevertheless, the komogrammateis could not have
been evoked in this way if there were not some individuals fulfilling this role or something
approximating it. We have some significant evidence, therefore, for villages in Herodian
Palestine acting as centres of political organisation. Josephus and Pliny depict a situation
where certain villages had, at least nominal, control over their surrounding territory and
smaller settlements.

In conclusion, whilst it seems likely that the village was a prevalent means of
settlement across the kingdoms and principalities of the Roman Near East, we cannot
necessarily attribute administrative and political importance to these communities. In
Herodian Palestine, villages operated as political and administrative centres outside of civic
territory, although we do not have enough evidence to show how this worked in practice.
Josephus describes the territory in terms of settlements, which he clearly considered to be the
most notable landmarks. The Hebrew Bible, Josephus, Pliny, and papyri from the region all
show that territory and settlements were subordinated to certain villages. Our evidence
portrays a culture where settlements were the most important means of social and political
organisation.

There is little comparable evidence from other kingdoms and principalities. In
Commagene, for instance, we do not have sufficient evidence to make decisive claims about
this aspect of local culture.”® It seems probable, however, that villages were an important
means of political organisation.”** Whilst we have remarkably little evidence coming from
villages themselves, we are given an insight by the famous Nemrud Dagh inscription where

Antiochos I characterises his kingdom in terms of cities and villages:

2 Jos. AJ 16.203: kopdv ypappoteic. BJ 1.479: kopoypappoteic. On this, see HJP 2.185-6. The

komogrammateus is better attested in Egypt, where there is a lot of evidence for these village clerks who were
responsible for the registration of land and people. See Jordens (2012), 59; Derda (2006), 147-261.

283 This is emphasised by Millar (1993a), 454.

4 See, in particular, Facella (2005b), 234-5; Millar (1993a), 454.

105



... Pactielag 8¢ mAR00g

€lg ouvaywyag Kol Tovnydpelg
Kal Quciag Tavtog S1eAdV Katd
KOPOG Kol TOAELS TOIG EyyloTal
Tepévesty g fipolev EKAGTONG
KOTo \z(gviow éveoptale dpr-
oo ...

“The population of my kingdom I have divided up for the purpose of these
assemblies, festival gatherings, and sacrifices, and directed them to repair by villages
and cities to the nearest sanctuaries, whichever is most conveniently located for the
festival observance.”

He specifies that the royal cult would be funded by a select group of villages that

would be given special protection:**
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“It is equally not permitted for anyone to appropriate or to alienate the villages
which I have dedicated to these gods, to sell them or to devote them to some other
purpose, or in any way to injure those villages; or to reduce the income from them,
which I have dedicated to the gods as an inviolable possession.”

In Antiochos’ view, his kingdom could be divided into cities and villages. Antiochos’
choice to fund sacrifices with the income from certain villages might suggest that villages
were both important and prevalent within Commagene. Archaeological evidence confirms at
least that the village was a prevalent type of settlement in the kingdom.**

As I have discussed above, Michael Sommer has linked the Herodian Kingdom and

Commagene as kingdoms following the model and culture of Hellenistic kingship.*® He

differentiates them from so-called ‘Stammesstaaten’, territories based around semi-nomadic

2 Drner and Young (1996), 11.93-9.

286 This is pointed out, in particular, by Facella (2005b), 234.
%7 Dgrner and Young (1996), 11.191-200.

28 See Blaylock et al. (1990).

2 See above, 2.2.3. Sommer (2005), 59.
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tribes. I argue above that there is little difference in how the ‘Stammesstaaten’ and Hellenistic
kingdoms were administered, but that the former were linked by a history of tribal authority
and share a certain linguistic and political culture stemming from that history.

In the same way, the evidence from the Herodian Kingdom and Commagene depicts
a Greek linguistic and political culture in which settlements were the most important means of
political organisation. Greek language, cities, and forms were readily accepted in Herodian

Palestine by both Greeks and Judaeans.””

Although our evidence for local culture in
Commagene is rather meagre, we can say for certain that Greek was the language of
expression for the royal family, elite members of society, and administration. Inscriptions
established as part of Antichos’ cult and those that can be attributed to elite members of
society outside the royal family are written in Greek.”' It seems likely that some Middle
Aramaic dialect was spoken in the kingdom, but it does not seem to have been the language

of political discourse.””

In both the Herodian Kingdom and Commagene, Greek language and
culture accompany a political culture in which cities and villages were important means of
political and social organisation.

The evidence for village life in the Herodian Kingdom and Commagene can be
starkly contrasted with that in the Roman provinces that followed. We have a wealth of
information from Roman Syria, Arabia and Judaea that attests to a complex system of village
government.293 Documentary evidence shows, in some detail, that village communities were
important social and political institutions. They had their own officials and organised

communal construction. There are still areas of relative silence, but there is a clear difference

in the nature and quantity of our evidence between the regnal and provincial periods. We

290
291

This is discussed in detail above, 2.2.2.

For the inscriptions detailing Antiochos’ cult and the cult in general, see Brijder (2014), 38-175; Crowther and
Facella (2014); (2003); Wagner (2012); Facella (2006); Sanders (1996). Bibliographic information for the ruler
cult inscriptions is listed in the recent article by Crowther and Facella (2014), 267-8. For epigraphic evidence from
elite Commagenian society, see, in particular: Waldman (1973), 48-9, an inscription from the first century BC,
from Kilafik Hiiyiik, written by a royal courtier; and Schmitz et al. (1988), an inscription from Sofraz that records
the names of a wealthy Commagenian family.

22 For evidence of Aramaic dialects in Commagene, see in particular the Letter of Mara bar Sarapion. For the
argument that some Aramaic dialect was spoken, see Facella (2012), 69-70; Lane Fox (1986), 249. A more
sceptical attitude is taken by Millar (1993a), 456.

23 See further below, 2.3.4.
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cannot be sure that village administration in Herodian Palestine and Commagene entails the

sort of complex village government that we see in Roman Syria, Judaea, and Arabia.

2.3. In provinces

2.3.1. Provincial Rule

Once kingdoms and principalities had been annexed into provincial territory their
lands were placed under the control of a Roman official. This official was usually a provincial
governor: Commagene, the Ituraean Principalities and the Kingdom of the Emesenoi came
under the control of the governor of Syria; Edessa was placed under the governor of
Oshroene; and the Nabatacan Kingdom became provincia Arabia, ruled by a provincial
governor. When the territory of the ethnarch Archelaus was annexed in AD 6, Judaea came
under the control of praefects. It was eventually given a consular governor at the turn of the
second century AD.**

Much scholarly attention has been paid to the nature of provincial government. It has
been widely recognised that, by the first century AD, provinciae had come to be recognised as
territories under Roman control rather than magisterial appointments, as under Republican

Rome.””

Many scholars have also emphasised the adaptability of the Roman provincial
system and its close association with civic government.®® My aim in this section is not to
reproduce this work, but to examine the process of change as dynastic rule in kingdoms and
principalities was replaced by provincial government. In this section, I argue that provincial

government in former kingdoms and principalities took a consistent and recognisable form,

bringing a political culture and organisation distinct from the kingdoms it replaced.

%4 There has been some significant debate over the status of provincial Judaea. A well-known inscription from

Caesarea, CIIP 2.1277, confirms that, at least initially, officials of Judaea were called praefecti. Stern (1974) and
others have argued that Judaea was a separate province under equestrian control. It seems more likely that Judaea
was subordinate to provincia Syria. Josephus makes this subordination explicit: trv Tovdaiov TpocOiknv ti|g
Yvpiog yevopévny (4J 18.2; “Judaea, which had been annexed to Syria”). See Haensch (2010), 73; Eck (2007), 24-
51; Cotton (1999b), 75-9.

%5 See Erskine (2010), 5; Richardson (2008); (1991); Champion and Eckstein (2004), 2.

2% See Bowman (1996); Lintott (1993), 43-69; Braund (1988); Purcell (1986).
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We have relatively little evidence for the moment of change between dynastic and
provincial rule. Sources for the annexation of Commagene claim that support was divided
between the upper classes, who supported provincial rule, and the lower classes, who
favoured continued dynastic rule.””” These sources, however, tell us little about the nature of
provincial rule in the former kingdom. A passage from Josephus’ Jewish War provides us a
glimpse into the nature of early provincial rule in Judaea after the deposition of Archelaus in
AD 6:

g 0& Apyehdov ympag €ig émapyiov meprypaeeiong énitpomog Thg ImmIKic mapd
Popaiog tEeng Kondviog tépmeton.””

“The territory of Archelaos was now reduced to a province, and Coponius, a Roman
of the equestrian order, was sent out as procurator.”

The former principality is referred to as the ‘territory of Archelaus’, whilst the usual
interpretatio graeca, eparcheia, is used for the provincial territory. Josephus here confirms
what we might expect: whilst the principality was defined by the authority of the ethnarch
Archelaus, the provincial territory that followed was defined by its provincial status rather
than the authority of the governor.

We are given a clearer view into the process of change associated with

provincialisation from documents found at Nahal Hever.299

This corpus spans the period of
the Nabatacan Kingdom’s annexation and thus provides clear evidence of the changes
involved. Many features of the following document, a contract of sale written in AD 97-98,
are emblematic of its political context in the Nabataean Kingdom of Rabbel II:
btith b[k]slw snt ‘[Sr]yn wtmwn’ lrb’l mlk’ mlk nbtw dy "hyy wsyzb ‘mh w'l hyy ‘bdt
br >r<rb’l mlk’ mlk nbtw dy "hyy wsyzb ‘mh

wdy gmlt [wh]grw "hwth mi[kt] nbtw [bny] mnkw mlk’ mlk nbtw br hrtt mlk [nb]tw
rhm ‘mh bmhwz ‘gltyn *®

27 See Jos. AJ 18.53; Tac. Ann. 2.42.5, relating to the first annexation of Commagene in AD 17. We get a similar
impression from the so-called Letter of Mara bar Sarapion, which most likely can be situated in the context of the
final annexation of Commagene in AD 72. See Facella (2012), 67-83; Spiedel (2012); Merz and Tieleman (2008),
122-3; Millar (1993a), 461-2. Contra Chin (2006); McVey (1990).

28 Jos. BJ2.117. Cf. AJ 18.2.

2 On these documents, see further above, 1.3.3.

3% P Yadin 2.1-2. See Esler (2017), 126-9.
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“On the third of [K]islev, year t[wen]ty and eight of Rab’el the King, king of the
Nabataeans, who has brought life and deliverance to his people, and during the
lifetime of ‘Obodat, son of Rab’el the King, king of the Nabatacans, who has
brought life and deliverance to his people, and of Gamilat and [Ha]gru, his sisters,
Quee[ns] of the Nabataeans, [children of] Maniku the King, king of the Nabataeans,
son of Haretat, king of the [Naba]taeans, lover of his people, in Mahoz ‘Egla[tai]n.”

The introduction to this contract emphasises its royal context. The document, as well as
providing information about the royal family more generally, is dated by the regnal year and

31 Another item from the same archive, a document of summons

is written in Nabataean.
written in AD 125, uses similar means to show its political context in the new provincia

Arabia:

£toug évdtov Avtokpdr[opog Tpatovod Adpravod Kaicapoc]
Titiov AkvAieivov Tpd TEgEAPOY €DV ’quanpic_o'[.v', .K'(l"r("l]
8¢ ToOv apBuoy Tiic [Erapyeiag ApaPiog £Tovg gikootoD]
unvog YrepPeperaiov Agy[opevov Oeopel teTapTn KOl €i-]
Kkéc, &v Mawla mepi Z[oapav. >

“In the ninth year of Imperator Traianus Hadrianus Caesar Augustus, in the
consulship of Marcus Valerius Asiaticus for the 2™ time and Titius Aquilinus four
days before the ides of October, and according to the compute of the province of
Arabia year twentieth on the twenty-fourth of month Hyperberetaios called Thesrei,
in Maoza of Zoara.”

A comparison of these documents raises some important issues associated with the
annexation of the Nabataean Kingdom. The first, and most obvious, change is the shift from
Nabataean to Greek. In this way, the two papyri shown here are representative of the archive
as a whole; all of the documents from the ‘Babatha Archive’ composed before AD 106 are
written in Nabataean and the majority of those from after 106 are written in Greek. There are

. . . . . . 303
two documents written under provincial rule in Nabataean and three in Jewish Aramaic.

After 106, litigants in provincia Arabia tended to write legal documents in Greek in response

3! Such features are discussed in further detail above in 2.2.1. The document is also dated by the Babylonian day
and month (3™ Kislev), on which see Samuel (1972), 139-44.

32 P Yadin 14.15-21. Adapted translation.

3 P Yadin 6 and 9 are written in Nabataean and can be dated to AD 119 and 122 respectively. P Yadin 7 (AD
120); 8 (122); and 10 (date unknown) are written in Jewish Aramaic.
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to the imposition of provincial rule and as a means of engaging with Roman provincial
courts.’”

The change from dynastic to provincial rule is evident in the dating formulae. The
second document is dated in accordance with its provincial context: it is dated by the imperial
year, consular year, Roman calendar, provincial year, and Macedonian calendar.*” The

3% 1 the first document,

provincial governor is not mentioned as part of the dating formulae.
dated by the regnal year, the authority of the Nabataean King provides the political context in
which the document was valid and could be enforced.*” The second document shows that the
province was defined by its institutional label as a provincia and its inclusion within the
Roman Empire.

The variation between place names is another noteworthy difference between these
two documents. The Nabatacan document was reportedly composed in Mahoz ‘Eglatain
(mhwz ‘gltyn), whereas the Greek one was written in Maoza of Zoara (Maw(a mepi Zoapav).
Hannah Cotton and Jonas Greenfield have convincingly explained the apparent discrepancy in
these place names.’” Three names for this place appear in the ‘Babatha Archive’, two
Aramaic and one Greek. In the Aramaic papyri, we see mhwz ‘gltyn, which can be literally
translated as “the port of Eglatain”, and an abbreviated version in the determined state, mhwz’

(“the port”).309

It had previously been argued that the name mhwz ‘gltyn placed the village of
Mahoz in the ‘district of Eglatain’; the phrase was equated with the Greek Maw(a mepi
Zoapov and scholars thus argued that ‘gltyn and Zoopa were the Aramaic and Greek names

310 : ‘ s
for the same area.”” However, as the two Aramaic names, mhwz ‘gltyn and mhwz’, appear

interchangeably in a Jewish Aramaic deed of gift written in AD 120, they both seem to be

3% See further below, 3.3.2. On this issue, see Czajkowski (2017), 115-24; Oudshoorn (2007), 20-1; Cotton
(1999a), 230; Isaac (1992); Goodman (1991).

%5 On the Roman calendar, see Riipke (2011); Samuel (1972), 153-70. For the Macedonian calendar, see Samuel
(1972), 139-44.

3% On the provincial governor’s role as a legal authority, see below 3.3.1.

397 See further above, 2.2.1.

3% Cotton and Greenfield (1995). See also Esler (2017), 65-9.

39 Mpwz ‘gltyn: P Yadin 2.2; 3; 20; 22; 3.1; 3; 22; 23; 7.2; 32. Mhwz": P Yadin 7.3; 13; 33; 48; 49.

*19 Bowersock (1991), 340-1; Yadin (1963), 231.
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names for the village called Maw(o, a transliteration of mhwz’, in the Greek papyri.’'’ There
was no ‘district of ‘Eglatain’. There is therefore a notable difference between the Aramaic and
Greek documents: only in the Greek documents is the village Maoza described in terms of
another place.*"

There were some significant changes in the form these documents took in response to
provincialisation. The imposition of provincial rule seems to have had a greater impact than
just the replacement of the king with the Emperor as the chief figurehead. The differences
between these two documents show that the litigants adapted to a new linguistic and political
culture associated with provincial rule.

The introductions to two more documents, from Edessa, illuminate these changes
further. The first, a contract transferring debt from AD 240, was written in the last year under

Agbar IX:

byrh knwn qgdm snt hmsm’’ whmsSyn wtrtyn bsnt
tit d’wiqrtwr gsr mrqws ‘ntwnyws gwrdynws
gdy’ wzky’ wbsnt trtyn d’lyws sptmyws 'bgr mlk’
br m‘nw psgryb’ br "bgr mlk’ dmyqr bhpty’ b’rhy
b’ds mdynt’ rbt’ 'm’ dmdynt’ klhyn dbyt nhryn
ktyb Str’ hn’ bhykl’ krk’ hdt’ dsyd’ d’bgr mlk’
bywm tmny’ w ‘Sryn *"

“In the month of Former Kanun of the year five hundred and fifty-two, in the third
year of Autokrator Caesar Marcus Antonius Gordianus the Fortunate and Victorious,
and in the second year of Aelius Septimius Abgar the king son of Ma‘nu, pasgriba,
son of Abgar the king, who was given consular honours in Urhoy, in Edessa, the
great city, mother of all the cities of Bet Nahrin, this document was written in the
palace, New-Town-of-Hunting, of Abgar the king, on the twenty-eighth day.”

This document demonstrates its political context by dating itself first by the year of

314

the Emperor’s rule and then by the year of King Abgar IX’s rule.”” The second document, a

' P Yadin 7.30-3.

312 Maoza is consistently mentioned in reference to other places in the Greek papyri from Nahal Hever: for
instance, P Yadin 5.1.4; 16.13-4; 19.10-1; 20.22-3; 21.5-6; 22.5-6; 23.23; 37.2-3; P Hever 62.12. See also Gascou
(1999) 11.2-3: Avpniiag Gopeiong Aleilov koung Allewpov tig Alaveitidog opiov AvYovsTOKOA(@VING)
untpondrewg Bootpwv. This issue is discussed further in 2.3.2 and 2.3.4. See also Cotton and Yardeni (1997),
152; Freeman (1996), 103; Isaac (1992), 69.

313 p Mesop. A.1-7. Text and (adapted) translation from Healey (2008).

34 The introduction to this document is discussed further in 2.2.1.
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lease of land from AD 242, was written after the Abgarid dynasty had been deposed and
Edessa returned to colonial status:

bsnt hms d’wtqrtwr gsr mrqws "ntwnyws gwrdynws 'wsbws sbstws

bhpty’ dwtyws ‘tyqws wdlpydws prtksttws byrh “lwl Snt hms m”’

whmsyn wtlt bmnyn’ qdmy’ bsnt tityn dhrwr’ d’ntwnyn’ 'dys’ nsyht’

qlwny’ mtrpwls "wrly’ ’lksndry’ ktyb str’ hn’ bmrgpwls tr’ bkmrwt’

dmrqws "wrlyws 'm’ hyrws br ‘ky wb’rkwnwt’ dmrqws ‘wrlyws ’lksndrws

br swbs wbrt” br §lmsyn bywm hd byrh’>"

“In the year five of the Autokrator Caesar Marcus Antonius Gordianus Eusebes

Sebastos, in the consulship of Vettius Atticus and Lepidus Praetextatus, in the month

of September, of the year five hundred and fifty three by the former reckoning, in the

year thirty of the freedom of Antoniana Edessa the glorious, the colonia, the

metropolis Aurelia Alexandria, this document was written in Marcopolis Thera,

during the priesthood of Marcus Aurelius 'bm ’(?), priest (hiereus), son of ‘ky(?), and

in the archonship of Marcus Aurelius Alexandros son of Severus and Bar‘ata son of

Shlamsin, on the first day of the month.”

It is noteworthy that this document, written in provincia Osrhoene, is in Syriac.*"°

Unlike Nabataean, which was rarely used in a provincial context, Syriac continued to be an
influential language in the former Kingdom of Edessa; it later became synonymous with early
Christian literature.””” Our scant documentary evidence from this period of transition is mixed.
We have five documents from the first twenty years after the final annexation of Edessa in
240-241. Two of these were written in Syriac: the lease of land from 242 shown above, and a
deed of sale from 243 found at Dura-Europos but written in Marcopolis.”'® The other three are
all written in Greek: there are two documents from Marcopolis dated to 249, a contract
recording the sale of a slave and a copy of that same document, and one from Carrhae dated
to 250, regarding the sale of an horse.*" As Fergus Millar has argued, this, albeit limited,
documentary evidence gives the impression that the former kingdom was largely bilingual .**°

There was no change in the choice of language between the two documents shown

above, written before and after the annexation of the Kingdom of Edessa. Nevertheless, a

315 p Mesop. B.1-6. See also Drijvers and Healey (1999), 244.

316 This is pointed out in particular by Millar (2011a), 103.

370n the continued importance of Syriac in this period, see Millar (2013); (2012); (2011a); (2011b); Brock
(2009); (1994); Taylor (2002).

8 p Mesop. B; P Dura 28.

3 p Euphr. 6; 7; 10.

320 Millar (2011a), 110.
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number of distinct contrasts between the documents are indicative of the process of
provincialisation in former kingdoms and principalities. As we might expect, the royal family
are excluded from the document from 242. Instead, the text provides a new political context
framed in terms of colonia Edessa and city magistrates of Marcopolis.”*' In much the same
way as the document from Nahal Hever, the authority of settlements, and officials connected
to them, is a defining feature of the contract’s new provincial context.’”

Change is evident in the titles used for these officials. The second document is dated
by the ‘archonship’ (‘rkwnwt’) of two office holders and it identifies another as a priest using
the transliterated Greek term /hyrws (iepevg). By transliterating titles such as these, the
document reflects the Greco-Roman culture of the political organisations depicted. The civic
and colonial organisation of Marcopolis and Edessa, brought about with the imposition of
provincial rule, are closely associated with the Greco-Roman political culture typical of
provincial government.323

A number of small changes in the language and form of these documents is further
evidence that the writers of these documents adapted their language and terminology in order
to interact with the new provincial administration.*** The first document, from the kingdom of
Abgar IX, gives the Emperor the Syriac epithets gdy’ wzky’ (“fortunate and victorious™).*”
The second, from provincia Oshroene, transliterates the Emperor’s typical epithets, eusebes
sebastos, as ‘'wsbws sbstws.

Similarly, there is significant variation between the place names used in the two

documents. The first document refers to Edessa as “Urhoy, in Edessa, the great city, the

321 Of particular interest is the ‘archonship’ (’rkwnwt’) of Marcus Aurelius Alexandros, son of Severus, and
Bar‘ata, son of Shlamsin. Teixidor, Feissel, and Gascou argue that the archontes of Marcopolis, also attested in
Syriac subscriptions to the Greek documents P Euphr. 6 and 7 (6.36; 43; 7.34; 38), were a transliterated Greek
equivalent to colonial duumviri. See Feissel et al. (1997), 20. This, however, seems unlikely. It would be unusual
for duumviri to be given the interpretatio graeca archontes rather than the usual strategoi. In none of the
documents we have from Marcopolis at this time is the city called a colonia, whereas Edessa, which did have a
pair of magistrates called strategoi (P Dura 28.5), is called a colonia throughout these documents. The evidence
would suggest that Edessa was a colonia and had duumviri, called strategoi, whilst Marcopolis did not acheive this
status and had civic magistrates called archontes. See Millar (2011a), 99-102; (1993a), 430; Ross (2001), 74, who
equate the Edessan strategoi with duumviri, but do not see Marcopolis’ archontes as holders of the same office.
On the better attested duumviri/strategoi from Palmyra, see Millar (1993a), 480; Teixidor (1984), 61.

322 This is discussed further in 2.3.2 and 2.3.4.

323 This is discussed further in 2.3.2.

324 A number of these formal differences are also pointed out by Ross (2001), 74-81; (1993), 198-200.

»p Mesop. A.3.

326 p Mesop. B.1.
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mother of all cities of Bet Nahrin.”**” In contrast, the second reads: “Antoniana Edessa the

95328

glorious, the colonia, the metropolis Aurelia Alexandria.””™ The first document uses the older

Syriac name Urhoy in addition to the given name Edessa, which is used in the second text.**
The phrase ‘mother of all cities’ is also striking; it seems to convey the sense of metropolis,
used in the second text, but it does so without using the transliterated Greek title.**

It has been convincingly argued that these two documents were written in the same
place.” They, however, give it different names: the first document uses New-Town-of-
Hunting (krk’ hdt’ dsyd’), whilst the second calls it Marcopolis Thera (mrgpwlis tr’).>** The
change from krk’ hdt’ to mrgpwls is a reflection of its new civic status. Alongside that change,
the adjunct dsyd’ (“of hunting”) is replaced by a transliterated form of the Greek word 6pa
(“hunt”).**

The differences between the two documents show not only a change in the types of
political organisation employed, but also a change in how this organisation was expressed.
The second document uses transliterated Greek terms to refer to forms of political
organisation associated with the Greek language. Greek terms are used for the Emperor’s
titles, for the settlements Edessa and Marcopolis, and for officials attached to them.
Conversely, the first document eschews Greek borrowings in favour of Syriac terms that
reflect the royal context of the document.**

In these two pairs of documents provincial government is closely associated with the

use of Greek as an administrative language and the authority of settlements. In both cases the

political context in which the documents are valid is defined first by the authority of the

321 p Mesop. A.4-5: b'rhy b’ds mdynt’ rbt’ 'm’ dmdynt’ kihyn dbyt nhryn. There is a significant difference in
readings here. Teixidor originally read b s instead of b 'ds. Teixidor’s reading was interpreted as baris, a word that
entered Hellenistic Greek from the East meaning a stronghold or fortified royal residence. See Will (1987). The
word, however, does not appear in any other Semitic text in this form so Brock’s reading of b’ds (“in Edessa”) is
preferable. For the two readings, see Brock (1991); Teixidor (1990). Ross (1993) has followed Teixidor’s reading
of b’rs whilst Healey (2008) more recently read b ’ds. See also Ross (2001), 74-5, who discusses both possibilities.
% p Mesop. B.3-4.

329 On the use of Urhoy, see Ross (2001), 5-28; 73-4; Segal (1970), 1-6.

330 See Ross (1993), 199.

31 Teixidor (1990), 155-6. See also Millar (2011a), 99-102; Ross (2001), 74.

332 The interpretation of #" as ‘thera’ was made by Teixidor (1990), 156. See also Feissel ef al. (1997), 19. Greek
documents written there omit Thera: P Euphr. 6.1; 7; 8-9; 15; 7.2; 8.

333 See Ross (2001), 74.

334 See, in particular, Ross (1993), 199.
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Emperor, as the figurehead of the Roman State, and then by a more local institution: those
from Arabia are dated by the year of the province; those from Osrhoene are dated by the
colonia Edessa. In these documents, as elsewhere, provincial rule is defined by its
institutional status rather than by the personal authority of the governor.

Provincial rule, indeed, should not be reduced to the authority of the governor alone.
We have evidence for a number of Roman officials in the Near-Eastern provinces involved in
provincial administration.” The majority of these worked under the auspices of the
provincial governor, who was the centre of provincial government. There were others,
however, who held authority distinct from the governor. Of particular note for our purposes
are the financial procurators attested in Judaea and Arabia, who administered taxation in these
provinces. The procurators were common throughout the provinces of the Empire, but is
useful to discuss them as they represent a distinct contrast from practice under kings and
princes.

A financial procurator was assigned to Judaea after the Jewish Revolt. A Latin
inscription shows that a praetorium was built for this procurator in AD 77-78.%%
Archaeological excavations have identified the precise location of this building and furnished
us with a number of inscriptions that give us some insight into this aspect of provincial
government.>”’

A full cursus honorum for a certain Valerius Valerianus, who was the financial
procurator from 212 to 217 AD, was found a short distance to the west of the praetorium.*®
According to this text, he was a procurator provinciae during this time period. The title
suggests that he was responsible to the provincia rather than to the governor personally. We

can see the same tendency in the titles given to other occupants of this praetorium in Caesarea.

A dedication of a statue to procurator Calpurnius Quintianus in AD 152, for instance, reads:

35 On this, in general, see Demougin (2001); Bowman (1996); Lintott (1993), 43-69; Richardson (1976), 27-46.
336 See Eck (2007), 219; Cotton and Eck (2003), 34.

337 For the excavations, see NHL 5.1673-80; Patrich (2011), 211-8; (2000). The inscriptions are published now in
CIIP 2.1282-1344. See also Patrich (2011), 205-18; Cotton and Eck (2009); (2006).

338 For the cursus honorum, see CIIP 2.1284. The dates are confirmed by CIIP 2.1285.
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[..Calp]urnio Quzn|[tzan]o proc(uratori) Aug(usti) | [prov]inc(iae) S[y]r(iae)
Pal(aestinae) | [--|--] **

“For ... Calpurnius Quintianus, Augustan procurator of the province of Syria
Palaestina.”

In this inscription, similar to others from the praeforium, the financial procurator is
given the title procurator Augusti provinciae Syriae Palestinae.** In contrast to treasurers
under kings or princes, whose authority derived from the dynasts, these officials seem to have
held authority distinct from the governor, linked to the Emperor and the province.*"!

We have inscriptions attesting to seven financial procurators in the provincia Arabia,
all stationed in Gerasa at various points during the first century after the annexation of the

Nabataean Kingdom.**

The first procurator for whom we have evidence, a certain L. Valerius
Firmus, seems to have been appointed shortly after the creation of provincia Arabia. Based on
information in his cursus honoroum, Hans-Georg Pflaum has estimated that he was in office
around AD 108.**

In much the same way as the Judaean procurators, these officials had titles linking
their authority to the Emperor and the province rather than the provincial governor. Most of
them are attested with the common title procurator Augusti and in one case the office is
explicitly tied to the province.”* It is also of particular note that these procurators were based
in Gerasa, whilst the provincial governor was most likely based in Petra until the Severan

period.**

The physical separation of the procurator and the governor underscores the
independence of the procurator’s authority. This practice is not exceptional in the Roman

provinces, but it is a considerable change from how officials operated under kings and princes.

3 CIp 2.1283.

30 See also CIIP 1295 (procurator Augusti); 1289 (imitpomoc 100 Zefactod); 1297 (procurator Augusti
provinciae Syriae Palaestinae) et al. On this, see Cotton and Eck (2005), 29.

1 See Cotton and Eck (2005), 29. On the role that financial procurators played as part of provincial government in
Judaea, see now Eck (2007), 53-104.

2 This information has been collected by Pflaum (1960-1982), 3.1083: L. Valerius Firmus (Jones [1928], 148,
no.5); C. Vibius Celer Papirius Rufus (CIL 3.141563); Q. Maecius Laetus (Jones [1928], 149, no.7); L Didius
Marinus (CIL 3.6753); Q. Aurelius Atillianus (Welles [1938], 435, n0.172); Aurelius Honoratus (CIL 3.141571);
and C. Furius Sabinius Aquila Timesitheus (C/L 13.1807).

33 See Pflaum (1960-1982), 3.1083. For the cursus honorum, with analysis, see Jones (1928), 148, no.5. The same
individual appears again in Bourdon (1928), 254. See also Cotton and Eck (2005), 29.

3 CIL 3.6753 gives the title procurator Augusti provinciae Arabiae; Jones (1928), 149, no.7: procurator Augusti;
CIL 3.14156°: procurator Augusti; CIL 3.141571:pr06urat0r Augusti.

35 See Haensch (1997), 238-43.
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We have evidence that Roman soldiers also played a significant part in the provincial
administration of former kingdoms and principalities. Of particular note are the two extant
returns for the Arabian census of 127 in which a praefect, Priscus, appears to have acted as
the recipient of the documents. A copy of a reciept is preserved in the cache from Nahal
Hever:

Agiovov Suvout toynv Kvpiov Kaicapov k[a]Af) wictetl dmo-

veypaebar e Tpoyéypomtal unbev dmoctelhduevoc. E[ypaen o]

yewpoxpnctov Ovavov Caadarrov. Epunv{v}eia vmoypaeii[c tod]

énapyov. [peickoc Hmapyoc E6eEauny Tpo €t Ko[Aavodv]

Maiov **

“(I) son of Levi, swear by the #yche of the Lord Caesar that I have in good faith
registered as written above, concealing nothing. W(ritten by] the chirocrista Onainos,
son of Sa‘adalos. Translation of the subscription of the prefect: I, Priscus prefect,
received [this] six days before the Ka[lends] of May.”

This receipt attests to the administrative function Roman soldiers played in provincia
Arabia. A significant, if not necessarily expansive, bureaucracy seems to have been quickly
established in Judaea and Arabia after the annexation of the Herodian and Nabataean
Kingdoms. It is particularly striking that this administrative structure, in both cases, takes a
similar and distinctly Roman form. The officials, with Latin titles, along with the
administrative input of Roman soldiers represent a distinct change from the royal courts,
based on the traditions of Persian and Hellenistic kingship, that came before them.

Comparisons between the periods of dynastic and provincial rule lead to the
conclusion that provincial government in former kingdoms and principalities took a
recognisable and consistent form. We should not dismiss the disparities between provincial
rule in different areas, but a number of aspects remain consistent throughout.

Documents written under Roman rule show a rapid adaptation by people interacting
with the provincial authorities. There was a sudden change in the types of political authorities

mentioned: settlements, particularly civic institutions, became important features on the

socio-political landscape; and the personal authority of kings and princes was replaced by the

34 P Hever 61, fragments a and b. Cf. also P Yadin 16.33-8.
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institutional authority attached to the territory’s status as a provincia. Alongside these changes
to the types of important political institutions, litigants adapted the language they used; Greek
and Latin were clearly favoured by the Roman authorities as the administrative languages of
choice. There is no evidence to show that Rome enforced the use of these languages, but
individuals adapted the language they used in order to better interact, and perhaps find favour
with, the Roman authorities.*”’ Provincial government in former kingdoms and principalities
is associated with a certain Greco-Roman political culture, linked with the use of Greek and
Latin, the authority of settlements, and a limited, but distinctly Roman, provincial
bureaucracy.

Despite these points of similarity, there were significant differences between different
provinces. Scholars have rightly emphasised the adaptability of Roman provincial rule.**®
Roman provincial government across the Empire was subject to any number of regional
differences. We might point, for instance, to the gulf between the civitates of the West and
poleis of the East, or to the similar discrepancy between the use of Latin in the West and
Greek in the East. In the papyri shown above, we can see a distinct regional difference caused
by the resiliance of Syriac, which continued to be used into provincial Osrhoene.

Of particular relevance in this regard is the office of High Priest and the Sanhedrin in
Judaea, which were maintained through the first stage of provincial rule in Judaea until the
Jewish War.** The Romans, like the Herodians before them, dominated the office of High
Priest, choosing and deposing High Priests without oversight or external input.**

The importance of the High Priesthood to the notion of Judaean independence and
representation in this period is difficult to overstate.”' The end of Josephus’ Antfiquities is
dedicated to discussion of the office: he gives the history of the High Priesthood up to

Herodian-Roman rule when the Herodian Kings and Roman officials removed the High

7 See Millar (2011a), 94; Rochette (2011); Eck (2004). See further below, 3.3.2.

38 See Bowman (1996); Lintott (1993), 43-69; Braund (1988); Purcell (1986).

3% On the existence and composition of the High Priest and Sanhedrin, see below, 3.5.

30 See HJP 2.215-27; Levine (2002), 170-2; Sartre (2001), 555; Goodman (1987), 111; Rajak (1983), 41-2; Safrai
(1974), 389. For the relationship between the Herodians and the High Priests, see above 2.2.1. Roman prefects
appointed 7 High Priests between AD 6 and 39 before control of the office was passed to the Herodians in AD 41.
For the list of High Priests with references, see HJP 2.230-1.

35! This is discussed in further detail below, 3.5.
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Priests’ autonomy.3 2

The continuation of the office into the period of provincial rule in
Judaea was most likely an attempt to maintain the support of the Judaean population.®> In this
aim, the Romans clearly failed; as Goodman has aptly said:
“The problem was not just that the High Priests appointed by Herod were his
puppets ... but that they were blatantly his puppets, just as the incumbents after A.D.
6 were blatantly the political choices of Roman procurators (from A.D. 6 to 41), or
Herodian Princes (from A.D. 41 to 66).”***

Roman rule in Judaea exemplifies the adaptability of provincial government in former
kingdoms and principalities whereby forms and institutions could be adopted in accordance
with the nature of the region and the problems inherent in controlling it.

In conclusion, the progression from dynastic to provincial rule shows points of both
continuity and change. The nature of the territory and its people is often reflected in both
dynastic and provincial governments. There are considerable similarities between dynastic
and provincial Edessa, and between dynastic and provincial Judaea. The points of change,
however, can tell us much about the nature of provincial government and the dynastic rule it
replaced.

Whilst dynastic rule was defined by the personal authority of the king or prince,
authority in the provinces that followed was derived from the Roman State and the status of
provincia. This difference is well reflected in a boundary stone from Edessa that records the
point between the kingdom and provincia Osrhoene:

. C. 1ul.
Pacatianus proc(urator) Aug(usti) inter
provinciam Osrhoenam et

regnum Abgari fines posuit *>

“C. Iul. Pacatianus, Augustan procurator, placed the boundary between provincia
Osrhoene and the Kingdom of Abgar.”

35290.225-47. On this passage, see Schwartz (2001), 45-6; (1990), 59-65; Safrai (1974), 389; Smallwood (1962).
For further discussion, see below, 3.5.

353 See, in particular, Goodman (1987), 109-11.

34 Goodman (1987), 111.

355 Wagner (1983), 113-4, 11.5-8. On this text, see Kaizer and Facella (2010), 30; Ross (2001), 50; Sartre (2001),
617. The translation is my own.
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This inscription from AD 195 is clear evidence that provincia Osrhoene and the

Kingdom of Edessa existed at the same time.”

What is important for our purposes here is
how authority is presented in each case. Whilst Edessa is known as regnum Abgari (“the
kingdom of Abgar”), Osrhoene is defined by its provincial status.

An examination of officials under dynastic and provincial rule reveals a similar
contrast. Kingdoms were typically administered by members of the royal court who served as
an extension of their king’s authority. On the other hand, officials under provincial rule were
not always answerable to the provincial governor. Whilst the governor was the foremost
authority in the province, provincial power was derived from the Emperor and the territory’s
status as a provincia.

Provincial rule seems to have been closely linked to a Greco-Roman political culture,
in which Greek and Latin were the administrative languages of choice, and settlements, most
notably cities, were important political units. Whilst it was certainly adaptable and reflected
the region under this form of control, it also implied a certain political culture that seems to
have been a distinct change from the kingdoms and principalities it replaced. Writers of
documents from Nabataca/Arabia and Edessa/Osrhoene very quickly recognised these

differences and adapted to the new political context brought about by the advent of provincial

rule.

2.3.2. Cities

In this section, I shall examine how the role of cities changed after kingdoms and
principalities were annexed into provincial territory and how this reflects on the nature of
dynastic rule. I maintain that the city became a more prevalent and influential means of
political organisation. It was closely associated with provincial administration and the social,

political, and administrative changes that typically accompanied it.

3% Some, most notably Ross (2001), 50-1, have argued that the provincia Osrhoene was created out of lands taken
from the kingdom of Edessa as retribution for their supporting Septimius Severus’ rival Pescennius Niger. Cf.
Kaizer and Facella (2010), 31; Sartre (2001), 617; Gawlikowski (1998a). For discussion of this debate, see above,
1.4.6.
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The most stark change following the annexation of kingdoms and principalities came
in the Nabataean Kingdom, where several settlements were given city status shortly after its
annexation in AD 106. The cities adopted positions of considerable administrative, political,
and social importance in the new province. Their addition was part of a plethora of changes
that the former kingdom underwent after its annexation.”’ Petra and Bostra, the two seats of

358

the Nabataean Kings, were made cities. To these we might add Rabbathmoba,

Charachmoba, Medaba, Capitolas, Esbous, and Soada (later, Dionysias), all of which seem to
have been made cities within a century of the annexation of the Nabataean Kingdom.**
Documentary evidence from Petra and Bostra provides us with an excellent view into
their administrative impact in the new provincia Arabia. A document found at Nahal Hever
records the minutes from a city council meeting in Petra, AD 124. I shall quote the text in

full:

£y(y)eypappévov kai avtipefAnuévov Ke@oraiov EVOG EMLTPOTIC Amo dKTmV
BovAfig [etpaigy tiig unTpomdrems TPoKeEWEVO(V) &V T@

év ITétpg Appodeilsio kal oty Kabmg vrotétaxtar Kol Taccov-

ov Tovdaiov viod Tacoovov kdung Mawla ABdofdag

TAovbo kai Twdavng Eyia. éxpdyOn év [1étpa untpo-

nwoAeL Thic Apaf[ia]c mp[0 tec0]dp@v KaravodV [. . . . i-]

ov &mi vrdtev [M]ov[{Jov Akekiov ['Aafpiovog kai T'o-

tov Beplk(1)ov T[o]pkovdrov [..]o[...Jtovov 360

7 This is noted particularly by Millar (1993a), 408; 418-20.

3% An inscription bearing the title metropolis shows that Petra was given this title by AD 114. See Bowersock
(1983), 84-5; (1982), 198. It can probably be assumed that the title metropolis implies city status. Petra was
certainly made a city before AD 124, as a document, discussed further below, from Nahal Hever records the
minutes from a city council meeting at that time (P Yadin 12). Bostra was most likely made a city immediately
after 106. Four inscriptions from the Hauran are dated by the ‘era of Bostra’, which began in 106: Milik (1958),
243-6, n0.6, from 108/9; MacAdam and Graf (1989), 183-4, no.7, from 225/6; Meimaris et al. (1992), 204, no.158,
from 397; Meimaris et al. (1992), 234, n0.273, from 538.

9 The clearest indicator of city status is the minting of civic coinage, but additional attestations in documentary
evidence may allow us to date this change more accurately. Rabbathmoba is labelled a city in documents found at
Nahal Hever, dated to AD 127 (P Yadin 16.11; P Hever 62.10). It minted coinage from AD 209/210 (Spijkerman
[1978], Rabbathmoba, 1-3; BMC Arabia, Rabbathmoba, 5). Charachmoba issued coinage under Elagabalus
(Spijkerman [1978], Characmoba, 1-5; BMC Arabia, Charachmoba, 1-3). Seal-impressions found at Mampsis
show the legend XAPAKMWBAIIOAIC (sic), see Negev (1969), 90-1, nos.4-6. Negev argues, based on the seals’
similarity with coins minted at Philadelphia, that they can be dated to the reign of Trajan, but this is far from
certain. Cf. Spijkerman (1978), 276-7. The earliest coinage from Medaba was minted in the reign of Septimius
Severus (Spijkerman [1978], Medaba, 1-3). Capitolas’ earliest extant coins date to AD 165/6 (Spijkerman [1978],
Capitolas, 1; 4). Esbous minted coinage under Elagabalus (Spijkerman [1978], Esbus, 1-6; BMC Arabia, Esbus, 1-
6). Soada has been identified as the unnamed city in two inscriptions detailing building works dating from 182-
185: IGRRP 3.1276-7. See Grainger (1995), 180; MacAdam (1986), 68-73; Sartre (1982b), 85-6; Jones (1971),
292.

0 P Yadin 12.4-11.
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“Verified exact copy of one item of guardianship from the minutes of the council of
Petra the metropolis, minutes displayed in the temple of Aphrodite in Petra, and it is
as appended below:

And of lassos, a Jew, son of lassos, of the village Maoza, ‘Abdobdas, son of
[llouthas, and Iohannes, son of Eglas, [are appointed guardians].

Done in Petra, metropolis of Arabia, four days before the kalends of ..., in the
consulship of Manius Acilius Glabrio and Gaius Bellicius Torquatus.”

This document was kept by Babatha as part of a series relating to the guardianship of
her son, Iassos. As this document confirms, after her husband died, these two men, ‘Abdobdas
and Iohannes, were appointed legal guardians of her son. Babatha was then responsible for a

number of documents designed to ensure that these guardians provided fully for his

361

maintenance.” What is important for our purposes is that the city council in Petra had control

over the legal and financial matters of Babatha’s family living in Maoza, on the southern
coast of the Dead Sea, some sixty to seventy kilometers away in a straight line.’* The
document thus demonstrates the extent of Petra’s administrative influence.*®

Two more documents from the Judaean desert, returns for a census conducted in

Arabia in AD 127, provide us a further glimpse into Petra’s administrative and political

364

function in provincia Arabia.”™" Petra appears notably in the introductions to both returns. I

shall quote the opening to Babatha’s return below:

émi Avtoxpatopoc Kaioapog 0eod Tpatovod [TapOikod

viod Beod Népova viwvod Tpatavod Adpiavod Xefactod apylepémg pe-
yiotov dnuapyikiig é£ovoiag 10 dwdékaTov VILdTov TO TPiToV, &Ml

vratov Mdapkov FNau<ov>iov ['odAucoavod kol Titov Atetriov Poveov Titt-
avod PO TEcChpmV vavdV AskepPpinv, Katd 0& TOV THG VEag

gnopyeiog Apapiag apOuov £tovg 6gvTépov gikooTod PUNvog Amel-

Aaiov éxkandekdrn év Popfadumpoig model. dmoTiunoemg

Apafiog dyouévng vmo Titov Avewviov Le&otiov DAwpevtivov
npeoPevtod Lefaotod dviiotpatnyov, Bapba Zipwvog Mamlnvr tiig
Zoapnviig mepuétpov Iétpag, oikodoa &v idroig év avtii Mawlg,

3! For the documents, see P Yadin 12-5; 27. The issue has been given much scholarly attention, see Czajkowski

(2017), 48-52; Oudshoorn (2007), 300-77; Chiusi (2005); Cotton (2002a); (1993).

3621t has been calculated that this distance was approximately 150 kilometers by road. See Isaac (1994), 260;
Lewis et al. (1989), 69.

363 See Cotton and Yardeni (1997), 152; Isaac (1994), 259-61; (1992), 63-4.

3% P Yadin 16, a return made by Babatha, under the supervision of Judanes, her guardian; and P Hever 62, a return
made by a certain Sammouos.
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amoypapopat & kéktnpat >*

“In the reign of Imperator Caesar divi Traiani Parthici filius divi Nervae nepos

Traianus Hadrianus Augustus pontifex maximus tribuniciae potestatis XII consul I1I,

in the consulship of Marcus Gavius Gallicanus and Titus Atilius Rufus Titianus four

days before the nones of December, and according to the compute of the new

province of Arabia, the twenty-second year, of the month Apellaios the sixteenth, in

the city of Rabbath-Moab. As a census of Arabia is being conducted by Titus

Aninius Sextius Florentinus, legatus Augusti pro praetore, I Babtha daughter of

Simon, of Maoza, of Zoara, in the region of Petra, domiciled in my own private

property in the said Maoza, register what I possess...”

The introduction to this document serves to define the political context in which it

functioned. This is clear from the three dates provided: by the year of the Emperor, the

36 It also provides further context to

consular year, and from the creation of provincia Arabia.
the site of the property, it describes the village Maoza in terms of other, larger settlements
with the phrase Maw{nvn tfig Zoapnviic mepuétpov IIétpac. Neither Petra nor Zoara appear
to have had any practical role linked to the submission of this document; it was submitted in
Rabbathmoab and held in the basilica there. This phrase seems to be a description of the local
political context in which the document operated. The use of the partitive genitive implies
subordination: Maoza was subordinated to Zoara, which was subordinated to Petra.’’

The document places both Maoza and Zoara within the perimetron of Petra.**® The
term perimetron, which typically denotes a boundary or circumference, here seems to denote
Petra’s civic territory. The text places both Maoza and Zoara within the administrative and
political competence of the city.*®

Petra’s influence over Maoza is also demonstrated in the Nahal Hever documents by

the preposition peri. A document of summons from AD 130 uses the phrase év Mawlq tfj

ne[p]i Métpav to provide context.”” Peri is more commonly used in the documents to denote

35 P Yadin 16.5-15. The opening of P Hever 62, the census declaration made by Sammouos, is identical in all
pertinent respects.

366 See further in 2.3.1 above.

367 Cotton in Cotton and Yardeni (1997), 152, calls this a ‘dual-layer’ subordination.

368 See also the other census declaration, P Hever 62.12: Sappovoc Swov[ole Maoinvde tic Zoapnviic
nmepétpov [érpac.

389 Cotton and Yardeni (1997), 152; Freeman (1996), 103; Isaac (1992), 69, do not frame this in terms of ‘civic
territory’, but otherwise agree with the general statement that the two towns were within Petra’s administrative
competence. This is discussed further below.

30 P Yadin 23.23. Another contextualising phrase that might show a hierarchical relationship between Maoza,
Zoara, and Petra should be noted here: a fragmentary marriage document from AD 131 includes the phrase év
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the relationship between Maoza and the neighbouring village Zoara.’”'

This particular
formulation with peri seems to denote a hierarchical relationship between Petra and Maoza.

In the cache of documents from Nahal Hever, the relevant locations, Maoza, Zoara,
and Petra, are often described in terms of each other. Scholars have attributed great
importance to these descriptions and the particular terminology used in them, arguing that
they are evidence for a system of administrative divisions imposed by the new provincial
authorities.’” According to this interpretation, the province was divided into sections, called
hyparcheiai, which were then divided into smaller ones, called perimetra. Petra’s large
territory would be called a hyparcheia and Zoara’s would be called a perimetron. The way in
which the documents use these terms, however, seems to depict a less systematised
organisation.’”

The term hyparcheia, argued to be the largest of the sub-divisions within Arabia’s
administrative system, only appears once in the Nahal Hever documents. It is used to refer
abstractly to any one of several sub-divisions of the province in a document of summons from
AD 1311t is not typically used for sub-divisions of a province outside of a Parthian
context and appears in only this abstract sense in reference to provincia Arabia.’”

The term perimetron, argued to be the smaller sub-division, is not used in a consistent

way. Whilst Petra is labelled a perimetron in the two census declarations mentioned above,

Mool TG ZOOPNVAG wevveeene [étpav pntpoémor t[fic Apafiag] (P Yadin 37.2-3), but the lacuna is too large to
reasonably reconstruct.

3! These documents typically use the form év MawCq nept Zoapav (P Yadin 15.6-7), although use of the genitive
is known (év Maw(ag tig mepi Zoapa; P Yadin 19.10-1). Such formulations, with small variations, are included in
P Yadin 5.i.4; 15.16-7; 17.19-20; 18.32; 19.10-1; 23.23; 25.28; P Hever 64.a.3. This is discussed further below,
2.3.4.

372 See Cotton and Yardeni (1997), 152; Freeman (1996), 103; Isaac (1992), 69; Lewis et al. (1989), 65-70.

373 Isaac (1992), 69-70, notes the terminological inconsistency and questions whether there was any consistency in
the bureaucratic nomenclature.

34 P Yadin 26.4-6: émi Apéprov Némwtav mpe[o]Pevtod Tefaoctod dviotparnyod dmov &v fj O’ avtod dmapye[ilo
(“[Babatha summoned Miriam to appear] before Haterius Nepos, legatus Augusti pro praetore, whenever he
happens to be on his judicial circuit of the province.”) Cotton and Eck (2005), 39, convincingly argue that this
phrase refers to a part of a province where the governor might hear a case, an assize court location.

%7 For the Parthian connection, see Isaac (1992), 69. It is paralleled in a document from Dura-Europos, P Dura
20.2.
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376 . -
Perimetron is used,

Zoara is given the same title in three documents dated to AD 130.
therefore, to refer to both the larger and the smaller administrative regions.

The notion that a new system of administrative divisions, called Ayparcheiai and
perimetra, was imposed under provincial rule is further undermined by their complete
absence from the five extant Semitic documents written in provincia Arabia. Whilst
Nabataecan and Aramaic documents written after 106 do mention both Maoza and Zoara,

neither is described in terms of any other settlement.””’

The absence of such description in the
corpus of Semitic documents from provincia Arabia would suggest that, rather than indicating
a new well-defined system of administrative divisions, the tendency to describe settlements in
terms of others is endemic of the cultural baggage associated with writing in Greek for a
Roman audience.’” It is thus unsurprising that Maoza, which was in Petra’s civic territory,
would be described in terms of its political relationship with Petra in a Greek document but
not in a Semitic one. The Greek documents employ a series of terms related to space — the
preposition peri, and the nouns perimetron and hyparcheia — to convey the political influence
of pertinent settlements.

A document from Bostra, a deposition made in AD 260, uses a very similar
formulation to provide a geographical and political context. It was submitted by a certain
Aurelia Theophise, whose affiliation is described in the following terms:

koung Allepov tiig Alaveitidog 0Opiov AvyovotoKOM®@Viog) UNTPOTOAE®S
Boéotpov.

“[Aurelia Theophise Azeizos] of the village Azzeira, of Aianeitis, in the boundary of
the august colonia and metropolis Bostra.”

Many aspects of this formulation bear similarities to the presentation of Petra’s

relationship with Maoza discussed above. Bostra appears at the head of a two-level hierarchy

376 They all use the phrase é&v Mawlq meppétpo Zoopwv: P Yadin 20.22-3, a document regarding a property

dispute; P Yadin 21.5-6, a contract regarding the purchase of a grain crop; P Yadin 22.5-6, another contract
regarding the same crop.

377 This is discussed in further detail above, 2.3.1.

37 For this argument, see further above, 2.3.1. Issues of language in legal texts are discussed further below, 3.2.2;
3.3.2.

* P Bostra 1.3-4.
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above the villages Azzeira and Aianeitis.”® The administrative competence of Bostra is
denoted by horion (“boundary” or “limit”), another term related to the organisation of
space.*® Bostra’s function within its civic territory is conceptualised here in much the same
way as that of Petra.

We receive another perspective of Bostra's role as an administrative and political
centre from North Arabian epigraphy. Maurice Sartre has collected a remarkable corpus of
inscriptions from the region of Bostra where individuals are identified as bouleutai bostrenon
("councillors of Bostra").” As their title would indicate, these bouleutai participated in
Bostra's city council; they are attested in both the city itself and villages in its surrounding
territory.”™ Political participation from the villages in its hinterland emphasises the extent to
which Bostra represented the primary political and administrative centre in this region of
northern Arabia.*®

From Petra and Bostra, therefore, we have compelling evidence for the administrative
importance of cities in the new province. The rare insight into the operation of these cities
provided by documentary evidence shows that they had fairly wide-ranging administrative
authority over large and well-defined territories. Their administrative function, however, is
only part of the wider change caused by the addition of cities to the former kingdom. In the
new provincia Arabia, cities represented important factors in the construction of personal and
communal identity, and were part of a wider change in the language of administration.’®
Cities appear as a means of personal identification in the epigraphic record. It is not possible

to provide comprehensive evidence of this tendency, so I shall demonstrate it with reference

30 See Cotton and Yardeni (1997), 152, who call this a ‘two-level® division.

3! Horion is also used to represent the civic territory of Eleutheropolis in a document found at Oxyrhynchus: P
Oxy. 50.3574.3 uses a similar formulation: 4r6 opiov 'ElevBepondremg tiig Néag Apafiag. See Gascou (1999), 71.
32 Sartre (1985), 78-87. He provides a full table of these inscriptions on page 85, which I shall not reproduce here.
Also attested is the alternative bouleutes bostrenos. Littman (in PUAES 3.161-2), followed by Sartre (1985), 78-9,
has convincingly argued that the abbreviation BB, often found in the Hauran, should be reconstructed to the title
bouleutes bostrenon (or bostrenos) attested elsewhere.

33 It has been argued that some villages in Roman Syria and Arabia had councils similar to those found in cities.
In particular, Harper (1928), 142-5, argues on the basis that inscriptions mentioning bouleutai have been found in
villages. See also Choi (2013), 125-30. There are, however, no attested village boulai. It seems more likely that, as
in Bostra, participants in the city boule could live in villages in the city's hinterland.

384 See also the 'era of Bostra' inscriptions discussed further below, 2.3.4.

35 With reference to Arabia, Millar (1993a), 414-28, highlights these issues in particular.
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to two illustrative examples. A well known inscription from Philippopolis shows an
individual identifying himself by his village and city:

Yi0pog Pappnro[v]

apypari(otéprog) Env-

0¢ Kovwbon-

VoG Gvé(Oniev).**

“Sithros, son of Rabbelos, archibalistarios, Seenian Kanothian, dedicated this.”

The dedicator of this inscription identifies himself as a 'Seenian Kanothian', a
member of the village Sia and the city in whose territory it sat, Canatha. The use of both
village and city as markers of identity bears significant resemblance to the way in which
Maoza is described in terms of its larger neighbours, Zoara and Petra. In this inscription, both
the dedicator and his home village are defined by their inclusion within Canatha's civic
territory.

Another well known bilingual inscription, a third-century epitaph from Trévoux,
shows a similar formation of identity based in both village and city affiliations. The deceased,
a trader from a village near Canatha, died in France and established this inscription there. I
shall quote the relevant sections below:

ABeinvog
BovAevtig mori[t]ig te Kavaobai[w]v &[mi]
Suping ¥

“Atheilenian, bouleutes and citizen of Canatha in Syria.”

[fi1iGi7) Syri
de vico Athelani, decurion(i)
[Sleptimiano(rum) Canota(norum).**®

“To the son of Syria, from the village Atheila, decurio of the Septimian Canatha.”

The deceased's identity is framed in terms of his village, Atheila, and his city,

Canatha. It is noteworthy that only his affiliation to Canatha is related to governance or

36 SEG 7.989. On this inscription see Millar (1993a), 419. On Canatha in general, see Sartre (1981).
7 IGRRP 1.25.3-4.
** IGRRP 1.25.12-4.
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political participation. He is described as a citizen and participated in the city council. The
impression we receive from this inscription is that Canatha was a noteworthy political body

whilst Atheila was not.>®

In this inscription both the settlement and the individual were
defined by the authority of the city.

The picture that emerges from documents and inscriptions from provincia Arabia is
that the authority of cities represented a common means of defining territory, settlements, and
individuals. In addition to their administrative and political role, cities were key factors in the
construction of personal and communal identity.

The important point here is not that cities were important administrative, social, and
political centres, but that this represents a profound change from the former kingdom. We
might expect cities in a Roman province to have a substantial political and administrative
function, to mint civic coinage, and to control civic territory, but, before 106, there were no
cities in the region, tribes were the most important means of socio-political organisation, and
Nabataean was the language of administration.*”

The linguistic contrast between the Nabataean Kingdom and provincia Arabia has
been discussed in some detail above." The typical language of documentary evidence — both
on stone and parchment — changed from Nabataecan to Greek after 106. The new provincial
context led litigants and inscribers to compose legal documents and inscriptions in Greek.*”
A well known bilingual inscription from Medaba written shortly after the imposition of
provincial rule — dated to AD 108/109 - illustrates the implications of this linguistic change
for the presentation of social and political organisation:

d’ mgbrt’ wnps dy ‘I’
mnh dy ‘bd ’bgr dy mtqr’
ySywn br mn ‘t dy mn

'l ‘mrt [SImn brh
bsnt tit Ihprk bsr’

3 For this interpretation see Millar (1993a), 419.

%0 On the city in the Roman world, see Millar (1993b); Sartre (1991); Jones (1940). For the role of tribes in the
Nabataean Kingdom, see above, 2.2.3.

1 See above, 2.3.1.

32 The choice faced by authors of legal documents, in particular, is discussed below, 3.3.2. On linguistic change in
Arabian epigraphy, see Millar (1993a), 419-21; Negev (1977), 681-4.
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“This is the tomb and the monument that was made by Abgar, also called ISyon, son
of Mun’at, of the tribe of ‘Amirat, for Selaman his son, in the third year of the
eparchy of Bosra.”

Yehapoy xpnoTe Kol

dAvme yoipe. APyap 6 kai Eiciov

Movoafov vidg LI TEWi® TO pPvijna

émoinoev, £roug tpitov énapyeiag.’”

“Selaman, good and without pain. Abgar, also called Eision, son of Monoathos,
made this monument for his beloved son in the third year of the eparchy.”

This inscription identifies the dedicator by his tribe in Nabataean (°/ ‘mrt) but has no
equivalent phrase in Greek. The dedicator here has made a deliberate choice not to include
this piece of information in the Greek portion of the inscription. There seems to be a
conceptual difference between Nabatacan and Greek in how people express their political
affiliations whereby tribal identifications are appropriate in Nabataean but not in Greek.”

We have a wealth of evidence that demonstrates the importance of cities in the new
province, some of which is shown above, and the vast majority of it is written in Greek.
Greek was the language of civic administration and expression as well as the language in

395 .
There was a close connection, therefore, between

which people expressed civic affiliation.
the city, as a type of political and social institution, and the linguistic changes associated with
provincial government. The removal of dynastic rule and imposition of provincial
government resulted in a change of political culture and the language in which it was
expressed.*

The effect of provincialisation in the Herodian Kingdom was markedly different due

to its distinct political and social context. Unlike the Nabataean Kings, the Herodians

3% Milik (1958), 243-6, 10.6. Translation is my own.

% Bilingual epigraphy from Palmyra shows a similar tendency. Taylor (2002), esp.320, has shown that, in
Palmyra, Greek was the language used to refer to activites related to the organisation of the city whilst Palmyrene
was used to relate to the social sphere.

3% In particular, P Yadin 12, which records the minutes of Petra's city council in AD 124, demonstrates that Greek
was the language of civic administration in the province. See Sartre (2001), 640-62; Cotton (1999a), 230; Millar
(1993a), 416-7. It is noteworthy that the Latin term acta is transliterated to describe the actions being recorded
(4o Gxtwv Povriic [letpaiov; lines 1; 4). It is a sign of the Roman provincial context in which the boule of Petra
existed. Whilst there are a number of Roman aspects and allusions (on which, see Goodman [1991], 171; Lewis et
al. [1989], 17), there is no indication that Latin was widely used as an administrative language in the first century
of the new provincia Arabia.

3% This is pointed out by Millar (1993a), 418-20. The linguistic and political culture of provincial rule more
generally is discussed further above, 2.3.1.
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presented a dual-identity as Judaean mlkym and Hellenistic basileis.””’ Herodian Palestine was
home to many cities, dating back to the Hellenistic period and more recently restored by the
Romans and Herodians. Greek was also a common language of administration in Palestine.
Nevertheless, the imposition of provincial rule had a significant effect on the nature of civic
government in the former kingdom.

The Herodians and Romans seem to have had differing approaches towards cities. As
discussed above, cities in Herodian Palestine were often demarcated as being ethnically
Judaean or Greek civic spaces, which identified themselves by either avoiding or adopting
classical iconography.’”® In this way, Judacan and Greek ethnic differences were voiced
through the medium of religious expression. The Herodians, in accordance with their Judaean
and Hellenistic self-presentation, founded both Judaean and Greek cities. In contrast, Roman
rule in Palestine was consistently linked to cities that identified themselves as Greek. The
actions taken by the Romans in Herodian Palestine, not only founding ostensibly Greek cities
but also supporting existing Greek polities, suggest a substantial connection between Roman
rule and this form of civic government.

The Jewish Revolt in AD 66-70 was an important period of change in civic
government in Palestine. The Judaean city of Joppa, after resisting Roman occupation, was
reportedly captured and burnt by Cestius Gallus’ forces before re-fortifying and being
captured again by Vespasian.”” Civic coins minted in the third century show that Joppa
underwent a series a changes after the revolt. The coins call the city Flavia Joppa, which
would suggest that it was refounded by Vespasian.*” They also display classical icons: the

five main types show a bull, Athena Promachos, Tyche, Perseus, and a horse and rider.*"!

37 This is discussed further above, 2.3.1. See Schwentzel (2013), 11; 119.

38 See above, 2.2.2.

3% For Cestius Gallus’ occupation, see Jos. BJ 2.507-9. For Vespasian, BJ 3.414-27. See HJP 2.110-4; Ecker
(2010), 153.

4% The legend ®AAOYIAC IOIIITHC appears (often abbreviated) on a number of issues: Ecker (2010), nos. 3; 5;
6;7;,9; 11; 15; 16; 17; 19; 20; 21; 22. On Vespasian’s refoundation of Joppa, see Ecker (2010), 153; Alon (1984),
143-4; HJP 2.113. On Joppa’s civic status, see further above, 2.2.4.

1 For the coins and the identification of these main types see Ecker (2010); Kindler (1985). On representations of
the mythological past in Joppa, see Kaizer (2011).
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Vespasian seems to have refounded the city as a Greek civic space after its destruction during

the Jewish Revolt.*”

A similar process of change seems to have occurred in Tiberias. Before the revolt, it
was a predominantly Judaean city in Galilee that demonstrated its identity by minting
aniconic coinage.’” Josephus reports that, during the war, there were considerable differences
of opinion over which side the city should support. According to his account, the ‘noble men’

(evoynuoveg Gvdpec) of the city supported the Romans whilst an unnamed majority along

404

with some subversive nobles supported revolt.”" The latter party won the debate and the

405

citizens of Tiberias participated in the revolt.”~ When Vespasian reached the city, it

surrendered and was subsequently spared destruction.**

After the revolt, beginning in the
year AD 99-100, the city began to mint coins with classical iconography.*”’ The fourth-
century Christian writer Epiphanius also attests to the presence of pagan temples from the

408
second century.

There seems to have been a change at some point during or after the Jewish
Revolt whereby the city became an ostensibly Greek civic space.

The city of Sepphoris seems to have undergone similar changes but they were likely
not related to the Jewish Revolt of 66-70, in which Sepphoris supported Agrippa and the
Romans. Josephus hints at Sepphoris’ status as a Judaean city in a few select passages. When
describing Sepphoris’ actions during the revolt, he states that the citizens promised “their

59409

active support against their countrymen (katd t@v opo@OAwv).”" Similarly, the decision of

42 See, in particular, Kushnir-Stein (2008), 133; HJP 2.113. Judaeans certainly still lived in the city, but control of
the city seems to have passed to the Greeks. A lead weight mentioning an agoranomos called Judah was found in
the city, showing the continued Judaean presence. See Kaplan (1981), 412-6. On this, see Ecker (2010), 153-4.

% The city minted distinctive aniconic coins with a palm branch on the obverse and a wreathed inscription on the
reverse. See BMC Palestine, Tiberias, 1-2. This is discussed in further detail above, 2.2.2. Josephus mentions a
palace built by Herod Antipas with representations of animals, which were forbidden under Jewish law (Viz. 65).
He describes the burning of the palace after it was decided to remove the icons. It is clear from the tenor of the
passage that such representative images were very unusual in the city. See Chancey (2005), 82-94; Avi-Yonah
(1951).

4% Jos. Vit. 32-42. One of these subversive nobles is given by name, a certain Justus, who is credited with writing
an extended account of the Jewish War that did not survive. On this see, in particular, Rajak (1973).

5 Jos. Vit. 42. Some of the population reportedly maintained contact with Agrippa throughout the revolt: Jos. BJ
2.630-40; Vit. 155-73. See also HJP 2.181.

% Jos. BJ 3.445-61.

“7 Of those minted under Trajan: BMC Palestine, Tiberias, 3-9 show a city-goddess; 10-3 show Hygieia. See also
Meshorer (1984), 33-5.

“% Epiph. Adv. haers. 30.12. Iconic images are mentioned in the Jerusalem Talmud, although we cannot surely
date this reference (y. ‘Abod. Zar. 43b). See Dudman and Ballhorn (1988).

49 Jos. BJ 3.32. For Sepphoris’ actions in the war in general, see BJ 3.29-34.
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Sepphoris not to send arms to defend Jerusalem is described as a failure to protect the temple

“common to us all.”*'°

More telling than these statements is Sepphoris’ civic coinage; the city
minted aniconic coins under Trajan.”'' Sepphoris seems to undergo a significant change at
some point during or after the Bar Kokhba Revolt in AD 132-136. Under Antoninus Pius, the
city mints coins under a new name, Diocaesarea, with iconic images depicting Tyche.*"
There is little evidence to definitively suggest that this change was a result of the Bar Kokhba
Revolt, but it was around this time that it occurred.

We cannot be sure in all these cases that the changes these cities underwent were a
direct result of rebellion. In any case, we can see a general trend, in the context of Judaean
rebellion in the first two centuries AD, whereby Judaean cities established by the Herodians
became ostensibly Greek civic spaces.

During the same period, the first two centuries AD, the Romans founded a number of
cities in Palestine: Vespasian founded Neapolis on the site of a village called either Mabartha
or Mamortha in 72 AD;413 Capitolas was founded at Bet Ras, most likely, at the end of the
first century;*'* Eleutheropolis, formerly Betogabris, was founded in 199-200;*° and
Diospolis was founded from the village Lydda by the end of the second century.*® With the

exception of Neapolis, which initially minted a series of aniconic coins, they were all

certainly Greek cities.

19 Jos. Vit. 348.

41 For the coins minted under Trajan, see BMC Palestine, Sepphoris-Diocaesarea, nos. 1-4. On this, see also
Chancey (2005), 82-94; (2001); Chancey and Myers (2000); Weiss and Netzer (1996).

412 BMC Palestine, Sepphoris-Diocaesarea, 21-5. On this, see Chancey (2001), 142; Meshorer (1984), 36-7.
Diocaesarea and Sepphoris are equated by Epiph. Adv. haer. 30.11. This change may be reflected in the Mishnah,
where it states that any individual whose ancestors served as public officials in the ‘old government’ of Sepphoris
should be recognised as an Israelite (m. Kid. 4:5). The implication of this statement is that the ‘old government’ of
Sepphoris was Judaean whereas the administration that replaced it was not. For this reading, see HJ/P 2.174.

413 Jos. AJ 4.449 calls the village Mabartha; Plin. HN 5.69 uses Mamortha. The first extant civic coins date to AD
82-3 (BMC Palestine, Neapolis, 1-19). The coins minted under Domitian tend to show aniconic images common
on coins of the region, including an inscription within a laurel wreath (/bid., 1-3), cornucopiae (4-8), a palm tree
(9-15), and ears of corn (16-9). The city does not start minting iconic coinage until 159-60, when it issues coins
showing Asklepios and Hygieia (20).

414 Although the city only begins minting coins from AD 165-166, it dates these issues from the year AD 97-98,
which suggests the city was founded at the end of the first century. See Spijkerman (1978), Capitolias, 1; 4; 7; 8.
415 The city first mints coins in AD 201-202 (BMC Palestine, Eleutheropolis, 1-2). They depict Tyche in a temple
with four columns and a pediment.

416 The earliest extant coinage was minted in AD 208-209 and depicts various iconic classical figures (BMC
Palestine, Diopolis-Lydda, 1-5).
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The connection between Roman rule in Palestine and Greek cities was not new to the
first and second centuries AD. Pompey, who reorganised the political structure of the Near
East in 63 BC, re-established many former Hellenistic poleis.*'” Our main source for these
restorations is Josephus, who reports that Pompey ‘liberated’ (éAevBep®) Hippos, Scythopolis,
Pella, Samaria, Jamnia, Marisa, Azotus, Arethusa, Gaza, Joppa, Dora, and Straton’s Tower
(later, Caesarea).”® This ‘liberation’ is characterised by Josephus as depriving the Judaean
ethnos of these territories.”’” The Roman proconsul Gabinius was then later responsible for
rebuilding and expanding cities in the Near East, as well as strengthening them with new

inhabitants. “*°

Josephus reports that Gabinius restored Samaria, Azotus, Scythopolis,
Anthedon, Raphia, Adora, Marisa, and Gaza.*!

Roman rule in Palestine, therefore, was associated with cities. Beginning with
Pompey in 63 BC, the Romans founded or refounded cities in the region. The role of Pompey
and the Romans in establishing civic government is recognised by the widespread use of the

Pompeian era by cities of the Decapolis.*”

This picture can be nuanced further as they
particularly seem to have supported the interests of cities that were ethnically and culturally
Greek. By the end of the second century, none of the Judaean civic spaces established by the
Herodians remained.

The contrast between the Judaean civic spaces promoted by the Herodians and the
Greek cities favoured by the Romans contradicts Sartre’s view of administrative development
in the region. Sartre argues that the cities founded by the Herodians allowed the Romans to
more easily control the region, but the institutions founded by the Herodians proved to be
problematic to the provincial authorities, who systematically removed all of Judaean civic

spaces the Herodians founded.*”

7 On this, in general, see Isaac (2010), 154; Kasher (1990), 174-81; HJP 2.86-93.

418 Jos. BJ 1.155-6; AJ 14.74-6. There is one discrepancy between the accounts, the Jewish Antiquities claims that
Pompey restored Dion, which is omitted from the Jewish War.

1% Jos. BJ 1.155.

420 See HJP 2.92; Kasher (1990), 174-81; Bammel (1961).

“! Jos. BJ 1.166; AJ 14.88. There is again a small discrepancy, the Jewish War adds Apollonia, Jamnia, and
Gamala, which are omitted from the Jewish Antiquities.

22 This point is emphasised by Millar (1993a), 353.

42 Qartre (2001), 514-5. See further above, 1.2.2.
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Our evidence for cities in other former kingdoms and principalities is meagre by
comparison. The Kingdom of the Emesenoi, as discussed above, was long associated with the

city Arethusa, which was removed from the Emesan Dynasts’ control in 37 BC.**

We only
hear of a city called Emesa in the first century AD, when it mints civic coinage.” Coins
minted under Antoninus Pius give us a ferminus ante quem, but we have little evidence
beyond this to establish when the city was created.**®

Although we have relatively little evidence for civic life and institutions in the former
Kingdom of Commagene, we are given some idea of the impact of provincial rule on cities in
the region. After the annexation of Commagene, Samosata minted coins proclaiming itself
Flavia Samosata, and dated to a new era beginning after Commagene’s annexation.””’” Three
Latin inscriptions on a bridge over the river Chabinas rather enigmatically mention the ‘four
civitates of Commagene’.*® We cannot be sure which four cities the inscriptions refer to, but
the four cities from which we have extant coinage — Samosata, Antiocheia ad Euphratem,

Germaniceia, and Doliche — seem likely candidates.*”

Whilst we can say relatively little
about the nature of these cities, the number and influence of cities in the region seems to have
increased under provincial rule. The refoundation of the former capital, Samosata, as Flavia
Samosata explicitly links the former centre of royal power to the new provincial
administration.

After the death of Zenodorus in 20 BC, the territories of the Ituracans were gradually
taken from dynastic control. In the first century AD, the Ituraean Principalities consisted of
430

three distinct territories named after settlements within them, Chalcis, Arca, and Abila.

Whilst much is unclear, at least one of these three principalities was made a city.

424 gee above, 2.2.2.

4 ppmc Syria, Emisa, nos.1-8.

46 See, in particular, Kropp (2010), 201; Millar (1993a), 302-3, assumes that the city was created by the Emesan
Dynasty by the late first century BC, but we do not have the evidence to make this claim. The fact that the Emesan
Dynasty and the city of Emesa have the same name does not guarantee that they existed at the same time or that
they are directly related. Our only other evidence for the city’s operation is a mention of Emesan bouleutai in
Cassius Dio’s account of events in AD 218 (Cass. Dio 79.31.3).

1 BMC Syria, 117-123. On this coinage see Butcher (2004), 467-8; Millar (1993a), 453.

48 IGLS 1.42.10-2: quattuor | civitates com|[m]ag(enes); IGLS 1.43.7-9: quattuor | civitates | commag(enes); IGLS
1.44.4-5: quat(tuor) civitat(es) | commag(enes).

2 On the inscriptions and the four civitates, see Butcher (2003), 114; Millar (1993a), 453-4.

49 On the, often obscure, history of the Ituraean Principalities and the location of these territories, see above, 1.4.
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There has been much debate over the identification of Chalcis, controlled first by the

Ituraeans and then by the Herodians.*™'

Whilst the suggestion of Jean-Paul Rey-Coquais and
Julien Aliquot, that Chalcis was situated at Majdel ‘Anjar — to the south of Gerrha, the site
preferred by some scholars, Chehab in particular — seems the more likely option, we cannot
locate it with any certainty. A fragmentary inscription from a temple at Majdel ‘Anjar perhaps
provides us with some idea of the fate of Chalcis after its annexation:

[ETov]c 8[.]¢", unvog Avatpov v', Amoriop[avng . . .]

[.. . ] ALJOY Zewddvioc vmep owtnpiog . . ] II[. . .].*

“The year 2[.]4, 3rd of the month of Dystros, Apollophanes, Sidonian, for the life

Of 2

The date of this inscription is unfortunately fragmentary, it could read between 204

43 He identifies

and 294. Julien Aliquot convincingly establishes limits for dating the text.
three eras, known in the region, that the text could be dated by: the Seleucid era, the era of
Sidon, and the era of Berytus. It seems unlikely that it would be dated by the Seleucid era as
that would date the inscription to between 109-108 and 19-18 BC, a period for which we have
virtually no epigraphic record from this region. The era of Sidon begins in 111-110 BC; it
would thus date the text to between AD 93-94 and 193-194. The era of Berytus, beginning in
81-80 BC, would date it to between AD 123-124 and 213-214. Either of these city eras are
plausible. Aliquot argues that the dedicator’s choice to identify himself as a Sidonian

indicates that the inscription was not set up in the territory of Sidon.**

According to this
interpretation, such an identification would not have been necessary in Sidon’s hinterland; the
text was thus set up in Berytus’ territory and dated by the era of Berytus. Aliquot’s argument
is certainly tempting, but we cannot attribute it with certainty to either the era of Sidon or

Berytus. The more important issue for our purposes is that the text likely places Chalcis in

either Sidon or Berytus’ hinterland in the second century AD.

1 See Wright (2013), 57; Cohen (2006), 240; Sartre (2001), 515-6; Aliquot (1999-2003), 225-37; Gatier (1999-
2000), 108-11; Chehab (1993), 43; Ghadban (1987), 222; Will (1983).

B2 SEG 37.1446.

43 Aliquot (1999-2003), 234-5.

% Aliquot (1999-2003), 235.
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Contrary to this presentation, Maurice Sartre has attributed a series of coins
proclaiming AD 92 the beginning of an ‘era of liberty’.** If these coins could be reliably
attributed to this Chalcis — Chalcis in Lebanon — then it would seem to confirm Chalcis’
independent city status, and addition to provincia Syria, in AD 92. There are, however,
significant problems with this identification; a growing scholarly consensus attributes these

436
We cannot

coins to the North-Syrian city Chalcis, often known as Chalcis ad Belum.
reliably ascribe these coins to Chalcis in Lebanon; it seems to have passed into the control of
one of the large Phoenician cities, Sidon and Berytus, after it was attached to provincia Syria
in the first century AD. As we have no extant coins from it, we cannot be sure if it was ever
made a city.

The settlement Arca — the centre of its eponymous principality — was certainly made a

city at some point in the first or second century AD.*

Under Antoninus Pius, the city mints
coins under the name Caesarea;”" it must have been made a city before this point. Julien
Aliquot and Maurice Sartre credit Arca’s new name, Caesarea, to kings or princes, likely

cither the Herodians or Ituraeans.*’

As the Herodian Kings founded Caesarea Maritima,
Sebaste, and Caesarea Philippi, it seems likely that such a name would have come from a king
or prince rather than Rome. Cities founded or refounded by Emperors in the East typically
bore the name of a specific Emperor or dynasty, such as Flavian Samosata or Hadrianic Petra.
Our evidence, however, points to the settlement being made a city in the late first or early
second century. Whereas Josephus only attests to the Principality of Arca, later sources such
as Ptolemy — who lists Arca amongst the cities of Phoenicia — and Cassius Dio — who refers to
the settlement as Arca — identify it as a city.*” There is something of a discrepancy between

our literary sources, which refer to it as Arca, and extant coins, which call it Caesarea. The

fourth-century historian Aurelius Victor claims that both names, Arca and Caesarea, were

5 Sartre (2001), 509-15.

46 See HIP 1.573; Aliquot (1999-2003), 236-7; Jones (1931b), 267; Seyrig (1931), 323-5.
“7 On the Principality of Arca in general, its identification and location, see above 1.4.2.
8 Seyrig (1959), 38-43.

9 Aliquot (1999-2003), 239-40; Sartre (2001), 643.

0 Jos. BJ 1.188; AJ 14.129; Ptol. Geog. 5.15.21; Cass. Dio 79.30.3.
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used.*' The name Caesarea does not seem to have been intrinsically linked to Arca’s city
status in the same way as in Caesarea Maritima — formerly Straton’s Tower — and Caesarea
Paneas — formerly Banias. It is plausible that the settlement was called Caesarea by kings or
princes, but not made a city until the second century, after it was annexed into provincial
territory. We cannot, however, be certain of when Arca was made a city; it could have
achieved this status under dynastic rule.

The third of these principalities, Abila, likely only became a city in the fourth century
AD. Whilst Ptolemy lists Abila — not to be conflated with Abila of the Decapolis — amongst a
list of cities of Coele-Syria, he also includes a number of others that we know were not cities
in this period.*” Abila at no point mints civic coinage. We only have positive evidence for
Abila’s city status from the fourth century AD.*?

The evidence for these three principalities is problematic and there are significant
gaps in our knowledge. Nevertheless, they do portray a general transition, associated with
provincialisation, from dynastic rule to civic government.*** Chalcis seems to have been
transferred to the territory of Berytus after it was annexed; Arca was made a city at some
point in the late first or early second century AD; and Abila eventually became a city in the
fourth century. In all three cases, the authority of a local dynast, controlling a relatively small
principality, was effectively replaced by civic government.

It is also pertinent to discuss coloniae here. Coloniae were typically settlements of
Roman veterans that were controlled by duumviri, or sometimes duoviri, and a council of
decuriones; they were commonly granted ius Italicum and granted freedom from taxation.*”
In practice, this form of political organisation took many different shapes. Beginning in the
first century AD, the colonia became an important means of social and political organisation

in former kingdoms and principalities in the Near East.**®

1 Aur. Vict. Caes. 24.1: cui duplex Caesarea et Arce nomen est.

“2 ptol. Geog. 5.15.22.

3 See Aliquot (1999-2003), 244-5.

“ This is emphasised particularly by Aliquot (1999-2003), 224-54. See also Sartre (2001), 641-4.
*3 On coloniae in general, see Levick (1967); Kornemann (1901).

#6 On this issue, see Millar (1990a); Isaac (1980a).
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As Fergus Millar has pointed out, there were three major stages in the ‘colonisation’
of the Near East.* Berytus was the first Roman colonia in the Near East; it was formed by
the settlement of veterans in 15 BC.**® The second stage in this process involved the creation
of three coloniae in Roman Palestine: Ptolemais, Caesarea, and Aelia Capitolina. Finally, the
third stage came after the accession of Septimius Severus, who, followed by his successors,
conferred this title on many towns across the Roman world.

Caesarea was made a colonia under Vespasian and demonstrates its new status on
coins minted under Domitian.** There has been significant debate over the creation of the
colony. Hannah Cotton and Werner Eck have recently argued, based on the concentration of
Latin epigraphy, that a significant number of veterans were settled in the city when it was

0 Whilst we have relatively little literary evidence for this change, the

given colonial status.
third-century jurist Paulus, seems to suggest that colonial status was bestowed on those who
already lived in Caesarea:

Divus Vespasianus Caesarienses colonos fecit, non adiecto, ut et iuris Italici essent,

sed tributum his remisit capitis.*™"'

“The divine Vespasian made the people of Caesarea coloni, without conferring the

ius Italicum, but released them from personal taxation.”

Caesarea also lacks a number of other typical signs of veteran colonists. At no point

did it mint coins with legionary vexilla, which are present on the coins of veteran colonies in

the region: Berytus and Aelia Capitolina.*

On balance, it seems unlikely that there was any
concerted attempt to settle veterans in the city as part of the grant of colonial status.

Nevertheless, it is clear that Caesarea’s change in status resulted in notable changes

within the city. Inscriptions from the city show that it adopted the administrative

“7 Millar (1990a).

“% On Berytus and its ‘colonisation’, see Jones-Hall (2004); Millar (1993a), 279-81; (1990a), 168-82; Isaac (1990),
318-21.

4 BMC Palestine, Caesarea, 36-8. See also Plin. HN 5.69: Stratonis Turris, eadem Caesarea ab Herode rege
condita, nunc Colonia Prima a Vespasiano Imperatore deducta.

40 Eck (2009), 34; Cotton and Eck (2002).

! Dig. 50.15.8.7. This passage is cited by Isaac (2009), 56; (1980a); Millar (1990a), 186.

42 For legionary standards on coins of Berytus: BMC Phoenicia, Berytus, 55-6. Ptolemais: Syon (2010), 71,
fig.86; Seyrig (1969), 43-4; Kadman (1961), 92-6. Aelia Capitolina: Meshorer (1989), 2; 42; 111; 114; 144; 169;
170; 182. This is pointed out by Isaac (2009), 57.
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infrastructure typical of coloniae. A second- or third-century inscription from near the city
shows a dedication made to a legatus by a duovir.*” It is also one of the many inscriptions
that attest to the city’s decuriones.”™* Alongside this change, we can also see a shift, amongst

455

the elite, towards Latin epigraphy in the city.”” Caesarea demonstrated its new colonial status

by issuing coins with the Latin legend Col. I F. Aug. F. C. Caes. Metrop.**

These changes to
the language and machinery of administration exemplify the distinction between a Greco-
Roman city and a Roman colonia.

Aelia Capitolina was founded on the ruins of Jerusalem at the outset of the Bar
Kokhba revolt of AD 132-136.%" The colony was most likely founded by settling veterans of
the legion X Fretensis, which was also stationed in a nearby camp, as this legion’s vexilla
appear on its coinage.”® We have little evidence for the culture or infrastructure of Aelia
Capitolina beyond its coinage. An inscription from the city provides its title: /Colonia Aeljia
Kap(itolina) Commo[diana].*” Epigraphic evidence attests to a council of decuriones.*®
Aelia, along with Berytus, was one of the only two coloniae in the Near East founded by
settling Roman veterans. It could, therefore, have been a distinctly Roman and Latin space
like Berytus, but we have little evidence to support this.*"

It is no surprise that Aelia Capitolina — a colonia created by the settlement of veterans
— possesses a distinctly Roman character. The changes that Caesarea underwent after gaining
colonial status, however, seem to have occurred for no other reason than the award of colonial
status. Its new status led to a change in the language of administration and the language used

by the elite. The award of colonial status, which on the surface appears to be an

administrative change, seems to have caused a wider change whereby those in and around

3 1 ehmann and Holum (2000), no.8.

434 gee, for example, Lehmann and Holum (2000), nos.3; 9; 11; 87 et al.

5 This is discussed at length by Eck (2009); Isaac (2009); Cotton and Eck (2002).

436 BMC Palestine, Caesarea, 36-8.

47 Cassius Dio attests to its founding and the construction of a pagan temple there (69.12.1-2). See Meshorer
(1989).

4% Meshorer (1989), nos. 169; 170. See also Meshorer (1989), 21. Justin, 1 Apol. 47.6.; Euseb. Hist. eccl. 4.6.4
attest to the exclusion of Judaeans from the colony. See Millar (1990a), 189; Isaac (1980a), 46-7. On legionary
vexilla in general, see Stoll (2009).

4 4E (1984), 914.

40 For instance, CIL 3.6639, an inscription in honour of Antoninus Pius uses the familiar phrase d(ecreto)
d(ecurionum). See Millar (1990a), 190.

! For Berytus’ Latin character, see Millar (1993a), 124; 279-81.
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power chose to express themselves in Latin. The colonia is a particular type of civic
government with a particular structure and a political culture associated with it. Roman
provincial rule is intimately associated with this political structure.

In conclusion, the city became a more prevalent and more important form of political
organisation under provincial rule. Roman provincial government in former kingdoms and
principalities consistently associated itself with Greek cities: they were removed, often on
request, from kingdoms and principalities and added to provincial territory; the Romans
tended to found cities in new provinces; and Judaean cities in Herodian Palestine became
Greek civic spaces under Roman leadership. The imposition of provincial rule thus resulted in
a significant change in the nature of civic governance. Greek cities and Roman provincial
administration shared a political culture — in which settlements were the most important social

and political units — and a common language of administration and political expression.

2.3.3. Tribes

In this section I shall examine how the role of tribes changed after kingdoms and
principalities were annexed into provincial territory. I shall first discuss the impact of tribes
on the administration of former kingdoms and principalities, and then I shall consider their
wider socio-political importance. I posit that the tribe was a marginalised form of political and
social organisation under provincial rule. Tribes did not cease to exist nor did they necessarily
stop being an important part of people’s lives, but they did not fit within the political culture
and discourse of Roman provincial administration.

Evidence for tribes performing an administrative function in former kingdoms and
principalities is rare; only from provincia Arabia do we have evidence of such a phenomenon.
A few Greek inscriptions from the Hauran depict the interaction between tribes and provincial

government.462 One text, from Rama, links an official to a tribe:

2 These inscriptions have been discussed by Macdonald (2014), 156; (1993), 368-77; Briiggemann (2007); Graf
(1989); Sartre (1982a), 121-5; (1982b).
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‘Odowvabe Zoovadov

otpatnyfoavtt Aovydnvdv k(ai) e[v]A[apync]a[vt]

Tt @opoAdym yovn k(ai) -

0ovdd¢ Tatp a[vT]od dvéotnoay

“Odainathos, son of Saouados, who was the strategos of the Aouidenoi and a
phylarch. Thomaloche, his wife, and Saoudos, his father, set this up.”

This inscription is unusual for the epigraphy of the Hauran at this time as the majority

44 1t mentions two

of inscriptions are written by villagers, identified only by their village.
officials, a strategos and a phylarchos, and a tribal group, the Aouidenoi. As both Sartre and
Macdonald have pointed out, we cannot necessarily link the title phylarchos to the Aouidenoi
in this inscription.*® The genitive plural Aovidnvédv governs otpatnyfooavty, but not
eviapynoavtt. This inscription commemorates an individual who was the strategos of a tribal
group called the Aouidenoi and acted as a phylarchos, which may have been related to this
tribe or not.**

Whilst we know little about either the strategos or the Aouidenoi, it is important that
we have evidence for an official whose authority is defined by a tribe. It is tempting to
speculate that the strategos, given the implications of the title, was a military official of some
kind.*” Some scholars have attempted to link this group, the douidenoi, to a certain 'l ‘wd
that appears in Safaitic graffiti, but there is no evidence for this beyond the possible similarity

468

in their names.™ We cannot necessarily judge whether the tribe is nomadic or sedentary.

Another inscription from the Hauran shows the same title, strategos, similarly

divorced from the village setting that dominates the epigraphy of the region:

[0 dgiva]
oTpaTH-
[v]og mape-
[n]Bordv
[V]Iopédw-
[v], étddv

3 0GIS 617. Dated to the third century AD. See Briiggemann (2007), 279; Clermont-Ganneau (1903), 147-8.

** See 2.2.4;2.3.4.

5 Macdonald (1993), 368; Sartre (1982a), 123.

46 Sartre (1982a), 123-5, assumes that both titles apply to the Aouidenoi, but this cannot necessarily be read into
the text. For this view, see Macdonald (1993), 368.

47 As is suggested by Macdonald (1993), 373; Sartre (1982a), 125.

48 See Graf (1989), 361-2; Sartre (1982a), 124-5. Macdonald (1993), 352-67, takes a more cautious approach.
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kC [Alope 8-
[A]oure -
aipe 469
“This man, strategos of the units of the nomads, twenty seven years old, Aope,
aloipe chaire.” *’°
The term parembole can mean a ‘camp’, an ‘army’, or a ‘military group.’ In this case
it seems more likely to refer to a section or division of the Roman army, drawn from

471

nomads.” A Safaitic inscription from Ruwaysid seems to show a similar phenomenon:

[ ‘qrb bn ’bgr b msrt 'l ‘mrt firs.*”*

“By ‘qrb, son of ’bgr, horseman in the unit of the tribe Amirat.”

This inscription is unusual as the writers of Safaitic texts are rarely identified by their
profession. The writer here identifies himself as a horseman in the msrt of the I ‘mrt.
Macdonald has persuasively argued that msrt should be translated, like the Aramaic masrita,
as ‘camp’ or ‘troop’.*”” We can make two important judgements about this individual and his
unit. Firstly, the fact that he is writing in Safaitic indicates that he was a nomad.*’* Secondly,
we can assume that his unit was composed of men from his tribe, the Amirat.*”

The two inscriptions, referring to a parembole nomadon (“unit of nomads™) and a
msrt ’l ‘mrt (“unit of the tribe Amirat”), seem to parallel each other in depicting military units
made up of nomads. It seems likely, given the importance and prevalence of tribes in
epigraphy from nomadic peoples of the region, that the parembole nomadon was organised

around tribal identities in the same way as the msrt °[ ‘mrt. The different means these

inscriptions use to identify the units are noteworthy. What we see here is two very different

* PUAES 3.A.752, from Malka.

4710 A\oune yoipe is a variation of a commonly used and uninflected funerary expression dAvre yaipe found across
Egypt and the Near East. See Yon (2003).

41 See Briiggemann (2007), 278; Macdonald (1993), 375. Sartre (1982a), 124, takes the contrary view that the
napepforai vopddwv were nomadic encampments.

472 Ms 64. See also, as pointed out by Macdonald (2014), 157; (1993), 374, the similar Greek inscription IGRRP
3.1257: Meoopapog inmedg Kvp(nvoikiig) vévo[g] Nofog (“Mesamoros, the horseman of the genos of the
Kurenaikai, of the Nabas”).

413 Macdonald (1993), 374. Cf. also a similar Palmyrene text, PAT 0319: nbty’ rwhy’ dy hw’ pr§ bhyrt’ wbmryt’
dy ‘n’ (“Nabataean of Rawwaha, who has been a cavalry soldier at Hirta and in the camp of Ana”). On this parallel,
see Kaizer (2017), 80-1; Macdonald (2014), 157-8.

47 See above, 1.3.2.

475 See also Macdonald (1993), 374.
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perspectives on what seem to be similar units. The appellation ‘unit of nomads’ only makes
sense from the perspective of the sedentary population. If the identification were written by a
nomad for the information of another, then they would most likely use the name of their

tribe.*’

The language and form of the inscriptions thus tell us much about their purpose and
intended audiences. The author of the Safaitic text describes himself as a “horseman in the
unit of the tribe Amiraf” in order to identify himself to other tribal nomads. The Greek
inscription written for a “strategos of the unit of the nomads”, on the other hand, was most
likely written by an outsider to the group of nomads and was expected to be read by the
sedentary population.
Similar titles appear in other Greek inscriptions from the region. A second-century
inscription from Malka in the Hauran shows another strategos nomadon:
Adpravod tod kol Loaidov
MaAéyov, €Bvéapyov, otpa-
T™Yyod vopdadwv, 10
pvnu(e)iov ETdv AR
A880¢ 68eApoc Etov kN .
“This is the memorial of Hadrianos, also called Soaidos, son of Malechos,
ethnarchos, strategos of the nomads, aged 32, made by Addos, his brother, aged 28.”
In this inscription only the title strategos is linked to the nomades; it is tempting to
link ethnarchos to the nomads as well, but we cannot make that assumption based on the

478

text.”” In the same way as the Greek inscriptions shown above, this text clearly presents an

outsiders’ perspective on the nomades under this man’s control. Another inscription from the

Hauran, found at Djebel al-Druz, links the title strategos nomadon to the Romans:

émi Pacthén|[c peyaiov Mapyov Tov]-
AMov Aypinma

[ETovug . . .. 0 d¢€iva]

Xapftog Emalpyog . . .]

oneipng Av[yovotng kol otpatny]-

476 1t should be emphasised here that there is no a priori link between tribes and nomadism. Nomads in the region,

however, almost exclusively identify themselves by their tribe in the plentiful corpus of Safaitic graffiti. See
Macdonald (1993), 342-57; Graf (1989); Sartre (1982b); Clark (1979), 138-57. The evidence from graffiti in
general and the text quoted above, written by the ‘horseman in the unit of the tribe Amirat’, in particular suggests
that these groups of nomads are likely to be organised by their tribe. On this, see Macdonald (1993), 371-7.
477

OGIS 616.
478 See Briiggemann (2007), 277; Macdonald (1993), 368.
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oG vopdowv [. . .]-
ng kol XoA[KioNvig. . . . . ]

“In the year of the great King Marcos lulios Agrippa [in the year ... a certain]
Kharetos epa[rchos ...] speires of Au[gustus and strateglos of the nomads ... and
Chalcidean.”
This inscription dates to the reign of Agrippa II and Kharetos was thus probably
strategos in the Herodian territories of the northern Hauran during the second half of the first
century AD. Whilst this text does not come from a Roman province, it is important because

Kharetos seems to have been a Roman military official.**’

In light of this, it seems plausible,
as Macdonald forcefully argues, that the parembole nomadon and the msrt 'l ‘mrt were both
units of auxiliaries drawn from nomads and controlled, or at least given some supervision, by
Roman military officials.*’

We have less information about the other titles attested in these inscriptions,
phylarchos and ethnarchos. Maurice Sartre has argued that these offices were Roman terms

. . 482
for leaders of nomadic tribes.

This, however, seems unlikely given the perspective from
which these Greek inscriptions are written: they are written from a distinctly Roman point of
view and for the consumption of people outside the nomadic tribal groups mentioned. They
do not give us any information about the internal organisation of the groups they depict. It
seems much more likely that they would honour Roman officials that interacted with the
nomadic groups rather than members important within them.***

The small group of Greek inscriptions from the Hauran discussed here presents an
external view. The texts tend to describe units made up of nomads by the characteristic that

would be most distinctive to a non-member, their nomadism, rather than the means by which

the members would identify themselves, by their tribe.

7 0GIS 321.

40 As Briiggemann (2007), 277, has pointed out, eparchos speires is usual Greek equivalent of praefectus cohortis.
He goes too far, however, to claim that this inscription “seems to represent a typical Roman equestrian career.”

“! Macdonald (2014), 156; (1993), 375.

2 Sartre (1982a), 124-5. In his argument he refers to more Greek inscriptions that attest to the titles phylarchos
(Briinnow [1899], no.55) and ethnarchos (Schumacher [1897], 135; PUAES 3.A.675). These texts give little
additional information for our purposes beyond the mention of these titles.

83 This point is made by Macdonald (1993), 371.
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The well known inscriptions from a temple in Rawwafah show a similar interaction
between Rome and tribes.** Four inscriptions — labelled (i) to (iv) below — commemorate the
building of a temple between AD 166 and 169 in the former Nabatacan Kingdom. (i) is a
Greek-Nabataean bilingual established on the lintel above the main entrance. (ii) is a Greek
inscription from the southern end of the same lintel. (iii) is written in Nabataean and was
found in the vicinity of the temple. (iv) is a Greek inscription from the northern end of the

lintel. All four inscriptions are quoted in full below:

(1) Omep aimviov dapoviig Kpatnoemg TM®V O€0TATOV KOGUOKPOTOp®V LERacTdV
peyiotov Apueviok®dv Mdapikov Adpniiov Avtoveivov kol Aovkiov
Avpniiov Ovfpov mal[tépov Tatpidog 10 T@]v Oapovdnvdv &[Bvog vacat ¢.60

letters ]-XTA kafeidpvoev petd mpotpo[nig]
Kol €k mg00dg vacar ¢.25 letters Klgiviov [Avtiotiov Adoveviod mpecfevtod
TeBaotdv avtiotpatiyov . . .] ¥

“For the eternal durability of dominion of the most divine rulers of the world, the
greatest Emperors, Armeniaci, Marcus Aurelius Antoninus and Lucius Aurelius
Verus, fa[thers of the fatherland], the ethnos of the Thamudenoi [...] have founded
through the encouragement and on the instigation of [...Q]Juintus [Antistius Adventus,
the imperial governor.]”

I5im’> dy mtm[ky]n I[k]l []l[m’ vacat c¢.30 letters mrgs] ‘wrlys ’‘ntwnyns
wlwqys "wrlys wrs dy ‘rmny’ [. . . .. | dnh nws’ dy ‘bdt srkt tmwdw gdmy
Srkth Imhw’ swh mn ydhm wmsmsh [ml‘[Jm

[vacat] whfyt ‘ntstys ‘dwnts hgmwn’ [vacat c.10 letters] wrmshm

“For the well being of the rulers of the whole world [... Marcus] Aurelius Antoninus
and Lucius Aurelius Verus who are Armeniaci, this is the temple which the unit of
the Thamudenoi built, the leaders of the unit, in order that it might be [established]
by their hand and worship conducted [for them forever]. By the efforts of Antistius
Adventus the governor [who ...] and at their request.”

(i) émi veikn kol alovio Swpovi] dwapovii avtokpatopev Kaisdpov [M]dpkov
[Ad]pnAiov Avtwveivov

Kol Aovkiov Avpniiov Ovnpov XZef(aotdv) Apueviok®dv [MndiJkdv TlopOikdv
pey[tlotov koi 10D ToyTog oifkov a]uT@dv 10 TV Oapovdnvdy £0vog [vacat]

TOV vem<v> cuvvetéleoev | kol 10 1epov kabeiépmoev | [éml A(ovkiov) KA]avdiov
Modéotov | [tpecPevt(od) Xef]P GvtioTpat(nyov).

“Because of the victory and eternal durability of the ruling Caesars, Marcus Aurelius
Antoninus and Lucius Aurelius Verus, the Emperors, Armeniaci, Mediaci, Parthici
maximi, and their entire house, the ethnos of the Thamudenoi [...] have completed

4% For these inscriptions, see Milik (1971), reproduced in Dijkstra (1995), 78; Graf (1978); Bowersock (1975). On
these inscriptions in general, particularly the Greek-Nabatacan bilingual, see also Scharrer (2010), 259-61;
Macdonald (2009), a revised and expanded translation of Macdonald (1995); Graf and O’Connor (1977);
Bowersock (1975).

8 For the text, with French translation, see Milik (1971). Translation adapted from Macdonald (2009).
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the temple and have dedicated the sanctuary during the tenure of the office of
imperial governor by Lucius Claudius Modestus.”

(ii1) /d]nh byt’ dy bnh s ‘dt 'fki

[1]h’ br mgydw dy mn rbtw
U] lh ... .[b]hfyt

mr’n’ [vacat] hgmwn’
[vacat] ‘mrw
“This is the sanctuary that Sa‘dat built, the priest of ’llaha, son of Mugidu, who is
from the tribe Rubatu for the god Ilaha . . . thanks to the zeal of our lord . . . the
governor . . . of ‘Amiru.”
(iv) CICOAIOI O[ap]ovdnvd-
v @UAfIC Popdbov oikodo-
unoa to gigpov TovTo
The presence of a Greek-Nabataean bilingual in the middle of the second century AD
is interesting and noteworthy in itself. The main bilingual inscription, (i), from above the
main entrance was written by members of the ethnos Tamoudenon. It seems very possible,
given the repeated mentions of the governor in the inscription, that Roman officials might
have been present during the dedication or at least that they were seen as a possible audience
for the inscription.486
The group that built the temple are called 10 t@v Oapovdnvdv &Bvog in Greek and
Srkt tmwdw in Nabataean in inscription (i). There has been significant debate over how these
two seemingly parallel terms, ethnos and srkt, should be interpreted. Jozef Milik translated
them as ‘nation’ and ‘féderation’ respectively, interpreting the group building the temple as a
confederation of tribes linked by the ethnic term ‘Thamoudéens’.*” A more convincing

interpretation has been put forward by Michael Macdonald, who claims that ethnos and srkt

were terms used for a military unit in much the same way as parembole and msrt in

% The governor Antistius Adventus is mentioned repeatedly in both inscriptions (i) and (ii). There has been much

uncertainty over his role due to debate over the interpretation of the final Nabataecan word wrmshm. Disagreements
over this term have led to different translations of the phrase whfyt ‘ntstys ‘dwnts hgmwn’ [vacat ¢.10 letters]
wrmshm. Milik (1971), 56, translated it as “par les soins d’Antistius Adventus, le gouverneur [qui . . . ] et a mis la
paix entre eux.” This interpretation is followed by Dijkstra (1995), 77-80; Bowersock (1975), 515. Macdonald
(2009), 12, suggests “by the efforts . . . Antistius Adventus, the governor [...] and at their request.” The second
interpretation seems more likely, but in either case the governor is thanked for a service provided and may well
have seen the dedication or the inscription. A similar text from Palmyra is dedicated to an individual who made
peace between two tribes: CIS 11.3.3915. See Millar (1993a), 322.

7 Milik (1971), 56, followed by Graf (1978), 9-10; Graf and O’Connor (1977), 65; Bowersock (1975), 515.
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inscriptions from the Hauran.**® He argues that ethnos and $rkt, in this case, were equivalent
to the Latin natio, which was used to refer to military units drawn from certain ethnic
groups.489 This interpretation convincingly explains why this group would have built this
temple in such a remote location and dedicated it to the Emperors.*”® The temple was most
likely established by a military unit drawn from the Thamoudenoi.*"

The final inscription of the set, (iv), is the only one to use a word meaning tribe, UAN.
It states that the temple was built by the “sisthaioi of the Thamudenoi, of the tribe
Rhobathos.”** The Rhobatos appear in the Nabataean inscription (iii) as the rbtw; the priest
that dedicated the sanctuary, Sa‘dat, is identified by his membership of this tribe. The word
order of this inscription gives precedence to the Thamudenoi over the tribe Rhobatos such that
we might infer that there were multiple tribes within the larger group, the Thamudenoi.*”®
With the suffix -nvoi, we might call this an ethnic or gentilic term; it is certainly a tribal
designation as it expresses a group defined by relationships or genealogy.

What is important for our purposes is the relationship between these tribal groups and
Roman administration. The leaders of the group, the gdmy srkth attested in Nabataean on
inscription (i), were most likely members of the group rather than Roman officials that
interacted with it, as the strategoi nomadon were. They are attested only in Nabataean whilst
the title strategos nomadon only appears in Greek.

The terms used to define the unit as a whole and those within it are of particular
importance. The bilingual inscription, (i), characterises the unit with the ethnic Thamudenoi.

Another tribal identification appears in the other inscriptions: the priest mentioned in the

Nabataean inscription (iii) is identified only as part of the Rubatu; and the sisthaioi in the

8 Macdonald (2009). See also Scharrer (2010), 261, who notes both possibilities.

49 On these nationes, see Speidel (1975), 206-8. Macdonald interprets a Greek inscription from the Hauran in
much the same way: [tov deiva mpec]B(evtnv) ZeP(aotod) avtiotpd(tnyov) ot dnod £Bvoug | vouddwv, dyveiag
xépw (IGRRP 3.1254). The appellation £0vog vopddwv seems extraordinarily vague if €Bvog refers to a tribe, but
makes sense if we understand £0vog in the same way as the Latin natio.

40 As Macdonald (2009), 12, says: “It has always seemed to me a very curious action for a tribe of nomads to
build a beautifully constructed temple in the middle of the desert, and to dedicate it to the Roman Emperors.”
“1'0n the history of the Thamud in general see van den Branden (1966). It is not related to the so-called
‘Thamudic’ language of North Arabia. On this, see Macdonald and King (2000).

2 The meaning of CICOAIOI is not clear. See Scharrer (2010), 261; Graf (1978), 10.

3 On this see, in particular, Macdonald (1993), 352, who points out that the larger of two levels of social
organisation is usually placed first. CIS 2.3973 is a particularly illustrative example, where the individual is
identified as nbty’ rwhy[’] (“the Nabataean, the Rwhite”). See also Scharrer (2010), 260-1.
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Greek inscription (iv) are identified as being both part of the Thamudenoi and the phule
Robathos. The word order in this latter cases suggests that the tribe Rubatu/Robathos was a
smaller group within the Thamudenoi. The men within this unit most likely used such tribal
associations as their primary means of self-identification. The ethnos Thamudenon or Srkt
tmwdw is a larger corporate identification that does not reflect the way in which these people
identified themselves on a day-to-day basis.

Epigraphy from provincia Arabia demonstrates the extent of the change in how tribal
identities were represented in the former Nabataean Kingdom. Whilst tribes were the
foremost means of social and political organisation in the Nabataecan Kingdom, tribal
identities are often obfuscated in the Greek documentary evidence prevalent in Roman Arabia.
In these inscriptions, the Roman authorities did not see the tribe as an important means of
designating groups or defining administrative roles; they employed different means with
which to characterise or define these people.

The tendency not to engage with tribal identities, however, was not common to the
entire Roman Near East. Tribes were a common means of personal identification in Roman
Palmyra.** An important inscription from AD 171 mentions ‘the four tribes of the city’:

-]

o[--]mo[--]

naftpic] [¢]v 1@ Kaicapeim Epurmov av[dpid]via &v 6[£]

@ 100 BNAov iep® avdpiavta ovoua[tt Blov[Afig kai]

dMupov xai de yneopdTov [0 tecodpwv] &[pap-]

Topnoav topd Aovidio Kaooip 1® dtoonpotdrg

ora[pylo ai 6¢ T[7]g n[o]re[w]g Téocapeg uiai Exdo[tn]

&v [dlw tep®d avdpiav]ta dviyepey teuiig kal feAtioton moAlTeh-

[notog yapw Eroug 483] unvoc Agtov

“[--- --- the native town has set up] in the Kaisareion an equestrian statue and in the
temple of Bel a statue in the name of the council and the assembly, and (this native
town?) has witnessed (on his behalf) with [four] decrees before Avidius Cassius, the
most distinguished governor. And the four tribes of the city, each in their own

sanctuary, erected a statue, in his honour and because of his most excellent
citizenship [in the year 483] in the month Dios.”

[~
[shd []h [yr]hbwl *[Th] [---]

4% See Smith (2013), 40-7; Kaizer (2008); (2002), 43-4; Yon (2002), 66-77.
4% PAT 2769; IGLS 17.1.149. Text and translation from Kaizer (2002), 44-5.
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[ - ] ISm§ [--- == - /

[---] bd[y]l hin ’Stkh rhm md[ynth]

w ‘ml bswmh shdt Ih bdgm bwl’ wdms [---]

Iwt hygmn’ bgblyn 'rb*’ wbd lh [bt gsry’]

sim mrkb sws wslm bt bl [--- --- sim]

nhs w’p ‘myqr’ dy bwl’ wdms ‘bd lh ['rb°]

phzy’ phz phz bt "lhyh slm dy nhs lyqrh bdyl dy spr
[---] byrh knwn snt 483

“[-- --- --- Yarhibol the god witnessed on behalf of him --- --- --- NP son of]
Lishamsh [--- --- --- and because] of that he was found to be patriotic and to have
laboured personally, and the council and the assembly gave him a testimonial by
decree [---] to the governor with four decrees. (The city) made for him [in the
Caesareum] an equestrian statue, a statue in the house of Bel [and in the name of the
council and the assembly a statue] of bronze, and also, with the honour of the council
and the assembly, the [four] tribes made for him each in their own sanctuary a statue
of bronze, in his honour, for he did good [to them], in the month Kanun, the year
483.”

There has been significant debate over the issue of ‘the four tribes of the city’. In

1971, Daniel Schlumberger argued that the ‘four tribes’ made up the original citizen body of

496

the city.”” Since then, they have been seen as an artificial Roman creation that did not reflect

pre-Roman tribal organisation.””” More recently, Andrew Smith has argued that they were an

. . . . 498
organic response to new social and economic pressures in the second century AD.

Two more inscriptions mention the ‘four tribes’, but neither directly link them to the

city in the same way that the bilingual inscription of 171 does.*”

As ‘the four tribes of the city’
are attested only in the second century, it is difficult to make any definitive arguments about
their origins. The evidence for Palmyrene tribes, however, seems to differentiate between
civic and non-civic tribes. Only five tribes are attested in Greek with the term phyle: the

phulai Khomarhnon/Khoneiton, Maththaaboleion, Mithenon, Magerenon, and Klaudias.”®

4% Schlumberger (1971).

7 Kaizer (2002), 43-56; 64-5; Yon (2002), 66-72; Dirven (1999), 25-6; Sartre (1996), 386; van Berchem (1976),
170-3; Gawlikowski (1973), 26-52.

“% Smith (2013), 132-43. Cf. also Teixidor (1980); (1979), 36.

49 PAT 1063 = IGLS 17.1.307, from AD 198, mentions oi téooupec puAai. PAT 1378 = IGLS 17.1.222 from AD
199, mentions ai téccapeg euiai and rb ‘ phzy’.

% This has been recognised by Smith (2013), 137; Yon (2002), 67-8; Kaizer (2002), 64-5; Gawlikowski (1973),
48-52; Schlumberger (1971), 132.
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Other tribes are attested either only in Palmyrene or are presented as an ethnic identification
in Greek.™'
The use of this Greek appellation for the tribes in particular separates them from the

rest. As Jean-Baptiste Yon points out, the way in which these tribes are presented in Greek

502

inscriptions links them to the administration of the city.”” A funerary monument for a certain

Hairan, from south of the Agora and dated to AD 52, illustrates the way in which certain

tribes are linked to a civic context:

Haeranes Bonne Rabbeli
f- Palmirenus phyles Mithenon
sibi et suis fecit

“Hairan, son of Bonne, son of Athenatan, a Palmyrene of the tribe Mithenon, made
this for himself and for his family.”

£€1oug YET' unvog Eavotkod

Aipdvnc Bovvaiov tod Pafpniov
HoApopnvog euATic Melnvdv eavtd

kol Bovvi] matpi adtod kail BaoaiOnyo untpi
avtod gvvoiag Evekey Kol Toig idiolg avtod

“In the year 363 of the month Xandikos, Hairan son of Bonne, son of Rabbel,
Palmyrene of the tribe of the Meithenoi, made this for himself, and for Bonne, his
father, and for Baalthega, his mother in their honour and for his family.”

byrh nysn snt CCCLXIII gbt’ dnh’ dy

hyrn br bwn’ br vb’l br bwn’ br ’tntn br
tymy tdmry’ dy mn phd bny myt’ dy bn’ ’l
bwn’ "bwhy w'l b‘ltg’ brt blswry dy mn
phd bny gdybwl 'mh wlh wlbnwhy lygrhwn

“In the month of Nisan of the year 363, this is the tomb of Hairan, son of Bonne, son
of Rabbel, son of Bonne, son of Athenatan, son of Taimai, a Tadmorean from the
tribe of the sons of Mita, which he built for Bonne his father and for Baalthega,
daughter of Bolsari from the tribe of the sons of Gadibol, his mother, for himself and
for his sons, in their honour.”

This trilingual inscription mentions two tribes, the phd bny gdybwl and the phd bny

myt’. Hairan’s father’s tribe, the phd bny myt’, is mentioned also in the Latin and Greek

sections, whilst his mother’s tribe, the phd bny gdybwl, is only included in Palmyrene. The

! For instance, PAT 0263 = IGLS 17.1.23 links the bny gdybwl with the oi [addsipwror. PAT 0296 = IGLS
17.1.196 mentions the bny zbdbwl / oi &y yévoug ZafdiPorieimy.

92 See Yon (2002), 69-72.

593 Rodinson (1950). See also Millar (1995), 411.
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Latin and Greek sections of the inscription seem to be summaries of the larger Palmyrene,
with the Greek excluding some information from the Palmyrene and the Latin excluding even
more. The mention of the phd bny myt’ /| phyle Meithenoi in Greek, the language of civic
administration, links it to the civic sphere, whereas the phd bny gdybwl is omitted. It is
possible that more importance was placed on the former, the phd bny myt’, than the latter, the
phd bny gdybwl, for no reason other than one was Hairan’s father’s tribe and the other his
mother’s tribe. The way in which the phd bny myt’ is presented, however, links it directly to
Hairan’s civic identity and suggests that it had a particular civic status that the phd bny
gdybwl did not. The phd bny myt’ consistently follows the marker of civic identity
(Palmirenus, IlTaApopnvog, tdmyry’). As Yon argues, the word order is important: we are first
given the general identity, as a Palmyrene, and then the more specific identity within that, as a
member of the phd bny myt’>*

In this way, civic tribes were distinguished by their appearance in Greek and the use
of the Greek term phyle. The fact that we have the names of five tribes, rather than four as
stipulated in the inscription from 171, is not necessarily a problem. Organisations like the city
of Palmyra were rarely static and it is likely that there was some change in the number or

names of the tribes.’®

Whether these tribes were wholly artificial Roman creations or pre-
Roman groups, they acted in a civic capacity and this role was reflected in how they were
presented in inscriptions.

A papyrus from Oxyrhynchus from the third century AD, seems to depict similar
civic tribes from Bostra, in the former Nabataecan Kingdom. The document, a registration of

sale, attests to the phyle Romana and the phyle Dios.”® The individuals identified by their

membership of these tribes are also identified as bouleutai. It thus seems likely, given the

5% Yon (2002), 43-7.

595 Many possible explanations have been given for the existence of the phyle Klaudias in particular. Piersimoni
(1995), 253, maintains that, rather than a conventional tribe, it indicated those to whom Roman citizenship was
given. Sartre (1996) argues that it was a second name given to a civic tribe in honour of the Emperor.

3% p Oxy. 42.3054.
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civic context of the document, that these were civic tribes.’ 7 It should be noted, however, that
this cannot be proven definitively.’®

Two inscriptions from Soada, AD 182-185, give us a similar insight into the role of
tribes in a civic context.’®” Both inscriptions commemorate building work undertaken by ‘the

city’ (1 mohic) that was in some way supervised by a tribe:*'’

the first inscription uses the
phrase émickomovong @UATic ZopaOnvdv (“supervised by the tribe of the Somaithenoi”),
whilst the second uses the similar formula émickomodviov Povievtdv @UATG Biromvdv
(“supervised by the councillors of the tribe of the Bitaienoi). These two groups, the phule
Somaithenoi and phule Bitaienoi, must also be civic tribes given their direct role in the
administration of the city’s building and the civic context of the inscriptions.

We can, therefore, see tribes from Bostra and Soada serving an administrative
function in a civic context. We should, however, be careful to distinguish these civic tribes
from other tribal groups in former kingdoms and principalities. Denis Roussel’s
comprehensive study of Ionian civic tribes has demonstrated the intrinsic link between civic
tribes and the Greek polis.5 "' The civic tribe, which was often a means used to divide cities
into districts, is fundamentally linked to the city as a type of political and social organisation.
The distinction between civic tribes and other tribes is evident in the language used to present
them. In Palmyra, civic tribes can be distinguished by their appearance in Greek, the language
of civic administration in Palmyra, and the term phyle. Similarly, in Bostra and Soada the
tribes appear in Greek inscriptions within a civic context. They were linked to the city and
were part of the linguistic and political culture that surrounded them. Civic tribes are evidence
for civic rather than tribal organisation. As the tribes from Palmyra, Bostra, and Soada show,
they are a function of civic organisation and are linked to the political and linguistic culture

surrounding it.

97 See Freeman (1996), 106; Sartre (1985), 78; (1982a), 84.

%% This is pointed out, in particular, by Kaizer (2002), 65.

* IGRRP 3.1276-7. See also IGRRP 3.1273.

510 “The city is generally identified as Dionysias. See Grainger (1995), 180; MacAdam (1986), 68-73; Sartre
(1982b), 85-6; Jones (1971), 292. A further, unfortunately very fragmentary, inscription from Soada links the
people of the settlement (Zoadenveic) to the city (/GRRP 3.1275).

1 Roussel (1976). See also Jones (1987); Triall (1975). With reference to Palmyra, see Yon (2002), 51-4.

153



There is, therefore, very little evidence for tribes performing any sort of
administrative role in former kingdoms and principalities. Tribal identities are rarely seen in
the Greek documentary texts associated with the Roman provincial administration and typical
of the Eastern provinces. The only case in which we can see tribes performing an
administrative function in a former kingdom or principality demonstrates this point further.
Where tribes appear to be undertaking an administrative role in the provincia Arabia, the
titles they are given reflect a Roman perspective of them, informed by the linguistic and
political culture endemic of provincial rule. The groups of tribal nomads in the Hauran were
thus called parembolai nomadon, rather than being identified by their tribe, and the unit from
Rawwafah was called the ethnos Thamoudenon rather than being identified by the smaller
tribes within that ethnic designation.

The evidence for tribes as social organisations reflects similar changes. As I have
already discussed at some length, there seems to be a conceptual difference between Semitic
languages and Greek in how social and political affiliations are expressed.’'> The well-known
Nabataean-Greek bilingual inscription from Medaba, quoted elsewhere, shows that tribal
identities were better, or more appropriately, expressed in Nabataean than in Greek.’" The
imposition of provincial rule in the former Nabataean Kingdom, along with the resulting
linguistic change from Nabataean to Greek, saw a change whereby tribal identities were no
longer the most prevalent means of social and political identification. Though they still
feature occasionally, tribes are notably absent from the, largely Greek, epigraphy of provincia
Arabia’™* The way in which tribes do appear, however, suggests that they remained a
prevalent means of organisation. An inscription from Deir, in the Hauran, from 320 gives us
an important perspective on the relationship between tribes and villages. The dedicators of the

inscription are listed with their village and tribe:

512 See above, 2.2.3; 2.3.2.
13 Milik (1958), 243-6, 0.6, quoted in 2.3.2.
514 See Millar (1993a), 420-4; MacAdam (1986), 54-61.
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Kdaooyo)g Mariyaboc kdp(ng) Pepéag eui(fg) Xapntnvdv, kai ITadrlog Ma&yivog
Kdp(ng) Mepdoymv euA(fic) Avdnvav >

“Kassios Malichathos, village Rheimeas, tribe of the Xaretenoi, and Paulos

Maximinos, village of the Merdochoi, tribe of the Audenoi.”

This inscription shows two individuals identified by both their village and their

tribe.>"®

The dual identity of these men contrasts with the majority of the epigraphic evidence
from this time and place. The writers of Semitic inscriptions, particularly Safaitic graffiti, are
usually identified by their tribes, whilst writers of Greek inscriptions are usually identified by
their village alone or by their village and their city.

This discrepancy led Frangois Villeneuve to argue that tribal identities were linked to
nomadism and the phylai seen in villages were an adaptation of tribal language undertaken by
sedentarised nomads.”"” There is no difference, however, in the terminology used by nomadic
and sedentary peoples to denote tribes. Villeneuve assumes that tribes were necessarily linked
to nomadism; without making this assumption, there is little evidence to make this claim.
Research into Safaitic graffiti has increasingly found that there was constant interaction
between nomads and sedentaries in southern Syria and northern Arabia so there seems to be
little reason to suspect that a tribe could not have both sedentary and nomadic members.’

Inscriptions like the one quoted above show that people in villages could be members
of tribes and could reasonably express their identity in these terms. The fact that tribes appear
relatively infrequently in the Greek inscriptions from provincia Arabia is testament to the
changes associated with the process of provincialisation and how people adapted to Roman

rule. The rise of village communities and the use of villages as a means of political and social

identification accompanied the arrival of a more classical epigraphic culture. The language of

*1% Wadd. 2393.

516 On this phenomenon, see Macdonald (1998), 182; (1993), 352. Other inscriptions from the same region, also
cited by Macdonald, show the same formulation: Wadd. 2265; 2396b.

17 villeneuve (1989), 134-5.

518 See, in particular, Macdonald (2014). See also Macdonald (1993), 346-52; Sartre (1992), and, more generally,
(2009).
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administration changed from Nabataean to Greek, and the nature of the inscriptions
themselves changed as monumental public inscriptions became more common.’"

We can see a similar trend in the epigraphy from the former Ituraean principalities
and Emesa. There is a dearth of epigraphy from these regions dating to the dynastic period.’*
The provincial period, however, saw the rise of formal Greek inscriptions in which villages

and cities are portrayed as the most important means of social and political organisation.”*' T

n
these regions, which were often linked with tribal identities whilst under dynastic rule, there
seems to have been a process of change, associated with provincialisation, whereby people
increasingly adopted a Greco-Roman epigraphic habit, writing formal, public inscriptions in
Greek.

In conclusion, we can see a clear change in the former Nabatacan Kingdom, at least,
whereby the tribe no longer featured as an important means of social and political
organisation. The social and political role of tribes seems to be obfuscated by our evidence,
which presents an external, Roman perspective of these groups. The plentiful epigraphic
evidence from provincia Arabia allows us some perspective on this process, but we have
virtually no comparable evidence from elsewhere. There is no mention of tribes in the
documentary evidence from Emesa, the former Ituraean Principalities, and Osrhoene —
regions that are widely associated with tribes — as our source material consists almost entirely
of formal Greek inscriptions that emerge from village contexts. It does not seem likely that
the tribe ceased to be a form of political and social organisation under provincial rule. It is
still used by both settled and nomadic peoples as a means of identification, but it seems to be
significantly less important in the formal Greek inscriptions and Greco-Roman political

discourse associated with provincial rule.

519 On the nature of Greek epigraphy in the Hauran, see Macdonald (1998), 180-1; (1993), 351-2; Sartre (1992),
51-2.

20 See above, 2.2.3.

521 See the inscriptions collected in /GLS 5; 6; and 11. On Greco-Roman epigraphy and village life in the former
Ituraean principalities and Emesa, from Mount Hermon, Emesa (modern Homs), and the Beqa Valley, see the
introduction to /GLS 11, pp.16-7; Aliquot (1999-2003), 224-53; Millar (1993a), 310; Rey-Coquais (1993); Dar
(1993); (1988). See further below, 2.3.4.

156



2.3.4. Villages

Two Greek terms are used for settlements: kome (“village”) and polis (“city”). The
presence of civic institutions, a citizen body and city council, is the distinguishing factor
between these two types of settlement. The term kome, referring to a settlement with a
sedentary population but without a city constitution, thus refers to a variety of settlements that
can differ greatly in their size, layout, and appearance.” Settlements called komai can have
monumental public spaces and buildings as well as village officials and a significant degree
of local autonomy.

The village, thus defined, has long been recognised as the most prevalent means of

settlement in the Roman Near East.’?

We have significant archaeological evidence for a
series of long-standing villages, albeit limited to a few particular regions.”** Documentary
evidence from the provincial period provides us with a wealth of further information,
portraying a dense network of semi-autonomous village communities. In this section, I shall
examine how the role of villages changed after the imposition of provincial rule in former
kingdoms and principalities. Whilst the village was a common type of settlement from at least
the Hellenistic period, it became an increasingly important means of political and social
organisation after the imposition of provincial rule. This change seems to have brought about
a significant change in the amount and type of evidence from regions where villages were
prevalent: we have a great deal of evidence, mostly Greek inscriptions, for networks of
village communities that is particular to the provincial period.

We have relatively little literary evidence for the importance of villages in former

kingdoms and principalities. Josephus’ description of first-century Palestine — discussed in

some detail above — gives us a rare insight into this type of local political organisation in

522 See Sartre (2001), 771-3 on the variation between villages. See the further discussion above, 2.2.4.

2 See Choi (2013), 125-30; Sartre (2001), 766-76; Kennedy (1999), 97-8; Millar (1993a), 347-50; Graf (1992), 5-
2 In particular, there has been extensive research on village life in the Hauran in southern Syria and northern
Arabia, and in the limestone massif in north-west Syria. See the bibliography listed in 2.2.4.
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provincia Judaea.>” Josephus describes Galilee, Peraea, Samaria, and Judaea in turn, defining
them primarily in terms of the villages within these areas. Cities, in contrast, lie outside of
their boundaries. Although Josephus describes some areas controlled by Agrippa II — Galilee
and Peraca — and some in provincia Judaea — Samaria and Judaea — there seems to be little
difference in how villages are depicted. As part of this description, Josephus names eleven

administrative divisions led by villages, called toparchies, in Judaea.*

These toparchies
remained from the period of Ptolemaic rule in Judaea and existed in both Herodian and
Roman Judaea. A papyrus from Murabb“at, dated to AD 124, confirms that this arrangement
continued into the second century AD; it mentions a toparchy named after the fortress and
royal palace Herodion.”” The picture we get from Josephus, therefore, is one of continuity:
villages were prevalent under both dynastic and provincial rule and the system of toparchies,
in which villages played important administrative roles, continued into the provincial period.
Outside of literary sources, however, there is a stark change in the nature of our
evidence under provincial rule. The imposition of provincial rule accompanied a wave of
Greek epigraphy and documents originating from villages in Syria, Arabia, the Anti-Lebanon,
and the Middle Euphrates. Much scholarly attention has been paid in particular to the
epigraphy of southern Syria and northern Arabia since the classic article of George McLean
Harper in 1928.°*® Scholarship has highlighted three important aspects of village life in the
Roman Near East made visible by this evidence: village bureaucracy; interaction and
collaboration between villages; and Roman involvement in these villages. The evidence for

village life, particularly concentrated in the Hauran but more sparsely visible elsewhere,

depicts a dense network of village communities that interacted freely with each other and

525 Jos. BJ 3.35-58. This extended passage is discussed at length above, 2.2.4.

526 Jos. BJ 3.54-6. Cf. Plin. HN 5.70. See the discussion above, 2.2.4.

527 p Mur. 115.2. This is pointed out by Cotton (1999b), 85; Isaac (1992), 68. Herodion does not seem to have ever
been a city, and is described primarily as a fortress and royal palace by Josephus (4J 15.324). On Herodion, see
Netzer (1981). Other documents show settlements subordinated to the leading villages of toparchies: Engaddi to
Jericho (P Yadin 16.16); Bethbassi to Herodion, Galoda to Akrabatta, and Batharda to Gophna (P Mur. 115.2-3).
528 The bibliography on this topic is vast. See, in particular, Harper (1928). See also Sartre-Fauriat and Sartre
(2014), 17-23; Gnoli (2013); Sartre (1999); (1993); (1992); MacAdam (1995); (1986); (1984); (1983); Grainger
(1995); Gnoli and Mazza (1994); Graf (1992); Villeneuve (1989); (1985); Dentzer-Feydy (1988).
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represented a point of contact with the Roman authorities. I do not aim to reproduce the work
done on village epigraphy; instead, I shall briefly illustrate the most important issues.
Epigraphy from the Hauran shows a variety of different officials attached to certain
Villages.529 For instance, an inscription from Shahba, dated to AD 177-180, uses the phrase
émi Aildpov Aapévov otpatnyod and ends with Ailapog Aapévov otpa(tnyoc).”” The
authority of the strategos Ailamos is defined by the village Labanos. Another, from Eitha, of
uncertain date, was dedicated by a certain ‘Hpaxhitog Xapntog otpatnyéc.” These texts
explicitly link the authority of these officials to particular villages. We have similar evidence
for a variety of other village magistrates: epimeletes; pistos; pronoetes; dioiketes; episkopos;
oikonomos: ekdikos; and some others.’ 32
The majority of the evidence for these village officials comes from the Hauran, but
there are enough parallels from elsewhere to show that this sort of organisation was more
widespread. An inscription from the town of Hammara, on the northern part of the Anti-
Lebanon, mentions epimeletai in conjunction with a village, Ainkania:
Ayabi] TO[y]n [tod peyiot]ov Awdg: a[v]E Toyn Aiv[koviog].
€mi APupeo[vg] Amordvapiov dpyepéwg, E[E]
Avpniot, Bapearag Oidinmov kai OxPeog OkPeov
kai BripvAiog APupeovg kail Agiavng IM'epua[vod]
kol Maxedovig APypeovg kol Beghafog A . . .
gmpeAn ol amd kdung Aivkaviog éxticavto 2
“To the good fortune of the greatest Zeus. Increase the fortune of Ainkania. From
Abimmeos, son of Apollinarios, high-priest, six Aurelii, Barealas, son of Philippos,
Okbeos, son of Okbeos, Berullos, son of Abimmeos, Aeianes, son of Germanos,
Makedonis, son of Abimmeos, and Beeliabos, son of . . ., epimeletai, from the
village Ainkania, paid for it.”
The use of the name Aurelius allows us to date this inscription to the reign of

Antoninus Pius at the earliest. The inscription gives us the names of six epimeletai involved

in funding the construction of a temple. They are described as dnd kodung Aivkaviag (“from

529 This is emphasised by MacAdam (1986), 57-87; Harper (1928). Grainger (1995) provides a list of attested
officials from the Hauran. See now Sartre-Fauriat and Sartre (2014), 17-23.

530 JGRRP 3.1195. See Grainger (1995), 189; Harper (1928), 120.

331 IGRRP 3.1137. See Grainger (1995), 189; Harper (1928), 120. Harper’s suggestion, based on this inscription,
that the strategos was the only major official of the village goes too far.

532 See the lists, with references, compiled by Grainger (1995).

53 IGLS 6.2986. Adapted translation.
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the village of Ainkania”). It is possible that this description was simply a recognition of their
birthplace, but it seems more likely, given the absence of any other group responsible for
building the temple, that they were funding the temple on behalf of the village Ainkania.***
There is a substantial body of evidence — too much to show comprehensively here —
for officials whose authority stems from a village. Our view is certainly coloured by the
comparatively plentiful epigraphy from the Hauran, but we can see similar village officials

535
elsewhere.

The few examples shown above illustrate the nature of our evidence.
Inscriptions like these attest to the affiliations of these officials and the actions they undertake,
but there is little evidence to show how the villages were organised internally.”*® The very
presence of village officials, however, shows that villages must have operated as political
entities, probably with some significant local autonomy.

The second important aspect of village life in former kingdoms and principalities is
the way in which villages, and their members, communicated and collaborated with each
other. There is a significant body of evidence for villages involved in joint building
projects. 7 An important inscription from Deir-el-Leben in the Hauran seems to
commemorate such an action:

Awg dvikitov ‘Hilov Oeod Aduov éxticOn 10 mepifforeov g adAflg o Kaooiov
MayGBov kdp(ng) Peypéog kai Hoviov Ma&ivov kdung Mapdoyov, tiotdv >
“Of Zeus, of the unconquered sun, of the god of Aumon, was built a colonnade of
the court by Kassios, son of Malichathos, of the village Reimea, and Paulos, son of
Maximinos, of the village Mardoxon, pistoi.”

This inscription commemorates the building of a court supervised by two pistoi, both

of whom are identified by their village. Harper assumes that the building work was

534 See Aliquot (2008), 89-95, who sees the sanctuary at Ainkania as a ‘village sanctuary’ and emphasises the role
of villages in the religious life of Mount Hermon in general. See further Aliquot (2009), 71-127.

535 The network of villages in Galilee seems to have had a similar village bureaucracy in the second and third
centuries AD. See Hirschfeld (1997); Safrai (1994); Goodman (1983), 118-28.

536 Choi (2013), 125-30; Harper (1928), 142-5 have argued that some villages were home to councils similar to
those found in cities, but there are no attested examples of such a body. This is discussed further above, 2.3.2.

337 See, in particular, Sartre (1993), 125-7; MacAdam (1986), 58-61; Harper (1928), 123-6; 152-3.

¥ Wadd. 2394.
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539

undertaken by the villages, of which the pistoi were representatives.” This, however, is not

made clear by the text, which seems to link the two men, Kassios and Paulos, to their villages
rather than their role as pistoi. Another inscription from Duweiri, in the Hauran, dated to AD

326, shows a very similar undertaking:

£mi VIaTOV TOV Kupiev Mudv Kovotav-

teivov Avyobvotov 10 (" kol Kovetavteiov £n-

wpaveotdtov Kaicapog 10 o', mpovoig Apelabov gi<a>pi kai Xooe-
Tov ‘Poveivov kdung

Appoavov

Kol Zoppapyog G-

MrTov Koung A-

YPEVOV,

motovg Og[o]d Avpov oikodoun O dyv-

poOV Kol T mepifoira

“Under the consulship of Constantine Augustus for the seventh time and Constantius
the most noble Caesar for the first time, by the foresight of Amelathos, priest, and by
Chasetos, son of Roufinos, of the village of Harrana, and Summarchos, son of
Philippos, of the village of Agraina, pistoi of the god of Aumos, a barn and walls
were built here.”

In this case, pistoi from two villages are involved jointly in the construction of a barn
and walls, presumably to support a temple complex of some sort. In this inscription as well,
the two individuals are linked to their villages, but their role as pistoi is instead described in
terms of the god (mioTovg Bg[0]D Avpov [sic]).

The two ambiguous inscriptions quoted here leave us with multiple possibilities about
the building projects and the officials involved. It is possible that the pistoi in both these cases
are acting on behalf of their villages, but they might also have been representatives of the
sanctuary instead.”*' Even if they were not referred to as the pistoi of their villages then it is

542

still very possible that the building work was funded by the villages.”™ Whatever the answers

to these questions, it is important that both individuals identify themselves by their village:

539 Harper (1928), 123-4.

0 IGLS 15.254.

4 Pistoi have been known to be attached to villages or to particular sanctuaries. See, in particular, Sartre-Fauriat
and Sartre (2014), 319; Sartre (1993), 125-7. With reference to neighbouring Mount Hermon, Aliquot (2008), 92-3,
maintains a distinction between the officials and treasure of villages and those of neighbouring sanctuaries.

%42 For the role of villages funding public building works, see, in particular, Sartre-Fauriat (1999); Sartre (1993),
125-7; Harper (1928), 152-3.
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these inscriptions demonstrate how the village was used as a marker of identity when people
interacted with other groups.

Documents from the Middle Euphrates region give us a further glimpse of the
frequent communications between villages.* For instance, a deed of sale from AD 252
shows a trader travelling between villages:

£toug Y& unvog Aaioiov yu' év Bneovpeq k(odun): dn[édoto AvAiasiog ABotiatov]
(kod(ung) Bovacapowv oikodvtog évtadtbo dodAnv ovopg[tt Ovapdavaioy TV

EmucAn -

Ogi[oav Atavny-] vacat émpiato vacat Apioovta ABdapd[ov (Snvapiov) ev'] **

“In the year 563, the 13th day of the month of Daisios, in the village of Beth
Phouraia, Aulaias, son of Abdilaios, of the village of Banasamsa, who lives here, has
sold a slave named Vardannaia, also known as Diane. Abisautas, son of Abidardas,
has bought her for 550 denarii.”

The seller in this contract identifies himself by his village, Banasamsa, but notes that

1.>* The text is emblematic of the

he lives in Beth Phouraia, where he is conducting this dea
village culture depicted by the Middle Euphrates archive: it shows a culture in which villages
were the main means of portraying self-identity and villagers interacted freely and frequently
with other villages.>*

The third aspect of village life in the Roman Near East that has been emphasised is
the extent of direct Roman involvement. A significant number of inscriptions, discussed in
detail by Jones, MacAdam, and Grainger, show Roman soldiers involved in the construction
of public buildings in villages.**’ Jones and MacAdam argued that Roman centurions, who
appear frequently in these inscriptions, were part of the village administration of the region.
As Grainger points out, however, soldiers were often utilised in ad hoc construction

projects.*®

8 See, in particular, Kaizer (2017), 75-80; Mazza (2007); Gnoli (2000); Millar (1993a), 129-30.

3% p Euphr. 9.1-3. Adapted translation.

%5 See also, similarly, P Euphr. 8.

54 See also, from the Middle Euphrates region, P Dura 25; 26.

7 Grainger (1995), 183-4; MacAdam (1986), 54-6; Jones (1931b), 268. See also Sartre (1993), 125-34. For
centurions involved in construction projects in villages of the Hauran, see, for instance, Wadd. 2438; 2528; 2525;
2213; AAES 392; IGRRP 3.1290.

8 Grainger (1995), 184.
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We have, therefore, a well-defined picture of village life in the provinces of the
Roman Near East. Certain regions, such as the Hauran, Galilee, Mount Hermon, and the
Middle Euphrates region, give us plentiful evidence for a vast network of semi-autonomous
village communities. The inhabitants of these villages defined themselves by their village
communities, which employed a series of officials in charge primarily, from what we can see,

of building projects and financial matters.*

The evidence for village life in former kingdoms
and principalities can be starkly contrasted with that from the dynastic period. Whilst we have
a significant amount of evidence to suggest that the village was a prevalent means of
settlement, there is little sign of the network of village communities that we see in the
provinces.” The type of documentary evidence discussed here, in which personal identities
tied to villages and communal building by village officials evoke a village context, is
particular to the provincial period.

Whilst the documentary evidence provides an excellent view of village life in the
provinces of the Roman Near East, there is relatively little to show how these networks of
villages were organised. One potential avenue is the corpus of ten inscriptions from the
Hauran, collected by Maurice Sartre, that shows a number of villages in that region were

given the title metrokome.>'

A. H. M. Jones, followed by Henry Innes MacAdam, saw these
metrokomiai as part of a Roman policy of city creation and promotion in the region.’”

The inscriptions themselves offer little information about the title other than the fact
that it was given to a particular village. The villages Akraba, Neeila, Saura, Zoarana, and

Borechath Sabadn are all attested with the title, and we can likely ascribe it to Phaina and

Thelsee as well.>* According to Jones and MacAdam’s interpretation, metrokomiai were an

¥ As is emphasised by Harper (1928).

530 The evidence from the dynastic period is discussed above, 2.2.4.

53! The inscriptions are quoted in full in Sartre’s comprehensive article (Sartre [19997).

552 MacAdam (1986), 53-8; 79-88; (1983); Jones (1931b), 275. On this policy in general, see Jones (1971).

553 Akraba: IGLS 14.1.518 (untpokmpio Akpopa kai Acwv); Neeila: IGLS 14.1.461 (unrpokopic Nesthov);
Saura: /GLS 15.104 (untpox(ountog) Zovpa); Zoarana: IGRRP 3.1155 ([oi amd pntpolkmuiog); Borechath
Sabaon: IGLS 14.1.28 (untpokopio Bopeyad Zafdwv). The dedicator of an inscription from Phaina (/GLS 15.13)
is attested as being puntpokmpig tod Tpdywvog (“in the metrokome of Trachén™); we can probably presume that
this metrokome is Phaina, but this is not certain. A further inscription attributes the title metrokome to a group
rather than a village: it mentions the [rpw]tevdvteg Thg Oehoenvdv pntpolkmdung (“notables of the metrokome of
the Thelsenoi”). As Sartre (1999), 202-3, assumes this likely refers to the people of a village Thelsee. The other
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intermediate step before the founding of a city and had administrative responsibilities in their
territory in accordance with that role. However, as John Grainger most notably pointed out, it
is difficult to argue for a process of development as none of the metrokomiai ever became
cities.”™

Sartre developed this idea with the ingenious suggestion that metrokomiai were a de
facto replacement for cities due to the fact that much of this region belonged to an Imperial
estate and founding cities would deprive the Imperial treasury of revenue.’ This
interpretation suffers from the lack of evidence for metrokomiai in the Roman period. There is
no contemporary evidence to support his claim that metrokomiai represented an
administrative centre in the absence of cities; he lends too much weight to the later evidence
from the codices of Theodosius and Justinian, from the fifth and sixth centuries.”®

More recently, Tommaso Gnoli has rejected the administrative role that metrokomiai
were thought to have had in the Hauran.”’ He compares the title metrokome to the closest
parallels in the Roman Near East, metropolis and metrocolonia. Both of these titles seem to

58 In the

have been honorific and did not confer any special administrative or legal role.
absence of any evidence that attests to metrokomiai having a privileged administrative or
legal position, this comparison seems compelling. The title metrokome was most likely an
honorific position that did not confer any particular administrative or legal responsibilities.
The ten attestations of metrokomiai in Trachonitis and Batanaea, therefore, do not tell
us very much about the administration of the network of villages in the Hauran. They are,
however, an indication of the level of interaction between these villages and the Roman

provincial administration. If the title metrokome functioned in a similar way to metropolis or

metrocolonia, then it seems likely that it would have to be conferred, or at least authorised, by

two inscriptions, /GLS 14.1.434, from Rayfa, and /GLS 1.153, from Cyrrhos, are very fragmentary and the
reconstruction of the title metrokome is questionable.

534 Grainger (1995), 182.

555 Sartre (1999).

536 In the most recent study of the topic, Gnoli (2013), 287-9 discusses the possibility of the term’s meaning and
implications changing in late antiquity.

57 Gnoli (2013).

% On the title metropolis in general, see Deininger (1965), 143. With reference to former kingdoms and
principalities, see Gascou (1999); Millar (1993a), 95; Sartre (1985), 74; Negev (1977), 642. On metrocoloniae, see
Millar (1990a); Levick (1967).
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the Roman authorities.”® At the very least we can thus assume that Roman officials were in a
position to determine which of the villages merited the title.

Documents from the Middle Euphrates region provide us another perspective on how
networks of villages, albeit not in any former kingdoms or principalities, were organised.”® It
is worth quoting the opening to one of the documents, a petition made to the governor of

Syria in order to prevent the theft of property during a dispute from AD 245:

€mi Yma(towv) Avtokpd(topoc) Kaioapog Mdapkov Tovriov didinmov Xef(actod) kal
Meooiov Tirtiovod npd mévie koM ovddv) ZentepPp(imv) Etovg Tpitov y46”
unvog Agov i’ év Avtioy(gig) koM @vig) untpomdAet &v

taig Adpravaig Oepueg [vacat]

TovAip Tpeiock® @ dSaonuotdte Emdpy® Mecomotapiog S1€movTl TV VroTEiOV
napd Apyddov

doiraov kol Dlmto Nispatabov kol Ovopmdov ZvpcsBapoyov kai APedcavta
APediapda dvimv ano koung Bne-

@ovPNG KVPLoKT|g Tiig mepl Armadavay. [vacat] Egovteg, KOPlE, AUEIGOATNOY pETAED
TV GUV-

KOUNTAOV MUV mepl xdpag kal £tépav, avitbouev évtadba ducatoloyncabot Tapd
i of} xpNoTo-

mre..>!

“In the consulship of Autokrator Kaisar Marcus Julius Philippus Sebastos and

Maesius Tittianus, five days before the Kalends of September, in the year 293, on the

28th day of the month Loos, at Antioch, colony and metropolis, in the baths of

Hadrian:

To Julius Priscus, the most perfect prefect of Mesopotamia, exercising proconsular

power, from Archodes, son of Phallaios, Philotas, son of Nisraiabos, Vorodes, son of

Sumisbarachos, and Abezautas, son of Abediardas, from the imperial village Beth

Phouraia near Appadana:

Having a dispute, lord, with our fellow villagers concerning land and other things,

we came here to plead our case before your goodness...”

The most striking aspect of this document is how it evokes its village context. The

petition is made by four people who identify themselves by their village. The dispute in

question is between these individuals and other people from their village, called synkometoi

(“co-villagers”). Everyone involved in this case is identified by their membership of the

559 This is pointed out by Gnoli (2013), 280.
580 See Feissel and Gascou (1995).
561 p Euphr. 1.1-7. Translation adapted from Feissel and Gascou (1995).
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village Beth Phouraia.’® As discussed above, this sort of village-orientated documentary
evidence, whereby the village was the most important means of geographical orientation and
social identity, is particular to the provincial period.

An important feature of this document is how it describes the petitioners’ village,
Beth Phouraia, in terms of the nearby village Appadana (o xdpung Bne|eodpng kupraxiig
g mepl Ammadavav: “from the imperial village Beth Phouraia near Appadana”). The
relationship seems to be more than one of proximity: the petition calls for the procurator of
Appadana, Claudius Ariston, to intervene and secure the property until the dispute is
arbitrated.® Appadana’s administrative role in this issue would suggest that the phrase peri
Appadanan denotes an administrative relationship.>*

Our documents do not present the relationship between Beth Phouraia and Appadana
with any consistency. Of the six documents written at Beth Phouraia, only the petition from

245 quoted here describes the village with reference to Appadana.’®

Whilst the phrase peri
Appadanan reflects the administrative function Appadana performed as the home of the
Roman praefect, it does not seem to denote a well-defined or formalised administrative

relationship. >

Nathaniel Andrade defines the relationship between Beth Phouraia and
Appadana by calling the latter a metrokome.>®’ This title is misleading for two reasons. Firstly,
the title itself is misplaced: Appadana is never attested with the title metrokome and the title
itself does not seem to confer any administrative responsibilities. Secondly, it does not reflect
how the relationship is represented: it is not formalised with a title or consistent formulaic
language.

Documents from Nahal Hever present the relationship between the villages Maoza

and Zoara in much the same way, describing Maoza in terms of its geographical proximity to

%62 On the identification of this village see the thorough study by Gnoli (2000), esp.57-8.

563 p Euphr. 1.14-5.

564 On this, see Edwell (2008), 70-1. This is assumed by Andrade (2010), 318; Cotton, Cockle, and Millar (1995),
220, with reference to P Euphr. 8.

%65 The following documents from the Middle Euphrates archive were written in Beth Phouraia: P Euphr. 11 (AD
232); 15 (235); 13 (243); 12 (244); 1 (245); 8 (251); 9 (252).

366 Cf: also two similar cases from the same archive where one village is described in terms of another: P Euphr
5.2-3 (BaBoapPaba Apoivong kd(ung) Maydding tiig Zewpaknviic) and 8.9-10 (APcoipag ARdpmdakov KOUNG
BnaOayong tiic ABovpnviig mepydpov Oeyavafmv).

567 Andrade (2010), 318.
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its larger neighbour Zoara.>*®

As 1 have argued above, these descriptions depict a loose
administrative and political relationship rather than a formalised system of administrative
divisions.”” The portrayal we get from these two sets of documents, from the Middle
Euphrates and Arabia, is that little formal organisation was imposed on the networks of
villages in these regions. It seems to have been normal for villages to interact with each other
and for larger settlements to have performed certain administrative tasks. There is little
evidence, however, for any sort of formalised administrative or political relationship between
villages where one was subordinate to another.

In conclusion, the imposition of provincial rule on kingdoms and principalities led to
a significant change in the role and status of the village in our evidence. It seems likely that it
was a prevalent and important type of settlement in the dynastic period, but the provincial
period saw a drastic increase in Greek epigraphy from these villages. Documents from the

region, both on stone and parchment, depict networks of semi-autonomous villages; this type

of evidence, evincing this distinct village context, is particular to the provincial period.

2.4. Conclusions

Between them, the political units discussed above — kings and princes, provincial
government, cities, tribes, and villages — represent the means by which people and places
were governed and conceptualised. Discussion of their position in kingdoms and principalities
and how it changed after the imposition of provincial rule has allowed us to conceptualise
political administration under dynastic rule.

The most important conclusion to come from this discussion is that kingdoms and
principalities were heterogeneous. On the one hand, they each occupied different territories,

each of which had its own people, geography, and distinct culture. On the other, they were

568 Maoza is described in terms of proximity to Zoara in three main ways: by using peri (P Yadin 5.i.4; 15.16-7;

19.10-1; 23.23; 25.28; P Hever 64.a.3); by attributing the term perimetron to Zoara (P Yadin 20.22-3; 21.5-6; 22.5-
6); and by placing Zoara in the genitive (P Yadin 16.13-4; 37.2-3; P Hever 62.12). See further above, 2.3.2.
3 See above, 2.3.2.
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each ruled by a king or prince with their own heritage and ideology of rule. Whilst kings and
princes in the Near East all followed in some way from the traditions of Persian and
Hellenistic kingship, they were all distinctly different from one another. This heterogeneity
was intrinsic to dynastic rule: kings and princes with different backgrounds and perspectives
were entrusted with different people and territories. In contrast, whilst provinces did differ
significantly from one another, we can identify a schema of provincial rule, characterised by
its association with Greek cities, the use of Greek and Latin as administrative languages, and
the authority of Roman officials.

The role of cities, tribes, and villages in kingdoms and principalities differed greatly
in accordance with the nature of the territory in question. There is little evidence to suggest a
trend of administrative development leading towards provincial rule. The independent Greek
cities that defined the eastern provinces were never comfortable under the control of dynasts;
they were systematically — and often at their request — removed from dynastic control. In all
cases, provincialisation seems to have resulted in a significant change for the regions once
under dynastic rule.

Whilst various factors determined the role of cities, tribes, and villages in kingdoms
and principalities, the role of language is worth emphasising. Our evidence is indelibly
influenced by the language of expression. There seems to be a significant difference between
Semitic languages and Greek in how the writer expresses the world around them. When
writing in Semitic languages, people tend to emphasise the importance of tribes and personal
relationships; when writing in Greek, settlements are more prominent. We cannot be sure
whether the choice of language has influenced our view of social and political topography, or
if the nature of the political organisation has determined the language of expression. The
answer seems to lie between these two alternatives. Each type of political unit was linked to a
particular linguistic and political culture.

Each kingdom and principality was the product of a particular group of people in a
particular place. Whilst we can identify certain trends in how each type of political unit was

employed, the diversity inherent to dynastic rule extended to political organisation at every
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level. The same types of political unit were used across the region, but the particular form in
which they occurred and the way in which kings and princes interacted with them was usually

specific to one kingdom or another.
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3. Arbitration and enforcement

3.1. Introduction

The need for a legal framework that settled disputes and maintained order was as
fundamental in the Roman Empire as it is today. Laws govern behaviour and shape
interaction in all levels of society; no study of administration can reasonably omit a
discussion of the law. It is particularly pertinent in this case as so much of the evidence we
have for administrative practice in the Roman Near East comes from legal documents.'
Documents from the Judaean desert and the Middle Euphrates, some of which have been
discussed in chapter two, represent substantial sources of evidence for Roman administration
and daily life in the region. This chapter examines the systems that resolved disputes and
maintained order in kingdoms and principalities. In what follows, I shall discuss my approach
to legal administration.

In much the same way as the political units discussed in chapter two both reflected
and defined the societies in which they existed, systems of law were both a product and a
determinant of society. Scholarship, albeit particularly concerned with the later Roman
Empire, has recently emphasised the pluralism of legal practice in the provinces.” As Clifford
Ando states in his influential Law, Language, and Empire in the Roman Tradition:

“The civil law was an instrument of empire. It was not, or was not simply, as Roman
legal philosophers claimed, a body of rules crafted through communal deliberation
and approved by the citizen body for use strictly over itself. On the contrary, many
of its most characteristic features ... developed in response to the challenges posed
when the Latinate legal system of the single and singular polity of Rome was
g:f;%};?g 330 as to embrace, incorporate, and govern discrepant people and cultures

For Ando, the heterogeneous cultures and peoples in the Empire were reflected in

heterogeneous civil law. This represents a significant change to previous modern

! This is pointed out by Bryen (2012), 771-5, in particular. For the documents of the Roman Near East, see the
classic article of Cotton, Cockle, and Millar (1995), and now Gascou (2009). See further, 1.3.

% See, for instance, Humfress (2013b); (2011); Ando (2011); Tuori (2007); Harries (2003); (2001); (1999). On
legal pluralism in general, see the overview of Berman (2009).

? Ando (2011), ix.
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interpretations of law in the Roman Empire, which saw it as a single codified and universally
applied legal system.*

The study of legal documents from the Roman Near East has long recognised the
influence of multiple different legal traditions. A long-standing approach to these documents
has been to identify parallels in the documents’ phrasing with various legal systems in order
to identify what laws the documents operated under. Of particular note is the remarkable body
of work produced by Hannah Cotton in her studies of the Babatha archive; her articles deal
with particular laws or issues stemming from the documents.’

In 2007, Jacobine Oudshoorn published a monograph entitled The Relationship
between Roman and Local Law in the Babatha and Salome Komaise Archives, which sought
to compare the law as seen in the documents from Nahal Hever with Judaean, Hellenistic, and
Roman legal systems.® She concludes that the documents operated under substantive Judaean
law but adopted formal aspects of Roman law. A number of potential problems arise from this
approach.’ Firstly, we have no contemporary sources for the legal systems with which the
documents are compared: the source used for Judaean law is the third-century Mishnah,
whilst Roman law is derived from fifth- and sixth-century codices. Secondly, this approach
assumes that the protagonists were thinking in terms of discrete legal systems, that litigants in
the Roman Empire had a clear choice between different venues governed by distinct legal
codes.

Legal practice in the provinces, as recent scholarship has emphasised, was subject to
the influences of many different legal traditions and is best treated as the product of a
particular time and place rather than the implementation of a clear set of rules. On this basis,
Kimberley Czajkowski’s recent monograph, Localized Law: the Babatha and Salome

Komaise Archives, analyses legal documents from a ‘ground-up’ approach, focusing on the

* On this approach and the change to a pluralistic model see, in particular, Czajkowski (2017), 17-21; Tuori (2007).
3 See Cotton (2003); (2002a); (2002b); (2001b); (1999a); (1998); (1997a); (1997b); (1997¢); (1996); (1995a);
(1995b); (1994); (1993); Cotton and Greenfield (1994); (1995). See also the papers in Katzoff and Schaps (2005).
Cotton takes a similar approach towards documents from Roman Arabia in a more recent article: Cotton (2009).

6 Oudshoorn (2007).

7 Czajkowski (2017), 9-24 provides an excellent account of the weaknesses of this approach. See also Healey
(2013).
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actions taken by the protagonists in the documents to negotiate disputes.® She thus situates

3

legal practice “within its social, temporal and geographical situation.”’ Czajkowski has
demonstrated that it is not necessarily profitable to find parallels to phrases or formulae in
legal documents. The practice of law in the provinces was more akin to a negotiation where
all parties resolved disputes by interacting with known precedents and traditions.

We have significantly less information for legal administration in kingdoms and
principalities than under provincial rule and yet the issues that arise are similar. We have no
evidence for codified sets of laws operating under dynastic rule; our view of legal frameworks
comes almost exclusively from documentary sources. The only examples of codified law
codes in these regions are the third-century Mishnah and the fourth-century Tosefta, which
were both compiled after the annexation of Palestine into provincial territory.'® Scholarship
investigating Herodian Palestine has increasingly moved away from reliance on these later
texts. Discussion of the legal responsibilities of the High Priest and Sanhedrin, for instance,
no longer relies on later rabbinic texts but rather emphasises the contemporary sources and
context.''

Recent scholarship on legal issues in kingdoms and principalities more widely takes a
similar context- and practice-focused approach towards the material. Of particular note is
John Healey’s work on Semitic legal documents from across the Near East. His publication of
tomb inscriptions at Hegra, The Nabataean Tomb Inscriptions of Mada’in Salih, as well as his
work on Syriac papyri from Edessa and Dura, place these legal texts in their contemporary
context and focus on legal practice.'? This sort of approach, which emphasises legal
administration rather than any legal traditions the documents appeal to, seems to be more

profitable.

¥ Czajkowski (2017). On a ‘ground-up’ approach to law in the provinces, see also Humfress (forthcoming); (2014);
(2013a); (2011); Kantor (2016); (2014); (2012); (2009); Galsterer (1986). See also Czajkowski’s own defence of a
‘ground-up’ approach: (2017), 17-24.

? Czajkowski (2017), 19.

1 On the codification of legal practice in rabbinic literature, see Hezser (2007); (2003); (1998). On problems of
codification in general, see Harries (2007).

" For discussion of this debate see below, 3.5. HJP 2.207-11 accepts the rabbinic tradition of a Sanhedrin
numbering seventy. This has since been rejected as anachronistic by major commentators: Grabbe (2008), 14;
Goodblatt (1994), 107-8; Goodman (1987), 113-4; Efron (1987), 292.

12 See, for instance, Healey (2013); (2009); (1993a); (1993b).
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With the general approach towards legal frameworks in kingdoms and principalities
thus defined, I shall briefly discuss how I am going to examine the practice of legal
administration. In order to reflect this practice-focused approach, I have named the chapter
after the two most fundamental activities in the administration of legal frameworks:
arbitration, settling disputes over land, property, or behaviour; and enforcement, the
application of rules or contracts. The vast majority of legal activities fall under one of these
two categories.

My focus on the practice of legal administration, arbitration and enforcement, leads
me to two avenues of study. I first examine the implementation of these functions, looking at
how they were done, by whom, and how this changes after the imposition of provincial rule.
Then, I discuss how litigants interacted with this legal framework and how they adapted to
changes resulting from direct Roman rule. Approaching the problem of legal administration
from both of these perspectives allows us to understand both sides of the negotiation and

better understand the dialogue between the authorities and the litigants.

3.2. In kingdoms and provinces

3.2.1. Implementation

In this section, I examine the implementation of legal frameworks in kingdoms and
principalities. I posit that kings and princes had wide-ranging legal authority to act within
their territories. At a local level, leaders of important political and social institutions arbitrated
disputes and maintained social order. Much of this judicial activity was likely very informal
and did not necessarily constitute a court as we might envisage it.

Our evidence for arbitration and enforcement in kingdoms and principalities is rather
meagre. The majority of extant legal documents from these regions date to after the
imposition of provincial rule. Only four, largely fragmentary, documents from the important

cache found at Nahal Hever date to before the annexation in AD 106, and only three of the
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texts from the Middle Euphrates were written under the last Abgarid King, Abgar X." Whilst
we have some significant legal texts inscribed on stone from both Nabataea and Commagene,
they give us little information about how the laws recorded on them were enforced. Our
greatest source for legal administration, albeit restricted to the Herodian Kingdom, is
Josephus, who provides extensive, but often highly stylised, accounts of legal proceedings
involving the Herodian Dynasty. We have no evidence for arbitration and enforcement from
the Ituraean Principalities or the Kingdom of the Emesenoi. In what follows, I examine how
legal administration was organised and implemented in kingdoms and principalities, looking
first at the judicial role of dynasts and then at local legal authorities.

I begin discussion of the role kings played in arbitration and enforcement with the
trial narratives provided by Josephus. These accounts are unique in providing a view, albeit a
second-hand one, into dynastic trial proceedings. The most notable of these narratives
concern trials of Herod’s family: Mariamme, Alexander, Aristobulus, and Antipater. 14
Discussion of Josephus’ Herodian trial narratives has focused particularly on these."

The first of these trial narratives, that of Herod’s wife Mariamme, took place in 29
BC. Josephus’ two accounts, in the Jewish War and Antiquities, depict intrigue, scandal, and
deception. Herod’s sister Salome reportedly provoked Herod with allegations of Mariamme’s
adultery.'® He was so upset by these rumours that he brought adultery charges against
Mariamme as well as arresting and executing an Ituraean called Soemus.

All of Josephus’ trial narratives concerning Herod’s family, with the possible
exception of the trial of Antipater, include similar details: they show Herod being led astray
by those around him, highly emotional, and unable to decipher truth from fiction.'” In a recent
article looking particularly at the Jewish War, Helen Bond has convincingly argued that these

scenes of domestic intrigue are an attempt by Josephus to undermine Herod as the

"% The documents from Edessa written under Abgar X are discussed primarily above 2.2.1.

" Mariamme: BJ 1.442-4; AJ 15.229-31. Alexander and Aristobulus: BJ 1.452-66; 489-91; 516-27; AJ 16.87-135;
247-50; 300-12. Antipater: BJ 1.582-645; 4J 17.61-182.

1% See Schuol (2007), 145-57; Rabello (1992); Volkmann (1969), 153-61. See now also the excellent article by
Kimberley Czajkowski (2016), with whom I am largely in agreement in what follows.

'% Jos. BJ 1.438-40; 4J 15.222-8.

' The trial of Antipater is discussed in detail below.
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representative of monarchic rule over the Jews.'® Whilst the often apologetic Jewish War is
more subtly critical of Herod, the Jewish Antiquities explicitly opposes him and the
monarchic rule he represents.' The trial narratives involving Herod’s family in this longer
work often show him in an even more erratic and unreasonable state of mind. As a result, we
might reasonably question some of the information in these trial narratives. It seems very
possible that reports of Herod’s motivations in bringing and deciding these cases would defer
to this particular model of Herod that Josephus presents.”’ On the other hand, Josephus, and
his source Nicolaus of Damascus, were probably very well informed as to the organisation of
proceedings. In order for Josephus’ characterisation of Herod in these narratives to be
plausible, the trials would have to be conducted in a manner in keeping with court
proceedings in Herodian Palestine. It thus seems unlikely that information concerning the
composition of the court or the outcome of the case would be skewed towards Josephus’
agenda.
There are two accounts of Mariamme’s arrest and execution, in the Jewish War and

Antiquities:

00’ U7’ dxpdrov {nAotumiog Ekuaveic mapoyPTina KTEWVEW TPOGETOEEY AUPOTEPOVG.

petdvola 6 evBémg eimero @ wabel, kol Tod Bvpod mecOVTOg O Epwg TAAWV

avelomupeito. Tocavt & MV eAeypovn tig Embopiag, ®¢ undE tebvivar dokeiv

OV, VIO 08 KAKMOGEWS G (Do TPooAarely, uéxpt @ xpove d1daydeig to Tabog

avahoyov Ty AMomny Eoyev Tij Tpdg teprodoay Srobéoet.”’

“Mad with sheer jealousy, he ordered that both should instantly be put to death. But

remorse followed hard upon rage; his wrath subsided, his love revived. So

consuming, indeed, was the flame of his passion that he believed she was not dead,

and in his affliction would address her as though she were alive; until time taught

him the reality of his loss, when his grief was as profound as the love which he bore

her while she was alive.”

Kol TOV pev Zoarpov evbig Ekédevoey dmokteival cuALafovtag: T 8¢ yuvaiki kpicw

amedidov ... v 8¢ dxpatng &v T AOy®m Kol Kploemc OpYIAOTEPOG, Kol TEAOG OVTMC

€yovta yvmokovteg avTov ol mapovieg Bavatov avthg Kateyneicavto. dieveybeiong

0¢ Thg yvoung vmeyiveto pév Tt kol toodtov avTd TE Kol TIoW TAV TopOVIOV U

TPOTMETMG OVTMG Avoupeiv, kotabéchor o6& €ig &v T TdV &v 11 Paciieiq ppovpimv.
€omovdactn 6¢ Toicmepl TV ZoAOUNV £KmoddV momcacot v GvOpwmov Kai

¥ Bond (2012).

% For bibliography on Josephus’ portrayal of Herod, see above, 1.3.1.1.

2 On the usefulness of these reports for the study of legal issues in Herodian Palestine, see now Czajkowski
(2016), 473-4.

' BJ 1.444.
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“And so he gave orders that Soemus should be arrested and put to death at once,
while to his wife he conceded the right to a trial ... Since he was intemperate in
speech and too angry to judge, those who were present realized in what a state he
was, and finally condemned her to death. But after sentence had been passed, it
occurred both to him and to some of those present that she ought not to be done
away with so hastily but be put away in one of the fortresses of the kingdom. But
Salome and her friends made every effort to get rid of the poor woman, and they
prevailed upon the king to do so by advising him to take precautions against the
popular disturbances which would break out if she should be allowed to live. That is
how Mariamme came to be led to execution.”

These two accounts share their criticism of Herod’s emotional instability and
credulity, citing his jealousy and anger as reasons for the events that followed. They do,
however, differ on important aspects of the case. In the Jewish War, Herod, once he has
accepted the accusations as true, immediately orders both of them be executed. In the Jewish
Antiquities, on the other hand, Soemus is immediately put to death but Mariamme was
‘conceded a trial’ (tf] 6¢ yvvaiwi kpicw dnedidov) in front of a court made up of Herod’s
relatives and advisors (oi oikgtotdrot).”’ Josephus presents this court as an ad hoc gathering
instigated by Herod: he is clear that Herod brought them together (cuvayay®dv); and he does
not define the group with a title but rather emphasises its impermanency by using the present
participle oi Tapdvteg (‘those present’).

We can take two important points from these two accounts. Firstly, the decision-
making power rests with Herod in both cases: in the Jewish War, he has Mariamme
immediately executed; in the Antiquities, he decides to allow a trial and convenes a court of his
advisors, who then follow his decision on the outcome. Whilst Josephus perhaps implies that the
court might have had the authority to make a decision contrary to Herod’s, the execution of

Soemus shows that recourse to this court was not a necessity. Secondly, we are given an

important insight into the nature of the court itself. The ad hoc court, composed of ‘those closest

2 47 15.229-31.

2 We can safely assume that this group was made up of Herod’s courtiers, following the tradition of a Hellenistic
aule. It could have included relatives, friends, and advisors. See Rocca (2008), 273-5; Levine (2002), 172; Rabello
(1992), 47. Herod’s court is the subject of multiple detailed studies: Rocca (2008), 84-94; Roller (1998), 57-65.
See further the discussion of Herod’s courtiers in chapter 2.2.1.
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to Herod’ (ol oiketotdrot) and built around the king’s authority, seems to emulate judicial
practice in Hellenistic kingdoms.™

Proceedings against Alexander and Aristobulus began in 12 BC when Herod,
reportedly due to rumours spread by Antipater, accused his sons of making an attempt on his
life.”” The Jewish War claims that Alexander plotted to poison Herod, whilst the Antiquities
informs us of a number of allegations including planning to kill Herod and usurp his throne. The
two sons were arrested and brought before Augustus.”® As modern commentators have noted,
the fact that the trial was conducted before Augustus is the most pertinent detail from a legal
standpoint.”’” As part of Josephus’ narrative, Herod makes accusations against his sons and
describes the legal situation in the following way:

10 8¢ péyiotov, o0de &mi To109ToIC fiv elyev €€ovaiav TavTn KAt ADTAY YPNCAUUEVOS
ayoayelv émni tov xowov gdepyémv Kaicapa, kol mapelopevog adtod mdv dcov 1

%3

watp dogPovpevog 1 Pacihedg EmPovievoupevog dvvatal, Kpicemg 1GOTHig
TOPECTAKEVOL.

“And what was most important, not even in such circumstances had he used his
authority against them but had brought them before Caesar, their common benefactor,
and had given up all his own rights as a father undutifully treated and as a king
plotted against, and had presented himself for judgment on an equal footing with
them.”
According to this reported speech by Herod, he had the authority to try his sons without
the Emperor’s approval. After Herod’s accusations, Alexander gave a speech in his own
defence, which persuaded Augustus to give the brothers a reprieve. In the Jewish War account

we are told that Alexander was an excellent orator.”’ The Jewish Antiquities recreates his speech
q p

in full; it has been praised for its rhetoric and the text has generally been attributed to Josephus’

 This is argued fervently by Rabello (1992) with reference to all the trials of Herod’s family. On the courts of
Hellenistic kings, see the discussion above, chapter 2.2.1. On the relationship between Hellenistic and Jewish
kingship, see, with a particular focus on the Herodian dynasty, Choi (2013), 42-4.

% Jos. BJ 1.452; 4J 16.91-9.

%0 BJ 1.452; A7 16.90.

?7 In particular, see Czajkowski (2016), 474-5; Rabello (1992), 44-7.

% Jos. AJ 16.98-9.

* BJ 1.452-4.

177



source Nicolaus of Damascus.” At the outset of this speech, Alexander reinforces the legal
situation as described by Herod:
nhtep, eimev, | pé&v on mpoc Hudg edvolo SYAN Kol map” adTHV TV Kpicty: ovK &v
Yap, &1 TL OLOYEPEG EVEVOELS €0 MUV, €Ml TOV TAvVTOC c®{oVTa TPONYayeES: Kol Yap
€ETv, mapovong puev é&ovoiag g PBactrel, Tapovong 8¢ g matpi, TOLG AdKOTVTIG
éne&iéval
“‘Father,” he said, ‘your goodwill toward us is evident even in this trial. For if you
had intended to take severe action against us, you would not have brought us before
the saviour of all mankind. For having both the authority of a king and the authority
of a father, you might have punished the guilty.””

Alexander accepts that Herod was able to try his sons himself and praises him for
bringing this trial before Augustus. The speech apparently moved Caesar and led to Alexander
and Aristobulus’ acquittal.”> Augustus then takes it upon himself to reconcile the two parties.

Two important questions arise from this narrative: why was the case referred to
Augustus; and how can we conceptualise Herod’s legal authority. Czajkowski has convincingly
argued that, as Josephus is adamant that Herod had the authority to undertake the trial himself,
Caesar’s input was more of a political than a legal decision.”” As Herod’s position as king was
dependent on Roman support, it would be to his advantage to refer public and potentially
destabilising issues to Rome. Czajkowski also highlights the potential significance of the trial in
emphasising Herod’s personal connection to the centre of Roman power. Given the allegations
concern plots against him, Herod was possibly wise to draw attention to the stake Rome had in
his reign.

The narrative provides us some direction for the second question: how can we
conceptualise Herod’s legal authority. Herod and Alexander portray it in the same way: in terms
of his two positions as the defendants’ father and their king. Debate over this question has

focused on these two sources of authority: the ius vitae necisque of the pater familias, after the

Roman tradition; and the judicial competence of Hellenistic kings. Some scholars have situated

0 4J 16.104-20. See, in particular, Kasher and Witztum (2007), 263. Landau (2006), 143-7, provides a literary
analysis of the speech.

31 47 16.105-6.

2 4J16.121-6.

3 Czajkowski (2016), 485-7. See also Braund (1984), 66-7.
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the trial of Alexander and Aristobulus in a domestic court context, where the pater familias
exercised his ius vitae necisque.** More recently, Alfredo Rabello has argued that Herod’s
power derived from his position as a king following the Hellenistic tradition.”” However, as
Kimberley Czajkowski has shown, Josephus’ account is decidedly unclear, giving Herod power
both as Alexander and Aristobulus’ father and their king. She has convincingly argued that the
vagaries of Herod’s legal competence in Josephus’ narrative are a reflection of his position.
Herod was their father, he also presented himself variously as a Judaean m/k and an Hellenistic
basileus. In the same way that litigants would adapt their presentation of a case depending on
the audience, there is no reason why Herod would not be able to justify a judicial proceeding as
a iudicium domesticum to one audience and as the aule of a Hellenistic king to another if both
jurisdictions were applicable.”® There is, for instance, little to differentiate between these two
types of court in Josephus’ description of the group that passed judgement on Mariamme, which
was made up of ot oikglotdror gathered by Herod.

Not long afterwards, in 10 BC, Herod, convinced that Alexander and Aristobulus were
plotting against him, made further accusations against his sons.’” There was no formal trial, as
Archelaus, King of Cappadocia, came to reconcile the domestic squabble. Some two to three
years later, domestic tensions finally led to another trial of the brothers.”™ The two accounts
begin in familiar fashion, with Herod giving credence to unsubstantiated rumours about his
sons.” The accusations, that Alexander persuaded two former bodyguards of Herod to kill him,
were corroborated by testimony acquired under torture.*® This case, like the first set of
proceedings against Alexander and Aristobulus, was referred to Augustus.’’ Unlike the first

trial, Caesar’s response was for Herod to judge the case himself:

3* See, in particular, Schalit (1969), 251-3; Volkmann (1969), 157. Some doubts have been raised about whether
this was a genuine legal right: see the discussion and bibliography given by Rabello (1992), 41. On the ius vitae
necisque, see Westbrook (1999); Yaron (1962).

35 Rabello (1992). On Herodian self-presentation, see chapters 2.2.1; 2.2.2.

36 On legal pluralism in general, see the discussion above, chapter 3.1.

37 Jos. BJ 1.489-91; AJ 16.247-50.

3 Jos. BJ 1.516-51; AJ 16.300-12; 356-94.

¥ BJ 1.516-26; AJ 16.300-12.

0 BJ1.526-9; 544-9; AJ 16.313-9; 387-91.

1 BJ 1.535-7; AJ 356-8.
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018" og &ig Pounv mhevoavteg avédooay o md Tod PacAémg YpaupoTa, ceodpa. LEV
NyO<otn Kaicap énl toig veaviokolg, ov punyv HGeto delv apelésbol TOvV ToTépa TV Tepl
6V VIBY £Eovaioy. AvTtypdpet Yodv KOpov pev adTdv KodoTdc, €0 HEVIOL TOUW|GELY
Aéyov, €l petd kovod ouvedpiov TV T€ 10lmv cuyyevdY Kol TV Koto TNV Emapyiov
Nyeudvay eéetdoeiey Vv EmPovANV- Kév pdv évéymvral, KTetvely, £av 8& podvov MGtV
dpaopdv PeBovievpévol, KoAdlew petpidtepov.*

“Taking ship to Rome they delivered the king’s dispatches to the Emperor, who, while
deeply distressed for the young men, did not think it right to deprive the father of
authority over his sons. He replied accordingly, leaving Herod complete liberty of
action, but adding a recommendation to him to hold an inquiry into the plot before a
joint council of his own relatives and the provincial governors; then, if his sons were
convicted, to put them to death, but if they had merely meditated flight, to be content
with a milder penalty.”

As Czajkowski has pointed out, we have an interesting situation here whereby
Augustus claims that Herod has the power to try his sons, but also feels the need to grant him
permission to do just that.*’ It seems likely that, as in the first trial, Augustus is giving Herod
political support to exercise his existing judicial powers.

Josephus goes into some detail describing the court that Herod convenes in Berytus.*
In the Antiquities, he gives few names but does specify that Roman governors were included;
the group as a whole apparently included one hundred and fifty men. The Jewish War account
includes names:

npokadiCovoiv te ol Nyeuodveg ypapsv avtoig vro Kaicapog, Latopvivog Tt Kol ol epi
[eddviov TpéoPelg, ovv oig kol Ovoroduviog [6] énitpomoc, &meld’ oi tod PBactiéng
GVYYEVELS Kal @ilot, Zaidun te kai Pepdpag, ped’ obdg ol mhong Zvpiog dpioTot TANY
Apyeldov 100 Baciémg TovTov Yop dvto kndeotnyv AAe&dvopov S DToyiog gyev
‘Hpddne.”

“In accordance with written instructions received from Caesar, the Roman officers
presided, namely Saturninus and his legates, Pedanius and others; with them was
associated Volumnius the procurator. Next came the king’s relatives and friends,
including Salome and Pheroras, and after these all the foremost men of Syria, with the
exception of King Archelaus; for, as Alexander’s father-in-law, he was regarded by
Herod with distrust.”

The composition of the court is endemic of the political and legal position that Herod

found himself in. The presence of Saturninus, governor of Syria, emphasises Roman influence

2 BJ1.536-7. Cf. AJ 16.356-8.

* Czajkowski (2016), 477. See also Rabello (1992), 48-54.

::BJ 1.538-9; AJ 16.362-3. The group is called 16 dwcaotiprov in the War, 10 cuvédpiov in the Antiquities.
BJ 1.538.
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over the proceedings. It is not clear what would have happened had the Roman delegation
disagreed with Herod’s preferred outcome as they reportedly advocated different punishments:
Saturninus argued against the death penalty whilst Volumnius was for it.* The inclusion of
‘relatives and friends’ (cvyyeveic kol ¢idou), like the group brought together for the trial of
Mariamme, evokes the traditions of Persian and Hellenistic kingship. In accordance with these
traditions, the attendants are described in terms of relation to and friendship with the king.*’ The
court represents these two sources of Herod’s judicial authority, Roman support and Hellenistic
kingship.

Herod addressed the court personally, but the accused were kept at a nearby village,
Platana.*® During his speech, Herod presents yet another potential source of judicial authority:

10 0¢ Televtaiov eimdv 6Tl Kol 1] evoet kal T Kaiocapog docel v €€ovaiav avtog
£xo1, Tpocétnkey avTY Kol TATPLOV VOOV KEAEVEL, €1 TOV KATIYOPHGOVTEG Ol YOVELG
gmOoiev tf] keQoAf] TOG Yeipag, emdvaykeg elval TOlg mePlEsTdOY PUAEY Koi TODTOV
GITOKTEIVELY TOV TPOTOV.

“Finally, he said that both by nature and by Caesar’s grant he himself had authority to
act, but he added that there was also a law in his country that provided that if a man’s
parents, after accusing him, placed their hands on his head, the bystanders were bound
to stone him and to kill him in this way.”

Here Herod emphasises that he had the authority to try his sons without Augustus’
approval. He then goes on to specify another source of legal authority, Judaean law, which
would allow him to have his sons stoned to death.® The presentation of Herod’s authority is,
again, unclear. He seems to evoke judicial authority from Roman, Hellenistic, and Judaean legal
traditions. What is striking about this case is that Herod seems to have felt no need to pursue the
case identifying one source of judicial authority only. The lack of clarity in this matter likely

reflects the reality. The eventual result of the trial was Alexander and Aristobulus’ execution at

Sebaste.

* BJ1.540-3; 47 16.367-72.

7 See, in particular, Rabello (1992), 47.

* BJ1.539; 47 16.362.

¥ 4J16.365-6.

9 On this, see Czajkowski (2016), 478. The law is preserved in Deut. 21:18-21; Jos. AJ 4.260-5. See also Gras
(1984); Pease (1907).
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In the last year before Herod’s death, he brought charges against another son, Antipater,
who was reportedly the cause of the disputes between Herod, Alexander, and Aristobulus.
Josephus’ parallel narratives of this trial in the Jewish War and Antiquities begin with Herod
discovering the extent of Antipater’s deceptions.”’ He gives us some idea of the composition of
the court:

TR & émovon cuvédplov pev 6 Paciiedc dfpoilel TdV ovyyevdy Kol Gilmv, slokalel
8¢ kol Tovg Avtmdtpov eikove. mpokaféletar 6& adtog Gua OVAPE Kol TOVG UNVLTOG
TavTog Ekélevoey sicoyoyeiv.’

“On the following day the king assembled a council of his relatives and friends,
inviting Antipater’s friends to attend as well. He himself presided, with Varus, and
ordered all the informers to be produced.”

The court setting is similar to the one that tried Alexander and Aristobulus. The
majority of the group was made up of Herod’s relatives and friends (cuyyévot kol @ilotr) whilst
the presence of the governor of Syria, Varus, underscores Rome’s influence on the proceedings.

Herod began the trial by making a polemical indictment of Antipater, but he was
reportedly overcome by the emotion of the event and handed the prosecution over to Nicolaus
of Damascus.” In contrast to Herod, Nicolaus is said to have presented the facts to the court in a
reasoned manner with accompanying evidence.”® After Herod passes the prosecution over to
Nicolaus, Varus, at least in formal aspects of the trial, seems to represent the greater authority:
Varus called on Antipater to make his defence,” and ordered the poison be tested on a criminal
sentenced for execution.”® Much of Nicolaus’ speech was directed at Varus rather than Herod.”’
Nevertheless, it is unclear how much influence he had in the conclusion of proceedings. After
the trial finished, a letter was sent to Augustus; in the Jewish War, Varus wrote the letter, but, in

the Antiquities, Herod wrote it.® Following this, no action was taken concerning the verdict or

Sl BJ1.608-13; AJ 17.61-82.

52 BJ 1.620. See also AJ 17.93.

53 BJ 1.629; AJ 17.99. For an analysis of the speeches in this trial, see Landau (2006), 86-8; 150-4.
% BJ 1.637-8; AJ 17.107-23.

55 BJ1.639; AJ 17.127.

6 BJ 1.640 AJ 17.132.

57 On this point, see Czajkowski (2016), 479-81; Landau (2006), 152-4; Schalit (1969), 642.

58 BJ 1.640; AJ 17.133.
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punishment of Antipater until a decision arrived from Augustus.” Josephus’ account in the
Antiquities describes Herod’s deliberations, but makes it clear that he might have acted without
a verdict from Rome:
‘Hpoddng 0¢ éxmhayelg peyébel tig Avimdtpov kakiog GpUNce HEV Kol mopoypijpLo
a0TOV AVELETY (G KOKNOPOV LEYGA®Y YEYOVOTA TPaypdTev.

“In his dismay at the enormity of Antipater’s villainy, Herod had the impulse to get rid
of him immediately as a formentor of serious troubles.”

‘Hpddng 6¢ meplary®dv dpunoe pev méumey €mt Poung tov viov og¢ Kaisopa, Adyov
veé€ovta TV €mi toiode Povievudtov, Emerto deicog pn kol Pondeig @V ilwv
gOpiokolto ToD KIvOHVOL SLaPVYAS, ODTOV HEV SEGUIOV (G KOl TPOTEPOV EPVANCOEY,
av0ig 8¢ mpéoPelg €émenne Kol yphppoto Enl Kotnyopig Tod viéog, 0mOGH TE AKuN
GUYKAKOVPYHGELEY adTd, Kai AvTiypapa TV EmoToddy.”!

“Thereupon Herod, being deeply grieved, was prompted to send his son to Caesar in
Rome to undergo trial for his wicked plotting but later, fearing that with the help of his
friends Antipater might find a way to escape this danger, he kept him in chains as
before, and again sent envoys with letters (to Rome) to accuse his son and to tell all
that Acme had done as his accomplice in crime, and he also sent copies of the letters.”

In these passages Herod explores a number of seemingly possible options: condemn
and execute Antipater immediately; hand full control of the trial to Caesar; or wait for blessing
from Rome before undertaking the punishment.62 As he did in the second trial of Alexander and
Aristobulus, he took the third option, getting imperial support to decide and undertake the
punishment himself. Rome’s response was that Antipater was guilty but that Herod should
decide the punishment, exile or death.”* Augustus is ambiguous as to the source of Herod’s
judicial authority here, crediting him with power over Antipater both as his father and his
king.*

Josephus’ accounts of the trial of Antipater present a familiar picture of Herod’s judicial

competence: Herod is shown to have multiple potential sources of judicial authority, none of

which are distinguished as more important or relevant than the others; and, whilst Roman

* BJ1.661-2; AJ 17.182-3.

0 4717.142.

81 47 17.144-5. Cf. BJ 1.645 in which Herod determined to execute Antipater but was prevented by poor health.
82 On this passage and these choices, see also Czajkowski (2016), 481; Rabello (1992), 54-6.

% BJ1.661-2; AJ 17.182.

# 4J17.182.
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support is again seen as being very important to Herod’s decision making, it does not seem to be
essential from a legal standpoint.

Josephus records two other notable instances where Herod exercised his judicial
authority: the trial of Hyrcanus and the trial of those accused of removing a golden eagle from
the Temple. In both cases, Josephus makes it clear that Herod had wide-ranging authority to try,
judge, and punish those accused in his kingdom. In 30 BC, the Hasmonean Hyrcanus was
accused of plotting against Herod with the Nabataeans.”® Herod then had Hyrcanus executed. In
the Jewish War there is no mention of any sort of trial, but the Jewish Antiquities states that
Herod showed the evidence of wrongdoing to a synedrion of unknown composition before the
execution:

m¢g o0& xoi tavmv Hpddng £6é€oto tv €motorfv, e0bO¢ T petaméumeTor TOv
Ypkavov kol meplt TV yeVOUEVOV avT@® cLVONKAV TpOg TOV MAAyov avékpivev.
apvnoapévou 8¢, Tag Emotodg deilag T cuvedpin diexepicato OV Gvdpa.®

“When Herod received this letter, he immediately sent for Hyrcanus and questioned
him about the agreements which he had made with Malchus. When the other denied
having made any, Herod showed the letters to the synedrion and had the man put to
death.”

This discrepancy means little in practical terms as both narratives present the decision
as resting on Herod alone. The synedrion consulted in this case, as we also find in the trial of
Mariamme, seems to be no more than an advisory council under Herod’s authority.”’

The incident with Herod’s golden eagle is well-known.®® Herod set up the image of an

eagle above the entrance of the Temple. During his final year, when he was quite ill, two men,

8 The Jewish War (1.433-4) gives no details as to the circumstances. The Jewish Antiquities provides two different
accounts. The first (15.165-173) states that Hyrcanus sent letters asking the Nabataean Malichus for refuge that
were intercepted by Herod. The second (174-8) contends that all the charges were invented by Herod. This rather
Herodotean logography allows Josephus to condemn Herod without lending his credibility as an historian to one
account or another. See Landau (2006), 129-30.

6 47 15.173. Translation adapted from Loeb.

%71t has been argued that the synedrion used to try Hyrcanus here was the Judaecan Sanhedrin, an established
Judaean council with authority over judicial matters. See, for instance, HJP 2.206. It seems more likely that it was
Herod’s court of relatives and advisors. For this view see Smallwood (1976), 68. There is little evidence to suggest
that the Sanhedrin existed in any institutionalised form before the annexation of Judaea in AD 6. See further below,
3.3.1;3.5.

8 Jos. BJ 1.648-55; AJ 17.149-55. See Kropp (2013a), 247; 270-1; Wilker (2007b), 41-2; Fuks (2002), 241-2;
Richardson (1996), 16.
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Judas and Matthias, inspired a crowd to pull down the statue.” The men were arrested and
Herod, after chastising the Judacan community at large, had the perpetrators as well as Judas
and Matthias burnt alive.”” There seems to be little ambiguity in either the trial of Hyrcanus or
the trial of those who tore down the eagle: Herod seems to have had the authority to try and
punish these men in any way he wished.

Josephus’ trial narratives give us a unique view into Herod’s judicial authority within
his kingdom. He had wide-ranging powers that allowed him to bring suspects to trial, judge
them, and proclaim verdicts. Trials that were potentially sensitive or damaging, such as those of
Alexander, Aristobulus, and Antipater, were referred to Rome for political support. His judicial
competence was a reflection of his political situation: as long as he had Roman support, Herod
was able to judge cases within his kingdom, evoking Roman, Hellenistic, and Judaean legal
traditions in the process.”'

There is little comparable evidence for the role that dynasts played in the legal
administration of other kingdoms and principalities but documentary evidence can provide a
perspective on this issue. The well-known ruler cult inscriptions of Antiochus I of Commagene,
for instance, establish religious law in the kingdom.” A recently-found example from Zeugma
shows the direct relationship Antiochus had with the law:

todToVv ThHmov idiag yvoung vopov te Kowig evoe-
Peiag eig xpovov dmavta tpovoiot dSotudvemv GTHANG
gveyGpatev iepaic.”

“[Great king Antiochus] engraved for all time by the providence of the deities on
sacred stelai this depiction of his own thought and law of common piety.”

... TEPL 8¢ 1<e>povpy1dV Aidiov didta&v Tpémov-
cav émomoaumy, 8tm¢ cOV aig dpyaiog Kol kot-
vo¢ vopog £tagev Buoiaig kol véag Eoptog

€iG 1€ Oe®dv oePacpov Kal NUeTEPUG TI-

pog dravteg ol kot unyv Pactrieiov Entte-

% BJ 1.648-50; AJ 17.149-55.

" BJ 1.655; AJ 17.167.

' As discussed above, 2.2.1 and 2.2.2, the Herodian dynasts were able to maintain their position by presenting
themselves variously to different audiences as (i) amici et socii populi romani, (i) Hellenistic basileis, and (iii)
Judaean mlkm. See, in particular, Schwentzel (2013); Andrade (2010); Millar (1996).

2 Bibliographic information for these inscriptions and the cult in general is listed above, 2.2.4. Relevant
bibliography is listed in the recent article by Crowther and Facella (2014), 267-8.

3 Crowther and Facella (2003), BEc.4-6.
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“I established an appropriate regulation concerning the sacred observances for them
to be everlasting, so that all the inhabitants of my kingdom might offer together with
the sacrifices required by ancient and common law also new festivals in reverence of
the gods and in my honour.”

Whilst we have no evidence for how these religious laws were enforced, this text is
emblematic of the king’s relationship with the law. Antiochus here presents himself not just
as its enforcer, but as its source. In accordance with his self-presentation in monuments
associated with the ruler cult, his stance regarding the law draws on the traditions of Persian
and Hellenistic kingship, in which the king was not only part of the legal framework but the
source of law and authority.”

We have a substantial corpus of legal texts from Nabataca on both stone and
parchment that provide a view into the Nabataean King’s judicial role. Of particular interest
are the collection of inscriptions attached to tombs in Hegra.”® The following is a typical

example from AD 31/32:

dnh kpr’ dy ‘bd hn’w br tps’

lh wlyldh bnwhy wbnth wimn dy ynpq
bydh tqp [m]n yd hn’w dnh dy ytqbr
bkpr’ [dnh wd]y I’ ytqbr bkpr’ dnh
nwfs ... ‘w yz]tbn 'w ttrtb bh

mwhb’ ['w ‘'wgrw] ‘w tqp klh lhn hn
yktb hn’w dnh "w ygbr mn dy ysb’ hn’'w
dnh 'w ’sdgh mn b’trh wmn y ‘bd k ‘yr dnh
pyty ‘mh lmr’n’ slyn ’lp hrty byrh
nysn Snt 'rb ‘yn lhrtt mlk nbtw rhim ‘mh
hwrw psl’ br "hyw ‘bd "’

“This is the tomb which Hani’u son of Tafsa made for himself and for his children,
his sons and his daughters, and for whoever produces in his hand a deed of
entitlement from the hand of this Hani’u to the effect that he may be buried in this
tomb. And let no stranger be buried in this tomb and let it not be sold nor any deed
of gift or lease or deed of entitlement be drawn up, other than if this Hani’u writes it
or this Hani’u or his legitimate heir after him buries in it whoever he wishes. And if
anyone does other than this, he shall be liable to our lord in the sum of a thousand

™ Crowther and Facella (2003), BEc.29-34.

> On the role of Achaemenid kings as the source of law and justice, see Kuhrt (2007), 502-9; Briant (1996), 217-
65, esp.226-7. On Hellenistic kingship and the notion that they were vopog épyvyog (“the embodiment of the law™),
see Billows (1995), 60-1; Aalders (1969); Delatte (1942), 245-9.

7 These are collected by Healey (1993a). See above, 1.3.3.

" Healey (1993a), no.5.
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Haretite sela’s. In the month of Nisan, the fortieth year of Haretat, king of the
Nabataeans, lover of his people. Huru the mason, son of Uhayu, made it.”

This text achieves four legal aims: it is a statement of ownership; it formalises
restrictions on usage; it details fines for those who contravene those restrictions; and it gives
instructions for cession.” The king appears twice in the inscription, in both cases performing
important functions. He appears as the recipient of the fine: we might presume that
representatives of the king would demand payment of the fine and, in doing so, enforce the
restrictions imposed by the text.” The king also appears in the document’s date: in dating the
document by the year of the king, the inscribers are linking the text to a particular political
and legal context, defined by the king’s authority, in which they hope it will be enforced.*

The legal role of kings in their kingdoms mirrors their political position: they seem to
have had wide-ranging powers to convict suspects and enforce contracts in their kingdoms,
but their authority was dependent on Roman support.®' The presentation of legal practice in
Judaea, Commagene, and Nabataea suggests that the kings wielded judicial power in much
the same way, or at least using similar terminology and judicial bodies, as Persian and
Hellenistic kings.

Whilst kings and princes served as the figureheads for royal authority, the majority of
legal decisions must have been made on their behalf by local authorities rather than by them.*
Our evidence for these authorities is often patchy, but we can make some conclusions about
local courts and those in charge of them. In what follows, I shall discuss the evidence for local

legal authorities in kingdoms and principalities.

8 On these legal functions see Healey (2005a), 136-7. Healey also notes parallel Aramaic cession documents from
Palmyra: PAT 42; 47; 58; 95; 555. On these documents see Cussini (1995).

" The king appears as the executor of the fine in most of the inscriptions from Hegra, but often in conjunction with
other authorities. They are discussed further below. Fines are, at least partially, payable to the king in Healey
(1993a), nos.1; 5; 9; 12; 19; 30; 34; 36; and 38. Only three texts do not include any fines at least partially payable
to the king: 16; 28; 31.

% Goodman (1991), in particular, remarked that the Babatha archive shows how the Nabataean Kings were willing
to enforce contracts. See also Freeman (1996), 103. The role of dating formulae to contextualise and legitimise
documents and the implications of this process are discussed further above, 2.2.1.

81 On the political position and self-representation of kings and princes, see above, 2.2.1.

82 See Cotton and Eck (2005), 23-4, who make this point with reference to the provincial governor and his assize-
tour. See further below, 3.3.1.
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We have a substantial body of legal texts from the Nabataean Kingdom, both on stone
and parchment, that can give us an insight into local legal practice. Strabo, in his description
of the kingdom, relays Athenodorus’ impressions of the legal framework as a whole:

yevopevog yobv mapd toig [etpaiolg AONvodmpog, aviip rhocoeog kol Nuiv £Taipog,
dmyeito Bavpdlwv: evpelv yap Emdnuovviog £pn moAhovg v Popaiov, moAlodg
8¢ kal TV BAL@V EEvaV: TOVG PEV 0DV EEVOUG OPaV KPIVOUEVOLS TTOAAGKIG Kol TTPOG
GAMAOVG kol TPOG TOLG Emywpiovg, TOV O Emyyopiov ovdEvag GAAAOLS
gykohodvrag, dAAd T mdcav eipfvny dyovrag Tpog savtode.™

“At any rate, Athenodorus, a philosopher and companion of mine, who had been in
the city of the Petraeans, used to describe their government with admiration, for he
said that he found both many Romans and many other foreigners sojourning there,
and that he saw that the foreigners often engaged in lawsuits, both with one another
and with the natives, but that none of the natives prosecuted one another, and that
they in every way kept peace with one another.”

Athenodorus here describes a well-used and well-organised legal framework, with
which both Nabataeans and foreigners could engage.® Extant legal texts support this
presentation. Whilst their very existence is testament to the state’s willingness to enforce
contracts, the repeated use of formal legal language and the practice of keeping copies of
legal texts are indicative of a coherent system of arbitration and enforcement.®

Certain phrases or clauses are frequently repeated in the Nabatacan documents from
Hegra and Nahal Hever.® For instance, the two Nabatacan documents of sale from AD 99

both include an investiture clause handing complete power over the property to the

purchaser.®’” The clause gives the purchaser the right to “buy and to sell, and to pledge and to

% Strabo 16.4.21.

8 On this passage, see Negev (1977), 552-5.

% Healey (2005a), 137-8 discusses the practice of keeping copies of inscribed legal texts and the legal importance
of the texts from Hegra in particular. One of the tomb inscriptions, Healey (1993a), n0.36.9, from AD 31/32,
references a “copy of this deposited in the temple of Qaysha” (nsht dnh yhyb [ bb]yt qys’ byrh). The practice of
archiving copies of legal texts is also known from provincia Arabia: Babatha’s return for the census of Arabia in
AD 127 is labelled as a “Verified exact copy of a document of registration which is displayed in the basilica here”
(&yyeypoppévov koi avtifefinuévov avtiypagov mitakiov amoypaic mpokeévng év i €viade Poaociky; P
Yadin 16.1-2, cf. P Hever 62.1-2). Similarly, a document of minutes from a meeting of the Petra city council, AD
124, had a copy in the temple of Aphrodite in Petra (P Yadin 12.1-3). In Edessa, a Greek subscription to a Syriac
document of sale attests to the “superintendent of the sacred and civic archives” (0 €mi tod igpod koi TOoD
nolertikod p(a)p(tup®); P Dura 28.27-8). Practical aspects of Nabatacan legal documents are discussed further
below, chapter 3.2.2.

86 They are discussed in more detail below, chapter 3.2.2.

87 On this so-called kyrieia clause, see Healey (2005a), 137; Greenfield (1974), 69-70.
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bequeath, and to grant as gift, and to do with these purchases all that he wishes.”® One of the
tomb inscriptions at Hegra, from AD 16/17, also includes such a clause: “he gave this tomb to

89 :
”* The use of formulaic phrases such

Amabh ... that she might do with it whatever she wishes.
as these, which clearly communicated legal prerequisites and stipulations, mean that the
documents could be easily checked and their stipulations enforced in the event of disputes.

We have some indications of the local authorities that enforced these documents. The
tomb inscriptions from Hegra mention a number of recipients other than the king that seem to
have been involved in enforcing fines.” This is certainly the case with the ‘strategos who is
in Hegra’ mentioned in an inscription from AD 63/64:

wkl 'nws dy yzbn kpr’ dnh "w ytktb lh bh mwhbh p’yty ‘mh

I’strg’ dy hw’ bhgr’ slyn Ip hrty wlmr'n’ mnkw milk’ kwt **

“And anyone who sells this tomb or writes for himself regarding it a deed of gift
shall be liable to the strategos who is in Hegra in the sum of a thousand Haretite
selas and to our lord King Maliku for the same amount.”

This strategos, as 1 have already discussed above, must be a local authority of some
sort.” He is due to receive the same proportion of the fine as the king and appears before the
king in the text.” It seems likely that this strategos was an important local official who had
some responsibility in enforcing contracts.

Another text from the site, dating to 1 BC/AD, stipulates that another official of sorts,
a religious functionary ( pkl’), should receive part of the fine:

.wmndyl’y‘bd kdy ‘I’ ktyb p’yty ‘mh

ldwsr’ whblw wimnwtw smdyn 5 wl’pkl’ gns
slyn ’Ip hrty bl‘d mn dy ynpq bydh ktb mn yd

88 P Yadin 2.9. See also the very similar formulation in P Yadin 3.10. On this clause, see further, with bibliography,
below, 3.2.2.

% Healey (1993a), no.27. This parallel is noted particularly by Healey (2005a), 138. The language used in the two
clauses is remarkably similar: the document from AD 99 uses k/ dy ysbh (“whatever he wishes”) and the
inscription uses kI dy tsb’ (“whatever she wishes”).

® The fines stipulated in Healey (1993a), nos.5 and 9 are only payable to Aretas. nos.1; 19; 30; and 36 are payable
to Dushara and Aretas. 28 and 31 are payable to Dushara alone. 12 is payable to a Tadhay and Aretas. 16 is
payable to Dushara, Hubalu, Manotu and a priest. 34 is payable to Dushara, Manotu, and Rabbel II. 38 is payable
to the ‘strategos who is in Hegra’ and Maliku.

°! Healey (1993a), no.38.7-8. Adapted translation.

%2 See further above, 2.2.3.

% This is noted particularly by Healey (1993a), 236. The decisions of who to include in these formulations taken
by the writers of these texts are discussed further below, 3.2.2.
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kmkm "w klybt brth bkpr’ hw pgym ktb’ hw **

“And whoever does not act according to what is written above shall be liable to
Dushara and Hubalu and to Manotu in the sum of 5 shamads and to the priest for a
fine of a thousand Haretite selas, except that whoever produces in his hand a

document from the hand of Kamkam or Kulaybat, her daughter, regarding this tomb,
this document will be valid.”

The Nabataean word ‘pkl” has been linked to the Akkadian apkallu and thus could be
translated as “expert”, or “priest”.g5 It is not certain precisely what implications the word has
in the Nabataean dialect, but we can be sure that it refers to a religious functionary of some
sort.”

This text demands two fines: one of 5 shamads to three divine names, Dushara,
Hubalu, and Manotu, and another of a thousand Haretite selas to the priest.97 The fine of a
thousand Haretite selas is relatively common amongst the tomb inscriptions on the site; the
text from AD 63/64 quoted above, for instance, mandates two fines of a thousand Haretite
selas, one payable to the strategos and the other to the king.” The priest seems to have been
an important figure, equivalent to the strategos mentioned above, in the administration of this
fine and the enforcement of this legal text.”

Alongside this priest, the inscription details fines payable to the divine figures
Dushara, Hubalu, and Manotu. This is the only inscription from Hegra in which the fine was
payable to this particular combination of gods, but divine names, Dushara in particular, often
appear as the recipients of fines in these texts.'” There are few parallels to this sort of text,
but a Nabataean inscription from the ‘Temple of the Winged Lions’ in Petra, from AD 28/29,
seems to be relevant here:

mh dy y’t’ Ih mn ksp wdhb wqrbwn wzwn klh wmn ksp” wnh[s] ...
wlkmry’ plg’ "hrn’ ‘m ’kit’ kryz hww gdm dnh pythlgwn ...

 Healey (1993a), n0.16.7-10. Adapted translation.

% See Healey (1993a), 161; Teixidor (1966), 91-3.

% The word seems to be more common in Palmyrene or Hatran Aramaic. These parallels are discussed in detail by
Healey (1993a), 160-1. See also DNWSI, 95-6; Kaizer (2002), 237.

7 It is not clear what 5 shamads entails, whether it means a payment of money or a payment in kind. On this see,
with bibliography, Healey (1993a), 159-60.

% Cf. also Healey (1993a), nos.1; 5; 11; 12; 28; 30; 34; 38.

% This is emphasised by Healey (1993a), 161.

1% Dyshara is one of multiple recipients in Healey (1993a), nos.1; 16; 19; 34; 36, and the sole recipient in 28; 31.
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‘Iwhy dy ‘bd k'yr kl dy ‘I’ ktyb pypr‘ mh dy ystkh ‘[lwhy] ...

bywm ’rb‘h b’b Snt tityn wsb * lhrtt mlk nbtw rhm ‘mh wtw ... o1

“Whatever comes to him from silver and gold and offerings and all provisions, and
from silver coin and bronze coin ... and to the priests the other half with the food, as
they were before this (person), so that they are divided ... against him that he has
done other than all that which is written above, he will pay whatever will be found
against him ... on the fourth of Ab, year 37 of Haretat, king of the Nabataeans, who
loves his people. And ...”

This fragmentary text seems to give a set of instructions to the priests — referred to

with the more typical kmry’ — regarding offerings given to the temple.'”

In this, albeit
incomplete, inscription, offerings given to the temple are divided with at least some of them
going directly to the priests themselves. I think it is likely that a similar sort of organisation is
behind the divine names in the inscriptions from Hegra. The gods are most likely
representative of temples or religious groups who received the fines and enforced the
stipulations of these texts.'®

The inscriptions from Hegra appeal to the authority of a number of different groups:
the king, who might be represented locally by an official; temples or groups of religious
personnel; and a strategos. The variety of different groups involved in enforcing fines in these
documents suggests that there was a degree of choice as to which authorities were entrusted
with the task.'™ All three of these groups seem to have had the authority to enforce
restrictions on the use of the tombs.

Whilst we do not have similarly informative legal documents from other kingdoms
and principalities, literary sources give us multiple perspectives on local judicial authority in
the Herodian Kingdom. Josephus, as part of his invaluable account of infrastructure and
society in Galilee, describes the arrangements he made for legal administration in some
detail:'®

oLVIBOV 8 BTL TOVG PEV dUVATOVG OIKEIMGETAL PETASIO0VS TG é€ovaiag adTolc, TO d&
nav TA00g, €l 01’ Emyywpiov kal cuvABOV TG TOAAGL TPOGTAGCOL, TAV UEV YNPUIDY

1 Jones (1989); Hammond ez al. (1986).

192.0n the Nabataean kmyr (“priest”), see DNWSI, 515-6.

193 See Alpass (2013), 138; Healey (1993a), 47-8.

% This aspect of choice in writing these texts is discussed further below, 3.2.2.
195 For Josephus’ view of village life in general see above 2.2.4.
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£BdounKovta ToVg cewPpovestdtovg EmAééoc ék tod E0voug katéatnoev dpyovtag

6Ang g T'adhaiog, Enta & &v €KAoty TOAEL SIKOOTAC TAOV EVTEAEGTEPMOV SAPOPWV*

T yop peillo mpdypata Kol Tog ovikag dikag £’ 0VTOV AVOTEUTEY EKELEVGEY KOl

To0¢ £Pdopnkovra.'

“[Josephus] realised that he would conciliate the leaders by associating them with

him in his authority, and the people at large, if his orders were in the main given

through the medium of their local acquiantances. He, therefore, selected from the

nation seventy persons of mature years and the greatest discretion and appointed

them magistrates of the whole of Galilee, and seven individuals in each city to

adjudicate upon petty disputes, with instructions to refer more important matters and

capital cases to himself and the seventy.”

Josephus’ account describes his actions whilst governing Galilee during the revolt.
The brief and exceptional nature of his command raises an important question: to what extent
is the arrangement shown here representative of wider practice in the Herodian Kingdom.
Josephus’ presentation in this passage contrasts with his other account of Galilean

administration in his Life. In this later text, Josephus states that he took the administrators of
Galilee, of whom there happened to be seventy, hostage and employed them as a court.'”
There is no mention of the local courts in the Life. The distinction between the two accounts
is important: whilst the Jewish War presents his judicial arrangements as a coherent strategy,
the Life describes them largely as the product of happenstance.'™ The constitution presented
in the Jewish War seems to represent an ideal rather than reality. In the Jewish Antiquities, he
attributes the practice of appointing seven judges to each local court to Moses, including it in

a list of commands given by the prophet to the Jews.'”

The higher court, comprising of
seventy-one including Josephus, contains the same number as the council of elders constituted

in the time of Moses and the same number as was later enshrined as the ‘Great Sanhedrin’

1% Jos. BJ 2.570-1.

" pit. 79.

19 This distinction is articulated well by Tessa Rajak (1983), 160: “It is a fusion of the two representations — the
aspirations to order embodied in the War and the underlying anarchy exposed in the Life — which brings us close to
grasping the real situation in Galilee. If the War shows what Josephus tried to make of things, the Life reveals how
many obstacles stood in the way.” See Rajak (1983), 158-60; Cohen (1979), 208. Mason (2016a), 352-8, discusses
discrepancies between the Jewish War book 2 and the Life more broadly.

19 47 4.214. Boards of seven judges do not appear specifically in Hebrew Scriptures. Deut. 16:18 stipulates that
judges should be appointed in each city, but it does not specify a number. It does appear in later rabbinic literature:
b.Meg. 26a refers to the seven ‘good citizens of the town’ (7°v77 *210). See Goodblatt (1994), 114 and the note to AJ
4.214 in Feldman (2000), 408. For Josephus’ treatment of Moses more generally, see Feldman (1998), 374-442.
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(79173 77770) in rabbinic literature.''® Josephus® arrangement of Galilee, as described in the
War, seems to represent an ideal of priestly oligarchy over the Jews.

He also seems to draw heavily on ancient Judaean principles of judicial practice. The
book of Deuteronomy frequently shows legal decisions being made by ‘elders of the ‘ir’ (7°vn

s3pm). 1!

This practice seems to be paralleled by Josephus, who depicts a court of seventy
selected from old men (ol ynpatoi) and establishes seven judges in each polis (€mntd 6 év
ékdotn moAel dwaotag). The type of settlement Josephus presents here is open to
interpretation. Whilst 7°¥ and oA are both usually translated as ‘city’, their implications are
different. As I have discussed above, an 7'y (‘city’) is distinguished from a 793 (‘village’) by
virtue of its walls, and a woAg (‘city’) is distinguished from a xounq (‘village’) by its

. . -1 112
magistrates and city council.

I think it is unlikely that Josephus is referring to poleis, as we
might define the term, when he describes how he established seven judges in each city.
Throughout his description of his leadership in Galilee, Josephus tries to portray himself, and
the rest of the Judaean ruling class, remaining loyal to Judaea and Judaean tradition.'” It
seems unlikely that he would tie the authority of these local judges to the Greco-Roman
polis."'* It would also be odd, given that there were only two cities in Galilee at the time,
Sepphoris and Tiberias, for Josephus to describe himself establishing judges in ‘each’
(8xaotocg) city rather than ‘both’ cities. It seems much more likely that Josephus uses polis
rather than kome to differentiate between more and less important villages. His presentation
of Galilee at this time emulates Judaean principles of local judicial practice; it is difficult to
take this presentation as the contemporary reality.

We get a different perspective from the Gospels of Matthew and Luke. They envisage

a single leader as judge and arbitrator. In these Gospels, Jesus refers to kritai (“judges”) that

1% For the council of Moses: Num. 11:16. For the ‘Great Sanhedrin’: m.Sanh. 1:6. Josephus reports that the Zealots

in Jerusalem established a council of seventy (BJ 4.336). See HJP 2.211.

" For instance, see Deut. 19:12; 21:2; 22:15; 25:7. Deut. 22:15-9, in particular, shows the ‘elders of the city’
performing a judicial role. See HJP 2.184-8; Goodman (1987), 70-3.

112 See above, 2.2.4 for "w/793 and 2.1.2 for nokic/kopn. This is emphasised by Cotton (1999b), 82-3.

'3 On these aims in the War in general, see Landau (2006), 106-13; Cohen (1979), 84-100.

114 Although it should be recognised that, whilst the cities of Galilee were certainly poleis, they were recognised as
Judaean civic spaces. See above, 2.2.2.
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are portrayed as having unilateral power in their communities. For instance, when addressing
the issue of murder in the sermon on the mount, Jesus reportedly said:
1601 edvodv 1 avtidike cov Toyd Emg dTov &l pet’ odTov &v Tf 08¢, PNToTé oE
Topad® 6 AVTISIKOG T@ KPLTH, Kol 6 KprTie T dmmpétn, kod €ig pviakiy pAnodon.'
“Settle matters quickly with your adversary who is taking you to court. Do it while

you are still together on the way, or your adversary may hand you over to the judge,
and the judge may hand you over to the officer, and you may be thrown into prison.”

In this way, the kritai are portrayed as individuals with unilateral power seemingly

without oversight.''®

We know little about these judges as they are always referred to, as in
the passage above, in abstract terms.'"” In none of the references to these judges are they
linked to a particular community or settlement.

Neither Josephus nor the Gospels seem to provide a clear model for local arbitration
and enforcement in Herodian Palestine. Whilst Josephus presents an idealised picture derived
from Hebrew Scriptures, his emphasis on the role of village communities is plausible.

Villages seem the likely fora for local judicial practice.'®

As I have described at length above,
the village was the most prevalent and important means of settlement in Herodian
Palestine.'"” We cannot necessarily attribute villages with the complex organisation we see in
the provincial period, but they are credited with administrative roles over districts called
toparchies under Herodian rule. Either this role as the administrative centres of toparchies or
their social importance more generally might have led to villages acting as fora for local
arbitration and enforcement. This practice may have been very informal, following ancient
Judaean practice whereby town ‘elders’ would make such decisions, or it may have been
more formal like the boards of judges described by Josephus or the lone judges mentioned in

the Gospels. It is difficult to make any definite conclusions, but it would be surprising if there

was not some sort of local legal framework based in villages in Herodian Palestine.

'S Mart. 5:25.

' On these in general, see Sherwin-White (1963), 133-4.

7 See also Luke 12:58; 18:2. These reservations are expressed well by Goodman (1987), 70.

'8 This attitude is, most notably, taken by Cotton (2002b), 20, with reference to provincial Judaea.
!9 For the wider importance and role of villages in kingdoms and principalities see above, 2.2.4.
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In conclusion, we have, albeit often patchy, evidence for judicial authority on
multiple levels. Kings and princes seem to have had legal authority in keeping with their
political position: they had wide-ranging powers to try and convict in their territory subject to
Roman approval. At a local level, authority seems to have been vested in whatever local
institutions were important and at hand. In Nabataea, local officials as well as temples or
religious groups were available for enforcement and arbitration. In Herodian Palestine, these
responsibilities were most likely undertaken by village communities. The majority of local

judicial practice was most likely informal.

3.2.2. Interaction

In this section, I examine the way in which litigants interacted with legal frameworks
in kingdoms and principalities. There is very little evidence for this interaction under dynastic
rule, but we do have a small number of significant documents from Nabataea and Edessa.
Legal documents in these regions were important and functional texts; litigants included
formulaic legal phrases in the expectation that the texts would be checked and enforced.
Extant legal texts suggest that those seeking arbitration or enforcement were able to choose
between multiple legal authorities. In what follows I examine the way in which legal
documents were presented and how they operated within the legal framework of kingdoms
and principalities.

We have relatively few documents from kingdoms and principalities. Whilst a
number of texts found in the Judaean desert have been palacographically dated to the

120

Herodian period, we cannot certainly attribute them to the Herodian Kingdom. *” One text in

particular, a deed of sale dated palaecographically to the late Herodian period, illustrates the

121
L.

issues associated with this material wel Cotton, Cockle, and Millar date it to somewhere

120 gee Cotton, Cockle, and Millar (1995), nos.219-29.
121
P Hever 9.
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between the turn of the first century and AD 66.'*

The document gives us no indication of the
political context in which it operates: it is not dated by either a Herodian or a Roman era nor
does it mention any recognisable authority. Whilst this is, in itself, an interesting and
noteworthy aspect of the document, it tells us little about legal administration in either
kingdoms or provinces as it does not engage with either political context. In this investigation,
we are limited to legal documents that can be attributed to one context or the other.

The way in which legal documents present themselves as operating under dynastic or
provincial rule has been discussed at length above, but a few points can be usefully

: 123
emphasised here.

Extant legal texts from Nabataeca and Edessa define their force by the
dynastic context in which they were produced. They do this in three main ways: they are
typically dated by the regnal year, including standard honorific titles and epithets for the king
and his family; they are often written in a local Aramaic dialect; and the king’s authority is
sometimes explicitly called on to enforce fines or contract stipulations. The texts are
explicitly attached to the king’s authority with the expectation that, within this political
context, their stipulations will be enforced.

The Babatha and Middle Euphrates archives, both of which span the annexation of
kingdoms into provinces, demonstrate how litigants were able to adapt their documents in
response to a change in administration.'> Texts produced shortly after the imposition of
provincial rule define themselves in terms of the new administration, representing a change in
both form and content from documents written under dynastic rule. Litigants seem to have
been acutely aware of the political context in which they operated; they adapted various
aspects, both formal and substantive, of their documents to suit the administration. The way in
which litigants presented legal texts reflected the framework to which they were appealing. In

what follows, I examine the legal terminology litigants used to achieve their aims and what

this can tell us about arbitration and enforcement in Nabataea and Edessa.

122 Cotton, Cockle, and Millar (1995), 226.
123 §ee above 2.2.1; 2.3.1.
12 This is discussed in detail in chapter 2.3.1.
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The formulaic use of so-called kyrieia or investiture clauses — handing power over

property to another — in documents from kingdoms and principalities is mentioned briefly

125

above.'” Two Nabataean documents of sale from AD 99 both include such a clause:'*

by‘dn [d’ S]y hrs dmyn [...]n gmryn bslyn hityn ['lmyn Imgn’ wifzbn]h wimrhn
wimnhl wimntn wim ‘bd bzbny’ ’Ih ki dy ysbh '’

“[This (same)] ’Abi-‘adan, [the fixed sale pri]ce in funds. (These are) [...]... at full
value, mature and beyond release forever. (The right) to buy and to sell, and to
pledge and to bequeath, and to grant as gift, and to do with these purchases all that
he wishes.”

Imgn’ wizb<n>h [wimrhn wimnhl wimn]tn wim ‘[bd bzbny’ ’lh kl dy ysbh sm ‘wn dnh

128
mn ywm

“(The right) to buy and to sell, [and to pledge, and to inherit and to gr]ant as gift, and
to d[o with these purchases all that he wishes (accrues to) this (same) Shim‘on from
the day.”

The same language appears on a tomb inscription from Hegra, AD 16/17:

dnh kpr’ dy ‘bd tym’lhy br

hmlt Inpsh wyhb kpr’ dnh ['mh

‘ntth brt glhmw mn zmn Str

mwhbt’ dy bydh dy t'bd bh ki dy tsb’
mn 26 b’b snt 25 lhrtt mlk nbtw

rhm ‘mh 129

“This is the tomb which Taymallahi son of Hamilat made for himself. And he gave
this tomb to Amabh, his wife, daughter of Gulhumu, from the date of the deed of gift
which is in her hand, that she might do with it whatever she wishes. From the 26" of
Ab, the 25™ year of Haretat, King of the Nabataeans, lover of his people.”
All three of these texts include a transfer of property and use a variant of this legal
phrase to achieve it: Im ‘bd ... kI dy ysb’ in the first extract; Im ‘bd ... kI dy ysbh in the second;
and ¢‘bd bh kI dy tsb’ in the third. Parallels to this Nabataean phrase appear from across the

Near East. A recent study by Andrew Gross evaluates these clauses in conjunction with

Aramaic parallels: he concludes that the Nabataean clauses, whilst distinct, share many

125 ee above, 3.2.1.

126 On the clauses in these documents in particular, see Esler (2017), 128-9.
27 P Yadin 2.9. Cf. also 30-1.

128 P Yadin 3.10. Cf. also 33.

12 Healey (1993), no.27.
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elements of structure and terminology with well established Aramaic legal traditions.'
Cession documents appear frequently in Palmyra, which, although the legal phrases
themselves are somewhat different, use formulaic language to achieve the same legal aim."'
The tomb inscriptions at Hegra repeat another legal phrase indicating the fine payable
if the stipulations of the text are not followed. With some variation, the phrase mn dy y ‘bd
k'yr mh dy ‘I’ ktyb p’yty ‘mh [... (“whoever does other than what is written above shall be

132

liable to...”) appears frequently in the corpus. ™ Such phrases are an important part of the

texts: they stipulate the punishment for contravening the restrictions on the tombs. As John
Healey has pointed out, there are notable parallels to this legal phrase detailing
punishments. " Particularly striking is a Hebrew contract from AD 134, which closely

parallels the Nabataean statement of liability: *n¥y 72 *n°&k X% 7wA (“you shall have no claim on

me”).134

Similarly formulaic language is used in the description of property in the Nabataean
documents from Nahal Hever. The two Nabataean sale contracts from AD 99 discussed above

describe the property under sale in terms of its abutters:

w’lh thwmyh Imdnh’ dh’ wimrb’ bty th’ brt ‘bdhrtt wlymyyn’ v mr[’n]’ rb’l mlk’
mlk

nbtw dy “[hy]y wsyzb ‘mh [wl]sm’l’ rqq’ ggt’ hy klh bkl thwmyh wkl dy "yty I’by ‘dn
d’ bh mn sdgq wrwsw wthwm whig wtgp '

“And these are its boundaries: to the east: the road; and to the west: the houses of
Taha’, daughter of ‘Abad-Haretat; and to the south: the land of [ou]r lor[d], Rab’el
the King, King of the Nabataeans — who has brought [li]fe and deliverance to his
people; [and to] the north: the swamp. That plantation, in its entirety, within all its
boundaries, and all that belongs to this (same) *Abi-‘adan within it, but entitlement
and jurisdiction, according to boundary and share, and valid document.”

130 See Gross (2008), 92-150. See also Gross (2013), 141-9; Healey (2005a), 137; (1993a), 181; Greenfield (1974),
69-70.

! These are mentioned, with bibliography, above, 3.2.1.

132 This quotation comes from Healey (1993a), no.1.6-7. There are a couple of notable variations to this phrase in
the tomb inscriptions from Hegra. No.30 has a much more definite stipulation in its punishment clause: w'yty ‘m kl
mzbn yth ldwsr; “And anyone selling it will be liable to Dushara.” In nos.31.7 and 34.11, ‘m is replaced by ‘I: wmn
dy y'bd k'yr dy ‘" ktyb p’yty ‘lwhy kpl dy ’tr’ dnh kih wl‘nt dwsr wmnwtw (31.7; “And whoever does anything
other than what is written above shall be liable for double the price of this whole burial place and for the curse of
Dushara and Manotu”™).

133 See Healey (1993a), 76.

134 Milik (1954), 182-90, 1.5.

135 P Yadin 2.4-5. Cf. P Yadin 2.23-7; 3.4-5; 25-7.
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As the editors of these documents have discussed at length, the definition of property
in terms of abutters and boundaries is common in Aramaic documents from across the Near

East.'*

The term thwm, used for “border” or “boundary”, appears both in Nabatacan and
other Aramaic documents."’

Extant documents from Edessa are no less formulaic. John Healey has undertaken a
comprehensive study of the legal aspects of the loan transfer from Edessa, AD 240, which I

8 The document served to transfer a debt from one creditor to another. It

will not repeat here.
leaves us in little doubt of its legal purpose and force, including declarations and subscriptions

from all relevant parties. Of particular interest is the declaration that the agreed payment had

been made:

tnn gblt mnh dwrwd dynr’ hlyn m’” whmsyn dgr’ '

“I [Ba‘ishu, son of Abgar] have received from Worod these one hundred and fifty

denarii which he [Sha‘idu] was demanding.”

In this sale of debt a certain Ba‘ishu, son of Abgar, is acting on behalf of his master,
Sha‘idu, who is illiterate. This phrase acknowledges the receipt of payment for the debt.'®
The presence of legal formulae such as this leaves us in no doubt that the document was a
functional legal text that was expected to be checked and enforced.

As detailed studies of legal terminology in these texts have already been made, I do
not seek to provide a comprehensive inquiry here.'*' The overview I have given, however,
illustrates two points important for the study of arbitration and enforcement in kingdoms and
principalities. Firstly, it gives us an idea of what these texts were used for. The use of

formulaic phrases with clear legal functions, repeated almost verbatim across a number of

similar documents, indicates that they were functional legal texts whose authors expected

1% yadin er al. (2002), 7-8; 219. See also Porten (2000); Levine (1975b), 48-53.

137 For instance, P Yadin 7, an Aramaic deed of gift from AD 120 uses the same term and describes property using
boundaries and abutters.

138 Healey (2008). On this document, see also Ross (1993); Brock (1991); Teixidor (1990).

139 p Mesop. A.22.

140 On such clauses in the Aramaic tradition, see Gross (2008), 46-91.

14! Bibliography on specific documents is included above. On the law in these documents see, in general, Healey
(2005a); (2005b).
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them to be checked and enforced. The repeated clauses with little variation allow for the
stipulations of a certain text to be easily understood within the appropriate legal context. The
physical form of these documents allows for further scrutiny. Most of the documents from
Nabataea and Edessa were also ‘double documents’, which consisted of an upper text and a
sealed lower copy that could be checked to ensure the upper version had not been altered.'*
We are also given some indications that copies of documents were kept: one of the tomb
inscriptions from Hegra refers to a copy kept in the ‘temple of Qaysha’.'* The content and
form of the extant legal documents from Nabataca and Edessa suggest that litigants made
them in the expectation that they would be legally binding and could be scrutinised in the
event of a dispute.

Secondly, the overview of legal terminology illustrates the link between the
documents discussed here and the wider Aramaic legal tradition."** In order to appeal to legal
authorities in Nabataea and Edessa, litigants used local Middle Aramaic dialects and drew on
language from Aramaic legal traditions. The legal documents discussed here, and the way in
which they were composed, further link the dynasties of Nabataea and Edessa with particular
Middle Aramaic dialects, Nabataean and Syriac, and the wider linguistic, legal, and political
culture that comes with them. In much the same way as the documents written to appeal to
provincial administration are decidedly Greco-Roman, these documents give us an insight
into the distinct cultures of Nabataca and Edessa and how they affected the practice of
arbitration and enforcement.

Another important question relating to the tomb inscriptions at Hegra should be dealt
with here: why are the fines stipulated in the texts payable to different groups? In the previous
section, I addressed one aspect of this issue, identifying the main groups to whom fines were

145

payable. ™ The fact that different legal authorities could be called upon to enforce these

2 On the use of ‘double documents’ in the Roman Near East, see Oudshoorn (2007), 22-4; Meyer (2004), 187-
202; Cotton (2003).

3 Healey (1993a), 10.36.9: nsht dnh yhyb [.bb]yt qvs’ byrh (“a copy of this deposited in the temple of Qaysha”).
This practice is discussed in further detail above, 3.2.1.

1% On which, see, in particular, Gross (2013); (2008); Healey (2005b).

145 gee above, 3.2.1.
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contracts is important in itself. In what follows, I shall discuss this practice and the choices
owners of tombs made to ensure legal protection.

In the corpus of tomb inscriptions at Hegra, thirteen texts stipulate a fine for those
who break the restrictions. The table below shows the recipients listed in the tomb

inscriptions and the fine demanded:

Inscription146 Recipients of fine Amount
1 (AD 4/5) Dushara and Aretas 1000 selas each
5 (AD 31/32) Aretas 1000 selas
9 (AD 35/36) Aretas 2000 selas
11 (AD 34/35) Aretas 1000 selas
12 (AD 34/35) Tadhay and Aretas 100 selas each
16 (1 BC/ AD) Dushara, Hubalu, Manotu, | 5 shamads to Dushara, Hubalu, and
an ‘pkl’ Manotu. 1000 selas to a religious
functionary.'’
19 (AD 26/27) Dushara and Aretas 3000 selas each
28 (uncertain)'®® Dushara 1000 selas
30 (AD 7/8) Dushara and Aretas 1000 selas each
31 (uncertain)'®’ Dushara Double the price of the tomb and
1000 selas'”’
34 (AD 71/72) Dushara, Manotu, Rabbel 1000 selas to Dushara and Manotu;
1000 selas to Rabbel
36 (AD 31/32) Dushara and Aretas 500 selas each
38 (AD 63/64) The ‘strategos in Hegra’ and | 1000 selas each
Maliku

Looking at the corpus as a whole, there seems to be little correlation between the
fines, dates, and recipients. No recipient or group of recipients consistently warrant a greater
fine nor was there any notable increase in fines over time.

The smallest fine, of a total of two hundred selas, appears on an inscription (no.12)

from AD 34/35 payable to Tadhay and Aretas. The tomb is unusual as, whilst the tombs

146 A1l references refer to texts published in Healey (1993a).

1t is not clear what the fine of 5 shamads entails. See, with bibliography, Healey (1993a), 159-60. On the
religious functionary, see the discussion above, 3.2.1.

18 Healey (1993a), 195 estimates a date between AD 19/20 and AD 39/40.

9 Healey (1993a), 211 dates the inscription to 1 BC/AD — AD 10/11.

1% This inscription is unusual in having two fines. One using the common formula discussed above: mn dy y ‘bd
kyr dy ‘I” ktyb p’yty ‘lwhy kpl dmy ’tr’ dnh klh wl‘nt dwsr wmnwtw (“(And whoever) does other than what is
written above shall be liable for double the price of this whole burial-place and for the curse of Dushara and
Manotu”; 6-8). This first fine does not specify a recipient. Fines based on the value of the tomb are found
elsewhere in the corpus (8). There is little indication what ‘the curse of Dushara and Manotu’ entails. It draws on
divine punishment in much the same way as the ‘death of the god’ found in inscriptions from Hatra. On which, see
Kaizer (2006). The second fine is more specific: kI mn dy yt’lp bkpr’ dnh 'w y‘yr mn kl dy ‘I’ p’yty ‘mh ldwsr’
sl‘yn ’lp hrty (“And anyone who draws up for himself (a document) regarding this tomb or alters anything of what
is above will be liable to Dushara in the sum of a thousand Haretite selas™; 10-1).
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typically had legal texts barring entry on the facade, a second text (no.11), demanding a

different fine, was found inside. I will quote both of these important texts in full:

dnh kpr’ dy ‘bdw wswh brt bgrt

wqgynw wnskwyh bnth tymnyt’ lhm klh

klh wl‘myrt w'sr’nt w’l‘lt "hwthm bnt

ws<w>h d’ wigryhm kih dy ytgbrwn wswh wbnth
dy ‘I’ wgrhm kih bkpr’ dnh pgym ‘I

wswh wbnth ’lh wgrhm klh dkr’ wngbt’ dy

I yz<b>nwn wl’ ymsknwn wl’ y ‘yrwn mn wgr’
dnh I'nws klh wdfy y]sn’ mn dy ‘Idy ‘I’

pyty ‘mh ltdhy sl‘yn m’h hrty

wimr’n’ hrtt mlk’ kwt byrh 'yr Snt

43 lhrtt mlk nbt/w] rhm ‘mh

hip’thy psl’ ‘bd ™'

“This is the tomb which Wushuh daughter of Bagrat and Qaynu and Nashkuyah, her
daughters, Taymanites, made for themselves, each one, and for Amirat and Usra’nat
and Al’alat, their sisters, daughters of this Wushuh, and for those under their
protection, every one, that Wushuh and her daughters mentioned above and all those
under their protection might be buried in this tomb. And it is incumbent on Wushuh
and these daughters of hers and all those under their protection, male and female, not
to sell or give in pledge or alter anything of this rock-tomb for (in favour of?) anyone.
And whoever changes anything of what is on what is above will be liable to Tadhay
in the sum of a hundred Haretite selas and to our lord King Haretat for the same
amount. In the month of Iyyar, the 43 year of Haretat, King of the Nabataeans,
lover of his people. Halafallahi, the mason, made it.”

dnh gwh’ dy ‘bdt wswh brt

bgrt Inpsh bgw wgr’ dy [h wibnth

mn dy ytpth yth 'w ynpq yth

mn gwh’ hw ['lm’ p’yty ‘mh Imr’n’

hrtt mlk nbtw rhm ‘mh sl‘<y>n ’lp hrty
wl‘n dwsr "lh mr’n’ w’lhy’ klhm

mn dy ynpq wiwh d’ mn gwh’ d<n>h [‘'Ilm
wshd bdnh [ ‘'nt dwsr’ w’lhy’ klhm

wd’ bywm 10 b’b snt 43 [h<r>tt

mlk nbtw rhm ‘mh 152

“This is the burial-niche which Wushuh daughter of Bagrat made for herself within
the rock-tomb belonging to her and her daughters. Whoever opens it for himself or
removes her from this burial-niche for ever shall be liable to our lord Haretat, King
of the Nabataeans, lover of his people, in the sum of a thousand Haretite selas. And
may Dushara, the god of our lord, and all the gods curse whoever removes this
Wushuh from this burial-niche for ever. And may the curse of Dushara and all the
gods bear witness to this. And this was on the 10" day of Ab, the 43" year of Haretat,
King of the Nabataeans, lover of his people.”

15! Healey (1993a), no.12.
132 Healey (1993a) no.11.
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The first inscription, from the tomb fagade, was completed a few months before the
second, from the burial-niche. There are two notable differences between the texts. The outer
text commands a much smaller fine, of a total of 200 selas payable to Tadhay and Aretas, than
the inner text, which demands 1000 selas payable to Aretas alone. The second difference is
the recognition that the family comes from Tayma further north in the Hijaz. The outer text
identifies the family as Taymanites (tymnyt’) and demands payment, in part, to the god

59 1t is

Tadhai, who has been identified as the god #7h/tdh attested in inscriptions from Tayma.
the only text from the tomb inscriptions at Hegra that so explicitly links the deceased with
another place. As John Healey has pointed out, we cannot be certain that there was a temple
or religious group in Hegra linked to Tadhay; this distance may be an explanation for the low
fine.'™

The discrepancies between the two texts can be explained by their different functions.
Only the inner text (no.11) provides protection for the tomb and the deceased as it stipulates
fines for unlawful usage of the burial-niche. The outer text (no.12) only protects the
inscription from misuse. Of the two inscriptions, the outer is unusual — appealing to a god
from Tayma, identifying the deceased as Taymanites, and demanding a relatively low fine —
but the inner text conforms to what we expect from tomb inscriptions at Hegra — appealing to
Dushara and demanding a fine of a thousand selas. The outer text, clearly in view on the
facade of the tomb, labels the tomb and identifies the family that owns it. The inner text,
which would have been seen far less frequently, conforms to expected norms in its role giving
legal protection to the tomb.

For the inner text, Wushuh relies on the legal authority of the king and calls on the

protection of “Dushara ... and all the gods.”"”

There are a few plausible reasons why she
would call on Dushara rather than Tadhay in this more important inner text: she might see the

divine protection offered by Dushara to be greater than the local Taymanite deity Tadhay; or

she might predict an evocation of Dushara having a greater impact on those who might violate

133 See Quellen 325-6; Alpass (2013), 122-3; Healey (1993a), 141-2.
1% Healey (1993a), 47; 142.
155 As Alpass (2013), 135-6, has emphasised, Dushara is here treated as the supreme god.
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the tomb. In order to better protect her tomb, Wushuh evokes a different, more appropriate,

deity.'®

She has composed the two inscriptions very differently, in both religious and legal
aspects, in accordance with their different functions.
Two other inscriptions from the corpus at Hegra deserve particular mention in this

regard. The largest fine of all is found in no.19, dated to AD 26/27. The inscription demands a
fine totalling six thousand selas to Dushara and Aretas. It is unusual for the number of
restrictions placed on the tomb by the inscriber, a physician called Kahlan. This Kahlan
allows no changes to the tomb, even by his descendants, without written permission from
him:

o Tkl 'nws “sdg wyrtdy I’

yzbn gbr’ dnh wi’ ymskn wi’ ywgr wl’ y§’l wl’ yktb

bgbr’ dnh ktb kih ‘d ‘Im wkl 'nws dy ynpq bydh ktb mn khin

pgym hw kdy bh ... "’

“It is incumbent on everyone, legal heir and inheritor, not to sell this tomb or give it

in pledge or lease it or lend it or write for this tomb any document for ever. And

anyone who produces in his hand a document from Kahlan — it shall be valid in
accordance with what is in it.”

This strict control over the tomb has been characterised as “neurotic” by John

Healey.'™®

He sees the unusually large fine placed on the security of this tomb as a
manifestation of that neuroticism.

Another unusual fine stipulated by a tomb inscription at Hegra requires that five
shamads be paid to Dushara, Hubalu, and Manotu, and a thousand selas be paid to a religious

functionary."”’

This text and these recipients have been discussed at length above, but some
further comment should be made about the text here.'® It includes the legal language

common to the corpus of tomb inscriptions at Hegra and, apart from the number of divine

1% Such a choice is a common one in a polytheistic setting. A Palmyrene inscription found on the island of Suqutra
off the coast of Yemen evokes the “god who resides here” to entreat others coming to the cave, clearly visited
often as a sacred site, not to remove his inscription. Here the Palmyrene perhaps does not know what gods are
worshipped in that place, but composes his inscription to appeal to the power of the god there and to that god’s
worshippers in order to get what he wants. For the inscription, see Dridi and Gorea (2003), 48-54. See also Kaizer
(2004), 171-2.

17 Healey (1993a), no.19.3-6.

18 Healey (1993a), 46.

19 Healey (1993a), no.16.

160 See above, 3.2.1.
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names appealed to, has relatively few atypical features.'®' The unusual features of this
inscription, like the others discussed above, can most likely be attributed to choices made by
the owners of the tomb. In this latter example, the owner of the tomb, Kamkam, seems to
have placed the protection of her tomb in the hands of religious groups rather than the crown.
Kahlan, owner of the tomb with particularly severe restrictions, seems to have arranged a
particularly large fine as he was unusually concerned with its security. Wushuh elected to
erect two inscriptions: one essentially labelling the tomb and another giving it legal protection.
The writers of the tomb inscriptions seem to have been able to entrust the security of their
tomb to any number of different legal authorities, including local officials and religious

groups.

3.3. In provinces

3.3.1. Implementation

The organisation of legal frameworks in the provinces has received much scholarly

162

attention. = Work has focused, in particular, on the judicial role of the governor, who acted as

the head of legal frameworks in provinces.'® More recently, scholars have emphasised the

variety of local law and custom in the Empire.'*

Rather than addressing the practice of law in
the provinces in general, I shall discuss how the practice of arbitration and enforcement
changed after the imposition of provincial rule in former kingdoms and principalities. I shall
look first at the judicial role of provincial governors and then at the evidence for local practice.
I posit that, whilst governors were the figureheads of legal administration, provincial rule

brought with it a strong tradition of local judicial practice based on different institutions than

under dynastic rule.

1! On the divine names see Alpass (2013), 133-9.

192 See du Plessis ef al. (2016); du Plessis (2015); (2013); Eck (2000).

163 See, in particular, Meyer-Zwiffelhoffer (2002); Burton (1975).

1% See now Czajkowski (2017); Vervaet (2016); Ando (2016); Humfress (2013a); (2013b); Harries (1999).
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The administration of arbitration and enforcement in former kingdoms and
principalities was undoubtedly led by provincial governors. Whilst these governors did not
embody provincial legal authority in the way that kings did in their kingdoms, they became
the figureheads of legal administration.'® Nowhere is this clearer than in extant legal texts
from the newly-created provincia Arabia. In the texts found at Nahal Hever, Babatha seeks
audience with the governor at assize courts and appeals to his authority alone. Throughout the
intense litigation surrounding the guardianship of her son, Jesus, in particular, Babatha treats
the governor as the only person able to render judgement on the case.'® This presentation, of
the governor alone making judgements in his province, does not seem realistic; the sheer

volume of cases would be impossible for one man to judge.'”’

Other legal authorities are
conspicuously absent from legal documents: there is little direct evidence for courts in
villages, cities, or any other political or social centre in former kingdoms and principalities.
Nevertheless, the only reasonable conclusion is that there must have been some sort of other
legal authority operating in addition to the court of the governor.

The governor exercised his judicial powers at assize courts. The seminal work on
these courts in the provinces is still the classic treatment of Burton, who, dealing primarily
with Asia Minor and Egypt, has shown that the assize-tour was common to all the proconsular
provinces and was the framework around which the governor’s judicial duties were based.'®®
More recent studies have approached assize-tours from the litigants’ point of view, looking at
how they availed themselves of the governor’s court.'® Litigants would petition the governor,

or his officials, with a case. The governor would then, if he was willing to hear the case,

return his subscription. On receiving this, the petitioner would summon the defendant to the

165 The way in which kings embodied legal authority is discussed further above, 2.2.1; 3.2.1.

1% P Yadin 12-5; 27-30 are pertinent to this case. See Cotton (1993); Czajkowski (2017), 48-52; 190-2. P Yadin
25; 26; P Hever 62 all show a similar tendency to treat the governor as the sole legal authority in the province. On
this in general, see the excellent article by Cotton and Eck (2005), who refer to the governor’s singular role in
these documents as an unhistorical ‘splendid isolation’ (24). See Cotton (2002b), 13-4; Cotton (1998), 171-9;
Cotton and Yardeni (1997), 154; Goodman (1991), 172-3, who also comment on the absence of any other courts in
these documents.

17 See Cotton (2007), 236; (2002b), 14; Cotton and Yardeni (1997), 154. Contra Schwartz (1999), 210.

1% Burton (1975). See also Meyer-Zwiffelhoffer (2002); Burton (1996).

1% See, for instance, Hannah Cotton’s work on documents from the Judaean desert: Cotton (2002a); (1999a);
(1998); (1997a); (1997b); (1993), or Georgy Kantor’s work on Asia Minor: (2014); (2013); (2009); (2008). See
also Czajkowski (2017), 166-96; Humfress (2013a); (2011); Bryen (2012). Weaver (2002) discusses the
differences between different types of provincial governors.
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governor’s court.'”” Most of the evidence for assize courts in general comes from Egypt and
Asia Minor; there is little direct evidence for assize courts in the Roman Near East, but
documents from Nahal Hever indicate such a system: a document of summons from AD 131,
for instance, requires the defendant to appear émi Atépov Nénwtay ... dmov &v 1) v’ avtod

vroapyeio (“before Haterius Nepos ... whenever he happens to be on his judicial circuit of the

171

province”).'” Both Petra and Rabbathmoab serve as assize court locations in the archive.'”

The governor did not undertake his judicial duties alone. As Hannah Cotton and
Werner Eck have recently shown in a comprehensive study, there was an, albeit limited,
bureaucracy around the governor to help with both administrative and judicial functions.'”
They emphasise two sources of legal authority in the provinces other than the governor:
imperial procurators and military officials.

As I have discussed in some detail above, procurators fulfilled certain roles in a
province independent of the governor’s authority.'”* We are particularly well informed of the

office of the financial procurator in provincia Judaea, who was in charge of all financial

175

matters in the province and had legal authority over cases resulting from them. ” A document

from Caesarea, dated to AD 152, illustrates the judicial role undertaken by the procurator:

... G&odvrog

Ovaiepiov Zeprvov oveTpa-

vod ano koung Medowv TG

[epéag mapadeydijvar ic

TOV APOUOV TAV ETOKOVGAV-

TV [ouv] dvayopeiog yevoué-

g ént Kotvtiavod, Atlog
Aporyédng énitporog Lefaoct[oD]
amedevOepog, einev, &v Ti| Vouii &i; €i-
mev 0 epivog, eipd [vai]. Ap-
pryedng efin]ey, [o0]82 &lg

o€ ekPolel. ple]vels év i

vouf] Kol €K .... pot v

@ ToPrapio kai [......] Eav evpebij
[ton] M paTpi [........ ] tév oveTPOVOY

17 On this process, see Burton (1975), 99-102; Czajkowski (2017), 167-9; Harries (2010), 97.

! For the interpretation of this passage, see Cotton and Eck (2005), 39.

2P Yadin 14; 23; 25 show proceedings undertaken at Petra and P Yadin 25 summons the defendant to
Rabbathmoab. See Cotton and Eck (2005), 39.

173 Cotton and Eck (2005). See now also Vervaet (2016).

174 On the presence and role of these officials, see above 2.3.1.

175 On this procurator, his role, and the praetorium see above, 2.3.1.
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[oeTon 1) mapacnuiooig]

[Koivtivaod] cunuocopai

601 OvOpoTi cov O Oel pe

onudoachor '

“When Valerius Serenus, veteran, from the village of Meason in the Peraea,
petitioned to be received into the number of those who heard a proclamation which
took place before Quintianus, Aelius Amphigethes, procurator, freedman of
Augustus, said “Are you in possession?” Said Serenus “I am.” Amphigethes said:
“No-one will eject you. You will remain in possession and I shall ... in the record-
office and if the muster-roll of the veterans is found, I shall certify for you in your
name what it is necessary for me to testify.”

In this text, the imperial procurator Aelius Amphigetes confirms the rights of a
certain Valerius Serenus.'”” It has been convincingly argued by Cotton and Eck, on the basis
of an inscription from Caesarea, that the Quintianus mentioned here was the deputy to the
procurator, Aelius Amphigetes, rather than the provincial governor, as was proposed by John
Rea.'”™ According to this interpretation, we can identify this Quintianus with Calpurnius
Quintianus, a procurator Augusti mentioned in a fragmentary inscription from the praetorium
of the procurator at Caesarea. The connection is based on the informality with which
Quintianus is addressed in the document. It seems unlikely that the governor would be
mentioned with only his cognomen and without his title. This document, therefore, seems to
show the financial procurator, with another official working underneath him, certifying the
possessions of a veteran in Caesarea. Procurators undertaking these roles were an important
aspect of judicial practice in former kingdoms and principalities.

The military provided another source of legal expertise. As Cotton and Eck have
shown, governors could ask military officials, particularly legates or tribunes, for legal advice

or even delegate judicial authority to them.'”

Although this phenomenon is better attested
elsewhere, there is some significant evidence of it from former kingdoms and principalities.

As discussed above, two returns for the Arabian census of AD 127 have survived in the

Babatha and Salome Komaise archives. A Roman prefect, a certain Priscus, attached his

176 Text and translation from Rea (1977), 11.4-21. See also Cotton and Eck (2005), 32; Machler (1974).
17 For a discussion of the potential problems of this text, see Rea (1977).

178 Cotton and Eck (2005), 32-3.

17 Cotton and Eck (2005), 25-8.
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subscription to both of these documents. He seems to have received the submissions in

Rabbathmoab and attached his signature as confirmation:

... Epunvveio vmoypagfii[c ToT]
gnapyov. [pgickoc Hmapyoc E6e&auny Tpo £t Ko[Aavodv]
Maiov '

“Translation of the subscription of the prefect: I, Priscus prefect, received [this] six
days before the Ka[lends] of May.”

The prefect signed his subscription in Latin, which was then translated in the extant
copies. A petition from the Middle Euphrates archive shows military officials taking a

similarly direct role in legal administration:

TovA(iw) Mapeive (Ekatovtapy®) t@ &ni tiig evtagiog Zew-
pokNViic vacat mopa vacat Boboafpada Apovong

KO(UNg) Maydding thg Zowpaknviig [vacat]

€, KOpLe, [00]D yevopévov &v [A]nmaddvy mapéo-

mod oot AvpA(1ov) APhaay atpat(tdtny) Aey(edvog) 1 Praoviog
dipung xail Baponpeav ovetpavov Gvopag

a&loypéovg oitveg ént 6od Euaptopnoay

Niopaiapov adelpdov pov yevopevov v’ Euod
Nnigvbepdcbar dvepedévta VO TIVOV Ko~

KoVpYy®V, vacat ob t& VrapyovTa To &pol

dvirovta lafadvavea Staxotéyet kai

£roiun el katnyopelv avtiic mepl Tod avTod

POVOoL, £k T0HTOV 0DV AEID Voo uid(cacOai)

6é 1oV TOVTE TG TTTAKIM papTopiog yapwv '

“To Julius Marinus, centurion in charge of maintaining order in Sphoracene, from
Bathsabbatha daughter of Arsinoe, from the village of Magdala, of Sphoracene. For,
lord, in your presence at Appadana I have presented Aurelius Abilaas, soldier of the
legion XVI Flavia Firma, and Barsemaias, veteran, men worthy of faith, who
testified before you that my late Nisraiabos has been recovered by me, murdered by
criminals, and saw that his property, which is coming back to me, is in the
possession of labathnanaia, and I am ready to accuse him of that murder, so that is
why I ask you to take out my petition here, for it serves as testimony.”

This petition was made to a centurion, Julius Marinus, by a certain Bathsabbatha from

182

the village of Magdala relating to a murder. ~~ Her brother, Nisraiabos, was killed by

criminals. She was able to recover the body, but his possessions are in possession of a certain

18 p Hever 61, fragments a and b, 11.4-6. Cf. P Yadin 16.36-8.
81 p Euphr. 5.1-14.
18 For commentary see Feissel and Gascou (1995), 107-18. See also Gnoli (2000), 31; 56.
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labathnanaia. Bathsabbatha cites testimony from a current soldier, Aurelius Abilaas, and a

. 183
veteran, Barsemaias, to corroborate her account.

This document petitions the centurion to
add his subscription and thus certify that the witnesses have been heard.

Julius Marinus, in his role as the centurion ‘in charge of maintaining order’ (émi tfig
evta&iog), is able to confirm the testimony of the witnesses. It seems that he was not able to
hear the subsequent trial of Iabathnanaia or that the petitioner did not want him to preside
over the trial. This document — which serves as an official recognition of testimony that might
not be available at the trial — would only be necessary if the centurion did not plan on
presiding over proceedings. Julius Marinus, therefore, is here undertaking a police rather than
a judicial action."™ We might presume that this Bathsabbatha petitioned the governor to
accuse labathnanaia; all of the other petitions in the Middle Euphrates archive are addressed
to the provincial governor.'™

As long as the Emperor was not in the region, the governor was, therefore, clearly the
Roman official with the greatest judicial responsibilities."®® His assize court was the most
important locus of judicial activity in the province. Nevertheless, we have evidence for a
network of other Roman officials, procurators and military personnel, who had a significant
role in the legal administration. Our evidence does not allow us a comprehensive view into
this legal framework, but we have, at least, a good idea of the impact that Roman officials
could make on arbitration and enforcement in former kingdoms and principalities.

Arbitration and enforcement in former kingdoms and principalities took a distinctly
Roman form, characterised most prominently by the governor’s assize court. This regional
legal framework of Roman officials marks a change from the dynastic period, when judicial
authority rested on the king and his court. Unlike kings and princes, who were an embodiment

of the law, a number of Roman officials were vested with distinct legal authority.

18 As Feissel and Gascou (1995), 110-1 have pointed out, soldiers would probably have been valuable and
trustworthy witnesses.

1% On the role of soldiers in civilian policing, see Fuhrmann (2016); (2012), 45-88; 201-38.

185 p Euphr. 1-4. See Feissel and Gascou (1995).

1% For instance, Caracalla takes on such a legal role in a trial recorded on a well-known inscription at a temple in
Dumeir: SEG 17.759; Roussel and de Visscher (1942-1943). On this text, see Kunkel (1974).
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We have, in accounts of the trials of Jesus and his apostles, a rare glimpse into the
workings of courts in former kingdoms and principalities. The narratives, preserved in the
Gospels and the Book of Acts, are potentially difficult evidence for provincial practice.'®’
Their transmission is intrinsically tied to the development of Christianity and thus ‘blame’ is
often apportioned to different parties depending on the author. A comparison of the different
Gospels reveals that details of time, place, and certain events can differ between them. Whilst
we can confirm or deny certain details based on other contemporary evidence, there is no way
to prove or disprove facts or narratives from the Gospels or to show one as being more
factually accurate than another. The Gospels and the Book of Acts, are, however, emblematic
of a particular place and time. Whilst I cannot reasonably provide certain answers to the
difficult questions surrounding the sources of the Gospels or when they were written, they
evoke the social and political situation in Palestine before the destruction of the Second

Temple.'®®

The Gospels and the Book of Acts are primarily concerned with Jesus’ life and
thus, whilst some elements may be anachronistic, they are tied to that particular situation.
They will, at least, give us reasonable portrayals of the social, political, and judicial concerns
in provincial Judaea even if the narratives themselves cannot be verified. In what follows, I
discuss accounts of judicial practice in Judaea in order to clarify the governor's judicial role,
the legal process, and other groups involved in it.

I will first discuss the best known of the trial narratives from provincial Judaea, those
concerning the trial of Jesus.'™ As the details of the four accounts are so well known I will

not quote or summarise their every detail. A number of discrepancies between the Gospels of

Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John, however, are pertinent for our purposes.

187 The bibliography concerning the validity of historical information in the New Testament, and the Gospels in

particular, is vast. To name but a few important items: Brown (1994); Lane Fox (1991); Millar (1990b); Johnson
(1986); Sanders (1985); Betz (1982); Catchpole (1971); Guthrie (1965); Sherwin-White (1963); Winter (1961).

188 Millar (1990b), 357, in particular, ties these narratives to this time and place: “All that seems to me to be certain
of all four [Gospels] is that they could not have come to be as they are without their deriving in some sense, direct
or indirect, from an environment in which the geography and social structure of pre-A.D. 70 Palestine was
familiar; and, more important, an environment in which the concerns of pre-70 Jewish society were still
significant.”

' Matt. 26:47-27:44; Mark 14:43-15:32; Luke 22:47-23:43; John 18-19:27. The bibliography looking at this trial
in particular is vast. Again, I shall highlight a few important items: Brown (1994); Millar (1990b); Betz (1982);
Catchpole (1971); Winter (1961).
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The four accounts differ in the timing of the trial; as the trial occurred around the time
of the Passover celebrations, these discrepancies have implications on the nature of the
proceedings. In the Gospels of Matthew and Mark, Jesus is arrested immediately after the
meal traditionally eaten on the first night of Passover, the paschal meal, and questioned

immediately afterwards.'”

In the Gospel of Luke, Jesus is arrested immediately after the Last
Supper and taken to the house of the High Priest. After the sun rises on the next day, a council
(10 mpeoPutépiov) is convened to question him."" John explicitly places the events before the
beginning of Passover: the Last Supper was on the night before the first night of Passover.
Jesus was arrested and questioned immediately after the meal.'”” The timing of the
proceedings in these narratives is problematic; it seems rather unlikely that formal trials in
front of the governor’s court would have been undertaken in the middle of the night or on the
morning of the first day of Passover.'”

In all four narratives Jesus is first taken to be questioned by Judaeans without the
governor, but the precise events and nature of the interrogating group differs between
accounts. In the Gospels of Matthew and Mark Jesus is taken to the house of Caiaphas, the
High Priest (apyepéa).”” The group at the house of the High Priest comprised of Caiaphas,
the ‘scribes’ (ypappateic), and ‘elders’ (mpesPotepor). We are then told that “the chief priests
and the whole council (o1 apylepeic kai 10 cuvédprov dhov) were looking for false evidence

against Jesus so that they could put him to death.”'”

This synedrion has often been identified
as the Sanhedrin, an aristocratic Judaean council with authority over administrative and

judicial functions.'® The group represented by synedrion here, however, seems to have been

an ad hoc group assembled for the particular purpose; the description at no point seems to

10 Matt. 26:17-29; Mark 14:12-25. The meal eaten before Jesus® arrest is typically referred to as the ‘Last Supper’.

I follow this convention here.

1 The Last Supper: Luke 22:14-38. Questioning on the next day: 22:66.

2 For the timing of events: John 13.1. As Millar (1990b), 369, has pointed out, there is no indication in the
following narrative that they were eating the paschal meal, typically eaten on the first night of Passover. For Jesus’
arrest: 18:1-14.

13 See Goodblatt (1994), 122; Michaels (1990), 478-9; Millar (1990b), 377-8; Winter (1961), 20. Contra Harvey
(1976), 14-7, who argues that the Gospel of John depicts an extended formal trial. Sherwin-White (1963), 35,
treats the proceedings as depicted by the Gospel of Luke as a formal trial.

9% Matt. 26:57; Mark 14:53. Only Matthew identifies the High Priest as Caiaphas.

195 Matt. 26:59. Cf: Mark 14:55.

1% See, in particular, Beare (1981), 498-50; Sherwin-White (1963), 35-40. The debate surrounding this issue is
discussed in detail below, 3.5.
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resemble an institutional body and it seems unlikely that the Sanhedrin, as it is defined in
modern scholarship, could be assembled formally on the first night of Passover.'”’ No
decisions made by this group are depicted as formal sentences.

In the Gospel of Luke, Jesus is taken to the group of Judaeans at dawn the morning
after he was arrested. This account seems to portray a more formal council than the Gospels
of Matthew and Mark:

Kol og éyéveto Muépa, ocvovnydn to mpecPutéplov tod Aaod, apylepeis te kol
YPOULOTELS, Kol dmiyayov adTov £ig 10 cuvESplov avtdy

"At daybreak, the council of the people, the chief priests and scribes, met together
and took him to the synedrion."

Here the group is depicted more formally, with the title ‘council of the people’
(mpecPutéplov Tod Aaod). It seems to be very similar in composition to the group depicted by
Matthew and Mark, comprising of the ‘chief priests’ (dpyiepeic) and ‘scribes’ (ypoppoteis).
The passage uses both 10 npesPutéprov and 10 cvvédpiov, with the latter, as in the Gospels of
Matthew and Mark, referring abstractly to the meeting and the former representing the group.
It is thus possible that the group depicted here and referred to as 10 npecPutéplov represents

199

the institutional body known as the Sanhedrin in current debate. ™ As in the Gospels of

Matthew and Mark, this council does not seem to be able to make a legal judgement of their
own, they bring Jesus before the prefect Pilate.””
In the Gospel of John, Jesus is arrested by a group of Roman soldiers along with

officials (bmepétar).””! He is first brought to Annas, a former High Priest and father-in-law of

the High Priest Caiaphas, and questioned there before being brought to Caiaphas and then,

%7 For this interpretation, see Goodblatt (1994), 119; McLaren (1991), 97-101; Millar (1990b), 376-7. As Lane
Fox (1991), 290-1, has pointed out, the conclusion that this was an ad hoc court rather than the Sanhedrin does not
constitute evidence against the existence of a formal body as the term synedrion could be used both as the name of
a particular council and to denote another council or group.

%8 Luke 22:66. Adapted translation.

199 As Millar (1990b), 367, has pointed out, 1o TpesPutépiov is only used to refer to the Sanhedrin by this author:
here and in Acts 22:5.

>0 Luke 23:1-2.

! John 18:12.
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subsequently, in front of the prefect Pilate.” Unlike the other narratives, the questioning in

front of the High Priest is brief and only conducted by Caiaphas himself.*”

We are not given
any information about the group, if John envisioned one, present at the High Priest’s
questioning.

All four Gospel narratives depict Jesus being brought to the governor Pontius Pilate
after being questioned by the Judaeans. In the Gospels of Matthew and Mark Jesus is brought
before the governor and accused by the “chief priests and the elders” (ot dpylepeig xal
npeoputépor).”” There is no indication that the meeting with Pilate constitutes a formal trial.
When asked to crucify Jesus by the Judaeans, Pilate asks them “Why? What crime has he
committed?® As Fergus Millar has emphasised, these narratives present Pilate’s decision as
a political one rather than a legal one: he acquiesced to the Judaeans’ wishes to have Jesus
executed and did not make a legal judgement about Jesus® guilt.”*®

In the Gospel of Luke, we are given more detail about the charges made against Jesus.
We are told that Jesus was accused of refusing to pay taxes, claiming to be a king, and stirring
rebellion.”” After hearing that Jesus was from Galilee, Pilate passes the accused to Herod
Antipas, tetrarch of Galilee, who questioned him but does not seem to have offered any

208

verdict per se.” More of this narrative, therefore, seems to depict judicial activities but the

outcome is very much the same as the Gospels of Matthew and Mark: Pilate does not find

22 John 18:12-28. On Annas and Caiaphas, see HJP 2.230.

*® John 18:19-23.

2% Matt. 27:12. Cf. Mark 15:1: xai €080¢ mpml GPPOOAIOV TOWGAVTES Ol BpYLEPETC HETd TAV TPESPLTEPOY Kai
ypoppoatémv kai dAov 10 cuvédplov dMoavtég Tov Incodv amnveykov kol mapédokav [Iidto (“Very early in the
morning, the chief priests, with the elders, the scribes and the whole synedrion, made their plans. So they bound
Jesus, led him away, and handed him over to Pilate.”) As elsewhere in the Gospels, synedrion seems to be used
here to refer to this particular ad hoc group rather than a body called to synedrion. See McLaren (1991), 114; 251-
6. Cf- also Mark 15:3: xoi katnydépovv avtod ol apylepeic moArd (“The chief priests accused him of many things.”)
> Matt. 27:23; Mark 15:14.

206 Millar (1990b), 376-8.

7 Luke 23:1-5.

28 L uke 23:8-12. As Millar (1990b), 368, has pointed out, it is not unknown that the Herodian Kings would be
involved in cases heard by the governor’s court in Roman Judaea. Josephus reports that Agrippa II often visited
Judaea, and maintained a residence there, when it was not part of his kingdom (4J 20.189-94). Agrippa is
consulted in the trial of Paul as depicted in the Book of Acts (25:13-26:32). Scholars have suggested a reason for
Antipas’ inclusion in this narrative. In Acts 4:25-6, the author of the Gospel of Luke and the Book of Acts quotes
Psalm 2:1-2, which maintains that the kings on earth conspired against Jesus. Even though he was not technically a
king, Herod Antipas’ role in the Gospel of Luke is used to confirm the validity of the Psalm quoted in Acts. See
Lane Fox (1991), 297.
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Jesus guilty of any crimes worthy of the death penalty, but makes the decision to execute him
in order to alleviate the pressure from the Judaeans. Luke makes this explicit in his narrative:
‘0 8¢ 1pitov elmev TpdC avTovC, Ti Yip KokdV €moincev 00Tog; 0¥V aitiov Bavértov
VPOV &V aVT® ... ol 8 EMEKVEIVTO POVOIG HEYAANLS aiTovuEVOL aDTOV oTOVpWOTvaL,
Kol katioyvov ai eovai advtdv. Kai IIikdtog énékpvey yevéshot o aitpa avtdy 2
"For the third time he spoke to them: "Why? What crime has this man committed? I
have found in him no grounds for the death penalty ... But with loud shouts they
insistently demanded that he be crucified, and their shouts prevailed. So Pilate
decided to grant their demand."
Whilst the meeting before the governor seems much more like a formal court, the
decision is, as it is in the Gospels of Matthew and Mark, a political rather than a legal one.
In the Gospel of John, the longest account of the meeting between Pilate and Jesus,
Pilate again makes his decision not on legal grounds, but wanting to mollify the gathered

210
Judaeans.

The discussion between the gathered crowd, referred to with the general
appellation hoi Ioudaioi, and Pilate is of some legal importance.”' Pilate told the group to
judge Jesus themselves as they were reportedly not able to enter the day before the first night
of Passover:

gimev oV avtoig 6 IMkditoc, AdPete adTOV VUEIG, Kol KoTd TOV VOOV DUDV Kpivate

avToV. elmov avT® ot Tovdaiol, Hyiv ovk &Eegotv dmokteivol 0bdéva: iva 0 AOYog

70D "INcod TAnpodij dv einev onuaivov moin davite fuellev drodviokew. 22

"Pilate said, “Take him yourselves and judge him by your own law.'

'But we have no right to execute anyone,' they objected. This took place to fulfill

what Jesus had said about the kind of death he was going to die."

This passage has been the subject of intense scholarly interest. It has been taken as

proof that the Judaean authorities did not have the power to judge capital cases.””’ This

interpretation, however, is rather problematic. As Fergus Millar has argued, it is difficult to

> Luke 23:22-4.

1% John 19:1-16.

21 Unlike the other Gospels, which specify the crowd’s composition, the Gospel of John often refers to the group
simply as oi Tovdaiot, especially from 18:30 onwards. This tendency has been the subject of much literature, see
Cook (1987); Culpepper (1987); Efron (1987), 321-5; Beare (1981), 501; Harvey (1976), 63-4.

> John 18:31-2.

213 See, in particular, Sherwin-White (1963), 32-3.
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interpret this passage as the Judaeans telling the Roman governor that they cannot try capital
cases according to Roman law.”"* Surely the governor would already be aware of this. More
convincing is the possibility that they cannot execute him because it was the day before
Passover, the same reason why they could not enter the praetorium.*® The time at which
these events unfolded, just before Passover, is key to the legal aspects of this narrative.

The trial of Jesus narratives, therefore, provide an uncertain picture of legal
administration in provincial Judaea. None of them seem to depict a formal trial; they portray a
political decision in the face of determined public opinion. Nor do they provide any certain
answers about the Judaean organisations they depict: the Gospel of Luke seems to depict a
formal Judaean council whilst the others portray ad hoc gatherings. The time at which the
events take place, at the outset of Passover, makes it unlikely that such a council would
convene if it did exist.

The Book of Acts, written by the same author as the Gospel of Luke, depicts much
judicial activity surrounding Jesus' apostles.”'® In much the same way as the Gospels, it is
difficult to place too much credence in the factual accuracy of these narratives; they are,
however, narratives set in first-century Judaea and likely reflect the social structure and
judicial issues of that time.”'” The Book of Acts depicts a series of arrests, trials, and
punishments inflicted on Jesus' disciples after his execution. The most notable of these depicts
all of the apostles being arrested before being released by an angel.”' The apostles were
arrested on the orders of the High Priest and those with him:

Avactig 88 6 apylepeds Kol TAvVTES ol 6DV avTd, 1) ovoa aipecic TV Zaddovkainy,
énanotnoav {\Aov kol énéfarov tag yelpag £ml TovG AmosTOAOVG Kol £0gvTo adTONg
év pnoet dnpooic.*”

"Then the High Priest and all his associates, who were members of the party of the

Sadducees, were filled with jealousy. They arrested the apostles and put them in the
public jail."

214 Millar (1990b), 374.
215 As Millar (1990b), 374, points out, the Mishnah (m. Sanh. 4:1) stipulates that capital trials could not be
conducted on the day before a yom tov. On the history of Passover in general, see Segal (1963).
216 On the authorship of Luke-Acts, see Fitzmyer (1998), 49-51; Kiimmel (1975), 156.
27 On the reliability of judicial process in the Book of Acts, see Harries (2010), 89; Sherwin-White (1963).
iz Acts 5:17-42. On this narrative in general, see Keener (2013), 1205-24; Fitzmyer (1998), 330-42.
Acts 5:17-8.
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After a brief interlude where the apostles were freed from the jail by an angel and
then recaptured, the High Priest convened a gathering described in the following terms: to

/ v~ \ ’ ~ e~ o rn 220
ovvédplov Kol macav TNV yepovsiav T®V vidv TopanA.

This line has been the subject of
substantial scholarly interest. Robin Lane Fox sees it as being conclusive evidence for the
existence of a formal Judaean council, referred to as to 01)Vé6p10v.221 According to this
interpretation, kai here introduces a gloss; mdoav Vv yepovoiav T@OV vIBV Topond is a
description of 10 cvvédpiov. It seems more likely, given the friction between the two terms
synedrion and gerousia in this passage, that 10 cuvédprov refers to the trial in an abstract
sense and that 1 yepovoio t@v vidv Topaih was a council of Judaean elders.”

In this narrative, the apostles are brought before the group assembled by the High
Priest and questioned.”” The court initially decides to have the apostles executed, but changes
its decision based on an impassioned speech from one of the group.”* The apostles are given
a flogging and allowed to go free.

Shortly after this account, Stephen is arrested and similarly questioned by Judaean
authorities. According to this account, the members of a particular synagogue opposed this
Stephen and began to plot his downfall:

Yvvekivnodv te OV AodV Kol TOVG TPecPLTEPOVLE KAl TOVG YPOUUATEIG, Koi
EMOTAVTEG GLVIPTAGOV AVTOV Kol Tyoyov €ig 10 cuvédplov

"So they [members of the Synagogue] stirred up the people and elders and the
scribes. They seized Stephen and brought him before the council."

The narrative gives us little further information about the composition of this

synedrion, but this passage seems to depict Stephen being heard by a formal Judaean council

20 dets 5:21.

2! Lane-Fox (1991), 290-1.

222 See Goodblatt (1994), 124; McLaren (1991), 114; 251-6; Efron (1987), 318. There seems to be a temptation in
modern scholarship concerning the Sanhedrin to attach a particular significance to the word synedrion in Greek
literature. Its borrowing in rabbinic literature, Sanhedrin, has dominated conceptions of a Judacan council in the
Second Temple Period. There is no reason why such a body could not be described by the term gerousia in
passages such as this. The connection, linguistic or otherwise, between the council described here and the rabbinic
Sanhedprin is anachronistic. See further below, 3.5.

2 fets 5:27.

2% cts 5:29-40.

2 Aets 6:12.
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with judicial authority.”® During the questioning, the court is incensed by a long speech given
by Stephen and they proceed to take him outside and stone him to death.””’ The narrative
would suggest that the Judaean council had the authority to make this decision and undertake
the punishment, but it is portrayed as an act of passion rather than a reasoned legal decision.
Later on in the Book of Acts, Paul, as he was a Roman citizen, was brought to trial in

front of the governor.228

All of the impetus for this trial seems to have come from the Judaean
leaders, the High Priests (ol apyiepeic) and Judaean elites (oi mpdtot TV Tovdaimv).”” Of
particular note for our purposes are the actions of the governor: it is mentioned that the
governor only continued with the trial on account of the political pressure from the

230
Judaeans.

The governor, Festus, here seems to take a similar course to Pilate in the trial of
Jesus narratives; he engages with the case in order to satisfy political pressure.

Another point of interest in this trial is the role of Agrippa II, who at that time held
the title of king but did not control Judaea. After agreeing to hear the case against Paul, Festus
seems to have been surprised that it was rooted primarily in Judaean law.>' As a result,
Festus consults Agrippa for legal advice and allowed the king to question Paul.* This
narrative highlights the diversity of legal practice, even in the governor’s court, and the
variety of sources of legal expertise the governor could call upon.””

The trial narratives from the Book of Acts are certainly stylised accounts; we cannot
necessarily use these as sources for particular events, but they are representative of issues
contemporary to provincial Judaea. One issue that has dominated modern scholarship
concerning these texts is the questions surrounding the Sanhedrin, a formal Judaean council

234

with administrative and judicial responsibilities.”" The Book of Acts certainly seems to

226 See Lane Fox (1991), 290-1. Goodblatt (1994), 124 and Efron (1987), 318-20 both accept that the Book of Acts
depicts a permanent and formal Judaean council, but they do not think that this depiction is representative of
reality.

27 Acts 6:8-7:60.

28 dets 25:1-32.

2 ets 25:1-2.

20 fets 25:9: "Festus, wishing to do the Jews (oi Tovdaiot) a favour, said to Paul, "Are you willing to go up to
Jerusalem and stand trial before me on these charges?" Cf. Also 25:3.

2! dets 25:13-22.

22 dets 25:23-26:32.

> See also Harries (2010), 89-90.

2% On this debate, see below, 3.5. See also 3.2.1.
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portray such a body and attributes it with judicial responsibility. We should not place too
much emphasis on this evidence, however, as the narrative does not depict these events as fair
trials. The author seems to place a lot of emphasis on Judacan animosity towards the
disciples.” Nevertheless, it seems unlikely that such a narrative would emerge had there not
been some sort of organised Judaean leadership able to conduct judicial proceedings of its
own.

Whilst the biblical trial narratives perhaps do not give us reliable accounts of
particular events, we can draw some useful conclusions from the issues they raise. They show
a particular concern with the relationship between Roman officials and non-Roman
organisations. The role of the Judaeans seems to be exaggerated in some of the narratives,
with the Romans sometimes conspicuously absent, but these stories nevertheless emerge from
a place and time where such issues were significant concerns. Accounts of the trials of Jesus
and Paul emphasise the nuanced position of the governor, who had to maintain relations with
the people and thus sometimes make political decisions in a legal context.”® Biblical
narratives tell us that, whilst the court of the governor was a focal point for legal
administration, non-Roman authorities could still be both prevalent and important.

Many of the concerns we find in the Gospels are mirrored in literature from
elsewhere in the Empire. Fergus Millar, in his seminal study of the ‘World of the Golden Ass’,
has excellently demonstrated that the world depicted in Apuleius’ fantastical Metamorphoses
reflects historical reality or, at least, a potential reality of life in the provinces:

“Indeed I am going to suggest that the realism of tone in the novel may extend
beyond purely physical descriptions, to realistic images of social and economic

relations, the framework of communal life in a Roman province and even, here and
there, to the wider context of what it meant to be a subject of the Roman Empire."237

5 For this interpretation, see Goodblatt (1994), 124; Efron (1987), 318-20.

36 Millar (1990b), 378-9, has encapsulated, with reference to the trial of Jesus, the political pressures that would
have motivated Pilate to take action against those setting themselves up in opposition to Roman authority. See also,
Fuhrmann (2012), 171-7, who emphasises the governor’s difficult position between demands for favour from
below and the demands for peace and order from above.

7 Millar (1981), 63.
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His examination of the Metamorphoses demonstrates that the world of the novel
shares much with the world of the Gospels. One of the most striking aspects of provincial life
depicted by the Metamorphoses is the relationship between the governor and city aristocracy.
The cities, essentially run by its aristocratic families, and the governor had a remarkably two-
way relationship where the governor depended on his relationship with the aristocracy and
they depended on their relationship with him.”® In one notable instance, pointed out by Millar,
the aristocratic Lucius from Corinth is questioned by his host in Hypata about Corinth, its
leading citizens and the governor.”*” The Metamorphoses, like the biblical trial narratives,
present a nuanced picture of the provincial governor, who is subject to political pressures
from local elites as well as the consistent pressure to maintain order.

Apuleius’ Metamorphoses also give us a similar picture of mob justice. In much the
same way as the court trying Stephen in the Book of Acts, incensed, took him outside and
stoned him, Apuleius depicts a group stoning a witch to death in one episode and immediately

240

stone a woman accused of murder in another.” In a third, the father of a murdered man

accuses his other son of the crime.””' The reaction of those present is to immediately kill the

accused man, but, fearing violence, magistrates ensure there is a proper trial:

Tanta denique miseratione tantaque indignatione curiam sed et plebem maerens
inflammaverat ut, remoto iudicandi taedio et accusationis manifestis probationibus
et responsionis meditatis ambagibus, cuncti conclamarint lapidibus obrutum
publicum malum publice vindicari. Magistratus interim metu periculi proprii, ne de
parvis indignationis elementis ad exitium disciplinae civitatisque seditio procederet,
partim decuriones deprecari, partim populares compescere ut, rite et more maiorum
iudicio reddito et utrimquesecus allegationibus examinatis, civiliter sententia
promeretur.*?

“The grieving father inflamed the council and the people too with so much pity and
such intense anger that they wanted to dispense with the nuisance of a trial, with its
clear demonstrations by the prosecution and studied evasions by the defence. They
shouted in unison that this curse on the people should be punished by the people,
crushed under a rain of stones. The magistrates meanwhile were afraid of the danger
to themselves if sedition should arise from the small seeds of anger and go on to
destroy public order and civic government. Some of them interceded with the

% Millar (1981), 69.

29 Met. 1.26. See Millar (1981), 69.

0 For the stoning of the witch: Met. 1.10. For stoning of the woman accused of murder: 2.27. Both stories are
mentioned by Czajkowski (2017), 146 and Millar (1981), 69.

! Met. 10.6-12.

* Met. 10.6.
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councillors, others restrained the common people, arguing that a verdict ought to be
rendered with due process and customary procedure, that the allegations of both
sides should be examined, and that a sentence should then be pronounced in a
civilised manner.”

Two aspects of this narrative are striking. Firstly, the appeal to mob justice is not
treated as being particularly outrageous or uncommon. As Kimberley Czajkowski has argued:
“In cities, towns, and villages, we should, therefore, perhaps allow for the possibility that
forms of self-help and informal ‘justice’ — including what we might label vigilantism — were a

key part of the legal landscape.”*

Secondly, it is striking that the city council was able to
undertake the trial of one accused of murder without input from the governor.*** Throughout
the novel, justice is mostly pursued in local courts by local authorities without the judicial
input of Roman officials. The picture we receive of judicial practice in Roman provinces from
Apuleius’ Metamorphoses is that it was highly devolved to cities, villages, and local
communities.”*
Along the same lines, Plutarch, discussing avenues for ambitious young politicians,
gives us broad indications of the role of cities in the Empire:
viv 0OV 1€ Td TPAypoTo TOV TOLEV 0K Exel TOAEU®Y Tyepoviog 003 Tupavvidwmv
KOTAADGELG 00OE CUUPOYIKOG TPAEELS, TIV' AV TIg apyMv Empavods Adfot koi Aapmdc
moAteiag; ai dikat te Agimovtol al dnuociot Kol TpecPeion Tpog adToKpATOPa.
“Nowadays, then, when the affairs of the cities no longer include leadership in wars,
nor the overthrowing of tyrannies, nor acts of alliances, what opening for a
conspicuous and brilliant public career could a young man find? There remain the
public lawsuits and embassies to the Emperor.”
For Plutarch, writing in the first and second centuries AD, city courts were a means
by which young men could begin a political career.””’ Elsewhere in his Moralia, Plutarch

248

bemoans the decline of city courts and local independence with them.”™ In these two

3 Czajkowski (2017), 147.

4 This point is emphasised by Millar (1981), 70-1.
5 Millar (1981), 71-2.

246 plut, Mor. 805a.

7 On this, see Reynolds (1988), 31.

8 Mor. 814-5. See Czajkowski (2017), 139-40.
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depictions of life in the provinces, from Apuleius and Plutarch, we are given a distinct sense
of the importance of local judicial practice.

We have little first-hand evidence for local judicial fora in former kingdoms and
principalities. As I have discussed above, much of our evidence presents the provincial
governor as the only possible source of legal judgement. The evidence we get from Apuleius
and Plutarch, however, seems to suggest that local judicial practice was common to the
provinces of the Empire. Trial narratives given by the Gospels, which are particularly
concerned with the judicial authority wielded by local groups, reinforce this presentation. In
what follows, I discuss the likely locations for local judicial practice in former kingdoms and
principalities and to what extent they indicate a change from practice under dynastic rule.

Whilst Plutarch presents city courts as an important venue for local judicial practice,
we have little direct evidence — such as trial narratives or legal documents — for these courts in
the Roman Near East. For this reason, the extant document recording minutes from Petra’s

249 ..
The text records a decision made

city council, from AD 124, is of great importance.
regarding the guardianship of Babatha’s son, Jesus, by the city council. This documentary
evidence supports the more general presentation we get from Apuleius and Plutarch, that
cities acted as important judicial centres for their hinterland. It seems likely, despite the
lack of direct evidence, that cities had a profound impact on the legal administration of former
kingdoms and principalities. In the previous chapter, I demonstrated that the city was closely
associated to provincial rule in the Near East and represented the most important political and

: : 251
social units.

The annexation of kingdoms and principalities saw the addition of pre-existing
cities to provinces that otherwise comprised former dynastic territory and the creation of new
cities. The judicial role of cities, in addition to their political and social importance, was a
defining aspect of the new provincial rule.

In the search for local legal fora in former kingdoms and principalities, we might also

look to the networks of villages in these regions. As I have discussed above, many of the

2 P Yadin 12. This is discussed further above, 2.3.2.
20 See, with reference to P Yadin 12, Isaac (1992); Goodman (1991).
Bl See above, 2.2.2; 2.3.2.
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provinces that followed dynastic rule were characterised most prominently by vast networks
of villages governed by village officials.”> It seems likely, given the emphasis Apuleius and
Plutarch place on the legal authority of local communities, that these villages served as
judicial fora.”>® Whilst the village seems to have been an important means of settlement in the
Near East from the Hellenistic period onwards, provincial rule seems to have led to an
increased emphasis on the agency of settlements as corporate bodies representative of their
inhabitants. This change in the evidence whereby villages seem to be treated more explicitly
as active self-governing communities might indicate that they became more important judicial
fora as well but we cannot be sure. Whilst we have a number of documents, discussed at
length above, that originate from a village context, they tend to be written by litigants
appealing to the Roman authorities.”>* We are given little insight into judicial practice within
villages. There was likely little change in the former Herodian Kingdom. Josephus’ idealised
presentation of community elders undertaking judicial functions in important towns, deriving
from the Hebrew Scriptures, most likely continued throughout the period of Herodian and
provincial rule in Judaea. We have little evidence that attests to this sort of practice elsewhere,
however, and the increased importance and independence of village communities may have
led to judicial authority being increasingly vested in these institutions.

In conclusions, whilst much of our evidence focuses on the judicial role of the
governor in former kingdoms and principalities, it seems likely that most arbitration and
enforcement was conducted in local fora, cities and villages. The change in legal
administration resulting from the imposition of provincial rule was twofold. Firstly, the legal
framework of Imperial officials — the governor, procurators, and the military — was distinctly
Roman and a change from the royal courts it replaced. Secondly, whilst much of the
arbitration and enforcement still seems to have occurred in local communities, there seems to

have been a change in the type of community in which this occurred. The widespread

B2 See above, 2.3.4.
253 This is argued most prominently, with reference to provincia Judaea, by Cotton (2002b).
24 See above, 2.3.4.
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introduction of cities and an increased emphasis on the political role of village communities

likely led to a change in local arbitration and enforcement.

3.3.2. Interaction

In this section, I examine the way in which litigants interacted with legal frameworks
in former kingdoms and principalities. Interaction in the provinces has recently been the focus
of much scholarly activity, which has looked particularly at the ways in which litigants
attempted to get positive outcomes from provincial legal systems.”> The particular focus here
is how litigants’ changed their behaviour after the imposition of provincial rule on kingdoms
and principalities. Our main sources for this interaction are legal documents, functional texts
that provide us a glimpse into the dialogue between litigants and those with judicial authority.
The imposition of provincial rule brought with it new legal fora, the courts of Roman officials.
Litigants utilised new language, forms, and even a new means of using documents in order to
avail themselves of these courts.

After the imposition of provincial rule, there were substantial changes in content and
form in the way that legal documents were written. I have discussed the way in which
litigants reflected their new political setting in detail above, but I shall summarise some

important points here.**

The striking change in language — from local Aramaic dialects to
Greek — was typically accompanied by a change in how the political landscape was presented:
kings and the royal family, unsurprisingly, made way for the Emperor and Roman officials;
and the name and presentation of many settlements changed to reflect new statuses under
provincial rule. In what follows, I will discuss how legal aspects of documents changed in

response to the imposition of provincial rule and how this reflects on arbitration and

enforcement in kingdoms and principalities.

25 See now Czajkowski (2017); Duindam et al. (2013); Humfress (2013b).
¢ See above, 2.2.1;2.3.1; 3.2.2.
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Our evidence for interaction between litigants and authorities is rather limited. Whilst
we have more extant documents written under provincial rule, only caches from Nahal Hever
and the Middle Euphrates region span the period of annexation and give us a clear view of
how the behaviour of litigants changed.” This section deals primarily with these corpora,
focusing on aspects of change related to the imposition of provincial rule.

There is a significant disparity between the documents produced under dynastic rule
and the documents produced under provincial rule.”®® There are several times as many extant
documents on papyrus or parchment from the provinces.”” This numerical difference alone
cannot be indicative of anything. As we have no idea what proportion of the texts written
have survived, it would certainly be a mistake to take the relative paucity of extant texts to
mean that few were written. The extant legal texts, both on stone and parchment, from the
Nabataean Kingdom, for instance, are indicative of a widespread and complex system of
contracts where copies of these documents were held in archives to be checked and
enforced.”®
A further difference between the corpora of extant legal texts written under dynastic
and provincial rule is the use of documents that arrange formal hearings. Many of the extant
documents from provinces are either petitions or summons. In the cache of documents from
Nahal Hever, for instance, many of the extant documents, involved either in the saga
surrounding Jesus’ guardianship or issues concerning Babatha’s ownership of a date orchard,
are either petitions to be heard at an assize court of the governor or documents summoning
litigants to that court.”®' Similarly, we have a substantial number of petitions in the cache of
documents from the Middle Euphrates region: four of these documents petition the governor

and one petitions a centurion.

We do not have any extant petitions or documents of
summons from kingdoms and principalities and it seems likely that this discrepancy reflects a

difference in practice.

37 For description of these caches, see above. 1.3.3.

28 This is discussed further above, 3.2.2.

2 For this, see the catalogue of Cotton, Cockle, and Millar (1995).

260 See above, 3.2.1; 3.2.2.

261 petitions: P Yadin 13; 33; 34. Summons: P Yadin 14; 23; 25; 26; 35.
%2 p Euphr. 1-5. See Feissel and Gascou (1995).
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Fergus Millar’s influential work, The Emperor in the Roman World, characterises
Roman Imperial administration as a process of call and response: requests would be sent to
those in power and responses sent back.”® Whilst Millar deals primarily with the role of the
Emperor, this model is characteristic of Roman administration at all levels. Petitions and
summons were a necessary part of the governor’s assize-tour; in order to be heard, litigants
needed to petition the governor for his attention, who would return his subscription.”®* This
model of petition and subscription, call and response, only appears in our evidence after the
annexation of kingdoms and principalities and only when dealing with Roman officials.

The imposition of provincial rule in former kingdoms and principalities also meant
the gradual improvement of road networks and new rights granted to official traffic.*® The
system of vehiculatio, expanded to the Empire under Augustus, gave priorities and rights to
official traffic.”® These improvements, brought about by provincial rule, perhaps made this
sort of litigation, based on written documents, more logistically possible. We do not have
sufficient evidence for the movement or storage of documents in former kingdoms and
principalities to make any conclusions about the impact of these transport improvements. We
can say that, whether logistical concerns were an issue or not, provincial rule, and the judicial
role of Roman officials in particular, seems to have brought about a change in judicial
practice, introducing a system of petition and response.

The use of such a system has implications on the role of documents. Whilst legal
texts from kingdoms and principalities were certainly functional documents, they were
probably rarely moved or checked. The majority of the documents from kingdoms and
principalities are contracts of one type or another: we have contracts of sale, loans, debentures,

and marriage contracts. When they were written they would be signed by relevant parties and

263 Millar (1977). See also Millar (2000); (1967).

26+ See Burton (1975). See also above, 3.3.1.

%65 On road networks and infrastructure in the Near East, see the comprehensive catalogue of milestones, Thomsen
(1917). For roads and infrastructure in the former Herodian Kingdom: Isaac (2010); Binson and Kane (2000);
Fisher et al. (1996); Isaac and Roll (1982); Avigad (1980); Chevallier (1976); Roll and Ayalon (1976); Avi-Yonah
(1966); (1950-1951). For roads in Commagene, see the summary of Brijder (2014), 50-1. For Nabataea: Isaac
(1980Db); Graf (1978), 1-3; Bowersock (1971), 237-8.

%66 This system gave certain official traffic the right to demand vehicles or refuelling. See Fuhrmann (2012), 110-2;
Kolb (2000); Millar (2000), 24-5; Duncan-Jones (1990), 7-29; Mitchell (1976), provides an analysis of the
distances and times involved in moving around the Empire.
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kept in case the parameters needed to be checked or enforced, but this would likely rarely
happen. In contrast, the petitions and summons written under provincial rule needed to be sent,
signed and seen by different parties in order to fulfill their function; they are a much more
active part of the process of arbitration and enforcement. It thus seems likely that legal
documents moved around much more and became a more prominent part of arbitration and
enforcement after the imposition of provincial rule.

The changing role of legal documents in former kingdoms and principalities is best

exemplified by three copies of the same text held as part of the Babatha archive:

pe[ta]&n Tod [d€ivog Tod deiv]og
gvikorodv[tog kai T]oD deivog
gviodovpé[vov pléxp[t] (dnvapiov) [Ble
Eevo[kpi]tar E[ctwoav]. Emel

0 o¢iva t[od] deiv[o]g [op]eavoD
émutpornt[n]v €xeipioey,

nepi o[0] mpdyporog dyeta,
otov dud t[o]to 10 TPdyHL

TOV dgiva T@ deivi dodvar
moufjoat 8én éx k[a]Afig

niotemc, To00TOL 01 EEVokpital
TOV Ogiva 1@ deivt uéypt
nv(apiov) Be katakpew[d]tm-
oav, &[av 6¢] un e[ailvnTor dwo-
wolatooay.?®’

“Between a plantiff X son of Y and a defendant A for up to 2,500 denarii there shall
be judges (xenokritai). Since A son of B has exercised the guardianship of orphan X,
concerning which matter the action lies, whenever by reason of this matter A is
obligated to give or do [something] to X in good faith, the judges of this shall award
judgement against A in favour of X up to 2,500 denarii, but if [such obligation] does
not appear, they shall dismiss.”

This document, and the two other copies, seem to be Greek versions of the praetor’s
formula later codified by the jurist Gaius:
ludex esto. Quod Aulus Agerius apud Numerium Negidium mensam argenteam
deposuit, qua de re agitur, quidquid ob eam rem Numerium Negidium Aulo Agerio

dare facere oportet ex fide bona, eius iudex Numerium Aulo Agerio condemnatio. Si
. 268
non paret, absoluito.

%7 P Yadin 28. P Yadin 29 and 30 are copies of the same text. Numbers 28 and 29 seem to have been written by

the same scribe, whilst 30 was likely copied by someone else. On these documents, see Czajkowski (2017), 93-
105; Oudshoorn (2007), 330-6; Chiusi (2005); (1994); Norr (1999); (1998); (1995).
68 Gai. Inst. 4.47. This parallel was pointed out first by Lewis ef al. (1989), 118-20.
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“Let a judge be appointed. Whereas Aulus Agerius deposited with Numerius
Negidius the silver table which is the subject of this action, in whatever Numerius
Negidius ought on that account in good faith to give to or do for Aulus Agerius, in
that you, judge, condemn Numerius Negidius to Aulus Agerius. If it does not appear,
absolve.”

The version given in the Greek papyri differs from the version shown here in its
purpose, substituting guardianship for deposit, and in limiting the amount to 2,500 denarii.
Despite the variations from the form we find later codified by Gaius, there is little doubt that
Babatha’s documents are Greek versions of a Roman legal formula, the actio tutelae. There
has been some debate over the identity of the xenokritai attested in the documents. It has been
convincingly argued by Dieter Norr that the xenokritai were recuperatores, Roman judges
that sat on boards of three or five. In this case, he argues, they may well have been non-
Roman judges attached to the governor’s authority.”®

The three documents under discussion are not dated but can presumably be linked to
the case surrounding the guardianship of Babatha’s son, Jesus.””” Babatha’s husband died at
some point before AD 124 and two guardians, Abdoobdas and John, were appointed for
271

him.”"" Babatha claimed that the guardians were not paying sufficient maintenance for the

child, petitioning the governor on the matter and summoning one of the guardians, John, to

272

his court.””” She also seems to have offered to take over control of Jesus’ property from them

and pay his maintenance herself.?”
Whilst we can probably link Babatha’s possession of these documents to this case,
their purpose has been the subject of much discussion. According to Roman law, the actio

tutelae should be brought only after the end of the guardianship, typically by the ward

themselves.””* The more suitable course in this case would be to use the crimen suspecti

269 Norr (1999); (1995). Previously the xenokritai had been labelled as ‘local judges’, see Lewis ef al (1989), 118-
20, following Polotski (1967).

2% On this case in general, see Cotton (1993).

' P Yadin 12 records a meeting of the boule of Petra where the guardians were appointed.

272 The petition to the governor: P Yadin 13. Document of summons: P Yadin 14.

273 This offer is made in the deposition designated P Yadin 15.

™ This has been pointed out by Czajkowski (2017), 96; Oudshoorn (2007), 330-6; Cotton (1993), 102-3. For
Roman law in this case see Dig. 27.3.9.4.
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tutoris charge, which would result in the removal of a guardian.”” Discussion over these three
documents has thus centred on why and how Babatha acquired this particular formula. The
most important question for our purposes is how she planned to use it.””®

A number of different suggestions have been made for the function of these
documents. Hannah Cotton has raised the possibility that Babatha may have been
misinformed as to the possible use of this formula.””” More recently, Jacobine Oudshoorn has
argued that Babatha was planning for the future; she planned to use the actio tutelae after
using the charge of crimen suspecti tutoris or after the death of the guardians.””® Kimberley
Czajkowski has also suggested the rather tempting hypothesis that the formula was used as a
negotiation tactic during the arbitration.””” According to this interpretation, the guardians,
who we can probably assume did not know how an actio tutelae was supposed to be used,
would have been threatened with the documents. Seeing a Roman legal formula and a
settlement of 2,500 denarii, the guardians may well have wanted to settle rather than risk
being indicted by a Roman court. There is no clear way to know what Babatha had in mind
with these documents; the fact that Babatha had three copies suggests that she did not get an
opportunity to use it. In any case, the documents were clearly supposed to be used actively in
the process of arbitration. Babatha here seems to have adapted, doubtless with the help of
legal experts and scribes, to a particularly Roman form of arbitration that uses documents and
written legal language in an active and substantive way.”*

The evidence we have for legal interaction in the Babatha archive is unparalleled in
corpora from other former kingdoms and principalities. It provides us a glimpse into multiple
stages of a case dealing primarily with the court of the governor. There are no similar sets of

documents from Emesa, the Ituracan principalities, or Commagene and, whilst we have

several documents from provincial Judaea, we have very few that engage directly with the

75 See, in particular, Cotton (1993), 102-3. For the procedure in this case, Dig. 26.10.

776 The question of how Babatha acquired this formula has been excellently tackled by Kimberley Czajkowski
(2017), 96-8.

277 Cotton (1993), 105.

8 Qudshoorn (2007), 336.

79 Czajkowski (2017), 102-4.

0 On Babatha’s use of scribes and legal expertise, see now Czajkowski (2017), 60-87.
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judicial machinery of the province. The evidence we have for this form of litigation based on
written documents, therefore, comes mainly from the Babatha archive and can be linked with
certainty only to the courts of Roman officials in provincia Arabia. Nevertheless, it seems
likely, given the widespread use of assize-tours throughout the Empire, that a similar form of
litigation was practiced elsewhere. ™'

The three actio tutelae documents emphasise the importance of form when using
documents in arbitration or litigation. Babatha may have hoped the form of the documents
would provoke a response from her son’s guardians or perhaps she thought it would convey
legitimacy in the eyes of the Roman governor. We do not know precisely how Babatha
expected to use these documents, but their form, written in Greek and modelled after a Roman
legal formula, was doubtless integral to the purpose. The issue of language in documents from
former kingdoms and principalities has been much discussed, both in this thesis and

282
elsewhere.

Whilst Rome does not seem to have tried to suppress the use of any language,
Roman officials certainly only communicated in Latin or Greek and those who wished to
address them did so in those languages.”® The reluctance of Roman officials to operate in any
language other than Greek or Latin explains the shift in language that we see in caches of
documents from Arabia and Osrhoene. As I have discussed at length above, there is a notable
change whereby documents from the Babatha and Middle Euphrates archives written after the
imposition of provincial rule began to be composed in Greek. Like the actio tutelae
documents discussed above, the choice of language, often Greek, reflected the intended
purpose: to engage with the court of the Roman governor. Accordingly all of the extant
documents that clearly involved the court of the governor or any other Roman officials are
written in Greek.

In the context of this general change from Nabataean, in the Babatha archive, and

Syriac, in the Middle Euphrates archive, to Greek, those few documents that were still written

Bl As Cotton and Eck (2005), 37, have emphasised, the burden of proof now lies on those who wish to deny the
existence of assize-tours in the provinces.

22 See above, 2.2.1; 2.3.1; 3.2.2. See, in particular, Czajkowski (2017), 66-70; Cotton (1999).

3 See Millar (2011a), 94; Rochette (2011); Eck (2004). For further bibliography on language choices in a multi-
legal environment see Mullen and James (2012); Adams et al. (2002); Spolsky (1985).
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in a Middle Aramaic dialect under provincial rule are worthy of comment. I have discussed a
Syriac document, a contract for a lease of land written in Marcopolis in 242, at length

284
above.

This text, written shortly after the deposition of the Abgarid dynasty, is written in
Syriac but uses transliterated Greek terms to describe its new political context. For instance,
the place of writing, called ‘New-Town-of-Hunting’ (krk’ hdt dsyd’) in an older Syriac
document,* is called ‘“Marcopolis Thera’ (mrgpwis tr’) in the later text written in provincia

%6 This document, as I have argued above, reflects its linguistic and political

Osrhoene.
context: it is written in Syriac but uses transliterated Greek terms where the writer feels is
necessary. The choice to write this document in Syriac rather than in Greek suggests that the
writers did not envisage it being brought before a Roman official. As Fergus Millar claims,
the mix of Syriac and Greek in this document is likely a reflection of the local culture.**’
Documents from the Judaean desert provide us with a series of contrasts between
similar Greek and Aramaic legal texts. Of particular note are the marriage documents, written
in both Aramaic and Greek.”® We have eight marriage documents from the desert dating to
the early second century AD. Three of these documents are written in Jewish Aramaic: two

2% The other five are written in Greek: two from

from Murabba‘at and one from Nahal Hever.
Murabba‘at and three from Nahal Hever.zgo
The notable differences between the Aramaic and Greek documents, and how these
differences relate to Judacan and Greek law, has been the subject of intense debate. The
Aramaic documents are clearly rooted in Judaean tradition, mirroring the clauses later

codified in the Ketubba tractate of the Mishnah.*®' This link is explicit in two of the texts: the

groom in one of them, from Murabba‘at, states “you will be my wife according to the law of

24 p Mesop. B. The document is discussed at length and the introduction is quoted in chapter 2.3.1. On this

document in general see Healey (2008). Similar points can be made about a Syriac document written in Edessa
itself in AD 243 but found in Dura-Europos, P Dura 28.

®»p Mesop. A.6. This document, from AD 240, written under the last Abgarid King, Abgar IX, is discussed at
length in chapter 2.3.1 also.

286 P Mesop. B.4.

27 Millar (2011a).

28 See Oudshoorn (2007), 378-438; Safrai (2005); Yiftach-Firanko (2005); Satlow (2001); Friedman (1996);
Yadin et al. (1994); Cotton (1994).

9 p Mur. 20; 21; P Yadin 10.

0 P Mur. 115; 116; P Yadin 18; 37; P Hever 65.

! For this analysis, see Czajkowski (2017), 38-48; Oudshoorn (2007), 379-88; Yadin et al. (1994); Cotton (1994),
81-2. For the rabbinic ketubbot, see m.Ket. 4:7-12.
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Moses and the Jews”,292 and Judah, Babatha’s second husband, similarly states that he takes

99293

her “for a wife according to the law of Moses and the Jews.””” It has been generally accepted

that all three of these documents display their Judaean character and appeal to Judaean law.***
It is perhaps problematic to call them all ketubbot as that term relates primarily to the later
codification of marriage practice and thus is subject to anachronism.*’

The debate over these documents has particularly focused on the nature of the texts
written in Greek and the laws under which they operated. In contrast to the Aramaic
documents, the Greek texts show influence from a wide array of legal traditions and have thus
been difficult to tie to any one legal background.”® For instance, Ranon Katzoff has argued
forcefully that the marriage contract, written in Greek, of Babatha’s stepdaughter, Shelamzion,
was rooted in Judaean tradition whilst Abraham Wasserstein has disagreed, emphasising the
Greek and Egyptian parallels to the document.””

I do not wish to support one side or the other in this debate, identifying one operative
legal tradition for the Aramaic and Greek documents. What is important for our purposes is to
point out that the legal form of the documents corresponds to the language they are written in.
In an excellent article, Hannah Cotton has identified points at which the Greek marriage
documents follow alternatives to Judaean legal traditions.””® From her analysis, and work
done on these documents more generally, it is clear that, whilst there are distinctively Judaean
elements, the Greek marriage documents from the Judaean desert rely on legal language and
social customs known from parallels in the Hellenistic world.*” As Kimberley Czajkowski

has emphasised, we should not take this to mean that the Greek documents operated under

Greek marriage laws, but simply recognise that these are markedly different types of

292 SR W TS ANIRY o2 XN NX (P Mur. 2.3-4).

* P Yadin 10.5.

24 See Cotton (1994), 81-2; Yadin et al. (1994), 81.

% They are called kefubbot by some commentators, see, for instance Safrai (1996); Friedman (1996); Yadin et al.
(1994).

26 On the multifarious nature of the legal traditions behind these texts see, in particular, Oudshoorn (2007), 379-
88; Cotton (1994).

»7 See Katzoff (1991); Wasserstein (1989). See also Katzoff’s article discussing another marriage contract from
Nahal Hever, Katzoff (2005). Many other scholars engage with these documents in these terms; see also
Oudshoorn (2007), 379-88; Yiftach-Firanko (2005); Satlow (2005); Ilan (1993).

2% Cotton (1994).

%9 This is also emphasised by Oudshoorn (2007),

232



contract.’” Those written in Aramaic rely heavily on Judaean legal traditions, whilst those
written in Greek incorporate elements from various other traditions across the Hellenistic
world.

The contrast between the Aramaic and Greek legal documents is particularly striking
in the case of the two marriage documents from the Babatha archive: whilst Babatha’s
contract is written in Aramaic and takes a distinctly Judaean form, her stepdaughter
Shelamzion has one written in Greek.>” The decision to write documents in Greek, as
discussed above, often seems to be made in order to interact with Roman courts. In this case,
however, this does not seem to be a reasonable explanation. It seems to have been an issue of
personal choice based, most likely, on the type of marriage document the family wanted.*”

In conclusion, the most striking aspect of the legal documents from former kingdoms
and principalities is the importance of their language and form. In order to engage with the
courts of Roman officials, litigants were willing to adapt their language and the way in which
they used documents. The use of petitions and summons, as well as their language and form,
is particular to the courts of Roman officials and seems to represent a significant change from
legal administration in kingdoms and principalities.

Whilst all documents addressed to or clearly involving Roman officials are written in
Greek, it does not seem to be the case that all Greek documents were written with Roman
courts in mind. The form such texts take is a result of their function and their context. There is
no indication that documents written in languages other than Greek or Latin were not valid in
Roman courts or that other courts had any similar restrictions. Rather, the use of different
legal languages in different texts seems to be the result of the writers considering what

language is most appropriate for the particular function and forum.

3% Czajkowski (2017), 38-48.

39! Babatha’s contract: P Yadin 10. Shelamzion’s contract: P Yadin 18.

392 Wasserstein (1989), 120-1, has also argued that there were two versions of each marriage contract: an Aramaic
religious version and a Greek secular one. This, however, seems unlikely. We have no two copies for any one
marriage, and it seems unlikely that Babatha, for instance, would prepare both the religious and secular documents
and then only keep one. On this, see also Czajkowski (2017), 38-45.
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3.4. Conclusion

The basic legal activities were the same under both dynastic and provincial rule: legal
authorities arbitrated disputes and enforced contracts. The imposition of provincial rule led to
a change in the types of legal authorities empowered to fulfill these functions and a
corresponding change in how litigants interacted with the authorities. By tracing these
changes, we have been able to get some insight into the nature of arbitration and enforcement
under dynastic rule.

The most obvious change resulting from annexation was the replacement of kings and
princes with provincial governors. In much the same way as Persian and Hellenistic kings,
dynasts wielded supreme legal authority over their citizens with the help of a court selected
from their friends and relatives. Roman governors, on the other hand, were part of a
provincial legal framework that followed the distinctly Roman method of arbitration, using
assize-courts and documents of summons. Both of these legal authorities, however, seem to
have faced similar challenges in the practice of legal administration. Trial narratives provided
by Josephus and the Gospels demonstrate the pressure applied to both dynasts and governors
from local groups, which favoured particular outcomes in their interest, and Rome, which
demanded the maintenance of order. Both Josephus and the New Testament record judges
making political rather than legal decisions in the face of such pressures.

Our evidence emphasises the importance of local organisations to legal
administration. Most of the arbitration and enforcement was conducted by local authorities.
The types of local groups involved varied significantly from kingdom to kingdom: whilst the
most important groups in the tomb inscriptions from Hegra were religious authorities, village
elders were particularly prominent in Herodian Palestine. It seems likely that the imposition
of provincial rule led to cities and villages becoming increasingly important in legal
administration.

The most striking aspect of arbitration and enforcement under both dynastic and

provincial rule is the extent to which the participants could negotiate their legal position. On
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the one hand, judges do not seem to have been obliged to restrict their arguments to one legal
tradition. In Josephus’ trial narratives, Herod appeals to Hellenistic, Roman, and Judaean
legal precedents. Similarly, Pontius Pilate, in the trial of Jesus, negotiates both Roman and
Judaean traditions. On the other hand, those appealing to legal authorities seem to have had
significant powers to negotiate the means of arbitration and enforcement. The writers of tomb
inscriptions at Hegra were able to choose the legal authority that protected their tomb, and
Babatha, seeking help from provincial authorities, was able to adapt forms from Roman and
Judaean law to suit her needs during litigation.

Under both dynastic and provincial rule, the ability to negotiate one’s legal position
was a core principle of jurisdiction. The practice of law in these regions should thus be
considered in its social and political setting. Whilst legal authorities and litigants did engage
with law codes and legal traditions, the practice of arbitration and enforcement was dependent
on the pragmatic concerns of the people involved. The difference between dynastic and
provincial practice lies not in the basic functions that litigation was supposed to perform, but
in the means by which they were achieved. The language litigation was conducted in and the
legal traditions that were appealed to were the product of the language and culture of the legal
authorities, whether they were kings or local authorities, in question. In this way, the Greco-
Roman traditions that dominated litigation under provincial rule represent a significant

change from the dynastic period.

3.5. Excursus: The High Priest and the Sanhedrin in the Herodian-Roman Period

There has been fierce debate over the relationship between the High Priesthood and
the Sanhedrin in the Herodian-Roman period. Scholars have questioned the composition,
purview, and even existence of the Sanhedrin, increasingly placing power over the Judaeans
in the hands of the High Priest alone. The issue is important to the study of administration in

Herodian and Roman Judaea, as, for Josephus, the High Priesthood was emblematic of
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Judaean autonomy amidst the coming of Rome. The end of his Antiquities is devoted to a

narrative of the office.

% He begins with the High Priesthood’s biblical origins:

Avaykoiov 8 elvar vopilm koi tf iotopig tavTn mpooiikov SuynoacOor mepl TdvV
apylepéov, tdg ap&auevol kol tiow £€eott Tig TG TG peToAopuPave kai
TOGOL YEYOVAGY PéXPL THC TOD TOAEUOV TEAEVTHG. TPATOV HEV 0DV TAVImV Ayousty
Aopdva tO0v Movcémng adeleov apyepatedool @ 0ed, televtioavtog 6& keivov
Srdé€achar Tovg maidag gvOVC Kam' Ekeivomv Tolg €yyovolg adtdv Sopeivar TV
TNV draocty. 60ev kol whTplov €ott undéva tod Beod Vv dpyep@civny Aapupdave
1 Tov €€ aipatog 10D Aapdvog, ETEPOL 6& YEvoug 00d” dv Paciiede dv Toyn tevéeTon
TG apylEpOCHVNC.

“Now I think it necessary and befitting in this history to give a detailed account of
the high priests — how they began, who may lawfully participate in this office, and
how many there were up to the end of the war. It is said that Aaron the brother of
Moses was the first to act as high priest to God, that after his death his sons at once
succeeded him, and that thereafter the office remained permanently with all their
descendants. Wherefore it is also a tradition that non should hold God’s high
priesthood save him who is of Aaron’s blood, and that no-one of another lineage,
even if he happened to be a king, should attain to the high priesthood.”

Having established this tradition of priestly descent, Josephus continues his narrative

until eventually pointing out how the Herodians and Romans disregarded the typical rules for

High Priests. His description of Herod’s reign, in particular, draws this aspect to the fore:

mv 6¢ Pooctieiov Hpmdong mopa Poupaiov &yyepiobelg ovkétt tovg €k T0D
Acapwmvaiov yévoug kabiomnov apylepeic, GALL TiIo AoNUolg Kol povov €€ igpémv
0VoWV ANV £vOC AploTofoVAoV TNV TNV ATEVEUEY.

“Herod, when the kingdom was committed to him by the Romans, abandoned the
practice of appointing those of Hasmonean lineage as high priests, and, with the
exception of Aristobulus alone, assigned the office to some insignificant persons
who were merely of priestly descent.”

For Josephus, the decline of the priestly oligarchy, represented primarily by the High

Priesthood, is one of the most important aspects of change resulting from Herodian and

Roman rule in Judaea.

3% In this section, I shall outline the debate surrounding the High Priest

and the Sanhedrin in the Herodian-Roman period and present a possible solution to the issue.

In chapter three I discussed trial narratives in the works of Josephus and the New Testament;

% 4720.224-51.

% 4J20.224-6.

% 4720.247.

3% On Josephus’ relationship with the priesthood see McLaren (2016); (2009); Schwartz (1990), 58-109; Thoma

(1989).
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the narratives are important sources for the competence of the High Priest and Sanhedrin. I
will not repeat the work done on these narratives verbatim, but certain conclusions, as they
relate to this debate, will be summarised here.

The Sanhedrin appears most prominently in rabbinic literature, which has dominated
scholar’s conceptions of Judaean leadership.’”” The third-century Mishnah describes the High
Priesthood and the Sanhedrin in the following way:

QOVIAW HW ROW TNTA? I - JWOWI QWY DWW TI0PY TARY DOVAW SV 50T ,A917 17710

3% 90XY DWW 77 17023 9V WM ,ORWS CIPTR WIR DOYAW %9 790K ARIW TANR)

“The greater Sanhedrin was made up of one and seventy [judges] and the lesser

[Sanhedrin] of three and twenty. Whence do we learn that the greater Sanhedrin

should be made up of one and seventy? It is written, Gather unto me seventy men of
the elders of Israel; and Moses added to them makes one and seventy.”

The Mishnah presents a permanent council of seventy-one, including the High Priest,
and a series of smaller tribunals. The council, called the ‘Great Sanhedrin’ (77173 1°77710;
loaned from the Greek cuvvédpiov) or Bet Din (17 n°3; meaning ‘law court’), is the chief
source of political and legal authority, whilst the High Priest is chiefly responsible for
religious affairs.*” Primarily based on this material, Adolf Biichler influentially argued that
the two terms referred to different Judaean councils: one with purview over political affairs,

the ‘Great Sanhedrin’, and a law court, the Bet Din.*"?

His arguments have since been
convincingly disproven; the two terms are used interchangeably, denoting a council with a
purview over both political and legal matters.*"'

The model of the ‘Great Sanhedrin’ derived from rabbinic literature dominated
discussion of Judaean leadership for Biichler and Mantel. More recently, however, scholars

have come to appreciate the problems inherent in using this material as a model for the

Second Temple period. The Mishnah, a codification of the rabbinic practice compiled in the

397 1t is the initial point of discussion for, amongst others, Efron (1987), 290; Goodblatt (1994), 103; Goodman

(1987), 113.

3% m.Sanh. 1:6.

39 For the ‘Great Sanhedrin’: m.Sanh. 1:6; 3:1; 4:3; m.Sot. 9:11; t.Sanh. 3:10. For the Bet Din: m.Git. 6:7, m.Hor.
1:5; m.Sanh. 11:2; 4; m.Sot. 1:4; 9:1. The religious purview of the High Priest is made clear from the rest of the
Sanhedrin tracate, see, in particular m.Sanh 2:1.

319 Biichler (1902), followed by Mantel (1961); Hoenig (1953); Zeitlin (1945).

31 See HJP 2.207-8; Goodblatt (1994), 106; Goodman (1987), 113; Efron (1987), 292.
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third century AD, cannot be used as a source for the Herodian period without risk of

32 Debate has thus more recently focused on the extent to which a formal and

anachronism.
regular Judaean council, often called the Sanhedrin for want of a better term, can be found in
the late Second Temple Period.

Contemporary sources for Judaean leadership in the Herodian-Roman period give us
quite a different picture. Our evidence comes from Josephus and the New Testament, but
neither provide clear testimony on the issue. In what follows, I shall review the evidence for a
Judaean council in these sources.

The first instance where Josephus gives us a glimpse of a Judaean council in the late
Second Temple Period is the trial of Herod in 47/46 BC.>" There is, however, a significant
disparity between Josephus’ two parallel accounts. In the Jewish War, Hyrcanus, on the
urging of agitators and as a result of his own jealousy, summoned Herod to trial for
contravening Judaean law.’"* On hearing this, the governor of Syria, Sextus Caesar, instructed

Hyrcanus to find Herod not guilty, fearing violence. Although Hyrcanus was ordered by the

governor, the decision to find Herod not guilty is presented as Hyrcanus’ own:

6 8¢ kai BAog Oppmuévoc, fyama yop Hpddny, dnoyneiletor’
“Hyrcanus, being inclined to take that course on other grounds, for he loved Herod,
acquitted him.”

This short narrative does not mention any regular Judaean council; all of the decision-
making power seems to rest in the High Priest Hyrcanus, who has the authority to bring the
case and to declare Herod not guilty.

In contrast, the Jewish Antiquities shows significant agency on the part of ol Tpdrot

316

@V Tovdaionv.” ” On the behest of this group, Hyrcanus summoned Herod to trial:

312 This is emphasised by HJP 2.207-11; Grabbe (2008), 14; Goodblatt (1994), 107-8; Efron (1987), 292;
Goodman (1987), 113;. On the codification of legal practice in rabbinic literature, see above, 3.1.

3 Jos. BJ 1.208-11; AJ 14.163-78.

314 BJ1.210.

35 pr1.211.

316 For the “first men amongst the Judaeans’, see AJ 14.165.
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Ypxavog 6¢ dxodooag tadte meibetor mpooeijyav 08 avtod v Opynv kol ol
untépeg vV Yo Hpddov mepovevpévov: adtatl yop kad Exdotny Huépav &v id
iep® mapaxorodoatl tov faciiéa kal Tov dfjuov, tva diknv Hpodong &v 1@ cuvedpim
TV TEMPOYUEVOY DITOGYT, SETELOVY. KivnOeig ovv Vrd tovtmv Ypkavog Hpddnv
gxarel Sikacdpevov vmep dv defarreto.’’’

“Having heard these arguments, Hyrcanus was persuaded. And his anger was further
kindled by the mothers of the men who had been murdered by Herod, for every day
in the temple they kept begging the king and the people to have Herod brought to
judgement in the synedrion for what he had done. Being, therefore, moved by these
pleas, Hyrcanus summoned Herod to stand trial for the crimes of which he was
accused.”

In this account Hyrcanus, who is both the king and the High Priest, has the power to
summon Herod to trial, but this trial is to be held ‘in the synedrion’.*" In much the same way
as in the Jewish War account, Sextus Caesar intervened, telling Hyrcanus to prevent a guilty
verdict against Herod.*"” The way in which Hyrcanus achieved this, however, differs from the
Jewish War:

Ypxavog 8¢ opdv mpunuévovg mpog v avaipeocty v Hpddov t00¢ &v 1)
ovvedpio Vv diknv gig ANV Nuépav avePaieto, kol népyoc kpvea tpog Hphdonv
oLVEBODAEVGEY ADTH PUYETV K THiC TOAEWS: 0UT™ Yip TOV Kivduvov drapedEeodar.*>
“Now when Hyrcanus saw that those in the synedrion were bent on putting Herod to
death, he postponed the trial to another day, and secretly sent to Herod, advising him
to flee from the city, for in that way, he said, he might escape danger.”

Unlike in the Jewish War, Hyrcanus does not have the power to acquit Herod himself.
The verdict on Herod here seems to rest on ‘those in the synedrion’ (o1 &v t@® cvvedpi®). In
this trial narrative, t0 cuvédpiov seems to refer to the tribunal or to the place in which it was
held. We are not given much information about the composition of this group; we may
suppose that it was made up of the ‘first men amongst the Judaeans’ that wanted the trial to be

brought, but even that is not made explicit. The major difference between the two accounts is

that Hyrcanus’ judicial authority is second to the tribunal — either called or taking place in 10

317 47 14.168-9. Translation adapted from Loeb.
38 Cf also 14.171: koot 82 &v 1@ cvvedpinm.
*1% 47 14.170.

320 4J 14.177. Translation adapted from Loeb.
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ovvédplov — in the Antiquities passage whilst he has full decision-making power in the Jewish
War*!

Josephus uses the same term, synedrion, to refer to tribunals in the prosecution of
Herod’s family. I have dealt with these trials in some detail in chapter three above, so I shall
just summarise the pertinent details here. The term synedrion is used to describe two tribunals
in which Herod prosecuted his sons. In 10 BC Herod tried his sons Alexander and Aristobulus
for treason. In advance of the trial, Herod petitioned Augustus for advice on what to do with
the two men. Augustus advised that Herod convene a synedrion to try them himself.**
Josephus describes the synedrion Herod convened in some detail: it was composed of some
Roman officers along with the king’s ovyyeveic kai gilot, his ‘relatives and friends.”*” The
synedrion presented here seems to be an ad hoc tribunal, collected by Herod, that resembles
the court of a Hellenistic king.

Later, in 4 BC, Herod convened a similar synedrion to try his son Antipater. Josephus
describes the group in similar terms to the one that presided over the trial of Alexander and
Aristobulus: it was composed of his friends and relatives.”* In these two cases, where
Josephus describes the group he terms a synedrion, it is incompatible with any notion of a
permanent Judaean council referred to as the Sanhedrin in secondary literature.

Josephus uses the same term to describe the group that Agrippa II convenes over a
religious issue in AD 64:

0V 88 Agvurdyv, uin & otiv abtm, dooumep foav HuvESol meibovst oV Paciiéa
’ . ~ s o~ g ~ ¢ ~ 5 . ~ r., 325
KaBicoavto cuvEdPLOV POpPETV avTolG £miomng Tolg iepedoty Emtpéyatl MUV GTOANV.

32! Many scholars have inferred more from these passages than I think can be critically read in them. Some have

taken the Jewish War passage to mean that Hyrcanus, as High Priest, was the leader of a permanent Sanhedrin that
conducted the trial: HJ/P 2.200; Sartre (2001), 308-10; (1991), 358; Rajak (1983), 41-2; Safrai (1974), 377-416.
There is, however, no mention of a tribunal of any sort in the Jewish War passage and it is presumptuous to
assume such a body. On the other hand, McLaren (1991), 69-79, sees it differently and emphasises the power of
Hyrcanus in both cases. He argues Hyrcanus’ ability to delay the trial represents supreme power over it. I think,
however, that the necessity of delaying the trial, rather than proclaiming a verdict, underscores his /ack of authority
in this narrative. Goodblatt (1994), 112-3, questions the historicity of the Antiguities passage.

32 Jos. BJ 1.536-7. See also A4 16.356-8.

B BJ1.538.

** BJ 1.620. See also AJ 17.93.

325 4J20.216. Translation adapted from Loeb. On Josephus’ relationship with Jewish sects, see now Baumgarten
(2016).
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“Those of the Levites — this is one of our tribes — who were singers of hymns urged
the king to convene the synedrion and get them permission to wear linen robes on
equal terms with the priests.”

This group, presented without further description, is rather ambiguous. It is involved
in the prescription of religious law, but there is little to tell us whether it was a pre-existing
council or an ad hoc one convened for the purpose.*>® Although Josephus uses the same term,
synedrion, that is later borrowed to make the Hebrew-Aramaic word Sanhedrin, the two
concepts are not linked. Josephus applies the term synedrion to some groups that certainly do
not correspond to the regular Judaean council called the Sanhedrin in modern scholarship.*”’

Josephus mentions groups called boulai, a term that typically denotes city councils, in
Judaea as well. Of particular interest for our purposes is a letter from Claudius to the Judaeans
recorded by Josephus.”® The letter comes in response to a petition asking the Emperor to

1t is

return the High Priest’s robes, which had been deposited in the fortress Antonia.
addressed to the ‘Tepocolvptdv dpyovot PovAf] onuw Tovdaiov mavti E0ver (“the rulers,
council, and people of Jerusalem, and to the whole ethnos of the Judaeans™).*** The boule of
Jerusalem depicted here has been much debated. David Goodblatt and others have argued that

31 On the other hand, Victor Tcherikover maintained

this was the city council of Jerusalem.
that Jerusalem did not have the infrastructure of civic government and that this boule had
authority over Judaea.*?

There is little hope of conclusively resolving this debate. We can say for sure that, if
Jerusalem was a polis, it was an unusual polis.”** It never minted civic coinage, nor do we see

civic institutions reflected in the, relatively abundant, epigraphy from the region. 34

Tcherikover’s argument, therefore, might be more likely, but we are still given little idea of

326 On this problem, see also Grabbe (2008), 12; Goodblatt (1994), 110-2.

327 Josephus also uses the term to refer to Augustus® consilium (BJ 2.25). This passage is discussed further below.
2 4720.11-4.

*» 4J20.4-10.

30 4720.11.

31 Goodblatt (1994), 117; Efron (1987), 314-6; Levine (2002), 265-9.

332 Tcherikover (1964).

333 Tcherikover (1964) compellingly shows all the ways in which Jerusalem differed from what we might expect
from a city in this place and time. On the model of the Greco-Roman city and potential problems with this, see
above, 2.1.1.

33% On which, see now CIIP 1.
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what the boule of Jerusalem was. We have some further fragments of information about this
group — Josephus mentions a building in which the boule met and a secretary attached to the
boule — but nothing that allows us to positively differentiate between a city council and a pan-
Judaean council **

We are not given any clearer evidence by the New Testament. Narratives of the trial
of Jesus in the Gospels and accounts of the apostles’ trials in the Book of Acts have been
fertile ground for scholars arguing for the existence of a permanent Judaean council whilst
others have rejected this evidence as ahistorical.

The trial of Jesus narratives give us a complex picture of judicial administration in

336
Roman Judaea.

They are especially problematic as none of these four accounts presents a
formal legal decision; they show a political decision made by Pilate in the face of public
scrutiny. The presentation we are given of Judaean leadership is mixed and made all the more
uncertain as the narratives take place around the beginning of Passover, when it seems
unlikely that a formal Judaean council would meet. In the Gospels of Matthew and Mark
Jesus is questioned by a synedrion gathered at the house of the High Priest, Caiaphas.®” The
group depicted here, however, at no point resembles a formal council, but rather an ad hoc
gathering.

The Gospel of Luke more likely depicts a formal meeting of a regular council. One
passage in particular calls the meeting ©0 ouvvédplov but uses a different term, 10
npecPutéplov Tod Aaod, to describe the group attending the meeting.™® This group, called the
presbuterion, could represent a permanent Judaean council, but it is only given this title by

this author, in the Gospel of Luke and in the Book of Acts.>®

The group is not able to make a
judicial decision regarding Jesus, rather they have to refer him to the prefect Pilate.

In the Gospel of John, meanwhile, Jesus is only questioned by Annas, a former High

Priest, and Caiaphas, the current High Priest. At no point does John describe the group, if he

335 For the building: BJ 5.144; 354. For the secretary: BJ 5.532. On this, see also Grabbe (2008), 12-3.
336 The trial of Jesus narratives are discussed in detail with bibliography above, 3.3.1.

*7 Matt. 26:59; Mark 14:55.

38 Luke 22:66. This passage is quoted in full in 3.3.1.

339 Acts 22:5. This is pointed out by Millar (1990b), 367.
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does envisage one, present at the meeting. There is little in these narratives that clearly points
to the existence of a permanent Judaean council.

The Book of Acts does, at times, seem to depict a Judaean council. It presents one
trial narrative in particular that is of interest for our purposes: all of the apostles are arrested
and tried by the Judaean authorities before being released by an angel.**" For this trial the
High Priest is reported to have convened 10 cuvédplov Kol TAGOV TV YEPOLGIOY TOV VIDV
Topan).**' As I have argued above in chapter three, this passage, in the same way as the
Gospel of Luke, uses 10 cuvvédpiov to refer to the tribunal as a whole and another term, 1
vepovaia, to refer to a group within it. In this case, 1 yepovoia could well refer to a permanent
Judaean council.

A brief survey of the evidence reveals a clear disparity between the Sanhedrin of the
Mishnah and sources contemporary to the late Second Temple Period. Whilst the Mishnah
clearly describes an authoritative and permanent council of seventy, contemporary sources are
far more nebulous. If Josephus and the New Testament do depict a permanent Judaean
council, then it most likely does not resemble the powerful institution depicted in rabbinic
literature. It is anachronistic to try to impose that model on the late Second Temple Period.**
Commentators have thus argued that a regular aristocratic council was the foremost institution
of Judaean self-government in this period, but that it bore little resemblance to the Sanhedrin
of rabbinic literature.**

The remarkable terminological diversity and lack of clarity in the works of Josephus
and the Bible has led to two alternative approaches. Firstly, Martin Goodman suggested that
the Sanhedrin was a group of advisors to the High Priest, similar to Augustus’ consilium.**
Secondly, Joshua Efron, David Goodblatt, and others have argued that there was no formal

Sanhedrin, emphasising the High Priest’s role as sole leader of the Judaeans.** Both of these

30 fcts 5:17-42. The trial narratives in Acts are discussed in further detail, with bibliography, above, 3.3.1.
* Aets 5:27.

2 This is emphasised in particular by Goodman (1987), 113.

3 See, in particular, HJP 2.199-226; Safrai (1974).

3 Goodman (1987), 113-6, followed by Millar (1990b), 377.

3 See Goodblatt (1994); McLaren (1991); Efron (1987).
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interpretations recognise that contemporary sources, unlike the Mishnah, place more authority
in the hands of the High Priest than in any council or tribunal.

Although they are certainly correct to reject the Sanhedrin-centric view presented by
the Mishnah, these scholars do, however, seem to misinterpret the view of Judaean leadership
provided by Josephus. An important passage describing the change from dynastic to
provincial rule in Judaea provides valuable evidence for the role of the High Priest and a
Judaean council at this time:

Kol TVEG pev ant®v Emoltevoavto €nl 1€ Hpddov Paciiebovtog Kai émi Apyerdov
70D TOd0g aTOD, PETE OE TNV TOVTOV TEAEVTNV APLOTOKPATIO UEV NV 1] TOMTELN, THV
8¢ mpootaciov Tod 0voug ol dpylepeis EnemictevvTo.

“Of these [High Priests] some held office during the reigns of Herod and Archelaus
his son. After the death of these kings, the constitution became an aristokratia, but
the High Priests were entrusted with the leadership of the nation.”*"’

This passage comes at the end of Josephus’ description of the High Priesthood and
seems to reflect a particular change after Archelaus was deposed. The aristokratia Josephus
refers to here has often been interpreted as the hereditary priesthood from which High Priests
were typically selected. *** According to this interpretation, Josephus presents the
aprotokpatioo and the High Priesthood as aspects of the same priestly dominance. The
aprotokpatioo was the wider priesthood in control of Judaea and the High Priesthood was the
specific office that they dominated. The Greek, however, does not support this reading.
Josephus uses two sets of pév ... 8¢, the first of which contrasts government under the
Herodians with that under the praefects. The second pév ... 8¢ links the new period of
aprotokpatio and the leadership (mpootacia) of the High Priest. This second pév ... 8¢ has, in

line with the general interpretation of this passage, been taken as a positive conjunction.”* It

346
347

Jos. AJ20.251. Translation is my own.

This translation is adapted from the Loeb edition according to my interpretation of this passage, discussed
further below.

38 Goodblatt (1994), 27; 215-6; Millar (1993a), 361; HJP 1.377.

9 See, in particular, Goodblatt (1994), 27.
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seems much more likely that it is, in fact, contrasting the two; the leadership of the High
Priesthood was in opposition to or despite the apiotokparie.*

The way in which Josephus uses the term aristokratia throughout his works supports
this interpretation. He uses it eight times and, in each case, it represents a type of government
or constitution in opposition to the rule of one man; it is not used to refer to the more general
domination of a particular class or group.

Several of these passages refer to pre-Roman Judaea, the first of which classifies
aristokratia in no uncertain terms:

aplotokpatio PV ovv kpaTicTov Koi 6 kot avtiv Piog, kai un AdPn moéOog Vudc
AANC moAteiag, GAAG TadTV oTépyorte Kol rongVépoug gyovieg deomdTOg KOT
a0TOVG EKOOT TPATTETE: APKEL YOp O 0€0¢ NyepmV glval.

“Aristokratia, with the life that is lived there-under, is indeed the best: let no craving
process you for another polity, but be content with this, having the laws for your
masters and governing all your actions by them; for God sufficeth for your ruler.”

Aristokratia is here defined as a type of rule in opposition to the rule of one man. The
term is used consistently in the other three passages relating to pre-Roman Judaea, both
conceptually, as in Antiquities 6.36, where Samuel’s opposition to monarchy is explained by
his affinity for aristokratia, and practically, as in Antiquities 6.268, where the beginning of

. . . 352
monarchy signals an end for aristokratia.

It is used to refer to a type of government or a
period of government defined by its adherence to that type.
Elsewhere, Josephus uses aristokratia in a Roman context, in his description of the
accession of Claudius:
N 0 ovykAntog, &nyovpévav Td@v Ymatmv Xevtiov Xoatopvivov kol [Mopmwviov

YKoV, TPIoLY TOIG GLUUEVOVCOLG GTEPUIG EMTPEYOCO PUAGTTEY TNV TOAWV €1
10 Kanetdhov MOpoichn, xai S v opotnte v Foiov Kiovdie moleusiv

330 This reading of the passage was first suggested by Daniel Schwartz (1983-1984), 33-4.

331 47 4.223. Translation adapted from Loeb.

32 47 6.36: ébmnoav 8& c@odpa OV SopOLFAOV 0l AGYoL d1i THY GOUQUTOV SKoosvNY Kai O TpdC TodC
Baocéag picog: fittro yap dewvdg tig dplotokpatiog dg Oeing kol pokapiong 1o00omg ToVG ¥POUEVOLS aOTHS TH
nolteig (“These words sorely grieved Samuel by reason of his innate righteousness and his hatred of kings; for he
was keenly enamoured of aristokratia, accounting it divine and productive of bliss to those who adopted it.”).
6.268: To0T0 ZoodAog Nuiv 6 Keioov maic, 6 mpdTog petd v dpiotokpatiov Kol v €l Toig Kpitaig molteiov
‘EBpaiov Bacirevoas (“Of this we have a signal example in the conduct of Saul, son of Kis, the first to become
king of the Hebrews after the period of aristocracy and the government of the judges.”).
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gymoileto: kotaotoeshat yap S' dpiotokpatioc, Gomep odv malot Siwkeito, TV
5 \ ~ , o ~ e ’ 35
apynv 1 kpvelv ynoo tov G&ov Mg Nyepoviog.

“But the senate, on the motion of the consuls, Sentius Saturninus and Pomponius
Secundus, after entrusting the protection of the city to the three cohorts that
remained loyal to them, assembled in the capitol and, on the ground of the savagery
of Gaius, decreed war on Claudius; they were determined either to revert to their
former constitution as an aristokratia, or to elect by suffrage a leader worthy of the
Empire.”

This passage uses aristokratia to refer to Republican Rome and places the concept in
opposition to Imperial Rome. It is of particular interest as Martin Goodman’s model of
Judaean leadership in the Herodian-Roman period relies on a Roman parallel.”** In support of
his argument, Goodman highlights a passage where Josephus refers to Augustus’ consilium as
a synedrion.” According to this argument the relationship between the High Priest and the
Sanhedrin was akin to the Emperor’s relationship with his consilium; the Sanhedrin was an
advisory group acting as an extension of the High Priest’s authority. Here, however, Imperial
rule is explicitly contrasted with aristokratia, the form of government that apparently
followed Archelaus’ deposition.

The final two uses of the term aristokratia are the parallel passages describing
Gabinius’ organisation of Judaea in 57 BC:

peta o0& tavto €ig Tepocdivua TaPiviog Ypkavov kotayoydv Kol v tod 1epod
mapadove kndepoviav adtd kobictato v ANV molteiov €ml mpootocig TAV
apiotmv. diethev 6¢ TV 10 EOBvog €lg mévie oVVOOOLG ... AoUEVEG 08 TG €& EvOg
gmucpateiag ELevBepwbévies T Aoumdv aptotokpatid dtwkodvro.

“After this Gabinius reinstated Hyrcanus in Jerusalem and committed to him the
custody of the Temple. The civil administation he reconstituted under the rule of the
best. He divided the whole nation into five unions ... The Jews welcomed their
release from the rule of an individual and were from that time forward governed by
an aristokratia.”

Aulus Gabinius was made governor of Syria in 57 BC. On arrival, he reinstated the

recently deposed Hasmonean Hyrcanus as High Priest and established five councils to govern

353 BJ 2.205. Translation adapted from Loeb. In his Antiguities, Josephus gives a significantly longer account of
the accession, presenting Caligula’s death, the intrigue surrounding it, and his succession as a moralising tale. See
AJ 19.14-166. This account is dealt with in detail by Wiseman (1991).

34 See Goodman (1987), 112-8.

33 Jos. BJ2.2.5.

3% BJ1.169-70. Translation adapted from Loeb. Cf. 4J 14.91.
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the region.”” What is important for our purposes here is that rule by these councils, called
synodoi here, are tantamount to aristokratia. This passage seems to suggest that whilst
Hyrcanus was the High Priest, his authority was subject to the syrodoi.

Josephus’ use of the term aristokratia is remarkably consistent throughout his works.
It is used to refer to councils or forms of rule involving a select group and it is consistently
used in opposition to the rule of one man. Whilst scholars have maintained that Josephus uses
the term to indicate the priestly dominance of the High Priesthood after Archelaus’ deposition,
this seems incongruous given how it is used elsewhere.

I suggest a different interpretation of the above-cited passage, Antiquities 20.251, in
which Josephus states that the country was passed into the hands of an aristokratia, but that it
was led by the High Priest. Based on how Josephus uses the term, aristokratia must refer to a
council or group of some sort and the most likely option is a Judaean council that might be
known as the Sanhedrin. The contrast that, in my opinion, Josephus presents between the two
institutions would suggest that the council’s authority was distinct to, although less than, that
of the High Priest.

Josephus presents this as a particular change because there was no such council
before the deposition of Archelaus in AD 6. Although our evidence for Judaean leadership
both before and after AD 6 is unclear, councils convened by Herod are often made up of his
friends and relatives, resembling the court of a Hellenistic king. It is only after AD 6 that we
are presented with a group that might have been a regular Judaean council.

The introduction of a Judaean administrative body at this point would also explain
why later rabbinic sources use the word Sanhedrin, loaned from the Greek synedrion. The
necessity of using a loan word in itself suggests that the rabbinic Sanhedrin did not
correspond to an ancient Judaean custom. If the notion that later became the rabbinic
Sanhedrin was established in Roman Judaea then the Greek origins of the term and its link to
the term synedrion, used repeatedly by Josephus and New Testament sources, would become

clear.

357 On these, see Smallwood (1967); Bammel (1961); Kanael (1957).
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Martin Goodman has argued persuasively for the necessity of a council after AD 6.7

In the absence of the royal court, an administrative and judicial body would be required to
undertake certain tasks. Tax collection, for instance, would have been important; Roman
authorities often left local tax collection to non-Roman authorities.”” We have evidence for a
group, called a boule by Josephus, collecting taxes in the surrounding villages. It comes after
a period of destruction in the Temple at the outset of the Jewish Revolt:
ToVT01G O dfjpog €mébeto, kal petd o0 Pacihémg tiig € Bepvikng avapavteg ig 10
iepov Katp&avto Tiic TV oTodV douNce®S, €ig 8¢ TaC KMuag of 1€ Gpyovieg kol
BovAievtai peptobévteg TOVG POPOVG GLVEAEYOV.
“Acting on this advice, the people went up to the Temple, with the king and Berenice,
and began the reconstruction of the porticos, while the magistrates and the members
of the houle dispersed to the various villages and levied the tribute.”

If we accept that Jerusalem was not made a Greco-Roman city before its destruction
in AD 70, the body that Josephus depicts here is likely to be a permanent Judaean council
undertaking administrative duties in Judaea.*'

In conclusion, debate has focused on the composition, purview, and existence of an
aristocratic Judaean council in the late Second Temple Period. We are given two perspectives:
the third-century Mishnah depicts an aristocratic council called the Sanhedrin in charge of
various aspects of Judaean life; contemporary evidence, Josephus and the New Testament,
gives us an ambiguous picture, using many different terms to refer to groups that may or may
not correspond to a Judaean council of some sort. Although there is much we do not know,
Josephus’ presentation of a change whereby an authoritative Judaean council was established
under the leadership of the High Priest seems to be borne out by our evidence. Only after AD

6 is any group portrayed that could conform to modern notions of the Sanhedrin.

3% Goodman (1987), 115.

3% See below, 4.3.

3%0 Jos. BJ 2.405. Translation adapted from Loeb.

3! This is suggested by Goodman (1987), 115, albeit used in favour of his model whereby the boule was an
advisory council to the High Priest.
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4. Taxation

4.1. Introduction

The present chapter examines taxes and how they were administered. Taxation is a
necessary tool of government. Both in antiquity and in the modern world, taxes provide the
funds necessary for the machinery of state to function. The Romans were well aware of the
necessity of taxation; Cicero demonstrates this aptly in a letter discussing his brother’s
proconsulship:

simul et illud Asia cogitet, nullam ab se neque belli externi neque domesticarum
discordiarum calamitatem afuturam fuisse, si hoc imperio non teneretur, id autem
imperium cum retineri sine vectigalibus nullo modo possit, aequo animo parte
aliqua suorum fructuum pacem sibi sempiternam redimat atque otium.

“Asia must also remember that if she were not under our imperium she would have
suffered every calamity that foreign war and strife at home can inflict. Since the
imperium cannot possibly be maintained without taxation, let her not grudge a part
of her revenues in exchange for permanent peace and quiet.”

For Cicero, taxation was the price for peace and order; it was necessary to maintain
imperium.* As imperium was only used to refer to the Empire in a territorial sense from the
first century AD, Cicero links taxes to the authority given to Roman officials and to the duties
that they undertook with that authority.” He sees taxation as being necessary to the practice of
Roman governance in the provinces. It is important to discuss taxation as it is fundamental to
governance in kingdoms and principalities and the provinces they later became.

As taxation is essentially the collection of wealth by the state, the study of taxation is
intimately connected to economic history, the study of economies and economic phenomena
in the past.* A significant number of scholars have taken an economic approach towards the

study of kingdoms and principalities, focusing on economic phenomena — the movement of

people, goods, or money — and events that affect them. For instance, Jack Pastor’s 1997

' Cic. Q. Fr. 1.1.34. Translation adapted from Loeb.

2 See also Tac. Hist. 4.74; Cass. Dio 52.28.6.

* On the use of imperium, see Erskine (2010), 5-6; Richardson (2008); (1991); Champion and Eckstein (2004), 2.
* For an introduction to economic history, see, for instance, Bairoch (1995); Cipolla (1991); Kadish (1989).
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monograph, Land and Economy in Ancient Palestine, sought to quantify the economic and
social role of the land from the Hellenistic to the Roman period.” Other scholars have focused
on the economic role of coinage — an important aspect of numismatic study often overlooked
in favour of the study of iconography — and thus provided important context to the
numismatic evidence.® The types of investigations mentioned here seek to answer economic
questions and establish economic models with which other human activity can be better
understood.

The present chapter seeks to answer fundamentally different questions. It compares
the practice of taxation under dynastic and provincial rule in order to better understand
dynastic rule as a form of governance. Whilst economic concerns are certainly important to
the study of taxation, this chapter seeks to understand it as a function undertaken by
governing bodies. The issues discussed are, in essence, administrative rather than economic.
An example of this approach to taxation is the 2005 monograph, To Caesar What is Caesar’s
by Fabian Udoh, who discusses the practice of taxation in early Roman Palestine.’

The most significant difference between these two approaches is the importance of
scale. Historians seeking answers to economic questions are naturally concerned with the
quantity of economic resources: the amount of produce made or tax revenue collected. The
study of economic figures in the Roman Near East can lead to significant evidentiary
problems. Such issues have been quite prominent, for instance, in the study of the Herodians’
finances. Arnoldo Momigliano undertook the inenviable task of reconstructing Herod’s
finances in 1934; by using figures given by Josephus he estimated the revenues produced by
different taxes in each region under Herod’s control.® Whilst the figures he produced are
certainly plausible, Josephus’ figures cannot be confirmed with supporting evidence and
much extrapolation is required.’ It is more profitable for our purposes to determine how taxes

were levied under kings and princes: what assets or output was taxed; and how was the

5 Pastor (1997). Similar to this approach, see also Gabba (1999); Applebaum (1977); (1976); Klausner (1972).
See, in particular, Facella (2005b); Butcher (2004). See also the debate surrounding the Arabian melanes
(“blacks”) discussed below, 4.3.
" Udoh (2005).
¥ Momigliano (1934). This debate is discussed further below, with bibliography, 4.2.
% See Udoh (2005), 181-5, for a rebuttal of some of Momigliano’s arguments.
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revenue collected. This chapter discusses the process by which tax was levied and how that

reflects on the nature of dynastic rule.

4.2. In kingdoms and principalities

In this section, I shall discuss taxes and tax collection in kingdoms and principalities.
Whilst direct evidence for taxation is relatively scarce, we can discern much from
documentary and numismatic evidence as well as the accounts of Josephus. Rather than
attempting to establish rates of tax or amounts of tax revenue, it is more profitable for our
purposes to look at how systems of taxation were administered, investigating what was taxed
and how it was taxed.

Throughout his works, Josephus gives us indications of the Herodians’ economic
policy. Of particular interest to him is the building program of Herod the Great: Josephus
spares little detail in describing Herod’s largesse and the effect that it had on his subjects.'
He gives us some indication of the tax burden in the Herodian Kingdom as part of his
description of the unrest after Herod’s death in 4 BC. Josephus records a meeting between the
incoming ethnarch, Archelaus, and a crowd of his subjects; the two accounts of this gathering
give us an indication of how Herod’s taxation was perceived:

€mi T00T01C NOOUEVOV TO MAfB0C e00éwe dmenepdrto Tiig dovoiag avTod peydAolg
ditnuaocwy: ol puev yap ERowv émnkoveilev tag ioc@opdc, ol 8¢ avolpelv to TéAN,
TWVEC 8¢ AmoADEY TOVG deopdToc.

“Delighted at these professions, the multitude at once proceeded to test his intentions
by making large demands. One party clamoured for a reduction of the taxes, another

for the abolition of the duties, a third for the liberation of the prisoners.”

ol p&v elogopig 8¢ éviavsiovg @épolev émikoveiletv Pofi ypduevol, oi 8¢ av
deopuwt®dv, 0100 Hpddov £0£6evTto (ToALO1 08 oAV KAK TOAGDY XPOVEOV) ATOAVCLY.

glol 0¢ of Gpoeig TOV TEA®V G éml mpdoeowv 1| @voic dmuoocioig €mePfaAieto
, ~ ~ 12
TPAGCOUEVE TIKPDG TODVTO.

1% For Herod’s building program, sce, amongst others, Edwards (2007); Roller (1998); Kasher (1990), 193-225.
This issue is prevalent across Josephus’ work, but in particular see BJ 1.408-20; AJ 15.292-324.

'BJ2.4.

12 4717.204-5.
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“Some cried out that he should lighten the yearly payments that they were making.
Others demanded the release of the prisoners who had been put in chains by Herod —
and there were many of these and they had been in prison for a long time. Still others
demanded the removal of the taxes that had been levied upon public purchases and
sales and had been ruthlessly exacted.”

These extracts come after Archelaus, attempting to placate the crowd, promised the
Judaeans gathered around the Temple that he would treat them better than his father did.
Amongst other demands, the crowd requested that taxes be lowered. In these passages, they
refer to two distinct taxes: a tax on land and a tax on sales. The tax on land is denoted with the
word gicpopd, the name given to property taxes in a number of Greek States and the
Ptolemaic Empire."” The interpretation of the tax on sales is less clear. In the Jewish War,
Josephus calls it 0 Téhoc, a general term used for dues of various kinds. It is not immediately
clear that this refers to a tax on sales in this passage, but the Antiquities explicitly states that
the tax was “levied on public purchases and sales” (éni mpdoeow 1| @dvaig dnupociolg
énefalieto). Given the similarity in the structure and content between these two parallel
passages, we can assume that the Jewish War uses 10 té€log to refer to taxes on purchases and
sales as well.

The two passages quoted above have often been used to infer more about Herod’s
taxes than the recognition that there were taxes on both land and sales. The fact that, on
Archelaus’ accession, Judaeans were asking for the remission of taxes has been seen as
evidence that Herod’s taxes were excessive.'* The accession of a new ruler, however,
represents an opportunity to ask for favours; this scene is evidence that the taxes were
resented, not that they were excessive."” Scholars have recently argued against the long held

narrative that Herod’s economic policy was oppressive to his subjects. They have emphasised

the signs of prosperity in Herodian Palestine and pointed to an occasion where Herod remitted

1% On glogopad, see Christ (2007); Brun (1983), 3-73; de Ste. Croix (1966); (1953).

' Ben-Shalom (1993), 54-5; Horsley (1993), 29; Applebaum (1977), 378; Zeitlin (1969), 97. In the absence of
certain figures, proponents of this interpretation also tend to assume that Herod’s lavish building program would
require particularly onerous taxation to fund. Recent studies, however, have shown that Herod’s personal income
would likely have been able to sufficiently offset building costs such that taxes would not have to be excessive.
See Udoh (2005), 115-7; Gabba (1999), 118-24; (1990), 161-8; Pastor (1997), 107-8.

'3 In particular see Rajak (1983), 122-3.
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taxes to help his subjects recover from the economic effects of a drought.'® Josephus
addresses this in his account but attributes Herod with an ulterior motive:
TOTE KOl TO TPiTOV PEPOG AQTiKE TAOV Op®V TOig &V T Pactreiy, TPOPUCY UEV MG
avardpoiev év T apopiag, 10 68 TAEOV AVOKTMOUEVOS EXOVTOC SVGUEVAS: KOTO YO
v €€epyaciov TV TO10VTOV EXITNOELUATOV MG GV Avouévne adTtoic Tiig evoefeiag
Kol PETAMTTOVIOV TV £00DV Yakendg Epepov.'”
“It was at this time also that Herod remitted to the people of his kingdom a third part
of their taxes, under the pretext of letting them recover from a period of lack of crops,
but really for the more important purpose of getting back the goodwill of those who
were disaffected. For they resented his carrying out of such arrangements as seemed
to them to mean the dissolution of their religion and the disappearance of their
customs.”

Passages such as this illustrate how Josephus can be a difficult source for the study of
Herodian economic policy.”® As has long been recognised, Herod the Great has a particular
role in Josephus® works." Whilst Josephus often praises Herod in his foreign policy, he is
overwhelmingly critical of his domestic policy, condemning his treatment of his subjects and
his family.*® In both the Jewish War and the Antiquities, Josephus strives to show the
inadequacies of monarchic rule, represented by Herod, over the Judaeans. In the Jewish War,
this criticism is sometimes quite subtle, but in the Antiquities is it overt.”' The drought of 25
BC addressed in the passage above is not mentioned in the Jewish War, but it is used in the
Antiquities as a means to cast further aspersions on Herod’s domestic policy. There is no
reason to reject Josephus’ account of the drought as unhistorical, but we have to be sceptical

of how Herod’s motives are portrayed. We cannot easily give credence to Josephus’ accounts

of particular discontent over Herod’s taxation. There is little to indicate that taxation under

1 Udoh (2005), 115-7; Pastor (1997), 105-8.

"7 47 15.365.

'® The motive Josephus attributes to Herod here is questioned by Pastor (1997), 106.

1% See, in particular, van Henten (2016); Bond (2012); Rajak (2007); Landau (2006); Mason (2003), 152-64; Fuks
(2002).

 This is emphasised in particular by van Henten (2016). The contrast is exemplified in the Jewish War where
there is a clear point of transition between discussion of Herod’s successful foreign affairs and his domestic
failures: “But, in revenge for his public prosperity, fortune visited Herod with troubles at home; his ill-fated career
originated with a woman to whom he was passionately attached” (1.431). Bond (2012) shows how Herod’s
treatment of his family is used to highlight the deficiencies of monarchic rule. Herod’s treatment of his family is
discussed further in 3.2.1; his treatment of his subjects, particularly with reference to Herod’s interaction with
Judaean traditions, is discussed in 2.2.2.

2! See further above, 1.3.1.1; 3.2.1.
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Herod was more or less onerous than under another king or under the Roman praefects of
Judaea.

We can take two conclusions from Josephus’ accounts of the events that followed
Herod’s death. Firstly, they depict two main forms of taxes in the kingdom: taxes on land and
sales. Secondly, the Herodians seem to have had autonomous control over taxes in their
kingdom.* Herod’s ability to remit taxes following a period of drought and Josephus’
presentation of a crowd asking Archelaus to lower taxes would suggest the kings had control
over taxation in their kingdom.

A disaster narrative from the sixth-century Chronicle of Edessa presents a picture of
taxation similar to Josephus’ accounts of the drought in Herodian Palestine. The Chronicle
repeats a report from the Edessan city archives describing a large-scale flood in the city.”
Whilst we are not given much specific information regarding taxation from Edessa in this
narrative, we are told that the king waived all unpaid taxes and remitted any further taxes for
five years in the aftermath of the flood.” Abgar VIII clearly also had autonomy in the
administration of taxation in his kingdom.

By collecting scattered information recorded by Josephus, we can identify the types,
although not the rates, of tax employed in the Herodian Kingdom.” Although we know
relatively little about how it worked in practice, there was clearly some sort of tax on land.”
The passages quoted above unambiguously refer to a land tax, called an eicpopd, of some sort.
Josephus also refers to a tax on land when discussing the economic impact of the drought of

25-24 BC:

%2 This is emphasised particularly by HJP 1.416.

2 It has been generally agreed to be a genuine extract from the city archives. See Millar (2011a), 98; (1993a), 473;
Sommer (2010), 223-4; (2005), 225-7; Ross (2001), 106; Segal (1970), 20.

* Chron. Min. 3-4.

% This approach is taken by Udoh (2005), 159-79; Pastor (1997), 106 in particular. Some scholars have attempted
to reconstruct the rates and figures of Herodian taxation: see, for instance, Applebaum (1977); Momigliano (1934).
The only figures we are given for the taxes levied by the Herodian Kings are the total revenues collected by
Herod’s successors (see Jos. BJ 2.94-8; AJ 17.318-20; these passages are discussed below). We do not have
sufficient evidence to make conclusions about the rate or amount levied by any particular tax.

% On the land tax in Herodian Palestine, see Udoh (2005), 162-4; Rocca (2008), 206; Pastor (1997), 106-8. We do
not have enough evidence to know how Herod assessed his kingdom for the tax on land, but it should be noted that
Nikos Kokkinos (1998a) has made some efforts towards an answer.
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] e dvéyxn modld S1d Thg xpeiag dkatvovpyel. Koi Tag dmopiag ovk EAATTONG £ivar
ouvEPavey aOTd T® Pacthel, TAV € POpOV 0VG ELAUPavEY AmO TG VTG AENPNUEV,
Kol 7oL ypRpoTa Sedamavnott Tpdg erroTiioy GV Tig TOAES éneokedolev.”’

“So their necessity made them find many new ways of sustaining themselves. And
the king himself, as it happened, was in no less want, for he was deprived of the
revenue which he received from the (products of the) earth, and he had used up his
money in the lavish reconstruction of cities.”

Whilst it is possible that Josephus is here referring to Herod’s income from private
estates, it seems more likely that it was from taxation.”® This reference gives us an additional
insight into Herod’s land taxes: in order for the drought to have had a negative effect then the
tax must have been on agricultural production. The passage also emphasises the importance
of the land tax to Herod’s revenues; we might surmise that this agrarian tax represented a
substantial portion of the kingdom’s tax base.”

Jack Pastor has argued that the land tax Josephus refers to here was the Roman
tributum soli, according to which field produce was taxed at 12.5 percent.”’ According to this
interpretation, the Herodians maintained the Roman land tax established under Roman rule
between 60 and 47 BC. There is, however, no direct evidence with which to make this claim.

The other tax discussed in Archelaus’ meeting with his subjects at the Temple is a tax
on sales. In his narratives of this event, Josephus gives us little information beyond the
existence of ‘taxes on public purchases and sales’ (10 T€An & £mi Tpdoecy 1| OVaig dSnuociog
énefalrieto). We are given no further information by Josephus about this tax. The prefect
Vitellius reportedly removed a tax on sales from the people of Jerusalem in AD 36, but there

is no way to be sure that it was the same tax, which continued unchanged, that the people

complained to Archelaus about in 4 BC.*'

*7 47 15.303.

% On this, see Udoh (2005), 162-4; Pastor (1997), 105. Much scholarship has dealt with Herod’s private estates
and income, see, amongst others, Rocca (2008), 208-10; Pastor (1997), 108; Applebaum (1976), 665-7;, Gabba
(1990).

¥ See, in particular, Pastor (1997), 105. Josephus elsewhere emphasises the importance of agricultural production
to Herod’s revenues, crediting it with his ability to aid Antony in the battle of Actium: AJ 15.109. Scholars have
often characterised the economy of Herodian Palestine as primarily agrarian, see in particular Applebaum (1976).
Goodman (1996), esp. 769, notes the importance of the agrarian economy but also emphasises the economic role
of the Temple in Jerusalem’s relatively poor hinterland. See also Broshi (1987).

3 pastor (1997), 106. See also Oakman (1986), 71.

31 Jos. AJ 18.90. It has been commonly thought that the Herodian tax on sales continued unabated until it was
removed by Vitellius. See HJP 1.374; Smallwood (1976), 172. For a more sceptical view, see Udoh (2005), 176.
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Whilst Josephus provides us reasonably clear indications that there was both a land
tax and a sales tax, scholars have attempted to attribute the Herodian Kingdom with many
more. Abraham Schalit, in particular, has argued that the Herodian Kingdom levied a number
of taxes known from the Hellenistic East and the Roman Empire.32 According to Schalit, we
can assume that the Herodians levied taxes common to Hellenistic kingdoms and Rome as
these are the administrative traditions on which the kingdom was based.” He thus argues for a
number of taxes that our sources do not clearly place in the Herodian Kingdom: a tax on
persons; a tax on real estate; and tolls on trade goods. In what follows, I shall discuss the
evidence for these taxes and the likelihood that they were levied in the Herodian Kingdom.

Scholars have contended that there was a tax on persons, a so-called ‘head tax’, in the
Herodian Kingdom. Schalit, followed by Brook Pearson, argues that Herod periodically
undertook a census, after the Roman fashion, and levied a tax based on the results.> There is
no direct evidence for a ‘head tax’ in Herodian Palestine; the case for such a tax has been
made on the basis of comparisons with Roman Egypt.*> According to this argument, we can
assume the existence of a census based on comparable administrative practice and structure.
Pearson, in particular, has pointed out allusions to komogrammateis in the Herodian
Kingdom.™ The title appears in two parallel passages in Josephus’ Jewish War and Jewish
Antiquities: Alexander and Aristobulus, Herod’s sons, reportedly threatened that they would
make all of their siblings komogrammateis (“village scribes”) if they achieved power.’’
Pearson points out the critical role that komogrammateis played in census administration in

Roman Egypt and thus attributes the officials in Herodian Palestine with the same function.*®

32 Schalit (1969), 262-98. See also Hoehner (1972), 75-7. This approach is vehemently opposed by Udoh (2005),
159-61.

33 Schalit (1969), 263-5.

3 Pearson (1999), 265-77; Schalit (1969), 265-78. Jones (1938), 168, thinks it is likely that the Herodians levied a
personal tax, but does not contend that they ever conducted a census. Udoh (2005), 164-71, criticises the
arguments of Schalit and Pearson at length.

35 On the Roman fributum capitis and the censi that made it possible, see Rathbone (1989); (1993a); (1996); Brunt
(1981). See further below, 4.3.

3 pearson (1999), 270-1.

37 BJ 1.479; AJ 16.203. The attestations of komogrammateis are discussed further above, 2.2.4.

38 For the role of komogrammateis in the census, see, in particular, P Oxy. 240; 251; 252; 254; 255; 288; 488. See
Rathbone (1993b).
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Without any further evidence to show that a census was made by the Herodians, these
arguments are unconvincing.

There is only one known instance of a Roman census in a kingdom under Roman
influence. The people of Cilicia, under the control of the Cappadocian Archelaus II, seem to
have been subjected to a census in AD 36.%° Tacitus describes how the natio of the Cictae
revolted, barricading themselves in the hills, because of the census and direct taxation.*’ After
Archelaus was deposed in AD 6, the prefect Quirinius commissioned a census which sparked
a similar reaction in Judaea.* The public reaction in both of these cases suggests that it was
not common practice to take a census under dynastic rule in Cappadocia or Judaea.* It seems
unlikely that any of the Herodian Kings ever conducted a census and, whilst it is certainly
possible, there is no evidence to suggest that they levied a tax on persons either.

The second tax attributed to the Herodian Kingdom by Abraham Schalit is the so-
called house tax, a tax on real estate.” The argument for this tax is based on a passage from
Josephus’ Jewish Antiquities:

KOTAGTNGAUEVOG O T TEPL TOVG Apylepeis ovTmg 0 Pactieng tovg Tepocoivpitag
nueiyato g gig adtov gdvoiag: dvijke Yodv antoig Ta Vrep EkAoTNG OiKiaG, &V KOAD
T10épevog avtidodval Toig NYarnKOGLY GTOPYNV.

“Having in this way taken care of the high priesthood, the king recompensed the
inhabitants of Jerusalem for their goodwill to him by remitting to them the tax on
every house, holding it right to repay the affection of his subjects with a
corresponding fatherly love.”

Josephus describes the removal of a tax ‘on every house’ (Unép éxdotng oikiag) by

Agrippa I on his accession in AD 41. The brief description given here suggests that it was a

tax on real estate. As Fabian Udoh has pointed out, there are significant Roman parallels to

% On this census and how it relates to practice in kingdoms and principalities in general, see Udoh (2005), 167-9;
Millar (1996), 166-7; Sullivan (1980), 1167-8.

* Ann. 6.41.

! The events are narrated primarily by Josephus, 4J 18.4-23, but also mentioned by Luke 2:1-2. Whilst the date of
the census has been questioned (see, in particular, Rhoads [2011]), the consensus date of AD 6 seems more likely.
This is discussed in further detail below, 4.3.

“2 This point is made by Udoh (2005), 167-9.

* Schalit (1969), 290.

* 4719.299.
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such a tax, levied on homeowners in the provinces.” The ‘tax on every house’ has been
linked to a regulation found in rabbinic literature whereby homeowning citizens, defined as
those who have lived there for twelve months, have to contribute to the cost of the city
walls.*® As the only information we have about this tax on real estate is that it was removed
from the inhabitants of Jerusalem in AD 40/41, it cannot reasonably be linked to a
homeowners tax described in the Mishnah in the second century.”’

The critical question regarding Josephus’ ‘tax on every house’ is whether it began
under Herodian or Roman control. Schalit assumes that the tax was created by Herod and
remained in place until it was removed by Agrippa.*”® There is, however, little evidence to
attribute it with certainty to either ruling power. We might speculate that, given the significant
parallels from the Roman provinces, it was instituted under the prefects, but a certain
conclusion cannot be reached.

Scholars have also attributed duties on goods in transit to Herod’s Kingdom.* As
there is no evidence for these taxes in Herodian ports — Caesarea, Jaffa, Jamnia, and Gaza —
commentators have relied primarily on parallels from elsewhere. Jack Pastor, based on
comparable taxes levied in Classical Athens, Cyparissia, and provincia Asia, argues that
Herod’s ports most likely levied a two or two and a half percent tax on goods being imported

or exported.® Duncan-Jones, studying the Roman Mediterranean more broadly, finds that

4 Udoh (2005), 179. He notes taxes on houses in Asia, 71/70 BC (App. Hist. rom. 12.83) and Cilicia (Cic. Fam.
3.8.3-5).

 See Heichelheim (1938), 236, followed by Schalit (1969), 290. The regulation is found in m.BBat. 1:5.

4T Udoh (2005), 177-9, argues that we cannot so easily link Josephus® ‘house tax> and the rabbinic ‘wall tax’. He
goes on to characterise the ‘wall tax’ as a Roman tax originating to the period of Roman rule after the Jewish
revolt. While it most likely originates from this period, it cannot necessarily be linked to the Romans. I have
discussed the Hebrew term used, 7°9, above, 2.2.4: it designates walled settlements and can thus apply to what are,
in Roman terms, relatively small and unimportant towns. It seems more likely that this tax, imposed in such places,
would have been levied by the Judaecan communities that it served and had little to do with the provincial
authorities. Such a tax, originating from the Judaean authorities controlling walled towns, would also be more
likely included in the Mishnah, which codified rabbinic practice, than a tax imposed on Judaea by the Romans.

* Schalit (1969), 290.

* See Rocca (2008), 206; Udoh (2005), 171-5; Pastor (1997), 107; Schalit (1969), 290-8. Udoh argues that the
customs duties represented the majority of Herod’s income, but there is little clear evidence to support this. As I
have discussed above, the little economic evidence we have from Herodian Palestine seems to present the tax on
agricultural produce as the most important.

9 pastor (1997), 107.
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tariffs between two and five percent were common.”’ Abraham Schalit makes a significantly
higher estimate of twenty five percent based on parallels with trade across the Red Sea.”

The clearest evidence for duties on import and export in the Roman Near East comes
from the famous Palmyrene tax law of AD 137.% This inscription details the amount to be
paid when importing or exporting certain goods including slaves, oil, clothes, leathers, furs,
and other valuable commodities.™ The taxes are levied on the basis of discrete units, where
possible, or the amount that can be loaded onto a donkey or a camel.” On the basis of the tax
law, Harold Hoehner has attributed Herod Antipas’ tetrarchy with tariffs and sales taxes on
the same goods explicitly mentioned in the inscription from Palmyra.’® This argument
certainly takes the parallel too far: there is no reason to expect that the same goods were
important in the Galilee as in Palmyra. Nevetheless, this text is important for our purposes as
it emphasises the importance of tariffs on eastern trade; a substantial proportion of the text is
devoted to this purpose.

There is no direct evidence for taxes on trade coming into and leaving the ports of the
Herodian Kingdom. It seems likely, however, that the Herodian Kings did levy some sort of
tariff. Evidence from ports around the Mediterranean and from Palmyra suggests that taxation
on the movement of goods was commonplace and it seems unlikely that the Herodians would
not engage in this practice.”” Duncan-Jones’ analysis that tariffs of two to five percent were
common across the Roman Mediterranean is convincing; on the basis of these findings, it
seems more likely that a rate of two to five percent was levied in the Herodian ports than

Schalit’s higher figure of twenty five percent.

5! Duncan-Jones (1990), 194.

52 Schalit (1969), 293-5.

3 See PAT 0259; Healey (2009), 164-205; Matthews (1984); Teixidor (1983). On Palmyra as a centre of long-
distance trade, see Millar (1998); Gawlikowski (1994).

** Import and export duties feature in both the new law (ii.2-62) and the old law (ii.63-73).

55 Thus, taxes on slaves are levied per slave (ii.2-6), but taxes on perfumed oil are levied per ‘camel-load’ (ii.7-12).
%6 Hoehner (1972), 75-7. See Udoh (2005), 159-61 for criticism.

57 Both Strabo and Pliny the elder also mention tariffs levied at crossings over the Euphrates: Strabo 16.1.27; Plin.
HN 12.63-5. See also the discussion below regarding the evidence for tolls levied at Zeugma.
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In two parallel passages, Josephus provides estimates of the tax incomes derived from
the territories given to Herod’s sons, Herod Antipas, Philip, and Archelaus.”® They come as
Josephus narrates the aftermath of Herod’s death and the decision Augustus had to make
regarding his kingdom. He tells us that the territories of Herod Antipas and Philip generated
two hundred and one hundred talents respectively. There is a discrepancy between the two
accounts with respect to Archelaus’ income: the War claims he received four hundred talents
and the Antiquities six hundred talents.

In 1934, Arnoldo Momigliano made a remarkable attempt to estimate the tax revenue
of Herod the Great from the figures given in these passages with supporting evidence from
elsewhere in Josephus’ works.” As Momigliano himself noted, Josephus’ figures pose
potential problems. The significant discrepancy, of two hundred talents, between Josephus’
two accounts makes it difficult to place much credence in these figures. Momigliano, by
bringing together scraps of information from across Josephus’ works, argued that the passage
from the Antiquities is the more reliable of the two estimates, but the majority of his points
have been more recently disproved by Fabian Udoh.” There is also a striking disparity
between the revenues of the kingdoms of Herod and Agrippa I: Josephus estimates the
revenues from Agrippa’s territory to be 12 million denarii, whilst, according to Momigliano’s
calculations, the total revenue from Herod’s kingdom was 1045 talents, equivalent to just over
6 million denarii.®® Whilst there is no reason to completely disregard these figures, this
disparity attests to the instability of tax revenues in Herodian Palestine.”” The taxes for which
we have a good evidentiary basis, taxes on agricultural produce and sales, are inherently
variable. It also seems clear that the kings were able to, and did, change the rate of tax freely;

Agrippa I, for instance, is reported to have imposed taxes on the Jews at Ecbatana, who were

* BJ2.95-7; AJ 17.318-20.

% Momigliano (1934). This general approach, whereby scholars have attempted to reconstruct a detailed economic
picture from figures given to us by Josephus, has been followed by others: Gabba (1999); (1990); Applebaum
(1977); (1976).

8 See Udoh (2005), 181-5; Momigliano (1934), 351-7.

8! This calculation is arrived at by adding the revenues of the territories of Archelaus, Herod Antipas, and Philip
along with the revenues of the territory controlled by Salome, revenues from Samaria, and an estimation of the tax
levied from the cities Gaza, Hippos and Gerasa, which were added to provincia Syria after Herod’s death. These
figures are also noted by Facella (2005b), 235-6. For the revenue from Agrippa’s kingdom, see Jos. 4J 19.352.

82 This point is emphasised by Udoh (2005), 188-9.

260



exempt from taxation under Herod.* The figures we receive from Josephus, therefore, tell us
relatively little about taxation in the Herodian Kingdom. They may represent the amount of
tax revenue at a particular moment, but they do not give us a realistic benchmark for the long-
term revenue of the region nor can we realistically determine what proportion was raised by
different types of taxation.

The evidence we get from Josephus allows us to construct a reasonable view of
taxation in the Herodian Kingdom. The Herodians seem to have had the power to determine
their own taxes. It seems likely that they levied a tax on agricultural produce, a tax on sales,
and tariffs on goods coming through the kingdom. Whilst we do not have the evidence to
compare rates, taxes under the Herodians seem to broadly equate to the forms of tax typically
levied under Roman rule. The main exception to this is the tributum capitis; the unrest that
followed Quirinius’ census of AD 6 shows that the Herodians did not introduce a wholly
Roman system of taxation.

We have less information regarding taxation in the Kingdom of Commagene. One of
our only insights into the types of taxes that were in operation comes from Zeugma when it
was attached to provincia Syria. Philostratus briefly mentions a teAdvng stationed in the city:

TapoOVTOG 68 avToLE €¢ TNV Héony TOV ToTaudv O Tehdvng O EmPefinuévoc @
Zgbypatt ©pdg T TVAKIOV NYe Kol NpdTa, 6 TL drdyotev ... 6 8" 7on PAéntov 10
£€avtod K€PSOG, Amoypawal ovv, £pn, T0C 00VAAG. O 08, oUK EEgoTi, lmev, OO YOp
dovAag andym tavTag AAAL deoTOIVOG.

“And as they fared on into Mesopotamia, the tax collector stationed at Zeugma took
them to the registry and asked them what they were taking out of the country ... The
other, with an eye to his own profit, said: ‘Then, write down the name of these
female slaves.” ‘It is impossible,” answered Apollonius, ‘it is not slaves I am taking
out, but mistresses.’”

The tehdvng in this passage seems to be enforcing a tax on exporting slaves across

the Euphrates. The passage refers to the period in which Zeugma was not part of the Kingdom

of Commagene, but it serves to illustrate the economic importance of Commagene’s position

% Jos. AJ 17.26-8.
% Philostr. ¥4 1.20. On this passage see Facella (2005b), 233-4; Comfort ef al. (2000), 112; Kennedy (1998), 146-
7; Millar (1993a), 111.
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on the Euphrates.” There is no evidence for this kind of tariff collected by the Commagenian
Dynasty, but it is certainly possible that tariffs were levied in Zeugma before the city was
removed from dynastic control in AD 17.% As I discussed above with reference to port cities
in the Herodian Kingdom, there is a strong precedent of cities on prominent trading routes
profiting from the taxation of import and export.

In an influential article of 2005, Margherita Facella has shown that there was a
striking economic change in Commagene after its reinstatement in AD 38.”” She has pointed
out a disparity regarding the supply of coinage: there is a meagre supply of money from
before AD 17, only consisting of bronze coins minted in local denominations, but a much
greater amount dating to after the kingdom’s reinstatement in 38, including denominations
and types that related far more closely to issues from neighbouring Roman Syria. The
findings present two conclusions important for our purposes: before AD 17, taxation must
have been conducted mainly in kind; and the change to a more monetarised economy was
certainly made in response to the period of Roman rule.

In the context of the change from a system where most taxation was conducted in
kind to a more monetarised economy, it is reasonable to ask if the taxes themselves changed
as well as the means of payment. In the Roman world, it was not uncommon for taxes on land,
particularly in rural regions, to be paid in kind.*® Cicero’s remark regarding attempts to tax
Sicilian farmers illustrates the problems involved:

Nummos vero ut det arator, quos non exarat, quos non aratro ac manu quaerit,
boves et aratrum ipsum atque omne instrumentum vendat necesse est.”
“But for a farmer to pay money—a thing he cannot grow, nor his plough or his toil

procure him—he must sell his oxen, his very plough, the whole of his gear and
stock.”

% This point is made by Facella (2005b), 232-4, who provides an overview of the evidence for trade through
Commagene. The economic and political importance of Commagene as the crossing point of the Euphrates has
long been emphasised. See, amongst others, Speidel (2012a); Facella (2010), 190-2; Sartre (2001), 502-4; Comfort
and Ergec (2001); Comfort ef al. (2000); Millar (1993a), 82-4; Wagner (1976), 132-46.

% For the date of Zeugma being added to provincia Syria, see Butcher (2009); (1998). Scholars had previously
assumed the change occurred in 31 BC, see Millar (1993a), 29; Wagner (1976), 64.

% Facella (2005b).

% See Duncan-Jones (1990), 187-97, who concludes that there was little systemisation in how taxes were paid.
Some regions levied all their taxes in money, taxes in others were payable in kind. See also Millar (1993a), 49-50.
® Cic. Verr. 2.3.199.
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It is easy to understand why farmers in rural areas would have to pay taxes in kind.
Money was not always readily available outside of urban centres and taxes on agricultural
land lend themselves to this form of payment. Other forms of tax, taxes on persons, sales, or
tariffs, are less easily paid in kind and were more commonly levied in money.”

In his Life of Caligula, Suetonius reports that after the Commagenian dynasty was
restored to power in AD 38 Caligula gave the new king the tax revenue that had accrued over
that time:

Ac si quibus regna restituit, adiecit et fructum omnem vectigaliorum et reditum medii
temporis, ut Antiocho Commageno sestertium milies confiscatum.”"

“And whenever he restored kings to their thrones, he allowed them all the arrears of
their taxes and their revenue for the meantime; for example, to Antiochus of
Commagene, a hundred million sesterces that had accrued to the treasury.”

According to Suetonius the Kings of Commagene received 100 million sesterces (25
million denarii) in taxes (vectigalia) and personal income (reditum) that accrued during the
twenty-year period of annexation.”” As I have discussed above, it is problematic to take such
numbers as an indication of the region’s long-term tax revenues. The most important aspect of
Suetonius’ statement for our purposes is that the tax income for the period could be measured
in terms of Roman coins.” During the twenty-year period of Roman rule, Commagene was
most likely incorporated into Syria’s taxation system, in which both the #ributa soli and
capitis were levied and were paid, most likely, with coins.”* As Facella has emphasised, the
new king, Antiochos IV, had to adapt to a kingdom with a ready supply of money and new
cities in the recently gifted territory of Cilicia.” We might speculate that the types of taxes

levied in this second iteration of the kingdom may have been significantly different from

" See Duncan-Jones (1990), 187-97.

"' Suet. Calig. 16.3.

2 On the interpretation of vectigal and reditum here see Facella (2005b), 244.

3 Facella (2005b), 236, similarly, sees the period of Roman rule as a decisive point of economic change in
Commagene on the basis of Suetonius’ evidence.

™ As Millar (1993a), 110, has emphasised, we can largely assume that both the tributum capitis and the tributum
soli were levied in all the Roman provinces. We have some indication of the nature of taxation in Roman Syria:
App. Syr. 50, attests to a 1% on assets; and, in AD 6, Quirinius conducted a census in both Judaea and Syria, in
which property had to be declared in terms of its monetary value. On the census and the resulting tax, see the
discussion below, 4.3. Duncan-Jones (1990), 189, argues that all of the taxes in Syria were likely levied in money
on the basis of how the census was conducted.

7 Facella (2005b), 238. Cass. Dio 59.8.2, attests to Lycaonia and Cilicia Tracheia being added to Commagene.
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those levied in the kingdom’s first phase, but we have far too little evidence to be sure of how
the monetary change affected taxation.”
The only cases where we seem to have documentary evidence for taxation in
kingdoms and principalities come from the Nabataean kingdom. A series of similar phrases
are used in documents, both on stone and parchment, to indicate payments made to the king.
The phrase wimr’n’ mlk’ kwt (“and to our lord, the king, the same”) appears in a number of
different contexts in the evidence. It appears, for instance, in seven of the much-discussed
tomb inscriptions from Hegra as part of the description of fines.”” I will quote an illustrative
example:
e W[y ‘m] kl mzbn yth ldwsr’

Ih’ ksp sl‘yn ’Ip hld hr]ty w[lmr’n’ hrtt]

Jowt 78
“And anyone selling it will be liable to Dushara the god in the sum of one thousand
Haretite selas and to our lord for the same amount.”

This phrase, “and to our lord for the same amount”, with some variation in the titles
given to the king, appears in every tomb inscription that designates the king as one of multiple
recipients of fines.” There is no equivalent phrase used in cases where the king is the only
recipient of the fine nor is it used when there are multiple recipients but the king does not
appear.®

We see the same formulaic language, with some variation, in the Nabataean
documents recovered from Nahal Hever. Two contracts of sale, dated to AD 97, give us a

valuable insight into the use of this language:

78 The relationship between coinage and taxation in the Empire is discussed further below, 4.3.

77 Healey (1993a), nos.1.8; 12.10; 19.8-9; 30.7-8; 34.13; 36.9; 38.8. These inscriptions and the legal aspects of
these fines in particular are discussed at length above, 3.2.1; 3.2.2.

8 Healey (1993a), n0.30.7-9. The legal language used is discussed more extensively in 3.2.2.

" There is a table of the fines imposed and their recipients in 3.2.2.

% The king appears as the sole recipient in Healey (1993a), nos.5; 9; 11. There is only one instance where the
inscription stipulates multiple recipients of fines but does not mention the king, No.16, which stipulates fines
payable to Dushara, Hubalu, Manotu, and a religious functionary. This inscription is discussed at some length
above, 3.2.1.
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.. kdnh [p]lgt "by‘dn d’ ‘[l gnt’d’] hig

mr’n<n>""kry ISnt’ kwt bh s’yn ‘Srh ‘d dy yhw’ ’sr hdt wttmn’ gnt’ d’ b’tr 'rkis dnh
whn ‘nh ’by‘dnd’ ..... w’sn<n>"mn dnh

[dy] I[” brs’] "hwb Ik 'nt 'rkis [dn]h ..kl dmy zbny’ 'lh wbkikl dy "b*” wytb[*’] bsmy
‘Ivk bhm wimr’'n’ rb’l mik” kwt. ®

“And accordingly, this (same) ’Abi-‘adan has [ap]portioned, what is ow[ed from this

plantation], the portion of our lord, the leasing-fee/tax for a year, as well, in it(s

amount of) ten se’ahs, until such time as there will be a new binding agreement and

this plantation will be registered as the parcel of this (same) Archelaus. And if 1, this

(same) ’Abi-‘adan, will ..., or will deviate from this (agreement) [with]ou[t

authority] then I shall owe to you, you [this] (same) Archelaus, the entire price of

these purchases, and for all and everything that I may claim, or that may be

claifmed] in my name against you regarding them. And, to our lord, Rab’el, the king,

as well.”

The two documents in question are closely related as they are both sales of the same
date palm grove. The first document, P Yadin 2, is dated to the third of Kislev
(November/December), AD 99, and records the sale of a date palm grove by ’Abi-‘adan to a
certain Archelaus.®” The second document, P Yadin 3, records the sale of the same date palm
grove, albeit extended on one side, less than a month later to Shim‘on for fifty percent more
money (an increase from 112 to 168 selas).® Shortly after purchasing the property, Archelaus
seems to have pulled out of the sale, allowing ’Abi-‘adan to sell it to another buyer.

In the passage quoted above, two different phrases, using similar formulaic language,
denote payments to be made to the king. The first instance differs from the formula repeated
in the tomb inscriptions from Hegra, but uses similar language and produces a similar
meaning: hlg mr’'n>n<’ ... kwt (“the portion of our lord ... as well”). The phrase refers to a
payment of ten se’ahs of dates shared by the current owner and the future owner on a pro rata

basis.** The implications of ’kry, the term denoting the payment, here are uncertain. Whilst it

has been identified as a noun form of a verb meaning “to rent out” or “lease”, there has been

' P Yadin 2.13-5; 39-41 Cf. P Yadin 3.15; 41-2.

82 Philip Esler (2017), 109-75 has recently traced the protagonists mentioned in these documents and convincingly
explained the apparent discrepancy between P Yadin 2 and P Yadin 3. Esler argues that Archelaus’ father, ‘Abad-
‘Amanu, is the same ‘Abad-‘Amanu who acts as the guarantor in the Nabataean debenture document held as part
of the same archive, P Yadin 1. In the latter document, ‘Abad-‘Amanu acts as the guarantor for a certain Mugimu,
who loans 150 selas for a two year period. According to Esler’s interpretation, the death of his father and
inheritance of that debt caused Archelaus to back out of the purchase of the date palm grove. In what follows, I
support his interpretation of the events that surround these two documents.

% For the description of the property, see P Yadin 2.4-5; 3.4-5. See Esler (2017), 137.

8 See, in particular, Cotton (1997b), 256, followed by Yadin et al. (2002), 229.
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some significant debate over whether it refers to a rent or a tax.” Hannah Cotton, writing
before the final publication of the Semitic documents from Nahal Hever, takes a literal
approach towards this phrase and interprets it as “lease-rent”, paid to rent the property from
the king.86 Other scholars have interpreted this as a tax on the property; Philip Esler has
suggested that the language portrays the king as the “notional or symbolic landlord of all the
land in the kingdom.”87 As there is no indication that the palm grove was the property of the
crown, the most likely explanation seems to be that the term denotes a land tax rather than
rent. It is striking that one of the abutters to the property is identified as “the land of our lord,
King Rab’el”.® If the property being transferred was also property of the king, then we might
expect some similar explicit recognition of its status in these two documents of sale.”

The second payment to the king in this passage takes the same form as we see in the
tomb inscriptions from Hegra: wimr’n’ rb’l mlk’ kwt (“and to our lord Rab’el, the king, as
well”). The payment is not explicitly specified here. It seems to be a fine of some sort as it
comes as part of the consequences if the seller, Abi-‘adan, breaks the terms of the contract. It
might mean that the seller is liable to pay the entire year’s tax if the deal falls through.

Similar language is used in two other Nabataean documents from Nahal Hever dated
to the reign of Rabbel II. Unfortunately, as they are quite fragmentary, they give us little or no
context to the payments demanded. Both P Yadin 1 and P Yadin 4 clearly show the phrase
wimr’n’ rb’l mlk’” kwt (“and to our lord Rab’el, the king, as well”), but lacunae prevent us
from knowing if this phrase was used in isolation or if the documents explain clearly what the
payment entailed.” The lacuna in P Yadin 1 is relatively small and it thus seems likely that
the amount to be paid to the king was not explicitly stated.

The formula “and to our lord, N, the king, the same”, like others we find in

documents from the Nabataean Kingdom, has to be understood in the context of the wider

% On the interpretation of “kry, see Yadin et al. (2002), 192.

8 Cotton (1997b), 256.

87 Esler (2017), 130. For this interpretation in general, see Esler (2017), 130-1; Healey (2013), 171; (2009), 93;
Yadin et al. (2002), 229.

% P Yadin 2.4; 24.

% This problem is recognised by Cotton (1997b), 256.

® P Yadin 1.9; 42; 4.17-8. The text of P Yadin 4 has recently been re-read and amended by Esler (2017), 229-33.
Unfortunately the /lacuna in question, before the phrase wimr’n’ rb’l mlk’ kwt, still cannot be reconstructed.
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Aramaic legal tradition.”’ The phrase is used to refer to both taxes and fines due to the crown
and the payment to be made is not always made explicitly clear. In order for these documents
to function, those reading them must have understood the implications of such phrases and
been able to determine the payment to be made. From the nuanced use of formulaic legal
language, we can infer the existence of a coherent system that facilitated payments made to
the crown. Unfortunately, we have no further evidence with which to reinforce this view of
taxation in the Nabataecan Kingdom.

We have less evidence for taxation in the kingdoms and principalities west of the
Anti-Lebanon mountains. Richard Sullivan notably argued that the Kingdom of the Emesenoi
paid direct taxes to Rome.”” This argument rests on the interpretation of one of Cicero’s
letters in which he discusses Pompey’s role in agrarian legislation concerning Italy:

nunc vero, Sampsicerame, quid dices? vectigal te nobis in monte Antilibano
constituisse, agri Campani abstulisse?

“Very well, my Sampsiceramus, but what are you going to say now? That you have
arranged a vectigal for us in Mt. Antilibanus and taken away our vectigal in
Campania?”

In this letter Cicero criticises Pompey — sarcastically calling him Sampsicerame and
thus liking him to an Eastern Prince — for agrarian legislation that removed the vectigal, a tax
on public land, from Campania. Sullivan contends that this passage is evidence for the same
type of tax being established in the Kingdom of the Emesenoi. There are two problems with
this interpretation.” Firstly, it is difficult to conclusively tie this reference to the Kingdom of
the Emesenoi. Whilst Cicero gives Pompey a name, Sampsicerame, closely associated with
the Emesan Dynasty, the way in which he uses the same name elsewhere suggests that it was
not meant as a reference to that dynasty or the Kingdom of the Emesenoi in particular. Cicero

refers to Pompey as Sampsicerame in other letters that clearly have no reference to the

%! This is discussed further above, 3.2.2.

%2 Sullivan (1977a), 202.

% Cic. Att. 2.16.2. Translation adapted from Loeb.

% See also van Wijlick (2013), 62-3, who criticises Sullivan’s interpretation.
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Emesan Dynasty.” The name seems to have been a means by which Cicero characterised
Pompey as an Eastern king; the fact that he used the name of an Emesan King is of no
consequence.”® We also cannot confirm whether the mons Antilibanus was part of the
Kingdom of the Emesenoi. Whilst it is possible that the Emesan Dynasty’s influence stretched
that far south, it is far from certain.”’ Secondly, as I discussed above, vectigal refers to a
specific tax on public land, but it can also be used to refer to tax or tribute more generally.
Given Cicero’s sarcastic tone in the letter, it would be odd if Pompey had actually established
the same form of tax in the Anti-Lebanon as was removed in Campania. Cicero’s comment
would work much better if the vectigal Pompey established in the Anti-Lebanon was a much
lesser stream of revenue than the one removed from Campania. I think it is more likely that
Pompey levied some other sort of income, perhaps a tribute from the Emesan Dynasty, that
Cicero mocks in this passage.”

In conclusion, taxation in kingdoms and principalities was heterogeneous, differing in
the types of tax, the rates of tax, and how they were paid. Most kingdoms and principalities
likely levied a tax on land, but whilst it taxed agricultural production in the Herodian
Kingdom, it was a flat tax on land in the Nabataean Kingdom. Other types of tax — tariffs and
taxes on sales — were likely only levied in major trading centres and only in places with a
reliable source of coinage. The supply of coinage, both royal and civic coins, must have had a

significant effect on the nature of taxation.

% See Cic. Att. 2.14; 17; 23.

% See Shackleton Bailey (1965), 1.379; 381. See also Braund (1984), 65.

°7 On this, see van Wijlick (2013), 62-3;

% App. B Civ. 5.75 claims that all kings and princes under Roman influence paid regular tribute to Rome. See also
5.7 for the tribute levied from the Ituraean principalities in particular (on which, Aliquot [1999-2003], 213-4). On
the basis of Appian’s evidence, some scholars have argued that the payment of tribute was a common practice
amongst kings and princes: Stern (1980), 188-90; Applebaum (1977), 373. There is, however, little evidence to
suggest it was standard practice. The majority of known instances date from 60-40 BC, after which we have no
good evidence for any such practice. See HJP 1.317; 416; Choi (2013), 131; Braund (1984), 63-6; Sands (1908),
133-4.
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4.3. In provinces

In this section I will examine how taxes and the process of tax collection changed
after kingdoms and principalities were annexed into provincial territory. A significant amount
of scholarly work has discussed taxation in the provinces such that some principles common
to all provinces have been established. Whilst scholarship has widely emphasised the
adaptability of provincial taxation, it has been generally accepted that direct taxes on land and
people, the tributa soli and capitis, as well as indirect taxes on goods being imported or
exported, portoria, were levied in all the provinces of the Empire.” The widespread
introduction of these terms, tributum and portoria, under Augustus did not standardise
taxation in the provinces — as I shall discuss below, there was still some significant variation
in taxation between provinces — but it simplified and centralised taxation such that taxes in the
provinces could typically be apportioned into these categories.'” In what follows I will
discuss how the practice of taxation changed after the imposition of provincial rule on
kingdoms and principalities.

The clearest indication of change resulting from provincialisation comes from the
nativity story; for Luke, the imposition of provincial rule is characterised most prominently
by the census:

€yéveto 0¢ év taig NMuépoig éxeivarg €EMABey doyna mopa Kaicapog Avyodotov
amoypapecfar wdoov TV oikovuévnyv. ot  Amoypagr TwP®TN  EYEVETO
Nyepovevovrog tiic Zvpiag Kvpnviov. xoi €mopgbovio mavteg dmoypdyssbon,
£K0oTog €ig TV €avtod mOAW. AvEPT o0& kal Toof|e ano tiic NaAkaing &k mOAewg
Nalaped eig v Tovdaiav gic oA Aavid ftig kodeitor BnOiéey, 61 10 glvan avTOV
€€ olkov kol matpuic Aavid, amoypayacOor cov Mapldp tf] EUvnotevpév avT,
oton &ykve.'

“In those days [of Herod the Great] Caesar Augustus issued a decree that all the
world be taxed. And this taxing was first made while Quirinius was governor of

Syria. And everyone went to their own town to register. So Joseph also went up from
the town of Nazareth in Galilee to Judaea, to Bethlehem the town of David, because

% On the tributa soli and capitis, see Udoh (2005), 164-5; Rathbone (1996), 313; Millar (1993a), 110; Duncan-
Jones (1990), 30-42; Neesen (1980), 117-20. On portoria, see Rathbone (1996), 314; Duncan-Jones (1990), 194-5.
Some tax laws specifying tariffs in the Eastern Empire have survived: the Palmyrene tax law (see the discussion
above in 4.2, with bibliography); and the customs law of provincia Asia (see, in particular, Cottier et al. [2008]).

19 This is emphasised in particular by Rathbone (1996), 312-3.

1% uke 2:1-5. Translation adapted from Lane Fox (1991), 27.
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he belonged to the house and line of David. He went there to register with Mary,
who was pledged to be married to him and was expecting a child.”

In this passage, Luke describes a census undertaken by Quirinius, the governor of

Syria, in the kingdom of Herod the Great in 4 or 3 BC. The date and description of this census

102

have led scholars to dismiss Luke’s narrative as historically untenable. ™ Our other main

source, Josephus, describes a census undertaken by Quirinius in AD 6 after — and as a result

of — the deposition of Archelaus:

Kvpiviog 8¢ 1@V €ic T1v POVATV cuvayouévmvy avip TG te GAMAG APYOS ETITETEAEKDG
Kol 010 Tac®v 06gvoag Umatog yevésbat té te dAla aSidpatt péyag ovv OAlyolg ént
Yvpiog mapijv, Vo Kaicapog dikaoddtg tod £0voug dmectalpévog kal Tiuntig Tdv
0001V YeVNoouevog, Komdviog 1€ avt®d GUYKOTOTEUTETOL TAYUOTOG TV ITTEwV,
Nynoduevoc Tovdaimv 1) ént ndow é€ovaiq. mapijv 6 kol Kvpiviog gig v Tovdaiov
npocONKy Thg Zvpiag yevouévny AmOTIUNGOUEVOC TE OVTAV TAG OVGIOG KOl
amodwoouevog 0 Apyxehdov ypfAuota ... Tovdag 6& Taviavitng avip €k TOAE®C
Svopa T'dpara Xaddwkov Gapioaiov Tpocrapousvog Nreiyeto ént dnoctdosl.

“Quirinius, a Roman senator who had proceeded through all the magistracies to the
consulship and a man who was extremely distinguished in other respects, arrived in
Syria, dispatched by Caesar to be governor of the nation and to make an assessment
of their property. Coponius, a man of equestrian rank, was sent along with him to
rule over the Judaeans with full authority. Quirinius also visited Judaea, which had
been annexed to Syria, in order to make an assessment of the property of the
Judaeans and to liquidate the estate of Archelaus ... But a certain Judas, a Gaulanite
from a city named Gamala, who had enlisted the aid of Saddok, a Pharisee, threw
himself into the cause of rebellion.”

In this passage, Josephus places Quirinius’ census clearly after Archelaus’ deposition
and the establishment of Roman rule over Judaea. He describes the beginnings of a revolt
over the census led by a certain Judas of Gamala, a member of the Pharisees.'™ In the parallel
passage in the Jewish War, Josephus does not mention the census per se, but attributes the
revolt to direct Roman taxation after AD 6:

g 0& Apyehdov ympag €ig émapyiov meprypapeiong énitponog Thg ImmIKic mapd

Popaiog taéemng Kondviog méumetol, puéyxpt tod kreivew Aopov mopa Kaicapog
€€ovoiav. émt tobtov T1g avnp Taikaiog Tovdag dvoua gig andotacty évijye ToLG

192 The bibliography on this topic is vast. I shall mention a few important items that take this view: HJ/P 1.399-427;

Carroll (2012), 65-6; Bond (2010), 67-8; Lane Fox (1991), 27-30; Fitzmyer (1979), 393-4; Brown (1977), 547-56;
Vermes (1973), 235-6. For recent works that take the opposing view, crediting Luke with a historically accurate
narrative, see Rhoads (2011); Porter (2002).

19 47 18.1-3. Cf AJ 18.26.

1% For Josephus’ description of the Pharisees, see BJ 2.162-3; 4J 18.12-5. See further Baumgarten (2016).
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Emyopiovg, kakilov el popov 1€ Pouaiolg telelv dmopevodoy kol petd tov Ogov
s < 7 105
oloovot Bvntovg deomdTac.

“With the territory of Archelaus having been marked off for a province, Coponius, a
procurator from the equestrian order among the Romans, was sent. He had received
from Caesar an authority that went as far as putting [people] to death. In his [term] a
certain Galilean man by the name of Ioudas incited the people of the region to
rebellion, lambasting them if they were going to put up with paying tribute to the
Romans and tolerate mortal masters after God.”

In an attempt to reconcile the accounts of Luke and Josephus, scholars have argued
that the authors refer to two different censi undertaken ten years apart.'® Josephus’
description in the Jewish War, that the Judaeans were incited to rebellion by the prospect of
paying taxes to the Romans, would suggest, however, that Judaea had not been taxed by the
Romans before AD 6.'” It seems unlikely, given the negative reaction to the census that
Josephus describes, that a census had been conducted in the region before. There seems to be
little possibility that Luke is referring to an earlier census that Josephus declines to mention.

It seems unlikely that Luke’s census is historical; both the date at which it is reported
to have happened and the way in which it was conducted seem implausible. The date of 4/3
BC is problematic. As I discussed at length in the previous section, every indication suggests
that kings and princes had complete control over taxation in their territories. It seems very

1% 1n the case of

unlikely that the Romans would conduct a census in Herod’s Kingdom.
Archelaus of Cappadocia — the only known instance of a census conducted in a kingdom or
principality — Tacitus is quite clear that it was the king who decided to conduct a Roman

. . 109
census; the Romans did not impose the census.

The date of Quirinius’ governorship, which
began in AD 6, presents a further problem. Although we do not have his full cursus honorum,

it seems unlikely that Quirinius would have served two terms as the governor of Syria within

110
ten years.

‘% BJ2.117-8.

196 A useful overview of approaches to this passage is provided by Porter (2002).

17 This argument is emphasised particularly by HJP 1.419, which points out Jos. BJ 2.433; 7.253 in further
support.

1% See Lane Fox (1991), 28-9; HJP 1.413-6.

19 4nn. 6.41. This is discussed further above, 4.2.

% Brown (1977), 549-52, explores the possibility that Quirinius served two terms as governor, one at the end of
Herod’s reign and another after Archelaus’ deposition, but concludes that Quirinius likely only served the latter.
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Adrian Sherwin-White has raised the possibility that Luke might be referring to

Archelaus, who is often called Herod, rather than Herod the Great.'"

According to this
interpretation, both Luke and Josephus date Quirinius’ census to AD 6. Luke’s narrative,
however, is quite consistent in its internal chronology and does not allow for the possibility
that he is actually referring to Archelaus here. Luke is clear that Jesus was thirty years old in
AD 27/28 so he must place his birth, and therefore the census, during the reign of Herod the
Great.'”

The way in which Luke depicts the census presents a further problem: it does not
correspond to what we know about Augustan censi.'” No other source suggests that Augustus
ever issued a decree (60yua) that the ‘world be taxed’ (droypdoecOor wdcav v oikovpévny).
Whilst censi were widespread in the Imperial provinces from the time of Augustus, there is
little indication of a universal pattern across the provinces and no evidence to suggest that all

. . . . 114
of the provinces undertook censi around this time.

In Egypt, the area for which we have the
most evidence, the census seems to have been made initially every seven years and then every
fourteen years thereafter.'”” There is no evidence for a similar pattern elsewhere.

Luke’s claim that Mary and Joseph had to leave Galilee and report to their ancestral

. 116
home, Bethlehem, also seems incongruous.

Whilst it is not impossible that people
registered for the census at their ancestral homes, this would be the only known instance of
such a system in the Roman world.""”

The census Luke presents does not seem to be historical, but it serves a particular

function in his narrative of the birth of Jesus. In his classic article, The arts of government,

Nicholas Purcell emphasises the importance of the Roman census to Luke’s narrative:

" Sherwin-White (1963), 167.

"2 [ uke dates the majority of chapter 3 to Tiberius’ fifteenth year (3:1) and estimates that Jesus was thirty years
old at the time (3:23). See Brown (1977), 548-50.

113 See HJP 1.407-11; Lane Fox (1991), 29; Brown (1977), 548-9.

"% On the census in general, see Rathbone (1993b); Brunt (1971); Wallace (1938).

!5 See, in particular, Bagnall (1991).

116 See HJP 1.411-3; Brown (1977), 549-50.

"7 We might typically expect returns to be filed at a nearby settlement. For the Arabian census of AD 126, for
instance, residents of Maoza made their returns at the nearby city of Rabbathmoab. See the two extant returns: P
Yadin 16; P Hever 62. On this see, in particular, Isaac (1994). Bowman (1996), 346-8, in particular, emphasises
the flexibility of Roman provincial practice.
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“The evangelist wants to emphasize the centrality in world history of the coming of
the Messiah, and accordingly links the birth of Christ to the moment when the power
of Rome seemed at its most universal. For him, as often for us, the power of Rome is
most potently expressed by reference to its administrative activity. St Luke, however,
was wrong. We know now that no such decree commanded a universal registration
of the Roman world, at this time or any other; he exaggerated Roman omnipotence
on the basis of the experience of a single province.”'"®

As Purcell argues, Luke ties the birth of Jesus to a new era characterised most
prominently by Roman rule.'” This new Roman context serves as the literary backdrop for
Jesus’ life, culminating eventually in Luke’s account of Jesus’ trial and execution. What is
important for our purposes is that the census, and the taxation that accompanied it, defines
provincial rule in this passage. For both Josephus and Luke, therefore, the census was new to
Judaea in AD 6 and a distinctly Roman innovation.

Documentary evidence from provincia Arabia affords us a very different perspective
on provincial taxation in former kingdoms and principalities. The two extant returns from the
Arabian census of AD 127 details the extent of land owned by Babatha and Salome Komaise
and the taxes they paid on it. Babatha’s return, submitted at Rabbathmoab, describes the
extent of four plots of date orchard and the tax to be paid on them:

(1) kAmOV POWVIK@VOG &v Opiolg

Mawlmv Aeyopevov AAY1Qappo 6Tdopov Kpeldiig odtov £vog
KaPov Tpidv TeAoDVTO oivikog cupiov Kol pelyloTog ot deka-
mévte TatnTod odta déka oTEQUVIKOD PEAOY &V AETTA TPLAKOV-
Ta yeitoveg 080g kol Odhacoa ...

(2) ... xfiTov Powik@dvog &v Opiolg Ma-

olov Aeyopevov Alyiploppa 6wddov kpediic KaPfov Evo<c> tehodv-
To TV YEWOUEVOV KO £T0g Kapm@®v pépog v yeitoveg
pooyavtikr kvupiov Kaiscapog kai dracca ...

(3) ... kfjmov POoWVIK®-

vog év opioigc Mawlwv Aeyopevov Bayoadyodd omdpov kpeldig

SATOV TPV TEAODVTA POiViKog GVuPod Kol voapov KOpov Eva
maTnTod KOpov €va otepavikod pelaivog Tpeic Aemtd Tpt-

Taprt MavBavov ...

(4) ... xfimov Powik@dvog v Opiolg Mawlwv
Aeyopevov Bnoaopalo omwoépov kpelbiig odtwv ikoot teAodv-

8 purcell (1986), 184.
119 See also Carroll (2012), 65-6; Fitzmyer (1981), 393-4.
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10 eoivikog cvp[o]d kel voapov kK6povg Tpeig matntod KOpov[g]

toveg Oopapn Oapod kol 686¢ o TR AR

“(1) Within the boundaries of Maoza a date orchard called Algiphiamma, the area of
sowing one saton three gab of barley, paying as tax, in dates, fifteen sata of Syrian
and mixed dates, ten sata of ‘splits’, and as stephanikon one ‘black’ and thirty /epta,
neighbouring a road and the sea.

(2) Within the boundaries of Maoza a date orchard called Algiphiamma, the area of

sowing one gab of barley, paying as tax a half share of the crops produced each year,

abutters the moschantic estate of Caesar and the sea.

(3) Within the boundaries of Maoza a date orchard called Bagalgala, the area of

sowing three sata of barley, paying as tax, one gab of Syrian and Noaran dates, and

as stephanikon three ‘blacks’ and thirty lepta, abutters heirs of Thesaios son of

Sabakas and lamit son of Manthanthes.

(4) Within the boundaries of Maoza a date orchard called Bethphaaraia, the area of

sowing twenty sata of barley, paying as tax three gab of Syrian and Noaran dates,

two gab of ‘splits’ and as stephanikon eight ‘blacks’ and forty-five lepta, abutters

Tamar daughter of Thamous and a road.”

Before discussing how this document contributes to our understanding of taxation in

the former Nabataean Kingdom, I shall discuss Hannah Cotton’s contention that the payments
described here represent rent paid to the Emperor rather than tax.”' According to Cotton,

122 Cotton

Babatha’s orchards were property of the Nabataean Kings to whom she paid rent.
maintains that, after the annexation of the Nabataean Kingdom, these lands became Imperial
property and Babatha then paid rent to the provincial authorities. As I have discussed above,
the argument that Babatha paid rent, rather than tax, to the crown is based on a literal
translation of ’kry, which derives from a verb meaning “to rent out”, or “lease”. In the Greek
documents from provincia Arabia, the case again rests largely on the terms used to denote
payments made to the authorities. For instance, the census return of Salome Komaise uses the
word phoros, which would typically indicate ‘rent’ rather than ‘tax’.'*

Although the documents, both before and after 106, tend to use language associated

with rent rather than tax, there is no indication, in either the Nabataean or Greek documents,

120 p Yadin 16.17-33. Adapted translation.

121 Cotton (1997b).

122 This aspect of the argument is discussed more fully above, 4.2.
12 See Cotton (1997b), 258.
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that this land was owned by the Nabatacan Kings or the Emperor.'*

One of the plots
registered by Babatha for the Arabian census borders land owned by the Emperor. The return
makes a clear distinction between the plot in question and the neighbouring Imperial estate.'*
We would expect, given the clear affirmation of the status of the abutting property, that the
document would mention Imperial ownership of the estate in question. As we have no
indication that Babatha’s orchard was leased from the Emperor, it seems far more likely that
the census return denotes payment of taxes on land rather than rent.'*

The measurements used in the return require some explanation. A cdtov is a
measurement of volume, it can be equated with the se’ah found in the Nabataean
documents.'”” A kaf is also a measurement of volume, known from the Hebrew Bible.'?®
They are used to measure the size of the orchard; they represent the volume of barley that
would be needed to sow the amount of fertile land.

The orchard produces dates and is taxed in kind. The first of the four plots registered
here pays fifteen sata of mixed and Syrian dates and ten sata of ‘splits’ (natntoi).'” This
expression of tax in kind, divided into different varieties of date, is used in three of the four
plots registered in this return. The exception to this formula is the second plot, labelled
number two above, registered by Babatha, for which half of the crops produced, of
unspecified variety, were paid as tax.'*

Magen Broshi has suggested an explanation for this discrepancy, arguing that all four

plots were charged with a tax equating to the value of half of their produce but that this was

124 gee above, 4.2, for specific references to the Nabatacan documents.

'3 P Yadin 16.23-4.

126 This is the conclusion reached by Lewis et al. (1989), 65-70.

127 Specifically P Yadin 2 and P Yadin 3. For further discussion of these documents see above, 4.2. For the
equation between a saton and a se’ah, see Cotton (1997b).

128 2 Kings 6:25. See Brown et al. (1906), n0.6894.

129 plin. HN 13.26-49 gives a detailed description of the types of dates in Syria. He highlights three as being
particularly juicy, the caryota, Nicolaos, and pateta. The third of these is transliterated into Greek and used in this
document. It also appears as an adjective describing dates in papyri from Roman Egypt (@oivi§ matntoc; see
Mayerson [2001]). Pliny claims that this variety is so juicy that it will burst open while still on the vine, giving the
impression that it has been stepped on. The same phenomenon is reported in the 7osefta, the “trodden of the dates”
(7 mn Sw mo1T; £ MSh 1). Pliny is quite clear that the ‘Syrian dates’ are of low quality (13.48) and that the
‘patetae’ are of high quality (13.45). See Mayerson (2001); Broshi (1992), 232-3.

10 P Yadin 16.21-4, listed as return no. 2 above.
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split, in the case of plots one, three, and four, between payment in kind and in money.131 He
reaches this conclusion by estimating the value of a se’ah of the more expensive dates, the
‘splits’, and the cheaper dates, the Syrian dates, adding these amounts to the money paid and
thus calculating the total value of the tax for each of plots one, three, and four. The values he
establishes for each of these plots he estimates to be half of the total worth of the crop. The
quantities required for plots one, three, and four meant that it was expedient to pay some of
the value in money but this was not necessary for plot two, which is significantly smaller.

Broshi’s calculations are incisive, but his assumption that the payment in kind and the
payment in money are part of the same tax does not equate with how the text presents them.
In Babatha’s census return, the payments in money are referred to as ctepavikd, often

99132

translated as “crown-tax.” ”* Far from being a regular income or property tax, the stephanikon

was typically paid as an extraordinary tax in the event of an Emperor’s accession or after a

: 133
victory.

The return clearly differentiates between the payment in kind, which is given no
title per se but is introduced with the participle tehodvra, and the payment in money, which is
called the otepovikov.* It suggests that Babatha paid one tax in kind and another tax in
money."”’

I will deal with the tax paid in kind first. Benjamin Isaac interprets the payment in
dates for plots one, three, and four as a fixed tax on the agricultural land; the different format
taken in the case of plot two is unexplained.136 The difference in the format of the returns can
be explained if we posit that the different varieties of date were taxed at different rates."”’” The
returns for plots one, three, and four differentiate between the payments of the ‘splits’ and

Syrian dates because a single statement of a rate of tax would not suffice when the two types

of dates grown in the plot are taxed at different rates. Plot two is significantly smaller than the

B! Broshi (1992), 235-9.

132 For this translation see Isaac (1994); Lewis et al. (1989), 65-70.

133 On this, see Cotton (1994), 553; Isaac (1994), 262; Broshi (1992), 238; Neesen (1980), 142-5; Millar (1963),
38-9.

1% Broshi (1992), 238-9, seems to assume that both payments were part of the stephanikon.

135 This division is appreciated by Cotton (1997b), 257; Isaac (1994), 262.

136 Isaac (1994), 262.

137 On the taxation of different crops at different rates, see the evidence from Hyginus, de limitibus, 205L. On this,
Duncan-Jones (1990), 187-8.
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others and may well thus have been used to grow only one type of date; this would explain
why the return was able to give a flat rate of fifty percent of the crop."® If we accept this
suggestion then the tax depicted is clear: it is a proportional tax on agricultural produce. This
tax bears at least some similarity to the tax levied in the Nabataean Kingdom. The two
Nabataean documents of sale show that a tax of ten se’ahs was levied on the orchard in
question, but there is no indication whether this was a fixed amount or an amount based on

% In either case, the Nabataean tax does not seem to differentiate

agricultural production.
between different types of dates as we see in the return of AD 127.

There are two possible interpretations of the tax in money. If we are to take the
implications of the term stephanikon literally then we should interpret it as an extraordinary
tax. One potential problem with this interpretation is that the second extant census return, that
of Salome Komaise, refers to similar payments in money as phoroi rather than stephanika."*
Nevertheless, it seems entirely possible that, as part of the census, an extraordinary tax was
levied on certain types of land.'""" Alternatively, stephanikon might be used here to refer to a
tax levied in money on assets. Hannah Cotton has argued that the tax represents a
continuation of taxes levied by the Nabataean Kings; according to this interpretation, the term
stephanikon, often used to refer to taxes levied on the accession of an Emperor, evokes the
tax’s dynastic past.'*

The coins used in the payment of this tax, the ‘blacks’ (nuéhaveg), have been the
subject of much discussion. Ya’akov Meshorer argued that they were pre-Neronian Roman

denarii, but this seems unlikely as the ‘blacks’ are distinguished from denarii in other papyri

from the same corpus.'”® More likely is the interpretation of Glen Bowersock, who argued

138 For a helpful list of all of the information we receive about these plots, see the table in Weiser and Cotton

(1996), 238, reproduced in Cotton (1997b), 264. Broshi (1992), 236 links plot 2’s distinct return to its small size.
139 See above, 4.2.

10 p Hever 62. This distinction is emphasised by Cotton (1997b).

1! For this interpretation, see Isaac (1994), 262. Broshi (1992), 238-9 raises the possibility that the stephanikon
was raised in response to the arrival of the new governor of Arabia, Sextus Florentius.

12 Weiser and Cotton (1996), 237-41; Cotton (1994), 553.

3 Meshorer (1992). The ‘blacks’ also appear in P Yadin 21.22-4; 22.19-20 alongside, and distinct from, denarii.
This is pointed out by Cotton (1994), 553.
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that they were silver coins minted by the Nabataean Kings.'* The division of the coins into
sixtieths is typical of Near Eastern systems of currency.'” Also the relatively low fineness of
the Nabataean silver coins would have resulted in their turning black and thus taking the name
melanes in Roman-era papyri.'*®

Babatha’s census return is striking for the lack of Roman measurements or coinage.'*’
The dates are measured in se’ahs, here called safa, and the plots are measured in bet se’ah, the
amount of land sown by a se’ah. Taxes levied in money are paid with Nabataean silver coins.
Whilst we have little certain information about taxes levied under the Nabataean Kings, the
Roman-era taxes at least seem to be levied in forms recognisable from the dynastic period.'*

Babatha’s return demonstrates how taxation based in non-Roman measurements
could be incorporated into the provincial system. Non-Roman units, coinage, and, possibly,
pre-Roman taxes are incorporated into the distinctly Roman census. They are written,
unsurprisingly, in Greek and some measurements or denominations — such as the so-called
‘blacks’ — are adapted to be understood by a Roman audience. It is reasonable to question
how the ‘blacks’ would function in the provincial tax system. Whilst we have no information
about how widely these coins could be spent they would, presumably, be worthless outside of
Arabia. There is little evidence that shows how the local practice depicted in documents like
Babatha’s census return translates to the administration of the Near East as a whole. In what
follows, I will discuss the relationship between coinage and taxation in general terms and then
show how this affects our understanding of taxation in former kingdoms and principalities.

In a series of articles, Keith Hopkins suggested a core-periphery model whereby
money flowed from those provinces that produced a tax surplus to Rome and out from Rome

149

to provinces that were in deficit. ~ According to this interpretation, money flowed back and

forth within the Empire by means of a single currency system. Hopkins’ model makes a

1% Bowersock (1991), 342, followed by Lewis (1996); Weiser and Cotton (1996), 278-80; Cotton (1994), 553.

15 See Lewis (1996), 400.

16 See Bowersock (1991).

17 This is pointed out in particular by Weiser and Cotton (1996), 241; Isaac (1994).

148 Weiser and Cotton (1996), 241; Cotton (1994), 553 have argued that the provincial taxes were the same as
those levied under the Nabataean Kings, but there is not enough evidence to know this for sure.

1 Hopkins (2009); (1995-1996); (1980). See also Crawford (1970), who is also a major proponent of the single
currency system theory.
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number of reasonable assumptions. It seems certain, for instance, that some provinces
generated more revenue than others and that the surplus must have been transferred elsewhere,
either to Rome or directly to other provinces. The only reasonable means by which this
transfer of wealth could have occurred is with money.

There are, however, some considerable problems with this interpretation, chief among
which is the heterogeneous nature of our evidence. Whilst Hopkins’ model requires an
Empire-wide system of currency, provincial and civic coins rarely circulated outside of their

%0 1 addition, taxes on land often seem to have been levied in kind."' The

place of origin.
problem we are faced with, therefore, is that a substantial amount of tax revenue must have
been taken in a form — non-Roman coins, civic coins, provincial coins, and produce — that
could not be transferred outside of its place of origin.

Kevin Butcher has adapted Hopkins’ model in light of these problems, emphasising
the multifarious nature of coinage in the Roman world."”> Butcher has argued, largely on the
basis of evidence from Egypt, that taxes paid in civic coins, provincial coins, or in kind would
be converted into other forms of wealth that could be moved to where it was needed. Thus,
where tax revenue needed to be moved outside of the city, civic coins would be converted to
provincial issues, most likely silver or gold coins. Provincial coins in precious metals could
be used throughout the province, but would be sold in exchange for denarii and aurei in order
to be moved elsewhere in the Empire. As Butcher posits: “In this way the model of coins
moving as tax surplus from the provinces to Rome and out again remains valid, but it is not
necessary to posit a single monetary system to make it function. Some coins (denarii and
aurei) are part of an Empire-wide system but others are not.”'*

If we follow this model, coinage has a more significant role in the transmission of

revenue than in the payment of tax. It was clearly common for a number of different taxes,

1% On the distinction between provincial and civic coins, see Butcher (2004), 17-21; (1988); Howgego (1995), 26-
43. It must be noted that evidence for the distribution of coins can be problematic; see Butcher (2004), 149-51;
Duncan-Jones (1990), 38-42.

15! In general, see Hyginus, de limitbus, 205L. For this source, see Duncan-Jones (1990), 187-9. It seems clear that
taxes on land were typically paid in kind in Roman Egypt, see Rathbone (1993a), 84-6.

"*2 Butcher (2004), 245-66.

'** Butcher (2004), 257.
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particularly land taxes, to be paid in kind. The crucial role of coinage, or at least Roman
coinage, to systems of taxation was as a means to utilise the wealth acquired through taxation.
In the case of Babatha’s ‘blacks’, therefore, the Nabataean coins served as a useful means of
collecting taxes. If it needed to be moved elsewhere, this wealth would be transferred to
another medium. In this way, the Romans were able to maintain elements of the existing tax
structure whilst incorporating it into the new provincial reality.'>*

In the previous section, I discussed the monetarisation of Commagene. After — and,
likely, as a result of — the brief imposition of direct Roman rule from AD 17 to 38, the amount
of coinage available in the kingdom was greatly increased.'” The nature of the coinage
changed as well: before AD 17, money consisted of bronze coins in local denominations,
whilst after 38 coins tended to be made in denominations and types related closely to issues
from Roman Syria. If we accept Butcher’s model of the relationship between money and
taxation, then the process of monetarisation in Commagene can be explained as an attempt to
incorporate the region into provincia Syria. The introduction of coin types familiar to Syria
means that tax revenue could be converted into provincial or imperial coins and moved away
from the prosperous region. The further implication of this is that the system of tax in
Commagene did not necessarily change dramatically during the period AD 17-38 or after its
annexation in AD 72. Whilst the greater availability of money would certainly facilitate
different forms of taxation, tax revenue could still reasonably be collected in much the same
way as in the dynastic period and then converted to a more transferable form.

We have relatively few glimpses of how taxation was administered in former
kingdoms and principalities. Whilst we have some significant evidence from Palestine and
Arabia, there is no evidence for the practice of taxation from Emesa, Edessa, or the Ituraean
Principalities. Nevertheless, we can draw some useful conclusions from the evidence we have.

As the census returns from provincia Arabia show, provincialisation did not necessarily entail

1% On the continuation of pre-Roman accounting in general, see Harl (1996), 231-49; Garnsey and Saller (1987),
21. The best-known examples of such continuity are the Tyrian silver coins used for the payment of the Temple
Tax in Jerusalem. For the coins and the Neronian issues that gradually replaced them, see RPC 1.655-7; Kropp
(2013a), 247. On the tax, see HJP 2.262-5; Rocca (2008), 206; Sanders (1992), 147-53; Broshi (1987).

135 See above, 4.2. This change was identified by Facella (2005b).
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an overhaul of the tax system. Pre-existing taxes, and non-Roman coins and measurements
could be incorporated into provincial taxation.

The imposition of provincial rule did, however, mark some important changes in the
nature of taxation. Whilst taxation varied significantly from province to province, the census
and poll tax were imposed on all of the Eastern provinces."™® There is little direct evidence for
Roman tax collectors, publicani, in former kingdoms and principalities, but they were a
consistent part of provincial taxation and thus were probably introduced across the Near East
as well."” These distinctly Roman elements, instrinsic to provincial taxation, represent some
of the only guaranteed changes in the practice of taxation. Our evidence does not allow us
much insight into rates of tax or even precise information regarding what was taxed, but it is

very possible that taxes on land, produce, and trade remained largely unchanged.

4.4. Conclusions

Our view of taxation in kingdoms and principalities is quite limited. We are often
restricted to the snapshots of practice provided by Josephus or documents from Nahal Hever.
We cannot reasonably expect to reconstruct the systems of taxation in kingdoms and
principalities in their entirety. Our comparison of taxation under dynastic and provincial rule
does, however, allow us to understand the sort of changes that provincialisation imposed and
thus better conceptualise the process of taxation under kings and princes.

In much the same way as provincial rule entailed certain distinctly Roman political
and legal structures, we find that the census and resulting poll tax was intrinsically linked to
that form of government. There does not seem to have been a census or poll tax levied under

dynastic rule. The majority of our evidence for taxation in kingdoms and principalities attests

1% Our best source for conceptualising Roman provincial taxation in general is a second-century surveyor called
Hyginus. See, in particular, de limitibus. For this source, see Thulin (1913). For a more recent discussion, Duncan-
Jones (1990), 187-9. Hyginus emphasises the significant differences in practice between provinces (esp. 205L).

157 The principal evidence for the organisation of publicani are Cicero’s Verrines. On publicani in general, sce
Badian (1983); Nicolet (1979). Publicani are well attested in Palmyra, see Gawlikowski (1998b); Millar (1993a),
324.
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to taxes on land, often collected in kind, and taxes on trade in major trade centres, ports and
river crossings.

Other changes stem from the need to incorporate pre-existing practices into the
provincial system. Whilst non-Roman measurements and coins could be used, they had to be
described in such a way that Roman officials would understand them. Similarly, some taxes
on land continued unchanged from the dynastic period but the way in which they were
assessed was adapted to fit the Roman provincial system. Whilst the extension of Roman
coinage to kingdoms and principalities may have affected the types of taxes levied, its
primary effect was to allow revenue to be transferred in and out of the province.

Kings and princes had complete autonomy in the administration of taxes in their
kingdoms as long as they were able to maintain order. The types of taxes and the way in
which they were collected were the product of the particular time and place: dynasts levied
taxes in accordance with the traditions of their kingdoms using the appropriate language and
units of measurement. Even if many of the taxes and units of measurement remained
unchanged under Roman rule, the way in which they were levied changed to suit the new

provincial context.
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5. Conclusions

We have now examined how territories in the Roman Near East under dynastic
control were administered and how the practice of administration changed after the
imposition of direct Roman rule. By contrasting administrative practice under kings and
princes with provincial rule, we have been able to determine what is distinct about dynastic
rule and to evaluate its role within Roman imperialism in the Near East. Each chapter above
has dealt with an administrative activity essential to governance in the Roman world. In what
follows, I shall address the most important research questions outlined in the introduction: in
what way did dynastic rule administer regions differently from other forms of Roman
imperialism; and to what extent was dynastic rule a means by which regions could be
prepared for annexation and direct Roman rule.

It should be reiterated here that there is a disparity between the better attested
kingdoms and principalities — the Herodian Kingdom and Nabataeca — and the less well
attested ones — Commagene, the Ituraean Principalities, the Kingdom of the Emesenoi, and
Edessa. If more evidence, particularly documentary evidence, could be unearthed from the
latter group, then our understanding of dynastic rule in the Near East would be significantly
broadened. Nevertheless, we have enough evidence from each kingdom and principality
under discussion to establish something of their local culture and organisation.

Throughout this thesis, I have emphasised the individuality of each kingdom and
principality under discussion. Whilst all of these territories were ruled by dynasts who held
similar positions as kings or princes under Roman influence, they were all administered by
different bodies and in accordance with different customs. Across the regions under
discussion, we have seen kingdoms and principalities with markedly different political and
linguistic cultures. This heterogeneity is intrinsic to the practice of dynastic rule in the Roman
world. Governance in kingdoms and principalities was the product of a particular region,
people, culture, and language. For instance, the tension between Judaeanism and Hellenism —

as well as between Judaism and paganism — particular to Herodian Palestine indelibly affected
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how the region was governed.' Dynastic rule in both the Nabataean Kingdom and Edessa was
closely linked to certain local Middle Aramaic dialects, Nabataean and Syriac. The practice of
administration in these territories seems to have owed much to social and legal traditions
associated with Aramaic. This study has shown that the influence of local culture and custom
on the administration of kingdoms and principalities cannot be understated.

In contrast, the core administrative activities under provincial rule were largely the
same from one province to another. Whilst there were unquestionably significant differences
between provinces, certain distinctly Roman aspects were imposed on all former kingdoms
and principalities. Provincial rule was consistently associated with the Greek language and
Greek epigraphy. It was linked with the rights of culturally and ethnically Greek cities. The
imposition of provincial rule necessitated the introduction of the Roman census as well as a
distinctly Roman, albeit relatively limited, legal and financial infrastructure conducted
through Roman officials. Whilst it was common for certain structures, laws, currencies, or
customs to remain unchanged from the dynastic period, these remnants had to be incorporated
into the new provincial infrastructure through the Roman administrative framework. In all the
territories discussed here, the imposition of provincial rule resulted in significant
administrative changes from the dynastic rule that preceded it.

We should now turn to the modern notion that kings and princes brought about
provincialisation by adapting the territories under their control and preparing them for direct
Roman rule.” The theory — espoused particularly by Maurice Sartre in his L’Orient romain —
that dynastic rule was imposed or maintained in order to enact particular changes and thus
prepare regions for direct Roman rule does not seem tenable.’ The work of Benjamin Isaac
and others has shown that we cannot reasonably expect Rome to engage in that sort of long-

term strategic planning.* The history of Roman engagement with kingdoms and principalities

! The issues surrounding Judaeanism and Hellenism are expressed well by Millar (1993a), 350-3, esp.353. See also
Schwentzel (2013), who frames both the Herodians and Nabataean Kings as ‘rois ethniques’.

% The bibliography on this issue is discussed in detail above, 1.2.2.

? See, in particular, Sartre (1991), 65.

4 See, in particular, Isaac (1990), 377-87. See further above, 1.2.1.
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in the Near East — as I have discussed at length in the introduction — does not indicate that
Rome had long-term objectives in mind.

Sartre later revised his ideas, rejecting the notion that long-term objectives
underpinned dynastic rule in the Near East.” He still maintained, however, that the territories
placed under the control of kings and princes underwent a series of changes and that those
changes were instrumental to the eventual annexation of the kingdoms and principalities. This
pattern of unplanned development has been influential amongst scholars who have pointed to
the Herodian tendency to found cities and the particular characteristics — often rural,
mountainous, and lacking in civic infrastructure — of the regions placed or left under dynastic
rule.’ According to this interpretation, the way in which dynasts governed their territories
made the regions more suitable for later provincial administration. A closer examination,
however, has shown that each kingdom and principality was administered differently. Whilst
there was a king or prince in every case, we cannot make broad statements regarding how
their territories were controlled without ignoring the significant differences in how each
kingdom and principality was organised and governed. The effect that dynastic rule had on
the territories placed under it was necessarily different in each case.

It is also significant that Roman provincial rule was distinctly different from dynastic
rule; provincialisation necessitated a significant administrative change from rule under a king
or prince. Whilst the Herodian tendency to found cities has often been seen as a contributing
factor towards the kingdom’s annexation, the Herodians fostered different types of civic space,
founding Judaean as well as Greek cities and alienating the longstanding Greek cities that
were so closely associated with Roman rule.” Elsewhere, our evidence shows us the extent of
the changes in Arabia, where the annexation of the Nabataecan Kingdom resulted in the

introduction of cities across the region and widespread organisational changes.” In general, we

5 Sartre (2001), esp.499.

® See, in particular, Sartre (2001), 499; Ball (2000), 30; Aliquot (1999-2003), 216; Mitchell (1993), 1.33.
7 See above, 2.2.2; 2.3.2.

¥ See above, 2.2.3; 2.3.3, in particular.
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see little clear evidence of continuity in the practice of administration between dynastic and
provincial rule.

The two contrasts described here — between different kingdoms and between each
kingdom and the province it later became — contradict the notion of unplanned development
espoused by Sartre. There was no single process of change that occurred in every kingdom
and principality. Each kingdom and principality was administered differently, in accordance
with their distinctive traditions and political culture. There is no coherent pattern of
administrative development leading from kingdoms and principalities to the provinces they
later became. Whilst all the kingdoms and principalities in the Near East were eventually
annexed into provincial territory, their provincialisation seems to have invariably resulted in
significant administrative changes. The period of dynastic rule seems to have had little impact
on when kingdoms and principalities were annexed or on how the resulting provinces were
organised or controlled.

The nature of the territories placed under dynastic rule and the issues associated with
administering those territories should be a central part of the discussion surrounding dynastic
rule as a wider phenomenon. We cannot, however, seek to explain Roman decision-making
based on administrative and territorial issues alone. A plethora of factors went into the
decision to impose or maintain dynastic rule. We must also consider the complex
relationships between Rome and royal dynasties; the Emperor’s personal motivations; and the
military threat from the Parthians and Persians. We should not see dynastic rule as part of a
gradual process of development leading to Roman provincial rule; it was a distinct form of

Roman governance imposed or maintained on its own merits.

286



Bibliography

Aalders, G. J. D. (1969) “Nomos Empsychos”, in P. Steinmetz (ed.) Politeia und Respublica:
Beitrdige zum Verstdndis von Politik, Recht und Staat in der Antiken zum Andenken R.
Starks gewidmet, Wiesbaden, 315-29

Adams, J. N. (2003) Bilingualism and the Latin Language, Cambridge

Adams, J. N., Janse, M. and Swain, S. (eds. 2002) Bilingualism in Ancient Society: Language
Contact and the Written Text, Oxford

Adamson, J. (1999) “The making of the ancien-régime court, 1500-1700”, in id. (ed.) The
Princely Courts of Europe, 1500-1750, London, 7-42

Aliquot, J. (2009) La vie religieuse au Liban sous I’Empire romain, Beirut

(2008) “Sanctuaries and villages on Mt Hermon during the Roman period”, in T.
Kaizer (ed.) The Variety of Local Religious Life in the Near East in the Hellenistic
and Roman Periods, Leiden, 73-96

(1999-2003) “Les Ituréens et la présence arabe au Liban du II° siécle a.C. au IV*®
siecle p.C.”, Mélanges de [’Université Saint-Joseph 56, 161-290

Almagor, E. (2005) “Who is a barbarian? The barbarians in the ethnological and cultural
taxonomies of Strabo”, in D. Dueck, H. Lindsay and S. Pothecary (eds.) Strabo’s
Cultural Geography: The Making of a Kolossourgia, Cambridge, 108-17

Alon, G. (1984) The Jews in their Land in the Talmudic Age, Cambridge, MA

Al-Otaibi, F. M. (2011) From Nabataea to Roman Arabia: Acquisition or Conquest?, BAR
International Series, Oxford

Alpass, P. (2015) “From Nabataea to the province of Arabia: changing religious identities and
the cults of Dushara”, in M. Blomer, A. Lichtenberger and R. Raja (eds.) Religious
Identities in the Levant from Alexander to Muhammed.: Continuity and Change,
Turnhout, 371-82

(2013) The Religious Life of Nabataea, Leiden
Aly, W. (1957) Strabon von Amaseia, Bonn

Anderson, B. (2009) “Double-crossing Jordan: Strabo’s portrait of Syllaeus and the imagining
of Nabataea”, Studies in the History and Archaeology of Jordan 10, 391-7

(2005) Constructing Nabataea: Identity, Ideology and Connectivity, unpublished PhD
Thesis, University of Michigan

Ando, C. (2016) “Legal pluralism in practice®, in P. J. du Plessis, C. Ando and K. Tuori (eds.)
The Oxford Handbook of Roman Law and Society, Oxford, 283-96

(2011) Law, Language, and Empire in the Roman Tradition, Philadelphia, PA
Andrade, N. (2013) Syrian Identity in the Greco-Roman World, Cambridge

(2010) “Ambiguity, violence and community in the cities of Judaea and Syria”,
Historia: Zeitschrift fiir Alte Geschichte 59(3), 342-79

Applebaum, S. (1989) “Romanization and indigenism in Judaea”, in id. Judaea in Hellenistic
and Roman Times: Historical and Archaeological Essays, Leiden, 30-46

(1985-1988) “The status of Jaffa in the first century of the current era”, Scripta
Classica Israelica 8-9, 138-44

(1977) “Judaea as a Roman province: the countryside as a political and economic
factor”, Aufstieg und Niedergang der romischen Welt 11.8, 355-96

287



(1976) “Economic life in Palestine”, in S. Safrai and M. Stern (eds.) The Jewish
People in the First Century. Historical Geography, Political History, Social, Cultural
and Religious Life and Institutions, Volume Two, Assen, 631-700

Aujac, G. (1966) Strabon et la science de son temps, Paris
Avigad, N. (1980) Discovering Jeruslaem, Jerusalem

Avi-Yonah, M. (1966) “A new dating of the Roman road from Scythopolis to Neapolis”,
Israel Exploration Journal 16(1), 75-6

(1951) “The foundations of Tiberias”, Israel Exploration Journal 1(3), 160-9

(1950-1951) “The development of the Roman road system in Palestine”, Israel
Exploration Journal 1(1), 54-60

Aylward, W. (ed. 2013) Excavations at Zeugma. Conducted by Oxford Archaeology, Los
Altos, CA

Badian, E. (1984) “Hegemony and independence. Prolegomena to a study of the relations of
Rome and the Hellenistic states in the Second Century B.C.”, in J. Harmatta (ed.)
Proceedings of the VII" Congress of the International Federation of the Societies of
Classical Studies, Budapest, 397-414

(1983) Publicans and Sinners: Private Enterprise in the Service of the Roman
Republic, Ithaca, NY, 2™ ed.

(1968) Roman Imperialism in the Late Republic, Oxford
(1958) Foreign clientelae (264-70 B.C.), New York, NY

Bagnall, R. S. (1991) “The beginnings of the Roman census in Egypt”, Greek, Roman and
Byzantine Studies 32(3), 255-65

Baird, J. A. (2016) “Private graffiti? Stratching the walls of houses at Dura-Europos”, in R.
Benefiel and P. Keegan (eds.) Inscriptions in the Private Sphere in the Greco-Roman
World, Leiden, 13-31

Baird, J. A. and Taylor, C. (2011) “Ancient graffiti in context: introduction”, in eaed. (eds.)
Ancient Graffiti in Context, London, 1-19

Bairoch, P. (1995) Economics and World History: Myths and Paradoxes, Chicago, IL
Ball, W. (2000) Rome in the East: The Transformation of an Empire, London

Baltrusch, E. and Wilker, J. (2015) “Amici — socii — clientes? Abhéngige Herrschaft im
Imperium Romanum”, in eid. (eds.) Amici — socii — clientes? Abhdngige Herrschaft
im Imperium Romanum, Berlin, 7-18

Bammel, E. (1961) “The organisation of Palestine by Gabinius”, Journal of Jewish Studies
12(3-4), 159-62

Barkay, R. (2007-2008) “New Nabataean coins”, Israel Numisatic Journal 16, 92-9

(2006) “Seven new coins of Malichus I and Obodas III”’, Numismatic Chronicle 166,
99-103

Barr, J. (1989) “Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek in the Hellenistic Age”, in W. D. Davies and L.
Finkelstein (eds.) The Cambridge History of Judaism, Cambridge, vol.2, 79-114

Barth, F. (1995) Théories de [’ethnicité, Paris

Baumgarten, A. 1. (2016) “Josephus and the Jewish sects”, in H. H. Chapman and Z. Rodgers
(eds.) A Companion to Josephus, London, 261-72

Beard, M. (2003) “The triumph of Flavius Josephus”, in A. J. Boyle and W. J. Dominik (eds.)
Flavian Rome: Culture, Image, Text, Leiden, 543-58

288



Beare, F. W. (1981) The Gospel according to Matthew. A Commentary, Oxford

Belayche, N. (2003) “Tyché et la Tyché dans les cités de la Palestine romaine”, Syria 80, 111-
38

Ben-Shalom, 1. (1993) The Schol of Shamai and the Zealot’s Struggle against Rome,
Jerusalem (Hebrew)

van Berchem, D. (1976) “Le plan de Palmyre”, in Palmyre. Bilan et Perspectives, Travaux du
Centre de recherche sur le Proche-Orient et la Gréce antiques 3, Strasbourg, 165-73

Berman, P. S. (2009) “The new legal pluralism”, Annual Review of Law and Social Science 5,
225-42

Betz, O. (1982) “Probleme des Prozesses Jesu”, Aufstieg und Niedergang der rémischen Welt
11.25.1, 565-647

Biffi, N. (2002) In Medio Oriente di Strabone. Libro XVI della Geografia. Introduzione,
traduzione e commento, Bari

(1999) L Africa di Strabone. Libro XVII della Geografia. Introduzione, traduzione e
commento, Bari

Bilde, P. (1988) Flavius Josephus between Jerusalem and Rome. His Life, his works and their
Importance, Sheffield

Billows, R. A. (1995) Kings and Colonists: Aspects of Macedonian Imperialism, Leiden
Binson, J. and Kane, J. (2000) New Bible Atlas, Wheaton, IL

Biville, F., Decourt, J.-C. and Rougemont, G. (eds. 2008) Bilinguisme gréco-latin et
épigraphie: Actes du colloque organisé a I’Université Lumiere-Lyon les 17, 18 et 19
mai 2004, Lyon

Blaylock, S. R., French, D. H. and Summers, G. D. (1990) “The Adiyaman survey: an interim
report”, Anatolian Studies 40, 81-135

Bodel, J. (ed. 2001) Epigraphic Evidence: Ancient History from Inscriptions, London

Bond, H. K. (2012) “Josephus on Herod’s domestic intrigue in the Jewish War”, Journal for
the Study of Judaism 43(3), 295-314

(2010) The Historical Jesus: a guide for the perplexed, London
Bourdon, C. (1928) “Note sur I’isthme de Suez”, Revue Biblique 37, 232-56

Bowersock, G. W. (1991) “The Babatha papyri, Masada and Rome”, Review of N. Lewis (ed.
1989) The Documents from the Bar Kokhba Period in the Cave of Letters. Greek
Papyri, Jerusalem, and H. M. Cotton and J. Geiger (eds. 1989) Masada II, The Yigael
Yadin Excavations 1963-1965: Final Reports. The Greek and Latin Documents,
Jerusalem, in Journal of Roman Archaeology 4, 336-41

(1990) Hellenism in Late Antiquity, Cambridge, MA
(1983) Roman Arabia, Cambridge, MA

(1982) Review of A. Spijkerman (1978) The Coins of the Decapolis and Provincia
Arabia, Jerusalem, in Journal of Roman Studies 72, 197-8

(1975) “The Greek-Nabataean bilingual inscription at Ruwwafa, Saudi Arabia”, in J.
Bingen, G. Cambier and G. Nachtergael (eds.) Le monde grec: pensée, littérature,
histoire, documents. Hommages a Claire Préaux, Brussels, 513-22

(1971) “A report on Arabia Provincia”, Journal of Roman Studies 61, 219-42

289



Bowman, A. K. (1996) “Provincial administration and taxation”, in A. K. Bowman, E.
Champlin, and A. Lintott (eds.) The Cambridge Ancient History, volume 10, The
Augustan Empire, 43 BC — AD 69, Cambridge, 2™ ed., 344-70

(1986) Egypt after the Pharaohs 332 BC — AD 642: From Alexander to the Arab
Congquest, Berkeley, CA

Bowsher, J. M. C. (1990) “Early Nabataean coinage”, Aram 2, 221-8

Braemer, F., Davtian, G. and Clauss-Balty, P. (2008) “L’habitat rural en Syrie du Sud: quels
contextes territoriaux?”, in P. Clauss-Balty (ed.) Hauran Ill. L’Habitat dans les
campagnes de Syrie du Sud aux époques classique et médiévale, Beirut, 7-18

van den Branden, A. (1966) Histoire de Thamoud, Beirut

Braund, D. (2006) “Greek geography and Roman Empire: the transformation of tradition in
Strabo’s Euxine”, in D. Dueck, H. Lindsay, and S. Pothecary (eds.) Strabo’s Cultural
Geography: The Making of a Kolossourgia, Cambridge, 216-34

(1988) “Introduction: the growth of the Roman Empire (241 BC — AD 193)”, in id.
(ed.) The Administration of the Roman Empire (241 BC — AD 193), Exeter, 1-14

(1984) Rome and the Friendly King: the Character of the Client Kingship, London

Briant, P. (2002) From Cyrus to Alexander. A History of the Persian Empire, trans. P. T.
Daniels, Eisenbrauns

(1996) Achaemenid History X. Histoire de [’empire perse de Cyrus a Alexandre,
Leiden, 2 vols.

Brijder, H. (ed. 2014) Nemrud Dagi: Recent Archaeological Research and Conservation
Activities in the Tomb Sanctuary on Mount Nemrud, Berlin

Brock, S. (2009) “Edessene Syriac inscriptions in late antique Syria”, in H. M. Cotton, R. G.
Hoyland, J. J. Price and D. J. Wasserstein (eds.) From Hellenism to Islam: Cultural
and Linguistic Change in the Roman Near East, Cambridge, 289-302

(1994) “Greek and Syriac in Late Antique Syria”, in A. K. Bowman and G. Woolf
(eds.) Literacy and Power in the Ancient World, Cambridge, 149-60

(1991) “Some new Syriac documents from the third century AD”, Aram 3(1/2), 259-
67

(1979-1980) “Syriac historical writing: a survey of the main sources”, Journal of the
Iraq Academy, Syriac Corporation 5, 1-30

Broshi, M. (1992) “Agriculture and economy in Roman Palestine. Seven notes on the Babatha
archive”, Israel Exploration Journal 42(3/4), 230-40

(1987) “The role of the Temple in the Herodian economy”, Journal of Jewish Studies
38(1), 31-7

Brown, R. E. (1994) The Death of the Messiah: A Commentary on the Passion Narratives in
the Four Gospels, London

(1977) The Birth of the Messiah. A Commentary on the Infancy Narratives in the
Gospels of Matthew and Luke, New York, NY

Brown, F., Driver, S. and Briggs, C. (1906) The Brown-Driver-Briggs Hebrew and English
Lexicon, Peabody, MA

Briiggemann, T. (2007) ““E@vapyog, ®Orhapyoc and Ztpatnyog vouddwv in Roman Arabia
(1°-3" century). Central power, local administration and nomadic environment”, in A.
S. Lewin et al. (eds.) The Late Roman Army in the Near East from Diocletian to the

290



Arab Congquest. Proceedings of a Colloquium held at Ponteza, Acerenza and Matera,
Italy (May 2005), BAR International Series, Oxford, 275-84

Brun, P. (1983) Eisphora, Syntaxis, Stratiotika, Paris

Briinnow, R. (1899) “Reisebericht 1898, Mitteilungen und Nachrichten des Deutschen
Paldstina-Vereins 5, 81-91

Brunt, P. A. (1981) “The revenues of Rome”, Journal of Roman Studies 71, 161-72
(1971) Italian Manpower 225 BC — AD 14, Oxford

Bryen, A. (2012) “Judging empire: courts and culture in Rome’s eastern provinces”, Law and
History Review 30(3), 771-811

Biichler, A. (1902) Das Synedrion in Jerusalem und das Grosse Beth-Din in der Quarder-
hammer des jerusalemischen Tempels, Vienna

Burton, G. P. (1996) “The Lex Irnitana, Ch. 84. The promise of Vadimonium and the
jurisdiction of proconsuls”, Classical Quarterly 46,217-21

(1975) “Proconsuls, assizes and the administration of justice under the Empire”,
Journal of Roman Studies 65, 92-106

Butcher, K. (2013) “Coins and hoards”, in W. Aylward (ed.) Excavations at Zeugma
conducted by Oxford Archaeology, Los Altos, CA, vol. 3, 1-92

(2009) “The Euphrates frontier and the civic era of Zeugma”, in O. Tekin (ed.)
Ancient History, Numismatics and Epigraphy in the Mediterranean World. Studies in
Memory of Clemens E. Bosch and Sabahat Atlan and in Honour of Nezahat Baydur,
Istanbul, 81-5

(2004) Coinage in Roman Syria. Northern Syria, 64 BC — AD 253, London
(2003) Roman Syria and the Near East, London

(1998) “The mint at Zeugma”, in D. Kennedy (ed.) The Twin Towns of Zeugma on
the Euphrates. Rescue Work and Historical Studies, Portsmouth, 233-6

(1988) Roman Provincial Coins: an Introduction to the Greek Imperials, London
Cantineau, J. (1930-1932) Le Nabatéen, Paris, 2 vols.

(1931) “Textes palmyreniens provenant de la fouille du Temple de BEl”, Syria 12(2),
116-42

Carey, S. (2003) Pliny’s Catalogue of Culture: Art and Empire in the Natural History, Oxford
Carroll, J. T. (2012) Luke: A Commentary, Louisville, KY

Catchpole, D. (1971) The Trial of Jesus: A Study in the Gospels and Jewish Historiography
from 1770 to the Present Day, Leiden

Champion, C. B. (ed. 2004) Roman Imperialism: Readings and Sources, Oxford

Champion, C. B. and Eckstein, A. M. (2004) “Introduction: the study of Roman imperialism”,
in C. B. Champion (ed.) Roman Imperialism: Readings and Sources, Oxford, 1-15

Chancey, M. (2005) Greco-Roman Culture and the Galilee of Jesus, Cambridge

(2001) “The cultural milieu of ancient Sepphoris”, New Testament Studies 47(2), 127-
45

Chancey, M. and Myers, E. M. (2000) “How Jewish was Sepphoris in Jesus’ time?”, British
Archaeological Reports 26(4), 18-33

Chehab, H. K. (1993) “On the identification of ‘Anjar (‘Ayn al-Jarr) as an Umayyad
foundation”, Mugarnas 10, 42-8

291



Chevallier, R. (1976) Roman Roads, trans. N. H. Field, London

Chin, C. M. (2006) “Rhetorical practice in the Chreia elaboration of the Mara bar Serapion
letter”, Hugoye. Journal of Syriac Studies 9(2), 157-84

Chiusi, T. J. (2005) “Babatha vs the guardians of her son: a struggle for guardianship — legal
and practical aspects of P Yadin 12-5; 277, in R. Katzoff and D. M. Schaps (eds.)
Law in the Documents of the Judaean Desert, Leiden, 105-32

(1994) “Zur Vormundschaft der Mutter”, Zeitschrift der Savigny-Stiftung fiir
Rechtsgeschichte 111, 155-96

Choi, J. (2013) Jewish Leadership in Roman Palestine from 70 CE to 135 CE, Leiden

Christ, M. R. (2007) “The evolution of the Eisphora in Classical Athens”, Classical Quarterly
57(1), 53-69

Cipolla, C. M. (1991) Between History and Economics: An Introduction to Economic History,
Oxford

Clarke, K. (1999) Between Geography and History. Hellenistic Constructions of the Roman
World, Oxford

Clark, V. A. (1979) A Study of New Safaitic Inscriptions from Jordan, unpublished PhD thesis,
University of Melbourne

Clermont-Ganneau, C. (1903) Recueil d’archéologie orientale, volume 5, Paris

Cohen, N. (2006) “New Greek papyri from a cave in the vicinity of Ein Gedi”, Scripta
Classica Israelica 25, 87-95

Cohen, S. J. D. (1979) Josephus in Galilee and Rome: his Vita and Development as a
Historian, Leiden

Comfort, A., Adadie-Reynal, C. and Erge¢, R. (2000) “Crossing the Euphrates in antiquity:
Zeugma seen from space”, Anatolian Studies 50, 99-126

Comfort, A. and Ergecg, R. (2001) “Following the Euphrates in antiquity: north-south routes
around Zeugma”, Anatolian Studies 51, 19-50

Cook, M. J. (1987) “The Gospel of John and the Jews”, Review and Expositor 84(2), 259-71

Coskun, A. (2008) “Anhang: Riickkehr zum Vertragscharakter der amicitia? Zu einer alt-
neuen Forschungskontroverse”, in id. (ed.) Freundschaft und Gefolgschaft in den
auswdrtigen Beziehunden der Romer (2. Jahrhundert v. Chr. — 1. Jahrhundert n.
Chr.), Frankfurt, 209-30

(2005) Roms auswartige Freunde in der spaten Republik und im fruhen Prinzipat,
Gottingen

Coskun, A. and Heinen, H. (2004) “Amici populi Romani. Das Trierer Projekt «Roms
Auswirtige Freundey stellt sich vor”, Anatolian Studies 34, 45-75

Cottier, M., Crawford, M. H., Crowther, C. V., Ferrary, J.-L., Levick, B. M., Salomies, O. and
Worrle, M. (2008) The Customs Law of Asia, Oxford

Cotton, H. M. (2009) “Continuity of Nabataean law in the Petra papyri: a methodological
exercise”, in H. M. Cotton, R. G. Hoyland, J. J. Price and D. J. Wasserstein (eds.)
From Hellenism to Islam: Cultural and Linguistic Change in the Roman Near East,
Cambridge, 154-74

(2007) “Private international law or conflict of laws: reflections on Roman provincial
jurisdiction”, in R. Haensch and J. Heinrichs (eds.) Herrschaft und Verwalten: der
Alltag der romischen Administration in der Hohen Kaiserzeit, Koln, 235-55

292



(2005) “Language gaps in Roman Palestine and the Roman Near East”, in C. Frevel
(ed.) Medien im Antiken Paldstina: Materielle Kommunikation und Medialitit als
Thema der Paldstinaarchdologie, Tiibingen, 151-69

(2003) “’Diplomatics’ or external aspects of the legal documents from the Judaean
desert: prolegomena”, in C. Hezser (ed.) Rabbinic Law in its Roman and Near
Eastern Context, Tiibingen, 49-61

(2002a) “Women and law in the documents from the Judaean desert”, in H. Melaerts
and L. Mooren (eds.) Le role et le statut de la femme en Egypte hellénistique,
romaine et byzantine: actes du colloque international, Leuven, 123-47

(2002b) “Jewish jurisdiction under Roman rule: prolegomena”, in M. Labahn and J.
Zangenberg (eds.) Zwischen den Reichen: neues Testament und romische Herrschaft.
Vortrige auf der Ersten Konferenz der European Association for Biblical Studies,
Tiibingen, 13-28

(2001a) “Ein-Gedi between the two revolts”, Scripta Classica Israelica 20, 139-54

(2001b) “Documentary texts from the Judaean desert: a matter of nomenclature”,
Scripta Classica Israelica 20, 113-9

(1999a) “The languages of the legal and administrative documents from the Judaean
desert”, Zeitschrift fiir Papyrologie und Epigraphik 125,219-31

(1999b) “Some aspects of the Roman administration of Judaea/Syria-Palestine”, in W.
Eck (ed.) Lokale Autonomie und romische Ordnungsmacht in den kaiserzeitlichen
Provinzen vom 1. bis 3. Jahrhundert, Oldenbourg, 75-91

(1998) “The law of succession in the documents from the Judaean desert again”,
Scripta Classica Israelica 17, 115-23

(1997a) “The guardian (émitpomog) of a woman in the documents from the Judaean
desert”, Zeitschrift fiir Papyrologie und Epigraphik 118, 267-73

(1997b) “Land tenure in the documents from the Nabataean kingdom and the Roman
province of Arabia”, Zeitschrift fiir Papyrologie und Epigraphik 119, 255-65

(1997¢) “H véa émapyeio Apafia: the new province of Arabia in the papyri from the
Judaean desert”, Zeitschrift fiir Papyrologie und Epigraphik 116, 204-8

(1996) “Courtyard(s) in Ein-Gedi: P Yadin 11, 19 and 20 of the Babatha archive”,
Zeitschrift fiir Papyrologie und Epigraphik 112, 197-201

(1995a) “Deeds of gift and the law of succession in the documents from the Judaean
desert”, in K. von Bérbel (ed.) Akten des 21 Internationalen Papyrologenkongresses,
Berlin, 179-86

(1995b) “The archive of Salome Komaise, daughter of Levi: another archive from the
‘Cave of Letters’”, Zeitschrift fiir Papyrologie und Epigraphik 105, 171-208

(1994) “Rent or tax receipt from Maoza”, Zeitschrift fiir Papyrologie und Epigraphik
100, 547-57

(1993) “The guardianship of Jesus son of Babatha: Roman and local law in the
province of Arabia”, Journal of Roman Studies 83, 94-108

Cotton, H. M., Cockle, W. E. H. and Millar, F. G. B. (1995) “The papyrology of the Roman
Near East: a survey”, Journal of Roman Studies 85, 214-35

Cotton, H. M. and Eck, W. (2009) “Inscriptions from the financial procurator’s praetorium in
Caesarea”, in L. Di-Segni, Y. Hirschfeld, J. Patrich and R. Talgam (eds.) Man near a
Roman Arch. Studies presented to Prof. Yoram Tsafrir, Jerusalem, 98-114

293



(2006) “Governors and their personnel on Latin inscriptions from Caesarea
Maritima”, Cathedra: for the History of Eretz Israel and its Yishuv, 122, 31-52
(Hebrew)

(2005) “Roman officials in Judaea and Arabia and civil jurisdisction”, in R. Katzoff
and D. M. Schaps (ed.) Law in the Documents of the Judaean Desert, Leiden, 23-44

(2003) “Eine Provinz Entsteht: Alte und neue lateinische Inschriften in Iudaea unter
Vespasian”, in E. Dabrowa (ed.) The Roman Near East and Armenia, Krakow, 30-5

(2002) “A new inscription from Caesarea Maritima and the local elite of Caesarea
Maritima”, in L. V. Rutgers (ed.) What Athens Has to Do with Jerusalem: Essays on
Classical, Jewish, and Early Christian Art and Archaeology in Honor of Gideon
Foerster, Leuven, 375-91

(2001) “Governors and their personnel on Latin inscriptions from Caesarea
Maritima”, Cathedra: for the History of Eretz Israel and its Yishuv 122, 31-52

Cotton, H. M. and Greenfield, J. (1995) “Babatha’s patria: Mahoza, Mahoz ‘Eglatain and
Zo’ar”, Zeitschrift fiir Papyrologie und Epigraphik 107, 126-34
(1994) “Babatha’s property and the law of succession in the Babatha archive”,
Zeitschrift fiir Papyrologie und Epigraphik 104, 211-24

Cotton, H. M., Hoyland, R. G., Price, J. J., Wasserstein, D. J. (eds. 2009) From Hellenism to
Islam: Cultural and Linguistic Change in the Roman Near East, Cambridge

Cotton, H. M. and Yardeni, A. (1997) Aramaic, Hebrew and Greek Documentary Texts from
Nahal Hever and Other Sites: with an appendix containing alleged Qumran texts,
Oxford

Crawford, M. (1970) “Money and exchange in the Roman world”, Journal of Roman Studies
60, 40-8

Crowther, C. (2013) “Inscriptions on stone”, in W. Aylward (ed.) Excavations at Zeugma
conducted by Oxford Archaeology, Los Altos, CA, 192-219

Crowther, C. and Facella, M. (2014) “New Commagenian royal inscriptions from the Neset
Akel Collection (Katha)”, in E. Winter (ed.) Kult und Herrschaft am Euphrat, Bonn,
255-69

(2003) “New evidence for the ruler cult of Antiochus of Commagene from Zeugma”,
in G. Heedemann and E. Winter (eds.) Neue Forschungen zur Religionsgeschichte
Kleinasiens, Bonn, 41-80

Culpepper, R. A. (1987) “The Gospel of John and the Jews”, Review and Expositor 84(2),
273-88

Cussini, E. (1995) “Transfer of property at Palmyra”, Aram 7(1), 233-50
Czajkowski, K. (2017) Localized Law. The Babatha and Salome Komaise Archives, Oxford

(2016) “Justice in client kingdoms: the many trials of Herod’s sons”, Historia:
Zeitschrift fiir Alte Geschichte 65(4), 473-96

Dar, S. (1993) Settlements and Cult-Sites on Mount Hermon, Israel, trans. M. Erez, BAR
International Series, Oxford

(1988) “The history of the Hermon settlements”, Palestine Exploration Quarterly
120(1), 26-44

David, C. B. (2011) “Were there 204 settlements in Galilee at the time of Flavius Josephus?”,
Journal of Jewish Studies 62(1), 21-36

294



Davies, J. (1994) “Accounts and accountability in Classical Athens”, in R. Osborne and S.
Hornblower (eds.) Ritual, Finance, Politics. Athenian Democratic Accounts
Presented to David Lewis, Oxford, 201-12

Deininger, J. (1965) Die Provinziallandtage der romischen Kaiserzeit, Munich
Delatte, L. (1942) Des traités de la royauté d’Ecphante, Diotogene et Sthénidas, Paris

Demougin, S. (2001) “Considérations sur I’avancement dans les carriéres procuratoriennes
équestres”, in L. de Blois (ed.) Administration, Prosopography and Appointment
Policies in the Roman Empire. Proceedings of the First Workshop of the
International Network Impact of Empire (Roman Empire, 27 B.C. — A.D. 406) Leiden,
June 28 — July 1, 2000, Amsterdam, 24-34

Dentzer, J.-M. (1986) “Développement et culture de la Syrie du sud dans la péroide
préprovinciale (I* s. avant J.-C. — [*aprés J.-C.)”, in id. (ed.) Hauran I: Recherches
archéologiques sur la Syrie du sud a I’époque hellénistique et romaine, Paris, vol. 2,
387-420

Dentzer, J.-M., Blanc, P.-M. and Fournet, T. (2002) “Le développement urbain de Bosra. De
I’époque nabatéenne a 1’époque byzantine. Bilan des recherches francaises 1981-
20027, Syria 79, 75-157

Dentzer, J.-M., Blanc, P.-M., Fournet, T., Kalos, M. and Renel, F. (2010) “Formation et
développement des villes en Syrie du sud de 1’époque hellénistique a 1’époque
Byzantine: les exemples de Bosra, Suweida, Shahba”, in J. Dentzer-Feydy and M.
Vallerin (eds.) Hauran V: la Syrie du sud du néolithique a [’antiquité tardive.
Recherches récentes. Actes du colloque de Damas 2007, Beirut, vol. 1, 139-70

Dentzer-Feydy, J. (1988) “Frontic¢res et matériel archéologique en Syrie du Sud: politique et
culture du 1% siécle av. notre ére au IV® siécle de notre ére”, in P.-L. Gatier, B. Helly
and J.-P. Rey-Coquais (eds.) Géographie historique au Proche-Orient, Paris, 219-38

Derda, T. (2006) Arsinoites Nomos: Administration of the Fayum under Roman Rule,
Warsaw

Derow, P. S. (1979) “Polybius, Rome and the East”, Journal of Roman Studies 69, 1-15

Desmulliez, J. and Hoét-van Cauwenberghe, C. (eds. 2005) Le monde romain a travers
[’épigraphie: Méthodes et pratiques, Actes du XXIVe Colloque Internationale de Lille
(8-10 novembre 2001), Lille

Dijkstra, K. (1995) Life and Loyalty. A Study in the Socio-Religious Culture of Syria and
Mesopotamia in the Greco-Roman Period based on Epigraphical Evidence, Leiden

Dillemann, L. (1962) Haute Méspotamie orientale et pays adjacents, Paris

Dirven, L. (1999) The Palmyrenes of Dura-Europos: a Study of Religious Interaction in
Roman Syria, Leiden

Doody, A. (2010) Pliny’s Encyclopedia: The Reception of the Natural History, Cambridge
Dorner, F. K. and Naumann, R. (1939) Forschungen in Kommagene, Berlin

Doérner, F. K. and Young, J. H. (1996) “The Nomos inscriptions”, in D. H. Sanders (ed.)
Nemrud Dagi. The Hierothesion of Antiochus I of Commagene, Volume I, Text,
Winona Lake, IN, 207-16

Doyle, M. W. (1986) Empires, Ithaca, NY

Drexler, H. (1925) “Untersuchungen zu Josephus und zur Geschichte des jiidischen
Aufstandes 66-70”, Klio 19, 277-312

Dridi, H. and Gorea, M. (2003) “Au Ille si¢cle de notre ¢re: le voyage d’Abgar a Suqutra”,
Archeologia 396, 48-57

295



Drijvers, H. J. W. (1982) “A tomb for the life of a King: a recently discovered Edessene
mosaic with a portrait of King Abgar the Great”, Le Muséon 95(1-2), 167-89

(1980) Cults and Beliefs at Edessa, Leiden
(1972) Old-Syriac (Edessean) Inscriptions, Leiden

Drijvers, H. J. W. and Healey, J. F. (1999) The Old Syriac Inscriptions of Edessa and
Osrhoene, Leiden

Dudman, H. and Ballhorn, E. (1988) Tiberias, Jerusalem

Duindam, J., Harries, J., Humfress, C. and Hurvitz, N. (eds. 2013) Law and Empire: Ideas,
Practices, Actors, Leiden

Duncan-Jones, R. (1990) Structure and Scale in the Roman Economy, Cambridge
du Plessis, P. J. (2015) Borkowski’s Textbook on Roman Law, Oxford
(ed. 2013) New Frontiers: Law and Society in the Roman World, Edinburgh

du Plessis, P. J., Ando, C. and Tuori, K. (eds. 2016) The Oxford Handbook of Roman Law
and Society, Oxford

Dussaud, R. and Macler, F. (1901) Voyage archéologique au Safa et dans le Djebel ed-Driiz,
Paris

Early, R., Crowther, C., Nardi, R., Onal, M., Abadie, C., Darmon, J.-P., Hartmann, M. and
Speidel, M. A. (2003) Zeugma: Interim Reports. Rescue Excavations (Packard
Humanities Institute), Inscription of Antiochus I, bronze statue of Mars, House and
Mosaic of the Synaristésai, and recent work on the Roman army at Zeugma, Ann
Arbor, MI

Eck, W. (2016) “The Emperor, the law and imperial administration”, in P. J. du Plessis, C.
Ando and K. Tuori (eds.) The Oxford Handbook of Roman Law and Society, Oxford,
283-96

(2009) “The presence, role and significance of Latin in the epigraphy and culture of
the Roman Near East”, in H. M. Cotton, R. G. Hoyland, J. J. Price and D. J.
Wasserstein (eds.) From Hellenism to Islam. Cultural and Linguistic Change in the
Roman Near East, Cambridge, 15-42

(2007) Rom und Judaea: Fiinf Vortrige zur romischen Herrschaft in Palaestina,
Tiibingen

(2004) “Lateinisch, Griechisch, Germanisch ... ? Wie sprach Rom mit seinen
Untertanen?”, in L. de Ligt, E. A. Hemelrijk and H. W. Singor (eds.) Roman Rule and
Civic Life: Local and Regional Perspectives. Proceedings of the Fourth Workship of
the International Network Impact of Empire (Roman Empire, c. 200 B.C. — A.D. 476),
Leiden, June 25-28, 2003, Amsterdam, 3-19

(2000) “Emperor, senate and magistrates”, in A. K. Bowman, P. Garnsey and D.
Rathbone (eds.) The Cambridge Ancient History. Volume XI. The High Empire, A.D.
70-192, Cambridge, 214-37

Eck, W. and Cotton, H. M. (2005) “Josephus’ Roman audience: Josephus and the Roman
elite”, in J. B. Rives, S. Mason and J. C. Edmondson (eds.) Flavius Josephus and
Flavian Rome, Oxford, 37-52

Ecker, A. (2010) “The coinage of Jaffa in the Roman period”, Israel Numismatic Journal 17,
151-76

Eckstein, A. M. (2008) Rome enters the Greek East: From Anarchy to Hierarchy in the
Hellenistic Mediterranean, 230-170 BC, Oxford

296



(2006) Mediterranean Anarchy, Interstate War, and the Rise of Rome, Berkeley, CA

Edwards, D. (2007) “Constructing kings: from the Ptolemies to the Herodians, the
archaeological evidence”, in T. Rajak, S. Pearce, J. Aitken and J. Dines (eds.) Jewish
Perspectives on Hellenistic Rulers, Berkeley, CA, 283-94

Edwell, P. M. (2008) Between Rome and Persia: The Middle Euphrates, Mesopotamia, and
Palmyra under Roman Control, London

Efron, J. (1987) “The Great Sanhedrin in vision and reality”, in id. Studies on the Hasmonean
Period, Leiden, 287-338

Elias, N. (1983) The Court Society, Oxford

Engels, J. (2013) “Kulturgeographie im Hellenismus: Die Rezeption des Eratosthenes und
Poseidonios durch Strabon in den Geographika”, in K. Geus and M. Rathmann (eds.)
Vermessung der Oikumene, Berlin, 87-99

(2006) ““Avdpeg &vdoEot or ‘men of high reputation’ in Strabo’s Geography”, in D.
Dueck, H. Lindsay and S. Pothecary (eds.) Strabo’s Cultural Geography: The Making
of a Kolossourgia, Cambridge, 129-43

(1999) Augusteische Oikumenegeographie und Universalhistorie im Werk Strabons
von Amaseia, Stuttgart

Ergeg, R. (ed. 2004) International Symposium on Zeugma: from Past to Future (Gaziantep
2004), Gaziantep

Erskine, A. (2010) Roman Imperialism. Debates and Documents in Ancient History,
Edinburgh

Esler, P. F. (2017) Babatha’s Orchard. The Yadin Papyri and an Ancient Jewish Family Tale
Retold, Oxford

Evans, J. D. (2006) The Coins and the Hellenistic,c Roman and Byzantine Economy of

Palestine, The Joint Expedition to Caesarea Maritima Excavation Reports, Volume
VI, Boston, MA

Facella, M. (2012) “Languages, cultural identities and elites in the land of Mara bar Sarapion”,
in A. Merz and T. Tieleman (eds.) The Letter of Mara bar Sarapion in Context.
Proceedings of the Symposium held at Utrecht University, 10-12 December 2009,
Leiden, 67-94

(2010) “Advantages and disadvantages of an allied kingdom: the case of
Commagene”, in T. Kaizer and M. Facella (eds.) Kingdoms and Principalities in the
Roman Near East, Stuttgart, 181-99

(2006) La dinastia degli Orontidi nella Commagene ellenistico-romana, Pisa

(2005a) “Drropmparog kKai PiAéAANV: Roman perception of Commagenian royalty”,
in O. Hekster and R. Fowler (eds.) Imaginary Kings. Royal Images in the Ancient
Near East, Greece and Rome, Stuttgart, 87-105

(2005b) “The economy and coinage of Commagene (First Century B.C. — First
Century A.D.)”, in S. Mitchell and C. Katsari (eds.) Patterns in the Economy of
Roman Asia Minor, Swansea, 225-50

Feissel, D. and Gascou, J. (2000) “Document d’archives romains inédits du Moyen Euphrate
(II1° aprés J.-C.) 3, actes divers et lettres (P Euphr. 11 a 17)”, Journal des Savants,
157-208

(1995) “Documents d’archives romains inédits du Moyen-Euphrate (III° s. aprés J.-
C.) 1, les petitions (P Euphr. 1 & 5)”, Journal des Savants, 65-119

297



(1989) “Documents romains inédits du Moyen-Euphrate (III° s. aprés J.-C.)”,
Comptes rendus de I’Académie des Inscriptions et Belles-Lettres 133(3), 535-61

Feissel, D., Gascou, J. and Teixidor, J. (1997) “Documents d’archives romains inédits du
Moyen Euphrate (Ille s. aprés J.-C.) 2, les actes de vente-achat (P. Euphr. 6 a 10)”,
Journal des Savants, 3-57

Feldman, L. (2002) “How much hellenism in the land of Israel?”, Journal for the Study of
Judaism 33(3), 290-313

(2000) Flavius Josephus. Translation and Commentary. Volume 3: Judaean
Antiquities 1-4, ed. S. Mason, Leiden

(1998) Josephus’ Interpretation of the Bible, Berkeley, CA

(1993) Jew and Gentile in the Ancient World. Attitudes and Interactions from
Alexander to Justinian, Princeton, NJ

(1986) “How much Hellenism in Jewish Palestine?”, Hebrew Union College Annual
57, 83-111

(1977) “Hengel’s Judaism and Hellenism in retrospect”, Journal of Biblical
Literature 96, 371-82

Fiema, Z. T. (2003) “Roman Petra (AD 106-363). A neglected subject”, Zeitschrift des
Deutschen Paldstina-Vereins 119(1), 38-58

Fine, S. (2005) Art and Judaism in the Greco-Roman World: Toward a New Jewish
Archaeology, Cambridge

Fisher, L., Isaac, B. and Roll, 1. (1996) Roman Roads in Judaea II. The Jaffa — Jerusalem
Roads, BAR International Series, Oxford

Fitzmyer, J. (1998) The Acts of the Apostles, New York, NY

(1981) The Gospel according to Luke 1-9. A New Translation with Introduction and
Commentary, Garden City, NY

(1979) A Wandering Aramean: collected Aramaic essays, Missoula, MT
Frank, T. (1914) Roman Imperialism, Baltimore, MA

Freeman, P. (1996) “The annexation of Arabia and imperial grand strategy”, in D. Kennedy
(ed.) The Roman Army in the East, Portsmouth, RI, 91-118

Friedman, M. A. (1996) “Babatha’s ‘Ketubba’: some preliminary observations”, Israel
Exploration Journal 46(1), 55-76

Fritsch, C. T. (ed. 1975) The Joint Expedition to Caesarea Maritima, Missoula, MT

Fuhrmann, C. J. (2016) “Police functions and public order”, in P. J. du Plessis, C. Ando and K.
Tuori (eds.) The Oxford Handbook of Roman Law and Society, Oxford, 297-309

(2012) Policing the Roman Empire. Soldiers, Administration and Public Order,
Oxford

Fuks, G. (2002) “Josephus on Herod’s attitude towards Jewish religion: the darker side”,
Journal of Jewish Studies 72, 238-45

Gabba, E. (1999) “The social, economic and political history of Palestine 63 BCE — CE 707,
in W. Horbury, W. D. Davies and J. Sturdy (eds.) The Cambridge History of Judaism.
Volume Three: The Early Roman Period, Cambridge, 64-167

(1990) “The finances of King Herod”, in A. Kasher, U. Rappaport and G. Fuks (eds.)
Greece and Rome in Eretz Israel: Collected Essays, Jerusalem, 160-8

298



Galsterer, H. (1986) “Roman law in the provinces: some problems of transmission”, in M. H.
Crawford (ed.) L’ Impero Romano e le Strutture Economiche e Sociali delle Province,
Como, 13-27

Gardner, G. (2007) “Jewish leadership and Hellenistic civic benefaction in the Second
Century B.C.E”, Journal of Biblical Literature 126(2), 327-43

Garnsey, P and Saller, R. (1987) The Roman Empire: Economy, Society and Culture,
Berkeley, CA

Garnsey, P. and Whittaker, C. (1978) “Introduction”, in eid. (eds.) Imperialism in the Ancient
World, Cambridge, 1-7

Gascou, J. (2009) “The papyrology of the Near East”, in R. S. Bagnall (ed.) The Oxford
Handbook of Papyrology, Oxford, 473-93

(1999) “Unités administratives locales et fonctionnaires romains. Les données des
nouveaux papyrus du Moyen Euphrate et d’Arabie”, in W. Eck (ed.) Lokale
Autonomie und romische Ordnungsmacht in den kaiserzeitlichen Provinzen vom 1.
bis 3. Jahrhundert, Munich, 61-74

Gatier, P.-L. (1999-2000) “Phénicie, Liban, Levant: histoire et géographie historique
d’Alexandre & Zénobie”, Tempora, Annales d’Histoire et d’Archéologie 10-11, 103-
15

Gawlikowski, M. (1998a) “The last kings of Edessa”, in R. Lavenant (ed.) Symposium
Syriacum, vol. 7, Uppsala University, Department of Asian and African Languages
11— 14 August 1996, Rome, 421-8

(1998b) “Deux publicains et leur tombeau”, Syria 75, 145-51
(1994) “Palmyra as a trading centre”, Iraq 56, 27-33

(1973) Palmyre VI. Le temple palmyrénien. Etude d’épigraphie et de topographie
historique, Warsaw

Gersht, R. (2008) “Caesarean sculpture in context”, in Y. Z. Eliav, E. A. Friedland and S.
Herbert (eds.) The Sculptural Environment of the Roman Near East, Leiden, 509-38

(1996) “Representations of deities and the cults of Caesarea”, in A. Raban and K. G.
Holum (eds.) Caesarea Maritima: a retrospective after two millenia, Leiden, 305-24

(1984) “The Tyche of Caesarea”, Palestine Exploration Quarterly 116, 110-4

Ghadban, C. (1987) “Terres et villages dans la Beqa hellénistique et romaine”, in E. Frézouls
(ed.) Societes urbaines, sociétés rurales dans I’Asie mineure et la Syrie hellénistiques
et romaines, Actes du colloque de Strasbourg (novembre 1985), Strasbourg, 217-38

Gitler, H. and Kushnir-Stein, A. (1992-1993) “Numismatic evidence from Tel Beer-Sheva
and the beginning of the Nabataean coinage”, Israel Numismatic Journal 12, 13-20

Glotz, G. (1953) La Cité grecque, Paris

Gnoli, T. (2013) “Metrokomiai e comunita di villaggio nell’Oriente antico e tardoantico”, in
G. Vespignani (ed.) Polidoro. Studi offerti ad Antonio Carile, Spoleto, 273-90

(2000) Roma, Edessa e Palmira nel Ill sec. d.C., problemi istituzionali. Uno studio
sui Papiri dell’Eufrate, Rome

Gnoli, T. and Mazza, M. (1994) “Aspetti sociali delle comunita di villaggio nella Siria
romana (IV-V sec. d.C.): il villaggio come unita culturale”, in P. N. Doukellis and L.
G. Mendoni (eds.) Structures Rurales et Sociétés Antiques, Actes du colloque de
Corfou (14-16 mai 1992), Paris, 453-61

299



Goodblatt, D. (1994) The Monarchic Principle: Studies in Jewish Self-Government in
Antiquity, Tibingen

Goodman, M. (ed. 2002) The Oxford Handbook of Jewish Studies, Oxford

(1996a) “The Roman identity of Roman Jews”, in I. M. Gafni, A. Oppenheimer and
D. R. Schwartz (eds.) The Jews in the Hellenistic-Roman World: Studies in Memory
of Menahem Stern, Jerusalem, 85-99

(1996b) “Judaea”, in A. K. Bowman, E. Champlin and A. Lintott (eds.) The
Cambridge Ancient History, volume 10, The Augustan Empire, 43 BC — AD 69,
Cambridge, 2™ ed., 737-81

(1991) “Babatha’s story”, Journal of Roman Studies 81, 169-75

(1987) The Ruling Class of Judaea: the Origins of the Jewish Revolt against Rome,
Cambridge

(1983) State and Society in Roman Galilee A.D. 132-212, Totowa, NJ

Grabbe, L. L. (2008) “Sanhedrin, Sanhedriyyot, or mere invention?”, Journal for the Study of
Judaism 39, 1-19

(2002) “The Jews and Hellenization: Hengel and his critics”, in P. R. Davies and J. M.
Halligan (eds.) Second Temple Studies IlI: Studies in Politics, Class and Material
Culture, Sheffield, 52-66

Graf, D. F. (2004) “Nabataean identity and ethnicity: the epigraphic perspective”, in F.
Khraysheh (ed.) Studies in the History and Archaeology of Jordan VIII:
Archaeological and Historical Perspectives on Society, Culture and Identity, Amman,
145-54

(1997) “The via militaris in Arabia”, Dunbarton Oaks Papers 51, 271-81

(1994) “The Nabataean army and the Cohortes Ulpiae Patracorum”, in E. Dabrowa
(ed.) The Roman and Byzantine Army in the East, Krakow, 265-311

(1992) “The Syrian Hauran”, Journal of Roman Archaeology 5, 450-66
(1990) “The origin of the Nabataeans”, Aram 2, 45-75

(1989) “Rome and the saracens: reassessing the nomadic menace”, in T. Fahd (ed.)

L’Arabie préislamique et son environnement historique et culturel, Actes du Colloque
de Strasbourg 24-27 juin 1987, Leiden, 341-400

(1988) “Qura ‘Arabiyya and Provincia Arabia”, in P.-L. Gatier, B. Helly and J.-P.
Rey-Coquais (eds.) Géographie historique au Proche Orient, Actes de la Table
Ronde de Valbonne, 16-18 Septembre 1985, Paris, 171-211

(1978) “The saracens and the defense of the Arabian frontier”, Bulletin of the
American Schools of Oriental Research 229, 1-26

Graf, D. and O’Connor, M. (1977) “The origin of the term saracen and the Rawwafa
inscriptions”, Byzantine Studies. Etudes byzantines 4, 52-66

Grainger, J. D. (1995) “Village government in Roman Syria and Arabia”, Levant 27, 179-95
(1990) The Cities of Seleukid Syria, Oxford

Gras, M. (1984) “Cité grecque et lapidation”, in Du chdtiment dans la cité: supplices
corporels et peine de mort dans le monde antique. Table ronde organisée par I’Ecole
frangaise de Rome avec le concours du Centre national de la recherche scientifique,
Rome, 75-89

Greenfield, J. C. (1978) “Languages of Palestine, 200 B.C.E. — 200 C.E.”, in H. H. Paper (ed.)
Jewish Languages, Theme and Variations, New York, NY, 143-54

300



(1974) “Studies in the legal terminology in Nabataean funerary inscriptions”, in E. Y.
Kutscher, M. Z. Kaddari and S. Lieberman (eds.) Henokh Yalon Memorial Volume,
Jerusalem, 64-83

Gross, A. (2013) “The Aramaic law of sale considered from the papyrological and rabbinic
evidence”, in R. G. Kratz and A. Hagedorn (eds.) Law and Religion in the Eastern
Mediterranean, Oxford, 129-64

(2008) Continuity and Innovation in the Aramaic Legal Tradition, Leiden

Gruen, E. (1998) Heritage and Hellenism: The Reinvention of Jewish Tradition, Berkeley,
CA

(1984) The Hellenistic World and the Coming of Rome, Berkeley, CA
Guthrie, D. (1965) New Testament Introduction: The Gospels and Acts, London

Gzella, H. (2015) 4 Cultural History of Aramaic: From the Beginnings to the Advent of Islam,
Leiden

Haensch, R. (2010) “The Roman provincial administration”, in C. Hezser (ed.) The Oxford
Handbook of Jewish Daily Life in Roman Palestine, Oxford, 71-84

(1997) Capita Provinciarum. Statthaltersitze und Provinzialverwaltung in der
romischen Kaiserzeit, Mainz

Hall, J. M. (2002) Hellenicity. Between Ethnicity and Culture, Chicago, IL
(1997) Ethnic Identity in Greek Antiquity, Cambridge
Hammond, P. C. (1973) The Nabataeans: Their History, Culture and Archaeology, Goteburg

Hammond, P. C., Johnson, D. J. and Jones, R. N. (1986) “A religio-legal Nabataean
inscription from the Atargatis/Al-‘Uzza temple at Petra”, Bulletin of the American
Schools of Oriental Research 263, 77-80

Hansen, M. H. (2006) An Introduction to the Ancient Greek City-State, Oxford
Harl, K. (1996) Coinage in the Roman Economy, Baltimore, MA

Harper, G. M. (1928) “Village administration in the Roman province of Syria”, Yale Classical
Studies 1, 105-70

Harries, J. D. (2010) “Courts and the judicial system”, in C. Hezser (ed.) The Oxford
Handbook of Jewish Daily Life in Roman Palestine, Oxford, 85-101

(2007) “Roman law codes and the Roman legal tradition”, in J. W. Cairns and P. J. du
Plessis (eds.) Beyond Dogmatics. Law and Society in the Roman World, Edinburgh,
85-104

(2003) “Creating legal space: settling disputes in the Roman Empire”, in C. Hezser
(ed.) Rabbinic Law in its Roman and Near Eastern Context, Tiibingen, 63-81

(2001) “Resolving disputes: the frontiers of law in Late Antiquity”, in R. W.
Mathisen (ed.) Law, Society, and Authority in Late Antiquity, Oxford, 68-82

(1999) Law and Empire in Late Antiquity, Cambridge
Harris, W. V. (1979) War and Imperialism in Republican Rome 327-70 BC, Oxford
Harvey, A. E. (1976) Jesus on Trial. A Study in the Fourth Gospel, London

Healey, J. F. (2013) “Fines and curses: law and religion among the Nabataeans and their
neighbours”, in A. C. Hagedorn and R. G. Kratz (eds) Law and Religion in the
Eastern Mediterranean from Antiquity to Early Islam, Oxford, 165-88

301



(2009) Aramaic Inscriptions and Documents of the Roman Period. Textbook of
Syrian Semitic Inscriptions, volume IV, Oxford

(2008) “Some lexical and legal notes on a Syriac loan transfer of 240 CE”, Malphono
w-Rabo d-Malphone: studies in honor of Sebastian P. Brock, Piscataway, NJ, 211-26

(2007) “Nabataean inscriptions: language and script”, in K. D. Politis (ed.) The World
of the Nabataeans. Volume 2 of the International Conference: The World of the
Herods and the Nabataeans, held at the British Museum, 17-19 April 2001, Munich,
45-54

(2005a) “The writing on the wall: law in Aramaic epigraphy”, in P. Bienkowski, C.
Mee and E. Slater (eds.) Writing and Ancient Near Eastern Society. Papers in
Honour of Alan R. Millard, London, 127-42

(2005b) “New evidence for the Aramaic legal tradition: from Elephantine to Edessa”,
in P. S. Alexander, G. J. Brooke, A. Christmann, J. F. Healey, and Sadgrove, P. C.
(eds.) Studia Semitica: the Journal of Semitic Studies Jubilee Volume, Oxford, 114-27

(1993a) The Nabataean Tomb Inscriptions of Mada’in Salih, Oxford
(1993b) “Sources for the study of Nabataean law”, New Arabian Studies 1, 203-14
(1989) “Were the Nabataeans Arabs?”, Aram 1, 38-44

Heichelheim, F. M. (1938) “Roman Syria”, in T. Frank (ed.) An Economic Survey of Ancient
Rome, Baltimore, MA, 231-45

Hengel, M. (2001) “Judaism and hellenism revisited”, in J. J. Collins and G. E. Sterling (eds.)
Hellenism in the Land of Israel, Notre Dame, IN, 6-37

(1989) The ‘Hellenization’ of Judaea in the First Century after Christ, London

(1976) Juden, Griechen und Barbaren. Aspekte der Hellenisierung des Judentums in
vorchristlicher Zeit, Stuttgart

(1969) Judentum und Hellenismus, Tiibingen

van Henten, J. W. (2016) “Herod the Great in Josephus”, in H. H. Chapman and Z. Rodgers
(eds.) A Companion to Josephus, London, 235-46

(2014) Flavius Josephus. Translation and Commentary, volume 7B: Judaean
Antiquities 15, ed. S. Mason, Leiden

(2011) “Constructing Herod as a tyrant: assessing Josephus’ parallel passages”, in J.
Pastor, M. Mor, and P. Stern (ed.) Flavius Josephus: Interpretation and History,
Leiden, 193-216

(2008) “Matthew 2.16 and Josephus’ portrayals of Herod”, in R. Buitenwerf, H. W.
Hollander and J. Tromp (eds.) Jesus, Paul and Early Christianity: Studies in Honour
of Henk Jan de Jonge, Leiden, 101-21

Hezser, C. (2007) “Roman law and rabbinic legal composition”, in C. Fonrobert and M.
Jaffee (eds.) The Cambridge Companion to Rabbinic Literature, Cambridge, 144-63

(2003) “Introduction”, in ead. (ed.) Rabbinic Law in its Roman and Near Eastern
Context, Tiibingen, 1-16

(1998) “The codification of legal knowledge in late antiquity: the Talmud Yerushalmi
and Roman law codes”, in P. Schéifer (ed.) The Talmud Yerushalmi and Graeco-
Roman Culture, Tiibingen, 581-641

Hirschfeld, Y. (1997) “Jewish rural settlesment in Judaea in the early Roman period”, in S. E.
Alcock (ed.) The Early Roman Empire in the East, Oxford, 72-88

Hochner, H. W. (1972) Herod Antipas, Cambridge

302



Hoenig, S. B. (1953) The Great Sanhedrin, Philadelphia, PA

Holleaux, M. (1921) Rome, la Gréce et les monarchies hellénistiques au III° siécle avant J.-C.
(273-205), Paris

Honigman, S. (2003) “Politeumata and ethnicity in Ptolemaic and Roman Egypt”, Ancient
Society 33, 61-102

Hoover, O. and Barkay, R. (2010) “Important additions to the corpus of Nabatacan coins
since 19907, in M. Huth and P. G. van Alfen (eds.) Coinage of the Caravan
Kingdoms. Studies in Ancient Monetization, New York, NY, 197-212

Hopkins, K. (2009) “The political economy of the Roman Empire”, in 1. Morris and W.
Scheidel (eds.) The Dynamics of Ancient Empires, Oxford, 178-204

(1995-1996) “Rome, taxes, rents, and trade”, Kodai 6/7, 41-75

(1980) “Taxes and trade in the Roman Empire (200 B.C. — A.D 400)”, Journal of
Roman Studies 70, 101-25

(1978) Conquerors and Slaves, Cambridge

Horden, P. and Purcell, N. (2000) The Corrupting Sea. A Study of Mediterranean History,
London

Horsley, R. A. (1993) Jesus and the Spiral of Violence: Popular Jewish Resistance in Roman
Palestine, Minneapolis, MN

Howgego, C. (2005) “Coinage and identity in the Roman provinces”, in C. Howgego, V.
Heuchert and A. Burnett (eds.) Coinage and Identity in the Roman Provinces, Oxford,
1-18

(1995) Ancient History from Coins, London
(1990) “Why did ancient states strike coins?”, Numismatic Chronicle 150, 1-25
Humfress (forthcoming) Multi-legalism in Late Antiquity (212-565 CE), Oxford

(2014) “Institutionalization between theory and practice: comparative approaches to
Medieval Islamic and Late Roman law”, in J. Hudson and A. Rodriguez (eds.)
Diverging Paths? The Shapes of Power and Institutions in Medieval Christendom and
Islam, Leiden, 16-29

(2013a) “Law’s empire: Roman universalism and legal practice”, in P. J. du Plessis
(ed.) New Frontiers. Law and Society in the Roman World, Edinburgh, 73-101

(2013b) “Thinking through legal pluralism: ‘forum shopping’ in the later Roman
Empire”, in J. Duindam, J. Harries, C. Humfress and N. Hurvitz (eds.) Law and
Empire. Ideas, Practices, Actors, Leiden, 225-50

(2011) “Law and custom under Rome”, in A. Rio (ed.) Law, Custom and Justice in
Late Antiquity and the Early Middle Ages: Proceedings of the 2008 Byzantine
Collogquium, London, 23-47

Ilan, T. (1993) “Premarital cohabitation in ancient Judaea: the evidence of the Babatha
archive and the Mishnah (Ketubbot 1.4)”, Harvard Theological Review 86, 247-64

Irby, G. L. (2012) “Mapping the world: Greek initiatives from Homer to Eratosthenes”, in R.
J. A. Talbert (ed.) Ancient Perspectives: Maps and their Place in Mesopotamia,
Egypt, Greece, and Rome, Chicago, IL, 81-107

Isaac, B. (2011) “Core-periphery notions”, Scripta Classica Israelica 30, 63-82

(2010) “Infrastructure”, in C. Hezser (ed.) The Oxford Handbook of Jewish Daily Life
in Roman Palestine, Oxford, 145-64

303



(2009) “Latin in cities of the Roman Near East”, in H. M. Cotton, R. G. Hoyland, J. J.
Price and D. J. Wasserstein (eds.) From Hellenism to Islam. Cultural and Linguistic
Change in the Roman Near East, Cambridge, 43-72

(1994) “Tax collection in Roman Arabia: a new interpretation of the evidence from
the Babatha Archive”, Mediterranean Historical Review 9(2), 256-66

(1992) “The Babatha archive: a review article”, Review of: N. Lewis (ed. 1989) The
Documents from the Bar Kokhba Period in the Cave of Letters. Greek Papyri,
Jerusalem, in Israel Exploration Journal 42(1-2), 62-75

(1990) The Limits of Empire: The Roman Army in the East, Oxford

(1980a) “Roman colonies in Judaea: the foundation of Aelia Capitolina”, Talanta.
Proceedings of the Dutch Archaeological and Historical Society 12, 31-54

(1980b) “Trade routes to Arabia and the Roman army”, in W. S. Hanson and L. J. F.
Keppie (eds.) Roman Frontier Studies, 1979, BAR International Series, Oxford, 889-
901

Isaac, B. and Roll, I. (1982) The Legio-Scythopolis Road, Oxford

Jehne, M. and Pina Polo, F. (2015) “Introduction”, in eid. (eds.) Foreign clientelae in the
Roman Empire. A Reconsideration, Stuttgart, 11-8

Johnson, L. T. (1986) The Writings of the New Testament, London

Jones, A. H. M. (1971) The Cities of the Eastern Roman Provinces, Oxford, 2" ed.
(1940) The Greek City, from Alexander to Justinian, Oxford
(1938) The Herods of Judaea, Oxford
(1931a) “The urbanisation of Palestine”, Journal of Roman Studies 21, 78-85

(1931b) “The urbanisation of the Ituraecan Principalities”, Journal of Roman Studies
21, 265-75

(1928) “Inscriptions from Jerash”, Journal of Roman Studies 18, 144-78

Jones, N. F. (1987) Public Organisation in Ancient Greece: A Documentary Study,
Philadelphia, PA

Jones, R. N. (1989) “A new reading of the Petra temple inscription”, Bulletin of the American
Schools of Oriental Research 275, 41-6

Jones-Hall, L. (2004) Roman Berytus: Beirut in Late Antiquity, London

Jordens, A. (2012) “Government, taxation, and law”, in C. Riggs (ed.) The Oxford Handbook
of Roman Egypt, Oxford, 56-67

Kadish, A. (1989) Historians, Economists, and Economic History, London

Kadman, L. (1961) Corpus Nummorum Palaestinensium, vol. 1V, The Coins of Akko-
Ptolemais, Tel Aviv

Kaizer, T. (2017) “Empire, community, and culture on the Middle Euphrates: Durenes,
Palmyrenes, villagers, and soldiers”, in N. Purcell (ed.) Roman History: Six Studies
for Fergus Millar, [Bulletin of the Institute of Classical Studies 60(2)], London, 63-95

(2011) “Interpretations of the myth of Andromeda at lopa”, Syria 88, 323-39

(2008) “Old and new discoveries at Palmyra”, Journal of Roman Archaeology 21,
652-64

(2006) “Capital punishment at Hatra: gods, magistrates and laws in the Roman-
Parthian period”, Iraq 68, 139-53

304



(2004) “Religious mentality in Palmyrene documents”, K/io 86(1), 165-84

(2003) “The Near East in the Hellenistic and Roman periods between local, regional
and supra-regional approaches”, Scripta Classica Israelica 22, 283-95

(2002) The Religious Life of Palmyra, Stuttgart

Kaizer, T. and Facella, M. (2010) “Introduction”, in eid. (eds.) Kingdoms and Principalities
in the Roman Near East, Stuttgart, 15-42

Kanael, B. (1957) “The partition of Judaea by Gabinius”, Israel Exploration Journal 7, 98-
106

Kantor, G. (2016) “Local law in Asia Minor after the Constitutio Antoniniana”, in C. Ando
(ed.) Citizenship and Empire in Europe 200-1900. The Antonine Constitution after
1800 Years, Stuttgart, 45-62

(2014) “Roman legal administration in the province of Asia: Hellenistic heritage vs.
innovation”, in J. Dubouloz, S. Pittia and G. Sabatini (eds.) L Imperium Romanum en
perspective: Les savoirs d’empire dans la République romaine et leur héritage dans
I’Europe médiévale et moderne, Besancon, 243-68

(2013) “Law in Roman Phrygia: rules and jurisdiction”, in P. Thonemann (ed.)
Roman Phrygia: Culture and Society, Cambridge, 143-67

(2012) “Ideas of law in Hellenistic and Roman legal practice”, in P. Dresch and
Skoda, H. (eds.) Legalism: Anthropology and History, Oxford, 55-83

(2009) “Knowledge of law in Roman Asia Minor”, in R. Haensch (ed.)
Selbstdarstellung und Kommunikation: Die Verdffentlichung staatlicher Urkunden
auf Stein und Bronze in der rémischen Welt: internationales Kolloquium an der
Kommission fiir Alte Geschichte und Epigraphik in Miinchen (1. bis 3. Juli 2006),
Munich, 249-65

(2008) Roman Law and Local Law in Asia Minor (133 BC — AD 212), Unpublished
DPhil thesis, University of Oxford

Kaplan, J. (1981) “Evidence of the Trajanic period at Jaffa”, Eretz Israel: Archaeological,
Historical and Geographical Studies 15, 412-6 (Hebrew)

Kasher, A. (1990) Jews and Hellenistic Cities in Eretz-Israel. Relations of the Jews in Eretz-
Israel with the Hellenistic Cities during the Second Temple Period (332 BCE — 70
CE), Tiibingen

(1985) The Jews in Hellenistic and Roman Egypt. The Struggle for Equal Rights,
Tiibingen

Kasher, A. and Witztum, E. (2007) King Herod: The Persecuted Persecutor, Berlin

Katzoff, R. (2005) “On P. Yadin 37 = P. Hever 65”, in R. Katzoff and D. M. Schaps (eds.)
Law in the Documents of the Judaean Desert, Leiden, 133-44

(1991) “Papyrus Yadin 18 again: a rejoinder”, Jewish Quarterly Review 82, 171-6

Katzoff, R. and Schaps, D. M. (eds. 2005) Law in the Documents of the Judaean Desert,
Leiden

Keener, C. S. (2013) Acts: An Exegetical Commentary, volume 2, Grand Rapids, MI

Kennedy, D. (1999) “Greek, Roman and native cultures in the Roman Near East”, in J. H.
Humphrey (ed.) The Roman and Byzantine Near East II: Some Recent
Archaeological Research, Portsmouth, RI, 76-106

(ed. 1998) The Twin Towns of Zeugma on the Euphrates. Rescue Work and Historical
Studies, JRA suppl. 27, Portsmouth, RI

305



Khraysheh, F. H. (1995) “New Safaitic inscriptions from Jordan”, Syria 72(3/4), 401-14
Kindler, A. (1985) “The coins of Jaffa”, Israel: People and Land 2-3, 21-36 (Hebrew)

Klausner, J. (1972) “The economy of Judaea in the period of the second temple”, in M. Avi-
Yonah (ed.) The World History of the Jewish People, volume VII, The Herodian
Period, Tel Aviv, 180-205

Kloppenborg, J. S. (2000) “Ethnic and political factors in the conflict at Caesarea Maritima”,
in T. L. Donaldson (ed.) Religious Rivalries and the Struggle for Success at Caesarea,
Waterloo, ON, 227-48

Knauf, E. A. (1998) “The Ituraecans: another Bedouin State”, in A. Neuwirth, H. Sadler and T.
Scheffler (eds.) Baalbek. Image and Monument, 1898-1998, Stuttgart, 267-77

(1997) “Der sein Volk liebt”, in T. Weber and R. Wenning (eds.) Petra. Antike
Felsstadt zwischen arabischer Tradition und griechischer Norm, Mainz, 14-24

(1989) “Nabataean origins”, in M. M. Ibrahim (ed.) Arabian Studies in Honour of
Mahmoud Ghul. Symposium at Yarmouk University December 8-11, 1984,
Wiesbaden, 56-61

(1986) “Die Herkunft der Nabatéder”, in M. Lindner (ed.) Petra. Neue Ausgrabungen
und Entdeckungen, Munich, 74-86

(1985) Ismael. Untersuchungen zur Geschichte Paldstinas und Nordarabiens im 1.
Jahrtausend v. Chr., Wiesbaden

Kokkinos, N. (2008) “The foundaion of Bethsaida-Julias by Philip the Tetrarch”, Journal of
Jewish Studies 59(2), 236-51

(1998a) “The relative chronology of the nativity in Tertullian”, in J. E. Vardaman
(ed.) Chronos, Kairos, Christos 1l: Chronological, Nativity and Religious Studies in
Memory of Ray Summers, Macon, GA, 128-31.

(1998b) The Herodian Dynasty: Origins, Role in Society and Eclipse, Sheffield
Kolb, A. (2000) Transport und Nachrichtentransfer im rémischen Reich, Berlin

Konrad, M. (2014) Emesa zwischen Klientelreich und Provinz. ldentitdt und Identitdtswandel
einer lokalen Fiirstendynastie im Spiegel der archéologischen Quellen, Rahden

Kornemann, F. (1901) “coloniae”, Real-Encyclopddie der classichen Altertumswissenshaft,

cols. 511-88
Kropp, A. J. M. (2013a) Images and Monuments of Near Eastern Dynasts, 100 BC — AD 100,
Oxford

(2013b) “Kings in cuirass — some overlooked full-length portraits of Herodian and
Nabataean dynasts”, Levant 45, 45-56

(2013c) “Crowning the Emperor: an unorthodox image of Claudius, Agrippa I and
Herod of Chalkis”, Syria 90, 377-89

(2011) “Anatomy of a Phoenician goddess: the Tyche of Berytus and her acolytes”,
Journal of Roman Archaeology 24, 389-407

(2010) “Earrings, nefesh and opus reticulatum: self-representation of the royal house
of Emesa in the First Century AD”, in T. Kaizer and M. Facella (eds.) Kingdoms and
Principalities in the Roman Near East, Stuttgart, 199-216

Kuhrt, A. (2007) The Persian Empire, London
Kimmel, W. G. (1975) Introduction to the New Testament, Nashville, TN

306



Kunkel, W. (1953) “Der Prozess der Goharenier vor Caracalla”, in H. Lewald (ed.)
Festschrift Hans Lewald: bei Vollendung des vierzigsten Amtsjahres als ordentlicher
Professor im Oktober 1953, Basel, 81-91

Kushnir-Stein, A. (2008) “Reflection of religious sensitivities on Palestinian city coinage”,
Israel Numismatic Research 3, 125-36

(2002) “The coinage of Agrippa 117, Scripta Classica Israelica 21, 123-32
Laehn, T. R. (2013) Pliny’s Defense of Empire, New York, NY

Landau, T. (2006) Out-Heroding Herod. Josephus, Rhetoric, and the Herod Narratives,
Leiden

Lane Fox, R. (1991) The Unauthorized Version. Truth and Fiction in the Bible, London
(1986) Pagans and Christians, London

Lasserre, F. (1982) “Strabon devant I’empire romain”, Aufstieg und Niedergang der
romischen Welt 11.30.1, 867-96

Lehmann, M. L. and Holum, K. G. (2000) The Greek and Latin Inscriptions of Caesarea
Maritima, Boston, MA

Levick, B. (1967) Roman Colonies in Southern Asia Minor, Oxford

Levine, L. (2002) Jerusalem. Portrait of a City in the Second Temple Period (538 BCE — 70
CE), Philadelphia, PA

(1975a) Roman Caesarea: an Archaeological-Topographical Study, Jerusalem
(1975b) Caesarea under Roman Rule, Leiden

Lewis, N. (1996) “Again, the money called blacks”, in R. Katzoff, Y. Petroff and D. M.
Schaps (ed.) Classical Studies in Honour of David Sohlberg, Ramat Gan, 399-401

Lewis, N., Yadin, Y. and Greenfield, J. C. (eds. 1989) The Documents from the Bar Kokhba
Period in the Cave of Letters: Greek Papyri and Aramaic and Nabataean Signatures
and Subscriptions, Jerusalem

Lichtenberger, A. (2009) “Bilderverbot oder Bildervermeidung? Figiirliche Darstellungen im
herodianischen Judéda”, in L.-M. Giinther (ed.) Herodes und Jerusalem, Stuttgart, 91-
97

Lindenberger, J. M. (2003) Ancient Aramaic and Hebrew Letters, Atlanta, GA, 2" ed.
Lintott, A. (1993) Imperium Romanum. Politics and Administration, London
Llewellyn-Jones, L. (2013) King and Court in Ancient Persia 559 to 331 BCE, Edinburgh
Lowe, M. F. (1976) “Who were the IOYAAIOI?”, Novum Testamentum 18(2), 101-30

Luce, J.-M. (2007) “Introduction”, in id. (ed.) Identités ethniques dans le monde grec antique,
Toulouse, 11-26

Luther, A. (1997) Die syrische Chronik des Josua Stylites, Berlin

Luttwak (1976) The Grand Strategy of the Roman Empire, from the First Century AD to the
Third, Baltimore, MA, 2" ed.

MacAdam, H. L. (1995) “Cities, villages and veteran settlements: Roman administration of the
Syrian Hauran”, in D. Panzac (ed.) Histoire économique et sociale de [’Empire
ottoman et de la Turquie (1326-1960), Paris, 641-52

(1986) Studies in the History of the Roman Province of Arabia. The Northern Sector,
BAR International Series, Oxford

307



(1984) “Some aspects of land tenure and social development in the Roman Near East:
Arabia, Phoenicia, and Syria”, in T. Khalidi (ed.) Land Tenure and Social
Transformation in the Middle East, Beirut, 45-62

(1983) “Epigraphy and village life in southern Syria during the Roman and early
Byzantine periods”, Berytus 31, 103-15

MacAdam, H. I. and Graf, D. (1989) “Inscriptions from the southern Hawran survey 1985
(Dafyana, Umm al-Quttayn, Dayr al-Qinn)”, Annual of the Department of Antiquities
of Jordan 33, 177-97

Macdonald, M. C. A. (2014) “’Romans go home?’ Rome and other ‘outsiders’ as viewed
from the Syro-Arabian desert”, in J. H. F. Dijkstra and G. Fisher (eds.) Inside and Out.
Interactions between Rome and the Peoples on the Arabian and Egyptian Frontiers in
Late Antiquity, Leuven, 145-64

(2009) “On Saracens, the Rawwafah inscription and the Roman army”, in id.,
Literacy and Identity in Pre-Islamic Arabia, Farnham, ch. VIII

(2004) “Ancient North Arabian”, in R. D. Woodard (ed.) The Cambridge
Encyclopaedia of the World’s Ancient Languages, Cambridge, 488-533

(2003) “Languages, scripts, and the uses of writing among the Nabataecans”, in G.
Markoe (ed.) Petra Rediscovered: Lost City of the Nabataeans, New York, NY, 36-
56

(1999) “Personal names in the Nabatacan realm”, Journal of Semitic Studies 44, 251-
89

(1998) “Some reflections on epigraphy and ethnicity in the Roman Near East”,
Mediterranean Archaeology 11, 177-90

(1995) “Quelques réflexions sur les Saracénes, I’inscription de Rawwafa et 1’armée
romaine”, in H. Lozachmeur (ed.) Présence arabe dans la Croissant fertile avant
[’Hégire, Paris, 93-101

(1993) “Nomads and the Hawran in the late Hellenistic and Roman periods: a
reassessment of the epigraphic evidence”, Syria 70, 303-403; 405-15

(1991) “Was the Nabataecan Kingdom a ‘Bedouin State’?”, Zeitschrift des Deutschen
Paldstina-Vereins 107, 102-19

Macdonald, M. C. A. and King, G. M. H. (2000) “Thamudic”, in P. J. Bearman, T. Bianquis,
C. E. Bosworth, E. van Donzel and W. P. Heinrichs (eds.) The Encyclopedia of Islam,
volume 10, Leiden, 436-8

Macdonald, M. C. A and Lewis, N. (2003) “W. J. Bankes and the identification of the
Nabataean script”, Syria 80, 41-110

Macdonald, M. C. A., Mu’azzin, M. and Nehmé, L. (1996) “Les inscriptions safaitiques de
Syria, 140 ans apreés leur découverte”, Comptes rendus de [’Académie des
Inscriptions et Belles-Lettres, 435-92

Macehler, H. (1974) “Ein romischer Veteran und seine Matrikel”, in E. KieBling and H.-A.
Rupprecht (eds.) Akten des XIII. Internationalen Papyrologenkongresses,
Marburg/Lahn, 2.-6. August 1971, Munich, 241-50

Malitz, J. (2003) Nikolaos von Damaskus, Leben des Kaisers Augustus, Darmstadt
Mantel, H. (1961) Studies in the History of the Sanhedrin, Cambridge, MA
Mason, H. J. (1974) Greek Terms for Roman Institutions, Toronto

Mason, S. (2016a) A History of the Jewish War, A.D. 66-74, Cambridge

308



(2016b) Orientation to the History of Roman Judaea, Eugene, OR

(2016¢) “Josephus as a Roman Historian”, in H. H. Chapman and Z. Rodgers (eds.)
A Companion to Josephus, London, 87-107

(2016d) “Josephus’ Judacan War”, in H. H. Chapman and Z. Rodgers (eds.) 4
Companion to Josephus, London, 11-35

(2016e) “Josephus’ autobiography (Life of Josephus)”, in H. H. Chapman and Z.
Rodgers (eds.) 4 Companion to Josephus, London, 59-74

(2007) “Jews, Judaeans, judaizing, Judaism: problems of categorization in ancient
history”, Journal for the Study of Judaism 38(4-5), 457-512

(2003) “Contradiction or counterpoint? Josephus and historical method”, Review of
Rabbinic Judaism 6(2), 145-88

(2001) Flavius Josephus. Translation and Commentary, volume 9: Life of Josephus,
Leiden

(1998) “An essay in character: the aim and audience of Josephus’ Vita”, in F. Siegert
and J. U. Kalms (eds.) [Internationales Josephus-Kolloquium, Miinster 1997:
Vortrige aus dem Institutum Judaicum Delitzschianum, Miinster, 31-77

Matthews, J. (1984) “The tax law of Palmyra: evidence for economic history in a city of the
Roman East”, Journal of Roman Studies 74, 157-80

Mayerson, P. (2001) “Pliny’s pateta (poivi{ matntdg) in Egypt, Palestine and Arabia”,
Zeitschrift fiir Papyrologie und Epigraphik 136, 225-8

Mazza, M. (2007) “Processi di interazione culturale nel Medio Eufrate: considerazioni sulle
Papyri Euphratenses”, Mediterraneo Antico 10, 49-69

McKenzie, J. (1990) The Architecture of Petra, Oxford

McLaren, J. S. (2016) “Josephus and the priesthood”, in H. H. Chapman and Z. Rodgers
(eds.) A Companion to Josephus, London, 273-81

(2009) “Corruption among the High-Priesthood: a matter of perspective”, in Z.
Rodgers (ed.) Making History: Josephus and Historical Method, Leiden, 141-57

(1991) Power and Politics in Palestine: The Jews and the Governing of their Land
100 BC — AD 70, Sheffield

McLean, B. H. (2002) An Introduction to Greek Epigraphy of the Hellenistic and Roman
Periods from Alexander the Great down to the Reign of Constantine, 323 B.C. — A.D.
337, Ann Arbor, MI

McVey, K. E. (1990) “A fresh look at the letter of Mara bar Serapion to his son”, Orientalia
Christiana Analecta 236, 257-72

Meimaris, Y. E., Kritakakou, K. and Bougia, P. (1992) Chronological Systems in Roman-
Byzantine Palestine and Arabia. The Evidence of the Dated Greek Inscriptions,
Athens

Meir, C. (2000) “Coins: the historical evidence of the ancient city of Jaffa”, in B. Kluge and B.
Weisser (eds.) XII Internationaler Numismatischer Kongress, Berlin 1997, Akten,
Berlin, vol. 1, 123-30

Mellink, M. J. (1984) “Archaeology in Asia Minor”, American Journal of Archaeology 88,
451-9

Merz, A. and Tieleman, T. (2008) “The letter of Mara bar Sarapion. Some comments on its
philosophical and historical context”, in A. Houtman, A. De Jong, and M. Misset-van
de Weg (eds.) Empsychoi Logoi — Religious Innovations in Antiquity, Leiden, 107-33

309



Meshorer, Y. (2001) A Treasury of Jewish Coins. From the Persian Period to Bar Kokhba,

Meyer,

Jerusalem
(1989) The Coinage of Aelia Capitolina, Jerusalem
(1985) City Coins of Eretz-Israel and the Decapolis in the Roman Period, Jerusalem

(1984) The City Coins of Eretz-Israel and the Decapolis in the Roman Period,
Jerusalem (Hebrew)

(1975) Nabataean Coins, Jerusalem

E. A. (2004) Legitimacy and Law in the Roman World: tabulae in Roman Belief and
Practice, Cambridge

Meyer-Zwiffelhoffer, E. (2002) Politikds archein. Zum Regierungsstil der senatorischen

Statthalter in den kaiserzeitlichen griechischen Provinzen, Stuttgart

Michaels, J. R. (1990) "John 18:31 and the 'trial' of Jesus", New Testament Studies 36, 474-9
Milik, J. T. (1982) “Origines des Nabatéens”, Studies in the History and Archaeology of

Millar,

Jordan 1,261-5

(1980) “La tribu des Bani ‘Amrat en Jordanie de 1’époque grecque et romaine”,
Annual of the Department of Antiquities of Jordan 24, 41-54

(1971) “Inscriptions Grecques et Nabatéennes de Rawwafah”, University of London.
Bulletin of the Institute of Archaeology 10, 54-8

(1958) “Nouvelles inscriptions nabatéennes”, Syria 35, 227-51
(1954) “Un contrat juif de I’an 134 aprés Jésus-Christ”, Revue Biblique 61(2), 182-90

F. G. B. (2013) Religion, Language and Community in the Roman Near East:
Constantine to Muhammad, Oxford

(2012) “Greek and Syriac in fifth-century Edessa: the case of Bishop Hibas”,
Semitica et Classica 5, 151-65

(2011a) “Greek and Syriac in Edessa and Osrhoene, CE 213-363”, Scripta Classica
Israelica 30, 93-111

(2011b) “Greek and Syriac in Edessa: from Ephrem to Rabbula (CE 363-435)”,
Semitica et Classica 4, 99-114

(2009) “Introduction: documentary evidence, social realities and the history of
language”, in H. M. Cotton, R. G. Hoyland, J. J. Price and D. J. Wasserstein (eds.)
From Hellenism to Islam. Cultural and Linguistic Change in the Roman Near East,
Cambridge, 1-12

(2000) “Trajan: government by correspondence”, in J. Gonzalez (ed.) Trajano
Emperador de Roma, Madrid, 363-88

(1998) “Caravan cities: the Roman Near East and long-distance trade by land”, in M.
Austin, J. Harries and C. Smith (eds.) Modus Operandi: Essays in Honour of
Geoffrey Rickman, London, 119-37

(1996) “Emperors, kings and subjects: the politics of two-level sovereignty”, Scripta
Classica Israelica 14, 111-37

(1995) “Latin in the epigraphy of the Roman Near East”, in H. Solin, O. Salomies and
U.-M. Liertz (eds.) Acta Colloquii Epigraphici Latini. Helsinki 3-6 Sept. 1991,
Helsinki, 403-19

(1993a) The Roman Near East, 31 BC — AD 337, Cambridge, MA

310



(1993b) “The Greek city in the Roman period”, in M. H. Hansen (ed.) The Ancient
Greek City-State, Copenhagen, 232-60

(1990a) “The Roman coloniae of the Near East: a study of cultural relations”, in H.
Solin and M. Kajava (eds.) Roman Eastern Policy and Other Studies in Roman
History, Helsinki, 7-58

(1990b) “Reflections on the trials of Jesus”, in P. R. Davies and R. T. White (eds.) 4
Tribute to Geza Vermes: Essays on Jewish and Christian Literature and History,
London, 355-81

(1987) “Polybius between Greece and Rome”, in J. A. T. Koumoulides (ed.) Greek
Connections. Essays on Culture and Diplomacy, Bloomington, IN, 1-18

(1983) “Epigraphy”, in M. Crawford (ed.) Sources for Ancient History, Cambridge,
80-136

(1981) “The world of the golden ass”, Journal of Roman Studies 71, 63-75

(1978) “The background to the Maccabean revolution: reflection on Martin Hengel’s
‘Judaism and Hellenism’”, Journal of Jewish Studies 29, 1-21

(1977) The Emperor in the Roman World, 31 BC — AD 337, Ithaca, NY

(1967) “Emperors at Work™, Journal of Roman Studies 57, 9-19

(1963) “The fiscus in the first two centuries”, Journal of Roman Studies 53, 29-42
Millard, A. (2000) Reading and Writing in the Time of Jesus, Sheffield

Miller, D. (1983) “Bostra in Arabia. Nabatacan and Roman city of the Near East”, in R.
Machese (ed.) Aspects of Greco-Roman Urbanism, BAR International Series, Oxford,
110-36

Mitchell, S. (1993) Anatolia: Land, Men, and Gods in Asia Minor, Oxford, 2 vols.

(1976) “Requisitioned transport in the Roman Empire: a new inscription from
Pisidia”, Journal of Roman Studies 66, 106-31

Mitthof, F. and Papathomas, A. (2004) “Ein Papyruszeugnis aus dem spétantiken Karien”,
Chiron 34, 401-24

Momigliano, A. (1981) “Greek culture and the Jews”, in M. Finley (ed.) The Legacy of
Greece: a New Appraisal, Oxford, 325-46

(1934) “Richerche sull’organizzazione della Guidea sotto il dominio romano (63 a.C.
—704d.C.)”, Annali Scuola Normale Superiore Pisa 2(3), 347-96

Mullen, A. and James, P. (eds. 2012) Multilingualism in the Graeco-Roman Worlds,
Cambridge

Murphy, T. (2004) Pliny the Elder’s Natural History: The Empire in the Encyclopedia,
Oxford

Myers, E. A. (2010) The Ituraeans and the Roman Near East: Reassessing the Sources,
Cambridge

Naas, V. (2002) Le projet encyclopédique de Pline I’Ancien, Rome

Neesen, L. (1980), Untersuchungen zu den direkten Staatsabgaben der rémischen Kaiserzeit
(27 v. Chr. — 284 n. Chr.), Bonn

Negev, A. (1977) “The Nabataeans and Provincia Arabia”, Aufstieg und Niedergang der
romischen Welt 11.8, 520-686

(1969) “Seal-impression from tomb 107 at Kurnub (Mampsis)”, Israel Exploration
Journal 19(2), 88-106

311



(1963) “Nabataean inscriptions from Avdat (Oboda)”, Israel Exploration Journal 13,
113-24

(1961) “Avdat, a caravan halt in the Negev”, Archaeology 14, 122-30

Nehmé, L. (2015) “Strategoi in the Nabataean kingdom: a reflection of central places?”,
Arabian Epigraphic Notes 1, 103-22

(2013) “The installation of social groups in Petra”, in M. Mouton and S. G. Schmid
(eds.) Men on the Rocks. The Formation of Nabataean Petra. Proceedings of a
conference held in Berlin 2-4 December 2011, Berlin, 113-28

(2010) “Les inscriptions Nabatéennes du Hawran”, in J. Dentzer-Feydy and M.
Vallerin (eds.) Hauran V. La Syrie du Sud du néolithique a [’antiquité tardive.
Recherches récentes. Actes du colloque de Damas 2007, Beirut, vol. 1, 451-92

Netzer, E. (1986) Excavations at Caesarea Maritima 1975, 1976, 1979. Final Report,
Jerusalem

(1981) Greater Herodium, Jerusalem

Nicolet, C. (1979) “Deux remarques sur I’organisation des sociétés de publicains a la fin de la
République romaine”, in H. van Effenterre (ed.) Points de vue sur la fiscalité antique,
Paris, 69-95

Norr, D. (1999) “Zu den Xenokriten (Rekuperatoren) in der romischen Provinzial-
gerichtsbarkeit”, in W. Eck (ed.) Lokale Autonomie und rémische Ordnungsmacht in
den kaiserzeitlichen Provinzen vom 1. bis 3. Jahrhundert, Munich, 257-301

(1998) “Romisches Zivilprozessrecht nach Max Kaser: Prozessrecht und
Prozesspraxis in der Provinz Arabia”, Zeitschrift der Savigny-Stiftung fiir
Rechtsgeschichte 115, 80-98

(1995) “The xenokritai in Babatha’s archive (Pap.Yadin 28-30)”, Israel Law Review
29, 83-94

North, J. A. (1981) “The development of Roman imperialism”, Review of: W. V. Harris
(1979) War and Imperialism in Republican Rome, 327 — 70 BC, Oxford, in Journal of
Roman Studies 71, 1-9

Oakman, D. E. (1986) Jesus and the Economic Questions of his Day, Lewiston, NY

Oudshoorn, J. (2007) The Relationship between Roman and Local Law in the Babatha and
Salome Komaise Archives. General Analysis and Three Case Studies on Law of
Succession, Guardianship and Marriage, Leiden

Paltiel, E. (1991) Vassals and Rebels in the Roman Empire. Julio-Claudian Policies in
Judaea and the Kingdoms of the East, Brussels

Parker, S. T. (1986) Romans and Saracens. A History of the Arabian Frontier, Winona Lake,
IN

Parr, P. J. (2007) “The urban development of Petra”, in K. D. Politis (ed.) The World of the
Nabataeans. Volume 2 of the International Conference: The World of the Herods and
the Nabataeans, held at the British Museum, 17-19 April 2001, Munich, 273-300

Pastor, J. (1997) Land and Economy in Ancient Palestine, London

Patrich, J. (2011) Studies in the Archaeology and History of Caesarea Maritima. Caput
Judaeae, Metropolis Palestinae, Leiden

(2000) “A government compound in Roman-Byzantine Caesarea”, Proceedings of the
Twelfth World Congress of Jewish Studies, Jerusalem, July 29-August 5, 1997.
Division B: History of the Jewish People, Jerusalem, 35-44

312



Pearson, B. W. R. (1999) “The Lucan censuses, revisited”, Catholic Biblical Quarterly 61,
262-82

Pease, A. S. (1907) “Notes on stoning among the Greeks and Romans”, Transactions and
Proceedings of the Amercian Philological Association 38, 5-18

Pelling, C. (2002) “Speech and action: Herodotus’ debate on the constitutions”, Proceedings
of the Cambridge Philological Society 48, 123-58

Pflaum, H.-G. (1960-1983) Les carrieres procuratoriennes équestres sous le Haut-Empire
romain, Paris, 5 vols.

Piersimoni, P. (1995) “Compiling a Palmyrene prosopography: methodological problems”,
Aram 7, 252-60

Politis, K. D. (ed. 2007) The World of the Nabataeans. Volume 2 of the International
Conference: The World of the Herods and the Nabataeans, held at the British
Museum, 17-19 April 2001, Munich

Polotski, H. J. (1967) “Three Greek documents from the family archive of Babatha”, Eretz
Israel: Archaeological, Historical and Geographical Studies 8, 46-51 (Hebrew)

Porten, B. (2000) “Boundary descriptions in the bible and in conveyances from Egypt and the
Judaean desert”, in C. H. Schiffman, E. Tov and J. C. VanderKam (eds.) The Dead
Sea Scrolls: Fifty Years after the Discovery, Jerusalem, 852-61

Porter, S. (2002) “The reasons for the Lukan census”, in A. J. M. Wedderburn and A.
Christophersen (eds.) Paul, Luke and the Graeco-Roman World: Essays in Honour of
Alexander J. M. Wedderburn, London, 165-88

Price, J. J. (1992) Jerusalem under Siege: The Collapse of the Jewish State 66-70 CE, Leiden

(1991) “The enigma of Philip ben Jakimos”, Historia: Zeitschrift fiir alte Geschichte
40(1), 77-94

Purcell, N. (1986) “The arts of government”, in J. Boardman, J. Griffin and O. Murray (eds.)
The Oxford History of the Roman World, Oxford, 180-214

Raban, A. (1989) The Harbours of Caesarea Maritima: Results of the Caesarea Ancient
Harbour Excavations Project 1980-1985, Oxford

Rabello, A. M. (1992) “Herod’s domestic court? The judgment of death for Herod’s sons”,
The Jewish Law Annual 10, 39-56

Radt, S. (2009) Strabons Geographika, Band 8. Buch XIV-XVII: Kommentar, Gottingen

Rajak, T. (2007) “Josephus as historian of the Herods”, in N. Kokkinos (ed.) The World of the
Herods. Volume [ of the International Conference: The World of the Herods and the
Nabataeans, held at the British Museum, 17-19 April 2001, Stuttgart, 23-34

(2001) “Judaism and Hellenism revisited”, in ead. The Jewish Dialogue with Greece
and Rome. Studies in Cultural and Social Interaction, Leiden, 3-10

(1983) Josephus: the Historian and his Society, London
(1973) “Justus of Tiberias”, Classical Quarterly 23, 345-68

Rathbone, D. (1996) “The imperial finances”, in A. K. Bowman, E. Champlin and A. Lintott
(eds.) The Cambridge Ancient History, volume 10, The Augustan Empire, 43 BC —
AD 69, Cambridge, 2™ ed., 309-23

(1993a) “Egypt, Augustus and Roman taxation”, Cahiers du centre Gustave Glotz 4,
81-112

313



(1993b) “The census qualifications of the assidui and the prima classis”, in H.
Sancisi-Weerdenburg (eds.) De Agricultura. In Memoriam Pieter Willem De Neeve,
Amsterdam, 121-52

(1989) “The ancient economy and Graeco-Roman Egypt”, in L. Criscuolo and G.
Geraci (eds.) Egitto e storia antica dell ’Ellenismo all’eta Araba, Bologna, 159-76

Rea, J. (1977) “Two legates and a procurator of Syria Palaestina”, Zeitschrift fiir Papyrologie
und Epigraphik 26, 217-22

Reifenberg, A. (1963) Ancient Jewish Coins, Jerusalem, 3" ed.

Rey-Coquais, J.-P. (1994) “Inscription inédite du Qalamoun: notables de I’Antiliban sous le
Haut-Empire romain”, in Ktema 19, 39-49

(1993) “Villages du Liban et de la Syrie moyenne (de Damas au coude de I’Oronte) a
I’époque impériale romaine”, in A. Calbi, A. Donati and G. Poma (eds.) L epigrafia
del villaggio, Faenza, 137-50

Reynolds, J. (1988) “Cities”, in D. Braund (ed.) The Administration of the Roman Empire,
Exeter, 15-51

Rhoads, D. M. (1976) Israel in Revolution: 6 -74 CE. A Political History based on the
Writings of Josephus, Minneapolis, MN

Rhoads, J. H. (2011) “Josephus misdated the census of Quirinius”, Journal of the Evangelical
Theological Society 54(1), 65-87

Rhodes, P. J. (2004) “Dioikétes”, in H. Cancik and H. Schneider (eds.) Brill’s New Pauly.
Encyclopedia of the Ancient World, Volume 4, Leiden, 459

Richardson, J. S. (2016) “Provincial administration”, in P. J. du Plessis, C. Ando and K. Tuori
(eds.) The Oxford Handbook of Roman Law and Society, Oxford, 124-36

(2008) The Language of Empire: Rome and the Idea of Empire from the First
Century BC to the Second Century AD, Cambridge

(1991) “Imperium Romanum: Empire and the language of power”, Journal of Roman
Studies 81, 1-9

(1976) Roman Provincial Administration 227 BC to AD 117, London
Richardson, P. (1996) Herod: King of the Jews and Friend of the Romans, Edinburgh

Richter, T. S. (2009) “Greek, Coptic and the ‘language of the Hijra’: the rise and decline of
the Coptic language in late antique and medieval Egypt”, in H. M. Cotton, R. G.
Hoyland, J. J. Price, and D. J. Wasserstein (eds.) From Hellenism to Islam. Cultural
and Linguistic Change in the Roman Near East, Cambridge, 401-46

Rocca, S. (2008) Herod'’s Judaea: A Mediterranean State in the Classical World, Tiibingen

Rochette, D. (2011) “Language policies in the Roman Republic and Empire”, in J. Clackson
(ed.) A Companion to the Latin Language, London, 549-63

Rodinson, M. (1950) “Une inscription trilingue de Palmyre”, Syria 27(1-2), 137-42

Rohmer, J. (2010) “L’occupation humaine du plateau du Leja, de 1’age du Fer a I’annexion
romaine: perspectives de recherche”, in J. Dentzer-Feydy and M. Vallerin (eds.)
Hauran V. La Syrie du sud du néolithique a [’antiquité tardive. Recherches récentes.
Actes du colloque de Damas 2007, Beirut, vol. 1, 119-38

Roll, I. and Ayalon, E. (1976) “Roman roads in Western Samaria”, Palestine Exploration
Quarterly 118, 113-34

Roller, D. W. (1998) The Building Program of Herod the Great, Berkeley, CA

314



Ross, S. K. (2001) Roman Edessa. Politics and Culture on the Eastern Fringes of the Roman
Empire, 114-242 CE, London

(1993) “The last king of Edessa: new evidence from the Middle Euphrates”,
Zeitschrift fiir Papyrologie und Epigraphik 97, 187-206

Roussel, D. (1976) Tribu et cité. Etudes sur les groupes sociaux dans les cités grecques aux
époques archaique et classique, Paris

Roussel, P. and de Visscher, F. (1942-1943) “Les inscriptions du temple de Dmeir”, Syria 23,
173-94

Rowton, M. B. (1977) “Dimorphic structure and the parasocial element”, Journal of Near
FEastern Studies 36, 181-98

(1976) “Dimorphic structure and topology”, Oriens antiquus 15, 17-31

(1974) “Enclosed nomadism”, Journal of the Economic and Social History of the
Orient 17, 1-30

Riipke, J. (2011) The Roman Calendar from Numa to Constantine: Time, History and the
Fasti, Malden, MA

Safrai, S. (1996) “Two notes on the Ketubba of Babatha”, Tarbiz 65, 717-9 (Hebrew)

(1974) “Jewish self-government”, in S. Safrai and M. Stern (eds.) The Jewish People
in the First Century. Historical Geography, Political History, Social, Cultural and
Religious Life and Institutions, Assen, vol. 1, 377-419

Safrai, Z. (2005) “Halakhic observance in the Judacan Desert documents”, in R. Katzoff and
D. M. Schaps (eds.) Law in the Documents of the Judaean Desert, Leiden, 205-36

(1994) The Economy of Roman Palestine, London

Samuel, A. E. (1972) Greek and Roman Chronology. Calendars and Years in Classical
Antiquity, Munich

Sanders, D. H. (ed. 1996) Nemrud Dagi. The Hierothesion of Antiochus I of Commagene,
Winona Lake, IN

Sanders, E. P. (1992) Judaism, Practice and Belief, 63 BCE — 66 CE, London
(1985) Jesus and Judaism, London

Sands, P. C. (1908) The Client Princes of the Roman Empire under the Republic, New York,
NY

Sartre, M. (2001) D ’Alexandre a Zénobie. Histoire du Levant antique IV* siécle av. J.-C. — III°
siecle ap. J.-C., Paris

(1999) “Les ‘metrokomiai’ de Syrie du Sud”, Syria 76, 197-222

(1996) “Palmyre, cité grecque”, Annales Archéologiques Arabes Syriennes 42, 385-
405

(1993) “Communautes villageoises et structures sociales d’aprés 1’épigraphie de la
Syrie du Sud”, in A. Calbi, A. Donati and G. Poma (eds.) L ‘epigrafia del villaggio, a
cura di Alda Calba, Faenza, 117-35

(1992) “Transhumance, économie et socié¢té de montagne en Syrie du Sud”, in G.
Fabre (ed.) La montagne dans I’Antiquité. Actes du colloque de la SOPHAU, Pau,
mai 1990, Pau, 39-54

(1991) L Orient romain. Provinces et sociétés provinciales en Méditerranée orientale
d’Auguste aux Séveres (31 avant J.-C. — 235 apres J.-C.), Paris

(1985) Bostra. Des Origines a Islam, Paris

315



(1982a) “Tribus et clans dans le Hawran antique”, Syria 59, 77-91
(1982b) Trois études sur I’Arabie romaine et byzantine, Brussels
(1981) “Le territoire de Canatha”, Syria 58, 343-7

Sartre-Fauriat, A. (1999) “Les notables et leur role dans ’urbanisme du Hauran a I’époque
romaine”, in C. Petitfrére (ed.) Construction, reproduction et représentation des
Patriciats urbains de I’ Antiquité au XX° siécle, Tours, 223-40

Sartre-Fauriat, A. and Sartre, M. (2014) Le plateau du Trachén et ses bordures. Inscriptions
Grecques et Latines de la Syrie, 15, Beirut, 2 vols.

Satlow, M. L. (2005) “Marriage payments and succession strategies in the documents from
the Judaean desert”, in R. Katzoff and D. M. Schaps (eds.) Law in the Documents of
the Judaean Desert, Leiden, 51-66

(2001) Jewish Marriage in Antiquity, Princeton, NJ
Savalli-Lestrade, 1. (1998) Les philoi royaux dans I’Asie hellénistique, Geneva

Savignac, R. and Starcky, J. (1957) “Une inscription nabatéenne provenant du Djof”’, Revue
Biblique 64, 196-217

Schalit, A. (1969) Kénig Herodes: der Mann und sein Werk, Berlin

Scharrer, U. (2010) “The problem of nomadic allies in the Roman Near East”, in T. Kaizer
and M. Facella (eds.) Kingdoms and Principalities in the Roman Near East, Stuttgart,
241-335

Schlumberger, D. (1971) “Les quatres tribus du Palmyre”, Syria 48, 121-33

Schmid, S. G. (2001) “The Nabataeans: travellers between lifestyles”, in B. MacDonald, R.
Adams and P. Bienkowski (eds.) The Archaeology of Jordan, Sheffield, 367-426

Schmitt-Korte, K. (1990) “Nabataean coinage. Part II. New coin types and variants”,
Numismatic Chronicle 150, 105-33

Schmitz, G., Sahin, S. and Wagner, J. (1988) “Ein Grabaltar mit einer genealogischen
Inschrift aus Kommagene”, Epigraphica Anatolica, 81-95

Schumacher, G. (1897) “Das siidliche Basan. Zum ersten Male aufgenommen und
beschrieben”, Zeitschrift des Deutschen Paldstina-Vereins 20, 67-227

Schuol, M. (2007) Augustus und die Juden. Rechtsstellung und Interessenpolitik der
kleinasiatischen Diaspora, Frankfurt

Schwartz, D. R. (2016) “Many sources but a single author: Josephus’ Jewish Antiquities”, in
H. H. Chapman and Z. Rodgers (eds.) 4 Companion to Josephus, London, 36-58

(2007) “‘Judaean’ or ‘Jew’? How should we translate Ioudaios in Josephus?”, in J.
Frey, D. R. Schwartz and S. Gripentrog (eds.) Jewish Identity in the Greco-Roman
World, Leiden, 3-27

(1983-1984) “Josephus on the Jewish constitutions and community”, Scripta Classica
Israelica 7, 30-48

Schwartz, S. (2001) Imperialism and Jewish Society, 200 B.C.E. to 640 C.E., Princeton, NJ
(1999) “The patriarchs and the diaspora”, Journal of Jewish Studies 50(2), 208-22
(1990) Josephus and Judaean Politics, Leiden

Schwentzel, C.-G. (2013) Juifs et Nabatéens. Les monarchies ethniques du Proche-Orient
hellénistique et romain, Rennes

Scullard, H. H. (1980) A History of the Roman World 753 to 146 BC, London, 4™ ed.

316



Segal, J. B. (1970) Edessa: ‘The Blessed City’, Leiden
(1963) The Hebrew Passover: from the Earliest Times to A.D. 70, Oxford

Segal, A. (1988) Town-Planning and Architecture in Provincia Arabia, BAR International
Series, Oxford

Seyrig, H. (1972) “La Tyché de Césarée de Palestine (Ant. Syr. 100)”, Syria 48, 112-5
(1969) “Deux émissions colonials incertaines”, Revue numismatique 11, 36-52

(1959) “Antiquités syriennes. 68: Une monnaie de Césarée du Liban. 69: Deux
reliquaires. 70: Divinités de Sidon. 71: Bractées funéraires. 72: Bas-relief
palmyrénien dédié au soleil. 73: Temples, cultes et souvenirs historiques de la
Décapole. 74: Un poids tardif de Tyr. 75: Flacons? grenades? éolipiles?.” Syria
36(1/2), 38-89

(1952) “Antiquités syriennes. 53: Antiquités de la nécropole d’Emeése”, Syria 29(3/4),
204-50

(1950) “Antiquités syriennes. 42: sur les ¢res de quelques villes de Syries: Antioche,
Apamée, Aréthusa, Balanée, Epiphanie, Laodicée, Rhosos, Damas, Béryte, Tripolis,
I’¢re de Cléopatre, Chalcis du Liban, Doliche”, Syria 27(1), 5-50

(1931) “Antiquités syriennes. 1: Les jardins de Kasr el-Heir. 2: Notes épigraphiques.
3: Numismatique supposée de Chalcis au Liban”, Syria 12(4), 316-25

Shackleton Bailey, D. R. (1965) Cicero’s Letters to Atticus, Cambridge, 3 vols.

Sherwin-White, A. N. (1980) “Rome the aggressor?”, Review of: W. V. Harris (1979) War
and Imperialism in Republican Rome 327-70 BC, Oxford, in Journal of Roman
Studies 70, 177-81

(1963) Roman Society and Roman Law in the New Testament, Oxford
Sidebottom, S. E. (1986) “Aeclius Gallus and Arabia”, Latomus 45(3), 509-602
Smallwood, E. M. (1981) The Jews under Roman Rule, Leiden

(1976) The Jews under Roman Rule: from Pompey to Diocletian, Leiden

(1967) “Gabinius’ organisation of Palestine”, Journal of Jewish Studies 18, 89-92

(1962) “High priests and politics in Roman Palestine”, Journal of Theological Studies
13, 14-34

Smith, A. D. (1986) Ethnic Origin of Nations, Oxford
Smith, A. M. (2013) Roman Palmyra. Identity, Community, and State Formation, Oxford

Snowdon, M. (2015) “Beyond clientela: the instrumentality of amicitia in the Greek East”, in
M. Jehne and F. Pina Polo (eds.) Foreign clientelae in the Roman Empire. A
Reconsideration, Stuttgart, 209-24

Sommer, M. (2010) “Modelling Rome’s eastern frontier: the case of Osrhoene”, in T. Kaizer
and M. Facella (eds.) Kingdoms and Principalities in the Roman Near East, Stuttgart,
217-26

(2005) Roms orientalische Steppengrenze. Palmyra — Edessa — Dura-Europos —
Hatra. Eine Kulturgeschichte von Pompeius bis Diocletian, Stuttgart

Spawforth, A. J. S. (2007) “The court of Alexander the Great between Europe and Asia”, in id.
(ed.) The Court and Court Society in Ancient Monarchies, Cambridge, 82-120

Speidel, M. A. (2012a) “Making use of history beyond the Euphrates: political view, cultural
traditions, and historical contexts in the letter of Mara bar Sarapion”, in A. Merz and

317



T. L. Tieleman (eds.) Mara bar Sarapion in Context. Proceedings of the Symposium
held at Utrecht University, 10-12 December 2009, Leiden, 11-41

(2012b) “Legio III Augusta. Evidence from Zeugma on the Euphrates”, in B.
Cabouret, A. Groslambert and C. Wolff (eds.) Visions de [’'Occident romain.
Hommages a Yann le Bohec, Paris, vol. 2, 603-19

(2005) “Early Roman rule in Commagene”, Scripta Classica Israelica 24, 85-100

(1998) “Legio IV Scythica, its movements and men”, in D. Kennedy (ed.) The Twin
Towns of Zeugma on the Euphrates. Rescue Work and Historical Studies, Portsmouth,
RI, 163-204

Speidel, M. P. (1975) “The rise of ethnic units in the Roman imperial army”, Aufstieg und
Niedergang der Rémischen Welt 11.3, 202-31

Spijkerman, A. (1978) The Coins of the Decapolis and Provincia Arabia, Jerusalem

Spolsky, B. (1985) “Jewish multilingualism in the First Century: an essay in historical
sociolinguistics”, in J. A. Fishman (ed.) Readings in the Sociology of Jewish
Languages, Leiden, 35-50

de Ste. Croix, G. E. M. (1953) “Demosthenes’ tiunpo and the Athenian eicpopd in the Fourth
Century BC”, Classica et Mediaevalia 14, 30-77

(1966) “elcpopd”, Classical Review 16, 90-3

Stern, M. (1980) Greek and Latin Authors on Jews and Judaism, Volume Two: From Tacitus
to Simplicius, Jersualem

(1974) “The province of Judaea”, in S. Safrai and M. Stern (eds.) The Jewish People
in the First Century. Historical Geography, Political History, Social, Cultural and
Religious Life and Institutions, volume 1, Assen, 308-76

Stoll, O. (2009) “Kentaur und Tyche — Symbole stédtischer Identitdt? Resaina, Singara und
ihre Legionsgarnisonen im Spiegel stddtischer Miinzprdgungen”, in M. Blomer, M.
Facella and E. Winter (eds.) Lokale Identitdit im romische Nahen Osten. Kontexte und
Perspektiven. Ertrdge der Tagung ‘Lokale Identitit im romischen Nahen Osten’
Miinster 19-21 April 2007, Stuttgart, 249-340

Strickert, F. (2010) “The founding of the city of Julias by the tetrarch Philip in 30 CE”,
Journal of Jewish Studies 61(2), 220-33

Strootman, R. (2014) Courts and Elites in the Hellenistic Empires. The Near East After the
Achaemenids, c.330 to 30 BCE, Edinburgh

Sullivan, A. (1990) Near Eastern Royalty and Rome, Toronto

Sullivan, R. D. (1980) “The dynasty of Cappadocia”, Aufstieg und Niedergang der rémischen
Welt11.7.2, 1125-68

(1977a) “The dynasty of Emesa”, Aufstieg und Niedergang der rémischen Welt 11.8,
Berlin, 198-219

(1977b) “The dynasty of Judaea in the first century”, Aufstieg und Niedergang der
romischen Welt 11.8, Berlin, 296-354

(1977¢) “The dynasty of Commagene”, Aufstieg und Niedergang der rémischen Welt
I1.8, Berlin, 732-98

Syon, D. (2010) “The mint of ‘Akko through the ages”, in A. E. Killbrew and V. Raz-Romeo
(eds.) One Thousand Nights and Days: ‘Akko through the Ages, Exhibition Catalogue,
Hecht Museum, University of Haifa, Haifa, 67-73

318



Tate, G. (1997) “The Syrian countryside during the Roman era”, in S. E. Alcock (ed.) The
Early Roman Empire in the East, Oxford, 55-71

(1992) Les campagnes de la Syrie du nord du II° au VII® siécle, Paris

Taylor, D. G. K. (2002) “Bilingualism and diglossia in late antique Syria and Mesopotamia”,
in J. N. Adams, M. Janse and S. Swain (eds.) Bilingualism in Ancient Society:
Language Contact and the Written Text, Oxford, 298-331

Tchalenko, G. (1953-1958) Villages antiques de la Syrie du Nord: le massif du Bélus a
[’époque romaine, Paris, 3 vols.

Tcherikover, V. A. (1964) “Was Jerusalem a ‘polis’?”, Israel Exploration Journal 14(1-2),
61-78

Teixidor, J. (1991-1992) “Un document syriaque de fermage de 242 apres J.-C.”, Semitica 41-
2, 195-208

(1990) “Deux documents syriaques du III° siécle ap. J.-C., provenant du Moyen
Euphrate”, Comptes rendus des séances de [’Académie des Inscriptions et Belles-
Lettres 134(1), 144-66

(1984) Un Port romain du désert: Palmyre et son commerce d’Auguste a Caracalla,
Paris

(1983) “Le tarif de Palmyre. I. Un commentaire de la version palmyrénienne”, Aula
Orientalis 1(2), 235-52

(1980) “Cultes tribaux et religion civique a Palmyre”, Revue de [’Histoire des
Religions 197, 277-87

(1979) The Pantheon of Palmyra, Leiden
(1966) “Notes Hatréennes: 3. Le titre d’ ‘aphkala’”, Syria 43(1/2), 91-7

Tholbecq, L. (2009) “Strabon et Athénodore de Tarse: a propos de la description de Pétra a la
fin du ler s. av. J.-C. (Géogr., XVI, 4, 21 et 26)”, Revue belge de philologie et
d’histoire 87, 47-68

Thoma, C. (1989) “The High Priesthood in the judgment of Josephus™, in L. H. Feldman and
G. Hata (eds.) Josephus, the Bible and History, Detroit, MI, 196-215

Thomsen, P. (1917) “Die romischen Meilensteine der Provinzen Syria, Arabia und
Palaestina”, Zeitschrift des Deutschen Paldstina-Vereins 40(1/2), 1-103

Thulin, C. (ed. 1913) Corpus Agrimensorum Romanorum, Leipzig

Tirpan, A. (1989) “The Roman walls of Samosata”, in D. H. French and C. S. Lightfoot (eds.)
The Eastern Frontier of the Roman Empire, Oxford, 519-36

Toher, M. (2009) “Herod, Augustus, and Nicolaus of Damascus”, in D. M. Jacobson and N.
Kokkinos (eds.) Herod and Augustus, Leiden, 65-82

(2003) “Nicolaus and Herod in the Antiquitates Judaicae”, Harvard Studies in
Classical Philology 101, 427-47

Triall, J. S. (1975) The Political Organization of Attica. A Study of the Demes, Trittyes, and
Phylai, and their Representation in the Athenian Council, Princeton, NJ

Tuori, K. (2007) “Legal pluralism and the Roman Empires”, in J. W. Cairns and P. J. du
Plessis (eds.) Beyond Dogmatics. Law and Society in the Roman World, Edinburgh,
39-52

Turnheim, Y. (1998) “Hellenistic elements in Herodian architecture and decoration”, in A.
Ovadiah (ed.) The Howard Gilman International Conferences, I: Hellenistic and
Jewish Arts: Interaction, Tradition and Renewal, Tel Aviv, 143-70

319



Udoh, F. E. (2005) To Caesar What is Caesar’s: Tribute, Taxes, and Imperial Administration
in Early Roman Palestine (63 BCE — 70 CE), Providence, RI

Vallat, J.-P. and Leblanc, J. (2008) “Archéologie du paysage et prospections: habitat rural et
parcellaires du Djebel Al-‘Arab (Si‘/Qulib)”, in P. Clauss-Balty (ed.) Hauran III.
L’Habitat dans les campagnes de Syrie du Sud aux époques classique et médiévale,
Beirut, 19-40

Varneda, P. V. (1986) The Historical Method of Flavius Josephus, Leiden
Vermes, G. (1973) Jesus the Jew: A Historian’s Reading of the Gospels, London

Versluys, M. J. (2017) Visual Style and Constructing Identity in the Hellenistic World.
Nemrud Dag and Commagene under Antiochos I, Cambridge

Vervaet, F. (2016) “Magistrates that made and applied the law”, in P. J. du Plessis, C. Ando
and K. Tuori (eds. 2016) The Oxford Handbook of Roman Law and Society, Oxford,
219-34

€

Villeneuve, F. (1989) “Citadins, villageois, nomades: le cas de la Provincia Arabia (II° — IV s.
ap. J.-C.)”, Dialogues d’histoire ancienne 15(1), 119-40

(1985) “L’économie rurale et la vie des campagnes dans le Hauran antique (1% siécle
av. J.-C. — VII® siécle ap. J.-C.) une approache”, in J.-M. Dentzer (ed.) Hauran I:
Recherches archéologiques sur la Syrie du sud a I’époque hellénistique et romaine,
Paris, vol. 1, 63-136

Volkmann, H. (1969) Zur Rechtsprechung im Principat des Augustus. Historische Beitrdge,
Munich, 2" ed.

Wacholder, B. Z. (1989) “Josephus and Nicolaus of Damascus”, in L. H. Feldman and G.
Hata (eds.) Josephus, the Bible, and History, Leiden, 147-72

(1962) Nicolaus of Damascus, Berkeley, CA

Wagner, J. (ed. 2012) Gottkonige am Euphrat. Neue Ausgrabungen und Forschungen in
Kommagene, Mainz, 2™ ed.

(1985) Die Romer am Euphrat und Tigris, Feldmeilen

(1983) “Provincia Osrhoenae. New archaeological finds illustrating the military
organisation under the Severan Dynasty”, in S. Mitchell (ed.) Armies and Frontiers in
Roman and Byzantine Anatolia. Proceedings of a Colloquium held at University
College, Swansea, in April 1981, BAR International Series, Oxford, 103-30

(1976) Seleukeia am Euphrat/Zeugma, Wiesbaden

Wagner, J. and Petzl, G. (1976) “Eine neue Temenos-Stele des Konigs Antiochos I von
Kommagene”, Zeitschrift fiir Papyrologie und Epigraphik 20, 201-23

Walbank, F. W. (1984) “Monarchies and monarchic ideals”, in F. W. Walbank, A. E. Astin,
M. W. Frederiksen and R. M. Ogilvie (eds.) The Cambridge Ancient History, volume
7, part 1, The Hellenistic World, Cambridge, 2™ ed., 68-71

(1963) “Polybius and Rome’s eastern policy”, Journal of Roman Studies 53, 1-13

Waldman, H. (1973) Die kommagenischen Kultureformen unter Konig Mithradates 1.
Kallinikos und seinem Sohne Antiochos I, Leiden

Wallace, S. L. (1938) Taxation in Egypt from Augustus to Diocletian, New York, NY

Wasserstein, A. (1989) “A marriage contract from the province of Arabia nova: notes on
Papyrus Yadin 187, Jewish Quarterly Review 80(1-2), 93-130

320



Weaver, P. (2002) “Consilium praesidis: advising governors”, in P. McKechnie (ed.)
Thinking Like a Lawyer: Essays on Legal History and General History for John
Crook on his Eightieth Birthday, Leiden, 43-62

Weiser, W. and Cotton, H. M. (2002) “Neues zum ‘tyrischen Silbergeld’ herodianischer und
romischer Zeit”, Zeitschrift fiir Papyrologie und Epigraphik 139, 235-50

(1996) “Gebt dem Kaiser, was des Kaisers ist: Die Geldwéhrungen der Griechen,
Juden, Nabatder und Romer im syrisch-nabatdischen Raum unter besonderer
Beriicksichtigung des Kurses von Sela‘/Melaina und Lepton nach der Annexion des
Konigreiches der Nabatider durch Rom”, Zeitschrift fiir Papyrologie und Epigraphik
114, 237-87

Weiss, P. (1992) Zu Minzprigungen mit den Formeln AITHEAMENOY und
EIZATTEAAANTOZ”, in E. Schwertheim (ed.) Studien zum antiken Kleinasien 2,
Bonn, 167-80

Weiss, Z. and Netzer, E. (1996) “Hellenistic and Roman Sepphoris: the archaeological
evidence”, in R. M. Nagy, C. L. Meyers, E. M. Meyers and Z. Weiss (eds.) Sepphoris
in Galilee: Crosscurrents of Culture, Winona Lake, IN, 29-38

Welles, C. B. (1938) “The inscriptions”, in C. H. Kraeling (ed.) Gerasa. City of the Decapolis.
An Account Embodying the Record of a Joint Excavation Conducted by Yale
University and the British School of Archaeology in Jerusalem (1928-1930), and Yale
University and the American Schools of Oriental Research (1930-1931, 1933-1934),
New Haven, CT, 355-496

Wendt, C. (2015) “More clientium. Roms Perspektive auf befreundete Fiirsten”, in E.
Baltrusch and J. Wilker (eds.) Amici — socii — clientes? Abhdngige Herrschaft im
Imperium Romanum, Berlin, 19-36

Wenning, R. (2013) “Towards ‘Early Petra’: an overview of the early history of the
Nabataeans in its context”, in M. Mouton and S. G. Schmid (eds.) Men on the Rocks.
The Formation of Nabataean Petra. Proceedings of a conference held in Berlin 2-4
December 2011, Berlin, 7-22

Westbrook, R. (1999) “Vitae necisque potestas”, Historia: Zeitschrift fiir Alte Geschichte
48(2), 203-23

van Wijlick, H. A. M. (2015) “Attitudes of eastern kings and princes towards Rome in the age
of civil war, 49-31 BC, in E. Baltrusch and J. Wilker (eds.) Amici — socii — clientes?
Abhdngige Herrschaft im Imperium Romanum, Berlin, 51-66

(2013) Rome and the Near Eastern Kingdoms and Principalities, 44-31 BC. A study
of political relations during civil war, unpublished PhD thesis, Durham University

Wilker, J. (2007a) Fiir Rom und Jerusalem. Die herodianische Dynastie im 1. Jahrhundert
n.Chr., Stuttgart

(2007b) “Herodes Iudaicus-Herodes als ‘jiidischer Konig’”, in L.-M. Giinther (ed.)
Herodes und Rom, Stuttgart, 27-46

Will, E. (1987) “Qu’est-ce qu’une baris?”, Syria 64, 253-9

(1983) “Un vieux probléme de la topographie de la Beqa’ antique: Chalcis du Liban”,
Zeitschrift des deutschen Paldstina-Vereins 99, 141-6

Wilson, J. F. (2004) Caesarea Philippi. Banias, the Lost City of Pan, London

Winnett, F. V. (1973) “The revolt of Damasi: Safaitic and Nabataean evidence”, Bulletin of
the American Schools of Oriental Research 211, 54-7

Winter, P. (1961) On the Trial of Jesus, Berlin

321



Wiseman, T. P. (1991) Flavius Josephus. Death of an Emperor, Translation and Commentary,
Exeter

Wright, N. L. (2013) “Ituraean coinage in context”, Numismatic Chronicle 173, 55-71

Yadin, Y. (1963) “The Nabatacan Kingdom, Provincia Arabia, Petra and En-Geddi in the
documents from Nahal Hever”, Phoenix. Ex Oriente Lux 17,229-34

Yadin, Y., Greenfield, J. C. and Yardeni, A. (1994) “Babatha’s Ketubba”, Israel Exploration
Journal 44(1), 75-101

Yadin, Y., Greenfield, J. C., Yardeni, A. and Levine, B. A. (eds. 2002) The Documents from
the Bar Kokhba Period in the Cave of Letters. Hebrew, Aramaic and Nabataean-
Aramaic Papyri, Jerusalem

Yaron, R. (1962) “Vitae necisque potestas”, Tijdschrift voor Rechtsgeschiedenis 30, 243-51

Yiftach-Firanko, U. (2005) “Judaean desert marriage documents and Ekdosis in the Greek
Law of the Roman period”, in R. Katzoff and D. M. Schaps (eds.) Law in the
Documents of the Judaean Desert, Leiden, 67-84

Yon, J.-B. (2013) “L’épigraphie palmyrénienne depuis PAT, 1996-2011", Studia
Palmyrenskie 12, 333-79

(2003) “A propos de I’expression éhome yoips”, Syria 80, 151-9
(2002) Les notables de Palmyre, Beirut
Zeitlin, S. (1969) The Rise and Fall of the Judaean State, volume II, Philadelphia, PA

(1945) “The political synedrion and the religious Sanhedrin”, Jewish Quarterly
Review 36(2), 109-43

Ziegler, K.-H. (1972) “Das Volkerrecht der romischen Republik”, Aufstieg und Niedergang
der romischen Welt 1.2, 68-114

Zoroglu, L. (2000) “Samosata. Ausgrabungen in der kommagenischen Hauptstadt”, in J.
Wagner (ed.) Gottkonige am Euphrat. Neue Ausgrabungen und Forschungen in
Kommagene, Mainz, 75-83

Zouhdi, B. (2002) “Le royaume nabatéen et la collection de monnaies nabatéennes du Musée
national de Damas”, in C. Augé et F. Duyrat (eds.) Les monnayages syriens: quel
apport pour [’histoire du Proche-Orient hellénistique et romain? Actes de la table
ronde de Damas, 10-12 Novembre 1999, Beirut, 105-11

Zuckerman, C. (1985-1988) “Hellenistic politeumata and the Jews. A reconsideration”,
Scripta Classica Israelica 8-9, 171-85

322



