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PART ONE

ECONOMIC CONDITIONS IN THE
CITY OF JERUSALEM

under Roman rule to the time of its destruction by
Titus (ap 6-70)



In order to obtain a complete picture of the economic life of an ancient
oriental city we must enquire into the nature of its industries, its
commerce, and its traffic. Further, if the character of the city is to
emerge from this enquiry, when we have established the existing
conditions, we must then examine the causes which have brought
them about.
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INDUSTRIES

man’s shop; i.e. the producer owned the means of production,
put them to use and sold his products directly to the consumer
without intermediary.

The crafts were held in high esteem in Judaism at the time: ‘He
who does not teach his son a craft teaches him brigandage’ (b. Kidd.
29a). We have special evidence in the case of Jerusalem: ‘R. Johanan
said three things in the name of the men of Jerusalem . . . treat
your Sabbath like a week day rather than be dependent upon your
fellow men’ (b. Pes. 113a and parr.). Theory and practice went to-
gether. When M. Bikk. iii.g describes the entry of the first-fruits into
Jerusalem, where the procession was met by the leading priests and
Temple officials, special mention is made of the fact that even the
craftsmen stood up and greeted the procession as it passed. This was
an unusual sign of reverence, for whereas everyone else had to greet
scholars by rising to their feet, craftsmen were exempt while engaged
in their occupation (b. Kidd. g3a). The high value attributed to
craftsmen and their work is above all attested by the fact that most of
the scribes of the time plied a trade. Paul, who studied in Jerusalem
(Acts 22.3), was a gkyromouds (Acts 18.3), a tent-maker (Knopf), or a
carpet weaver (Achelis), or a weaver of tent curtains (Leipoldt). A list
of the earliest scribes mentioned in the Talmud shows the following
professions among others: nail maker, flax trader, baker, miller of
pearl barley, currier, scrivener, sandal maker, master builder,
asphalt merchant, tailor (Bill. IT, 745f.).

This does not mean that there were no despised trades. Weaving, for
instance, belonged to that category (p. 5). We have several lists
of trades which, for various reasons, were despised. Some were dirty,
some notorious for leading to fraud, others had to do with women.
These are discussed on pp. 303-12.

THE TYPICAL FORM of industry of the period was the crafts-
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After this survey of the status of craftsmen in Judaism at that time,
we turn to the city of Jerusalem.

A. THE INDUSTRIES OF JERUSALEM
AND THEIR ORGANIZATION

First of all we must try and establish the facts. Which industries do
we find in Jerusalem, and how were they organized? Here the
sources make it clear that the Temple, both by its rebuilding (pp. 21f.)
and by the daily cult, provided a focal point for various industries.
Therefore we must consider it separately from those industries which
served the needs of the whole community.

1. Industries which served the general public

Geographically, culturally and politically the province of Judaea
belonged to the province of Syria, but it is difficult to determine the
relationship between the two Roman governors, though there is no
doubt that the governor of the former was subordinate to that of the
latter. The chief industrial products of the interior of Syria at that
time were woollen goods, such as carpets, blankets, and woven stuffs;
then came perfumed ointments and resins.! There is evidence that
these commodities were also produced in Jerusalem.

Let us consider first those industries which produced commodities
for domestic use, then the catering trades, the production of luxury
goods, and finally the building trade.

(@) Goods for domestic use

M.B.K. x.9 reads, ‘From women can be bought garments of wool
in Judaea, and garments of linen in Galilee.” According to this,
woollen manufacture was a speciality of Judaea. M. Ket. v.5 mentions
work in wool as a task which married women should carry out. In
Jerusalem wool was sold in one of the markets of the city. M. Erub.
x.9 (cf. b. Erub. 1o1a) tells us, ‘R. Jose said, It happened in the wool
carders’ market.” Levy (IV, 200a) translates the word sammarim
equally correctly as ‘wool merchants’ market’, since the word used
for wool dressers and for dealers in the finished goods is the same. B¥
5.331 tells us that the wool market at Jerusalem was to be found in
the suburb known as the New City.

The dressed wool had to be spun into thread, and was then ready

1 Guthe, Die griechisch-romischen Stddte, 40.
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for weaving, which was also carried on in Jerusalem. In the Syriac
Apocalypse of Baruch, written soon after Ap 70, the virgins of Jeru-
salem were addressed thus: ‘And you, O virgins, who spin fine linen
and silk with gold of Ophir’ (10.19). From this statement, and from
the fact that eighty-two virgins were known as skilled weavers of the
Temple (p. 25), and finally, from a remark in Josephus, we may
conclude that weaving was a task for women only. Indeed, Josephus
speaks of two Babylonian Jews who learned the art of weaving, ‘for
it is not there (in Mesopotamia) considered unbecoming for men too
to be weavers of cloth’ (4nt. 18.314). It is true to say that weaving,
when undertaken by men, was a despised trade in Palestine. Weavers
were disqualified from the high priesthood. Their quarter in Jeru-
salem was the despised neighbourhood of the Dung Gate (M.
Eduy, i.3). It is an example of great magnanimity, and was reported
as such (M. Eduy. i.g), that Hillel and Shammai were prepared
in a dispute to accept the witness of two respectable weavers of
Jerusalem. It is not impossible that we have further evidence of
weavers in Jerusalem in the form of the word farsiyim.2

Along with the craft of the weaver went that of the fuller, who had
to render the cloth from the looms watertight by teasing together the
fibres. The north-east corner of the northernmost wall formed the
so-called ‘fuller’s tomb’ (BF 5.147). It was a fuller with his mallet
who gave the death-blow to James the Just, brother of Jesus, when in
AD 62 he was thrown by the Jews from the pinnacle of the Temple.3

From the fuller the material passed on to the tailor. According to
Bj¥5.331 there was a clothing market in the New City. In the Midrash
Rabbah on Lamentations there is mention of the tailors of Jerusalem
(Lam. R. 1.1, Son. 69).

Provision of clothing also occupied the leather industry. We do not
know whether there were tanneries in Jerusalem. According to
M.B.B. ii.g, tanneries had to be at least fifty cubits distance from a, or

2 b.Meg. 26a refers to a synagogue of the farsiyim in Jerusalem. The word
denotes either a gathering of people of Tarsus or a trade. If it is not translated
‘synagogue of the people from Tarsus’, which we hold to be right (p. 66), then it
must mean people who are coppersmiths (Delitzsch, Artisan Life, 41; Schiirer II,
524 n. 77, cf. II, 87 n. 247 [ET omits]), weavers or miners (Levy, II, 193b), skilled
weavers or metal workers (Dalman, WB, 177a), or, better still, manufacturers of
Tarsian garments (Krauss, 74 II, 625 n. 67), for such is probably the meaning of
rapowcdpios in several papyri, as C. Wessely has shown (Studien zu Palaeographie
und Papyruskunde, Leipzig 1901). He refers to the edictum de pretiis of Diocletian,
26-28, which deals with Tarsian and Alexandrian linen goods.

3 Eusebius, HE 11, 23.18; cf. Ant. 20.200.
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the, city, and must be placed only to the east. Since Jerusalem is ‘the
city’,4 it is probable that this rule was originally intended for Jeru-
salem. At any rate, the associated ruling (M.B.B. ii.g) concerning
graves was evidently carried out in Jerusalem. If the ruling was in-
tended originally for Jerusalem, there must have been tanneries there,
but they had to lie outside the walls. They had plenty of material,
for R. Hananiah (some MSS read Hanina), the chief of the priests,
reports (M. Eduy. ii.2) that the priests kept the hide of every animal
they sacrificed, even if it was subsequently found unclean. We hear
that the innkeepers of Jerusalem (b. Yom. 12a) used to take by
force from the festal pilgrims the skins of the holy sacrifices, meaning
principally the Passover sacrifices which were slaughtered by the
owners, the hides of which did not belong to the priests. Sandal
merchants are also mentioned in Jerusalem (Lam. R. 1.1, Son. 79).
We have evidence of certain other trades which served chiefly
domestic needs. Bf 5.331 makes mention of the smith’s bazaar. This
trade had its place in the New City. We are told that the high priest
Johanan (John Hyrcanus, 134-104 Bc) forbade ‘workers in bronze
and iron’ to exercise their profession in Jerusalem on the lesser
‘middle days’ of the feasts (on which work involving noise was for-
bidden (T. Sot. xiii.10; 320)) : these workers, mentioned in M.M. Sh.
v.15 and M. Sot. ix.10, are the smiths. This industry seems to have
converted itself into a war industry during the Roman-Jewish war of
AD 66-70 in a very short time: ‘In Jerusalem they busied themselves
. with the preparation of engines of war, and in all the city
missiles and suits of armour were being forged’ (B 2.648f.; cf. 6.327).
According to b.B.K. 82b and b. Zeb. gba potteries were not al-
lowed in Jerusalem because of the smoke, but there is some doubt on
the trustworthiness of this collection of laws of cleanliness concerning
Jerusalem (see pp. 42ff., on gardens, and p. 47 on poultry). The fact
that Jer. 18.2f. speaks of a house of a potter in Jerusalem, and Matt.
27.7 of a potter’s field, weighs more heavily than the rabbinic tradi-
tion, although only the first passage is incontestable, since Matt.
27.7 may well be influenced by Jer. 18.2f. (p. 140).

(6) Food trades

The article to be mentioned here in the first place is oil. Eupolemos
and Pseudo-Aristeas 112 say that olive trees took pride of place

4 Cf. M. Sanh. i.5: ‘They must add nothing to tne city and to the courts of the
Temple.’
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among the crops in the neighbourhood of Jerusalem. As a matter of
fact, the soil around Jerusalem is well suited to the cultivation of
olives. Certainly there must have been much larger olive groves in
the time of Christ than today, for as a result of bad economy under
Turkish rule the planting of trees in the whole of Palestine became
very restricted in comparison with earlier times. Place names near
Jerusalem which contain the word ‘oil’ demonstrate this. To the
east we find the name ‘Mount of Olive Trees’ (Mark 11.1), or
‘Olive Grove’ (Luke 19.29; 21.37; Acts 1.12; Ant. 7.202). The Talmud
calls it tir zétd, ‘Mount of Oil’ (cf. Targum; j. Taan. iv.8, 6ga). This
hill would scarcely have been so called if its groves had not been
outstandingly luxuriant in comparison with the surrounding land,
and the olives not of economic importance for the city. The Talmud
actually attests that it was cultivated: according to b. Pes. 14a the
Mount of Olives was ploughed at the time of the second Temple.
For the south of Jerusalem, Jerome bears witness that there were
olive trees in the valley of Hinnom (Comm. on Fer. 11, 45 on 7.30).5

The olives were processed in and around Jerusalem. According
to M. Men. viii.3, some of the oil that was needed for the Temple
was brought from Peraea. The question of the purity of the oil being
defiled by its journey through heathen territory was answered in
j- Hag. iii.4,79c.3, namely that the whole olives should be obtained
(from Peraea), and should then be pressed in Jerusalem. Several
presses have indeed been found in the northern part of the city. Again,
we read in the New Testament, ‘And they came to a place named
Gethsemane’ (Mark 14.32; Matt. 26.36; cf. Luke 22.39). John 18.1
says of the place ‘where there was a garden’. Gethsemane means an
oil or perfume press.6 The Mishnah has regulations regarding oil
presses ‘whose entrance lay within [the city] and their enclosed space
outside’ (M.M. Sh. iii.7). Since oil presses could hardly have been
built in the actual wall of the city, we must assume that the area of
Greater Jerusalem is meant rather than the actual city, or that the oil
presses here serve merely as a casuistical illustration. The fact re-
mains that oil presses in Jerusalem are taken for granted. Finally, it
should be noted that oil was probably the only export of Jerusalem.?

Jer. 37.21 presumes the existence of a bazaar of bakers from ancient

5 For a collection of place names comprising the word ‘oil’ in a wider area
around the city, see Smith, Jerusalem I1, 300 n. 3.

6 Cf. G. Dalman, Grammatik des jiidisch-paldstinischen Aramdgisch, 2nd ed., Leipzig
1905 (reprinted Darmstadt 1960), 191.

7 Smith, Ferusalem I, 15, 299f.
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times, and Josephus (4nt. 15.309) mentions the bakers of Jerusalem in
connection with a famine. The last passage makes it clear that this
trade did not exist as a matter of course, since domestic baking was
common.

The butchers were organized as elsewhere in guilds in the ‘Butchers’
Street’ (T. Nidd. vi.17, 648; b. Nidd. 57b). The sellers of fattened
cattle also had a bazaar in Jerusalem (Erub. x.9). An Athenian is
said to have had cheese and eggs brought from a Jerusalem market
(Lam. R. 1.10 0n 1.1, Son. 1.9, 77).

There was also the occupation of water seller, an oddity to us. Jose-
phus is witness to the fact that in years when rain was scanty, water
was bought and sold: ‘You know that before his [Titus’] arrival, the
pool of Siloam and all other wells in front of the city dried up, so that
water had to be sold in pitchers’ (BF 5.410). The water carrier in
Mark 14.13 (‘there shall meet you a man carrying a pitcher of water’)
belongs here, unless he was a domestic servant.

(¢) Luxury goods

There is evidence for the manufacture of ointments and resins in
Jerusalem. j. Yom. iv.5, 41d.37, says: “The spice makers8 of Jerusalem
said: “If they had put a little honey into the incense the strong odour
of it would be unbearable to the world.” ’® In this connection we
should recall the legend in b. Shab. 63a: “The woods of Jerusalem
consisted of cinnamon trees; when men used these for fuel, a pleasant
odour was diffused.” From this it would seem that cinnamon trees
were cultivated in Jerusalem, which is out of the question. All we can
be sure of is that cinnamon was used for incense in the Temple
(B¥6.390).

Mark 16.1 (cf. Luke 23.56f.) gives proof of the sale of ointments in
Jerusalem when it speaks of the Galilean women who stood by the
cross of Jesus, “They bought spices (mixed with ointment), that they
might go and anoint him’. John 19.39 mentions Nicodemus coming
to the sepulchre of Jesus ‘with a mixture of myrrh and aloes, about one
hundred [Roman] pounds weight’. We may presume also that oil of
roses was made in Jerusalem at the time, for while ornamental gar-
dens were forbidden, according to b.B.K. 82b,10 a rose garden is

8 So Dalman, WB, 317b. Levy IV, 27a, says ‘chemists’.

9 It is also possible that in j. Sot. vii1. 3, 22c.16, par. j. Shek. vi.1, 49c.47; M.
Erub. x.g, spice-makers are meant where the word paftamim is used. Usually the

other translation of the word, ‘a seller of fat cattle’, is preferred.
10 For a criticism of this see pp. 42ff.
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expressly excepted (cf. T. Neg. vi.2, 625; M. Maas. ii.5). Dealers in
ointments are repeatedly mentioned in rabbinic literature.l! The
court of Herod the Great, with its magnificent luxury and many
women, contributed to the prosperity of this industry in Jerusalem.

The luxury trade in general increased greatly because of the
Herodian court. This is specially true of arts and crafts whose centre
was in the Upper City.12 As early as the time of Pompey we hear of a
unique masterpiece in gold that came from Judaea (meaning no
doubt Jerusalem). ‘Whether it was a grape vine or a garden, repmwhij
(delight) is what they call this work of art’, says Strabo of Cap-
padocia (4nt. 14.35).

Frequent mention is made of a piece of jewellery called ‘ir Sel
zahab, ‘the golden city’ (M. Kel. ix.8; M. Shab. vi.1; b. Sot. 49b; j.
Sot. ix.16, 24c.6). This ornament is also called ‘golden Jerusalem’,
yeriiSalayim dedaheba (b. Shab. 5ga; b. Ned. 50a). The question was
discussed whether or not women should wear jewellery on the Sab-
bath, and the text reckons the ‘golden Jerusalem’ as a head ornament
(T. Shab. iv.6, 115). In the Aboth de Rabbi Nathan 6a (Goldin 42) and
elsewhere, it is said that only ladies of high rank wore this jewel.
So the ‘golden Jerusalem’ was a costly head ornament for women.
It may be imagined as a kind of corona muralis, and the name ‘golden
Jerusalem’ suggests that the ornament was originally made in Jeru-
salem. Today, the manufacture of souvenirs forms a particularly
flourishing branch of arts and crafts in Jerusalem. In Ephesus there is
evidence of a similar industryin the time of Paul. Acts 19.23ff. gives an
account of a riot among the makers of souvenirs there.13 Bearing in
mind the great significance of the annual pilgrim feasts for the Holy
City, we may well conclude that such items of jewellery were widely
bought as souvenirs there. Indirect evidence of the manufacture of
signet rings with figured engraving is provided by R. Eleazar b.
Zadoq (c. AD 100) when he says, ‘All manner of seals were to be found
in Jerusalem, with the exception of human faces.’14

Finally the profession of scrivener was included among the arts and
crafts, and b. B.B. 14a describes the method the Jerusalem scriveners
used to roll up a book.

On arts and crafts connected with building, see below pp. 15f.

11 Krauss, T4 I, 242.

12 Delitzsch, Artisan Life, 61.

13 Acts 19.24: ‘a maker of silver shrines of Artemis’.

14 parsapot, Gk. mpdonma. T.A. Zar. v.2, 468.15. The parallel in j. A. Zar. iii.1,
42c.58, names R. Eleazar b. Simon (c. Ap 180) as the author.
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(d) The building trade
(i) Building activity

The princes of the Herodian royal line were enthusiastic builders,
and their example challenged imitation. As a result the building trade
held an important position in Jerusalem under their rule and for
some time afterwards. The most important building operations are
the following:

(a) Under Herod the Great 37 Bc—4 BC

1. The rebuilding of the Temple (20/19 Bc—AD 62/64).15

2. The rebuilding of Herod’s palace in the Upper City near the
‘western gate which leads towards Lydda’ (Lam. R. 1.32 on 1.5, Son.
1.31, 104), today the Jaffa Gate (B 5.176-83).

3. The building of three towers, Hippicus, Phasael and Mariamne,
in the same area (B¥ 5.161-76).

4. Dominating the Temple, in the north-west corner of the Temple
area, at the supposed place of the former Temple fortress Bira or
Baris (Neh. 2.8; 7.21), arose the huge fortress of Antonia (B¥ 5.238-
47)-
5. The splendid tomb of Herod, which he had erected during his
lifetime.16 It remained unused, as he was buried in the Herodium.17

6. The theatre built by Herod in Jerusalem (4nt. 15.268).

7. The Jerusalem Hippodrome (4nt. 17.255; BJ 2.44), which may
be attributed to Herod.18

8. A water-channel (see below p. 14).

9. The memorial over the entrance to David’s tomb (4nt. 16.182;
cf. 7.392ff.).

10. The five magnificent porticoes, about 27 feet high, around and

15 See p. 21.

18 B¥ 5.108 etc. : ‘up to the tomb of Herod’.

17 Jebel el Fureidis, nine miles south of Jerusalem.

18 Unless the ‘place of exercise and training’ (I Macc. 1.14; II Macc. 4.9, 12,
14) is to be considered as a stadium and identified with the Hippodrome (Dalman,
SW, 278). That would place its erection between 174 and 171 B.C. But since II
Macc. 4.14 speaks of a palaestra, it appears to have been a wrestling school. This
‘place of exercise’ is most probably identical with the Xystus, a covered colonnade,
formerly a gymnasium (Guthe, PRE VIII, 684), which fits the topographical indi-
cations. The Xystus lies on the western hill of Jerusalem, in the north-east corner of
the Upper City, opposite the western wall of the Temple area, whereas the modern
street name Haret el-Maidan (‘street of the race-course’) suggests that the Hippo-
drome was somewhat south-west of the Xystus; such names quite often reflect
reliable tradition. Thus it is very likely to have been built by Herod. ‘The very large

amphitheatre in the plain’ (4nt. 15.268) should be distinguished from the Hippo-
drome; it was probably located in the plain of Jericho (cf. Ant. 17.194; BJ 1.666).
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across the twin pools of Bethesda (John 5.2) were probably erected in
Herod’s time.19

(B) Under Agrippa I AD 41-44

According to B 2.218; Ant. 19.326f.; BJ 5.149-55, Agrippa I built
the northernmost wall of the city, which enclosed a very considerable
area. Josephus says that it was almost exactly two miles long. (Three
miles and three-quarters = 33 stades, the total circumference of the
city according to B¥ 5.159, minus about a mile and a half, the total
of the pre-Agrippan west, south and east sides.) Josephus cannot
praise the strength of this wall too highly. He says it was 10 cubits
thick and built of blocks of stone 20 cubits long and 10 cubits wide,
i.e. the blocks measured 10.5 by 5.25 metres (34 ft. 6 ins. by 17 ft.
g ins.), and the wall was 5.25 metres thick.20

19 Cf. J. Jeremias, The Rediscovery of Bethesda (New Testament Archaeology
Series 1), Louisville, Ky., 1966.

20 A word must be said here about the size of the cubit in Palestine of those days,
since it will be used in our calculations. There is no agreement about its size. To
begin with, different sizes of cubit were used within Jerusalem itself. M. Kel. xvii.g
says, ‘There were two kinds of cubit [in one room of the Temple] . . ., one in the
north-east corner and one in the south-east. The first was longer by half a finger-
breadth than the Mosaic cubit, and the second half a finger-breadth longer still
[i.e. a whole finger-breadth longer than the Mosaic cubit]. And why was there
ordained a larger cubit and a smaller cubit? So that craftsmen might undertake
their work to the measure of the smaller cubit, and fulfil it according to the measure
of the larger.’ In fact, work in gold and silver used the half finger-breadth longer.
and other work the whole finger-breadth longer. The Rabbis go even further, and
distinguish between no fewer than six kinds of cubit: the building cubit, the tool
cubit, the land cubit, the circular cubit, the Mosaic cubit, the royal cubit. The
Temple was built according to building cubits (F. Hultsch, Griechische und romische
Metrologie, 2nd ed. rev., 1882, 441). Now it is remarkable that the measurements
given by Josephus for the Temple are repeatedly in agreement with those of the
Mishnah Tractate Middoth, e.g. as to the width and the height of the forefront
of the Temple building. As far as Josephus is concerned, two measurements are in
question: (a) The Roman cubit (cubitus) of six-hand-breadths of 74 mm., i.e.
nearly 3 inches, each=444 mm., i.e. nearly 18 inches. (So Krauss, T4 II, 388ff.,
following Liibker, Reallexikon des klassischen Altertums, 7th ed., Leipzig, 1891.) The
likelihood that Josephus, although possessing estates in Judaea (Vita 422), lived
and wrote in Rome (cf. e.g. his connection with the Roman emperors, Vita
422ff., Schiirer I, 76, ET I.1, 80) would explain his use of the Roman cubit. ()
The cubit of the Philetarian system of measurement, called after the surname of
the kings of Pergamum, which was standard in the eastern empire from the estab-
lishment of the province of Asia (133 Bc). It measured 525 mm., i.e. almost 21
inches (Hultsch, op. cit., I, 597fF.; O. Holtzmann, Neutestamentliche Zeitgeschichte,
Freiburg 1895, 118; O. Holtzmann, Middot [coll. Die Mischna], Giessen 1913, 12—
15). This measurement was in fact customary in Palestine and Egypt, as we know
from Julian of Ascalon (a Byzantine writer; see Metrologicorum scriptorum reliquiae
[coll. Teubner], ed. F. Hultsch, I, Leipzig 1864, 54f., 200f.), and was not displaced
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Ninety massively built towers defended the wall (B¥ 5.158); the
strongest was the octagonal Psephinus tower situated to the north-west,
which is said to have been seventy cubits (about 120 feet) high (B¥
5.159f.). The ban put on the building of the wall by the Emperor
Claudius, as a result of a denunciation by the Syrian governor Vivius
Marcus, interrupted the work (4nt. 19.326f.), and not until the be-
ginning of the rebellion in AD 66 was it finished (BF 6.323; 2.563;

5.152).

(v) Under Agrippa II King of Chalcis Ap 50-53; King of Batanea,
Trachonitis, Gaulanitis, Abila and an area of the Lebanon known as
the Eparchy of Varus, Ap 53-10021

1. He enlarged the Hasmonean (Maccabean) palace. This lay at the
north-eastern end of the hill on which stood the Upper City, west of
the Temple, and above the Xystus (A4nt. 14.5ff.; BF 1.120f.; Ant. 14.
58-63; BY 1.142ff.; cf. Luke 23.6ff.). Probably this did not involve a
new building, but only an extension of the old palace: ‘He built a
mighty building on to the royal citadel in Jerusalem, near the Xystus;
the royal citadel itself had been erected earlier by the Hasmoneans’
(Ant. 20.189f.). The result of the enlargement was that the king had a
view from the palace of the whole Temple court, which had not been
the case hitherto; the priests, therefore, had a wall built to block the
view; the resultant quarrel was even brought before Nero (ibid. 194f.).
In this palace there was perhaps an audience window (BY 2.344),
like the ‘window of appearance’ attested for Egypt by pictures and
assumed for the palace of Ahab and Jezebel (II Kings 9.30-33) by
H. Gressmann. 22 This building was set on fire by the insurgents at the
beginning of the rebellion (B¥ 2.426).

2. A further undertaking of Agrippa II was occasioned by the com-
pletion of the Temple between Ap 62 and 64, an event which left

by the Roman cubit. Didymus (end of first century Ap) provides evidence for
Egypt, that this statement also applies to a time before Julian of Ascalon. He
calculates the Egyptian cubit of Roman times as 14 Ptolemaic feet (525 mm. or 21
inches), the same length that was in use as early as the third century Bc in Egypt
(Holtzmann, Middot 13). We are justified then in assuming that the Philetarian
cubit was already standard for Palestine during the first century of the Christian
era. Thus the cubit of rabbinic literature may be taken as 525 mm.=21 inches.
We have already seen that Josephus has the same standard as the Mishnah for
measuring the cubit, i.e. the Philetarian cubit of 525 mm.

21 B¥ 2.247; Ant. 20.138; Schiirer I, 587, ET 1.2, 193.
22 Der Messias, 2nd ed., Géttingen 1929, 45f.
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more than 18,000 workers unemployed. To provide work for these
people was an act of social concern which the king, who had control
of the Temple treasury, was urged to do by the whole population
of Jerusalem. In order to relieve unemployment he had the city of
Jerusalem paved with white stone, probably limestone, at the expense
of the Temple treasury (Ant. 20.222).

Now a paved street has been found in Jerusalem which has been
identified as being near the west wall and part of the south wall of
the Temple court. The position of this pavement, which lies about 40
feet below the present surface, and supports the vaulted stones which
bear ‘Robinson’s Arch’ (so called after E. Robinson who discovered
the remains of the arch which once joined the Temple court and the
Upper City), indicates a date before Ap 70.23

Another broader paved street, in places about 25 feet wide, prob-
ably a continuation of the first, was discovered by J. C. Bliss north of
the pool of Siloam. It shows signs of heavy wear by pedestrians. As
this lies in the southern part of the city, which after the time of the
Emperor Hadrian no longer lay inside the city walls, the paving of
this street also should be dated before the destruction of Jerusalem in
AD 70. So it is possible that we have in these two places remains of the
paving laid down by Agrippa II.

3. However, this employment was short-lived; so it is likely that it
was to meet a new threat of unemployment among the Temple
workers that Agrippa II, in co-operation with the high priests and
the people, began new building works in the Temple before Ap 66

(p. 22).

(8) The Royal Family of Adiabene

This family, whose kingdom lay on the boundaries of the Roman
and the Parthian states, erected other large buildings (B¥ 2.250;
6.355; M. Naz. iii.6; j. Sukk. i.1, 51d. 22, 25; j. Naz. iii.6, 52d.38).
We read in B 5.252 of a palace of King Monobazus, which accord-
ing to the context, lay on the southern part of the eastern hill. Further,
B7 6.355 speaks of the palace of Queen Helena of Adiabene. This
palace lay in the middle of the Acra, and so also on the eastern hill
(BF 5.138). The exact location of the palace of Princess Grapte of
Adiabene is doubtful. According to the context it lay not far from the
Temple; we should, perhaps, look for it also on the eastern hill
(BY 4.567). Finally, Queen Helena erected a tomb for herself three

23 P, Thomsen, Denkmdler Paldstinas aus der Zeit Jesu, Leipzig 1916, 29f.
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stades north from Jerusalem, in the form of three pyramids. Eusebius
mentions the pillars of the monument,24 and Pausanias2?5 compares its
splendour with that of the tomb of Mausolus in Halicarnassus. It was,
therefore, an unusually imposing building for the period.

(¢) Pontius Pilate

Next, as a building in the grand manner, the aqueduct built by
Pontius Pilate deserves mention (B¥ 2.175; Ant. 18.60). Because he
financed the project from the Temple treasury, his action provoked a
public uproar, and the furious crowd had to be quietened by soldiers
with cudgels. The conduit was doubtless like that described by Pseudo-
Aristeas go, lined with lead and lime mortar.

The remains of two conduits which brought water to Jerusalem
from the south have been discovered.2é The ‘higher’ is Roman (the
inscription indicates AD 165), the ‘lower’ is older, and in its construc-
tion shows a similar technique to the aqueduct laid out by Herod at
the Wadi Artas (near Bethlehem) which once supplied the Herodium,
the fortress built by Herod (A4nt. 15.323ff.). This lower conduit is,
without doubt, that built by Pilate.

Besides all this, we have reports of other building work; for example
the construction and rebuilding of a synagogue, with an inn for
strangers and with baths, on Ophel.2?

(ii) The building workers

(a) Ordinary building

Stone was the most important building material. As the first step
for rebuilding the Temple, Herod prepared a thousand wagons for
transporting the necessary stone (Ant. 15.390). Bf 7.26-31 describes
the flight of Simon, one of the leaders of the Jewish insurgents. He
tried to escape with his companions by way of an underground pas-
sage, along with ‘stonecutters, bringing the tools necessary for their
craft’. The ‘Royal Caverns’ mentioned in BY 5.147 beside which,
according to Josephus, the third northern wall later passed, must for a
long time have served as a quarry. There still exists an enormous
cave, the so-called Cotton Cave, which runs underneath part of the
northern city, and extends from the present wall for about 200 yards
under the city to the south. Its entrance is under the present north

24 Eusebius, HE 11, 12.3.

25 Descr. Graeciae VIII, 16.

26 Guthe, PRE VIII, 682, 686.
27 According to the inscription found by R. Weill, CI7 I1, 1404.
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wall. The Talmud (b. Erub. 61b) speaks of a cave of Zedekiah at
Jerusalem which was extraordinarily large and uninhabited; accord-
ing to the Midrash Tanhuma (Bemidbar 9, 485, 7; Bill. II, 592f.) it
was said to extend for 12 miles (probably Egyptian miles, about 40
yards shorter than English ones). It is possible that this cave is iden-
tical with one of the two already mentioned. If the course of the
northernmost wall (see p. 11) was the same as that of the present
north wall, then there is some possibility of identifying all the three
caves. According to M. Par. iii.2, 2, there were ‘caves under the
whole Temple hill and under the forecourts’. Underground passages
in the city were very important during the capture of Jerusalem, and
people hid there for some time afterwards.

There is evidence that a certain Simeon, from the village of Siknim,
a ‘digger of wells, mines and caverns’, lived in Jerusalem at the time before
the destruction (Eccles. R. 4.18 on 4.17, Son. 125).

(B) Skilled craftsmanship in building

Most of the buildings mentioned on pp. 10ff. were very ornate,
and provided plenty of scope for the skilled craftsman. Especially was the
palace of Herod, according to Josephus (B¥ 5.176), rich in unique
works of art. Both in exterior decoration and interior appointment,
in the selection of materials as in their treatment, in wealth of variety
as in costly detail, the various crafts competed: the sculptor, the
tapestry maker, the planner of fountains and ornamental gardens, the
goldsmith and the silversmith, were all engaged in the work (Bf
5.178f1.).

Stone-masons had an important place among the craftsmen of
Jerusalem. This is confirmed by what little remains of the architecture
of the period, which comprises the so-called ‘Royal Tombs’ and three
monuments in the Kidron Valley, now called ‘Absalom’s Tomb’,
‘St James’ Cave’ and ‘the Tomb of Zechariah’.

The ‘Royal Tombs’ are identical with the tomb of Helena (pp. 13f.
BY¥ 5.147: ‘opposite the tomb of Helena’; Ant. 20.95: ‘in the three
pyramids that his mother had had erected at a distance of three
stades from Jerusalem’ (cf. B¥ 5.55, 199). A moulded cornice has
partly survived here, with fluted spirals decorated with fruit and
foliage. Before the entrance to the grave lie the remains of columns,
among them Corinthian capitals.

At ‘Absalom’s Tomb’ Ionic and Doric capitals, once supported by
half-columns and corner pilasters, are preserved. Immediately above
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the capitals is an ornamental frieze; the architrave is Doric.

Ionic capitals are to be found on the pyramid of the “Tomb of
Zechariah’, and at ‘St James Cave’ pillars with Doric capitals and
above them a Doric frieze with triglyphs.28

Most probably Jesus had in mind the “Tomb of Absalom’ and the
pyramid of Zechariah when he uttered his woe against those who
‘build the tombs of the prophets and adorn the monuments of the
righteous’ (Matt. 23.29f. par. Luke 11.47).2°

These monuments are the only significant evidence we have for the
contribution of Jerusalem to the sphere of architectural sculpture,
from the time before its destruction by Rome.

We should conclude this survey of skilled craftsmen employed in
building with a reference to the mosaic makers. In various parts of
Jerusalem, e.g. south-east of the Cenaculum, mosaic floors have been
found which must belong partly to the period before Ap 70.

(y) Building maintenance

In addition to labourers and skilled craftsmen, maintenance workers
were necessary for buildings. Maintenance of ‘the water-channel, of
walls, towers and everything else needed by the city’, was paid for
from the Temple treasury (M. Shek. 4.2).30 This included the mainte-
nance of wells and cisterns, and the cleaning and supervision of
streets. This agrees with the statement in b. Betz. 2ga Bar. (cf. b.B.K.
94b) according to which misappropriated property, the ownership
of which could not be decided, was used by the Temple treasurers for
public works such as ditches, cisterns and caves, i.e. for the mainte-
nance of the water supply of Jerusalem.

Road sweepers may be referred to in b.B.M. 26a (cf. b. Pes. 7a):
‘According to R. Shemaiah b. Zeira the streets of Jerusalem were

28 To determine the age of these monuments is a matter for the history of archi-
tecture. Absalom’s tomb and the pyramid of Zechariah are first described by the
Pilgrim of Bordeaux in Ap 333 (P. Geyer, Itinera Hierosolymitana saeculi IITI-VIII,
CSEL 39, 1898, 23, lines 10~13), but the origin of these four monuments is un-
doubtedly to be placed in the time before the destruction of Jerusalem in AD 7o.

29 J, Jeremias, Heiligengraber in fesu Umwelt, Géttingen 1958, 68, 114.

30 According to J. J. Rabe, Mischnah 11, Onolzbach 1761, 147, on M. Shek. iv.2,
the water-channel was that flowing from the Temple forecourt down into the
Kedron Valley (p. 44). But the passage can also refer to the aqueduct mentioned
above, p. 14. If this is true, Pilate, when drawing upon the Temple treasury to
finance the project, did no more than punish a neglect on the part of Jerusalem’s
municipality, the Sanhedrin, by assuming, however illegitimately, the latter’s
duty. His action would have meant that the Temple money was spent for the
purpose for which it was intended.
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swept every day’, evidently to secure the levitical purity of the city.
The fact that the Valley of Hinnom was a dump for filth and rubbish
agrees with this statement. The upper end of the valley, between the
tower of Hippicus and the Gate of the Essenes in the south, was called
Bnbocs or Bnood (B 5.145); according to A. Neubauer’s etymological
explanation, this means ‘place of filth’.31 The gate called the Dung
Gate M. Eduy, i.3 (cf. p. 5), the quarter of the despised weavers,
gave immediately on to the Valley of Hinnom at its debouchment
into the Kidron Valley. This accords with the fact that the Valley of
Hinnom was a place of abomination from ancient times, since it was
connected with the worship of Moloch (IT Kings 23.10; Jer. 2.23 and
elsewhere), and was supposed to be the same as Gehenna (Hell),
which took its name from it. It was still in modern times the place for
rubbish, carrion and all kinds of refuse.

It should also be mentioned that Jerusalem had drainage canals
which were constructed with an almost modern care and precision.
Bliss has traced their course in several places. Inside, they were from
1.78 to 2.36 m. (5 ft. 10 ins. to 7 ft. g ins.) high and from 0.76 to 0.91
m. (28 to 36 inches) broad. There appear to have been sluice holes to
take the water from the streets, and even manholes for cleaning.32

There may even have been fomb guardians, according to Krauss,33
who refers to habitable rooms in the mausoleum (M. Erub. 5.1; b.
Erub. 51a; T. Erub. vi.5, 144), and points to the “Tomb of Absalom’
in the Kidron valley as an example.

(¢) Other trades

We should never dream nowadays of placing a doctor in the category
of manual workers, but there is evidence that they were considered as
such during that period. The word for manual work is ’ummaniit,
which can mean manual work, a profession, or a skill. An *umman
(‘ummana) indicates a labourer, an artist, a leech, a surgeon, a bath
attendant, a circumciser. Consequently, we must deal with the
medical profession along with trades.34 According to the Talmud
there were doctors in every city and in every large place. M.B.K.
viii.1 decrees that, in cases of injury or wounding, the person responsi-
ble must pay the doctor’s fee. We have rabbinic evidence for doctors
in the first century ap at Pegae (T. Yeb. vi.7, 248) and at Lydda

31 Géographie, 139.

32 Thomsen, 0p. cit. 25.

33 Krauss, 74 II, 8of.
34 See also p. 26 (Temple doctor).
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(T. Ohol. iv.2, 600). Josephus (Vita 403f.) received medical care
after a fall from his horse at Capernaum.35 At one place on the Sea
of Galilee, probably also Capernaum, a woman came to Jesus ‘who
had suffered many things from many doctors’ (Mark 5.26; cf. Luke
8.43). A doctor called Tobias is mentioned by name at Jerusalem
(M.R. Sh. i.7; b. R. Sh. 22a), and Herod had his own private physici-
ans (Bf 1.657). An interesting point is that the Mishnah tells how
the Jerusalem doctors had their way of treating the sick during a
festival without incurring levitical uncleanness: ‘For thus they used
to do in Jerusalem, that were afflicted with boils: On the eve of Pass-
over a man would go to the physician, and he would cut [the boil]
and leave but a hair’s breadth; he [the sick person] then stuck it on
a thorn and drew himself [suddenly] away from it. Thus the man was
able to bring his Passover offering, and the physician was able to
bring his Passover offering’ (M. Ker. iii.8).

Ezek. 5.1. suggests that there were barbers in Jerusalem (p. 26);
B7 1.547 and Ant. 16.387 speak of a court barber called Trypho.

Washing was usually done by the housewives, but there were also
professional launderers (T. Mikw. iv.10, 656.36).

Finally, money changers are explicitly mentioned in connection with
the Temple.3¢ They must also have played a part in secular money
transactions, as is suggested by what will be said on the different
currencies, on pp. g2f.

To sum up: those industries which played the greatest part in
Jerusalem were the arts and crafts, crafts connected with the building
industry, building itself, weaving and the manufacture of oil.

We have now presented a general view of the industries in Jeru-
salem (with the exception of those employed in the Temple) for the
time up to Ap 70. However, this picture is not complete. In the Near
East even today, industries and their organization stand in very close
interdependence, and they did so 1900 years ago. Therefore, to com-
plete the picture we must deal with the following topics.

2. Guilds within the individual industries

(@) The layout of the city

The city was divided into two parts by the Tyropoeon valley,
the Upper City in the west ($iig ha‘elyon), and the Lower City in the

35 Kepharnokos=Kepharnomos=Kepharnaum, Bf 3.519.
36 Bill. I, 761ff.
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east ($iig hattahton) on the Acra (BJf 5.136fF.; T. Hull. iii.23, 505; T.
Sanh. xiv.14, 437; Lam. R. 1.49 on 1.16, Son. 1.46, 128, ¢t passim).
The Greek equivalents ‘Upper and Lower Acra’ (B¥ 5.137) are as
characteristic as the local names. S4g still means ‘bazaar’ in modern
Arabic. The Upper and Lower Cities thus contained the two principal
market streets. This is confirmed by the so-called Madaba map,
found in the Greek church of Madaba, and dating from the middle
of the sixth century ap. Because the east is conservative in matters
of town planning, it is certain that at least the general scheme re-
mained the same between AD 70 and the sixth century. According
to this map, two parallel arcades ran through the city from north to
south, the Great and Small market streets. The first of these, whose
course corresponded to the modern Suq Bab el-‘Amud (Bazaar of the
Damascus Gate) and its southern prolongation, the Haret en-Nebi
Daud, ran through the suburbs and the Upper City. The second
arcade corresponds to the modern El Wad street, and followed
approximately the course of the Tyropoeon valley. Josephus (B
5.146) describes the second northern wall as running round the
northern district of the Lower City called the Acra (B¥ 5.137), and
so attests the extension of the Lower City from the south-eastern hill
(Ophel) towards the north (B¥ 5.146). This extension leaves only the
Tyropoeon valley as the link between the southern and northern parts
of the Acra. This shows that the Tyropoeon valley and the small
arcade formed part of the Lower City.

These two main commercial streets were linked by numerous side
streets running from east to west, which led into the Tyropoeon
valley (Bf 5.138ff.). The most important of these was the street
which led from Herod’s palace to the Temple, reaching it at the
Xystus bridge. The present day Tariq Bab es-Silsele, one of the
principal bazaars, corresponds to this street.

The suburb was located to the north of the Upper City and west of
the Temple area, and still further north (in Jesus’ days outside the
city wall) was the New City called Bezata.

(b) The distribution of industries in the city

The craftsmen’s shops, hariiyst, were along these streets. The festal
procession with the sheaf of the first-fruits probably passed along the
small arcade, that is, the bazaar of the Lower City, and by the
Xystus bridge to the Temple. Thus it was in the lower market that
the craftsmen sat at work in their shops open to the street (M. Bikk.
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iii.g; b. Kidd. 33a) when the procession passed (p. 3). It is likely
that there were shops even in the Temple court (b. R. Sh. g1a; b.
Shab. 15a; b. Sanh. 41a; b. A. Zar. 8b; Lam. R. 4.7 on 4.4, [other-
wise in Son. 220]; pp. 48f). Close by were the shops on the Mount of
Olives (Lam. R. 2.4 on 2.2, Son. 162), the shops of Beth Hino (b.
B.M. 88a; b. Hull. 53a) and those of the sons of Hanun or Hanan
(j. Peah 1.6, 16¢c; Siphre Deut. 14.22, 105): these last two may be
identical. As mentioned above (p. 3), in these shops both the manu-
facture and the sale of goods took place.

Now we have already seen (pp. 4ff.) that each craft had its shops
in its own quarter, and in fact it is likely that each had its own bazaar

($aq).

In Old Testament times, heathen tradespeople were situated in the
northern part of the city. Zeph. 1.10f. proclaims woes to the Fish Gate, the
Second Quarter, the hills and the Maktesh, 37 all situated in the north, thus
indicating that the enemy was coming from that direction. Verse 11 reads,
‘Wail, O inhabitants of Maktesh, for the whole nation of Canaan is no
more.” The ‘nation of Canaan’ probably means Phoenician traders such as
are referred to in Jerusalem in Neh. 13.16. The Fish Gate, lying at the
point of intersection of the second north wall and the Tyropoeon valley
(Neh. 3.3; 12.39; Zeph. 1.10; IT Chron. 83.14), took its name from Tyrian
fish merchants (Neh. 13.16). This, too, attests heathen traders in the north
of the city. The Jewish goldsmiths and perfumers mentioned in Neh. 3.8
presumably had their bazaar in the northern suburb west of the Temple.

In New Testament times the tailors evidently positioned themselves
near the gates. This is taken for granted for Jerusalem and Tyre in
Lam. R. 1.2 on 1.1. (Son. 69g), and fits in with the fact that there was a
Clothes Market (Bf 5.331) in the northern suburb or New City.
Also in the New City were the bazaars of the wool carders or mer-
chants ($iag Sel sammarim; B¥ 5.331; M. Erub. x.9; b. Erub. 1012) and
of the smiths (Bf 5.331).

Heathen fullers have been supposed to live in the Upper City, but
wrongly. There was a rule that spittle was regarded as clean in the whole
town except that found in the Upper City (M. Shek. viii.1); the Pales-
tinian Talmud says that this was ‘because a gsrn of Gentiles was there’
(j. Shek. viii.1, 51a.20). The word, gsrn, left untranslated, could mean
‘fullers’ (gassarin), but most probably it is to be derived from gasra, ‘citadel’.

37 Literally ‘the Mortar’; the meaning here is doubtful.
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This makes excellent sense: it was the presence of the Roman garrison in
Herod’s palace which induced the rabbis to declare unclean the spittle
found in the Upper City.

In the southern part of the Lower City, near the Dung Gate, the
despised trade of weaving was quartered (p. 5).

(¢) The organization of the trades

Here we have very little to go on. However, the very fact that the
various industries were grouped together implies some sort of organi-
zation. Craftsmen of the same trade would settle down in the same
part of the city, not only according to custom, but no doubt there
was some pressure to do so.

From the fact that b. Sukk. 28a and b.B.B. 134a mention ‘fullers’
and fox fables’, Delitzsch38 concludes that the guilds ‘formed a circle
among themselves, and expressed themselves after a peculiar fashion,
understood only by the initiated’; this last idea is suggested by the
context.

We saw earlier (p. 18) that the Jerusalem doctors had their own
ways of medical treatment. Tradition has it that the bakers of shew-
bread and the manufacturers of incense for the Temple had their own
jealously guarded trade secrets (M. Yom. iii.11).

If the tarsiyim mentioned above (p. 5) were weavers or copper-
smiths or makers of Tarsian garments in Jerusalem, we should have
proof of the existence of a synagogue of whatever trade these people
represented; but in my opinion the word means just ‘Tarsians’,
though there is no doubt that it can mean all these trades.

The organization of the trades manifested itself in the first instance
by localization, but there is some evidence that there was also some
organization in the way of guilds.

3. Industries connected with the building of the Temple and its ceremonial

(@) The buildings
‘Forty and six years was this Temple in building, and wilt thou raise
it up in three days?’ (John 2.20) said the Jews to Jesus about Ap 27,

and even then the building was not complete. Herod had begun it in
20/19 BC.3®

38 Delitzsch, Artisan Life, 40.
3% ‘In the eighteenth year of his reign’ (4nt. 15.380) or ‘in the fifteenth’ (BY
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Only in AD 62-64, under the governor Albinus (4nf. 20.219), was
the rebuilding of the Temple finally completed. Innovations were:
the reconstruction of the Temple house, increasing its height from
sixty to a hundred cubits; renovation of the holy Inner Court;
the building of the large gate between the Court of Women and the
Court of Israel; enlargement of the outer Court to the north and south
by means of strong sub-structures; and adornment with colonnades
which encircled the whole of the Temple area.4® Shortly after the
completion of the rebuilding, but before the outbreak of rebellion in
AD 66, more building activity was projected, possibly as a means of
social relief for the unemployed Temple workers (p. 13). This
project included new foundations and a heightening of the Temple
house by about twenty cubits. The timber had already been obtained
from Lebanon by the time that the war against Rome broke out in
AD 66 (BY 5.36).

Upwards of 18,000 workmen are said to have been thrown out of
work by the completion of the renovation of the Temple in Ap 62-64.
When the work began, 10,000 lay workers and 1,000 priests trained
for the purpose are said to have been engaged. Even if we make
allowance for Josephus’ normal tendency to oriental exaggeration, it
is clear that a whole army of labourers must have been involved.

Stone-cutters, carpenters, and craftsmen in gold, silver and bronze
took a principal part in the work. For the construction of the con-
secrated area to which laymen had no access, priests had to be
specially trained (A4nt. 15.390). Some were taught masonry and some
carpentry.

The stone-cutters had first to quarry their material. The largest
possible blocks were of greatest value, but we need not take too
seriously Josephus’ statement (Bf 5.224) that these were blocks
measuring 45 cubits by 5 by 6 (about 77 ft. 6 ins. by 8 ft. 8 ins.
by 10 ft. 2 ins.). Some of the material was of great value. Accord-
ing to b. Sukk. 51b, the Temple was built of alabaster, stibium
and marble. The courts were paved with different kinds of stone
(BY 5.192). Sculptors were also employed and, for example, in

1.401). Both statements point to the same year 20/19 Bc, for Herod the Great was
appointed King of Judaea in 40 Bc but only succeeded in gaining possession of his
kingdom in 37 Bc with the conquest of Jerusalem. There were therefore two
methods of reckoning the chronology of Herod’s reign (B 1.665; Ant. 17.191) which
differed by three years.

40 Schlatter, Geschichte Israels, 240.
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the ‘royal’ hall to the south, they had to make capitals for the 162
columns (A4nt. 15.414). Furthermore, they had to carve the stone
lattices three cubits high separating the Inner Court from the outer
Courts of the Gentiles, and another, one cubit high, to separate the
innermost Court of the Priests from the Court of Israel. They had
also to carve stone tablets to be set up at regular intervals along the
outer lattice, with Greek and Latin inscriptions warning Gentiles
not to go beyond the lattice on pain of death. One of these stone
tablets was found in 1871,4! and another in 1936.42

The carpenters’ task was to fix the beams, which were partly made
of cedar wood (M. Midd. iii.5ff.; iv.5); the timber for these was
brought from Lebanon. The colonnades which encircled the Temple
court was roofed with cedar panelling, and cedar from Lebanon was
also used for the sub-structure of the sanctuary.

Josephus in his account has depicted the Temple as gleaming all
over with gold, even excelling the Mishnah account. The Talmud,
on the other hand, warns us against taking these accounts too
seriously: “Moreover he (Herod) intended to overlay it (the Temple)
with gold, but the wise men said to him, “Leave it alone, for it is
more beautiful as it is, having the appearance of waves of the sea”’
(b. Sukk. 51b). Still, Josephus, describing a view of the Temple
building, says positively that its appearance was dazzling even
where there was no gold (B¥ 5.223); but even though we must take
the statements of Josephus with critical caution, we cannot doubt that
the Temple was built with the greatest possible splendour and pro-
vided great opportunities for craftsmanship in gold, silver and bronze.
Indeed, on entering the Temple, no matter from what direction a man
came, he would have to pass through double gates covered with gold
and silver, with but one exception, as the Mishnah (M. Midd. ii.3)
in agreement with Josephus (BJ 5.201) remarks: ‘every gate there
was gilded, except the Nicanor gates, for with them a miracle has
happened; and others say, because their bronze shone like gold’ (M.
Midd. ii.g).43

41 Ch. Clermont-Ganneau, ‘Une stéle du Temple de Jerusalem’, Revue Archaéo-
logique NS 23, 1872, 21434, 290-6.

42 CI7 11, 1400.

43 This Nicanor Gate, between the Court of Women and the Court of Israel,
was made of Corinthian bronze (b. Yom. 38a; T. Yom. ii.4, 183), and the title ‘the
Gate Beautiful’ given to it in Acts 3.2 confirms that it was out of the ordinary. This
agrees with the tradition in Josephus (BY 5.210ff.) that nine of the gates, together

with their thresholds and lintels, were overlaid with gold and silver, but that one
was made of Corinthian bronze and far exceeded the others in value (B¥ 5.201).
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Going further in, we should see in the Court of Women golden
lamps, with four golden bowls hanging over them (M. Sukk. v.2).
In a room of the treasury (Mark 12.41; Luke 21.1) we should see the
sacred gold and silver bowls and vessels (M. Yom. iv.4, etc.). Some
of these had no bases (b¢sigin, M. Pes. v.5; b. Pes. 64a), a sign that
old tradition was kept up, but those used on the Day of Atonement
had golden stems, which King Monobazus of Adiabene had had
mounted (M. Yom. 3.10).

We find the greatest splendour on the Temple house itself, and in
its interior. According to Josephus, not only was the whole fagade,
100 cubits (150 feet) square, covered with gold plates, but also the
wall and entrance between the porch and the sanctuary (B¥ 5.2071T.).
This was no exaggeration, as we see in T. Men. xiii.19, 533, which
says that the whole porch was covered with gold plates ‘100 cubits
in size in the thickness of a gold dinar’. On the roof were sharp spikes
of gold to keep off the birds, as a scarecrow (M. Midd. iv.6; Bf
5.224). From the beams of the porch hung gold chains (M. Midd.
iii.8). In the porch itself stood a marble and a golden table (M. Men.
xi.7), the latter according to Josephus (B 6.388) of solid gold. Above
the entrance, between the porch and the Holy Place extended a
golden vine (BJ 5.210), and to this were brought gifts of golden
tendrils which the priests added to the vine (M. Midd. iii.8), so that
it was always getting larger. Above the entrance hung a concave
mirror of gold which reflected the rays of the rising sun through the
doorless main entrance of the porch (b. Yom. g7b). It was a gift of
Queen Helena of Adiabene (M. Yom. iii.10). Doubtless other votive
offerings stood in the porch, for Caesar Augustus and his consort had
once given bronze wine-vessels (B 5.562) and other offerings,44 and
his son-in-law Marcus Agrippa had also dedicated gifts.45

In the Holy Place, lying beyond the porch, were unique master-
pieces which later were to be the climax of Titus’ triumphal proces-
sion (BF 7.148f.), and were then exhibited in a temple at Rome
among the most famous wonders of the world: the solid seven-
branched candlestick of allegedly two talents’ weight, and the equally
solid and even heavier shewbread table.48

When the gates were burned during the destruction of the Temple, the metal
coverings melted and allowed the flames to reach the wooden frames (BY 6.233).

44 Philo, Leg. ad Cai. 156, g12ff.

45 Jbid. 296.

46 C4 1.198; B 6.388; 7.148; b. Men. g8b, and compare the triumphal Arch of
Titus in the Via Sacra in Rome.
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We come at last to the empty Holy of Holies, whose walls were
overlaid with gold (M. Midd. vi.1; T. Shek. iii.6, 178; cf. M. Shek.
iv.4).

So great is the abundance of gold in Jerusalem, and especially in
the Temple, said to have been, that after the sack of the city, the mar-
ket in gold for the whole province of Syria was completely glutted,
with the result, Josephus says, that ‘the standard of gold was de-
preciated to half its former value’ (B7 6.317).

A skilled workman, who invented a machine for the water tanks
in the Temple area, is mentioned by name in b. Tam. 28b and b.
Zeb. 28b.

(b) The cultus

During the eighty-two to eighty-four years that the Temple was
being built (pp. 21f.), the ceremonial was not interrupted for even an
hour.

Its requirements were served by the bakers of shewbread and the
makers of incense. The baking of shewbread was entrusted to the
family of Garmo (M. Yom. iii.11; M. Shek. v.1; M. Tam. iii.8).
In addition they had to supply the baked pieces of the daily meal-
offering (Lev. 6.21) for the high priest (M. Men. xi.g; M. Tam. i.3;
cf. T. Yom. ii.5, 183; T. Men. ix.2, 525; b. Zeb. g6a; M. Midd. i.6).
The manufacture of incense was the hereditary right of the family
of Euthinos (M. Shek. v.1; M. Yom. i.5; iii.11; M. Shek. iv.5). We
are told—in a fragment only, b. Yom. 38a—that these two families
once went on strike. When they returned to work they were given
double wages, so we may conclude that it was a strike for higher pay.

Care of the Temple curtains was a constant occupation, as M.
Shek. v.1 reveals in a list of the superior Temple officials: ‘Eleazar
was appointed to have new curtains made when necessary.” Skilled
weavers and knitters had to produce annually two of the Temple
curtains, twenty cubits wide and forty cubits long, which had to be
hung in no less than thirteen places in the Temple (b. Yom. 54a; b.
Ket. 106a). Each curtain had to be woven in six colours, on seventy-
two strands, each with twenty-four threads (M. Shek. viii.5; b.
Yom. 71b; T. Shek. iii.13, 178).47 According to M. Shek. viii.g5 (the
variant readings differ: cf. b. Ket. 106a; j. Shek. viii.4, 51b.13)
eighty-two maidens had to produce two curtains each year.48

47 BY 5.212 specifies four colours.
48 See further, p. 36 n. 18.
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Besides the goldsmiths employed in the construction, others had to
be on hand for current work. According to M. Shek. iv.4, the surplus
from the Temple tax of a didrachma which was levied on every Jew
in the world, 4® was spent to supply the gold plating used to cover the
Holy of Holies. According to T. Shek. i.8, 174, this was done with
the surcharge that was added to the Temple tax if it was not paid
in the prescribed Tyrian currency (M. Shek. i.6f.).

A master of trench digging (M. Shek. v.1) was responsible for the
Temple water supply.

Mention should also be made of the Temple doctor (M. Shek. v.1;
j- Shek. v.2, 48d.26). He was called upon, not only when the priests
hurt themselves in the course of their duties (M. Erub. x.13f.), but
beyond that had an extensive practice since the priests had to go
around barefoot on the flagstones of the Temple floor even in winter
time, and so easily fell ill. Even more injurious to their health was
their diet, which had a high meat content with only water to drink,
as wine was forbidden them (M. Shek. v.1; j. Shek. v.2, 48d.26).

Finally, there must have been barbers in the Temple. These would
be necessary for the Nazirite vows, for initiation of Levites, and
purification of those healed of leprosy.

(¢) Organization of the Temple workers

The Temple had thus become a centre for crafts and industries
because of its regular worship, but especially during the decades of
its restoration. As time went on various customs became firmly
established. The principle of piece work was established, and as a
means of precaution against attempts to defraud the sanctuary,
different measurements were employed for distribution and delivery
of work (M. Kel. xvii.g; p. 11). On the other hand wages were
generous® and were paid on the spot, even when a man had done
only one hour’s work (A4nt. 20.220). The Temple treasury was also
responsible for giving assistance to unemployed workers. The
paving of the streets of Jerusalem, put in hand after the completion
of the Temple, and possibly also the additional work that was under-
taken at the Temple a little later, helped to do this (pp. 12f.). Favour-
able wage agreements made the Temple workers the most fortunately
placed craftsmen in the city.

49 Ex. 30.13; Matt. 17.24-27; Ant. 3.194; 18.313; B¥ 5.187; 7.218; M. Shek.;
T. Shek. ; Philo, De spec. leg. 1, 77£. et passim.

50 Fantastic rates are mentioned in connection with the strike referred to on p.
25.ab
5..above.
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Certain crafts at the Temple, for example the preparation of shew-
bread and of incense, were the prerogative of certain families, and
became hereditary (p. 25).

B. THE INDIVIDUALITY OF JERUSALEM AND ITS INFLUENCE
UPON TRADE

1. The position of the city

Jerusalem may be regarded as part of the province of Syria (p. 4)
inasmuch as the most important industries of that province were also
characteristic of Jerusalem.

Jerusalem, however, differed from the other large cities of that
province in one important respect, that it lay in a part of the country
quite extraordinarily unfavourable for trade. The only raw material
that the area yielded in large quantities was stone. Otherwise,
mountainous Judaea provided only the products and by-products of
cattle and sheep rearing—wool and hides, and those of the olive
trees—wood and olives. Most other raw materials were lacking,
metals and rich ore were entirely absent, and the clay which the
neighbourhood produces is of inferior quality. Most serious of all,
water was lacking. Jerusalem possesses only one spring of any import-
ance, that of Siloah in the south. Water had to be bought by the
measure in times of drought (p. 8), and even in normal times it had
to be used carefully from the cisterns or had to be brought from a dis-
tance by means of aqueducts. A proof of how unsuitably placed
Jerusalem was for trade is the fact that in the entire course of her his-
tory, we find no single trade whose product had ever made her name
famous.

2. The political and religious significance of the city

In spite of these disadvantages of position, Pseudo-Aristeas describes
the city as ‘rich in trade’ (114), and with good reason. Precisely
because of its unfavourable position, Jerusalem, a city of some 25,000
inhabitants in Jesus’ time, had to resort to trade, for raw materials
had to be imported. She depended less on trade with distant lands
than on trade with her neighbours.

What revenues did the city have to promote such trade? We shall
try and set out the most important factors:

(1) In the first place there are the enormous revenues of the Temple,
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made up of bequests coming in from all over the world, the world-
wide levy of a fixed tax, that of the didrachma (p. 26), the sacrifices,
the redemption of vows, the wood offerings, etc., as well as the pro-
duce of the land owned by the Temple. Against this, of course,
we must set the vast expenses, notably of the rebuilding of the
Temple.

(i) Further revenue flowed into the city from foreign traffic,
especially at the great pilgrim feasts, when it increased enormously.
Every good Jew was committed to spending a tenth of the produce
of his land in Jerusalem, the so-called ‘second tithe’ (M.M. Sh.;
PP- 47 n.52, 57).

(iii) At least during those times when independent rulers resided
in Jerusalem (Herod 37 Bc—4 Bc; Archelaus 4 Bc-aD 6; Agrippa I
- AD 41—44) we must include the general taxes. Josephus writes that
Archelaus collected six million drachmas a year from Idumaea,
Judaea and Samaria (4nt. 17.320), and Agrippa I, from a consider-
ably larger area, twelve million (4nt. 18.352). An important amount
of these sums must have been spent in Jerusalem for the needs of the
court and for buildings.51

(iv) Finally it should be remembered that owners of capital had
always been attracted to Jerusalem; wholesalers, tax collectors, Jews
of the Diaspora grown rich; quite a few people would also settle here
from religious motives.

This enormous revenue paid for all the imports. At the same time,
the city itself manufactured, in addition to articles for daily use,
luxury products such as ointments. The ‘alabaster jar of ointment of
pure nard, very costly’ (Mark 14.3) no doubt contained ointment
made in Jerusalem.

This survey has already shown that it was the political and, above
all, the religious significance of the Holy City which made its trades
flourish.

From ancient times (cf. the record of Solomon in the Old Testa-
ment) enthusiasm for building and a taste for splendour had en-
couraged the building trade and its attendant crafts in the Holy
City. In New Testament times Jerusalem was a royal city for only a
short time, AD 41—44, under Agrippa I. Nevertheless, the members
of the Herodian royal family (e.g. Herod Antipas, Luke 23.6ff., and
Agrippa II) came to Jerusalem for the feasts, if indeed they did not

51 On the purchasing p/wer of such amounts, see below on wages, p. 111, and
food prices, pp. 122f.
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live there permanently. “The first [to be arrested by the Zealots] was
Antipas, one of the royal family, who had carried such weight in the
city that he had been entrusted with charge of the public treasury.
Him they arrested and imprisoned, and after him Levias, one of the
nobles, and Syphas son of Aregetes, both also of royal blood’ (B¥
4.140f.).52 The rebuilding of the Hasmonaean palace by Agrippa II
shows clearly that the royal family regarded themselves as belonging
to Jerusalem.

The court and the rich people resident in Jerusalem led a life that
generated a variety of needs; for instance, this favoured the growth
of the luxury trade.

More than the pohtlcal significance, the religious significance of
Jerusalem was of decisive importance; it was the city of the Temple
Indeed, the very fact that a man lived in the Holy City imposed upon
him certain commitments. Here the strict rules of the sabbath were
rigorously observed, forbidding any kind of work (M. Shab.). Here
too the rules of ritual purity, which involved numerous inconven-
iences in everyday life, played an entirely different role from
what they would in a town with a substantial Gentile minority.53
But the chances offered to craftsmen by the Temple far outweighed
the disadvantages. From the Temple resources municipal building
was kept up (p. 16), streets paved (pp. 12f.) and kept clean (pp. 16f.),
and possibly an aqueduct maintained (p. 16 n. 30).

The importance of the Temple extended far beyond the bounda-
ries of the city. Since the reforms of Josiah (621 Bc), with the centrali-
zation of the cultus in Jerusalem on the Deuteronomic pattern, the
city was the one holy place for Jews. The temple of Onias at Leonto-
polis in Egypt (c. 170 Bc-AD 73) was totally unimportant; the Temple
of Jerusalem in fact remained the single holy place in the world for
Jews. Three times a year pilgrims journeyed there from all over the
world. Among these pilgrims were certain wealthy people like the
members of the royal house of Adiabene, whose noble building works
(pp. 13f.) greatly helped the building trade, and the minister of finance
of the queen of Abyssinia (Acts 8.27). The pilgrims provided the
sanctuary with pious offerings which gave work to the Temple
craftsmen (p. 24), and it was they also who made possible the souve-

nir industry (p. 9).
Finally, the Temple was the centre of a trading colony. An army

52 Cf. Philo, Leg. ad Cai. 278.
53 Cf. the sixth division of the Mishnah, called Tohoroth, i.e. Cleanliness.
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of craftsmen was engaged in the building of it, and a permanent
staff of workmen was employed for the cultus.

So we have a strange picture: although the position of the city
was entirely unfavourable for the development of trade, nevertheless,
because of its cultural importance, it evolved a flourishing commer-
cial life in its midst.



I

COMMERCE

A. EVIDENCE OF COMMERCE IN JERUSALEM

1. In general

RADE IN JERUSALEM before Ap 70 had reached a stage of

I development corresponding to town economy, whether defined

with Biicher!? as a period when goods pass directly from producer

to consumer, or with Schmoller? as a period in which the town supports
the economic organization.

The profession of a merchant was held in great respect. Even
priests engaged in commerce. T. Ter. x.9, 43 and j. Peah i.6, 16¢.53
mention a priest’s shop. T. Betz. iii.8, 205 tells of two scholars,
Eleazar b. Zadoq, and Abba Saul b. Batnith who were merchants in
Jerusalem ‘all their life’.3 The high-priestly family too carried on a
flourishing trade (p. 49).

We must attempt first of all to trace the course of commercial
traffic to Jerusalem, and inside it.

Camel caravans, often of impressive length, brought goods from a
distance to Jerusalem; Lam. R. 1.2 on 1.1 (Son. 69) tells us of one
such caravan, composed of 200 beasts, passing Tyre on the way to
Jerusalem. For local transport the ass, too, was used (M. Dem. iv.7).
Owing to the generally poor condition of the roads, wagons will have
been used only for short journeys, such as the one which Herod’s
1,000 wagons made to bring stone for building the Temple (A4nt.

1 C. Biicher, Die Entstehung der Volkswirtschaft, 8th ed., Tiibingen 1911.

2 G. Schmoller, Grundriss der allgemeinen Volkswirtschaftlehre 11, Leipzig 1904.

3 R. Eleazar b. Zadoq the Elder must have been born soon after Ap 25, because
he was still a boy at the time of Agrippa I (AD 41-44), and studied during the time
of the famine in the second half of the forties (see p. 143). Proof that Abba Saul b.
Batnith too lived in Jerusalem before the destruction of the Temple is given in the
record of his over-conscientiousness in delivering to the Temple treasurer even the
scum of the wine (b. Betz. 29a Bar.).
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15.390). The produce of the neighbouring countryside was brought
to the city by the peasants themselves.

The safety of the roads was of vital concern to trade. Herod took
vigorous measures against the prevailing brigandage. He established
peace in the interior, and pushed the roving Bedouin tribes back to
their own territory. The Roman rule of the following decades was
equally concerned to protect commerce. They reconstructed under
Trajan a fortified frontier (limes) against the desert,? following the
older line of fortifications which, according to Karge,5 was already
there from early times. However, the many references to robbers in
Talmudic literature (M. Ber. i.3; M. Shab. ii.5; M.B.K. vi.1, etc.)®
give the impression that bandit raids were by no means rare. We are
often told of raids which were feared, or actually took place,
particularly in the neighbourhood of Jerusalem, and of the necessity
of controlling this outlawry.

Anyone who succeeded in reaching the market in Jerusalem had
to pay duty to the tax-collector to whom the market of Jerusalem had
been farmed out.” No doubt most of the tax-farmers were Jews, as the
Gospels show. Payment was ruthlessly exacted; however, there was
some relief from Ap 37 when the governor Vitellius remitted the
market duty on crops (4nt. 18.90).

After the duty had been paid, the seller would go next to the bazaar
in which the particular article was sold. There were markets for corn,
fruit and vegetables, livestock and wood, a market for fat cattle, and
even a special stone on which slaves were put up for auction and sold.
Buyers would be tempted by encouraging shouts extolling the goods;
b. Pes. 116a makes it clear that Jerusalem was no exception to this
rule. When a sale was negotiated, great care had to be taken over the
weight, for Jerusalem had its own system. Weights were reckoned
according to the gab and not, as elsewhere, by ‘tenths of an éphar’
(M. Men. vii.1, 2; T. Men. viii.16, 524); but even this gab-measure
was distinctive, for b. Yom. 44b mentions a ‘Jerusalem gab’. The
larger measure of capacity, the s®ah, was about one-fifth larger in
Jerusalem than in the ‘wilderness’, while at the same time one-sixth
smaller than the s¢dk-measure of Sepphoris (M. Men. vii.1; b.
Erub. 83a, b; T. Eduy. i.2, 454). As to payment, merchants and pil-

4 Guthe, Die griechisch-romischen Stidte, 33fF.

5 P. Karge, Rephaim (Collectanea Hierosolymitana 1), Paderborn 1917.

8 Levy II, 503f. Krauss, 74 II, 315f.

7 Ant. 17.205: ‘the taxes that had been levied upon public purchases and sales
and ruthlessly exacted’.
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grims would go to the money changers to exchange their foreign
currency (M. Eduy. i.gf.; M. Shek. i.3). It is at first sight surprising
to read that Jerusalem had its own coinage too. T.M. Sh. ii.4, 88
mentions ma‘ot of Jerusalem; j. Ket. i.2, 25b, a sil‘@’ of Jerusalem;
M. Ber. viii.7 and T. Ket. xiii.3, 275, compare a Jerusalem silver coin
with a Tyrian. The riddle of these coins is solved by a Tannaitic
statement: ‘What is a coin of Jerusalem? (one that shows) David and
Shelomo (Solomon) on one side, Jerusalem on the other’ (b.B.K.
97b). This refers to silver coins struck in Jerusalem in the fourth year
of the first Jewish revolt. They bear the legend ‘Shekel of Israel S D,
and on the reverse ‘Jerusalem the Holy (City)’.8 § D, meaning
Senat ’arba‘ ‘fourth year’, was read as Sh(elomo) and D(avid).?

When it came to concluding a bargain, certain special rules had to
be respected in Jerusalem, over and above the universal regulations
regarding the keeping of the Sabbath and those concerning trade with
Gentiles; b.B.K. 82b mentions one of these rules regarding the
sale of houses. Above all, imports of unclean beasts, flesh or animal
hides were strictly controlled. There is an edict on this matter, by
the Seleucid king Antiochus III, the Great, for the time immediately
after 198 Bc (Ant. 12.146; see pp. 46f.). Provided that there were no
obstacles of a cultic nature, the price could be fixed. Prices in Jerusa-
lem were high, it being a large city. M. Maas. ii.5 gives an interesting
example of this: In Jerusalem one ’isér would buy only three or four
figs, in the country the same money would buy ten or even twenty
figs from the tree (M. Maas. ii.6). Prices for land around Jerusalem
were particularly high.10

Police supervised trade. The Talmud has market inspectors (j.
B.B. v.11, 152.63; T. Kel. B.K. vi.19, 576; j. Dem. ii.1, 22c.21 (6, g),
assessors (b. A. Zar. 58a; b.B.K.98a), and overseers (b.B.B. 8ga).
There is a record of a decision given by one of the three ‘criminal
judges’ on a point of commercial law, whether or not the sale of an
ass included its harness (M.B.B. v.2). Again, we have evidence of
an indirect attempt at maximum price fixing by Simeon, son of
Gamaliel I (Paul’s teacher, Acts 22.3), whom we meet as an in-
fluential member of the Sanhedrin at the time of the Jewish War,11
‘Once a pair of doves (sold for an offering, cf. e.g. Luke 2.24, Jesus’

8 A. Reifenberg, Ancient Jewish Coins, 2nd ed., Jerusalem 1947, 58 and pl. x, 143.

9 L. Goldschmidt, Der babylonische Talmud neu iibertragen VII, Berlin 1933, 337
n. 103.

10j. Yom. iv.1, 41b; cf. Levy II, 36g9b under keseph.
11 He is asked to influence the authorities: Vita 189ff.
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presentation in the Temple) was sold for two gold dinars. Then
said Rabbi Simeon, son of Gamaliel, “By this dwelling (meaning the
Temple)! I will not rest this night until I have made it so that they
can be bought for one (silver) dinar.” So he went into the court and
taught thus: In certain cases only one offering need be brought in-
stead of the five strictly necessary. (He was afraid that the high prices
would prevent poor people from bringing any offering.) The same
day the price of a pair of doves stood at half a silver dinar’ (M. Ker.
1.7). Since a gold dinar is worth twenty-five silver dinars, this decree
of the Sanhedrin had, according to the Mishnah, caused a reduction
of g9 per cent, to 1 per cent of the original price.

Now let us look at the merchant himself. The produce of the sur-
rounding villages passed directly from producer to consumer. In
Palestine at that time barter was still a common custom: Krauss, 74
II, 351, gives instances. Lam. R. 2.20 on 2.12 (cf. Son. 2.16, 179)
gives an example of this in Jerusalem: ‘A woman said to her husband:
“Take a necklace or a nose-ring and go to the market and buy there
with it something for us to eat.””” We should not infer too much from
this reference, however, as it refers to special circumstances during
the siege by the Romans in aAp 70.

We are still dealing with small-scale trade where we meet with a
single intermediary between producer and consumer, as were the
shopkeepers of Jerusalem (T. Betz. iii.8, 205) or the hawkers. It may
also have happened that private individuals engaged in trade, so that
a tailor of Jerusalem might buy a large consignment of pepper from
a caravan for resale to a colleague in the trade, who circulated it
among the people (Lam. R. 1.2, Son. 69). We read in j. Pes. x.3,
37d.g of street traders in Jerusalem who dealt in spices; the parallel
in b. Pes. 116a calls them taggeré harak—‘dealers in parched corn’ (see
p- 102 n.7).12

There were also merchants whom we might call wholesalers, who
had employees working for them and who undertook journeys. It
was they above all who used the counting house at Jerusalem (Pesiqta
rabbati 41, 173a.7), where evidently there were considerable money
transactions; it was said that some of the settlements could work out
at such a figure that one could lose a fortune (Ex. R. 54.4 on 39.32,

12 A variant reads: tagg®ré ha-dak=dealers in crushed (corn). A conjecture re-
ported by Krauss (II, 688 n. 314) suggests taggeré haran= ‘merchants from Haran’.
This refers to merchants then in Jerusalem, from Haran in Mesopotamia (called
Carrhae by the Romans); the most likely product to have been imported from
Mesopotamia was spices (see p. 37).
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Son. 52.5, 580).13 Tradesmen in Jerusalem were cautious over settling
up a business deal, and they would sign nothing unless they knew
who were their co-signatories (Lam. R. 4.4 on 4.2, Son. 218).

2. Foreign trade

After this general survey we turn to the particular articles of trade.
First we shall deal with foreign trade, beginning with Greece. The
extraordinarily powerful influence of Greece, and of Hellenistic culture
in general, on Palestinian trade is shown by the very large number of
loan-words in all sections of everyday life, and especially of trade,
which we find already in the Mishnah. Latin loan-words are also
extant, but less frequently.14 Bearing in mind that Jerusalem was of
predominant importance in Judaea, we shall understand that the
powerful influence of Hellenistic culture, as far as the period up to
AD 70 is concerned, was concentrated mainly in Jerusalem; it had
been introduced there chiefly through the court of Herod the Great.

We can quote specific examples of trade with Greece. At the time
of Hyrcanus II (76-67 and 63—40 BC) there were Greek merchants
from Athens in Jerusalem: this is doubtless the meaning of the state-
ment that Athenians were in Jerusalem on private business as well as
official. There must have been constant connections and considerable
traffic between the two places, otherwise the Athenians would not
have honoured Hyrcanus IT with the Golden Crown of Athens as a
sign of gratitude, nor set up a bronze statue of him in Athens (4nz.
14.153). The most valuable of the Temple gates was made of
Corinthian bronze, according to both Josephus and the Talmud (p.
23 1. 43).

When Agrippa II, with the consent of the people and the chief
priests, had decided shortly before Ap 66 to provide the Temple build-
ing with new substructures and to raise it twenty cubits, he had
timber imported from the Lebanon at enormous expense, nothing but
long, straight beams (BJ 5.36). From the Lebanon also came the
cedar wood to roof the arcades (BF 5.190) and the slaughterhouse
(M. Midd. iii.5).18

13 According to this passage the counting house was outside Jerusalem, so that
anyone who had incurred a heavy loss would not be melancholy in Jerusalem, for
in that city one must always be joyful. The same idea is expressed in Lam. R.
2.24 on 2.15 (Son. 2.19, 182) with reference to Ps. 48.3, ‘a joy of the whole earth!’
This speculation has no historical value.

14 Schiirer I1, 71ff., ET IL.1, 37f1.

16 For cedar wood used in building the Temple see also M. Midd. iii.8; iv.5.
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The chief industry of Sidon was glassmaking.1® M. Kel. iv.g
mentions bowls or dishes from Sidon. Jose b. Johanan of Jerusalem
proclaimed, with Jose b. Joezer of Zerada, that glass vessels could
become levitically unclean (b. Shab. 14b; j. Shab. i.7, 3d.37; cf. j.
Ket. viii.11, 32c.4). These men, among the earliest scribes mentioned
in the Talmud, flourished about 150 Bc, so the import of glass to
Jerusalem began at an early date.

We have already come across fish merchants and other traders
from Tyre, who displayed their goods for sale in the northern part of
the city (p. 20; Neh. 13.16). Tyre, like Sidon, was noted for its
precious glassware, and also for the costly purple dye. There is also
evidence of commerce with Tyre in the frequent equivalents drawn
between the Jerusalem money and the Tyrian (p. 33). According to
T. Ket. xiii.3, and elsewhere, the Jerusalem standard of currency was
the same as the Tyrian. The prevalence of the Tyrian standard is
explained not only by the brisk trade which went on, but also because
in the Temple only Tyrian currency was allowed.

Tyre was a centre for the slave trade, and most of the heathen
slaves of both sexes from Syria, and often even further away, came to
Jerusalem through this slave market. The import of slaves was
important; in Jerusalem there was a stone on which the slaves were
displayed for auction.1? There are frequent references in Josephus to
male and female slaves, particularly in connection with the court of
Herod the Great. Rabbinic literature, too, often mentions them, as
for instance in the case of an Athenian who bought a male slave in
Jerusalem (Lam. R. 1.13 on 1.1, Son. 1.12, 78).

It was from Cyprus that Queen Helena of Adiabene arranged for
shiploads of dried figs to be brought to Palestine, during a famine
there (4nt. 20.51).

Babylonia exported costly materials, woven from blue, scarlet and
purple stuffs, and byssus (fine white linen). These materials were used
for example, for the curtain in front of the Holy Place (B 5. 212f.),18
and for the high prlest s mitre (B 5. 235), the prlest on duty was
clothed in byssus, and it was also used in the ceremonies of the Day
of Atonement, when a sheet of it was held out between the high priest
and the people (M. Yom. iii.4). In addition, large stocks of purple

16 Schiirer II, 81 n. 229, ET IL.1, 45 n. 196.

17 Siphra Lev 25.42; Siphre Deut 26 on 3.23 ; Krauss, 74 I1, 362.

18 This passage is more credible than the Talmud accounts of the making of
these curtains by eighty-two maidens in Jerusalem, p. 25; but it seems likely that
repairs etc. were done on the spot.
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and scarlet stuffs were kept for curtains in the Temple (B¥ 6.390).
Luke 16.19 implies that richer people were ‘clothed in purple and
fine linen’. The tyrant Simon wore a purple cloak when he attempted
to escape in Jerusalem (p. 14) in order to alarm the Roman soldiers
(BF 7.29). The robe put on Jesus when he was mocked by the Roman
soldiers (Matt. 27.28, the ‘scarlet robe’) was not of course of this
purple material, but a soldier’s cloak of a scarlet colour.

If the conjecture on b. Pes. 116a, reported by Krauss, is right,
spices were brought from Mesopotamia (p. 34 n. 12). This seems to be
borne out by a statement in Lam. R. 1.2 on 1.1 (Son. 69), that a
caravan of two hundred camels carrying pepper travelled to
Jersualem by way of Tyre.

On the east gate (the Shushan gate) of the Temple was a relief
carving of, strangely cnough, the city of Susa (M. Kel. xvii.g), which
points to a connection with Persia. It may well have been a votive
offering.

Fabrics for the Temple came even from India. ‘In the afternoon (of
the Day of Atonement, the high priest was clothed) in Indian linen’
(M. Yom. iii.7).

Trade with the East, and particularly with Arabia, had always been
very brisk. ‘A great quantity of spices (probably the raw materials for
the spice trade in Jerusalem, see p. 8), precious stones and gold is
brought into the country by the Arabs’ (Pseudo-Aristeas 114). The
Old Testament already speaks of frankincense from Arabia (Isa.
60.6; Jer. 6.20). The incense used in the Temple came chiefly from
the desert (BF 5.218); again, cinnamon and cassia (Bf 6.390) are
mentioned as spices for the Temple, and both grow in tropical or
sub-tropical climates. Pseudo-Aristeas 119 suggests that copper and
iron were imported from Arabia.

The lions and other wild animals needed by Herod for his sports
in Jerusalem (A4nt. 15.273) were also obtained from the Arabian
desert. Eupolemus, in the second century Bc, speaks of a supply of
fat stock from Arabia;1? but in this connection we should note what is
said on p. 58 n. 21 below about the extension of the Nabatean state
in the time of Eupolemus.

From Egypt Herod the Great imported grain during a famine (4nt.
15.307), and so did Helena of Adiabene when there was famine in her
time (A4nt. 20.51). T. Maksh. iii.4, 675 records the import of corn
from Egypt into Jerusalem.

19 See p. 28 and n. 20.
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From the east of the Nile delta came the Pelusian fine linen which
the high priest wore on the morning of the Day of Atonement (M.
Yom. iii.7). In the gruesome family history of the Herods poison
played a large part, and B 1.592 mentions poison which Antipater,
son of Herod the Great, introduced from Egypt. According to j. Sot.
1.6, 17a.19, the wife suspected of adultery was bound with Egyptian
cord in the Temple court.

Although we depend entirely on chance information, the con-
clusion is reached that foreign trade had considerable importance
for the Holy City. The Temple drew the largest share. For the rest,
foreign trade consisted of food supplies, precious metals, luxury goods
and clothing materials.

3. Local trade

In earlier times, as today, the main concern of local trade was to
supply the large city with food. What were the chief provisions
imported ? We have two comprehensive accounts:

(1) Soon after 150 Bc Eupolemus wrote his work Concerning the
Prophecy of Elijah and in this is an imaginary letter from King
Solomon to the King of Tyre, about food supplies for the workmen
sent to Judaea by the latter: ‘I have instructed Galilee and Samaria,
Moab and Ammon and Gilead that they supply what is necessary for
them from each country: each month, 10,000 kor of wheat . . .; oil
and other things will be supplied by Judaea, but fatstock by Arabia’,20
According to this, the chief food supplies imported by Jerusalem were
wheat, oil and livestock. Judaea supplied the oil, or olives; wheat came
from the rest of Palestine and livestock from Transjordan.2! There is no
doubt that Eupolemus reproduces the conditions of his time;22
nevertheless, the facts are also valid for the next two centuries after
him.

(2) Rabbinic literature provides a further piece of evidence on the
chief requirements of foodstuffs in Jerusalem. According to b. Gitt.

20 Excerpt from Eupolemus in Alexander Polyhistor (c. 40 BC), On the Fews,
preserved in Eusebius, Praep. evang. IX, 33.1 (GCS 43.1=Eus. VIIL1, 540f.).

21 As regards the import of livestock from Arabia, it must be noted that Eupole-
mus wrote at a time when the Nabatean tribes were no longer restricted to the area
round Petra, but had already extended their influence over part of Transjordan.
Soon Egypt and Syria trembled before their attacks (I Macc. 5.25; 9.35; Justin,
Histor. Philippic. XXXIX, 5.5f.). Thus the fatstock which came from Arabia
would mostly be cattle from these areas east of the Jordan which, in the time we

are dealing with, had been colonized by Jews though they were under Arab rule.
22 Smith, Jerusalem I, 315.
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56a there were three?3 councillors (probably members of the
Sanhedrin)24 who, at the time of the outbreak of rebellion against
Rome, declared that they would supply the city with food for
twenty-one years. The first intended to furnish wheat and barley,
the second wine, salt and oil, the third wood. The only omission here
is cattle.

(a) Grain

The two statements are right in putting grain in the first place. The
existence of the citizens was directly dependent on the import of
grain. In times of famine it was grain which failed first, and we must
suppose that grain formed the greater part of food imports. Where
did it come from?

Grain was grown in the neighbourhood of Jerusalem. Pseudo-
Aristeas 112 says that the neighbourhood of Jerusalem was thickly
planted with olive trees and crops of corn and pulse. Simon of
Cyrene, who came to the city from the north or west, came ‘from the
country’ (i.e. ‘fields’) when he was taken and forced to carry the
cross of Jesus (Mark 15.21; Luke 23.26). The primitive Church in
Jerusalem included landowners (Acts 4.34, 37; 5.1fF.). Josephus men-
tions the fields which he owned ‘in Jerusalem’ (Vita 422). M. Men.
x.2 lays down that the wave-sheaf, made up of corn, must be taken
from the neighbourhood of Jerusalem, and M. Bikk. ii.2 enlarges upon
the subject of the first-fruits of grain, in cases where after being mixed
with ordinary grain, they were used as seed in Jerusalem (here, too,
this must mean the district around Jerusalem as in the passage on p.
7). M. Dem. vi.4 finds occasion for discussing the case of a country-
man who has leased a field belonging to a citizen of Jerusalem. b.
B.M. goa mentions threshing within Bethphage.

The question, however, is whether these ‘fields’ or ‘landed
property’ did not also include orchards. Pseudo-Aristeas says, in con-
nection with the passage quoted above (112), that agricultural pro-
ducts came mostly from Samaria and the ‘coastal plains . . . which
adjoin the land of the Idumaeans’ (107). It must also be remembered
that the rocky limestone of the Judaean hill country is not entirely
suitable for grain. M. Arak. iii.2 describes the soil of Jerusalem as

23 So also Gen. R. 42.1 on 14.1 (Son. 340); Lam. R. 1.32 on 1.5 (Son. 1.31, 101)
on the contrary says four, evidently as the result of a misunderstanding.

24 Cf. Gen. R. 42 on 14.1 (Son. 340): ‘chiefs of the city’; Eccles. R. 7.18 on 7.12,
(Son. 193); Lam. R. 1.32 on 1.5 (Son. 1.31, 101): bulewtes= PovAevrifs.
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being of notoriously poor quality. Village names indicating the
agricultural products of the place are frequent, but at the present
day within a radius of eleven miles around Jerusalem, there is only
one name made up of the word ‘wheat’.25 If we add all this to the
statement of Eupolemus on the import of grain into Jerusalem (p. 38),
we reach the conclusion that the country around Jerusalem, and
Judaea, could have supplied only a small fraction of the necessary
grain.

The flour for the Temple, which had to be of specially fine quality,
was brought from Michmash and Zanoah, or failing that, from
Ephraim ‘in the plain’ (M. Men. viii.1).26 Michmash lay to the north-
east, Zanoah to the south-west of Jerusalem; both were in Judaea.
The third place, if identified as Ephraim,27? lay about five miles east
of Bethel (cf. John 11.54; b. Men. 85a). If this is correct, it would not
be situated, as Neubauer2® says in Samaria, which would be highly
unlikely as a source of supply for Temple meal, but in Jewish
territory (so also I Macc. 11.34; Ant. 13.127). However, as this third
place is ‘in the plain’ we ought to read Hapharaiim (see n. 26), and
to look for this in the western part of the fruitful plain of Jezreel.
Thus it follows that meal for the Temple was brought mainly from
Fudaea. However, this does not permit any conclusions as to the
importance of Judaea as a source of grain for the city, since we are
concerned with grain for the Temple, and this could not have come
from Samaria and Perea (p. 17).

Most of the grain was received from Transjordan (cf. Eupolemus
above, p. 38). The Hauran was the granary not only for Palestine
but also for Syria. Herod had enforced public security east of Jordan.
He had achieved his purpose not so much by the settlement of three
thousand Idumeans in Trachonitis as by settling, in the district of
Batanea (west of Trachonitis), the fierce Babylonian Jew Zamaris and
his dependants (4nt. 17.23-31). This measure was taken in the last
years before our era, and it marked the beginning of the rapid rise of
Transjordan.

Besides Transjordan Eupolemus lists Samaria and Galilee as grain-
supplying areas. It was from the city of Samaria that Herod ordered

25 Smith, Ferusalem I, 298.

26 Hapharaiim? According to Prof. I. Kahan a place near Sepphoris (Josh.
19.19) ; and so read many MSS; cf. R. N. Rabbinowicz, Sepher digduge sopherim XV.
Munich 1886, on M. Men. viii.1.

27 Eusebius, Onomast. 223 (GCS 11.1=Eus. IIL1, 28).
28 Neubauer, Géographie, 155.
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grain, wine, oil and livestock, when the Roman troops which had
been sent to help him as he besieged Jerusalem complained of a
shortage of food (B 1.297fL.). In connection with the wave-sheaf and
the two Temple loaves, b. Men. 85a reads: ‘They would also have
brought the wheat from Karzaiim?® and Kefar Akim, if these had
been nearer Jerusalem.” These two places named here are doubtless
the towns of Chorazin (Matt. 11.21; Luke 10.13) near Capernaum,
and Capernaum itself.30 This would suggest that Galilean grain was
regarded in Jerusalem as being of the highest quality, fit for Temple
use. However, because of its transport through heathen territory, it
could not so be used, but only by the people in the city.

As for trade in grain in Jerusalem, we know that there was a grain
market with a considerable turnover (Lam. R. 1.2 on 1.1, Son. 70)
and that the sale of flour began immediately after the offering of the
wave-sheaf on 16 Nisan (M. Men. x.5; b. Gitt. 56a).

It is remarkable how little information we have about the traffic
in grain to Jerusalem. This is probably due to the fact that it had to
be carried over considerable distances, and whereas with the produce
of the immediate neighbourhood the retailer himself took his goods to
the market, transport from greater distances meant caravans. This
traffic—and this is as true today as it was in ancient times, as the
topical allusions of the Old Testament prophets prove—provided
a golden opportunity for the often unprincipled wholesaler (p. 34). So
it comes about that the grain trade in the Jerusalem market was
given less publicity than might be expected from its importance, but
that most of this business was carried on behind the scenes. -

(b) Fruit and vegetables

Eupolemus and b. Gitt. 56a (pp. 38f.) put in second place the
import of fruit and its products. Our first question is: What do we
know about the cultivation of fruit and vegetables around Jerusalem
at that time?

The limestone soil around Jerusalem is suitable mainly for olive
trees, and to a lesser degree for corn-growing and vineyards. Pseudo-
Aristeas 112 keeps to this order exactly in his description of the
neighbourhood: The land is ‘thickly planted with olive trees, with
crops of corn and pulse, rich moreover in vines and much honey, and

29 Other versions: Barziim, Karwis; and in T. Men. ix.2, 525, Barhaiim; cf.
R. N. Rabbinowicz, op. cit.
30 Cf. E. Cashdan on b. Men. 85a in The Babylonian Talmud (Soncino ed.).
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other fruits and dates beyond reckoning’. Josephus and the pseudepi-
graphic Book of Enoch have similar statements. The Ethiopian
Enoch (composed probably after the Parthian invasion of 40-38 Bc)
says of the area around Jerusalem, contrasting it with the Valley of
Hinnom, ‘To what purpose is this blessed land, which is full of trees,
and to what purpose this accursed valley between?’ (27.1; cf. 26.1).31
Josephus tells us that when Herod laid siege to the city in 37 Bc, he
deforested the immediate neighbourhood of the city, probably only
to the north (Bf 1.344). Yet the trees must have grown again, or else
the deforestation was not complete, for when the Romans laid siege
in AD 70 they deforested first the immediate neighbourhood of the
city (Bf 5.264), then the land within a radius of go stades (10 miles;
BY¥ 5.523; 6.5), and finally to the radius of 100 stades (113 miles;
BY 6.151), thus turning to wilderness a district once adorned with
trees and ornamental gardens (B 6.6). These included vineyards, as
is shown by M. Taan. iv.8, in which R. Simeon b. Gamaliel describes
the great national festival on 15 Ab, when the young maidens of
Jerusalem danced before the young men in the vineyards.

We saw above (pp 39f.) that the report of Pseudo-Aristeas about
the amount of growing crops may have been exaggerated. We should
therefore treat with caution the rest of his statements about the fruits
in the area around Jerusalem. However, if we give due consideration
to the damage wrought by Turkish mismanagement in the matter of
tree-preservation, we can assume that in earlier times the country
was much more thickly wooded than at present. Actually, there is
evidence for this as much for Transjordan as for western Palestine.
Though during the great sieges the neighbourhood of the city was
deforested (by Pompey, 63 Bc; by Herod, 37 Bc, though probably
only partly), the trees usually grew again very quickly and there
were no sieges between 37 Bc and AD 66. When we consider the
suitability of the soil for olive trees and to a lesser extent for vines
(p. 41) we may take it that the area was much more thickly wooded
than it is now.

This conclusion can be checked by means of detailed evidence.
According to b.B.K. 82b, gardens might not be laid out in Jerusalem
itself. The Talmud (b.B.K. 82b; M. Maas. ii.5; T. Neg. vi.2, 625)
quotes as the sole exception a rose garden dating from the times of the
prophets (pp. 8f.). M.M. Sh. iii.7 discusses the case of a tree which
stands inside the walls of Jerusalem with its fruit hanging outside or

31 On the Valley of Hinnom see p. 17.
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vice versa. According to John 12.13, people took branches of palm
trees in Jerusalem. According to the parallel passage in the Synoptic
Gospels, however, it was not the crowd going out from Jerusalem to
meet Jesus which paid homage, but the festal pilgrims in whose train
he approached the city, and it was not palm branches plucked in
Jerusalem with which they decked his way, but bunches of leaves
from the trees between Bethany or Bethphage and Jerusalem (Mark
11.1, 8; Matt. 21.1, 8). Yet if we recall that there are a few palm
trees in Jerusalem even today and that Pseudo-Aristeas 112 enumer-
ates dates among the products of Jerusalem (pp. 41f.), John’s account
appears to be within the bounds of possibility. As on p. 6 and p. 47,
we shall have to reckon with the possibility that the prohibitions
which b.B.K. 82b says were in force in Jerusalem are pure theory.
In any case, there was in Jerusalem a rose garden in which in-
cidentally also fig trees grew (M. Maas. ii.5), and other gardens
(p- 47 n. 44). Now let us make a tour of the city. Let us remember first
of all that we have already met olive trees east and south of the city
(pp- 16£.). It was near the north-west tower of the northernmost wall,
the Psephinus Tower, that Titus got into difficulties when on patrol,
because of the innumerable walls and hedges of the cultivated land
(BY 5.57). The whole of the northern part had been cultivated as
gardens (i.e. orchards) for a long time. Even before the erection of the
third northern wall, built under Agrippa I (AD 41-44), there were
gardens in the area which was then enclosed by this wall. This is
indicated by the name of the gate which formed the starting point of
the second wall: Genath, Garden Gate (Bf 5.146). On its exact
position, we can be sure only that it was in the first north wall. For
the rest, its position is disputed and constitutes a focus of topo-
graphical interest to Christian students of ancient Jerusalem; for on
the position of this Garden Gate (i.e. the beginning of the second
northern wall) partly depends the positioning of the hill Golgotha,
and so the genuineness of the present-day site of the Church of the
Holy Sepulchre. Near Golgotha, lying outside the second north wall
and enclosed by the third since its erection in AD 41—44, lay the
garden of Joseph of Arimathea, a member of the Sanhedrin (John
20.15; 19.41), a garden which was tended by a gardener (John 20.15).
Even after these gardens, which had once lain outside the second
northern wall, had been integrated into the city, other gardens re-
mained outside further north. So in his advance upon Jerusalem from
Mount Scopus in the north, Titus and his army came across gardens,
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woodlands and groves of cultivated trees (B¥ 5.107).

We come next to the area east of the city. According to John 18.1
there was a garden in the upper Kidron Valley near an oil-press,
which suggests it was a grove of olive trees. Trees stood along the road
between Jerusalem and Bethany to the east (Matt. 21.8; Mark 11.8).
No doubt the fig tree said in the Gospels to have been cursed (Mark 11.
13f.; Matt. 21.18—22) was an isolated example standing among other
kinds of tree along this very way. On this road from Jerusalem to
Bethany lay Bethphage, which should almost certainly be translated
‘House of unripe figs’.32

If we turn next to the south-east, we reach the lower course of
Kidron, whose valley was eminently suitable for planting gardens.
Admittedly the Kidron valley is a wadi, with water flowing only in
winter (A4nt. 8.17; John 18.1), but an artificial supply which made
the valley so extraordinarily fruitful was the blood of Temple sacrifices.
The Temple floor was paved and sloped in particular directions, so
that the blood from sacrifices could easily be rinsed away (Pseudo-
Aristeas 88, go). The channel which drained it away began by the
altar (M. Midd. iii.2) and the blood of blemished offerings was
thrown straight into it (M. Zeb. viii.7). This drainage channel led
underground into the Kidron valley (M. Tam. iv.1; M. Midd. iii.2;
M. Yom. v.6; M. Pes. v.8; M. Meil. iii.3, etc.). The gardeners bought
the blood from the temple-treasurers for use as fertilizer, and to use it
without paying for it was to incur sacrilege (M. Yom. v.6).33

On the western slopes of the Kidron valley, south of the Temple
area, no doubt vines had been planted. G. Dalman has shown the
likelihood of this, on the basis of excavations undertaken by R. Weill
between 5 November 1913 and 8 March 1914 on the eastern slope of
Ophel.34 Weill found three terraced ledges on this slope with short
pieces of wall, a crossing wall a little over 40 yards long and a round
tower, which according to Dalman, belonged to a vineyard (cf. Zech.
14.10, see below).

Further south, below the pool of Siloam, the gardens of the Kidron
valley were irrigated by the ‘Well’ of Siloam (actually the spring
rises further north, at Gihon) (B¥ 5.410). Near the confluence of the

32 For alternative derivations see Dalman, SW 253 n. 4.

33 A considerable quantity of blood must have been involved, especially at the
festivals, as we see from b. Pes. 65b, according to which ‘it was a boast of the sons
of Aaron to wade up to their ankles in (sacrificial) blood’. This reference is to blood

not in the channel but in the Court of the Priests.
34 Cf. KDPV 45, 1922, 27.
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Kidron and Hinnom valleys grew from very early times the royal
gardens in which a spring rose (4nt. 7.347) called, according to
tradition, En Rogel (I Kings 1.9). In these gardens were the royal
wine-presses (Zech. 14.10).35

In the south-west of the city the name of a village mentioned in B¥
5.507, *EpeBivBuwv olkos ‘house of chick-peas’, suggests the cultivation
of this vegetable.

The detailed evidence confirms the general assertion that there
was considerable cultivation of fruit and vegetables in the immediate
neighbourhood of Jerusalem. Crops included vegetables, olives,
grapes, figs and chick-peas.

Besides fruit from the immediate neighbourhood, olives (oil) and
grapes (wine) were imported, mostly from Judaea. Wine for the
Temple, which was used for libations, was brought preferably from
Qeruhim or Qeruthim (which probably lay in the Wadi Far‘a north
of Jericho) and from Hattulim (north of Gilgal). Less renowned were
the vintages from Beth Rimmah and Beth Laban, both lying in the
hill-country, and from Kephar Segana in the plain (M. Men. viii.6).36
The context states that the remaining parts of Palestine were also
qualified to supply the Temple with wine; this suggests that all five of
these places were in Judaea, as is commonly accepted. If we consider
the many Judaean place names which indicate vineyards, together
with the numerous remains of wine-presses, and finally the fact that
both the Old Testament3? and the Talmud38 describe Judaea as pre-
eminently a vine-growing province, we may be certain that Judaea
provided grapes and wine for Jerusalem.

The most important fruit, however, produced in Judaea was the
olive. Eupolemus (p. 38) and Pseudo-Aristeas (112, see p. 41 *. . .
thickly planted with multitudes of olive trees’) entirely agree with
this. Numerous Judaean place names,3? as well as a glance at the
quality of the soil (p. 7), confirm it. The oil needed for the Temple
was brought from Tekoa in Judaea and from Regab in Perea (Ant.
13.398).4% We read in j. Hag. iii.4, 79c.3 that Perea provided

35 They are named as an indication of the city boundary in the south.

36 On their positions see Neubauer, Géographie, 82ff.; S. Klein, ‘Weinstock,
Feigenbaum und Sykomore in Palistina’, Festschrift Schwarz, 391.

37 Smith, Jerusalem 1, 303 and n. 2.

38 S, Klein, art. cit., 389~92.

30 Smith, Ferusalem 1, 300 n. 3.

40 Today Régib, probably to be identified with Erga, 15 miles west of Gerasa,
mentioned by Eusebius (Onomast. 216, GCS 11.1=Eus. I1L.1, 16).
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olives but not oil (p. 7). T. Men. ix.5, 526 names Gesh Halab (called
Giskala by Josephus) as the third source of supply, but this seems to
be based less upon historical evidence, than upon the desire to name
each of the three Jewish districts of Palestine.

An isolated passage (M. Maas. ii.3) mentions the transport of
fruit from Galilee for sale in Jerusalem.

When we enter the fruit and vegetable market in Jerusalem we
find figs, which could also be bought in the rose garden (M. Maas.
ii.5), and sycamore fruit, one of which was all the nourishment taken
by the devout Zadok, although he gave a hundred discourses a day
(Lam. R. 1.32 on 1.5, Son. 1.31, 104). Certain vegetables and spices
needed for the correct keeping of the Passover had to be brought to
the market in great quantities, considering the large number of
pilgrims. Lettuce was prescribed (M. Pes. x.3), but also allowed were
chicory, pepperwort, snakeroot and dandelion (M. Pes. ii.6). Besides
these, the market at Jerusalem at Passover time had to supply spices,
wine and wine vinegar, which mixed with crushed fruits made up the
prescribed fruit puree (haraset) (M. Pes. x.3). Wine had to be drunk
as part of the rite, and even the poorest had to drink at least four cups
(M. Pes. x.1). This, or perhaps a cultic purpose, seems to explain the
import of three hundred barrels of wine from the Mount of Simeon. 41

To summarize what we are told of the cultivation around the city
and of the imports of grain, fruit and vegetables: grain was brought
mainly from the non-Judaic parts of Palestine, especially Trans-
jordan, and next from Galilee and Samaria. The city’s requirements
of fruit and vegetables were supplied mainly with olives, wine, figs
and vegetables from the immediate neighbourhood, and with olives
and grapes from Judaea.

(¢) Livestock

Eupolemus says that, besides corn and fruit, livestock was imported
(p- 38). Josephus tells us that Antiochus the Great (at times during
219-217 BC, and from 198 Bc fully, ruler of Palestine), issued a decree
for his whole kingdom concerning the import of livestock into
Jerusalem: ‘Nor let any flesh of mules or of horses or of asses, be
brought into the city, whether they be wild or tame; nor that of

41 Lam. R. 2.5 on 2.2. (Son. 2.4, 162), cf. j. Taan. iv. 8, 69a. According to the
context, this export of wine was counted as credit to the Mount of Simeon. The
parallel of the Mount of Olives (ibid.), on which were shops for sacrificial animals,
points to the sale of wine for ceremonial purposes.
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leopards or foxes, or hares, and in general, that of any animal which
is forbidden for the Jews to eat: Nor let their skins be brought into it;
nor let any such animal be bred up in the city. Let thern only be
permitted to use the sacrifices derived from their forefathers, with
which they have been obliged to make acceptable atonements to God’
(Ant. 12.146). This ordinance limited the import of livestock to beasts
necessary for cultic purposes, and proves that livestock was imported
in great quantity at the beginning of the second century Bc.

We must first enquire where the livestock came from.

“There are cattle of all kinds in great quantities and rich pasturage
for them,’ says Pseudo-Aristeas 112. In fact, the grasslands in the hill-
country of Judaea provide good pasture, but only for sheep and goats.
This agrees exactly with the list in b. Men. 87a, which begins with the
Tannaitic opening phrase ‘Our Rabbis have taught’, indicating that
the passage to follow is earlier than Ap 200. The list is concerned with
the requirements of the Temple: ‘Rams are brought from Moab,
lambs from Hebron, calves from Sharon, doves from the Royal
Mountain,” ‘Sharon’ means the coastal plain between Jaffa and
Lydda (cf. Acts 9.35), an area ideally suited to cattle-breeding, the
‘Royal Mountain’ is the hill-country of Judaea.

If we now consider Eupolemus’ statement (p. 38) that beasts for
slaughter came from Arabia, or Transjordan, we have the following
picture: Transjordan produced beasts for slaughter, especially rams,
the coastal plain produced calves, the Judaean hill-country produced
sheep, goats and doves.

Jerusalem had several cattle-markets for both secular and sacrificial
purposes.

First, there was a market for trade in livestock (M. Shek. vii.2).42

Second, there was a market for fat-cattle, no doubt a meat-
market.43 Chickens were sold here.44

42 This passage assumes that most of the livestock for sale here would be bought
with ‘second tithe’ money. Every pious Israelite was obliged to spend one-tenth of
the profits from his land, or perhaps even from his stock, in Jerusalem (the so-
called ‘second tithe’). This money was spent mainly on peace-offerings and thank-
offerings, i.e. offerings which could be eaten after the priests had taken their share.
The passage also seems to assume that this ‘second tithe’ money was spent in Jeru-
salem the whole year round, and therefore that people who lived in the country
left such money behind with their friends in Jerusalem. This is of importance to
the social situation in the city (cf. M.M. Sh.; and p. 29).

43 On the ambiguity of the word paftamim see p. 8n. 29; Levy IV, 27b.

44 According to M.B.K. vii.7; T.B.K. viii.10, 361; b.B.K. 82b, it was forbidden
to keep chickens in Jerusalem, because it was feared that their scratching would
bring to light unclean things. Against this we have the record of the cock crowing at
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Thirdly, after the secular cattle-markets we come to the markets
for sacrificial animals.

On the Mount of Olives were two cedars, under one of which were
‘four shops belonging to sellers of things necessary for sacrifices of
purification’, which suggests especially doves, lambs, sheep, oil and
meal. ‘From the other came forty s¢’ak of young doves every month
for sacrifice’ (Lam. R. 2.5 on 2.2, Son. 2.4, 162, cf. j. Taan, iv.8,
69a.36).45 The position of Migdal Sebo‘ayya (var. reading Migdal
Sabba‘ayya), which means Tower of the Dyers, is uncertain. Here were
allegedly three hundred shops for the sale of clean animals for
sacrifice (Lam. R. 2.5, Son. 2.4, 163), and eighty for fine woollen
fabrics (j. Taan. iv.8, 69a.42). Neubauer’s theory4® that this place
was near Tiberias has against it the fact that it would have meant
the transport of sacrificial animals through heathen territory. It is
more likely that there was a place of this name near Jerusalem. The
story of a synagogue sexton who prepared the lamps for the Sabbath,
went to Jerusalem to pray in the Temple and returned in time to light
them, suggests a position very near the city (Lam. R. 3.9 on 3.9,
Son. 3.3, 192). However, the whole statement must be treated with
caution, since the context tells a similar story relating to the women
of Lydda.

In the Temple area at Jerusalem there is clear evidence of trade
in sacrificial animals. Jesus came into the temple court and over-
turned the ‘tables of the money-changers’ (Mark 11.15; Matt. 21.12;
cf. also John 2.14), and the ‘seats of those who sold doves’ (Mark and

Peter’s denial (Mark 14.72; Matt. 26.74; Luke 22.60; John 18.27). According to
the Mishnah, the crowing of a cock was a time-signal for the sanctuary: ‘At cock-
crow theyblew . . . a blast’ (M. Sukk. v.4; cf. M. Tam. i.2; M. Yom. 1.8). A Jeru-
salem cock is mentioned in the Mishnah, admittedly in a legendary context:
R. Judah b. Baba testified (M. Eduy. vi.1) ‘that a cock was stoned in Jerusalem be-
cause it had killed a man’ (it was said to have pecked a child’s brains out). On the
whole we can take it that the alleged prohibition against keeping chickens is no
more credible than the others related in b.B.K. 82b (pp. 6; 42). This conclusion is
all the more probable as T.B.K. viii.10, 361, says that chicken keeping was per-
mitted in Jerusalem as long as there was a garden or dung-heap for the hens to
scratch. This implies the existence of gardens in Jerusalem (pp. 42f.), and so con-
firms the objections against b.B.K. 82b and parallels.

45 A passage from Josephus may be relevant here: BY 5.505, which, dealing
with the wall built by Titus during the siege, says that it led to the Mount of
Olives ‘round the mountain up to the rock called the Dovecote’. This rock possibly
had holes to serve as dovecotes, which gave it its name.

46 Neubauer, Géographie, 217f.: cf. F. Buhl, Geographie des alten Paldstinas,
Freiburg-Leipzig 1896, 226.



EVIDENCE OF COMMERCE IN JERUSALEM 49

Matt.). According to John this meant those ‘who sold oxen, sheep and
doves’ (2.14).

The authenticity of this evidence has been questioned, but with no
good reason. Zech. 14.21 (i.e. Deutero-Zechariah, fourth to third
century Bc) already speaks of traders in the sanctuary. M. Shek. i.3
and T. Shek. i.6, 174, give evidence of money-changers in the Temple
court. The shops on the aqueduct (Lam. R. 4.7 on 4.4, Son. 220, cf.
p. 14) were probably in the Temple court. These, then, would be the
same shops in which the Sanhedrin was said to be housed for forty
years before the destruction of Jerusalem; this reference is evidently
an illustration of the withdrawal of the right of capital punishment
(b. R. Sh. 31a; b. Sanh. 41a; b. Shab. 15a; b. A. Zar. 8b). Identifica-
tion of these shops with those mentioned in Lam. R. 4.7 on 4.4 (Son.
220) is therefore inevitable, since it is stated positively that the
Sanhedrin was only later driven ‘into the city’. It is here therefore
that we must look for the traders in doves for sacrifice, already
discussed on pp. 33f. Now Mark (11.15) and Matthew (21.12) mention
only traders in doves, but both of them previously speak of ‘those who
bought and those who sold’, which may well have meant cattle
dealers (John 2.14). Actually, there is a rabbinic tradition which
indicates the sale of cattle in the Temple area. According to j. Betz.
ii.4, 61c.13, R. Baba b. Buta (a contemporary of Herod the Great)
had three thousand head of small livestock brought to the Temple
hill to be sold for whole burnt-offerings and peace-offerings (cf. T.
Hag. ii.11, 23b; Bill. I, 851f.). We also saw above (p. 20) that there
were shops belonging to the sons of Hanun or Hanan, which possibly
may have been the same as those at Beth Hino, and maybe those
mentioned on p. 48. These shops apparently belonged to the high-
priestly family.4? We may add here that the high priest Ananias (in
office AD 47 to about 55) was called the ‘great procurer of money’ by
Josephus (A4nt. 20.205), and that the Temple was said to be going to
rack and ruin because of avarice and mutual hatred (T. Men. xiii.22,
534). So we are forced to conclude that in the Court of the Gentiles,
in spite of the sanctity of the Temple area, there could have been a
flourishing trade in animals for sacrifice, perhaps supported by the
powerful high-priestly family of Annas.

(d) Raw materials and merchandise
(i) The main material for house-building was stone which could be
47 So Derenbourg, Essai, 459.
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procured from the land surrounding the city (pp. 14f.). The stone
for the altar and the ramp was brought from Beth-Kerem (M. Midd.
iil.4).48

(ii) Wood was also used, especially for beams to construct roofs (M.
Ohol. xii.5f.; T. Ohol. v.5, 602). T. Eduy. iii.3, 459, and b. Zeb. 113a,
expressly mention a woodshed in which human bones were found. If
there were, in fact, three-storied houses which Lam. R. 1.2 on 1.1.
(Son. 69g) suggests was usual in the city, the demand for timber must
have been quite considerable. We have seen (pp. 41—45) that the sur-
rounding country was much more thickly wooded than now, and
therefore most of the timber may have been obtained from the
neighbourhood. Wood for fuel at any rate was found just in front of
the city, as the report on the activities of the brigand leader Simon
shows (B¥ 4.541). The bundle of willow-twigs used for the Feast of
Tabernacles was gathered from Mosah, (Arab Qaloniyeh), west of
Jerusalem, on the road to Jaffa. If, as R. Jose the Galilean demanded,
the Passover offering was roasted on a spit of pomegranate wood (M.
Pes. vii.1), there must have been an enormous amount of this wood
brought into Jerusalem at Passover time, in view of the thousands of
animals sacrificed.

Wood was needed for the Temple, as well as for secular purposes.
The wood mainly used for building in the Temple was cedar wood
from the Lebanon (p. 85). The Ark of the Covenant was said to be
made from acacia wood which Jacob had brought with him from
Migdal Sebo“ayya or Sabba‘ayya (Cant. R. 1.55 on 1.12, Son. 79; Gen. R.
94.4 on 46.1, Son. 871). For the daily burnt-offering wood from the
fig, nut and pine trees was used (M. Tam. ii.3); wood from olive
trees and vines was not allowed. The special pyre for burning the
‘Red Heifer’ on the Mount of Olives was built of cedar, laurel and
cypress wood, as well as from fig trees (M. Par. iii.8, 10).

Since the Temple was built with the greatest possible splendour
and had developed an ancient, firmly rooted tradition of ceremonial,
cedar wood was preferred although it had to be transported from far
away, whereas the wood at hand from the numerous olive trees could
not be used.

The timber market mentioned by Josephus (B¥ 2.530) as lying in
the northern part of the city served secular needs.

48 The place lay in Judaea, Jer. 6.1 and Neh. 3.14; according to Jerome, In
Hieremiam 11, 8, on Jer. 6.1 (CCSL 74. 63), it was on a hill between Jerusalem and
Tekoa.
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(iii) Country folk came to Jerusalem to sell wool, some of them from
far away, since we hear in this connection that sellers stayed overnight
in the city (Lam. R. 2.24 on 2.15, Son. 2.19, 182). Purple wool was
used at the burning of the Red Heifer (M. Par. iii.10).

(iv) Pottery which came from a distance as far as Modiith (seventeen
miles away) for sale in Jerusalem, was regarded as clean. Any pottery
imported from further away was regarded as unclean (M. Hag.
iii.5).

(v) Slaves of both sexes were regarded as merchandise in those
days, and we have already noted that there was a stone in Jerusalem
where they were put up for auction (p. 36). It has been wrongly said
that Jewish slaves were not sold in Palestine.4®

To summarize: by far the most important business of local trade
was to supply Jerusalem with foodstuffs, and after that to provide
raw materials for the trades of the city.

B. THE INFLUENCE OF JERUSALEM ON COMMERCE

1. The city’s geographical position

As a result of both the extension of military security and the policy
of colonization of the Roman government, the cultural sphere of
Syria stretched further east than it does today. A flourishing culture
was spreading beyond the Jordan. In fact the province of Syria, to
which the province of Judaea really belonged (p. 4), ‘was the equal
of Egypt, as far as commerce and industry was concerned, among the
provinces of the Roman Empire’.50 So cultural conditions were fav-
ourable for commerce in Jerusalem.

Let us take a look at Jerusalem itself. The central position of the
city is the first thing to strike us, a fact which contemporary writers
strongly emphasized. Jerusalem lies in the middle of Judaea (Pseudo-
Aristeas 83; Bf 3.52). Siloam, a synonym on the principle of pars pro
toto for Jerusalem, is the centre of all Israel (j. Hag. i.1, 76a). Further-
more, Jerusalem was the centre of the inhabited world (Ezek. 5.5),5!
the mid-point of the whole earth (Ethiop. Enoch 26.1). For this reason
it was called the ‘navel of the earth’ (Ezek. 38.12; B¥ 3.52), to which

49 Krauss, 74 11, 83.
50 Guthe, Die griechisch-romischen Stddlte, 40f.
51 Cf. Gottheil, 7E V1I, 129.
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the Gentiles and Satan must come up (Rev. 20.9); and Jubilees 8.19
even calls Mount Zion the ‘centre of the navel of the earth’.

This central position was combined with favourable sea com-
munications through the harbours of Ascalon, Jaffa, Gaza and Ptole-
mais. One point is of particular importance: Jerusalem was more or
less equidistant from all of them, and therefore lay in a central position
for all, as Pseudo-Aristeas 115 points out.

However, we should be mistaken if we assume too readily that the
commercial connections were favourable. Of what use was the central
position of Jerusalem in a province with considerable commerce and
favourable sea communications, if it remained a remote upland city ?
For that, in fact, is what Jerusalem was.

In the past, and even up to modern times, the hill-country of
Judaea with its countless caverns and hiding places provided excellent
opportunities for brigandage even under a vigilant administration.
Only last century whole villages were known to be nests of thieves
(Abu Rosh, between Jaffa and Jerusalem; Abu Dis to the south-east
of the city). We hear of raids by brigands either feared or actually
happening along the roads leading to Jerusalem during the period
before Ap 70. M. Shek. ii.1 discusses the case of men bringing their
Temple dues being attacked on the way to Jerusalem, and M.R. Sh.
i.g says the same about those ‘bearing witness about the new moon’.
In Luke 10.30-37, Jesus tells the story, albeit in a parable, of the
traveller going from Jerusalem to Jericho who fell among thieves,
and was robbed and half killed (nevertheless the parable assumes that
three other travellers went that way unaccompanied). Again we must
remember that Josephus reports the attacking and robbing of an
imperial servant on his way to Jerusalem through the pass of Beth
Horon: Rome took harsh reprisals and sacked the neighbouring
villages. Jesus’ exclamation to the Temple guard come to arrest him:
‘Have you come out as against a robber with swords and clubs?’
(Mark 14.48) assumes that the Temple guard was obliged to inter-
vene against robbers; two robbers were crucified with Jesus (Mark
15.27). According to John 18.40 Barabbas had been condemned to
death as a robber, but the synoptic description of him as a revolu-
tionary and murderer suggests that he belonged rather to the anti-
Roman party of the Sicarii.

As soon as the hands of the authorities in Jerusalem were tied
because of the revolt in the city, brigandage became rampant
throughout the land (BY 4.406fL.). Possibly there was a special court
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in Jerusalem empowered to try cases of robbery (M. Ket. xiii.1),52
and to take police measures against brigands.

An even greater drawback, however, than attacks by robbers was
the inadequate system of roads leading to Jerusalem. As the map
shows, the city is completely ringed round with high hills and lies on a
south-south-eastern spur of the watershed, so that it is enclosed on the
east, south and west by deep ravines. We must admit that this high-
land city, perched on this spur, is designed by nature not for a centre
of commerce but a fortress.

Not one single pass cuts through the watershed near Jerusalem in
an east-west direction; the nearest lies further to the north. Com-
munications to Jerusalem are artificial and difficult in the west, and
even more so in the east. All this kept Jerusalem from being a tho-
roughfare for the rich products of Transjordan which were increas-
ingly plentiful at this time, or from becoming a commercial centre for
nomadic tribes. This is why the ford over the Jordan near Jericho
was quite unimportant for commerce, as also was the near-by one at
the outlet of the Jabbok which provided a link with Samaria (Sebaste)
by way of the Wadi Far‘a. The main traffic from Transjordan to the
sea would cross the Jordan immediately south of the Sea of Genne-
saret by the Gadara-Tiberias road, or some twelve miles south of this
on the Gadara-Scythopolis road, unless it preferred the ford eight
miles north of the Sea of Gennesaret, by the bridge called Jisr-
Benat Yakub, to follow the Via Maris, the ancient caravan route from
Damascus to the Plain of Jezreel. This evidence is all the more con-
clusive since much of the merchandise, especially from Arabia coming
by way of Bostra and Gadara, had to make a wide detour to use the
two first-mentioned crossings.

Only one natural route passes near Jerusalem: that is the north-
south road following the line of the watershed from Nablus (Sichem,
Neapolis) to Hebron. This route, however, is one of the least signi-
ficant in Palestine for commerce, and is of use only for inland trade.
Any foreign trade would need to make for the sea, and this north-
south road only became of value at points where it crossed an east-
west route—but it is precisely that which nature has denied to
Jerusalem. Consequently the main value of this route was that it
linked Jerusalem with southern Palestine. Jerusalem therefore played
a greater part for the semi-desert of southern Palestine than for
Samaria in the north; Samaria moreover was at that time more

52 If we adopt the reading g¢zélot, as does b. Ket. 105a.
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civilized and more thickly populated than southern Palestine. In
consequence, the link via the watershed made Jerusalem the natural
trade centre only for southern Palestine.

Naturally, links from Jerusalem to east and west came into being,
and achieved prominence because of the importance of Jerusalem and
the extent of her requirements; but she still remained important
simply for inland trade. Only for southern Palestine was Jerusalem
the accepted centre of commerce.

Josephus puts this very clearly (C4 1.60): ‘Ours is not a maritime
country; neither commerce nor the intercourse which it promotes
. . . has any attraction for us . . . and we devote ourselves to the
cultivation of the productive country with which we are blessed.’
Judaea played no part in world trade.

Yet, despite the geographical disadvantages, Jerusalem had a
considerable commerce. How did this happen?

2. Political and religious importance of the city

Since parts of the land ‘in so-called Samaria and bordering the
land of the Idumaeans are level, but the rest is mountainous (especi-
ally that in the middle)’, agriculture had to be ‘extensively carried on,
for so these people too (who lived in the mountains) had rich re-
wards’ (Pseudo-Aristeas 107; cf. 108-12). We may smile at this
reasoning by an obviously Jewish writer—that the plain-dwellers
must toil, from the theoretical motive of encouraging the others to
work—but he has grasped the state of affairs very well; he is indicat-
ing that the city is dependent on imports. To what extent this is true
is proved by the food-shortage suffered by Antiochus in Jerusalem
during the Maccabean war (B7 1.46), by the famine there during the
siege of 37 Bc (BF 1.347; Ant. 14.471), and by the conditions during
the famines, under Herod and Claudius. The city had not only to
maintain its own people but also, three times a year, teeming multi-
tudes of pilgrims. Against that sort of demand, the first-fruits did
not do much to feed the city. Several references in rabbinic litera-
ture cast doubts on how much these actually produced, and in any
case they were perquisites of the priests (M. Bikk. ii.1); as for the
other dues in kind, these could be delivered to the local priest of one’s
own region.

A further difficulty was the notorious unsuitability of the soil for
grain (pp. 39f.) and the lack of cattle-breeding (pp. 46f.). Usually the
city’s demands could be met from the produce of Palestine: only in
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times of famine or after a war had it to fall back on foreign trade.

Besides essential food supplies, the position of the city caused another
shortage, of raw materials, and especially metals, in consequence, the
city had to import these also, partly from Palestine (pp. 49ff.), partly
from foreign lands (pp. 35ff.).

What export would serve for foreign trade? ‘Considering how
thickly populated Syria is, it is likely that from its natural products of
grain, oil, and wine, only wine was exported in quantity.’3 Grain of
course was out of the question for exporting, nor do we have evidence
of a single outstanding industrial product which can be described as
characteristic of Jerusalem (p. 27). On the other hand Eupolemus
(p. 38) and Pseudo-Aristeas (pp. 41f.) both put oil as the main pro-
duct of Judaea, or the district around Jerusalem (cf. p. 7: olives
were processed in the area round Jerusalem). In addition, the
demand for oil in Northern Syria was very heavy at times (Bf 2.591;
Vita 74f.), so heavy that whereas in Gischala in North Galilee eighty
sextares of oil cost no more than four drachmas, the price at Caesarea
Philippi, about twenty miles away at the foot of Hermon, was one
drachma for two sextares, which means that it was ten times as dear
(Vita 75; Bf 2.592, says eight times). From this it seems possible that
oil was exported from Jerusalem, as has been supposed;54 but there
is no conclusive proof. The only mention I know of exports from Jeru-
salem is to be found in Lam. R. 1.1 on 1.1, Son. 1.12, 79, which tells
of a camel on the road from Jerusalem carrying two skins, one full
of wine and the other of vinegar. The passage being an anecdote, we
had better not draw from it conclusions on exportation from Jeru-
salem.

The political importance of the city had both a direct and indirect
effect on trade. The direct effect was produced by the kings, and the
demands stimulated by their sumptuous manner of life. When Herod
built his palace, he had the most costly materials brought from all
over the world (B¥ 5.178), and in Josephus’ opinion the palace
exceeded even the Temple in magnificence. With the materials for
this splendid architecture, brought by foreign trade, came the pro-
ducts of alien cultures. Herod prided himself on being ‘more a Greek
than a Jew’ (4nt. 19.329), and this was displayed particularly in the
way he kept court.

The indirect effect was due to the fact that from ancient times the

53 Guthe, Die griechisch-romischen Stddte 40.
54 Smith, Jerusalem 1, 15 and 335.
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political centre had also been the centre of attraction for the national
wealth. In Jerusalem sat the customs officials, not only those in charge
of the market dues of the city (p. 32), but also those in control of
much greater levies. An example of thisis the tax-collector Joseph, in the
second century Bc (4nt. 12.160fF.). This man came from the village of
Phicola, established himselfin Jerusalem, and from there directed the
collection of taxes from Syria, Phoenicia, Judaea and Samaria (4nt.
12.175ff.). He held this position for twenty-two years. He had an
office in Alexandria from which his steward, acting on the instruc-
tions of the moment, made payments into the royal treasury. Such
people as this often established themselves as bankers in the capital,
and they must have been those who from ancient times (Isa. 5.8;
Micah 2.1-5) mortgaged the land and crops of the needy peasants
(p. 41). The money was deposited in the Temple, where according
to IV Macc. 4.3, myriads of private fortunes were kept (cf. Bf 6.282).
We come across the people as wholesale traders (p. 34). Some of
them retired from business to Jerusalem, partly in order to spend
their capital there, and partly to die in the Holy City.

The national capital influenced commerce in two ways. It drew
trade towards Jerusalem by promoting business transactions, and it
provided a ready market for trade because of the heavy demand for
luxury in clothing, jewellery, etc., a demand met primarily by foreign
trade.

What a huge volume of material had been consumed by the Temple
in the eighty-two years or so of its construction! The status of the holy
house demanded the greatest magnificence (one has only to think of
the amount of gold used) and the highest quality of all materials.
Stibium, alabaster and marble (b. Sukk. 51b) must be mentioned, as
well as cedar wood: so it is understandable that the Temple is the
most important item in any description of foreign trade (p. 38).

The Temple ceremonial required also the finest quality in wood, wine,
oil, grain and incense. From as far as India came the material for
the high priest’s vestment for the Day of Atonement; and the twelve
precious stones on his ephod (B 5.234) were chosen from the most
valuable jewels in the whole world. But above all, what quantities of
sacrificial animals, bulls, calves, sheep, goats and doves, were re-
quired there! Specifically defined offerings were brought daily as
public sacrifices (A4nt. 3.237); during the Passover feast the daily
offering was two bulls, one ram and seven lambs for burnt-offering,
and one kid as sin-offering (4nt. 3.249). Private daily offerings too
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were known to have been made, since sacrifices had to be offered to
expiate numerous precisely defined transgressions which led to
uncleanness, for the restoration of ritual purity. Hecatombs were
offered on special occasions as when Herod offered three hundred
oxen on the completion of the Temple buildings (4nt. 15.422); and
when Marcus Agrippa, son-in-law of Augustus, visited Jerusalem,
‘he offered a hecatomb’ (Ant. 16.14). Especially at festivals did the
number of sacrifices go up: ‘Many sacrifices were necessarily brought
every day, and particularly at general assemblies and feasts, on behalf
of both individuals and all in common’ (Philo, De vita Mosis 11, 159).
Pseudo-Aristeas 89 mentions the many thousands of sacrificial ani-
mals brought in on feast days. So great was the import of animals
for sacrifice that all cattle found in the vicinity of Jerusalem, within a
radius of the distance of Migdal-Eder, were without exception re-
garded as destined for sacrifice (M. Shek. vii.4).55

The most important factor, however, had not yet been mentioned:
the tri-annual invasion of the city by multitudes of pilgrims, particu-
larly at the Passover, when Jews came from all over the world. This
host had to be fed. True, they catered for themselves in part, from
the fruits of the Second Tithe (pp. 134ff.), i.e. the tenth part of all
agricultural produce and perhaps also of cattle, which had to be
consumed in Jerusalem; but transport of these goods themselves was
possible only for the immediate neighbourhood. Those who lived at a
distance were forced to convert their Second Tithe into money and
spend it in the city, in conformity with regulations.

As well as food, at Passover there was a great demand for beasts
for sacrifice. Since the reform of Josiah, 621 Bc, it had been lawful to
slay the passover lamb in Jerusalem only. Josephus (BF 6.424)
exaggerates grossly when he speaks of 255,600 (variant reading
256, 500) Passover victims, but certainly the figure ran into many
thousands.

The Temple was the most important factor in the commerce of
Jerusalem. By means of the Temple treasury, to which every Jew had
to pay his annual dues, the whole of world-wide Jewry contributed
to the commerce of Jerusalem.

55 Migdal-Eder, cf. Gen. 35.21, was near Bethlehem.
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FOREIGN VISITORS

A. EVIDENCE FOR FOREIGN VISITORS IN THE CITY!
1. In general

(@) The FJourney to Jerusalem

F WE HAD A WAY of drawing a statistical graph of the number
Iof visitors to Jerusalem from abroad, it would show well-defined

curves which remained fairly constant each year. We would
record against February and March that ‘the tourist season’ began.
This depended on the climate, for these months see the end of the
rainy season, and people could begin to think about travelling.
Before this the roads would be too deep in mud (M. Taan. i.3; cf.
Matt. 24.20; ‘Pray that your flight be not in the winter’). In con-
sequence, Jerusalem saw most foreigners in the dry months, approxi-
mately March to September. On three occasions during these months
the number of visitors increased by leaps and bounds to a prodigious
height, at the three great festivals when pilgrims came from all over
the world: Passover, Pentecost and Tabernacles (Deut. 16.1-16).
The annual peak was reached at Passover.

Let us follow a traveller on his way to Jerusalem. When the rainy
season ended, he made his preparations: if he were a merchant, he
would prepare his merchandise. If he were going up for some reli-
gious purpose, perhaps a festival, he would take the opportunity of
bringing his ‘dues’ to the Holy City, and these, according to custom at
that time, included the ‘second tithe’, which though used privately
and not ‘given’ had to bespent in Jerusalem. The tax of the didrachma,
the bikkirim (first-fruits, which were of course generally sent to Jeru-
salem all together by each of the twenty-four courses, M. Bikk. iii.2ff.),

1 To give a complete picture, we mention here all non-Jerusalemites, including
for instance foreign troops.
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and this ‘second tithe’: these were the ‘dues’ which had been brought
to Jerusalem. In Ant. 18.313 we are told that the money dues were
escorted from Nearda and Nisibis in Mesopotamia by ‘many tens
of thousands’, making it clear that the festival caravans were used,
at least in distant lands to bring the Temple dues to Jerusalem. M.
Hall. iv.10f., dealing with instances of the delivery of first-fruits,
obviously shows that individual offerings were also brought privately.
Dough-offerings were also brought to Jerusalem (M. Hall. iv.10),
although that was not required, as they could be given to the local
priests. At any rate, however, each Israelite brought his ‘second tithe’
(p- 57), in money or in kind, with him to Jerusalem.

The traveller’s preparations further included finding company for
the journey, since the prevalent brigandage (pp. 52f.) made it
hazardous for anyone to travel alone for any great distance. At festi-
val times great caravans were formed. The ‘many thousands’ who
assembled in Babylonia, referred to in Ant. 18.313, were no doubt
some of these festival caravans. Luke 2.44 refers to the caravan from
Nazareth in which were the parents of Jesus with their relatives and
friends. It was a festival caravan coming through Jericho which Jesus
joined the last time he came up to Jerusalem (Mark 10.46).

The journey was usually made on foot. Hillel the Elder is said to
have made his pilgrimage from Babylon to Jerusalem on foot.2 Of
course, travel by donkey was quicker, as we see in the same reference,
when a man riding an ass jeered at the pedestrian Hillel; and Jesus
rode into Jerusalem on an ass (Mark 11.1f.). Only occasionally was a
chariot used for the journey to and from Jerusalem, as in the case of
the treasurer of the Ethiopian Candace (Acts 8.27f1.). That the usual
way was on foot appears from M. Hag. i.1; it was considered a very
meritorious way.

On the whole the roads were bad (p. 58). As far as the Sanhedrin,
as principal local authority, was concerned, very little was done
about this, as perhaps the negligence over the Jerusalem aqueduct
shows (p. 16 n. 30). Matters improved where the Romans had respon-
sibility for the roads. The pilgrim road to Babylonia (linking north
and south, p. 53) appears to have had more care devoted to it all
along,3 for Herod had been concerned for its safety. The Baby-
lonian Jew Zamaris, whom he settled in the district of Batanea, pro-

2 ARN, Rec. B. ch. 27, 28a-b (Goldin 70), cf. Rec. A. ch. 12; cf. Krauss, T4 II,
677 n. 161.
3 Krauss, 7411, 323.
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tected the Babylonian festival caravans from marauding brigands
from Trachonitis (4nt. 17.26fL.).

M. Taan. i.g gives us information on the time such a journey would
take, particularly when made in a large festival caravan with all its
interruptions and delays. Here R. Gamaliel decrees that prayers for
rain should first begin on 7 Marheshvan. He gives as a reason that
this is the fifteenth day after the Feast (of Tabernacles, celebrated in
the month Tishri), and so the festival pilgrims might reach the
Euphrates dryshod. As this was a distance of over 375 miles, it implies
that Gamaliel was reckoning more than 25 miles each day, which is
too much for a caravan,

(b) Accommodation in Jerusalem

Having safely arrived in Jerusalem, our traveller’s next concern
was lodgings. Generally it was not difficult to find accommodation in
one of the inns in Jerusalem (Lam. R. 1.2 on 1.1, Son. 70) such as all
larger places had (Luke 2.7: Bethlehem). Fellow members of religious
communities such as Essenes, Pharisees, Christians, were lodged by
their friends. Those who lived in Cyrene, Alexandria and the prov-
inces of Cilicia and Asia found shelter in the hospice connected with
their synagogue on Ophel (see p. 66). An inscription found there by
R. Weill says clearly that ‘the rooms and cisterns at the Inn’ have
been set aside for ‘the use of visitors’.4 However, it was difficult to find
shelter on feast days, for only a few foreigners owned their own houses
in Jerusalem. The foreign princes of the Herodian royal house com-
ing to Jerusalem on feast days (Herod Antipas, Tetrarch of Galilee
and Perea, Luke 23.7; and Agrippa II), had a permanent lodging
ready, the Maccabean Palace immediately above the Xystus, and the
princes and princesses of Adiabene had their palaces on the eastern
hill (pp. 11-14).

Where did the mass of the pilgrims stay? It is one of the ten won-
ders of God in the Holy Place, that all found shelter and none said
to another: ‘The crowd is too great, I cannot find shelter in Jeru-
salem’ (M. Ab. v.5). Some of the pilgrims could live in the city itself,
excluding the Temple area. There could be no question of its being
used for shelter, if only because the prohibition in M. Ber. ix.5 (b.
Yeb. 6b): ‘No man may enter the Temple area with a staff, or san-
dals, or a wallet, or with dust on his feet.” It would be conceivable,
however, that pilgrims might ask for shelter in some of the buildings

4 CIF 11, 1404, lines 6-8.
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belonging to the Temple, which had acquired vast properties by
endowments; but even taking this into account, it is highly improbable
that the huge crowds drawn into Jerusalem by the feasts could all find
rooms inside the city walls. Some might stay in near-by places like
Bethphage or Bethany, where Jesus found shelter during his last stay
in Jerusalem (Mark 11.11f.; Matt. 21.17). The majority of pilgrims,
however, had to have tents in the immediate neighbourhood of the
city, since at Passover time it was still very cold at night and there
could be no question of sleeping out in the open. Actually we have
evidence of Festival pilgrims camping out at night: In Ant. 17.217 we
hear of Passover pilgrims striking camp; and according to the parallel
passage in B 2.12 this was apparently ‘in the plain’, which probably
means the area opposite the present Damascus gate.

However, the participants in the Passover feast were obliged to
spend the Passover night (14-15 Nisan) in Jerusalem. The city itself
could not take the crowd of pilgrims, and so that they could fulfil
the law the boundaries of Jerusalem were extended to take in even
Bethphage (M. Men. xi.2).5

According to Mark 11.11f. and Matt. 21.17 Bethany was the place
where Jesus and his disciples passed the nights just before his death. Luke
21.37 says instead : ‘And every night he went out, and lodged in the mount
that is called the Mount of Olives.” This can be interpreted as Bethany since
it lies in the region of the Mount of Olives; but that does not make sense
within the context of Luke’s Gospel, since Luke 22.39 uses the same phrase
(‘He came out and went . . . unto the Mount of Olives’) to describe
Gethsemane. Now Luke 21.37 is obviously just an editorial summary of the
Marcan tradition (Mark 11.11, 17, 19) written by Luke himself. Thus we
are forced to conclude that Luke was ignorant of the local geography, and
has mistaken the place where Jesus was arrested, i.e. Gethsemane, for the
usual nightly lodging place. On the other hand the statement in Luke 22.39
comes from Luke’s special source, as the phrase ‘as his custom was’ shows.8
It is absolutely correct; for this phrase ‘as his custom was’ refers, as John
18.2 confirms, not to the nightly lodging but to the meeting of Jesus and his
disciples at some definite place on the Mount of Olives. This place is un-
doubtedly identical with the Garden of Gethsemane (Mark 14.26, 32;
Matt. 26.30, 36), which lay on the western slope of the Mount of Olives,

5 Cf. Neubauer, Géographie, 147ff.; Dalman, SW, 251—4; above p. 7.

6 In my opinion, the Lucan passion narrative, from 22.14 onwards, is based
not on Mark, but on another tradition, cf. J. Jeremias, ‘Perikopen-Umstellungen
bei Lukas?’, NTS 4, 1957-8, 115-19, reprinted in Abba, Géttingen 1966, 93-97.
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that is, unlike Bethany, still within the boundaries of greater Jerusalem
which must not be left during the passover night.

Each group of festival pilgrims had its fixed quarters for the feast,
in conformity with the distribution of different sections of the popula-
tion in different quarters of the town (see the inscription quoted on
pp- 60 and 66). From the fact that Jesus used to spend his nights at
Bethany, we may presume that the quarters for Galilean pilgrims
were to the east of the city.

2. Visitors from a distance

Having imagined the journey of a traveller to the Holy City and his
lodging there, let us survey visitors to the city with regard to their
country of origin. As before, we shall deal first with those from a
distance, then with those who lived relatively near by.

We find in Acts 2.9-11, included in the account of the miracle of
Pentecost in the year of Jesus’ death, a list of Jews from every nation,
dwelling in Jerusalem. This refers to Jews and proselytes temporarily
resident in Jerusalem as pilgrims. In this list we find representatives
from all countries of the then known world, ‘Parthians, Medes,
Elamites, dwellers in Mesopotamia, Judaea, Cappadocia, Pontus,
Asia, Phrygia, Pamphylia, Egypt, parts of Libya belonging to Cyrene,
and visitors from Rome, both Jews and proselytes, Cretans and
Arabians’.

This evidence will be verified later when we examine relation-
ships between Jerusalem and foreigners from different countries.
The list in Acts 2.9-11 is undoubtedly stylized, and we can only
accept it in so far as its contents are verified by further witness. By way
of comparison, however, we can cite two other lists:

(1) In Acts 6.9, within a context obviously not stylized (6.1ff.),is a
reasonable and remarkably well informed statement. With reference
to Jerusalem it says, ‘Certain of them were of the synagogue called
The Synagogue of the Libertines, and of the Cyrenians, and of the
Alexandrians, and of them of Cilicia and Asia, disputing with
Stephen.” This verse refers to Jews living permanently in Jerusalem.
As Hellenists, they must have lived together in their own quarter of
the city, as they had a common synagogue and guesthouse (p. 66),
just as at the turn of our century the different Jewish groups lived in
their own quarters of Jerusalem.

(i) A passage from Philo (Leg. ad Cai. 281f.) quotes a letter from
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Agrippa I to Caligula. In this he says that Jerusalem is the Mother
City not only for the Jews of Judaea but also those of Egypt, Phoenicia,
Syria, Coele-Syria, Pamphylia, Cilicia, Asia, Bithynia, Pontus,
Europe, Thessaly, Boeotia, Macedonia, Aeolia, Attica, Argos, Corinth,
the Peloponnese, the isles of Euboea, Cyprus, Crete, the lands be-
yond the Euphrates, Babylonia and its neighbouring satrapies. Al-
though this list makes no specific mention of journeys to Jerusalem,
the idea is implicit, since it was obligatory for all adult Jews to make
the pilgrimage there.

Next we shall deal with those who came from each individual
country.

(a) Gaul and Germany

Gauls and Germans were lodged within the walls of old Jerusalem.
Caesar Augustus (29 Bc-AD 14) had sent Herod the Great the
personal bodyguard of Cleopatra, the last Egyptian queen, who
committed suicide in 30 Bc, and this consisted of 400 Gauls (B¥ 1.397).7
It was Gallic mercenaries whom Herod the Great employed to drown
his brother-in-law Jonathan (only called so here, elsewhere always
Aristobulos) in a bath at Jericho (B 1.437). In the description of
Herod’s funeral procession Germans are mentioned as forming part
of the guard together with Thracians and Gauls (4nt. 17.198; B¥
1.672). After Herod’s death these troops will have been taken over by
his son Archelaus the Ethnarch (4 Bc-AD 6) and, after his deposition
(ap 6), by the Romans. However, they could scarcely have been left
in Palestine after AD 6.

(b) Rome

After Ap 6 Judaea was a Roman province with a Roman governor,
Roman troops and Roman officials. Jerusalem had a Roman garri-
son, namely a cokors miliaria equitata under a tribune, which would
ensure frequent contact with Rome. Before this we hear of journeys
made to Rome by Herod and his son and later the two Agrippas, of
embassies to Rome (4nt. 20.193fL.; Vita 13ff. et passim) and of Romans
coming to Jerusalem, mostly in an official capacity. On the other
hand, in the garrison at Jerusalem, as was proper for a procuratorial
province, even the officers were not Roman (Acts 22.28); but in

7 They could have been Gauls or Galatians, but the occurrence of the term
Taddrae in BY 2.364, 371, and 7.76, cf. CA 1.67, indicates that only the first
meaning is possible.
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Caesarea, the procurator’s residence, was the so-called ‘Italian
Cohort’ (Acts 10.1), and these troops no doubt were part of the
procurator’s escort on his customary appearance in Jerusalem at
Passover time. From Rome, too, returned most of the ‘freedmen’, who
had been taken prisoner in Pompey’s wars and then given their free-
dom (Philo, Leg. ad Cai. 155). They appear as attached to the syna-
gogue mentioned in Acts 6.9 (the so-called ‘synagogue of the
Libertines’, see p. 66), in which with its attendant guest house the
Jewish pilgrims from Rome no doubt found shelter (Acts 2.10). Acts
28.21 assumes that there was regular correspondence and personal
contact between the Jews in Rome and the Jewish supreme authority
in Jerusalem, the Sanhedrin.

(¢) Greece

The Hellenistic influence, which shows itself among other things in
the profusion of Greek loan-words to be found in Rabbinic literature,
depended not on politics but on culture. For this very reason there-
fore it had a stronger impact than the Roman influence.

As early as the time of Hyrcanus II (76-67 and 63—40 Bc) we find
Athenians in Jerusalem, the coming and going between the two
cities being occasioned as much by official as by private affairs (4nt.
14.149ff., see p. 35). Herod had Thracian mercenaries in his body-
guard (4nt. 17.198; Bf 1.672), and Eurycles, a Lacedemonian,
played a conspicuous role at Herod’s court (B¥ 1.513-31). The so-
called second and third missionary journeys of Paul are proof of the
relations between Jerusalem and Greece; and on his return from the
third journey we find him on the way to Jerusalem accompanied by a
delegate from the church in Berea and two from that in Thessalonica
(Acts 20.4). Relations with Athens also loom large in the stories in
Lam. R. 1.1 (Son. 74, 76f.), which mention people from Jerusalem
journeying to Athens, and Athenians staying in Jerusalem.

(d) Cyprus

In Acts 11.20 we hear of men from Cyprus in Jerusalem. They were
Jewish Christians, who because of anti-Christian persecution were
obliged to leave the city and go to Antioch. There they preached
the gospel to Greeks, that is to non-Jews, a very important develop-
ment. Barnabas, who was a Levite from Cyprus, owned a field near
Jerusalem (Acts 4.36f.; Gal. 2.1, etc.). We must also reckon Mnason
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of Cyprus, ‘an early disciple’ (Acts 21.16), among the first members of
the early Christian community in Jerusalem.

() Asia Minor
Asia Minor had a considerable Jewish diaspora, and in Jerusalem

we come across representatives of almost every part of it. We find
inhabitants of:—

(i) The province of Asia

Jews from the province of Asia joined with other Hellenists in one
synagogue (Acts 6.9). Among the delegates bringing the taxes who
accompanied Paul were two from Asia. The Jews of Asia, in Jerusalem
for the feast of Pentecost, who recognized Paul in the Temple and
tried to lynch him (Acts 21.27) were probably from Ephesus, for
they recognized Trophimus of Ephesus who was with Paul. Temple
tax was brought to Jerusalem from the province of Asia, for Cicero
(Pro Flacco 28) tells us that Flaccus, proconsul of Asia in 62/1 Bc, had
Temple tax confiscated in Apamea, Laodicea, Adramyttium and
Pergamum.

(ii) The island of Cos

A man from Cos, named Evaratus, was in Jerusalem in the train
of the Herodian princes. Money was also brought from the island to
the Temple at Jerusalem, and Mithridates had Temple money con-
fiscated there (Ant. 14.112).

(iii) The province of Galatia

Gaius of Derbe and Timothy of Lystra journeyed to Jerusalem
with Paul (Acts 20.4; cf. 16.1-8). It is highly probable that the
Judaizing missionaries attacked in the Epistle to the Galatians came
from Jerusalem.

(iv) Pisidia

In B¥ 1.88, we find Pisidians in Jerusalem in Alexander Jannaeus’
army of mercenaries.

(v) CGilicia

Cilicians also served in Alexander Jannaeus’ army (BF 1.88).
Paul, who was born at Tarsus, studied in Jerusalem (Acts 22.3).
Cilicians settled in Jerusalem had joined with other Hellenists in one
community with a common synagogue (Acts 6.9: ‘them that were of
the synagogue called the Synagogue of the Libertines . . . and of
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them of Cilicia and Asia’). We come across this synagogue also in
Talmudic literature where it is sometimes called the synagogue of the
Alexandrians (T. Meg. iii.6, 224; j. Meg. iii.1, 73d.35), sometimes of
the Tarsians, i.e. Cilicians (b. Meg. 26a).8 It was probably this
synagogue which R. Weill discovered on Ophel. During his excava-
tions in 1913-14 he found, among some remains of masonry, an
inscription (see above p. 60 and n. 4), which said among other
things that the synagogue had been built by Theodotus, son of
Vettenos, priest and ruler of the synagogue; a guest house and baths
were attached. The father’s name, Vettenos, and the reference to the
attached guest house led L. H. Vincent ? followed by R. Weill and G.
Dalman, to surmise that this was the Synagogue of the Libertines
(Acts 6.9; see p. 62); according to our argument this synagogue is
the synagogue of the Alexandrians or Tarsians.

(vi) Cappadocia
Archelaus, king of Cappadocia, visited Jerusalem (BF 1.499ff.;
cf. 1.456, 530, 538).

(f) Mesopotamia

There was a strong Jewish community in Mesopotamia from the
time of the deportation of the Jews by Assyria (722 Bc) and Baby-
lonia (597 and 587 Bc). We know this from direct evidence and also
from the close intellectual ties between Palestine and Babylonia.

Accordingly traffic moved vigorously between Jerusalem and the
Land of the Two Rivers. Josephus (4nt. 15.22, 39, 56) speaks of a
Babylonian Jew, Ananel, who was High Priest from 37-36 BcC, and
again from g4 Bc. M. Par. iii.5 speaks of Hanamel, a high priest under
whom a ‘Red Heifer’ was burnt, as ‘the Egyptian’. If| as is likely, this
is the same man, we prefer Josephus’ evidence (see p. 69f.).

8 It has been disputed whether ‘Tarsians’ (farsiyyim) here means the inhabitants
of Tarsus. Some hold that they are artisans (Schiirer II, 87 n. 247; 524 n. 77 etc.;
see pp. 5 and 21; for the geographical meaning see Derenbourg, Essai, 263;
Neubauer, Géographie, 293 n. 5, 315; Gottheil, ‘Jerusalem’, 7E VII, 129). However,
against this interpretation we must record: (a) b. Meg. 7a uses the same word,
obviously meaning people from Tarsus, since it says that they conversed in their
mother-tongue. (b)) We have no other proof of synagogues in Jerusalem belonging
to a guild. (¢) In b. Meg. 26a ‘Tarsians’ is a variant for the word ‘Alexandrians’
which appears in T. Meg. iii.6, 224, and j. Meg. iii.1, 73d.32; this would explain
the variations in the name of the synagogue, and also the longish enumeration in
Acts 6.9.

9 ‘Découverte de la “Synagogue des Affranchis” & Jérusalem’, RB 30, 1921,

247-277-
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M. Men. xi.7 reports that Temple priests of Babylonian descent in
Jerusalem ate the flesh of the additional offering raw, on the Day of
Atonement, since they were not squeamish. The noted scribe Hillel,
who taught approximately at the beginning of our era, was called ‘the
Babylonian’ and was said to travel from Babylonia to Jerusalem on
foot.

Besides priests and scribes, we find other Babylonians in Jerusalem.
Vita 477 speaks of ‘some Babylonians . . . whowerein Jerusalem’. The
Babylonian Silas is a prominent leader in the revolt against Rome
(Bf 2.520; 3.11, 19). A woman from Carchemish lived in Jerusalem
(M. Eduy. v.6); the ‘wise men from the East’ are said to have en-
quired in Jerusalem for the king of the world (Matt 2.1-12), just as in
AD 66 a Parthian delegation went to Nero to render him divine
honours. It was Babylonians, too, who used to mock the scape-goat
on the Day of Atonement and pull its hair, while it was on the way to
the desert (M. Yom. vi.4). After the fall of Jerusalem (ap 70) Baby-
lonians came to the Holy City to fulfil the Nazirite vow (M. Naz.
v.5).

We hear of pilgrims from Mesopotamia meeting in their thousands
in Nearda and Nisibis, bringing with them the Temple dues from the
Mesopotamian community of Jews, to travel together to Jerusalem
(Ant. 18.310fL., see p. 59; cf. M. Taan. i.3, see p. 60; M. Ned. v.4-5).
On their journey they were protected in the region of Batanea by the
Babylonian Jew Zamaris who was settled there (A4nt. 17.26). These
Jews delivered as tax the offering of the didrachma (M. Shek. iii.4;
Ant. 18.312f.). On the other hand, gifts of first-fruits and first-born
animals from Babylon were not accepted because of ceremonial
purity (M. Hall. iv.11).

(g) Parthian territory east of Mesopotamia

At that time only an insignificant part of Mesopotamia, in the
north-east, belonged to the Roman Empire. The rest of Mesopotamia
and the land adjoining it in the east belonged to the Parthian empire.

The king of Adiabene was a vassal of the Parthian king. The ruling
family of this land was favourably disposed towards Judaism and
entered into close relations with Jerusalem. King Monobazus had a
palace in Jerusalem (BJ 5.252f.), as had his mother Queen Helena
(B¥ 6.355).1° The Mishnah says that Queen Helena came to Jeru-

10 On their benefactions to the Temple see p. 24, and on the social conscience
displayed by Helena during the famine in Jerusalem see pp. 36f.
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salem after fulfilling her seven-year Nazirite vow (M. Naz. iii.6).
Other representatives of the royal house of Adiabene whom we meet in
Jerusalem are Grapte, who had a palace there, other relations of
King Monobazus (B 2.520), and sons and brothers of King Izates
(Bf 6.356). These princes fought on the side of the Jews against the
Romans (ap 66 and 70). The conflicts against Cestius Gallus (D 66),
in which the princes of Adiabene mentioned in B¥ 2.520 took part,
broke out at Passover time; this suggests that they were in Jerusalem
on a pilgrimage. A man of Adiabene called Chagiras also fought in
AD 70 on the side of the Jews (BF 5.474).

From Media came the scribe Nahum the Mede (M. Shab. ii.1;
M. Naz. v.4; M.B.B. v.2; b. A. Zar. 7b), who according to b. Ket.
1052 was a member of a Jerusalem court.

(k) Syria

Of all the lands outside Palestine Syria had the highest percentage
of Jews (BJ 7.43) and in fact there were many contacts between Syria
and Jerusalem. In contrast to Babylonia (see p. 67), first-fruits were
accepted from Syria (M. Hall. iv.11). To Syria were sent messengers
from Jerusalem to announce the appearance of the New Moon which
fixed the time of the feast (M.R. Sh. i.4). At the time of the conversion
of Paul the Sanhedrin kept up relations with the synagogues of
Damascus (Acts 9.2). Again the Christian community in Jerusalem
kept up specially lively intercourse with the capital city of Syria,
Antioch (cf. Acts 11.27; Gal. 1.19-21; Acts 15, especially vv. 2, 4, 30;
Gal. 2.11-12; also the collection at Antioch for Jerusalem: 11.29f.;
12.25). A proselyte from Antioch was a member of the primitive
church at Jerusalem (Acts 6.5). M. Naz. vi.11 mentions Miriam, a
Jewess from Palmyra (one of the cities of Syria recognized as auto-
nomous by the Romans), in connection with the sacrifice she presented
as a Nazirite.

(2) Arabia (Nabatean Empire)

During the first century Bc there were political links between the
Jewish kings and Arabia. The Nabatean kings sent troops more than
once to help them, and supported them in other ways (BF 1.124fF.,
187). At Herod’s court we find an Arabian bodyguard, who was
arrested with two other Arabs on suspicion of trying to assassinate
Herod; one of the other two was a friend of Syllaeus, the steward of
the Nabatean King Aretas IV; the other was sheikh of an Arabian
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tribe (B¥ 1.577). The city of Damascus was evidently under the con-
trol of an ethnarch!! of this same Aretas IV, when Paul had to flee
from Damascus to Jerusalem (Acts 9.26; Gal. 1.18). Shortly after the
conversion of Paul, Damascus seems to have passed from Roman rule,
under which it was part of Syria, to Arabian.

() Egpt

Egypt, with its strong Jewish elements, contributed substantially to
Jerusalem’s foreign population. Egyptians living in Jerusalem joined
with other Hellenists in one synagogue (Acts 6.9), and so this syna-
gogue was sometimes called after them ‘synagogue of the Alexan-
drians’ (T. Meg. iii.6, 224; j. Meg. iii.1, 73d.32).

Herod made Simon, the son of an Egyptian Jew Boethus of Alexan-
dria, high priest so that he could marry his daughter Mariamne.
Subsequently five other men from this family became high priest. M.
Par. iii.5 claims that the high priest Ananel (A4nt. 15.22; M. Par. iii.5:
Hanamel), who came from Babylon, was an Egyptian.12

One Jerusalemscribe, Hanan b. Abishalom, who was a member of a
court of civil law in Jerusalem (M. Ket. xiii.1—g; b. Ket. 1052; p.
52f.) had the nickname ‘the Egyptian’.

Philo, like many Egyptian Jews, made the pilgrimage to Jerusalem.13
Priests living in Egypt (CA 1.30ff.) who wished to marry had the
genealogy of their future wife checked according to requirements. All
these details, as well as the fact that dough-offerings were brought to

11 ‘Ethnarch’ can mean ambassador as well as governor, but this man appar-
ently had military power in his hands: IT Cor. 11.32; Acts 9.24f.

12 Tt is strikingly apparent, though the reason for it is not clear, that people
thought little of the Baylonian Jew in Palestine, and were much more kindly dis-
posed toward the Egyptian Jew. At all events, where there was anything good to
be reported about a Babylonian Jew, such as the fact that he had been high priest,
he was said to have been an Egyptian (M. Par. iii.5). The statements about Baby-
lonians do not redound to their credit: Babylonian priests eat raw flesh, which was
an abomination to Jews; Babylonians mock the scape-goat (p. 67). Now the
Babylonian Talmud asserts that these last two incidents referred to Alexandrians.
In the exposition of the mocking of the scape-goat (M. Yom. vi,4: cf. b. Yom.
66b) it says: ‘Rabba b. Bar-Hana says: These were not Babylonians, but Alexan-
drians; but because the Palestinians hated the Babylonians they called them (the
Alexandrians whom the Babylonian Talmud says reviled the scape-goat) by their
name (the innocent Babylonians).” Similarly on M. Men. xi.7 (see p. 67).
However, the Babylonian Talmud is obviously trying to vindicate the Babylonians.
The only true fact emerging from these Talmudic passages seems to be that the
Babylonians were not in fact well thought of in Palestine.

13 Frag. de providentia, preserved in Eusebius, Praep. ev. VIII, 14.64 (GCS 43.1=
Eus. VIIL.1, 477).
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Jerusalem from Alexandria (M. Hall. iv.10), though admittedly
these were refused on ground of levitical purity, show us that the
worship of all the Egyptian Jews was by no means fully concentrated
on the temple of Onias (see p. 29). The same picture emerges from
other references to this temple. Josephus (4nt. 12.388; 13.62ff., 285;
20.236f.; B¥ 1.33; 7.4211L.) observes that structurally it was small and
mean compared with the one at Jerusalem. M. Men. xiii.10 records
the regulations made by the scholars at Jerusalem concerning the
offerings and the priests of the temple at Leontopolis. According to
these, for example, the priests who had ministered there were not
allowed to officiate in the Temple of Jerusalem.

Evidence that Jerusalem was the religious centre for Egyptian
Jewry too is the fact that the instigator of one of the numerous mes-
sianic movements centred on Jerusalem was an Egyptian. This man
gathered around him a large following, according to Acts 21.38, four
thousand Zealots (members of the fanatical revolutionary party),
according to B¥ 2.261, thirty thousand followers. He hoped to show
his followers, from the Mount of Olives, the collapse of the walls
of Jerusalem (Ant. 20.169f.), and to make himself lord of the city
after this messianic marvel (B 2.262).

Finally we have Talmudic evidence for traffic between Egypt and
Jerusalem. During the strike of those who supplied incense and
baked shewbread for the Temple, men from these industries were
brought in as substitutes from Egypt; but the experiment miscarried
because these people were so inefficient (b. Yom. 38a, b). There was
a similar failure with Alexandrian workmen brought in to repair the
copper cymbal of the Temple, and others who had to mend cracks in
the copper mortar used for pounding the spices for incense, and in
both cases the operations had to be broken off (b. Arak. 10b Bar.; cf.
Bill. III, 450). Finally, we have further proof of traffic with Egypt:
R. Joshua b. Perahia fled with a disciple named Jesus, under Alex-
ander Jannaeus (103—76 Bc), from Jerusalem to Alexandria.l4 A
letter from Jerusalem is said to have recalled him.

14 b, Sanh. 107b, b. Sot. 47a. Bill. I, 85, sees here a confusion with the incident
in Ant. 14.175, when Herod put to death the whole Sanhedrin except Shemaiah in
37 Bc. However, we do not have to accept his hypothesis, since the Talmud repeated-
ly recounts how the scholar Simeon b. Shetah was persecuted by Alexander
Jannaeus, and we know from Josephus about the very long, bloody struggle
between Alexander and the people influenced by the Pharisees. The fact that the
parallel in j. Hag. ii.2, 77d, substitutes Judah b. Tabai (¢. go Bc) for Joshua also
confirms the Talmudic chronology.
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(k) Cyrene

The burial place of a Jewish family from Cyrene, or more precisely
from Cyrenaica in Libya with Cyrene as capital city, was found in the
Kidron Valley.15 From Cyrene came that Simon who was compelled
by the Roman soldiers to carry Jesus’ cross to Golgotha (Mark 15.21;
Matt. 27.32; Luke 23.26). The Jewish Cyrenians living in Jerusalem
belonged to the synagogue mentioned in Acts 6.9. Some of the festival
pilgrims from Cyrene would no doubt have stayed in the guest house
attached to this synagogue. A section of this group was converted to
Christianity; these Christian Cyrenians ventured into Antioch, with
the Christian Cypriots, to preach the gospel to Gentiles there (Acts
11.20).

A high priest called Ishmael was beheaded in Cyrene (B¥ 6.114),
but for what reason we do not know.

({) Ethiopia

Strangers came to Jerusalem even from Ethiopia. In Acts 8.27-39
we meet the treasurer of the Ethiopian Candace on his way back from
a journey he had made to Jerusalem for some religious purpose.

To sum up: Travel from abroad to Jerusalem took place from the
whole of the then known world. It was actuated mainly by religious
motives, to a lesser extent by political and economic ones. The main
participators were Syria, Babylonia, Egypt and Asia Minor.

3. Visitors from within Palestine

The greatest number of visitors to Jerusalem have always come from
within Palestine. As we have seen, the commerce of the city attracted
first and foremost those wholived in the immediate neighbourhood, and
nature itself, as a glance at the road system shows (pp. 53f.), had like-
wise linked the inhabitants of southern Palestine commercially with
the city. Judaea especially was more closely linked with Jerusalem
than the rest of Palestine. The eleven toparchies into which Judaea
was divided by the Romans (B¥ 3.54), probably taking up the divi-
sion of Palestine into twenty-four priestly districts (p. 199), sur-
rounded Jerusalem. The police supervision of Judaea was partly the
responsibility of the Jerusalem authorities and the Temple guard
which was put at their disposal. The courts of justice of the Judaean

15 N. Avigad, ‘A Depository of Inscribed Ossuaries in the Kidron Valley’,
Israel Exploration Journal 12, 1962, 1-12.
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province turned to Jerusalem for decisions in certain cases, and par-
ticularly difficult cases were referred to the Jerusalem Sanhedrin as
the highest court in the land. In cases of doubt the scribes came to
Jerusalem from the country, e.g. from Mizpah (M. Peah ii.6) to
obtain information.

In the Jerusalem cultus, too, the province of Judaea was more
closely involved than the rest of Palestine. Only a man living near the
city could come to worship at the Holy Place on the Sabbath, and the
witnesses who certified the arrival of the New Moon to the supreme
authority could only in the nature of things come from the city, or at
least from its immediate surroundings (M.R. Sh. i.7). Most of the
priests lived in Judaea. M. Ned. ii.4 says ‘the Galileans know naught of
things devoted to (the use of) the priests’ (since few priests lived there).
Within Judaea, however, priests did not by any means all live in
Jerusalem as did the high priests, the priest Zadok (Lam. R. 1.16,
Son. 12%f., where he was called kohén gadol, i.e. a chief priest), and the
priest Josephus (Vita 7). We hear rather that the priest Zacharias
lived in the hill-country of Judah (Luke 1.39), according to tradition
in Ain Karim, west of Jerusalem. The priest Mattathias, ancestor of
the Maccabees, lived in Modin (I Macc. 2.1), and in Luke 10.31 we
find a priest, in the parable of the Good Samaritan, on the road from
Jerusalem to Jericho. According to Origen,16 Bethphage was a village
of priests, and M. Ter. ii.4 gives the ruling that in any place where a
priest lived, the heave-offering must be given to him.

Thus we may take it that the references are likely to be true,
that the whole of Palestine was divided into twenty-four districts,
corresponding to the courses of priests, and that each district in turn
sent to the Temple its priests, Levites and some representatives of the
people (M. Taan. iv.2; M. Bikk. iii.2; M. Par. iii.11). But the prov-
ince of Judaea, because of its proximity to Jerusalem, had most chance
of having a larger number of representatives in the pilgrimages. We
hear that in Ap 66 a whole city of the size and importance of Lydda,
the capital of a toparchy (BJ 3.55), took part in the Feast of Taber-
nacles, so that only fifty persons were left in the whole place (B¥
2.515). This was possible only in Judaea.

Because of greater distances (p. 41) trade in the rest of Palestine
was dependent more on caravans and wholesale merchants, so for the
most part its travel from home was less for commercial reasons than
religious ones, with the exception of the Samaritans whose cultus

18 Comm. on Matt. XV1,17, on Matt. 21.1 (GCS 40.2=0Origen X.2, 531f.).
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centred on Mount Gerizim (John. 4.20f.). We find the carpenter
Joseph from Nazareth in Jerusalem with Mary and Jesus for a feast
(Luke 2.41ff.) ; and also Queen Berenice, daughter of King Agrippa I
and sister of Agrippa II, came probably from Caesarea Philippil? to
‘discharge a vow to God’ (B¥ 2.313). Rich and poor alike came to the
Holy City as a religious duty.

In times of national agitation the number of pilgrims rose enorm-
ously. Large assemblies of pilgrims in Jerusalem seem to have had a
political s1gn1ﬁcance, as diverse evidence shows. Thus it was a political
reason which in Ap 6 brought together in Jerusalem countless multi-
tudes of armed Jews from Galilee, Idumea, Jericho, Perea and especi-
ally Judaea (BJ 2.43). The other factor which from time to time
increased the size of caravans from other parts of Palestine to an
exceptional degree, was the fact that Jerusalem was bound to be the
objective of every messianic movement. Galilee was the main seat of
anti-Roman feeling and messianic ideas, and Pilate’s measures in the
Holy Place against the Galilean Passover pilgrims (Luke 13.1) were
scarcely taken without good reason. Most of Jesus’ followers were in
Galilee, but, most important of all, Galilee gave birth to the Zealot
party who in time took into their hands the destiny of the whole
nation. Judas, whose rebellion (Ap 6-7) against the Romans gave
the decisive impetus to the spread of the Zealot movement, came from
Galilee, and his father Hezekiah was already leader of a partisan
group who fought in Galilee against Herod. Judas’ son Menahem
was one of the chief leaders in the rebellion against Rome in Ap 66
(Bf 2.433ft.). For these movements the journeys to Jerusalem at feast
times were the accepted means of contact with the Holy City.

B. THE UNIQUE CHARACTER OF JERUSALEM
AS AN ATTRACTION TO TRAVELLERS FROM ABROAD

1. The city’s geographical position
The same applies here as in the case of the effect of its position on
commerce (pp. 51fF).

2. Political and religious importance of the city
The economic circumstances of the city attracted visitors from

17 AD 66: her marriage with Polemon of Cilicia must have been dissolved by
then.
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elsewhere in so far as they brought to Jerusalem merchants from all
over the world, especially from Judaea and the rest of Palestine.

As a further stimulant there was the political importance of the
Holy City. Jerusalem was the hub of Jewish politics. The city attrac-
ted visitors as much because of its status as the ancient capital city as
because it was the seat of the highest authority and the objective of all
festal pilgrimages.

Jerusalem was the old capital city. The court of Herod, which was
entirely dominated by the spirit of Hellenism and game-hunting,
gymnastics, musical performances, dramatic spectacles, chariot races,
which Herod arranged in the hippodrome and theatre of Jerusalem
(Ant. 15.268f1.), all constituted a powerful centre of attraction for
strangers. Foreigners who took an active or a passive part in the con-
tests, writers and other educated Greeks, were guests at the Herodian
court. To these were added the many official connections which
Herod maintained, as did Agrippa I; these brought ambassadors,
messengers and foreign bodyguards. We have already seen (pp. 55f.)
how the court formed a magnet of great attraction in the country,
especially for the representatives of the national wealth.

Jerusalem further was the seat of the kighest authority. In Jerusalem
sat the Sanhedrin, which was in origin and effect the first authority in
the land, and so its competence extended throughout world Jewry.
At least it was so ideally; and although the enforcement of its de-
cisions outside Judaea was difficult, its reputation as the highest
authority guaranteed it the ear of world-wide Jewry. Acts g.2 tells of
Paul’s letters for the synagogue at Damascus, which contained orders
to seize Christians there and deliver them to the Sanhedrin. Acts
28.21 says that the Jews of Rome had received no written instructions
concerning Paul from Judaea. The Sanhedrin’s greatest influence
was in Judaea, for after Judaea became a Roman province in Ap 6,
the Sanhedrin was its chief political agency. A committee of the
Sanhedrin was in charge of finance in the eleven Jewish toparchies
(BY 3.54f1.) into which the Romans had divided the land. Further-
more, the Sanhedrin was at that time the first communal court of
justice in the province, and finally it was the highest Jewish court of
law in all Judaea.

In consequence of its importance, the Sanhedrin had links with the
entire world of Jewry, and joined every little village in Judaea
administratively with Jerusalem.

The three main festivals were celebrated at the Temple; and as we
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have seen (p. 73), in troubled years the political importance of these
assemblies caused a tremendous increase in the size of caravans.

The fact that Jerusalem after Ap 6 was a Roman provincial city
with a garrison made very little difference to travel. At the Feast of
the Passover the Roman Procurator came, doubtless as a matter of
course, to Jerusalem from Caesarea with a strong military escort, and
held assizes there.

Jerusalem, therefore, attracted an enormous influx of visitors, both
official and private, because of its importance as the political centre
of Jewry.

The religious importance of the city was absolutely decisive in
attracting this influx.

In the first place, Jerusalem was one of the most important places
for fewish religious education. It attracted scholars from Babylonia and
Egypt, and the world-wide reputation of its scholars attracted students.

Jerusalem had significance, too, for the most varied religious
movements. Here was the focal point of Christianity (cf. Gal. 2.1-10),
and here we find the Essenes. For Christianity the holy places must
have been a permanent centre of attraction, and were no doubt
revered from the very beginning. The earliest witnesses of the Gospel
were there, too. It is clear from Gal. 2.10; I Cor. 16.1—4; IT Cor. 8-9
(cf. Acts 20.4) that world Christendom sent its gifts to its Mother
Church in Jerusalem.

Religious expectation looked to Jerusalem. Thus all the many mes-
sianic movements of the time aspired towards Jerusalem. Many
people settled in Jerusalem, so that they might die in the Holy Place
and be buried in the place of the Resurrection and the Last Judge-
ment.

Most important of all, in Jerusalem was the Temple, the kome of the
Jewish cultus, the place of the presence of God on earth. Here men
came to pray, because here their prayers went directly to the ear of
God; here the Nazirite on completion of his vows and the Gentile
wishing to become a proselyte offered their sacrifices (M. Ker. ii.1;
b. Ker. 81a); here they brought the sitah, the wife suspected of
adultery, to judgement. To the Temple people brought the first-
fruits, and here’ the mother brought the customary offerings for
purification after the birth of each child. To the Temple Jews from
all over the world sent the Temple tax. To the Temple came each
course of priests, Levites and Israelites in turn. To the Temple, three
times a year, the whole of world Jewry streamed.
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It is difficult to get a clear picture of the volume of the crowds at
the three festivals, especially at Passover time. We can attempt it by
studying the regulations governing participation and how they were
carried out in practice, and then try to arrive at some conclusion as to
the numbers of participants.

On the three major feasts ‘all are subject to the command to appear
(before the Lord) except a deaf-mute, an imbecile, a child, one of
doubtful sex, one of double sex, women, slaves that have not been
freed, a man that is lame or blind or sick or aged and one that cannot
go up (to Jerusalem) on his feet’ (M. Hag. i.1). The word for ‘a child’
is defined by the school of Shammai as, ‘One who is not able to go up
to the Temple hill riding on his father’s shoulders’ and by the school
of Hillel, ‘one who is not able to go up holding his father’s hand’ (zbid.).
Correspondingly the term ‘Israelites’ may be paraphrased as ‘those
who go to Jerusalem’.

Did theory and practice agree? In Luke 2.41 we read that Jesus’
parents ‘went every year to Jerusalem at the feast of the Passover’.
From this we may conclude, first, that the poorer people,18 and those
living at a greater distance, could afford the journey only at Passover
time; secondly, that women took part in these journeys, though they
were not obliged to (M. Hag. i.1); and, thirdly, we read in Luke 2.42
that ‘when he was twelve years old’ Jesus was brought by his parents on
a journey at festival time; so we may conclude that it was the custom
among people from a distance to bring their children when they
reached twelve years of age. The priest Joseph even brought his
children, not yet of age, and his household to the second Passover,
that is to the Passover held a month later (M. Pes. ix) for those hin-
dered from coming to the main one. However, he was turned back, so
as not to set a precedent for the ceremony of the second Passover.
This fact alone shows that Joseph was a man of excessive zeal (M.
Hall. iv.11). Incidentally the Talmud speaks of thirteen years as the
border-line for the fulfilment of the law. Luke 2.42 is not in contradic-
tion with this rule; the twelve-year-olds were brought on the pil-
grimage in order to get them used to the event which would become a
duty next year.

The fact that pilgrim caravans also came to the festivals from the
Diaspora is borne out by the evidence compiled on pp. 62ff., by
Josephus and also by Philo: ‘Countless multitudes from countless

18 Tn Luke 2.24 Jesus’ parents take advantage of the concession that poor people
need offer only two doves.
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cities come, some over land, others over sea, from east and west and
north and south, at every feast’ (Philo, De spec. leg. 1, 69). These
pilgrims of the Diaspora certainly had at least the concession of a
single journey each year (Luke 2.41), if not the full mitigation as
known for instance in Islam, which says that under difficult cir-
cumstances it is enough to make the journey once in a lifetime.

Among the proselytes, the full proselyte was bound to make the
pilgrimage (cf. Gal. 5.3, where Paul cites the Jewish regulations).
But more than once we also come across so-called ‘God-fearers’ at the
festivals in Jerusalem: ‘Now there were certain Greeks among those
who went up to worship at the feast’ (John 12.20): these were the
uncircumcised heathen ‘God-fearers’, as was the treasurer of the
Ethiopian Candace (Acts 8.28ff.). Josephus in B¥ 6.427, mentions
‘any foreigners present for worship’. In such cases the people were no
doubt taking part of their own free will.

This is what emerges from the regulations and the specific infor-
mation: every male Israelite and full proselyte who could make the
journey, was obliged to do so for the three main feasts; but certain
concessions had grown up for those living at a distance. Josephus
(Vita 354) provides numerical evidence for this conclusion; his state-
ment is all the more credible since he was here in controversy with
Justus of Tiberias, and so obviously took great care to be accurate,
He was dealing with Tiberias, which had become the capital of
Galilee under Herod Antipas and had a council of six hundred mem-
bers (BF 2.641) indicating a considerable population. Nevertheless,
according to Vita 354, there were only two thousand men from Tiber-
ias among those besieged in Jerusalem, that is, among the celebrants
at the Passover of Ap 70 (B7 6.421).

EXCURSUS
The number of pilgrims at the Passover

Definite figures have been recorded for the numbers taking part in the
Passover Feast, that is, of pilgrims as well as residents in Jerusalem, in four
places. Apparently attempts have been made to calculate the number of
pilgrims from the number of Passover victims.

1. According to b. Pes. 64b; Lam. R. 1.2 on 1.1 (Son. 70f.), Agrippal®
ordered that a kidney be taken from each victim. The resulting number of

19 Probably Agrippa I1, see next paragraph.
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victims was ‘twice as many as those people who departed from Egypt
(600,000 according to Ex. 12.37), excluding those who were unclean and
those on a distant journey; and there was not a single Paschal lamb for
which more than ten persons had registered’ (b. Pes. 64b). According to
Lam. R. the number of participants in each victim varied between 10 and
100, so this would amount to at least 600,000 X 2 X 10, or twelve million
pilgrims.

2. According to Josephus (BF 6.422f1.), between AD 63 and 66 a count
of the victims showed 255,600 (variant 256,500) animals and 2,700,000
participants. The figure of three million which Josephus gives in B¥ 2.280
is probably a round figure.

3. Josephus gives the following figures for those trapped in Jerusalem
during the siege, which began suddenly during the Passover of Ap 70:

Killed 1,100,000 (B¥ 6.420)
Taken prisoner 97,000 (BF 6.420)
Fled to the wooded ravine of Jardes 3,000 (BF 7.210fT.)
Total 1,200,000 participants

4. We are indebted to Tacitus (Hist. V. 13) for a fourth piece of evi-
dence, that a total of 600,000 people must have been trapped in Jerusalem
in AD 70; but this must be treated cautiously, since Tacitus has probably
made use of Josephus. In B¥ 5.569 we are told that deserters reported that
the number of corpses of poor people thrown out through the gates
amounted to 600,000 and it was impossible to determine the number of the
rest. It is likely that Tacitus has mistakenly reckoned this as the total of
those besieged in the city.

These four sources give, without exception, such fantastic figures that
we cannot regard them as historically accurate.

If we attempt to calculate the exact number of pilgrims, help may be
found in M. Pes. v.5. Here we read that on 14 Nisan the Paschal lambs
were slaughtered in three groups: ‘When the first group entered in and the
Temple court was filled, the gates of the Temple court were closed; (on the
$opar) a sustained, a quavering, and again a sustained blast were blown’;
and v.7; ‘When the first group went out the second group came in and
when the second group went out the third group came in’, which however
was not as numerous as the first two.

It is a fact that in Jesus’ time the Passover victims were always slain in
the Temple and not in private houses. This was because the Passover lamb
was a sacrifice and its blood had to be used ceremonially.20 The Passover
victim is expressly described as a sacrifice in Ex. 12.27; 34.25; Num. 9.7
and 13; Ant. 2.312f.; 3.248; BF 6.423 (fvoia); Philo, De vita Mosis 11, 224
(6dew). In the NT, Mark 14.12; Luke 22.7; I Cor. 5.7 (6Vew, ecbar).

20 See IT Chron. 35.11 on the sprinkling of the Altar, and cf. H. L. Strack,
Pesahim (Schriften des Intsitutum Judaicum in Berlin 40), Leipzig 1911, 76*.



EXCURSUS 79

The prescriptions in Deut. 16.2, 6, the precept in II Chron. 35.5f. (cf. Jub.
49.19f.), and the rabbinic regulations concerning the ‘lesser Holy Things’
in M. Zeb. v.8 insist that the immolation take place in the Temple. This
is indicated too by the fact that the bones or the kidneys of the Passover
lambs were counted, a thing which would be possible only if all the slaugh-
tering took place in the Temple. Finally, all those passages which show
that the slaughtering could be done by laymen, say that it was done in the
Temple: Philo (De vita Mosis I1, 224 ; De decalogo, 159; De spec. leg. 11, 145).
This agrees with M. Pes. v.6 which says, ‘An Israelite slaughtered his
(own) offering and the priest caught the blood.’ In the OT the regulation
in Lev. 1.5 deals with laymen slaughtering the sacrifice. It follows therefore
that this ceremonial act took place in the Temple.

Since we know the dimensions of the Temple from M. Middoth and
from Josephus, we can calculate the approximate measurements of the
space available for the three groups, and from that make a deduction of the
nuinbers of pilgrims at the feast.

How much space did a group occupy when slaughtering the sacrifice ?

By ‘forecourt’, into which one group was admitted we have to under-
stand the area west of the Nicanor Gate, the ‘inner court’, in which were
the place of slaughter and the Altar of Burnt Offering. Let us get a clear
picture of the layout of the Temple area. M. Kel. i.6—9 describes the ten
degrees of holiness which surround the Holy of Holies in concentric
circles:

. The land of Israel.

. The City of Jerusalem.

The Temple Mount.

. The hél, a terrace with lattice work beyond which no Gentile could
pass.

The Court of Women.

. The Court of the Israelites.

. The Court of the Priests.

. The area between the Porch and the Altar.
9. The Sanctuary.

10. The Holy of Holies.

Using this layout as a frame of reference we see that the inner forecourt
with which we are concerned comprises the sixth and seventh circles of
holiness, i.e. the Court of the Israelites and the Court of the Priests. The
eighth, ninth and tenth circles also belong to the inner forecourt, but lay-
people were not in any circumstances admitted there. On the other hand,
the space at the sides and back of the Temple building was not part of the
area absolutely forbidden to lay people (B 5.226).

From the Mishnah we learn that the area of Circle 6, Court of the
Israelites, ‘a’ in the plan, was 135 X 11 = 1,485 sq. cubits. The area of
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Circle 7 (Court of the Priests, ‘b’ in the plan) must be calculated by sub-
traction. Circles 7 and 8 (area between the Porch and the Altar, ‘c’) and
g/10 (Porch, Sanctuary and Holy of Holies, ‘f”, ‘g’, ‘h’) added up to a total
of 135 X 176 = 23,760 sq. cubits. The area of 8 was 32 X (19 + 3) =
704 sq. cubits; the area of g/10 is found by adding f°, 100 X 22 = 2,200
sq. cubits, and ‘g + h’, 80 X 70 = 5,600 sq. cubits. If we subtract 8 4
g/10 = 8,504 sq. cubits from the total of 7 4 8 + 9/10 = 23,760 sq. cubits,
we arrive at the area of 7 = 15,256 sq. cubits. Of this area, the Altar (‘c’
in the plan) 32 X 32 = 1,024 sq. cubits, and its Ramp (‘d’) g2 X 16 =
512 sq. cubits, were forbidden to laymen. They must therefore be subtrac-
ted, leaving an available space of 13,720 sq. cubits in 7. Adding to this the
area of 6, 1,485 sq. cubits, we arrive at a total of 15,205 sq. cubits, or (1 sq.
cubit equalling g sq. feet) of about 5,068 sq. yards. From this we must
again subtract the space occupied by the Laver (‘¢’), the pillars, etc., which
cannot be calculated exactly. So we can reckon that about 5,000 sq. yards
were filled by each group while making the sacrifice.

We are in a position to check this figure. M. Pes. v.10, which discusses
the case of 14 Nisan falling on a Sabbath, reports that the second group
waited for nightfall on the hél, the terrace enclosing the inner forecourt (as
shown on the plan), the Court of Women and the buildings on the north,
east and south sides (Circle 4).21 So there was room for one group in 4.
How big was 4?

21 It is clear from Josephus and M. Midd. that the inner forecourt did not give
straight on to the terrace, but that there were side buildings in between: M. Midd.
1.1 speaks of the gates (i.5) leading from the 4él to the inner court as if they were
buildings; this is confirmed by a closer description of the gate-buildings, especially
the one described as a ‘Chamber of the Hearth’ in M. Midd. i.6-9 and which may
be identified with one of the gates mentioned in ii.7. These gate-houses had an
exedra, a hall provided with seats, and above this an upper room (M. Midd. i.5;
Bj 5.203). Thisexedra was thirty cubits wide (B 5.203). But there were not only gate-
houses between the hél and the inner court, for connecting buildings linked the
gate-houses. The connecting buildings to the north and south of the inner court
housed the treasure chambers, according to B¥ 5.200; while M. Midd. v. 3—4 tells
of six rooms which were used for ceremonial and similar purposes. Between the
Court of Women and the kél, too, there were gate-houses and other buildings. Here
we are told of four rooms four cubits square in the four corners (M. Midd. ii.5) ;
these rooms, however, could not have been inside the Court of Women itself, since
the Nicanor Gate, the fifteen semi-circular steps up to it, and the rooms mentioned
in M. Midd. ii.7 as beneath the Court of Israel, would take up the whole 135 cubits
of the west side of the Court of Women.

We cannot doubt, from this evidence, that there were side buildings which
joined up to the gate-houses and enclosed the sacred area to the north, east and
south. They were probably forty cubits wide, corresponding to the rooms at the
Court of Women.

Between the Court of Women and the Court of the Israelites there seem to
have been no buildings; this is suggested by the information in M. Midd. ii.7
concerning rooms under the Court of the Israelites, which were open towards the
Court of Women.
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Its inner circumference is equivalent to the circumference of the area
enclosed, which was 187 (length of inner forecourt) + 135 (length of Court
of Women) + 40 (side buildings to the east) = 362 cubits long; and 135
(breadth of the courts) 4 40 + 40 (side buildings to north and south) =
215 cubits wide. Thus the inner circumference of the kel was 1,154 cubits.
Now the kel was 10 cubits wide (M. Midd. ii.3; BY 5.197). Its outer cir-
cumference is therefore 1,154 + (8 X 10) = 1,234 cubits. Accordingly, the

g L5+ 1,254

area of the hél measure X 10 = 11,940 sq. cubits, or 3,980

sq. yards.22

Since the actual slaughtering was in the place of slaughter, and the
priests who stood in lines naturally claimed some of the space in the inner
court, we should deduct approximately one-fifth of the available space for
this, and the result is the same as our calculations. One group took up
about 8,900 sq. yards when they were not slaughtering.

How many men would this space hold ? The people were closely packed.
It is the eighth of the ten wonders of the Holy Place that there was enough
room for them all (M. Ab. v.5). However, things did not always go as well
as that: in b. Pes. 64b we read that, ‘The Rabbis taught:23 No man was
ever crushed in the Temple court except on one Passover in the days of
Hillel, when an old man was crushed, and they called it ‘“The Passover of
the Crushed”.’ Josephus also knows about such crowded conditions. At one
Passover between AD 48 and 52 on the fourth day, not on the Day itself,
there was a panic in the Temple area and 30,000 people were crushed to
death according to B¥ 2.227. In such a restricted space we must reckon two
men to a sq. m., each with one, or very occasionally with two (M. Pes.
viii.2), animals for sacrifice; that is, about 6,400 men, which means about
6,400 animals for each group. This agrees with Josephus’ account of the
Passover of 4 Bc, according to which the troops of Archelaus killed 3,000
people while they were sacrificing (B¥ 2.12f.; Ant. 17.218), while the rest
escaped.

There were three groups, of which the last was not as large as the other
two, since everyone naturally tried to get in the earlier groups.

In this way we arrive at a figure of 18,000 Passover victims. How many

22 Tt is possible that, besides the terrace, the second group could use the steps
leading up to it. According to Josephus (Bf 5.195 and 198) there were fourteen
steps between the Court of the Gentiles (the stone railing) and the terrace, and five
steps between the terrace and the sacred enclosure. M. Midd. ii.3 mentions only
twelve steps of a half-cubit in height and breadth, without more precise details.
Taking these steps into account, then according to Josephus the area of 4 was about
7,900 square yards, and according to M. Midd. about 6,400 square yards. These
higher figures too confirm our conclusion on p.81 ; we must then assume that people
were not so closely packed in the hél as in the inner forecourt.

23 The Tannaitic introductory formula which is evidence of a date before Ap
200.
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pilgrims were there altogether? One victim was chosen for each table
fellowship (¢parpia, habirah, M. Pes. vii.g). How large were these groups?
It was disputed whether one individual could slay a victim for himself
(M. Pes. viii.7; according to BY 6.423 it was forbidden). The upper limit
is given in M. Pes. viii.7: “They may not slaughter it even for a company
of a hundred if they are not able to eat an olive’s bulk’; or in other words,
this number was too big. M. Pes. ix.10f. mentions five, ten or twelve per-
sons as typical table fellowships. If the Last Supper was a Passover meal,
Jesus and his twelve disciples made up a complement of thirteen. Josephus
(B¥ 6.423), the Talmud (b. Pes. 64b) and the Midrash (Lam. R. 1.2 on
1.1, Son. 71) agree on ten as the average number of participants, and we
must agree with this.

Thus we can take the number of participants in the whole feast as
18,000 X 10 = 180,000. If we subtract from that the approximately
55,000 inhabitants of Jerusalem,24 this gives us a total of about 125,000
pilgrims. We shall probably not have to increase or decrease that number
by more than half (see below p. 84).

So great was the number of pilgrims and other visitors to Jerusalem
that at feast times it was far in excess of the normal population. In
the economic life of the city, it was this sector which primarily gave
Jerusalem its economic importance.

To recapitulate: Our enquiry shows us a highland city with a poor
water supply, in a district poor in raw materials for industry, whose
situation was highly unsuitable for trade and commerce. Despite this,
within its walls this city contained flourishing industries, and main-

24 Ancient figures for the inhabitants of Jerusalem are unreliable. (Pseudo-
Hecateus, as quoted in C4 1.197, gives 120,000 for the period before 100 Bc; Lam.
R. 1.2 on 1.1, Son. 70f., gives figures amounting to g} billion.) Consequently we
must try to calculate the number of inhabitants from the area of Jerusalem. Pseudo-
Hecateus shows that the west, south and east sides together measured 2,575 metres
(a little over 14 miles) before the time of Agrippa I. To this must be added the
third north wall begun by him. If we identify it with the present north wall, it was
about 2,025 metres (about 14 miles) long; but if we accept Josephus’ statements,
p. 11, it was about 3,500 metres (nearly 2} miles). The perimeter of the city was
therefore either about 4,600 metres (nearly g miles) or about 6,105 metres (about
3% miles). These figures give an area of either (4,600 + 4)2 = 1,322,000 square
metres (about 330 acres, or just over half a square mile) or (6,105 <+ 4)2 =
2,329,000 square metres (about 625 acres, or approaching a square mile). Now the
density of the population in Jerusalem, including the suburbs, fifty years ago was
about one person to every thirty square metres (about 135 persons per acre), but
since the ancient city consisted only of the area inside the walls, we may guess at a
somewhat greater density, about one person to twenty-five square metres (about
160 per acre). So we have a figure for the population of ancient Jerusalem of about
55,000 to 95,000. The smaller figure is the more probable, and even that may still
be too high.



84 FOREIGN VISITORS

tained a widespread trade. Above all it received a regular influx of
people which linked it with all parts of the known world and at
times completely outnumbered the inhabitants of the city. The reason
for this is that the city contained the central shrine of world Jewry.

ADDITIONAL NOTE (1966) ON CALCULATING THE NUMBER
OF FESTIVAL PILGRIMS (pp. 77fF.)

The ancient writers, with their exaggerations, are no help in finding a basis
for calculating the number of pilgrims, and so the only way open to us is
to calculate from the amount of space available for the slaughtering of the
Passover lambs. I therefore still maintain (1966) that the method I followed
in 1923 is correct. As for the result, I can still admit it; it was fortunate that
I was careful enough to add that the number (125,000 pilgrims) I had
arrived at could be halved (p. 83).

This now means that today I should set the figure somewhat lower. As
regards the inhabitants of Jerusalem (see p. 83 n. 24), I may refer to myarticle
on this subject,25 in which (as above n. 24) I based my calculations on the
size of the city, but arrived at a smaller figure because: (a) I subtracted,
from the available space within the walls of Jerusalem of Jesus’ time, the
uninhabited Temple area, state buildings, etc. (4) I assumed, on the basis
of archeological evidence, a more limited settlement in the area outside
the city walls which Agrippa I (ADp 41—44) enclosed with his north wall,
and (¢) I took into account an assessment of population density in Jeru-
salem made in 1881, which suggests a density inside the city in Jesus’ time
of one person for every thirty-five, not twenty-five sq. m. (about 116 per-
sons per acre).

This results in a population of about 20,000 inside the city walls at the
time of Jesus, and 5,000 to 10,000 outside. This figure, of from 25-30,000,
must be the upper limit.

As regards the number of festival pilgrims, the calculations described
on pp. 79-83, based on the space available for worshippers at the Pass-
over, are probably quite right, but I now ask myself whether it should be
assumed that the entire inner forecourt, including the space at the sides
and back of the Temple building, was thickly packed with worshippers
(though we cannot imagine the throng of men with their sacrificial animals
on their shoulders, described on p. 82). As a consequence, is the figure of
6,400 for each of the three groups, and therefore the total of 180,000 parti-
cipants including the population of Jerusalem, fixed a little too high?
However, there can be no doubt that the influx of pilgrims at Passover
time from all over the world was immense, and amounted to several times
the population of Jerusalem.

25 ‘Die Einwohnerzahl Jerusalems zur Zeit Jesuw’, KDPV 66, 1943, 24-31,
reprinted in Abba, Gottingen 1966, 335-341.
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THE RICH

A. THE COURT

was an example of royal splendour. Magnificent buildings arose

(pp. 10ff.), splendid games were organized by Herod every
four years (Ant. 15.268), and the cultus in the newly built Temple
exhibited a magnificence scarcely known before.

The wealth of the rulers was displayed most conspicuously to the
populace of Jerusalem in the glitter of the court. The court dominated
public life; even under the foreign rule of Rome (Ap 6-41, 44-66) the
princely court was in evidence, though only a shadow of its former
self. The following description is based mainly on conditions in the
court of Herod the Great, about which we have most information.

If anyone wished to present himself at court he would have to pass
the military bodyguard stationed at the gateway. Herod, who in-
evitably lived in constant fear of his own subjects, had every reason
to maintain a strong bodyguard (Sopvddpor; cwparopvdaxes. These
last should be distinguished from the chamberlains, who are given
the same title). Herod once sent five hundred men from his own
personal troops to help Caesar Augustus (Ant. 15.317). A further in-
dication of the strength of this force is the report that besides the
personal bodyguard (Anf. 16.182; 17.187) it included ‘Thracian,
German and Gallic troops’ (4nt. 17.198; BJ 1.672). The Gallic
section alone, which formed the bodyguard of Cleopatra of Egypt
before entering Herod’s service, numbered four hundred men (B¥
1.397).

Next, the doorkeepers would enquire the visitor’s business (A4nt.
17.90). These men belonged to the staff of servants, five hundred
strong (Ant. 17.199; BJ 1.673), most of whom were slaves, though
some were freedmen (BJ 1.673), and some eunuchs. Those given

U NDER THE HERODIAN dynasty Jerusalem, as the capital city,
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by Herod to the Cappadocian king Archelaus were slaves (BY
1.511, cf. Ant. 17.44), while the chamberlains mentioned below
may well have been freedmen. The household included the royal
huntsmen under the chief huntsman (A4xnt. 16.316), and probably
also the court barbers (BF 1.5471T., cf. Ant. 16.387f1.), and the king’s
personal physicians (4nt. 15.246; 17.172; B¥ 1.657). We have evidence
from the Talmud (b.B.B. 133b) of someone responsible for plaiting
the royal garlands during the reign of Alexander Jannaeus (103-76
Bc).! The household also included torturers, who had such a grim
role to play in Herod’s last years (B¥ 1.592, 635 etc.).

In the palace itself the visitor would find the court officials. Here
is the king’s secretary, through whose hands all his correspondence
passes (Ant. 16.319; BF 1.529). Commercial transactions, as for
example, the purchase of a valuable pearl for the royal treasury (b.
B.B. 133b), are handled by the chief treasurer Joseph (A4nt. 15.185).
Those two men deep in conversation are Andromachus and Gemellos,
the tutors and travelling companions of the royal princes (4nt. 16.
242-5). Their sons are the ovvrpodo: of the princes Alexander and
Aristobulus, for we find at the Herodian court the same system as
in Hellenistic royal houses, where the sons of leading families were
educated with the princes. In Acts 13.1 we find Manaen, a odvrpodos
of Herod Antipas, brought up with him in the court of Jerusalem.

Corinthus, called a swuarodidaé, conducts the visitor to the royal
apartments. The very fact that he was one of the most trusted of
Herod’s court officials (A4nt. 17.55f.), even more that he was a odvrpodos
of Herod (B¥ 1.576: like Herod’s mother Cypros he was of Arabian
descent), rules out the possibility that he was a member of the body-
guard, despite the title owparodvdaé. This title should rather be taken
to mean some high rank such as chamberlain, as it does in other
Hellenistic courts.2 In this connection, Otto3 was the first to draw
attention to this by pointing out that two other ‘bodyguards’ men-
tioned in Ant. 16.314, Jucundus and Tyrannus, are described as
cavalry officers in the parallel passage in B 1.527. Three other of
Herod’s chamberlains, his cupbearer, steward and gentleman of the
bedchamber, were eunuchs (4nt. 16.230; B 1.488; cf. Ant. 15.226).
Josephus reports that these chamberlains were personages of great

1 The Roman emperors appear on coins wearing garlands. The ‘kingly crown’,
made of thistles or thorns, was placed in mockery upon the head of Jesus by the
Roman soldiers (Mark 15.17; Matt. 27.29; John 19.2, 5).

2 Otto, Herodes, col. 87 n. 1.

3 Ibid., cols. 86f. and n. 1.
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influence; the third, he says, had access to the royal bedehamber,
and was entrusted with government business of the greatest impor-
tance (Ant. 16.230). Blastus, who held a similar office at the court of
Agrippa I in Jerusalem, negotiated the peace settlement between his
master and the towns of Tyre and Sidon, probably in Ap 44 (Acts
12.20).

In )the royal apartments, among the king’s associates are to be
found his intimate friends, the ‘cousins and friends’, and ‘cousins’
does not necessarily mean relations. These ‘cousins and friends’ con-
stitute the highest rank which we meet at all Hellenistic courts.4 In
addition to the cousins, nephews, brothers-in-law and other relatives
of the ruler, a number of distinguished men, Greeks especially, belong
to Herod’s court (4nt. 17.219; BJ 2.14). Thus when the people
demanded the removal of Greeks after his death, this was not
directed against visitors, but against members of his retinue.5 The
best known of Herod’s intimates is the cultured scholar, court
philosopher and historian, Nicholas of Damascus, and next to him
his brother Ptolemy (Ant. 17.225; B¥ 2.21). Another Ptolemy is the
royal minister of finance and privy seal (Ant. 16.191; 17.195; B¥
1.667), and there is also the Greek orator Irenaeus (Ant. 17.226; B¥
2.21), and a whole array of other ‘friends’ of Herod known to us
only by name. At court too there will probably be the military
commander-in-chief under Herod (A4nt. 17.156; BJ 1.652), Archelaus
(BF 2.8)¢ and Agrippa I (4nt. 19.317, 353). At all events there is a
camp commander Volumnius at court whom Otto, because of his
name, has convincingly pictured as a Roman military instructor.? He
was sent as ambassador to Caesar (Ant. 16.332, 354; B¥ 1.535) with
another ‘friend’ of Herod, called Olympus, and a retinue (Ant.
16.354). Finally, we repeatedly meet guests of Herod, Marcus
Agrippa (Ant. 16.13f.; Leg. ad Cai. 294) the son-in-law of Caesar
Augustus; the Cappadocian king Archelaus (4nf. 16.261; B¥ 1.511);
the Spartan Eurycles (4nt. 16.301; B 1.513fL.); Euarestus from Cos
(Ant. 16.312; BJ 1.532); and Melas the ambassador of the king of

4 Otto, op. cit., col. 86.

5 Nicholas of Damascus, Frag. 136.8, ed. F. Jacoby, Die Fragmente der griechischen
Historiker, vol. 2A, Berlin 1926 (reprinted Leiden 1957), 424; cf. Ant. 17.207; B¥
2.7.
6 Ant. 17.294 and BY 2.74 name an officer, Joseph, cousin of Archelaus and
nephew of Herod, who is probably commander-in-chief.

7 Otto, op. cit., col. 60. He was perhaps the commanding officer of the barracks
adjoining and belonging to the palace, BY 2.329, 440.
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Cappadocia (A4nt. 16.325-8). Most of these left the court con-
siderably enriched by gifts from their host.

Although the court must have been, to outward appearances,
Hellenistic, it was nevertheless basically oriental; as we shall see
from this next paragraph on the harem. Polygamy was permitted to
the king by law (Deut. 17.17, cf. Ant. 4.224). The Mishnah sets the
limit at eighteen wives (M. Sanh. ii.4), and the Talmud gives
twenty-four and forty-eight, both figures representing Tannaitic
and so ancient teaching (b. Sanh. 21a Bar.). It is consequently no
surprise to hear of the concubines of Alexander Jannaeus, 103—76
BC (Ant. 13.380; BF 1.97). When Antigonus, the last Hasmonean
king, wished to seize the Jewish throne in 40 B¢ with the help of the
Parthians, he promised them among other things five hundred
Jewish women (Ant. 14.331, 343, 365; Bf 1.248, 257, 273): he had in
mind the entire female side of the royal court, that is of the ruling
ethnarch of the Jews Hyrcanus, as well as of the two tetrarchs of
Judaea, Herod (later king) and his brother Phasaelus, then resident
in Jerusalem.8

Herod the Great (37—4 Bc) had ten wives (4nt. 17.19f.; B¥ 1.562,
cf. Ant. 15.319; 17.14; BJ 1.477), and at least nine of these were
still living at the same time about 7 or 6 Bc (BY 1.562); but the
Hasmonean Mariamne alone seems to have borne the title of queen
(B¥ 1.485). The gift of a concubine to King Archelaus of Cappadocia
shows that Herod’s harem was even more extensive (B¥ 1.511). It
should also be remembered that Herod’s mother, and at times his
sister Salome,? and Alexandra the mother of Queen Mariamne (4nt.
15.183ff.), lived in the palace, and that the children’s upbringing in
their earliest years was in the hands of the mother, and consequently
in the harem (cf. Prov. g1.1). There was also a large number of
servants who belonged to this part of the court. We hear of a eunuch
belonging to Queen Mariamne (4nt. 15.226), and of slaves belonging
to Herod’s consort Doris (4nt. 17.93).

Besides the royal household of the monarch, there were lesser
households, perhaps living in the palace too: from 12 BC at least,
those belonging to the royal princes Alexander, Aristobulus, Antipater

8 According to Bf 1.257 this was the promise of ‘most of the women belonging
to them’ (i.e. Hyrcanus and Phasaelus). According to Ant. 14.365 it meant the
women who fled with Herod when he saved the entire court (A4nt. 14.352ff.).

9 After her first husband had been put to death (35 or 34 Bc) until her marriage

to her second after 30 BC (in that year she was still at court at Jerusalem, Ant.
15.184), and also after her second husband was put to death in 25 Bc.
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and Pheroras, Herod’s brother.l® Each had his own retinue of
‘friends’ and household of servants.11

As for the rulers’ revenues, which allowed their vast expenditure,
Josephus provides several details. He calculates the revenues of
Herod’s successors, among whom his kingdom was divided (4nt.
17.319; BF 2.96). He says that Herod Antipas received 200 talents
in revenue, Philip 100 talents, Archelaus 400 (BY) or 600 (4nt.), and
Salome 60. This would mean a revenue from the whole kingdom of
760 or g6o talents. According to the information we have about
Agrippa I’s revenue the higher is preferable. However the cities of
Gaza, Gadara and Hippos also belonged to Herod’s kingdom,
though they reverted to the Roman province of Syria after his death;
furthermore, at that time the district of Samaria had 25 per cent of
its taxes remitted (4nt. 17.319; B¥ 2.96). According to all this Herod’s
revenues from taxes amounted to over 1,000 talents.

Agrippa I’s revenues came to twelve million drachmas (4nt.
19.352), and it is with silver Attic drachmas that Josephus usually
calculates. Since Agrippa’s realm was bigger than Herod’s because
of the possessions of Claudius in the Lebanon and the Kingdom of
Lysanias (i.e. the area in the Lebanon around Abila, 4nt. 19.275;
BY 2.215), it is quite reasonable to suppose that his revenue from
taxes was much greater than Herod’s.12

However, even with 1,000 talents Herod could not possibly meet
all his commitments, nor could Agrippa I with 1,200 talents.13 Herod
had in addition considerable private possessions, as appears among
other things from the terms of his will. The Jews’ complaint brought
against Herod in Rome in 4 Bc rings true: it was that he derived great
wealth by confiscating the goods of the leading men of his realm
whom he had convicted (4nt. 17.307). A further source of wealth

10 Otto, Herodes, cols. 87f.; cf. B 1.557ff.

11 Alexander’s and Aristobulus’, Ant. 16.97; a freedman of Antipater, 4nt. 17.79;
Ph(;}roras’ freedmen, Ant. 17.61; and his female slaves, 16.194; cf. 17.61ff.; Bf
l .5124:I‘he standard of value of the talent on which this is based is that ofthe Hebrew
talent of 10,000 Attic silver drachmas. This is shown, first, from a comparison of
Ant. 17.146, 321f. with 17.190, where a legacy of 1,500 talents in Herod’s will is
expressed as fifteen million drachmas, and, secondly, from a comparison of Herod’s
revenues with those of Agrippa I. To appreciate the amount of these it may be
recalled that Herod gave his daughter a dowry of 300 talents (B¥ 1.483) ; that his
brother Pheroras drew 100 talents a year from his possessions, in addition to the
revenues from his tetrarchy of Peraea (ibid.) ; and that Zenodorus sold the Auranitis

to the Arabs for 50 talents (4nt. 15.352).
13 Otto, op. cit., cols. g1if.
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was the copper mine in Cyprus ceded to him in 12 Bc by Caesar
Augustus;14 and, finally, regular gifts, or rather bribes, may be taken
to have added considerably to the prince’s income (cf. Ant. 17.308).

B. THE WEALTHY CLASS

1. Extravagance

The various extravagances of the rich in Jerusalem in their houses,
their clothing, their servants, as well as their rich offerings and
bequests to the Temple and their monuments has already been dealt
with in the first part of this book. Occasionally the sources give
indications of this luxury: two men wagered 400 ziizim (denarii) on
being able to provoke Hillel to wrath (b. Shab. gob-31a Bar.). R.
Meir records that the people of Jerusalem tied up their bundle of
branches at Tabernacles with gold thread (M. Sukk. iii.8). The rich
of Jerusalem had property in the country, and evidently among these
was Ptolemy, Herod’s chancellor, who owned the whole village of
Arus (A4nt. 17.289; B 2.69). Another indication is the statement that
Queen Helena of Adiabene, whose visit to Jerusalem is recorded by
Josephus (A4nt. 20.40f.), issaid to have had in Lydda a ritually approved
tent for the Feast of Tabernacles (j. Sukk. i.1, 51d.22)15

The banquets given by wealthy people were an important part
of life, and frequent references to customs peculiar to Jerusalem
suggest that the city set the tone of contemporary etiquette through-
out the land. We hear that the host weighed most carefully the social
advantages of inviting a large number of guests against providing
good entertainment (Lam. R. 4.2 on 4.2, cf. Son. 216). It was the
custom to engage a cook for a handsome fee, and if his cooking was
at fault he would have to compensate the master of the house for his
shame, and pay a penalty in proportion to the importance of the host
and guests (z67d.).1¢ Undiluted wine was drunk from crystal drinking-
glasses at table (Lam. R. 4.5 on 4.2; Son. 4.4, 219), and when
spirits were high people might well start handclapping to accompany
the dancing, as did for example the ‘great men’ of Jerusalem at the
circumcision of Elisha b. Abuya whose father belonged to the
aristocracy (j. Hag.ii.1,%7b.33; Bill. I,682; Eccles.R. 7.18 on 7.8, Son.

14 Ant. 16.128. It is not clear whether Herod got the whole mine at half the rent
or half the mine rent free.

15 Cf. Neubauer, Géographie, 77.
18 Hirschensohn, 133; b.B.B. g3b.
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184). The dance would be a men’s round-dance, for which there is
evidence at religious celebrations. Rigid etiquette controlled the pro-
cedure for invitations. The guest expected to be informed of the
names of other guests (Lam. R. 4.4 on 4.2, Son. 218), and quite
irrespective of an earlier invitation, to be summoned by a messenger
on the actual day (ibid., 4.2 on 4.2, Son. 216). This seems to have
been the usual custom in Palestinel? and in Egypt (MW I, i.419).
The fact that the written invitations found in Egyptian papyri had
generally been sent only one day before the feast, or even on the day
itself, can be explained only by assuming that they are repetitions of
an earlier invitation. Furthermore, the guest took care to roll up the
wide sleeves of his robe (Lam. R. 4.4. on 4.2 [cf. Son. 218]; cf. j.
Dem. iv.6, 24a.53) perhaps so that he could reach out with ease
during the meal. The length of time during which invited guests
were welcomed was indicated by a cloth hung from the house, and
this was removed only after the three introductory courses had been
served.1® There is reliable evidencel® that at Passover time in
Jerusalem poor people were invited in from the street. On certain
political occasions there was a feast given for ‘the whole populace’ of
Jerusalem, such as Marcus Agrippa gave on his visit there (A4nt. 16.
14, 55), and Archelaus on the death of his father Herod (4nt. 17.200;
Bjf 2.1).

Wives formed a second important item of expenditure. Polygamy
was allowed among Jews at the time.2° However, the maintenance
of a household with several women involved such heavy financial
burdens that in general we find polygamy only among the rich. So
b. Yeb. 15b attests levirate marriage among the wealthy classes in
Jerusalem. A controversy arose over the well-known question of a
brother marrying a widow of his brother who had died childless.
What happens in the case of a2 dead man who leaves several wives,
among them his niece? The brother naturally cannot marry his own

17 Matt. 22.3 and especially Luke 14.16f., where the wording, taken with Matt.
22.11f. and the various rabbinic analogies, e.g. b. Shab. 153a, cf. Eccles. R. 9.6 on
9.8 (Son. 235f.) makes it clear that the reference is to a repeated invitation.

8 T. Ber. iv.10, 10; Lam. R. 4.4 on 4.2 (Son. 219) ; b.B.B. g3b. This report goes
back to R. Simeon b. Gamaliel II.

19 M. Pes. ix.11, confirmed by the Passover Haggadah, Ha lahmd. The state-
ment about the hospitality of the Jerusalem councillor, ben Kalba Shabua, who
isssaid to have fed every hungry person, is merely a pun on his name, b. Gitt.
56a.

20 Leipoldt, Fesus und die Frauen, Leipzig 1921, 44—49, gives many examples in
the notes.
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daughter, but what about the other wives? The school of Shammai
permitted such levirate marriage, that of Hillel did not. In this con-
nection R. Joshua b. Hananiah, a Levite, reports that two leading
Jerusalem families, members of which officiated as high priests,
were descended from such levirate marriages.2! We thus hear of two
cases of polygamy in Jerusalem,22 at least for the first marriages of
the wives. If we suppose that their second marriages were levirate
marriages (as allowed by the school of Shammai),23 then we would
know more about the families from the fact that descendants of the
two women were High Priests. Their second husbands being the
brothers of the first, both would belong to high priestly families. In
that case we should have evidence of polygamy in four high priestly
families in Jerusalem.

Further examples of polygamy among the aristocracy of Jerusalem
are found in Josephus. He says that the Tobiad Joseph had two wives
(Ant. 12.186ff.), and Alexander Jannaeus several others besides his
chief wife (B 1.97; Ant. 13.380). We also read of an administrative
official of King Agrippa having two wives, one living in Tiberias and
one in Sepphoris (b. Sukk. 27a).24 There is therefore evidence of
polygamy among the aristocracy of Jerusalem, but it was by no
means the rule.

The aristocracy gave large sums for their daughters’ dowries. An
example of this was the marriage settlement of Miriam, daughter of
Nicodemus (Nagdimon b. Gorion), which was said to have been a

21 One such family was the ‘house of Quphae’, which Professor Kahan links
with the NT high priest Joseph, called Qaiaphas (Caiaphas). The high priest of the
house of Quphae can otherwise only be Elionaius (¢. AD 44), who, according to
Josephus, was the son of Kantheras (A4nt. 19.342), called in M. Par. iii.5 ‘ben
ha-Qayyaph’; or the high priest Joseph Qabi (up to Ap 62), according to Josephus
the son of the high priest Simon (4nt. 20.196). [For the sake of clarity Qaiaphas
is written with a Q, since it is based on post-biblical Hebrew gayyaph; similarly,
Qabi is written with a Q]

22 It is improbable that the two women, in their first marriages, were wives
of the same husband; obviously it is rather a question of two analogous cases.

23 Cf. the cases quoted by R. Tarphon and R. Gamaliel in b. Yeb. 15b—16a, and
the wording of the description of the controversy at the time of R. Dosa b. Arkinus
(16a), where the brothers who were allowed to marry the additional wives are
expressly mentioned. Biichler explains the passage thus in ‘Familienreinheit und
Familienmakel in Jerusalem vor dem Jahre 70’, in Festschrift Schwarz, 136, ET,
‘Family Purity and Family impurity in Jerusalem before the Year 70 C.E.’, Studies in
Jewish History: the Adolf Biichler Memorial Volume, London 1956, 37f.

24 This must refer to Agrippa I, since there is no evidence that Sepphoris be-
longed to the realm of Agrippa II. Tiberias was given to him by Nero (4nt. 20.159;

BY 2.252).
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million gold denarii, to which was added a sum from her father-in-
law (b. Ket. 66b). The demands of these ladies were correspondingly
high, and in Jerusalem ten per cent of the dowry went to them
by right (ibid.; b. Yom. 39b) to pay for luxuries alone—perfumes and
ornaments (zbid.), jewellery (pp. 8f.; M. Kel. xii.7), false teeth
fastened with gold and silver wire (M. Shab. vi.5), etc. There is
disagreement as to whether this ten per cent was an annual payment
or applied only to the first year.

The aristocratic ladies of Jerusalem had a reputation for being
very pampered. Martha (p. 156), the widow of the high priest R.
Joshua, is said to have been assured by the scribes of a daily allow-
ance of two measures of wine, while the daughter-in-law of Nagdimon
b. Gorion was given two se’ah, or more than twenty-six litres, of wine
per week (Lam. R. 1.50 on 1.16, Son. 1.47, 128; b. Ket. 65a). The
daughter of Naqdimon is reported to have cursed the scribes because
under the agreement for her widow’s maintenance they allowed her
only 400 gold denarii a day for luxuries (b. Ket. 66b; Lam. R. 1.51 on
1.16, Son. 1.48, 129, says 500 denarii). No wonder that the same
Martha could not withstand the misery of the siege of Jerusalem in
AD 70, and when at her last hour she threw all her gold and silver in
the street, she learnt too late the worthlessness of money (b. Gitt.
56a). It is interesting to note the growth of certain customs among
the leading women of Jerusalem; e.g. they provided a narcotic wine
mixed with myrrh to those led out to be executed.2® According to
Abba Saul they also undertook the maintenance of those women who
brought up their children for the ceremonies of the Red Heifer (b.
Ket. 106a).

2. Representatives of the wealthy class

From time immemorial Jerusalem had attracted the wealth of the
nation—merchants, landowners, tax-farmers, bankers and men of
private means.26 Several members of the Sanhedrin came from these
circles. The councillor Nicodemus (John 7.50; 3.1; cf. 12.42) was
wealthy. It is said that he brought a hundred Roman pounds’ worth of
ointments and spices for Jesus’ burial (John 19.39). Jerusalem
merchants dealing in grain, wine and oil, and wood, who belonged to

25 b. Sanh. 43a Bar., cf. the ‘daughters of Jerusalem’ who accompanied Jesus to
his crucifixion (Luke 23.27ff.). It may have been these women who provided the
wine mingled with myrrh offered to Jesus before his crucifixion (Mark 15.23; Matt.
27.34).

26 See p. 56; also Smith, Ferusalem 1, 367.
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the Council between Ap 66-70, are mentioned in rabbinic literature
(pp- 38f.). There is a great deal of tradition about one of them, the corn
merchant Nicodemus (Nagdimon b. Gorion).2?” We are told about
the luxury that was prevalent in his household, and of the generous
benefactions, not always free from ambition, and of the destruction
of his wealth during the chaos which preceded the destruction of
Jerusalem, when the mob fired his granaries full of wheat and barley?28
in the winter of Ap 69—70, according to Josephus. When Joseph of
Arimathea, another member of the Sanhedrin, is described as
edoyjuwr (Mark 15.43), the papyri make it clear that this means a
wealthy landowner.2® He was a rich man (Matt. 27.57) and owned
a garden to the north of the city with a family grave hewn from the
rock (John 19.41; cf. 20.15). The main part of his property would
probably be in his native city, since the Jerusalem site had evidently
not been long in the possession of his family, for the grave was newly
hewn.

The priestly aristocracy belonged to the wealthy class. In the
upper part of the city lived the high priest Ananias (BY 2.426),
Zadok the chief priest (Lam. R. 1.49 on 1.16, Son. 1.46, 128), and
according to tradition Annas and Caiaphas. The house where lived
the ex-high priest Annas, father-in-law of the officiating high priest,
to whom John says Jesus was first taken after his arrest (John 18.13),
had a spacious court (John 18.15). A woman doorkeeper (John
18.16) and other servants belonged to the household (John 18.18,
where the group who took Jesus prisoner is no doubt included).
Annas’ grave, in the south-east of the city, must have been a large
construction dominating the district (B 5.506). The officiating high
priest Caiaphas, to whom Jesus was taken next, lived in a house large
enough to accommodate an emergency session of the Sanhedrin
(Matt. 26.57; Mark 14.53; Luke 22.66), and it apparently possessed

27 Is he the same Nicodemus we meet in John’s Gospel ? Josephus mentions a
distinguished and highly respected man of Jerusalem called Gorion (B¥ 4.159), or
Gurion (4.358). However the Gorion who was still playing a part in public life in
AD 70 can scarcely have been born before the turn of the century, in which case his
son Nicodemus cannot have been a grown man and a member of the Sanhedrin by
the time of Jesus.

28 b, Gitt. 56a. The burning of the grain stores by the Zealots during the Jewish
Waris well attested in B 5.24; Tacitus, Hist. V, 12; Lam. R. 1.5 (Son. 101) ; Eccles.
R. 7.12 (Son. 193): Schlatter, Fochanan ben Zakkai, 62.

29 Cf. Leipoldt’s review in Theol. Literaturblatt 39, 1918, cols. 180f., of the papyri
of Basle published by E. Rabel in Abhandlungen der kiniglichen Gesellschaft der
Wissenschaften zu Gittingen, Phil.-hist. Klasse, 16.3, Berlin 1917.
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a gate-house (Matt. 26.71; Mark 14.68). He had in his household a
fair number of servants, both men and women.30

According to tradition there was great luxury in the houses of the
high-priestly families (for polygamy see p. 94). It was reported that
Martha3! of the high-priestly family of Boethus was so pampered that
she carpeted the whole distance from her house to the Temple gate
because she wanted to see her husband Joshua b. Gamaliel officiate
on the Day of Atonement, on which day everyone had to go barefoot
(Lam. R. 1.50 on 1.16, Son. 1.47, 128). Men who had committed
manslaughter, and had fled into a city of refuge, could not return
until the death of the officiating high priest; accordingly the high
priests’ mothers maintained these exiles in food and clothing so that
they would not pray for the death of their sons (M. Makk. ii.6).
Further information on the expenditure of the high priests’ mothers
is given in connection with the Day of Atonement. On this day the
high priest wore white garments during the ‘corporate act of worship’,
to which the ceremonies in the Holy of Holies belonged, and the high-
priestly robe for his own ‘special part’ (4nt. 3.159-87).32 For this he
had the privilege of wearing a special undergarment, a sort of tight-
fitting tunic reaching to the knees (described in Ant. 3.153, cf. 159).
His mother customarily provided this, while its cost was subsidized
by the community to the extent of 30 minas. The mother of the high
priest Rabbi [sic] Ishmael b. Phiabi (to Ap 61) provided him with a
tunic worth 100 minas, that is, one talent; while the mother of the
high priest Rabbi [sic] Eleazar b. Harsum33 gave him one worth
20,000 (according to the context we should read minas, but ‘denarii’
is the more probable, two talents) which was woven of such trans-
parent material that the priests pronounced it inadmissible.34

The holder of the high-priestly office had to possess private means.
One has only to think of the Day of Atonement, when the high priest

30 Matt. 26.51; Mark 14.47; Luke 22.50; John 18.10, 26; servants of the high
priest took part in the arrest of Jesus; so too Matt. 26.58; Mark 14.54; Luke 22.55.
Servants of the high priest are also mentioned in T. Men. xiii.21; Ant. 20.181, 206.

31 Lam. R. 1.50, 1.16 (Son. 1.47, 128) calls her Miriam; M. Yeb. vi.4, b. Yeb.
61a and b. Gitt. 56a all have Martha.

32 Schiirer II, 319 n. 6, ET IIL.1, 256 n. 124.

33 He is mentioned in Lam. R. 2.5 on 2.2 (Son. 2.4, 157) as a wealthy scribe of
the time of Hadrian. Josephus gives a different ancestry for the high priests called
Eleazar who held office before Ap 70. Both testimonies confirm Schlatter’s identi-
fication of him ( Tage, 54—56) with ‘Eleazar the Priest’, the high priest who appears
on the coins of the Bar Kokhba rising (Ap 132 to 135 or 136).

34 For the tunic see b. Yom. 35b Bar.; T. Yom. i.21f., 182; Schlatter, Tage, 54f.
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had to supply the sacrifice at his own expense (Ant. 3.242, cf. Lev.
16.3). Over and over again, e.g. II Macc. 4.7-10, 24, 32, we find
records of the high-priestly office being bought, as in the case of
Joshua b. Gamaliel (c. Ap 63-65). It was said that his wife Martha
(or Miriam) paid three gab35 of denarii for this purpose to ‘Jannaeus’
(b. Yeb. 61a). Since Jannaeus reigned from 103-76 BC this is pre-
sumably a deliberate substitution for Agrippa II who was always
favourably viewed in rabbinic literature.36

We have no information concerning the regular income of the
high priest. Josephus reports, however, that during the unsettled
years before the outbreak of the Jewish war in Ap 66, ‘such was the
shamelessness and effrontery which possessed the high priests, that
they were actually so brazen as to send their servants to the threshing
floors to receive the tithes due to the priests’ (4nt. 20.181, cf. 206), ‘so
it happened at that time that those of the priests who in olden days
were maintained by the tithes now starved to death’ (4nt. 20.207, cf.
181). This agrees with the Tannaitic report (b. Pes. 57a Bar.) that
the priests originally stored the hides from the sacrificial victims,
which were their perquisites, in the Parwah Chamber in the Temple;
and each evening shared them out among the course of priests who
had undertaken the Temple services that day (there were twenty-
four such courses who each served for a week at a time). Later, these
hides were plundered by the ‘men of violence’, ‘the big men of the
priesthood’, i.e. the agents of members of the high-priestly families.
These two pieces of evidence lead to the conclusion that the high-
priestly aristocracy had noshare in the revenue of the ordinary priests3?
at least as regards some revenues and perhaps for them all. What then
were their sources of income ?

We must remember the remarkable wealth of the priestly aris-
tocracy (see pp. 96-8) in contrast with the poor circumstances of the
ordinary priests; and also that this aristocracy appears to have been
particularly interested in the Temple treasure, and to have filled the
post of Temple treasurer from the younger members of its families
(b. Pes. 57a Bar.; T. Men. xiii.21, 533). We can draw a parallel to
this in present-day Palestine: the Greek Orthodox clergy who belong
to the monastic community of the Holy Sepulchre, and who are

35 2,02 litres (about 3% pints) each; see Dalman, WB, under ‘gab’.

36 The Talmud does not differentiate between Agrippa I and Agrippa II, and
perhaps knew only one of them.

37 kohén hedydt in contrast with gedol kehunnah.
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mainly Greek, draw a large income, while the Arab parish priests
have a poor standard of living, and indeed, they went on strike for a
whole year because of this during the First World War.38 So we may
reasonably suppose that the priestly aristocracy drew their regular
income from the Temple treasury.

At the same time we may mention other sources of income. Some
of the families may have been landowners, as for example Eleazar b.
Harsum if he belongs here (see n. 33). He is said to have inherited
from his father one thousand villages and one thousand ships, and
had so many slaves that they did not know their own master (b. Yom.
35b Bar.; cf. Lam. R. 2.5 on 2.2, Son. 2.4, 162). We must also
remember the trade in sacrificial victims which may have been kept
up by the high-priestly family of Annas (see p. 49), as well as the
plundering of the inferior priests mentioned above, and various acts
of violence and cases of bribery.3? Besides all this we find nepotism rife
(b. Pes. 57a Bar.; T. Men. xiii.21; 533) in the filling of lucrative and
influential posts in the Temple, such as those of treasurer or chief
priest.40 Ananus, son of the high priest Ananias, appears in AD 52 as
Captain of the Temple,4! a rank second only to that of the high priest
(Ant. 20.131; Bf 2.243). Another son of Ananias, Eleazar, held the
same office in ap 66 (Bf 2.409; Ant. 20.208).

38 ] learned this from my father.

39 b. Pes. 57a Bar.: plundering of sycamore trees in Jericho; for bribery, e.g.
Vita 195.

40 gmmarkdl, Schiirer 11, 326f., ET II.1, 263f.: treasury official.

41 segan ha-kohanim, Schiirer II, g2of., ET IIL.1, 257fT.
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THE MIDDLE CLASS

distance and stored them in large warehouses, were the retail

traders who had shops in one of the bazaars.! Then came the
small industrialists or craftsmen who owned their own premises and
did not hire themselves out for wages.2 These constituted the middle
classes: there were no industrial factories. This was true of the
Jerusalem of the time of Jesus as it is generally true for the old city of
Jerusalem today.

We rarely come across evidence for the economic situation of this
class. We can disregard such extravagant statements as that a citizen
of Jerusalem had a loft (“illitd) full of denarii (b.B.B. 133b), or that
a tailor of Jerusalem had two kir (about 79o litres, see p. 127 n. 17) of
denarii in his possession (Lam. R. 1.2 on 1.1, Son. 70). It does not
mean much, either, to find that people often invested their savings in
jewellery (the custom of piercing gold pieces and wearing them as a
head-dress was already known in those days, M. Kel. xii.7; Lam. R.
2.20 on 2.12, Son. 2.16, 179). It is evident, however, that the middle
classes did best for themselves when they were connected with the
Temple and its pilgrims. The Temple officials and workers were very
well paid, as is shown by the report, exaggerated though it is, that the
shewbread bakers and makers of incense received first twelve, then
twenty-four (according to R. Judah as much as forty-eight) minas, or
about an eighth, a quarter, or half a talent each day (b. Yom. g8a).
The Old Testament precept that wages should be paid on the same
day (Deut. 24.15) was meticulously followed in the Temple (A4nt.
20.220), whereas elsewhere it was the usual practice to pay the wage
daily only if it was expressly demanded ; otherwise it was paid between

NEx'r TO THE MERCHANTS, who imported goods from a

1 The Egyptian papyri differentiate between the éumopo, or wholesale merchants,
and the xdmploi, or retail traders; MW 1.1, 268.
2 The same distinction is found in contemporary Egypt; MW 1.1, 260.
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twelve and twenty-four hours after the period of work ended (M.
B.M. ix.11f.; Bill. I, 832). Just as it was considered a serious crime to
cheat the Temple, so also it was a matter of honour for the Temple
to conduct its affairs in the grand manner and contribute to social
welfare (see pp. 12f.,).

The tavern trade depended almost entirely on the pilgrims (p.
60), whose main requirement was a large space with plenty of room
for their mounts and beasts of burden, after the manner of the modern
khan. At certain festivals people were obliged to spend the night in
Jerusalem, at the first (b. Pes. g5b),3 and according to the prevalent
view, the second Passover as well (T. Pes. viii.8, 168; on the second
Passover, see p. 76), at the feast of Tabernacles (b. Sukk. 47a), and
at the offering of the first-fruits (b. Sukk. 47b Bar.).

The technical problems involved led to the definition of a ‘Greater
Jerusalem’, which included Bethphage, as an area permissible for a
night’s stay (pp. 61f.). This concession does not seem to apply to the
eighth day of Tabernacles, and for the Passover meal too it seems that
all the pilgrims went into Jerusalem itself.4

We find a precept, propounded at least by those who held that
Jerusalem had not been shared out among the tribes but remained
the common property of the whole of Israel, that it was forbidden to
let houses in Jerusalem because they belonged to the whole people.
Indeed, R. Eleazar b. Zadoq who grew up in Jerusalem,? said that it
was wrong even to let resting places. However there follows the
description of the actual practice: “Therefore, the inn-keepers took

3 Dalman, SW 315ff.

4 The precept was (M. Makk. iii.3, etc.) that a man should be scourged if ‘he
ate the Lesser Holy Things outside the wall (of Jerusalem)’. According to M. Eduy.
viii.6 there was no need for the actual existence of the wall. These ‘Lesser Holy
Things’ included the Passover. The word homd indicates the city walls of Jerusalem,
but in M. Men. vii.3 and elsewhere it is interpreted to mean the (imaginary) walls
of Bethphage. It may therefore have been permitted to eat the Passover within the
bounds of ‘greater Jerusalem’. Indeed, we see in b. Pes. g1a that a special lamb
could be slaughtered on behalf of a man who was in a Gentile prison, if his release
was assured, thus supposing that the prison was inside the ‘walls’ of Bethphage
(M. Pes. viii.6). The rule was, however, that the Passover lamb must not be eaten
outside the walls of Jerusalem, and we know that the strict legalists, the habérim,
went further, and never ate the ‘Lesser Holy Things’ in the upper part of the city,
one of the two bis*in. For them, only the lower part of the city was admissible (T.
Sanh. iii.4, 418). For the actual practice of the times we do well to adhere to what
happened at Jesus’ last Passover (the Synoptists regard the Last Supper as a Pass-
over meal). Although he passed the night within the boundaries of Greater Jeru-
salem, he ate the meal within the city itself.

5 This must be the Elder (Strack, Einleitung, 124, 130).
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the skins of the sacrificial animals [of their guests] by force. Abbai
says, We may learn from this that it is the custom for a man to leave
his host the wineskin and the hide’ (b. Yom. 12a Bar.; b. Meg. 26a).
Abbai traces back a custom that still obtained to his day (after ap
300) to the Jerusalem hosts’ customary right to the hides of the
sacrificial animals. The fact that such hides, at any rate those of
Egyptian sheep, fetched from four to five sela,® i.e. sixteen to twenty
denarii,® shows that the custom brought in a considerable income.
In comparison, the average daily wage of a labourer was one
denarius. Occasionally a man shared his host’s Passover meal as a
paying guest. If 14 Nisan fell on a Sabbath, a man would leave his
cloak with his host as security, and reckon up with him when the
feast was over (M. Shab. xxiii.1; according to b. Shab. 148b only
this meaning is possible).

The pilgrims brought considerable traffic to those engaged in the
catering trades. In the first place there were the offerings which the
pilgrims had to bring, which varied according to the purpose of their
pilgrimage. At Passover time they brought a lamb (see pp. 82f.) and
possibly a free-will offering (M. Hag. i.3) ; to these we have to add the
four cups of wine (M. Pes. x.1), the bitter herbs,? the fardset, and the
unleavened bread. Still more important, however, than the expense
of these ceremonial requirements was the outlay on luxury foods
which they could afford for themselves. Philo gives a spirited descrip-
tion of the feast days in Jerusalem as carefree breaks in a feverish
life (De spec. leg. I, 69; cf. Ant. 15.50, etc.). It was part of this full enjoy-
ment of life to have an abundance of good food and drink. ‘They
feasted seven whole days and spared no expense’, says Josephus
in his picture of the people’s celebration of Passover (4nt. 11.110).
They considered that they were not merely entitled to that kind of
luxury, but that it was actually incumbent upon them, since the
money from the ‘second tithe’ had to be spent in Jerusalem, and
should go, according to precept (Deut. 14.26), on meat and strong
drink and anything else they desired. Accordingly the Mishnah says

6 Krauss, 74 II, 113; on the high value of skins see Philo, De spec. leg. I, 151.

7 Compare the shopkeepers mentioned on p. 34, who called out to the people,
‘Come and buy the prescribed spices’. According to the illuminating explanation of
Professor Kahan, the phrase tagg®ré harak means ‘dealers in parched corn’. For the
meaning suggested by Rashi (Hirschensohn, 133), ‘dealers at the latticed window’,
the plural harakkin would be expected. The sellers of roasts and other dainties, who
also form part of the street scene in present-day Jerusalem, offered spices for sale at
Passover time.
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(M.M. Sh. ii.1) that the second tithe was appointed to be spent on
food, drink and scented oils, as Josephus puts it, ‘for banquetings’
(Ant. 4.205, 240ff.). We hear especially of their keen enjoyment of
meat, an enjoyment which is still found today among the Arabs:
‘As long as the Temple stood, there was no pleasure without meat’
(b. Pes. 109a Bar.). They could buy themselves game, especially
gazelle; if they chose fat cattle (M.M. Sh. i.3f.; iii.11) they had the
option of either using the animal for a secular meal or bringing it as a
peace-offering, in which case the fat parts belonged to the altar and
the rest was theirs (M.M. Sh. i.3f.; Ant. 4.205). Thus, for example,
it was a common custom to bring a festal peace-offering on the eve
of the Passover, and to eat it either before or after the Passover lamb
in case the portions of the latter were insufficient. On the other
hand this was not customary if the Passover offering was plentiful
(M. Pes. vi.g). In this connection, people often joined together
to buy a whole beast. Only so can a passage in the Mishnah be
explained (M. Hag. i.2f.), where the school of Shammai rules that
a festal burnt-offering must cost at least two silver ma‘@k and a
peace-offering one (the burnt-offering could not be paid for from the
second tithe since it was not for the offerer’s pleasure) ;8 naturally one
ma‘ah, only a sixth of a denarius (Bill. I, 293) was not enough to buy
the whole beast. Households with many mouths to feed were
dependent on peace-offerings, while those with fewer, and the means
to do so, could better afford whole burnt-offerings (M. Hag. i.5).

Wine, which could be sweetened with honey (M.M. Sh. ii.1), was
brought for drinking (M.M. Sh. i.gf.; iii.12; b. Pes. 109a Bar.), and
so was grape-skin wine (M.M. Sh. i.3). The second tithe was used
also for buying fish (M.M. Sh. ii.1), oil (M. Pes. vii.g), fruits such as
olives, grapes (M.M. Sh. i.4), walnuts and almonds (M.M. Sh. i.3),
and vegetables such as leeks (M.M. Sh. ii.1), fenugreek (M.M. Sh. ii.
3), and vetches (M.M. Sh. ii.4), and baking ingredients (M.M. Sh.
ii.1). The children were given rusks and nuts as titbits (b. Pes. 108b—
109a Bar.). People could bring the second tithe partly in kind, but the
general rule was that it was brought into Jerusalem as ready money
and spent there (M.M. Sh. i.5f.). Many would deposit money with the
keeper of a shop where ready-cooked food was sold, and then consume
their money’s worth (M.M. Sh. ii.gf.).

The rest of the trades in Jerusalem also profited to a greater or

8 The school of Hillel reversed the amounts.
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lesser degree from the pilgrim traffic. If a man was to fulfil the com-
mandment to rejoice at the festival he had to see that his women-folk
enjoyed themselves too. The Babylonian Jews gave their wives bright
clothes for Passover, and the Palestinians white linen (b. Pes. 109a
Bar.), most of which will have been bought in the city. It may gener-
ally be assumed that people would take home souvenirs of Jerusalem
(p- 9), and their liberality expressed itself in gifts to the Temple,
which resulted in commissions to the craftsmen of the city.

The priests may be regarded as belonging to the middle classes.
Most of these ordinary priests lived in various places throughout the
land, and were divided into twenty-four courses. Those who lived in
Jerusalem seem to have reached a higher level of wealth and educa-
tion, and one of these well-to-do priestly families, which had lived
in Jerusalem for generations, was that of Josephus (Vita 1-6, see
p. 108). The number of Jerusalem priests who had an education as
scribes was quite large: R. Zadoq (¢c. Ap 50) and his son Eleazar
(pp- 286f.) ; Hananiah (¢. AD 70) who was captain of the Temple (M.
Pes. 1.6); Eliezer b. Hyrcanus (¢. AD 9o; j. Sot. iii.4, 19a.28); the
priest and Pharisee Gozorus, who took part in a mission to Galilee in
AD 6667 (Vita 196f., also given as Iozaros) ; the pupils of R. Johanan
b. Zakkai, R. Simeon b. Nathaneal and the priest Jose (M. Ab. ii.8).
There were probably priestly scribes in the family called Rabban
Johanan in Jerusalem: it appears that there was in Jerusalem a
family whose sons died at the age of eighteen. They sought the advice
of Johanan b. Zakkai, who voiced his suspicion that they were de-
scendants of Eli who had come under the curse of I Sam. 2.33, and
he recommended that they should study the Law. In this way
the curse was averted, and on the basis of a belief about names still
found among Palestinian Jews, the family was called after Johanan so
that the curse would be averted for good (b. R. Sh. 18a). Eli the
priest of Shiloh (I Sam. 1.9) was of the family of Aaron,® so his
descendants were also priests and some of them, perhaps, scribes. On
the other hand, when the high priest Joshua b. Gamaliel (p. g5) is
called ‘Rabbi’, we cannot think that this is at all likely considering
what we know of the high priests; it is rather a mistake due to con-
fusion between this man’s father and the famous R. Gamaliel (Acts

9 His grandson, Ahitub (I Sam. 14.3), had a son Ahimelek (I Sam. 22.20), who
was said to be a descendant of Ithamar (I Chron. 24.3) the youngest son of Aaron
(I Chron. 24.1; Ex. 6.23). We should remember that the evidence of Scripture
would be sufficient to establish genealogies where the contemporaries of Jesus were
concerned, and critical doubts did not arise.
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5.34fT.; 22.3). As for the Levites, we find several of them who were
outstanding in wealth and education, among them the chief Levite
Johanan b. Gudgeda and Joshua b. Hananiah. The Levite Barnabas
too (Acts 4.36f.), companion of Paul and leader of the first missionary
journey, may belong to this group.

With regard to the income of the priests, we must distinguish
clearly between what was prescribed and what actually happened. For
the prescriptions we may refer to Schiirer’s excellent synopsis,10
according to which we should expect to find the priests living in
remarkably advantageous circumstances. What income had they in
actual fact? We know that the strict legalists were most conscientious
in paying certain dues, but they were only a minority. How did the
majority behave? After all, when we remember the amount of
the civil taxes, and add the many, heavy dues for the cultus and the
priests, it seems highly unlikely that the latter were paid according
to the book. In fact, we hear of numerous complaints.!? A whole
tractate of the Mishnah (M. Dem.) deals with the demai produce,
that is, any produce which has possibly not been subject to the priests’
tithe of the heave-offering (one per cent of the harvest) and the
second tithe. Again, the second tithe was certainly recognized in
Galilee (Vita 63, 80), but not the custom of devoting things to the use
of priests (M. Ned. ii.4). Philo seems to know nothing at all about the
heave-offering dedicated to the priests, t¢r@mah, about two per cent of
the harvest (p. 107 n. 14). Finally, the expression for uneducated
people, ‘am ha’ares, designates them as those from whom it was useless
to expect exact observance of the Law. We can see from this that the
precepts of the Law were by no means generally observed.

Of great importance in judging the value of the theoretical precepts
is the fact that only from the following sources of the priests’ income
have we any proof that they were paid at all, and even then the extent
of the payment is open to question.

1. The portion of the sacrificial victims which the priests received
in Jerusalem during their week of service. ‘Know ye not that they
which minister about sacred things eat of the things of the Temple,
and they which wait upon the altar have their portion with the altar
(i.e. the offerings) ?’ said Paul (I Cor. g.13, cf. 10.18; Heb. 13.10).
Of the two doves which Mary offered in Jerusalem (Luke 2.24) one

10 Schiirer II, go1-12, ET IL.1, 235-48.
6 11 E.g. M. Ab. v.8f.; cf. Mek. Ex. 19.1 and parr., Schlatter, Fochanan ben Zakkai,
7 n. 2.
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was a sin-offering, which went to the priest as usual (4nt. 3.230).
There are a number of references, such as those concerning the lottery
for the priests’ share (M. Shab. xxiii.2), or the Temple doctor’s action
in cases of stomach trouble (p. 26), or the beneficial effect of the
waters of the Gihon which the priests drank to counteract their rich
meat dietl2—all these bear unmistakably the stamp of authenticity.
The priests’ share of the offering also included the hides of the sin-
offerings, guilt-offerings and whole burnt-offerings, and we have a
number of specific references to the distribution of these (b. Pes.
57a Bar., cf. b.B.K. 109a~110b; b. Tem. 20b).

2. The first-fruits too were offered. This is shown by the vivid
description of the procession which was part of the ceremony (M.
Bikk. iii.1—g), and especially from the information that King Agrippa
(I or II?) took part in the offering (M. Bikk. iii.4).

3. The third payment due to the priests about which we have any
certain proof, the tithes on agricultural produce, is quite remarkable
in that it never occurs in contemporary lists of the priests’ sources of
income.13 This is because the basis for the various synopses is the
Mosaic law rather than actual practice. We know for certain from
Josephus that the tithes, which according to Mosaic law were due to
the Levites (Num. 18.21-32), were paid to the priests even before
the outbreak of the Jewish war (ap 66). He records that the high
priests repeatedly sent their servants to the threshing floors to seize
the tithes due to the priests (4n¢. 20.181, 206) ; and that his colleagues
received the tithes due to them as priests in Galilee, but that he him-
self, although a priest, relinquished his right to them (Vita 63, 80). In
the Epistle to the Hebrews also, we find testimony that tithes be-
longed to the priests: ‘And those descendants of Levi who receive the
priestly office have a commandment in the law to take tithes from
the people’ (Heb. 7.5). Again Pseudo-Hecateus of Abdera refers to
the Jewish priests as those ‘who receive a tithe of the produce’ (CA
1.188). Those passages in the Talmud which state that the tithes are
paid to the Levites and not to the priests (M.M. Sh. v.g9; M. Ter. iv.2,
etc.) are based on the purely exegetical consideration of the OT
precept, and are the less significant, as other passages in the Talmud
make it clear that in practice tithes were given to the priests. There

12 ARN, Rec. A. ch. 35 (Goldin, 146); Neubauer, Géographie, 145.

13 Ant. 4.60ff., 240ff.; 3.224—36; Phil, De spec. leg. I, 131-61; M. Hall. iv.g-11,
and the addition to M. Hall. iv.11 in the Munich MS of the Talmud (variants in
L. Goldschmidt, Der babylonische Talmud I, Berlin 1897) = b.B.K. 110b. Other
rabbinic texts in Schiirer II, 301 n. 6, ET IL1, 234f. n. 6o.
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are discussions on why the Levites had been punished by being de-
prived of the tithes (b. Yeb. 86a, cf. b. Sot. 47b—48a). It is reported of
the priest R. Eleazar b. Azariah, a contemporary of R. Aqiba, that
he levied tithes (b. Yeb. 86a); and there is the proverbial figure of the
priest who patrols the threshing floors (b. Ket. 105b.). Finally, it is
recorded that the high priest Johanan (Hyrcanus, 134-104 Bc) had
abolished the avowal of the tithes (M.M. Sh. v.15 = M. Sot. ix.10)
because, so the rabbinic references rightly declare, tithes were no
longer paid to the Levites (b. Sot. 47b—48a).

Philo also seems to have knowledge of a priestly tithe (De virt. 95),
but a closer inspection of his statements raises considerable difficul-
ties. As well as this priestly tithe he recognizes a levitical tithe, and
furthermore, defends the view that the priestly tithe not only included
agricultural produce, but also cattle.14 As far as I can see, it has not
so far been recognized that this priestly tithe of Philo’s can only be the
second tithe, which included the tithe on cattle; but this was spent in
Jerusalem by the man who owned the property. No historical value
can be given to Philo’s statement, which is based simply on the literal
meaning of the scriptural text, and shows scarcely any acquaintance
with actual practice.

The priestly tithe is thus firmly established; there now remains the
question of when it was first paid. The abolition of the tithe avowal
was attributed to Johanan b. Zakkai,1®> which takes us to the last
decades before ADp 70 and to the high priest John Hyrcanus (M.M. Sh.
v.15 = M. Sot. ix.10). The fact that Pseudo-Hecateus (before 100
BC) mentions the priestly tithe is a point in favour of the second name.
We know that the tithe was paid most meticulously by the strict
observers of the Law, and that they included the very smallest herbs
(Matt. 23.23; Luke 11.42) and also everything they bought—every
growing thing, that is (Luke 18.12). This last practice is attested by

14 Levitical tithe: De spec. leg. I, 156f. His priestly tithe includes cattle, De virt.
95. It is interesting to compare De spec. leg. I, 131—44 with De virt. 95. The revenues
of the priests are mentioned in both passages:

De spec. leg. 1, 131—44 De virt. 95
Dough-offering

Tax on property (crops) First-fruits

First-born of animals First-born

Tax on income from crops and cattle Tithes on crops and cattle

This comparison shows that the tax on property corresponds to the bikkiirim, and
the tithe (the ‘priestly’ tithe, actually the ‘second tithe’, is considered as income tax.
It follows from this that Philo did not know the térigmdh.

15 T, Sot. xiii.10, 230; Schlatter, Jochanan ben akkai, 29 n. 2.
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the parable of the Pharisee and the publican; it was probably taken
because it was not always possible to find out if the man who had
sold the fruits had tithed them in the prescribed way (i.e. whether
they were not demai produce).

We can, therefore, be certain of only these three sources of income
for the priests, and this is indeed surprising. Moreover, the evidence
that a considerable number of people did not pay any dues, or paid
them only in part, and that many taxes were perhaps no longer
paid at all, is confirmed by what we know of the financial circum-
stances of the priests. It would be wrong to base any estimate of this
on the circumstances of Josephus the priest and writer (Vita 80), for
he had the advantage of a good education over a number of years
(Vita 711.), for some time probably in Tiberias (Vita 274), and was a
landowner with estates near Jerusalem, probably to the west of the
city;16 he was also a member of the foremost family in the first of
the twenty-four courses of priests (Vita 2), and so his case is not at all
typical of the circumstances of the ordinary priests, the majority of
whom lived in great poverty. When their threshing floors were plun-
dered, some of them actually died of hunger according to Josephus’
statement (Ant. 20.181, 207), which admittedly should be treated with
reservation. Even Philo, who paints a glowing picture of the rich
revenues of the priests in order to prove the splendour of the Mosaic
Law, had to admit that the priests would have had plenty if everyone
had paid his full dues, but in fact they had been reduced to poverty,
because ‘some of the people’ (an obvious understatement) were
indifferent (De spec. leg. 1, 153-5).

18 Vita 422. The camp of the Tenth Legion, mentioned in Vita 422, was in the
western part of the city and its environs after the destruction of Jerusalem (BJf 7.5).
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THE POOR

about Jerusalem.! We are therefore entirely dependent for our

knowledge of the poorer classes on literary sources, and these
leave much to be desired when it comes to detailed information. To
be sure, we hear of a certain poor widow of Jerusalem who had only
two lepta, or a quarter of an as (about one farthing) for ‘all her living’,2
and cast them into the Temple treasury (Mark 12.41-44; Luke 21.
1—4). Again, we hear of a certain woman who had only a handful of
meal to bring for the meal-offering, which gave rise to a scornful
remark from the officiating priest (Lev. R. 3.5 on 2.1, Son. 40); or
again, of the poor man who caught four turtle-doves a day, and
brought two of them to the Temple even on the day when King
Agrippa chose to bring a thousand offerings, and so forbade any
other offerings (ibid. on 1.17, Son. 39). But the historicity of these
three accounts is doubtful. There is, after all, a Buddhist analogy to
the story of the widow’s mite, and another to the story of the poor
dove-catcher.? Dreams explain to the priest in the second case the
value of the poor woman’s meal-offering, and to Agrippa in the
third the value of the poor man’s doves; here we find a theme which
is particularly clear in the Chinese translation of the Buddhist paral-
lel to the Widow’s Mite, that the value of the offerings of the poor is
recognized through supernatural knowledge. So here we have no
reliable information. However, even if we should often like more in-

THERE ARE No Palestinian papyri which give information

1 When this was first written in 1924, there were no Palestinian papyri at all.
But now the position has been changed by the discoveries at Qumran, in the wadis
along the south-west coast of the Dead Sea and in the Wadi ed-Daliye. Even so, it
is still true (in 1968) that we have no such sources of information about Jerusalem
before AD 70 as we have about the Egypt of the papyri.

2 The daily ration of bread distributed to the poor, the barest minimum even,
cost as much as two asses (p. 122).

3 H. Haas. ‘Das Scherflein der Witwe® und seine Entsprechung im Tripitaka, Leipzig
1922.
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formation, the sources are sufficiently adequate to enable us to form
some idea who constituted the poorer classes.

We must distinguish between those of the poor who earned their
own living, and those who lived, either partly or wholly, on relief.

A, SLAVES AND DAY LABOURERS

The papyri witness to the existence of the slave trade in Palestine
during the third century Bc,4 and for Jerusalem in the time of Jesus we
have the auction stone upon which the slaves stood (see p. 36). The
impression we get from rabbinic and New Testament evidence,® and
from Egyptian papyri, is that slave ownership played no great part
in the rural economy. We find most of the slaves in the city, as domes-
tic servants, and even here, except at court, their number is not large.
A Jerusalem eunuch is mentioned in the Mishnah (M. Yeb. viii.4),
who was perhaps a servant in a harem. We find freedmen more often:
‘If your daughter has attained puberty, free your slave and marry her
to him’, was said to be a proverb of Jerusalem (b. Pes. 113a). There
was a manumitted slave in the service of the Jerusalem physician
Tobias (M.R. Sh. i.7), and a freed slave woman of Jerusalem was
made to drink the water of bitterness (Num. 5.11ff.) at the time of
Shemaiah and Abtalion in the reign of Herod the Great (M. Eduy.
v.6).

It has been stated that already during the second commonwealth
it had become impossible to enslave a man who was born a Jew.? The
passages quoted in support of this (b. Arak. 29a and the parallels b.
Kidd. 69a; b. Gitt. 65a) which claim that there had only been
Jewish slaves as long as the jubilee year was observed, are pure
speculation. The fact that the Old Testament takes the slavery of
born Jews for granted,8 and that rabbinic literature repeatedly deals
with Jewish slaves and defines their legal position as compared with
heathen slaves,”® still does not prove that this was the situation at the

4 Papiri greci e latini (Pubblicazioni della Societa Italiana per la ricerca dei papiri
greci e latini in Egitto), IV, Florence 1917, No. 406.

5 The servants in those of Jesus’ parables which are concerned with the country-
side were, as Matt. 20.1ff. shows, labourers hired for some period of time (cf.
M.B.M. ix.11, 12).

8 MW L1, 260, 274.

7 Krauss, TA 11, 83.

8 Ex. 21.2; Lev. 25.39, 47 (Israelite); Ex. 21.3 (wife); 21.7 (daughter); 22.2

thief).
( 9 'Bhejewish slave, like the heathen, was called cebed. Legally he was in the same
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time of Jesus. What is certain is that Josephus assumes that the Old
Testament precept (Ex. 22.2), by which a Jewish thief who could not
pay the necessary compensation had to be sold as a slave, is valid for
Herod the Great’s time; he reports how the king tightened up the
regulation concerning this (4nt. 16.1f.). For the rest, the question
of whether or not there were slaves of Jewish extraction is quite
immaterial, since most Gentile slaves accepted circumcision and so
became Jews.10 It had, therefore, to be decided what religious duties
were obligatory for slaves (M. Ber. iii.3), and we find slaves slaughter-
ing two Passover offerings in the Temple Court, one for themselves
and one for their master (M. Pes. viii.2). Otherwise, communal life
would have been impossible for a strict Jew. Freedmen at any rate
must be regarded as proselytes, except, perhaps, at court where little
attention was paid to religious rules. This is made clear by the counsel
to marry daughters to freed slaves, and by the drinking of the ‘water
of bitterness’ by a manumitted slave woman. In most cases therefore
it is impossible to trace a slave’s ancestry, and it is of no great im-
portance.

Day labourers were much more numerous than slaves, and one of
these was hired by a rich citizen of Jerusalem to act as runner in
front of his horse (b. Ket. 67b Bar.). On an average their services
earned one denarius a day (Matt. 20.2, 9),1! with keep (M.B.M.
vii.1). The poor man who lived by trapping doves caught four doves
a day, two of which he offered each day as a sacrifice (p. 109). Since
the price of doves was an eighth of a denarius in Jerusalem (M. Ker.
i.7) his earnings were a quarter of denarius a day, which was con-
sidered as exceptionally small (b. Yom. 35b Bar.). It was very serious

if a day labourer found no work, as happened on one occasion to
Hillel in Jerusalem (ibid.)

B. THE SUBSIDIZED SECTIONS OF THE
POPULATION

It is typical of Jerusalem that a large section of the population lived

position as a grown up child, and the heathen as a minor (M.B.M. i.5; M. Arak.
viii.4f.; M.M. Sh. iv.4).

10 They were given a year in which to decide, and then if they refused, were sold
to non-Jews (cf. E. Riehm, Handwdrterbuch des biblischen Altertums 11, 2nd ed., Leipzig
1894, 1524a).

b ;‘ Cét: Tob. 5.15, where Tobias’ travelling companion received one drachma and
is foo
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chiefly or entirely on charity or relief. First of all we must mention the
scribes. It was forbidden that they should be paid for exercising their
profession (M. Ab. i.13; M. Bek. iv.6; b. Ned. 37a, 62a). The validity
of this precept in the time of Jesus is shown in the Gospels: ‘Freely ye
have received, freely give. Get you no gold, nor silver, nor brass
(to carry) in your belts;12 take no wallet for your journey, neither two
coats, nor sandals, nor staff. For the labourer is worthy of his food’
(Matt 10.8-10; cf. Mark 6.8; Luke 9.3). In the Mishnah this precept
is attributed to the Jerusalem teacher Hillel, and confirmed by another
teacher R. Zadoq, who lived in Jerusalem before Ap 70 (M. Ab. iv.5;
1.13). When Schiirer!3 concludes, from the fact that Hillel paid an
entrance fee to the school of Shemaiah and Abtalion (b. Yom. 35b
Bar.), that the lectures there were not free of charge, he overlooks the
fact that the fee was paid not to the teacher, but to the caretaker of the
school building. It was only later that this precept was evaded, by
permitting a scribe compensation for loss of time if he worked at a
trade, because of his service as a teacher or judge; that is, if he could
prove it.14

How did the scribes live ? More than a hundred of the rabbis named
in the Talmud were artisans and were called after their trades.15 Of
course, these belonged in the main to a later time. Ecclesiasticus
(early second century Bc) questions the compatibility of a worldly
calling with that of a scribe (Ecclus. 38.24—39. 11), and the same ques-
tion is still being discussed in the second century ap (b. Ber. g5b).
These facts raise a doubt whether it was the custom, as early as the
time of Jesus, to combine the study of the Law with manual work.
However, the particular evidence which we have (all concerning
Jerusalem) shows that there were already by that time scribes who
followed a trade. Shammai repulsed a Gentile who wanted to be a
proselyte with his carpenter’s cubit (b. Shab. g1a).1¢ Hillel, who
also lived at the turn of the millennium, was a day labourer, at least

12 The wide sash which was also used for carrying money.

13 Schiirer 11, 380 (ET omits).

14 b, Ket. 105a; Pesigta de Rab Kahana xxviii. 4, ed. S. Buber, Lyck 1868, 178a. 17;
F. Weber, Fiidische Theologie auf Grund des Talmud und verwandter Schriften, Leipzig
1897, 130.

15 Delitzsch, Jewish Artisan Life, 78f, gives many examples; M. Weber, Religions-
soziologie I11, 410f.

16 Cf. Mark 6.3, where Jesus is described as a rékrwy (carpenter or builder;
according to Justin, Dial. 88.8, a maker of ploughs and yokes), remembering also-
that it was customary for a son to learn his father’s trade, and that Jesus liked to
make use of metaphors which had to do with building.
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during the time he was studying (b. Yom. g35b Bar.). When the
apostle Paul carried on with his trade during his missionary activities
(Acts 18.3), he was obviously continuing to support himself as he
would as a Rabbi in Jerusalem. In the last decades before the destruc-
tion of the city, we have a report that R. Johanan b. Zakkai took part
in trade, at least at the beginning of his studies,!? and that R.
Eleazar b. Zadoq (T. Betz. iii.8, 205)18 and Abba Saul b. Batnith
(tbid. ; b. Betz. 29a) throughout the whole of their teaching life kept
shops in Jerusalem. It could, therefore, have been quite customary in
the time of Jesus for scribes to follow a calling as well as their work of
teaching.

However, in the main the scribes lived on subsidies. This is
suggested by the conditions of Jewish teachers of Torah in Palestine
before the First World War, and the sources confirm it for ancient
times. Franz Delitzsch gives his opinion: ‘The learned, or teachers of
the wise (talmide hakamim), as they were called, with no set salary
even for instruction, were dependent on the gratitude of their pupils

. on some consideration at the distribution of tithes for the poor,
and in certain cases also on support from the Temple treasury.’1?

It was said to be meritorious to show hospitality to a scribe, to allow
him a share in one’s property (b. Ber. 63b) or to run his business for
him as his representative (b. Ber. 34b, cf. T. Pes. x.10, 73) ; and Nehu-
niah b. Hakanah (M. Ab. iii.5), a teacher in the time of the second
Temple, said that the scribes must be relieved of the yoke of the
government (payment of taxes, b. B.B.8), and the yoke of worldly
care (concern about their livelihood). All this is authenticated by the
Gospels. On the subject of hospitality to scholars we remember the
words of Jesus, that the labourer is worthy of his food (Matt. 10.10).20
Paul regards this precept (I Cor. 9.14) as being valid also for a
teacher (cf. Gal. 6.6); and we remember Jesus’s exhortation to his
disciples to accept hospitality during their work of evangelism (Luke
9.4; 10.7, 8), and he himself accepted the hospitality of the home of
the sisters in Bethany (Luke 10.38-42; John 11.1). With regard to
scribes being subsidized by well-to-do people, we must bear in mind
the women among Jesus’ followers who put their financial resources at

17b. Sanh. 41a; Siphre Deut. 357; Gen. R. 100.10 on 50.22 (Son. 1001);
Schlatter, Fochanan ben Zakkai, 9.

18 Hirschensohn, 133, cf. p. 32; T. Pes. x.10, 173.

19 Delitzsch, Fewish Artisan Life, 8o (altered).

20 Luke 10.7; ‘wages’. The originality of the expression in Matthew is assured
by rabbinic analogies as well as by the freer Pauline rendering in I Cor. 9.14.
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his disposal, and other sums of money bestowed upon him and his
disciples during their journeyings (Luke 8.1-3; Mark 15.41; John
12.6). On the other hand, we cannot trace specific collections for
scribes in the period before Ap 70.21

We hear more than once that the acceptance of this kind of sub-
sidy was not always satisfactory: in Ant. 13.400ff. King Alexander
Jannaeus (103-76 Bc) warned his wife, as he lay dying, against the
hypocrites who appeared like Pharisees (and most of the scribes were
Pharisees) but were actually wicked and greedy (b. Sot. 22b). Their
zeal was directed towards the things of this world and not of the
next, a fact that is proved by the much-quoted reference to the seven
kinds of Pharisee, which to-day is only partly comprehensible (zbid.
Bar.).22 All this fits in with the report that the Pharisees were said to
have received bribes from the wife of Herod’s brother Pheroras (B¥
1.571), that they are described as ‘covetous’ in the Gospels (Luke
16.14), and that the scribes were reproached for exploiting widows
(Mark 12.40; Luke 20.47; this was said in Jerusalem). This last
passage, with its illuminating reference to ‘devouring widows’
houses’, can scarcely mean that the scribes accepted payment for
legal advice although it was forbidden, or that they cheated widows
of their rights; nor can it refer to Hillel’s prozbal (by which the re-
mission of debt directed by law in the Sabbatical year was evaded)
which had finally deprived widows who were in debt of the ownership
of their houses. It is much more likely to refer to the scribes’ habit of
sponging on the hospitality of people of limited means (cf. Ass. Mos.
7.6, ‘gluttons’).

All that has been said accords with the information about the
financial position of the scribes that has been handed down to us. It
is doubtful if there were many rich scribes in Jerusalem at the time
of Jesus. The report that Simon b. Shetah was brother-in-law to King
Alexander Jannaeus and brother of Queen Alexandra (b. Sot. 47a,
etc.) is a legend attributable to the queen’s friendship towards the
Pharisees. Furthermore, the story is told of the shopkeeper Abba
Saul who sold wine, that he saved for Temple funds the froth formed
by pouring the wine into measuring vessels, because it belonged to
no one, and so produced three hundred clay jars full of wine (b.

21j, Hor. iii.7, 48a.40; the information about Rabbis collecting contributions
to support the scribes belongs to the period around Ap 100.

22 Parallels in Derenbourg, Essai, 3 and n.1. In b. Sot. 22b the first kind is the
paris $ikmi, who like Shechem performed his religious duties from impure motives

(Gen. 34.2-5).
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Betz. 29a Bar.). But this exaggeration is merely to characterize
conscientiousness. His fellow craftsman, R. Eleazar b. Zadoq, bought
the Hellenistic synagogue in Jerusalem for himself.23 This, however,
was but a small building (b. Meg. 26a). If the great landowner R.
Eleazar b. Harsum ever belonged to Jerusalem it was only at the time
of Hadrian, and then in his capacity as high priest (see p. 97 n. 33).

On the other hand, we can be certain that there were some scribes,
those who were priests for example, who drew a regular income
(p. 104). The scribes employed at the Temple also had a regular in-
come, and were paid from the money of the annual Temple tax. A
few scribes are said to have been appointed to instruct the priests in
the rules of slaughtering sacrifices, and others to instruct them in the
prescribed performance of the food offerings (b. Ket. 106a). Again,
the three or four scribes (b. Ket 105a2) who were judges in a Jerusalem
court, which is often mentioned (zbid. ; M. Ket. xiii.1ff.; b. B.K. 58b),
were paid by the Temple and are said to have received 99 minas, i.e.
about a talent; but unfortunately we do not know for what period
(b. Ket. 105a).

These instances of regular income must not mislead us into think-
ing that most of the scribes did not belong to the poorer classes. The
saying that a scholar is never in want was twisted to fit the facts in
the Babylonian Talmud, by saying that he was not reduced to beg-
gary (b. Shab. 151b). The fact that the Talmud often refers to the
wife, but never the wives of a scholar, is due not so much to the scribes’
high regard for monogamy, but rather to the poverty of their cir-
cumstances. 24 To give some examples of such poverty from the second
century AD: Two scholars of R. Gamaliel II, whose learning was so
great that they ‘could count the number of drops of water in the sea’,
had not a bite to eat, not a garment to wear (b. Hor. 10a). The
famous teacher of Law, R. Aqiba, and his wife had to sleep in straw
in the winter, and he had so little that he could not cheer his wife with
a single jewel (b. Ned. 50a). R. Judah b. Eli, the most frequently
quoted scholar in the Mishnah (over 600 times), had only one cloak,
which he and his wife had to wear in turn when they went out (b.
Ned. 49b-50a), and six of his pupils had only one cloak between them
(b. Sanh. 20a).

28 T, Meg. iii.6, 224; Schlatter, Tage, 81. The Munich codex of the Talmud (cf.
L. Goldschmidt, Der. bab. Talmud, Berlin 1899, 643), names Eleazar b. Azariah
as the purchaser, but there is no evidence of his presence in Jerusalem.

24 J, Bergal, Die Eheverhdltnisse der alten Juden, Leipzig 1881, 10.
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When we turn to Jerusalem, we are reminded first of Hillel. Born
of a poor family of the Dispersion, he journeyed on foot from Baby-
lonia to Jerusalem (p. 59). There he worked as a day labourer for
one feroppa‘iq, which is half a denarius, and out of this he had to pay
the school caretaker, leaving only a quarter of a denarius for the
maintenance of himself and his family (b. Yom. g5b. Bar.). It is
related that on one occasion he could not find work, and so could not
pay the entrance fee for the school. Despite the winter weather he
stayed outside and listened through the window, and later was found
there half frozen (i6:d.) 25 Only when he became a celebrated teacher,
with sometimes eighty pupils (b. B.B. 134a), were things better for
him. He might be able to lend a horse and a runner for a rich man in
difficulties (b. Ket. 67b Bar.), or have an ox sacrificed on his own
behalfin the Temple court.28

Two further cases of the poverty of Jerusalem scribes may be
mentioned. R. Johanan b. Haurannith lived miserably on dry bread
during a famine (b. Yeb. 15b); and R. Eliezer b. Hyrcanus, who de-
voted himself to study against his father’s will, lived in extreme priva-
tion until his teacher R. Johanan b. Zakkai noticed by his bad breath
that he was starving.2? To corroborate what has been said, we may
cite the poverty of Jesus: he came from a poor family. This we know
because Mary made use of the concession to poor people, and brought
two doves as an offering for her purification (Luke 2.24; cf. Lev. 12.8);
his life was one of such privation that ‘he had not where to lay his
head’ (Matt. 8.20; Luke 9.58); he himself carried no money, as the
incidents of the shekel and the tribute money show (Matt. 17.24-27;
cf. Mark 12.13-17; Matt. 22.15-22; Luke 20.20-62), and he allowed
himself to depend on charity (Luke 8.1-3).28 All things considered,
therefore, we must reckon the Rabbis among the poorer classes.2?

When tradition talks of ‘proud poverty’ in Jerusalem (b. Pes. 113a),
it gives unwarranted praise, for Jerusalem in the time of Jesus was
already a centre for mendicancy; it was encouraged because alms-
giving was regarded as particularly meritorious when done in the

25 He was covered with snow, which does fall in Jerusalem, though rarely.

268 F, Delitzsch, Fesus und Hillel, 3rd ed., Frankfurt-am-Main, 1875, 35.

27 ARN 30 (Goldin 43) ; Schlatter, Jochanan ben Zakkai, 23.

28 The recognition of the numerous parallels between the way of life of Jesus and
his disciples and that of the scribes must not be obscured by his opposition to the
scribes of his day in general.

29 Cf. Weber, Religionssoziologie III, 409: ‘A class of plebeian intellectuals’; A.
Biichler, The Political and Social Leaders . . . of Sepphoris, London 1909, 5: ‘The rabbis
were themselves, as a rule, men of the people’; cf. Krauss, 74 111, 66.
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Holy City. It is not surprising that even in those days there were com-
plaints of people who pretended to be blind, dumb, dropsical, de-
formed and lame (M. Peah viii.g; b. Ket. 67b—68a). The situation
has changed so little that even lepers, whose established begging-
place only a few decades ago was on the road to the Garden of
Gethsemane, were also to be found in old Jerusalem. Since they were
not allowed to enter the Holy City, they sat sheltering from the
weather under the gates, which did not count as part of the city
(b. Pes. 85b).30

Begging in Jerusalem was concentrated around the holy places,
i.e. at that time around the Temple, but beggars were not allowed in
every part of the Temple. The LXX of IT Sam. 5.8 adds to the pro-
verb, ‘The blind and the lame shall not come into the house’, the
words, ‘of the Lord’. Now lame and mutilated priests are to be found
in the Court of Israel and the Court of the Priests (M.Midd. ii.5; j.
Yom i.1, 38d.32; b. Sukk. 44a; cf. Bill. IT, 795f.). We shall do well,
then, to gather from IT Sam. 5.8 LXX no more than that there were
certain limitations; for indeed cripples were allowed in the Temple,
but only on certain conditions. M. Shab. vi.8 rules: ‘Ifit (the cripple’s
wooden stump) has a cavity for pads (to prevent friction), it is
susceptible to uncleanness. And of course the knee-pads are suscepti-
ble to midras (uncleanness which is communicated through pressure),
yet (in spite of this) he may go out with them on the Sabbath, or
enter with them into the Temple Court. A seat and its pads are
(equally) susceptible to midras uncleanness, yet he may not go out
with these on the Sabbath, or enter with them into the Temple
Court.’ Cripples who could get about with a stump were obviously
allowed in that part of the Temple that was forbidden to Gentiles, but
for those who were altogether lame or legless and had to be carried
around on a padded seat, this was forbidden. The impotent man in
Acts 3.2 is probably an example of this. He lay at the ‘Gate Beautiful’,
the Nicanor Gate, which connected the Court of Israel with the
Court of the Women, of course on the side of the Court of the Women
(Acts 3.8). He lay there begging (Acts 3.2, 3, 10) and had been taken
there at the hour of prayer by his friends when the coming and going

30 b. Sanh. g8a speaks of the Messiah sitting binding up his wounds amid the
poor and the sick at the gates of Rome; b. Sanh. g8b, at least when the variant
reading hiwwdrd is accepted, says that the Messiah’s sickness was leprosy. See also
Rashi on Isa. 53.4-5 in Bill. I, 481 n.2. Palestinian conditions, where lepers sat at

the city gates, have obviously been transferred to Rome, and b. Sanh. g8a is then
a verification of what b. Pes. 85b has to say about Jerusalem lepers.
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to and from the Temple was at its height. The blind and the lame
who came to Jesus and asked for healing probably did so in the Court
of the Gentiles (Matt. 21.14). We should find beggars elsewhere, not
only in the Court of the Gentiles, but at the outer gates of the Temple
area. At one of the two southern gates was the man blind from his
birth, whom John says Jesus healed (John 9.1, 8). The scene im-
mediately before this (John 8.58f.), when Jesus’ opponents took up
stones to throw at him, took place in the Temple, most probably in the
Court of the Gentiles, where stones for building the Temple may have
been lying about. The healing cannot have taken place immediately
after that incident, though it follows without pause; but there may
well have been a local connection in the mind of the author of the
Gospel. In any case, when Jesus sent the blind man to wash in the
pool of Siloam (John 9.7) he would have found him in the area south
of the Temple. Again, it is as mendicants that we see the sick, the
blind, the lame and the paralysed at the Pool of Bethesda (John
5.2—3). By analogy with Acts g.2ff. (cf. John q.1ff.) we can safely
assume that the conversation between Jesus and the sick man in
John 5.6, was occassioned by a request for alms. Since this pool—it
remained a place of healing after Ap 70, as is proved by votive
offerings found there—must have been much sought after as a place
of miracles, the sick had ample opportunity for begging.3!

However there are others besides beggars that we must mention as
support for the impression that Jerusalem had already in Jesus’ time
become a city of idlers, and that the considerable proletariat living
on the religious importance of the city was one of its most outstanding
peculiarities. It was said that it was of the essence of a city that it was
a place where ‘ten idle men’ were to be found (M. Meg. i.3; cf. b.
Meg. 3b), i.e. people who had renounced ordinary employment to
devote themselves to worship. There were men like this in Jerusalem
too. R. Eleazar b. Zadoq tells of societies whose members visited
families which were bereaved, and who also took part in wedding
celebrations and circumcisions and in the gatherings of the bones of
the dead.32 Such parasitic practices were forbidden to scribes.

It is amazing how many people of this kind emerged in the last
decade before the destruction of Jerusalem; they formed themselves

31 Cf. J. Jeremias, The Rediscovery of Bethesda (New Testament Archaeology
Monographs 1), Louisville, Kentucky, 1966.

32 Semahoth xii; T. Meg. iv.15, 226; A. Biichler, ‘L’enterrement des criminels
d’apres le Talmud et le Midrash’, RE 46, 1903, 76.
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into gangs and terrorized the whole city (B 2.275), and later carried
on the civil war within its walls. These revolutionaries of course in-
cluded ardent patriots and men full of religious feeling, but others
were simply men whom Josephus rightly describes as a rabble of
slaves and the dregs of the population (B 5.443). The social factor
played a large part in the Zealot movement. We can see this very
clearly in the activities of these liberators of the people, who in Ap 66
burnt the Jerusalem archives in order to destroy the records of their
debts which were stored there (Bf 2.427).



VI

DECISIVE FACTORS IN DETERMINING
THE ECONOMIC CIRCUMSTANCES OF
THE PEOPLE OF JERUSALEM

A. THE ECONOMIC AND GEOGRAPHICAL
SITUATION OF THE CITY

HE POSITION OF Jerusalem was a great hindrance to the

I commercial life of the city. In Part I of this book we have met

Jerusalem as a highland city, always short of water and of raw

materials for industry, and lying in a very unfavourable position for

trade and commerce. This state of affairs was bound to result in a
very high cost of living.

1. The cost of living in normal times

We generally find that cattle and pearls (M. Arak. vi.5), crops and
wine (M.M. Sh. iv.1) fetched a higher price in the city than they did
in the country. In the following passage from the Talmud particular
reference is made to prices in Jerusalem: ‘In three ways was the land
of Israel divided (between the tribes) : by lot, by Urim and Thummim
(oracular enquiry), and by the value of money’ (j. Yom. iv.1, 41b.
49; Levy, I1, 36gb). If Levy’s interpretation of the word is correct, the
third way in which the land was divided derives from the considera-
tion of the greater value of real estate in the neighbourhood of Jeru-
salem. The only evidence I know of the price of a piece of land in
Jerusalem is Matt. 27.6f., but this, of course, does not tell us the size of
the plot. The potter’s field, bought by the Temple treasurers (cf. Ex-
cursus on the historicity of Matt. 27.7f., pp. 138ff.), is said to have
cost thirty pieces of silver, i.e. probably 120 Roman denarii or Attic
silver drachmas, apparently the average price ofa plotofland (p. 140).

1 The thirty pieces of silver, the price of Judas’ betrayal, are nearly always
reckoned as sixty denarii. Actually dpydpwov can only mean either the Roman
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Fruit in Jerusalem, as is shown by one example, cost three to six
times its price in the country (M. Maas. ii. 5f.; cf. p. 33). Because
of the huge demand, the price of doves for sacrifice was inflated by city
profiteers to as much as a hundred times the normal price (M. Ker. i.
7; cf. pp. 33f.). Luxury articles for sale in a large city were dear when
compared with the price of land that has just been mentioned; thus,
the precious ointment used to anoint Jesus in Bethany cost more than
300 denarii (Mark 14.5; John 12.5).

The gift which a Jerusalem father received on the betrothal of his
daughter to a provincial bridegroom was said to have been particu-
larly high, as also the dowry which a provincial bride brought to her
Jerusalem bridegroom. ‘When a man from a small town married a
Jerusalem woman, he gave her (as a betrothal gift) his weight in
gold; and a woman from a small town who married a man from Jeru-
salem brought him (as dowry or marriage portion) her weight in
gold’ (Lam. R. 4.2, Son. 216). The main reasons for these high costs in
marriage settlements were the exalted status of Jerusalem as the City
of the Temple, as the capital city with authority over a very wide
range of ideas; but they also reflected the high cost of living in the city.

2. The cost of living in times of emergency

The unfavourable commercial and geographical position of
Jerusalem made itself felt to the fullest extent in times of emergency
(see Excursus II, p. 140), in shortages mainly of food, but also, for
example, of clothing materials (A4nt. 15. 310), and in correspondingly
soaring prices. We hear of droughts following lack of rainfall, of a
hurricane, of an earthquake, and of epidemics, of which one was
aggravated by drought, and also of conflicts within Jerusalem and
sieges of the city.

Accounts of the famine under Claudius show that Jerusalem suff-
ered special hardships at such times. In Antioch the Christians
arranged for a collection for the brethren in Judaea (Acts 11.28-30)
i.e. for the church in Jerusalem, as Acts 12.25shows (cf. 11.1 with 11.2;

silver denarius = one Attic silver drachma, then the commonest silver coin in
Palestine (Josephus agrees with this), or the equivalent of the OT kesep = silver
shekel, reckoned as four denarii in the Talmud, Philo, Josephus, Origen and
Dio Cassius. The second meaning is the more likely, since the number thirty (Matt.
26.15; 27.3, 5f., 9) is based on an OT verse, Zech. 11.13; and, furthermore, the
oldest exegetes (Codex D, five Old Latin MSS, two minuscules, Eusebius and the
Latin version of Origen) all render dpyvpiov in Matt. 26.15 as stater, which implies
this meaning.
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11.27f. with 21.10, etc.), although the famine was said to be world-
wide (11.28). Likewise the account of aid sent by Queen Helena of
Adiabene because of this famine makes us realize that Jerusalem had
special needs (Ant. 20.51). Josephus records that although a large
quantity of grain was reserved in the country for ceremonial purposes,
still the priests in the city had to go hungry (4nt. 3.321). There is also
a single example in rabbinic literature which probably refers to the
same emergency (b. Yeb. 15b; T. Sukk. ii.3, 193 = T. Eduy. ii.2,
457).2 Here we read that Eleazar b. Zadoq, who was in Jerusalem at
the time studying the Torah, saw his teacher R. Johanan b. Hauranit
eating his bread dry. His father sent the teacher some olives, but he
refused them because of their moisture content, and only accepted
them when R. Zadoq assured him that they had been preserved
according to the Law.

At such times prices mounted steeply and profiteers exploited the
desperate situation. There is a saying that rain clouds bring ‘ill luck
to the profiteers (lit. fixers of market prices)’ (Gen. R. 13.12 on 2.6,
Son. 106).3

We can confirm this rise in prices from statements about the price
of grain. M. Peah viii. 7 gives us the normal price: ‘A poor man who
is wandering from place to place should be given [out of the daily
dole, from the so-called ‘pauper’s dish’, which consisted of produce
and foodstuffs], not less than one loaf worth a dupondion (two asses),
[from wheat costing] one sil‘G for four s¢’ahs.” Thus the ration, clearly
a daily ration, which a poor vagabond received from the poor fund
was a loaf of bread worth two asses or a twelfth of a denarius (see
Bill. I, 2g1). It must have been made from meal or grain, of which
four s®’ahst (52.5 litres, nearly one and a half bushels) cost one sil‘a,
i.e. four denarii (M.M. Sh. ii.g ¢t passim). We may deduce, then,
from our quotation, first, that the price of grain or flour was one
denarius for each s¢’ak (about thirteen litres or three gallons), and
secondly that the daily minimum bread ration corresponded to a
price of a twelfth of a denarius, and to a grain measure of about
one litre or 13 pints (perhaps about 1% 1bs.).

2 Schlatter, Tage 8of.

3 Literally ‘clouds which bring to nought (§gbér) the mischevious designs (*éddn)
of the fixers of market prices’. Either $5bér or “édan should be struck out as a gloss,
a fact to which Professor Kahan has drawn my attention. The sense is then in both
cases as above. See also n.2 in Son. 106.

4 According to Ant. 9.85, 1 s®ah = 1} Italian modii; 1 modius = 8.75 litres
(1.925 gallons) ; i.e. 1 s°dh = approx. 13.125 litres (about 2.9 gallons).
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This is how Jesus’ disciples made their reckoning in the account of
the feeding of the five thousand (Mark 6.37, 44; cf. John 6.7, 10),
that to provide bread for the multitude would cost two hundred
denarii. They were reckoning, therefore, on a twenty-fifth of a denar-
ius per head, which was the normal price of a half day’s ration.
Contemporary evidence from outside Palestine is in exact agreement
with our figures. According to Cicero (In Verrem 1II, 81), twelve
yoinres of wheat of 1.094 litres (1.926 pints) each, i.e. 13.128
litres, cost one denarius. According to Athenaeus (III, 20), one
yoné of wheat was the daily measure per head. Both the price of
grain and the daily allowance of bread tally with the rabbinic evi-
dence.

What were the prices in times of scarcity ?

In the year 64 BC a hurricane had destroyed the entire harvest, ‘so
that a modius of wheat was bought for eleven drachmas’ (4nt. 14.28);
i.e. eleven drachmas were paid for 8.752 litres (just under 1% gallons),
so that one drachma would only purchase 0.796 litres (13 pints) in-
stead of the usual thirteen litres (three gallons). The price was thus
multiplied sixteen times. The daily allowance per head of one litre
(13 pints) cost one and a quarter denarii instead of a twelfth of a
denarius. That is more than the wages for a day’s work (p. 111).
Besides this, the prices during the famine under Claudius have been
handed down to us by Josephus (A4nt. 3.320): ‘An ’issaron of wheat
was sold for four drachmas.” Since the ’issaron® is 3.94 litres (7%
pints), people paid 4 drachmas for 3.94 litres, or 1 drachma per litre,
i.e. the price had multiplied thirteen times.

As a result of its unfavourable position commercially and geo-
graphically the Holy City was bound to suffer particularly severely in
such times of emergency.

B. THE POLITICAL SITUATION

In Ap 6 Judaea lost its political independence to the Romans with the
deposition of the ethnarch Archelaus, an independence which it
had possessed, generally in actual fact, sometimes in name only, ever

5 For the “issaron of the MT, LXX at Num. 15.4 gives a tenth of an oi¢i (’épdh).
Now according to Ant. 8.57, one bat (= ’épdh in Ezek. 45.11; b. Men. 77a) = 72
sextarii at 0.547 litres (0.96 pints) each. Therefore one *¢pah = 72 sextarii = 39.4
litres (1.08 bushels) = 3 s®’dh. Likewise, according to b. Men. 77a and Targ. Onk.
Ex. 16.36, one *gpah = 3 s®’ah. Therefore one *issaron = a tenth of an ’épdh = 3.94
litres (6.9 pints).
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since the days of Judas Maccabaeus (165-161 Bc). Only once more
before the dissolution of the Jewish state did history see a king over
the Jews, in the person of Agrippa I (AD 41-44). To what extent did
the political circumstances of the capital affect the fortunes of its
inhabitants?

1. Taxation

The state asserted its rights mainly through levying taxes. Under
Herod the Great these were ruthlessly exacted, and he was always
thinking out fresh ways of subsidizing his vast expenditure: ‘As his
expenses were beyond his abilities, he was compelled to be harsh to
his subjects’ (Ant. 16.154). Herod, it is true, followed a cultural and
political course which enhanced the economic power of the country.$
He increased security in the land by means of strongholds and settle-
ments; he extended the civilized areas by colonization; he promoted
the commercial life of the country by founding cities and building
harbours, by encouraging trade and commerce, especially by the
building of the Temple (see pp. 21f.; 55). All of this improved the
country which otherwise could not have borne his vast expenditure.
But even with Herod’s intervention on behalf of the people during the
famine which broke out about ADp 25, together with certain tax con-
cessions, we should not underestimate the complaints about his
extravagance that were made by his subjects in Rome after his death.?
The expenditure within the country was matched by an even greater
expenditure abroad, which brought no benefits to his subjects. We
hear of bequests, of building operations, some useful and some mere
luxuries, all alike of great size which were distributed among the
following cities and islands: the isles of Chios, Cos, Rhodes; the cities
of Laodicea, Tripolis, Byblos, Berytos, Sidon, Tyre, Ptolemais,
Ascalon, Nicopolis, Olympia, Sparta, Athens, Pergamum, Antioch
and Damascus.®

In view of this state of affairs we must admit that Josephus is right
when he says that the basic motive of Herod’s character was an
insatiable ambition, and this was the mainspring of his lavish display
(Ant. 16.153). In the circumstances a relatively tolerable level of
taxation could have met this expenditure only to a very small extent;
the people must have found much more oppressive the burden of

8 Otto, Herodes, cols. 93-95.
7 Ibid., col. g5.
8 Ibid., cols. 75~77.
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presents to Herod, his relations and ‘friends’, as well as to the tax
collectors and tax-farmers? and their underlings,!10 the confiscation
of their goods, and the extra taxes. Bitter was the popular outcry
against the abuse of the whole common wealth because of despotism
(B 2.84ft.; Ant. 17.304-10), against the squandering of money that
had been wrung from the people’s very life blood (B 1.524; 2.84ff.).
At his death Herod left behind him an impoverished country and a
demoralized populace with weakened morality,!! resigned to mis-
fortune (B 2.85f.; Ant. 17.304f.). When we consider that Herod was
so poor at his accession that he had to melt down his own ornaments
and valuables for ready money (B 1.358),12 and yet so soon after-
wards commanded immense wealth, we can well believe that the
complaints against him were fully justified.

The ethnarch Archelaus behaved no better towards the people,
and in Ap 6 Caesar Augustus deposed him because of his atrocities,
and banished him, confiscating his property (4Ant. 17.342ff.; B
2.111).

Agrippa I inherited a love of splendour from his grandfather Herod
(Ant. 19.328; B 2.218). He was such a spendthrift that he could not
manage on the income of his extensive realm (4nt. 19.352), yet we
hear of no complaints about him. Even more, it was said that the
people liked him (4nt. 19.349), and it seems that his excessive expen-
diture was defrayed not by exorbitant demands upon his people, but
by running into debt. Even before he became king he had contracted
vast debts in various quarters, in one case more than a million Attic
silver drachmas (4nt. 18.157, 163). As king he continued this method
of procuring money (4nt. 19.352).

During the time of Roman rule (AD 6—41; 44-66) the burden of
taxation remained constant, and the province of Judaea had to find
600 talents (4nt. 17.320; BF 2.97). In AD 66 the Jerusalem authorities

9 We cannot decide whether, under Herod, this was a system of state monopoly
or of tax-farming. Cf. Otto, 0p. cit., col. g7.

10 This is as much as can be extracted with certainty from the corrupt text of
Ant. 17.308.

11 Hillel, who belonged to the time of Herod the Great and Archelaus, was
already obliged to deal with tax evasion by smuggling goods in a hollow stick
(M. Kel. xvii.16). According to the Tosephta, R. Johanan b. Zakkai, who taught
in Jerusalem in the years before AD 70, had also to deal with this subject, clearly
appealing to traditional teaching (Schlatter, Jochanan ben Zakkai 30). M. Kil. ix.2
discusses tax evasion by wearing several garments one on top of another, and M.
Ned. iii.4 and b. Ned. 27b by perjury. See further Bill. I, 379f.

12 This must have occurred before the confiscations which followed (4nt. 15.5),
unless it is a duplication of a later melting down of royal valuables (Ant. 15.306).
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exacted 4o talents of overdue taxes (BJf 2.405). If this represents
the annual tax for the Jerusalem toparchy, it would confirm the
figures, for the share of taxes, not counting customs duties, of the
most important of the eleven Judaean toparchies may well have
been as much as this. We know from Tacitus how the oppressive
burden of taxes was resented, for he says that in Ap 17 the provinces
of Syria and Judaea begged for a reduction;!3 and during the siege
of Jerusalem in AD 70 the refusal to pay taxes was considered to be the
only cause of the war (BF 5.405). This was, of course, not strictly
true, but it is significant as indicating the part which taxation played
in the life of the people. The gifts and bribes which had to be paid to
officials and their agents were too numerous to realize. ‘Do violence
to no man, neither exact anything wrongfully, and be content with
your wages’, so John the Baptist exhorted the soldiers in his ‘open-air
sermon’ (Luke 3.14). Matthew records an instance of the bribery of
Roman soldiers in Jerusalem (Matt 28.12). The military tribune at
Jerusalem, the chiliarch Claudius Lysias, had obtained his Roman
citizenship by bribery or purchase (Acts 22.28). Corruption reached
even the highest circles; we have only to compare the many complaints
of the venality of the procurators. Pilate was reproached because of
his venality (Philo, Leg. ad Cai. 302), while Felix held Paul prisoner in
Caesarea in the hope of receiving a bribe (Acts 24.26). Josephus
especially can tell us of many instances of bribery.

2. War and spoliation

In the political chaos of the time Jerusalem, as the capital city of
Judaea and the City of the Temple, was bound to suffer particularly
severely. Although under Herod the city had been peaceful, after his
death, and especially under Roman rule, military oppression was
again experienced.

C., RELIGION AND THE CULT

1. Acts of charity
Almsgiving played an important part in Jewish piety: ‘The more
charity, the more peace’ (M. Ab. ii.7) was Hillel’s teaching. Com-
passion for one’s fellow men was regarded as a special characteristic

13 Tacitus, Annals I1, 42; Schiirer I, 474 n. g6, ET 1.2, 66 n. g3.
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of a descendant of Abraham (b. Betz. g2b). As the Jerusalem proverb
said, ‘Acts of kindness are the salt of wealth’ (in another form, ‘Thrift
is the salt of wealth’, b. Ket. 66b).

No one should underestimate the part played by the kind of
generosity to be found in Jesus’ preaching. ‘Sell that you have and
give alms’ (Luke 12.33). ‘So therefore, whosoever he be of you that
renounceth not all that he hath, cannot be my disciple’ (Luke 14.33).
The fact that this emphasis on charity towards the poor is peculiarly
Lucan, does not prove that these passages are secondary, for the
pericope of the rich young man appears in all three of the Synoptic
Gospels (Matt 19.16-30; Mark 10.17-31; Luke 18.18-30). The
severity of this pericope is reduced if we give a lower meaning to
‘perfect’, and ‘that thou hast’ (Matt. 19.21; cf. Mark 10.21, ‘whatso-
ever thou hast’; Luke 18.22, ‘all that thou hast’) :

(a) We must not think of ‘perfect’ as referring to a special group of
perfectionists, or a group striving after perfection, of which Jesus
expected special accomplishments. Such meaning could quite easily
have been found in Hellenistic thought (e.g. Poimandres iv.4, where
‘perfect’ virtually means °‘initiated’). In later Judaism the basic
meaning of ‘perfect’ was ‘fully righteous’,14 one who keeps the whole
Torah. When, therefore, Jesus said, ‘If thou wouldst be perfect’, he
introduced no new idea into his discourse, but simply put into other
words the phrase in Matt. 19.17, ‘If thou wouldst enter into life’,
which he used to answer the young man’s question (Matt 19.16). It
follows then that according to Jesus’ view, to give all one’s possessions
for the poor is part of the complete fulfilment of the Law.

(b) On the other hand the evidence of contemporary literature does
not allow the ‘all’ to be pressed too far. According to the Mishnah
(M. Arak. viii.4) a man may devote only part of his means to the
Temple, and to go further than this was not valid. This passage
demonstrates that men were obliged to set a limit to their generosity.
It had already been recognized as a precept in the first century Ap
that it was not permissible to spend more than a fifth of one’s means
on acts of charity (j. Peah i.1, 15b.23). Zacchaeus the publican was
ready to give half his goods to charity, and so to make recompense for
fraud (Luke 19.8), and this intentien Jesus commended. The phrase,
‘to sell all that he had’ (makar kol ma $eyes I, b. Pes. 49a Bar.) cannot
always be taken literally, and the evidence shows how far the demands
for charity on a man’s means were taken in practice. On the other

14 saddiq gamar, cf. Bill. I, 816.
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hand, it was performed to the letter by such a man as R. Johanan:
for the sake of studying the Torah he sold all his material possessions
without even retaining enough for the needs of his old age.1> We
must, therefore, consider the possibility that ‘to sell all’ is not to be
taken literally, but is rather a powerful expression for the demands of
charity. There is no doubt in this case that such demands played a
large part in the teaching of Jesus.

After this survey of the importance attached to charity at the time,
let us turn to the situation in Jerusalem, and first, to such charity as
was practised privately.

The pious citizen of Jerusalem when on his way to the Temple,
would normally give alms if there was, say, a lame beggar lying at the
so-called ‘Gate Beautiful’ (Acts g.2ff.). Anyone who saw a poor luna-
tic at the gate gave him something to eat (Bf 6.307). Naqdimon b.
Gorion practised an individual kind of charity, for it is said that on
his way to the school he had woollen blankets spread out in his path
so that the poor could collect them up behind him (b. Ket. 66b-67a
Bar.).

We should mention here the charities which were performed by the
ruling houses. Agrippa I had the reputation of a benefactor (4nt.
19.328, cf. 293f.), while Herod was praised for the extensive measures
he took during the great famine of 25-24 (23) Bc. He did not hesitate
to make personal sacrifices: ‘He cut up into coinage all the ornaments
of gold and silver in his palace, without sparing objects made with
special care, or having artistic value’ (4nt. 15.306). Josephus (ibid.
goof.) describes his measures:

‘For in the first place, to those who were able to provide food for
themselves by their own labour he distributed grain in very exact pro-
portions. T hen, since there were many who, because of old age or some
other attendant infirmity, were unable to prepare the grain for them-
selves, he provided for them by putting bakers to work, and furnish-
ing them with food already prepared.” These measures indicate so
clearly the conditions of a large town that we must assume that they
applied principally to Jerusalem. Thirdly, ‘He also took care that
they should go through the winter without danger (to health),
including that of being in need of clothing, for their flocks had been
destroyed and completely consumed, so that they had no wool to
use or any other material for covering themselves.’

15 Pesigta de Rab Kahana xxviii.13, ed. S. Buber, Lyck 1868, 178b.
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The quite credible number!¢ of 80,000 korl7? of grain distributed
throughout Herod’s realm gives us some idea of the extent of these
measures.

Devout pilgrims practised charity as they travelled, and it was
especially meritorious when practised in Jerusalem. It was not by
accident that the two blind beggars in Jericho (Matt. 20.30: two;
cf. Mark 10.46 par. Luke 18.35: one blind man) were sitting right
beside the pilgrims’ route. It was a natural misunderstanding on the
disciples’ part, when Judas left their company during the Last Supper,
that they should think that Jesus had sent him out to dispense alms
(John 13.29; cf. Matt. 26.9; Mark 14.5; John 12.5). When Paul came
to Jerusalem at Pentecost (Acts 20.16) he was plainly expected to pay
the expenses of the appropriate offerings for himself and for the
four Jerusalem Christians performing Nazirite vows (Acts 21.24, 26;
cf. 24.17, oblations). This was a not unusual form of charity. We hear
of Alexander Jannaeus (103-76 Bc) being persuaded by Simon b.
Shetah to defray the expenses for a hundred and fifty Nazirites;!8
and how Agrippa I (AD 41-44) on his accession ‘paid for a very con-
siderable number of Nazirites to be shorn’ (4nt. 19.294). There was
particularly vigorous intervention on the part of Queen Helena of
Adiabene during the famine which broke out between Ap 47 and
49. ‘Her arrival was very advantageous for the people of Jerusalem,
for at that time the city was hard pressed by famine, and many were
perishing from want of money to purchase what they needed. Queen
Helena sent some of her attendants to Alexandria to buy grain for
large sums, and others to Cyprus to bring back a cargo of dried figs’
(Ant. 20.51). Izates of Adiabene also took part by sending financial
help (ibid. 53). According to the Talmud he is said to have emptied his
royal treasury entirely; there he is erroneously called Monobazus of
Adiabene, but there is little doubt that the same incident is referred
to (b.B.B. 11a Bar.).

Josephus also makes it clear that it was the common practice for

16 At the end of the last century Belgium had to import six million hectolitres
(between 16 and 17 million bushels—an amount approaching 450,000 tons) of
grain for human consumption annually.

17 One kir = 30 s¢’Gh = 3.94 hectolitres (10.8 bushels) ; so 80,000 kdr = about
315,000 hectolitres (about 825,000 bushels—upwards of 20,000 tons). (According
to Josephus, one kir = 10 Attic medimni at 51.84 litres each; Ant. 15.314; cf. F.
Liuibker, Reallexikon des klassischen Altertums, 8th ed., Leipzig 1914, 1148.) The
Oxford Companion to Classical Literature, ed. P. Harvey, 4th ed., 1951, p. 463, gives

11 gallons 4 pints as the equivalent of the Attic medimnus.
18 Schiirer I, 279f., ET I.1, 298fT. ; Bill. I1, 755f.
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pilgrims in Jerusalem to give charity, when he says that the second
tithe was spent there, as well as the quadrennial produce of trees and
vines (pp. 134fF.), partly for charitable purposes (4nt. 4.227). In
view of this evidence, it is worth mentioning that the text of Tob.
1.6-8 in Codex Sinaiticus clearly assumes that the second tithe of
the third and sixth year of each seven-year period was distributed in
Jerusalem for the relief of orphans, widows and proselytes. This does
not exclude the possibility that this tithe may have been used in
general for the local poor (cf. Deut. 26.12; 14.28f.) so far as it was
discharged at all.

The religious communities provided a social service somewhere be-
tween the private and public services. We have evidence that the
Essenes had in each city, and therefore in Jerusalem, their own agents
who provided their travellers with clothing and other necessities
(BF 2.125), and similarly the Christian community in Jerusalem.
Within the primitive Church we find a sharing of all things!® in
common (Acts 2.44—45; 4.32—-37; 5.1-11) which was voluntary
(Acts 2.45; 4.32; 5.4) and which extended even to landed property
(Acts 2.45; 4.34, 36f.; 5.1ff.), all of which made acts of charity possi-
ble. Even if the account in Acts is merely a reading into history of an
ideal, it acknowledges the extensive charitable works of the primitive
Church, which were financed from the sale of property. The distri-

19 Common ownership in the primitive Church has been a matter of consider-
able controversy. The reasons that are cited against it do not seem to me to be
convincing, provided it is remembered that the participation was voluntary. The
fact that only one example, that of Joseph Barnabas (Acts. 4.36f.) is given is
explained by his importance. The privately owned house in Acts 12.12f. was
obviously the place of assembly for the community. The existence of poverty in the
community is explicable (Acts 6.1ff.) if the common ownership extended only to
landed property. Whoever doubts the accounts about this primitive ‘communism’
must offer an explanation of how they arose. There is an echo of ideal Hellenistic
communal principles (Plato; Iamblichus, Vit. Pythag.; see E. Preuschen, Die
Apostelgeschichte, Tiibingen 1912, 28), but this is not enough to prove that the
writer of Acts had transferred such ideals to the primitive Church. On the
other hand it should be emphasized that such communism is understandable if one
remembers (2) the repeated challenge of Jesus (see pp. 127f.) to devote possessions
to the good of the poor; (b) the example of Jesus and his disciples, who depended on
a common fund and forsook all their possessions (John 13.29; 12.6; Matt. 19.29
and par.); (¢) the example of the Essenes who, like the primitive community, had
communal meals (BF 2.120f.). Acts 5.1-11 provides clear evidence of primitive
communism, where the sin of Ananias was not his lie, but the withholding of
something that had been dedicated to God; cf. v. 2, he ‘kept back’; v. 3, yesdeofar
+ Acc., ‘to cheat’ (Blass-Debrunner, Grammatik des neutest. Griechisch, 12th ed.,
Géttingen 1965, 187, 4), and in v. 4 the verb must have the same meaning in spite
of the dative, which is doubtless a Semitism here, cf. kihes le.
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bution was administered by the apostles (Acts 4.37; 5.2), with
voluntary helpers (Acts 6.1ff.). There are further details in the section
dealing with the seven deacons who were appointed to look after the
poor (ibid.). We find them ‘serving tables’ (Acts 6.2) which was the
provision by the Church of food for the needy.

For clearer understanding it is instructive to make a comparison
between the two corresponding Jewish systems of tamhiy, or ‘poor
bow!’, and quppah, or ‘poor basket’. These may be distinguished as
follows: The tamhiy was distributed daily among wandering paupers,
and consisted of food (bread, beans and fruits, with the prescribed
cup of wine at Passover). The quppak was a weekly dole to the poor of
the city, and consisted of food and clothing (M. Peah viii.7; b. B.B.
8b Bar.; b. B.M. 38a; T.B.M. iii.g, 376, beans and fruits; M. Pes.
x.1, wine). There can be no doubt therefore that these arrangements
served as a model for the primitive Church. The daily distribution of
aid indicates the tamhiy, and the fact that local people (especially
widows) were helped, indicates the guppah. It is possible that Jewish
poor relief was only at a later time divided into two compartments,
and that originally it was simply a daily distribution to the local poor,
like the Christian relief; but it is more likely that the fellowship meal
that was held daily by the Christian community, entailed of itself a
daily distribution of aid for its poor members.

At all events we can learn this much about Christian poor relief:
(a) It was paid out in kind, as the wording of Acts 6.2 suggests; (b)
it consisted of aid for 24-hour periods, i.e. two meal-times (cf. M.
Peah viii.7); (¢) It is likely that the distribution was centralized at
one place. We may picture it like this: The Jerusalem Christians
assembled daily (Acts 2.46; 6.1) in their meeting house (2.46),20
probably in the evening (12.12, where the Church is assembled even
at night), for a meal held within the framework of worship (2.42,
46),21 under the leadership of the twelve apostles (Acts 6.2; 2.42).
The poor, and especially widows, were served with the gifts that
were brought in, and were also given provisions for the next day.
The daily celebration was described in these words, “They continued
steadfastly in the apostles’ teaching and fellowship (i.e. acts of charity,

20 kar’ olkov is contrasted with ‘in the Temple, in the sense of ‘at home’, as
in Philemon 2. The sense is not ‘in their own houses’, as it is shown by the presence
of all the apostles. See also Acts 12.12; 2.1-2; 1.15, where we find the whole
community foregathered.

21 “The breaking of bread’—an expression for the Eucharist, intentionally
vague, because of the disciplina arcani.
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xowwvia, cf. Rom. 15.26; Phil. 1.5; 4.14—16, or: table-fellowship),
in the breaking of bread, and the prayers’ (Acts 2.42).

Later, the resources of the primitive Church were strengthened by
collections from outside communities. Such a collection was made,
perhaps for the first time, in Antioch to relieve the distress of the
community in Jerusalem during the famine of Ap 47-49 (Acts 11.27-
30; 12.25), and this was later repeated at least once during Paul’s
third missionary journey.22 With reference to these collections for
Jerusalem instituted by Paul in his churches K. Holl23 would go so
far as to interpret the pledge to assist the ‘poor’, which Paul gave to
the Jerusalem apostles (Gal. 2.10), as an undertaking that the
Gentile Church would make a regular contribution to Jerusalem.
He can hardly be correct in this.

We come now to public charities. We are not concerned with a des-
cription of the OT and rabbinic legislation on social work. It is suffi-
cient to begin by remembering only the most important regulations:

(a) The sabbatical year, in which all debts must be remitted
(Mishnah Tractate Shebiith). This obligation could be evaded by
using Hillel’s proviso called the prozbal (M. Shebi. x.4).

(b) The tithe for the poor (M. Peah viii.2-9; M.M. Sh. v.6 g, 10
etc. and pp. 135f.). According to this, in the third and sixth years,
a tithe of the harvest produce which remained after payment of
the other prescribed contributions should be given to the poor. The
Mishnah (M. Ab. v.g) complains of the constant flouting of this rule,
and attributes to this the prevalence of plague in the years im-
mediately following, that is, in the fourth and seventh years of the
seven-year period.

(¢) The poor had certain legal rights during the harvest, such as
field corners (M. Peah i.1ff.), gleanings (iv.10ff.), forgotten things,
e.g. sheaves (v.7fl.), grapes fallen during the vintage (vii.3), and vine
thinnings (vii.5). Here, too, there were complaints of evasion (M.
Ab. v.g), but a number of particular details show that these rights
were in many cases claimed to the full by the poor.

(d) In addition we may mention a list of social regulations which
appear in the Talmud (b. B.K. 8ob-81a Bar.) and are alleged to go
back to Joshua. According to these, among other things, a man

22 Gal. 2.10; I Cor. 16.1—4; II. Cor. 8.9; Rom. 15.25-32; Acts 24.17.
23 K. Holl, ‘Der Kirchenbegriff des Paulus in seinem Verhéltnis zu dem der
Urgemeinde’, in Sitzungsberichte der Preuss. Akademie der Wissenschaften, Berlin 1921,

920—47.
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could graze his cattle in woods, gather wood in private fields, and
gather grass in all places except where fenugreek was growing, and
fish as he wished in the Sea of Genesareth.

What public charitable institutions were to be found in Jerusalem?
We already have some idea of the existence of Jewish arrangements
similar to the care of the poor in the primitive Church. In connection
with a legal disputation between the Jerusalem judge Hanan b.
Abishalom and the chief priests, upon which Johanan b. Zakkai
issued a judgement, we hear that, for example, a wife whose husband
went abroad could claim maintenance from the community (M.
Ket. xiii. 1-2), which she received from the poor-basket (quppak).
Again, when the Mishnah says that a poor man might get the four
cups of wine for the Passover from the poor-dish (famhiy) if he
could not procure them any other way (M. Pes. x.1), it can only
refer to the time when the Passover was still celebrated in Jerusalem.
An arrangement to be found only in Jerusalem is a special payment-
office for the deserving poor of good families: ‘“There were two
chambers in the Temple, the chamber of secrets (variant: of sins), and
the chamber of utensils. Into the chamber of secrets the devout used
to put their gifts in secret, and the poor of good family received sup-
port therefrom in secret’ (M. Shek. v.6). Jesus may have had some-
thing like this in mind when he commended almsgiving in secret as
opposed to trumpeting abroad one’s generosity (Matt 6.4). Since this
office was situated in the Temple, we may assume that the other
arrangements for assistance were also to be found there, an assump-
tion that is even more likely since the afore-mentioned judge Hanan,
who gave judgement in the matter of maintenance, was one of the
scribes paid by the Temple, and since the chief priests were involved
in the matter.

Social measures were also carried out in connection with the cultus
(see pp. 12f. on Temple workers). A standard of physical fitness was
a prerequisite of priestly service in the Temple, and this was assessed
by the Sanhedrin (M. Midd. v.4). Priests who were physically unfit
were allowed to enter the Temple and were called up to perform
certain functions. They used to sort out worm-eaten wood for burn-
ing, in a chamber in the north-east of the Court of Women (M.
Midd. ii.5). R. Tarphon saw his uncle, a priest who was lame in one
leg, blow the trumpet in the forecourt (j. Yom. i.1, 38d.32) even at
the feast of Tabernacles (T. Sot. vii.16, 308). For their services these
priests had a claim to that part of the revenue to which their ancestry
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entitled them, by virtue of their belonging to a priestly family devoted
to ceremonial duties (B¥ 5.228). In certain cases the cultus allowed
considerable mitigations for poor people, as for example at the
presentation of sin-offerings, when instead of a sheep two doves could
be brought, and even, in cases of special poverty, a food-offering
(Lev. 5.7-13; Ant. 3.230). People were also given the opportunity of
putting their money in safe deposit in the Temple (IT Macc. 3.4-6,
10-15; IV Macc. 4.1-3, 7; Bf 6.282)2¢ and it is recorded that
widows and orphans made use of this facility (II Macc. 3.10).
Finally we should mention another social measure, to be found orig-
inally only in Jerusalem. It concerned the position of widows. In Jeru-
salem a man took care to stipulate in his will that his widow should
live in his house for the duration of her widowhood, and be suppor-
ted by his estate. This became the right of all Israelite widows, and
stillheld good even if no such provision had been made (M. Ket. iv.12.)

2. Pilgrim traffic as a source of income

We should be able to reach an approximate estimate of the expendi-
ture of pilgrims in Jerusalem if it could be proved that the precepts
according to which every Israelite must spend part of his annual in-
come in Jerusalem were actually observed. These precepts were part
of the rabbinic interpretation of the Mosaic Law, and involved the
‘second tithe’, the tithe of the herd, and the produce of trees and
vines in their fourth year.25

The differences in the legal requirements concerning the tithe
payable to the officials of the cultus on the produce of field and tree
(Num. 18.20-32; Lev. 27.30.31; Deut. 14.22—26), resulted in their
being interpreted as directing two tithes, the first to be delivered in
kind, the second to be used in Jerusalem by the owner of the property.
If a man did not wish to bring the second tithe to Jerusalem in kind,
he was allowed to change it into money; but in that case he was
obliged to increase it by one quarter unless he took advantage of one
of the evasions listed in the Mishnah (M.M. Sh. iv.4—5). In any case,
it was forbidden to use the second tithe in any place other than
Jerusalem. All problems arising in this connection are dealt with in
the Mishnah tractate Ma‘aser Sheni, ‘second tithe’.

The regulations concerning the second tithe show considerable
alterations. The earliest evidence for a second tithe, in addition to

24 Even in recent times in Palestine holy places were used as safe deposits. In
1914 I saw great bundles of brushwood piled up at a sacred tomb (weli).
25 Schiirer I1, 306 n. 22.1-3, ET II.1, 240 n. 75. 1-3.
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that paid over to the officials of the cultus, is provided in the LXX
of Deut 26.12, in the book of Jubilees (32.8-14), and in Tobit (1.6—
8)26 according to the older of the two recensions available to us,
Codex Sinaiticus.2? According to this older conception, the second tithe

26 The book of Jubilees dates from ¢. 100 BcC (cf. O. Eissfeldt, Einleitung in das
Alte Testament, 3rd ed., Tibingen 1964, 824; ET, The Old Testament: an Intro-
duction, Oxford 1966, 608); Tobit is probably pre-Maccabean (op. cit., 793, ET,

85).
> 27 Schiirer III, 243 (ET omits) rightly suggests the priority of Codex Sinaiticus
against that of Alexandrinus and Vaticanus on Tobit, since the former in 1.6 indicates
that a tithe of the herd was still due to the priests, while Alexandrinus, in accordance
with later ruling, sets it aside. Alexandrinus also presents a more polished style than
Sinaiticus. Further consideration of Tob. 1.6-8 confirms the earlier date of Sinaiticus.

Sinaiticus

6 ‘I went to Jerusalem

taking the first-fruits and

the first-born and the tithes
of my cattle and the first
shearings, and gave them to
the priests, the sons of Aaron,
who served at the altar.

7 And the tithe of my grain,
wine, oil, pomegranates, figs
and other fruit trees I gave to
the sons of Levi who ministered
in Jerusalem.

8 And the second tithe I con-
verted into money in the six
years, and I went and spent it in
Jerusalem that year,

and gave it to the orphan and
the widow, and brought it to the
proselytes who had joined them-
selves to Israel, and gave it to
them in the third year, and we
ate it according to the precepts.’

Alexandrinus and Vaticanus

6 I went to Jerusalem,

taking the first-fruits

and the tithes of my produce

and the first shearings,

and gave them to the priests,

thesons of Aaron, whoserved at thealtar.

7 Of all my produce I gave a tithe

to the sons of Levi who ministered

in Jerusalem.

And the second tithe I sold,

and went there and spent it annually
in Jerusalem.

8 And the third I gave to those
to whom it was due.’

Sinaiticus gives a clear meaning: v. 6 mentions dues for the priests, v. 7 those for
Levites, v. 8 the remaining contributions. Alexandrinus and Vaticanus on the other
hand do not give a clear meaning:

(a) Verse 6, in spite of the statement ‘and gave them to the priests’, does not
really refer to the dues to the priests. For, between the first-fruits and the first
shearings due to the priests, comes ‘the tithes of my produce’; and since in the
following passage Alexandrinus and Vaticanus mention the Levites’ tithe and the
second and third tithe, the passage cannot also deal with another tithe on produce
due to the priests.

(b) Verse 6a is much more likely to refer to the entire dues which Tobias brought
with him to Jerusalem, in which case the end of the verse is nonsense.

(¢) The explanation of the matter is that Alexandrinus and Vaticanus wanted to
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from the third and sixth years of each seven-year period had to be
used as a poor man’s tithe (Deut. 14.28-29; 26.12), and so ordinary
dues would be paid only in the first, second, fourth and fifth years of
the seven; in the seventh year the land had to lie entirely fallow. The
book of Jubilees also takes this view that there were only two tithes,
which reflects the time of its composition.

A different conception is to be found in the later text (Alexandrinus
and Vaticanus) of this passage from Tobit, and this deals with three
tithes. We see from Josephus (Ant. 4.240) that this means that the
poor man’s tithe of the third and sixth years was considered as a
separate contribution. At the same time the second tithe was due for
payment in the first six years of the seven-year period. Against this,
rabbinic literature appears to have represented the older view, which
was the conversion of the second tithe in the third and six years to a
poor man’s tithe (M.M. Sh. v.g). Finally, Philo (p. 107, n. 14) held
the second tithe to be a contribution to the priests, while he allotted
the first tithe to the Levites. From all these wide variations, it seems
very doubtful if the second tithe was ever an entirely religious
custom, and these doubts are strengthened by the fact that an entire
tractate of the Mishnah (Demai) deals with arrangements for such
produce, where it was questionable whether the producer paid both
the priestly dues and the second tithe.

Similarly, the tithe of the herd (inferred from Lev. 27.32f.)
belonged originally to the dues payable to the officials of the cultus.
Rabbinic literature includes it in the duty which property owners
must use in Jerusalem. According to this source one may not re-
deem the beasts if they were unblemished (M.M. Sh. i.2), but had
to bring the offering in kind to Jerusalem where it had to be
slaughtered as a food-offering, but without the laying on of hands (M.
Hag. i.4; M. Zeb. v.8), and it could be consumed by the owner after
the priests’ portionshad been abstracted. Even the regulationsconcern-
ing tithes of cattle were very variable, as the following table shows:28

remit the tithes on the herd mentioned in Sinaiticus as due to the priests. This they
do by carelessly substituting for ‘the tithes of the herd’ (where the plural is gram-
matically admissible) the phrase ‘the tithes of my produce’ (although neither the
singular nor the plural of produce-tithe is suitable in the context). Therefore,
Sinaiticus on Tobit is the earlier text.

28 Tob. 1.6-8; Jubilees 32.15; cf. 32.2, 8; 13.26; M. Bekh. ix. 1-8, et passim.
Philo, see p. 107 n. 14. Not much should be based on Philo’s representation. He
does not describe the actual position, but appears to reproduce his own view on
the precepts of the Law.
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Tithe of First Tithe Second Tithe

Cattle (produce) (produce)
Tobit (Cod. Sin.) Priests Levites Owner
Tobit (Cod. Alex.) — Levites Owner
Jubilees Priests Priests Owner
Josephus — Priests Owner
Talmud Owner Priests (Levites) Owner
(Philo Priests Levites Priests)

The variations are to be seen principally in the relation between
the tithe of cattle, and the first and second tithes. They lead to the
conclusion that, particularly in view of the silence of Josephus, this
tithe of the cattle could hardly have been paid.2®

According to the Law (Lev. 19.23—25) the produce from trees and
vines could not be harvested for the first three years, and in the fourth
year must be devoted to God. This is also Philo’s version of the pre-
cept (De virt. 159). According to Jubilees the produce of the fourth
year was given partly as sacrifice, and partly to the officials of the
cultus (Jub. 7.36). Against this Josephus (4. 4.227) and the Mishnah
(M. Peah vii.7, M.M. Sh. v.1-5) agree that it was disposed of in
Jerusalem by the owner.

We are doubtful about the general carrying out of these rules. It
appears from the following two examples however that the regula-
tions concerning the second tithe and the produce of the fourth year
were actually observed in many circles, for the examples bear the
stamp of historicity. ‘If money was found before cattle-dealers, it
must be deemed to be (second) tithe; if (it was found) in the Temple
Mount it may be deemed to be common money. (If it was found) in
Jerusalem: at the time of a festival it was deemed to be tithe; at other
times common money’ (M. Shek. vii.2). Now the first tithe was for
the local priests (Vita 63, 80), and indeed was paid in kind (4n¢. 20.
181, 206); but here we have a kind of tithe which was brought to
Jerusalem chiefly at festival times, and was changed into money.
This can be only the second tithe, and the fact that the money in
question was mainly used for the purchase of cattle3? accords with
this conclusion.

29 This must apply to earlier times too. Benzinger, Hebrdische Archéologie, 2nd
ed., Tiibingen 1907, 385, comes to the conclusion that payment of the tithe of
cattle to officials of the cultus was ‘simply materially impossible’.

30 To hold money found among the cattle-dealers throughout the year to be
‘second tithe’ money expresses the ‘more severe contingency’.



138 FACTORS DETERMINING ECONOMIC CIRCUMSTANCES

The other example is a detail contained in the statement of R.
Simeon b. Gamaliel (II) to the effect that the produce of the fourth
year was shared out in Jerusalem among neighbours, relations and
friends, in order to decorate the bazaars of Jerusalem’ (T. M. Sh.
v.14, 96.10; b. Betz. 5a; b. R. Sh. 31b), so that because of the
make-believe offer of crops the prices should be reduced.3!

It can therefore be said that the various regulations quoted testify
to the importance of the pilgrim traffic as a source of income for
Jerusalem.

3. Income secured for the city by the cultus

The cultus provided the main source of income for the city. It
maintained the priestly aristocracy, the priesthood and the Temple
employees. The vast expenditure from the Temple treasury (one
need think only of the rebuilding of the Temple) to say nothing of the
many ceremonial activities of the devout such as sacrifices and vows
—provided numerous opportunities of money-making for the trade
and commerce of the city.

To sum up, the following points indicate the effect upon its in-
habitants of the special character of Jerusalem:

(1) There was a large section of the population dependent on
charity;

(2) There was tension caused by the social contrast that resulted
from the presence of this section of the population on the one hand
and, on the other, the presence of the Court and the priestly
aristocracy;

(3) The city owed its well-being to its religious importance.

EXCURSUS I
The Historicity of Matthew 27.7

The account of the purchase by the high priest of the potter’s field with the
proceeds of Judas’ treachery seems to be spurious on two counts:

(1) Itcould be derived from the prophetic interpretation of the passage
in Zech. 11.13: ‘And I took the thirty pieces of silver, and cast them to
the potter in the house of the Lord’ (Masoretic text);

31 The divergent view of R. Simon b. Yohai is concerned only with the question
whether the transport of produce in kind was required or whether its value in
money could be brought to Jerusalem.
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(2) Itappears only in Matt. (in Acts 1.18f. Judas bought the field him-
self).

Nevertheless, we would make four points:

(a) The statement that Judas brought the money to the Temple cannot
be said to derive from prophecy. The whole thing has been explained as
follows: Matthew tried to take into account not only the yisér (potter) of
the MT of Zech. 11.13, but also the Syriac version which implies a reading
osar (treasury), therefore, ‘and cast it to the freasury in the house of the
Lord’. To do this, he describes the field as the potter’s field, and makes
Judas bring the money to the Temple, thus giving the impression in the
passage that it was paid into the Temple treasury (Matt. 27.6). From this
we may conclude that neither the description of the field as the potter’s
field (Matt. 27.7), nor the idea that Judas brought the money to the
Temple, can be historical.

This explanation, which assumes what amounts to a knowledge of
textual criticism on the part of Matthew, who immediately confuses
Zechariah with Jeremiah (Matt. 27.9), seems to me indefensible. Rather
say that Matthew read ydsér with the MT, as in 27.10. The fact that Judas
brought the money to the Temple was in accordance with custom, and
must be historical.

The Mishnah indeed gives us evidence of a custom already established
before the time of Jesus. In certain cases, the man who originally owned
the money (i.e. the buyer of goods, e.g. of a house) might attempt to avoid
accepting it back (should the seller wish to revoke the sale); then the seller
would take the money to the Temple and by this means the sale could be
revoked. M. Arak. ix.4 says, ‘If a man sold a house . . . he may redeem it
at once at any time during twelve months. . . . If the last day of the
twelfth month was come and it was not redeemed, it became the buyer’s
for ever. . . . The buyer used to hide himself on the last day of the twelve
months so that the house might be his for ever; but Hillel the elder or-
dained that he that sold it could deposit his money in the Temple chamber,
and break down the door and enter, and that the other, when he would,
might come and take his money.” Matt. 27.5 may provide an analogous
instance. Judas brought the money to the Temple, not simply to make a
repayment to the treasury, but so that a completed sale might be revoked;
true, it was not a house that was sold, as in the Mishnah, but the person of
Jesus. The procedure is this: The buyers, the chief priests and the elders,
i.e. the Sanhedrin (Matt. 27.3), refused the repayment of the money.
Thereupon Judas brought it to the Temple as a means of revoking the sale.
In the Temple the money was deemed ownerless, and the chief priests
(Matt. 27.6) became responsible for its expenditure. We may notice that
in v. g the chief priests are spoken of as members of the Sanhedrin, but in
v. 6 in their capacity as an executive body of the Temple. Hence it follows
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that the idea that Judas brought the money to the Temple was not depen-
dent on prophecy; accordingly, the Temple is not the point at issue in
Matt. 27.9-10.

(b) Furthermore, the chief priests’ seruple about keeping the money in
the Temple treasury, and their decision to buy the field ‘to bury strangers
in’ (i.e. pilgrims), are quite credible. It is attésted in the Talmud that any
ill-gotten gains, or property which had become ownerless (e.g. stolen goods
whose owner could not now be traced), were devoted to the treasury, but
were used for some public requirement, e.g. the water supply to Jerusalem. 32

(¢) The price of a field at 120 denarii (see p. 120 n. 1) can be shown to
be an average price. The price of a field mentioned in M. Arak. viii.1 as one
as, 1/24 denarius,33 is a casuistical illustration. M. Arak. ix.2 mentions 1
and 2 minas, that is 100 and 200 denarii; viii.2 tells of bidding for a field
at 10, 20, 30, 40, 50 shekels,34 that is 40, 80, 120, 160, 200 denarii. Therefore,
the average price of a field is 120 denarii.

(d) The name of the field, Akeldama (Acts 1.19, cf. Matt. 27.8), as
well as its use for burying strangers, does not come from prophecy. It is
more likely that the name Akeldama (Acts 1.19), then in common use,
originally meant ‘a cemetery’, and in fact the Temple authorities used it
as a place of burial.

Consequently, I think it quite possible that Judas brought the money to
the Temple to revoke the sale, and it was used by the Temple authorities to
buy a burial ground. Particular points, such as the designation of the field,
usually called Akeldama, as the potter’s field, and its traditional localiza-
tion in the valley of Hinnom (probably to be traced to a combination of the
Zechariah passage with Jer. 19.1f.; 18.2f.) are due to the later interpreta-
tion of Zech. 11.13 as a prophecy. As regards the sum of money, the price
of betrayal, a definite decision is hardly possible.

EXCURSUS II
Disasters in Jerusalem

The following survey is concerned with the period from 169 Bc (the first
capture of Jerusalem by Antiochus IV, Epiphanes) until aAp 70 (the
destruction of Jerusalem). It excludes the cases where the disaster was a
direct result of war alone.

(1) When Jerusalem was besieged at the time of Antiochus V (Eupator)
in 163 BC, the famine was made more severe because the ground had lain

32 b, Betz. 29a Bar.; b.B.K. g4b; cf. Bill. I, 37 on Deut. 23.19.

33 Bill. I, 291. This would buy two sparrows, Matt. 10.29, or two and a half,
Luke 12.6.

34 M. Arak. iii.g equates an OT shekel with a sil*4> = 4 denarii.
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fallow in the sabbatical year of 164/3. The famine affected the besieged
most of all, since they soon used up the stocks they had in the city, but it
affected the besiegers also (A4nt. 12.378; cf. I Macc. 6.49, 53f.).

(2) Some time before 65 Bc (i.e. before the siege of Aristobulus II in
the Temple by Hyrcanus II and the Arab king Aretas) there had been a
drought. The longed-for rain followed the prayers of a pious man called
Onias (A4nt. 14.22). The rabbinic account no doubt refers to the same
incident when describing how no rain had fallen by the latter part of the
month of Adar (the beginning of March when the rainy season is usually
coming to an end), and the prayer of Honi the ‘circle-maker’ produced
rain. So effective was this prayer, that people had to take shelter in the
Temple, because of the cloudburst which now followed, and the resultant
heavy flooding. Incidentally, this shows that the event occurred in
Jerusalem (M. Taan. iii.8; b. Taan. 23a Bar.).

(3) After the Passover of 64 Bc a hurricane devastated the crops of the
entire country (A4nt. 14.28).

(4) The siege of Jerusalem by Herod in 37 Bc fell in the sabbatical year
of 38/7 Bc, so that famine broke out in the city. The besiegers also suffered
want, since their enemies had plundered the whole neighbourhood (4nt.
14-471; 15.7; BF 1.347).

(5) In Herod’s seventh year (reckoned from the sack of Jerusalem in
37 BC, and not from his recognition as king in 40 BC), 31 BC, an earthquake
occurred which destroyed part of the livestock of the country (B7. 1.370;
Ant. 15.121).

(6) After the execution of Queen Mariamne in 29 Bc the country
suffered from an epidemic (4nt. 15.243).

(7) The famine which broke out in Herod’s thirteenth year, 25/24 Bc,
had particularly catastrophic results, and ran its course in different stages:

(a) First there was a prolonged drought so that the land remained un-
productive and without the smallest yield.

(b) Then sickness spread, an epidemic of plague that was due to a
changed way of life following shortage of food. All these miseries aggravated
each other, for the lack of food and care increased the epidemic sickness
which had been violent from the beginning; and the death of those who
succumbed robbed the survivers of the will to live, for they could see no
prospect of an end to their misery.

(¢) The second harvest also failed (A4nt. 15.290f.).

(d) The people were ‘in need of clothing, for their flocks had been
destroyed and completely consumed, so that they had no wool to use, or
any other material for covering themselves’ (4nt. 15.310).

(8) Under Claudius Caesar (AD 41-54) there was a great famine in
Palestine, the extent of which is evident from the number of different re-
ports about it.
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(2) When Helena of Adiabene made her pilgrimage to Jerusalem, a
famine was raging there (4nt¢. 20.51). There are more precise details con-
cerning the date of this in Ant. 20.101 where the account is introduced by
émi Tovrois.35 If this can be taken as masculine, as in the Latin translation
and consistent with the context, it implies that the famine took place under
two procurators, Cuspius Fadus and Tiberius Alexander. If, on the con-
trary, émi 7ovrocs is taken as neuter, then the famine may be placed only
in the time of Tiberius Alexander. This is how the Epitome takes it, and this
alone must be correct on the basis of Josephus’ style, for he never uses éni
with the dative but always the genitive for indicating dates. In any case,
the famine took place under Tiberius Alexander.

The following facts are known about the time the two men were in
office: Cuspius Fadus took office after the death of Agrippa I, i.e. after the
Passover of AD 44 (Ant. 20.1f.). From a decree of the year 45, we may assume
that he was still then in office (4nt. 20.14). For Tiberius Alexander, we
know only the approximate date of the end of his period of office. His
dismissal is reported as coming immediately before the decease of Herod
of Chalcis, which took place in the eighth year of the reign of Claudius,
24 January 48/49 (Ant. 20.103f.), so that it may probably be placed in the
year 48. The change of office, therefore took place in 46 or 47, and the
famine occurred in one of the years between 46—48.

(b) Ant. 3.320 mentions a famine which broke out when Claudius was
emperor and Ishmael was Jewish high priest, which was particularly hard
on Jerusalem. The answer to the problem of which famine in the reign of
Claudius is meant here (Claudius reigned from 24 January 41-13
October 54), depends upon the dating of Ishmael’s term of office. From
this, one might arrive at a date later than AD 54, since Josephus first men-
tions the appointment of Ishmael (4nt. 20.179) after Nero’s accession to
the throne after Claudius (4nt. 20.148-57) ; but we cannot set much store
by this, for in Ant. 20.137-59 he describes first the events in Rome con-
nected with the family history of Nero’s descendants, before turning to the
situation in Palestine. On the contrary, it is quite certain that Ishmael
was appointed before the nomination of Porcius Festus as governor of
Judaea (Ant. 20.182), and therefore during the governorship of Antonius
Felix. It was after the recall of Cumanus at the end of Ap 52 (Tacitus, Ann.
XI1, 54), that Antonius Felix became governor of the province of Judaea
(4nt. 20.137; BF 2.247). Before this, he had simply controlled the district
of Samaria (Tacitus, ibid.), while that of Judaea, as well as Galilee, had
been under Cumanus (4nt. 20.100-17). The date at the end of 52 for
the nomination of Antonius Felix as governor of Judaea is confirmed by

35 So read all MSS, and also Eusebius, HE II, 12.1, where the passage is
quoted, and the Latin ‘horum temporibus’. Only the Epitome (ed. B. Niese, Berlin
1896, 352) has the singular.
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Josephus, who states that the enlargement of Agrippa II’s dominions at the
beginning of 53 took place after the nomination of Felix (4nt. 20.138; B¥
2.247). However, we see from Acts 23.2; 24.1 that Ananias the predecessor
of Ishmael was in office under Felix, in fact for a feast of Pentecost (Acts
20.16), and therefore the Pentecost of 53 at the earliest. Since according to
Ant. 3.320 the famine in the time of Ishmael took place at a Passover, we
must consider this at the earliest to be the Passover of 54. Even this possi-
bility is ruled out if we are to accept the chronology of Acts, according to
which Paul came to Jerusalem at the earliest at the Pentecost of 55, there-
fore, when Ananias was still in office (Acts 23.2; 24.1). In this case, a
mistake must have crept into Josephus’ account since Ishmael was not high
priest under Claudius. Since Josephus, in connection with his description
of the reign of Claudius, knows only of the famine mentioned under (a),
which took place in a year between 46 and 48, we must substitute for
Ishmael one of his two predecessors Joseph or Ananias, and refer Ant.
3.320 to the same famine.

(¢) Further, by knowing the cycle of sabbatical years, it is possible to
find other references to the course of this famine under Claudius, which
was prophesied by Agabusin Acts 11.28. We know that the year of autumn
47-48 was a sabbatical year, for M. Sot. vii.8 testifies to the sabbatical
year of 40—41.38 The famine must, therefore, have run the following course:
Summer 47, the harvest failed; the sabbatical year 47-48 aggravated the
famine, and prolonged it until the next harvest of spring 49.

(d) It is possible that this famine under Claudius is described in
rabbinic literature. The elder Eleazar, son of R. Zadoq, records that as in
his youth he was learning the Torah from R. Johanan b. Hauranit he
saw him eat his bread dry, ‘because it was the year of the drought’ (b.
Yeb. 15b; T. Sukk. ii.3.193; T. Eduy. ii.2,457). Schlatter3? rightly deduces
from this that it is more likely to refer to the famine under Claudius, than
to the shortage during the siege of Jerusalem in ap 70. This period is also
indicated by other information about Eleazar, especially that in T. Sanh.
ix.11 (429), which tells how, when riding on his father’s shoulder as a
boy, he had been witness to the burning of a priest’s daughter. This
occurrence indicates a time when criminal justice could be executed
without hindrance, and the most likely time for this was the reign of Agrip-
pa I. Eleazar must have received instruction at a very early age, for
Agrippa I, in whose time he was still a child, reigned only three years.

(9) Not long before ap 66 there was a shortage of water in Jerusalem
during one of the three pilgrim festivals. The mention of a Roman com-
mander-in-chief points to a time before 66, as also does the fact that
Nagdemon b. Gorion is mentioned as an outstanding man. He was one of

38 Cf. my article, ‘Sabbathjahr’, SNW 27, 1928, 100 n. 9, Abba, 235 n. 15.
37 Schlatter, Tage 8of.
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the richest men in Jerusalem at the time of the Jewish war (b. Taan.
1gb—20a Bar.). A similar occasion of the failure of rainfall during the decade
before the destruction of the Temple is recalled by the report that Johanan
b. Zakkai produced rain after a prolonged drought (j. Taan. iii.13, 67a.40).

(10) It must have been during the late summer of the year 69 that a
drought occurred which was described by Josephus: ‘For before his (Titus’)
coming, as you know, Siloam and all the springs outside the town were
failing insomuch that water was sold by the amphora’ (B¥ 5.410). Moreover,
the year from autumn 68 to autumn 69 was a sabbatical year.38

By way of appendix we must mention that the name ‘Jerusalem locust’
would seem to indicate occasional plagues of locusts (b. Hull. 65a).39

38 Schiirer I, 35, ET I.1, 41.
30 I had experience of this in the summer of 1915, when Jerusalem was infested

by a great swarm of locusts.
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THE CLERGY

A. THE HOLDER OF THE PRIMACY

The reigning high priest

B. THE CHIEF PRIESTS

The captain of the Temple

1. Cultus 2. Custody of the Temple 3. Temple finances

The leaders of the Temple overseers Three treasurers
twenty-four weekly
courses and of their

daily courses

C. THE PRIESTS

Twenty-four weekly courses, each of
four to nine daily courses,
with about 7,200 priests

D. THE LEVITES (CLERUS MINOR)

Twenty-four weekly courses, each divided into:
1. Singers and musicians
2. Temple servants and guards
with about 9,600 Levites

A. THE HIGH PRIEST!

‘While different races base their claims to nobility on various grounds,
with us a connection with the priesthood is the hallmark of an

1 There is valuable material on the priesthood in Schiirer II, 267-363, ET II.1,
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illustrious line,” so Josephus confidently decides in his autobiography
(Vita 1). In fact, Israel at the time of Jesus was a pure theocracy, and
the priesthood was the primary representative of the nobility. Thus
the reigning head of the priests, in times when there was no king, was
the most eminent member of the nation. We must therefore concern
ourselves first with him, the high priest (kohén gadil), as the most
important member of the priesthood and consequently of the whole
people.

The leading position of the high priest is based upon the cultic
character of his office, the ‘lifelong sanctity’ (¢¢dul$at ‘6lam, M. Naz.
Vii.1; character indelebilis) of one authorized by God (b. Kidd. 23b: the
priest is God’s agent in the offering of sacrifices) to make atonement
for the sins of the whole community (Ex. g0.10; Lev. 16). This .
character of office was transmitted to him by the investiture with the
eight parts of the splendid high-priestly vesture.2 This vesture pos-
sessed atoning power and each of its eight parts atoned for specific
sins.3 Consequently, for Jewry it was the very symbol of their religion.
Only thus can it be understood that neither Herod the Great,
Archelaus, nor the Romans later could find a more effective safeguard
against rebellion than to keep the high-priestly robes in custody in the
temple fortress of Antonia, handing them over to the high priest only

195-305; but unfortunately he does not sufficiently consider Talmudic material
other than the Mishnah. See also A. Biichler, Die Priester und der Cultus im letzten
Jahrzehnt des jerusalemischen Tempels, Vienna 1895, though his basic theory of a great
revolution in the Temple in Ap 62 and the following years, with the Sadducees
overthrown by the Pharisees, falls to the ground because of a complete lack of
concrete evidence. The Herodian Temple is described in Dalman’s excellent piece
of research, ‘Der zweite Tempel zu Jerusalem’, PJB 5, 1909, 2g—57. W. Bousset
and H. Gressmann, Die Religion des Judentums im spdthellenistischen Zeitalter, 3rd ed.,
Tiibingen 1926, seriously underrate the importance of the cultus and the priest-
hood, and ignore almost all the questions to be dealt with here.

2 This consisted of the four priestly vestments: the white linen robe, the white
linen trousers, the turban and the girdle. There were also four special items:
the breastplate, the ephod (a kind of apron with shoulder-straps), the tunic,
drawn on over the head, and the golden diadem, which fits on to the turban (Ex.
28-29; Ecclus. 45.6-13; Pseudo-Aristeas 96—99; BY 5. 231ff.; Ant. 3. 150ff.;
Philo, De vit. Mos. 11, 109-35; De spec. leg. I, 84-91; M. Yom. vii. 5, etc.).

3 The account of the atoning power of the eight parts of the vesture is in Cant.
R. 4.7 on 4.2 (Son. 4.5, 189), and b. Zeb. 88b. In addition, there are occasional
single references. In T. Pes. vi.5, 165, the golden diadem atones for uncleanness
in the blood of the sacrifice and in the person offering the sacrifice, but in Nazirite
and Passover offerings it atoned only for uncleanness in the blood of the sacrifice
and for pollution of the offerer by a ‘grave of the deep’ (unnoticed pollution from
a corpse buried in the ground), cf. j. Yom. i.2, 39a. 26.
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on feast days. It also explains why the Jews struggled so tenaciously
to have the vestments released, a struggle which ended only when the
Emperor Claudius ordered their release by a decree in his own hand,
on 28 June AD 45; for the campaign over the high priest’s vesture was
for Jewry a religious campaign (Ant. 18.9off.; 20.6fT. cf. also 15.403).4
It is especially significant, however, for the cultic character which the
high priest possessed ex officio, that his death had power to atone.5 As
soon as the high priest died, all homicides who had fled from their
avengers to the ‘cities of refuge’ (Num. 35.9ff.; Deut. 19.1ff.; cf. Ex.
21.23) were free and might return home (Num. 35.25; M. Makk.
ii.6), and according to the prevailing opinion of the scribes they
might even take up their former positions (M. Makk. ii.8). The death
of the high priest had, by virtue of his office, expiated the guilt in-
curred by accidental homicide.

This special character of the high priest’s office involved a number
of unique privileges and responsibilities. The most important
privilege was that of being the only human being with the right to
enter the Holy of Holies, on one particular day of the year. The
threefold entrance$ into the Holy of Holies on the Day of Atonement
signified the approach to the gracious presence of God, which was
manifested in the fact that several high priests were granted divine
manifestations in the Holy of Holies. Simeon the Righteous (after
200 BC)? and John Hyrcanus, 134104 Bc (b. Sot. 33a Bar. and par.;
Ant. 13.282; cf. 300; 322) heard heavenly voices from the Holy of
Holies. The same Simeon the Righteous (b. Yom. gg9ab Bar.)8 and
Ishmael (either I, c. Ap 15-16, or II, AD 55-61)° had visions there,

4 The vesture was in Roman hands from Ap 6-37, when it was released by
Vitellius. When the procurator Cuspius Fadus (AD 44) tried to take it back into
custody, a Jewish delegation to Rome succeeded in obtaining an edict from Claudius
which confirmed the action of Vitellius.

5 For the atoning powers of the priest’s daily sacrifice, see Bill. I1I, 6g7e.

6 M. Yom. v.1—4; quite remarkably, T. Kel. B.K. 1.7, 569; Num. R. 7.8 on 5.2
(Son. 195) gives four times, and R. Jose (Num. R. ibid.) even has five times.

7 b. Sot. 33a Bar. and par. G. F. Moore, ‘Simeon the Righteous’, Fewish Studies
in Memory of Israel Abrahams, New York 1927, 348—464. In this brilliant essay Moore
has proved that Simeon the Righteous lived after 200 Bc, and that the alleged
Simeon I, who is said to have lived in the time of Ptolemy I (323 or 306 to 285 BC)
(Ant. 12.43; 4.157) owes his existence to a duplication by Josephus of the same
person. Guthe recognized this duplication (Geschichte des Volkes Israel 1914, 318)
but took the earlier Simeon as the historical one.

8 This Baraita passage develops from T. Sot. xiii.8, 319, where however the
name of Simeon is not mentioned.

9 b. Ber. 7a Bar. This passage confuses a high priest Ishmael with R. Ishmael
b. Elisha, who was executed ¢. AD 135. See Bill. I1, 79 n.
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and John 11.51 ascribed to the high priest, whoever he was, the gift
of prophecy. In fear and trembling (for the slightest breach of the
ceremonial rules would be visited by divine judgment), the high
priest carried out his duties in the most holy place which lay dark,
empty and silent behind the double curtain.10

Next, there were privileges for the high priest in the cultus,
especially that of taking part in the sacrifice at any time he liked.11
In addition he had the right to offer sacrifice as a mourner, which
was forbidden to the rest of the priests.12 Furthermore, the high priest
had the right of first choice in the distribution of the ‘holy things of
the temple’ to the officiating priests.13 In this distribution he could
choose: (1) a sin offering—either beast (T. Yom. i.5, 180; b. Yom.
17b) or bird (Siphra Lev. 2.3, 6d,); (2) a guilt-offering (T. Yom.
i.5, 180; b. Yom. 17b); (3) a portion of the food-offering, taken from
what remained after the offering had been made on the altar (j. Yom.
i.2, 29a. 11; Siphra Lev. 2.3, 6d); (4) four or five, or even six accord-
ing to others, of the twelve loaves of unleavened shew-bread dis-
tributed each week (four to five loaves: T. Yom. i.5, 180; b. Yom.
17b. six loaves: j. Yom. i.2, 39d.64; right of first choice without
specific number: Siphra Lev. 24.9, 53a); (5) one of the two leavened
loaves of the first-fruits at the feast of Pentecost (Lev. 23.17; T. Yom.
i.5, 180; j. Yom. i.2, 38d.63; b. Yom. 17b); and (6) a hide of the
burnt-offering (j. Yom. i.2, 38d.63; i.2, 39a.2).l* Among his

10 b. Yom. 19b Bar. describes the divine punishment of a Sadducean high priest.
M. Yom. v.1; j. Yom. v.2, 42c. 17fL,, rule that the high priest must say only a short
prayer in the Holy of Holies, so that the people do not take fright and become
anxious that some calamity has befallen him. When the rites of the Day of Atone-
ment were happily ended, the high priest, accompanied by all the people, went
home rejoicing (b. Yom. 71b), and he prepared a feast for his friends ‘for that he
was come forth safely from the sanctuary’ (M. Yom. vii.4).

11 M. Yom. i.2; M. Tam. vii.3. According to b. Yom. 17b this precedence
applied to all sacrifices. Cf. j. Yom. 39a.23 where it is stated that the high priest
sacrificed the votive and free-will offerings in the week before the Day of Atonement.

12 M. Hor. iii.5. This exceptional position for the high priest was derived from
Lev. 10, where Aaron offered a sin offering despite the deaths of his two sons, and
only abstained from eating the flesh of the sacrifice (10.19).

13 M. Yom. i.2; T. Yom. i.5, 180; j. Yom. 1.2, 38d. 63—39a.4; b. Yom 17b;
Siphra Lev. 2.3 6d Siphra Lev. 24.9, 53a. The conclusion drawn by R. Judah I
(d.217) from the words, ‘Aaron and his sons’ in Lev. 2.3, that the high priest had a
claim to half of the whole lot (T. Yom. i.5, 180, etc.), is later interpretation which
has nothing to do with the practice at the time of the Temple, when only the priority
of choice of the high priest was known.

14 The theft of hides by the ‘ruling families of the priesthood’, spoken of in b.
Pes. 57a Bar; T. Zeb. xi. 16, 497, is an example of the misuse of the high-priestly
right of first choice.
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additional privileges, the most prominent were the presidency of the
council, the Sanhedrin, which was the highest administrative and
judicial authority of Jewry; and the judiciary principle that if the
high priest committed a capital offence he could be sentenced only
by the Sanhedrin (M. Sanh. i.5).

The responsibilities of the high priest too were naturally mainly of
a ceremonial nature. While the Law specifically demanded no more
than that the high priest should officiate on the Day of Atonement
(Lev. 16), prevailing custom involved him more deeply in cultic
commitments. The Mishnah records that he had to participate in
the burning of the Red Heifer (M. Par. iii.5, et passim; the Law con-
cerning the ‘Red Heifer’ is in Num. 19), and that he had services to
perform in the week before the Day of Atonement, as practice in
carrying out the ritual of this Day according to the rules of the
scribes of the Pharisaic party (M. Yom. i.2).15 Then we learn from
Josephus and the Talmud that it was the custom for the high priest
to officiate also on Sabbaths, at the feast of the new moon, at the
three pilgrim festivals (Passover or Unleavened Bread, Pentecost and
Tabernacles) and at gatherings of the people (A4nt. 15.408).1¢ On the
other hand, he did not have to perform personally the daily meal
offering which the law said the son of Aaron must offer morning and
eveningl? but simply to pay for it.18 Other financial obligations of the

15 ‘Throughout the seven days he must, (a) sprinkle the blood [of the daily
morning and evening sacrifice on the altar of burnt-offering] and (4) burn the
incense [on the altar of incense in the Holy Place], and (¢) trim the lamps [of the
seven-branched candlestick], and (d) offer the head and the [right] hind leg [of the
morning and evening sacrifices, on the altar of burnt-offering]’.

16 Before a feast (Ant. 18.94: before the three pilgrim festivals and the Day of
Atonement) the high priestly vestments were brought from the fortress of Antonia.
There is further confirmation that the high priest officiated on days other than the
Day of Atonement in I Macc. 10.21; Ant. 13.372; 15.51 (Jonathan, Alexander
Jannaeus and Aristobulus officiated at Tabernacles). Josephus gives the most
detailed account in B¥ 5.230, where the high priest officiates ‘on sabbaths, at the
new moon, at family [or traditional] festivals, and any other assemblies of the
people in the course of the year.” This evidence is in complete accord with the
saying of R. Joshua b. Levi (¢. AD 250), handed down by R. Ugbah, that the high
priest officiated on sabbaths and festivals (j. Yom. i.2, 39a.25).

17 Lev. 6.12-16; Ant. 3.257; LXX I Chron. 9.31; Ecclus. 45.14; Philo, De
victimis 15; M. Yom. ii.g; iii.4, et passim in the Mishnah. Generally this offering
consisted of a tenth of an ephah (3.94 litres = nearly 7 pints, probably between
4 and 5lbs.) of fine meal, kneaded with oil and baked in a pan. Afterwards the pre-
pared cakes were broken in pieces, oil was poured over them, and half were
offered in the morning and half in the evening (Schiirer II, 348, ET IL.1, 287f.)

18 Ant. 3.257, cf. M. Shek. vii.6: at the high priest’s expense. M. Yom. ii.3-5;

. Tam. iii.1; iv.3: the daily offering by the officiating priestly course.
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high priest were the cost of the bullock slain as a sin-offering on the
Day of Atonement (Lev. 16.3; Ant. 3.242; M. Hor. iii.4), and pay-
ment of the cost of building the bridge over the Kidron Valley, which
a credible—even if slightly exaggerated—report says, had to be made
ready when the Red Heifer (Num. 19) was to be burned on the
Mount of Olives (j. Shek. iv.3, 48a.35; M. Shek iv.2).1? The ceremony
is said to have taken place only five, or possibly seven, times during
the last three hundred years of the Temple’s existence. (M. Par.
iii.5: R. Me’ir says five times, the Teachers, seven times).

Other official duties of the high priest were the carrying out of
regulations to assure his ceremonial purity. He might not touch a
corpse, or enter a house of mourning, and at a funeral he might not
follow immediately behind a bier (M. Sanh. ii.i; R. Me’ir’s testi-
mony). He was also forbidden to show the usual signs of mourning
by allowing his hair to become dishevelled and tearing his clothes
(Lev. 21.10; 10.6).20 The fact that there was no relaxation of this
rule even for a near relative shows how strict were the regulations.
Whereas for all other priests exceptions were made, to the effect that
a priest need not avoid contact with the bodies of close relations, such
as parents, children, brothers, unmarried sisters living in a brother’s
house, and wives (Lev. 21.1—4; Ezek. 44.25-27),2! only a single
exception was made for the high priest. This was the case of the mét
miswah (b. Naz. 47b), that is, of a dead man who had no next-of-kin,
when the last offices were the duty of whoever found him. Even this
exception was contested. The Pharisees upheld it, placing compassion
above the strict maintenance of ceremonial purity for the high priest.
The Sadducees, however, those staunch upholders of the letter of the
law, rejected even this one exception (M. Naz. vii.1).

Especially on the Day of Atonement had the high priest to be in a
state of absolute levitical purity. For this reason, in the week before
the Day he had to undergo the seven-day period of purification pre-
scribed in Num. 19, so as to eliminate any possibility of defilement
through contact with the dead (M. Par. iii.1; Philo, De somniis I,

19 It is stated here that the bridge was paid for from the Temple treasury, but
Abba Saul disputed this and affirmed that the high priests had it built at their
own expense.

20 The other priests were forbidden only to shave the head, cut off the fringe
of the beard and tattoo the skin (Lev. 21.5-6). According to Ezek. 44.20, dis-
hevelled hair as a sign of mourning was also forbidden.

21 The wife is not mentioned in the text, but the Rabbis interpreted the word
$¢%¢ra, ‘his blood relation’, as wife (Siphra Lev. 21.2, 46d).
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214). Besides this, during the week beginning 3 Tishri, to be precise,
from the conclusion of the evening sacrifice (j. Yom. i.2, 39a.22;
statement of R. Joshua b. Levi, ¢. Ap 250) he had to take up his
lodging in his official room in the Temple on the south side of the
priests’ forecourt,?? and to spend his nights there (M. Yom. i.1), so as
to exclude all possibility of contracting levitical uncleanliness,
particularly through his wife (T. Yom. i.1, 180: avoidance of nidda
uncleanness, which would have kept him unclean for seven days).
The nightly seclusion of the high priest in the week before the Day of
Atonement may have been instituted about AD 20, as a consequence
of the defilement of the high priest Simeon, son of Kamithos (AD
17-18), who on the evening before the Day, at the gathering dark-
ness was touched by an Arab’s spittle and was thereby prevented
from officiating?3 on the Day.24 So steps were taken to guard against
a repetition of any such levitical defilement of the high priest before
the Day of Atonement. A third precaution against his defilement at
this time consisted in keeping him awake on the preceding night (M.

22 M. Yom. i.1 calls the official room, li$kat palhedrin (T. Yom. i.1, 180 etc.
liskat parhedrin), i.e. room of the mpdedpoi, or, room of the court presidents. The
meaning in Levy, WB IV, 103b, room of the #dpeSpor, room of assessors of the court,
is mistaken. So is the term given by R. Jehuda, likat palwdtin, room of the BovAevrai
(T. Yom. i.1, 180). Actually the room was clearly, in contrast to the council room,
liskat ha-gazit, not for the use of all the members of the Temple court, but only
for the presiding high priest. A Baraitha in b. Yom 8b. understands some con-
tempt in calling the high priest ‘the president of the council’: from the time when
the high priest’s office was no longer lifelong, but, as in the case of a president of
a civil court, for twelve months only, his official chamber had been called ‘the
room of the president of the council.’ There is, however, no contemptuous reference
in this designation. From M. Midd. v.4 we learn that the official chamber of the
high priest lay in the south of the Court of the Priests, and was under the same roof
as the adjoining ‘Chamber of Hewn Stone’ where the Sanhedrin sat, half of which
was on sacred ground, and half was not (b. Yom. 25a). It was only appropriate that
the official chamber of the high priests, lying as it did next to the council chamber,
should be called the President’s Room.

23 Cf. A. Biichler, ‘The Levitical impurity of the Gentiles in Palestine before the
year 70’ JQR 17, 1926, 1-81, esp. 8.

24 b, Yom. 47a for an Arab’s spittle. T. Yom. iv.20, 189; j. Yom. i.1, 38d.6; j.
Meg. i.12, 72a. 49; j. Hor. iii.5, 47d. 11; Lev. R. 20.7 on 16.1—2 (Son. 20.11, 263) ;
Num. R. 2.22 on 3.4 (Son. 2.26, 63); Tanhuma, ahare mot 7, 433.24: spittle of an
Arab sheikh. b. Yom. 47a: spittle from a certain [Gentile] lord. The variant, spittle
of a Sadducee, b. Nid. 33b Bar.; T. Nid. v.3, 645, is obviously an anti-Sadducaic
alteration: it is highly unlikely that a high priest would have felt himselfso defiled
by the spittle of a Sadducee that he could not officiate on the Day of Atonement,
especially as the Sadducees were very strict about the Law (though, of course, only
in accordance with Sadducaic exegesis), and the high priests themselves were
Sadducees. Simeon’s brother functioned as his substitute.
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Yom. 1.6-7) to avoid the kind of defilement mentioned at the end of
Lev. 22.4.

Next to the maintenance of his capacity to officiate which was the
object of these strict rules of purity, it was important for the high
priest to be certain of the immaculate purity of his descent, since accord-
ing to Law his office was hereditary. This concern involved strict
rules about marriage, to which he was subject. The Old Testament
precept that the high priest must marry a virgin, while widows,
divorced women, violated women and prostitutes were forbidden to
him (Lev. 21. 13-15), was interpreted thus in rabbinic exegesis: On
the one hand, the concept of ‘virgin’ was restricted to girls from twelve
to twelve and a half years of age (M. Yeb. vi.4),25 while, by contrast,
the range of prohibited women was enlarged. ‘Widows’ included a
woman whose betrothed had died before marriage (M. Yeb. vi.4) ;26
‘divorced’ included a girl whose engagement had been broken off
(Philo, De spec. leg. 1, 107); a ‘defiled woman’ was interpreted to
mean the daughter of a priest’s illegal marriage (Siphra Lev. 21.14,
47d); and ‘prostitute’ could mean a proselyte, a manumitted slave
and any deflorated woman, such as for example a woman taken
prisoner in wartime (M. Yeb. vi.5). This means that rabbinic exegesis
limited the right of marriage for the high priest to such an extent that
he could marry only a virgin of twelve to twelve and a half years who
was the daughter of a priest, a Levite or an Israelite of legitimate
descent. When Philo, misled by the LXX version of Lev. 21. 13, 14,27
restricts the precept to daughters of priests, thereby excluding the
daughters of Levites and Israelites from marriage with the high priest
(De spec. leg. I, 110), he must in fact have been describing not the
precepts valid in Palestine but rather the prevailing custom there; at
all events, we know of several high priests whose wives were the
daughters of priests.

(a) The high priest Mattaiah, son of Theophilus (5-4 BC) was,
according to Ant. 17.164, brother-in-law of the high priest Joazar (4

25 But in the same passage another interpretation by R. Eleazar and R. Simon
refuses to restrict the concept to girls of twelve to twelve and a halfyears. In addition
those girls who by an unlucky chance had lost the evidence of their maidenhood
were also barred.

26 The ban on levirate marriage (i.e. with the widow of a brother who had
died childless) in M. Sanh. ii.1 was already included in the literal meaning of
Lev. 21.14.

2 ‘Anﬁ he shall take a wife in her virginity . . . a virgin of his own people
. . .. The words, ‘of his own people.’, are added in the LXX.
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Bc). His wife and Joazar were the children of the high priest Simeon
(called Boethus), ¢. 22-5 BC.

(b) The high priest Caiaphas (¢. AD 18-37) married the daughter
of the high priest Annas (Ap 6-15, see John 18.13).

(¢) The high priest Joshua son of Gamaliel (¢. AD 63-65) was
married to Martha (Lam. R. 1.50 on 1.16, Son. 1.47, 128: Miriam)
of the high-priestly family of Boethus (M. Yeb. vi.4; b. Yom. 18a,
cf. above p. 95).

Since all the wives mentioned came from high-priestly families, it
may be concluded that the high priests preferred to marry women
from the priestly nobility, or at least those of priestly descent. On the
other hand, we hear of wives of non-priestly families only in the case
of the wife of Alexander Jannaeus,28 the Hasmonean high priest, and
the wife of the high priest Pinhas of Habta, who was put into office
by the Zealots in Ap 67, and whom R. Hananiah b. Gamaliel (¢. Ap
120) called ‘our son-in-law’, i.e. a relation by marriage (T. Yom.
1.6, 180; Siphra Lev. 21.10, 47c).2® However, this last instance, which
is credible, is of very little significance since Pinhas, up to the time
when he took office as high priest, was a simple country priest and
stonemason.

The rules affecting the marriage of the high priest were in no way
mere lifeless rules; if they were broken, the whole Pharisaic party,
indeed all the people, protested loudly. The Hasmonean John
Hyrcanus (134-104 Bc) had to listen to the Pharisee Eleazar re-
proving him, saying that he was an illegitimate high priest and must
resign his office for himself and for his descendants, because his
mother, wife of the high priest Simon (142 or 141-134 Bc) had been
taken captive in war under Antiochus Epiphanes IV, and so could
no longer have been the legitimate wife of a high priest (4nt. 13.
288fT.).30 We have already seen that a war captive was placed on the

28 It is said in b. Ber. 48a et passim that Alexander Jannaeus was married to the
sister of a non-priestly scribe R. Simon b. Shetah. Unfortunately there is no other
evidence of this statement, which in any case is extremely dubious.

20 The statement in Gen. R. 98.22 on 49.20 (Son 98.16, 966), cf. 79.13 on 30.13
(Son 79.10, 661), that the high priests preferred a daughter of the tribe of Asser is a
worthless pun on Gen. 49.20.

30 That John Hyrcanus should resign in the name of his descendants as well as
for himself is shown by the fact that the reproof was repeated against his son.
Josephus affirms that the reproach was unfounded. The Talmud describes the
occurrence in b. Kidd. 66a: An old Pharisee demands that Alexander Jannaeus
should renounce his claim to the high priesthood because his mother had been
a prisoner of war. This account agrees fully with Josephus, except that the
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same level as a deflorated woman (p. 154), and her son regarded as
the illegitimate son of a priest and unqualified for the office of a
priest (CA 1.35). Alexander Jannaeus (103-76 Bc), son of John
Hyrcanus, had to tolerate the same kind of reproach, that as the son
(presumably meaning grandson) of a war captive he had no right to
practise the calling of a high priest. Indeed, once at the Feast of
Tabernacles, the people went so far as to pelt him with citrons
(etragim) which each Israelite held in his hand, together with the
festive wreath (li#lah) at the morning liturgy of the Feast in the
Temple (Ant. 13.371f; T. Sukk. iii.16, 197, cf. M. Sukk. iv.g).31 The
repetition of this rebuke, which had already been raised against
Jannaeus’ father, as well as the recording of the two instances by both
Josephus and the Talmud, demonstrates the great importance
attached to any breach of the high-priestly marriage laws. The
Pharisees were not afraid to make their rebuke openly before the
people, and even to hurl it in the face of the ruler at the apparent
risk of their lives. Furthermore, it was on the basis of this rebuke that
they established their rejection of the Hasmonean high priesthood
as illegitimate.32

In yet another case an infringement of the high-priestly marriage
laws is on record. Joshua b. Gamaliel (Ap 63-65) was at the time of
his nomination to the high priesthood betrothed to a widow, Martha,
of the house of Boethus, M. Yeb. vi.4 (Lam. R. 1.50 on 1.16, Son.
1.47, 128, calls her Miriam). He consummated the marriage after
his nomination, as he was entitled to do as a priest, but not as high
priest.33 The report that Martha bribed King Agrippa II with a
large sum of money to allow the nomination of her fiancé as high
priest to go through (b. Yom. 18a; b. Yeb. 61a. cf. p. 98) leads to the
conclusion that the projected marriage with a widow was unlawful
for a high priest and threatened to hinder the nomination of Joshua.
It is a fair assumption that in this instance too the resentment of the

personalities are changed, John Hyrcanus being confused with Alexander Jannaeus,
and the Pharisee Eleazar becomes an enemy of the Pharisees.

31 The rabbinic passage tells how a Boethusian (Sadducean) high priest was
pelted by the people with etrggim, allegedly because at Tabernacles he poured the
libation of water over his feet, as the Sadducees regarded the ceremony as unbiblical.
This may well be the incident involving Alexander Jannaeus.

32 For the illegitimacy of the Hasmonian high priesthood, see pp. 188f.

33 Alexander Jannaeus also, despite the legal ban, appears to have consummated
the marriage with his sister-in-law, Alexandra (Schiirer I, 277 n. 2, ET L1, 295
n. 2).
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people and of the Pharisaic party had been vociferous against this
disregard of the Law. Subsequently an attempt was made to legalize
the case (M. Yeb. vi.4).

Finally, among the commitments laid upon the high priest by
reason of his office there was some ceremonial appropriate to his
position, not confined to the occasions when he actually performed
cultic functions. When receiving or offering condolences he appeared
with an impressive retinue, with the Captain of the Temple always
on his right. When he himself was a mourner, there stood on his left
the director of the priestly course for the day. By contrast, when he
offered condolences, the position on the left belonged to his pre-
decessor in office (T. Sanh. iv.i, 420; cf. M. Sanh. ii.1). Another
aspect of this ceremonial was that ‘no one may see him naked, nor
when he is shaving nor having a bath’ (T. Sanh. iv.1, 420). He was
also expected to take special care of his outward appearance, and we
hear that he used to wear his hair in the so-called ‘Julian style’, cut
very short (b. Sanh. 21b; b. Ned. 51a; Bill. ITI, 440.1).

Even after his removal from office the high priest kept his title and
retained his authority. Indeed any priest who deputized for the high
priest,34 if, as sometimes happened, he was unable to fulfil his office
because of defilement (T. Yom. 1.4, 180), was numbered in the list of
officiating high priests even though he had discharged the duty by
proxy for a few hours only.

Again and again the influence of the retired high priest is discern-
ible. Think of the part played by Annas (in office from Ap 6-15) in the
trial of Jesus (John 18.13, 24; cf. Acts 4.6; Luke 3.2), and of the
former high priests Jonathan son of Ananus (in office from Easter to
Pentecost, AD 37), who in AD 52 led an important deputation of Jews
to Ummidius Quadratus, governor of Syria, and together with the
reigning high priest Ananias was sent as ambassador to Caesar, and
had his way over transferring control of Palestine to Felix (B 2.240ff;
Ant. 20.162). The deposed high priests Ananus, son of Ananus (in
office in AD 62; B¥ 2.563, 648-654; 4.1511f.; Vita 193f; 195fT; 216f1.),
and Joshua, son of Gamaliel (in office Ap 63-65; Bf 4.160, 238fT;
Vita 193; 204), played a leading part at the start of the uprising
against Rome. The high priest retained not only a great part of his
authority, but also his cultic character, after his deposal, for the

34 Joseph b. Elam took the place of Mattaiah b. Theophilus in 5 Bc (A4nt. 17.166;
T. Yom. i.4, 180; b. Yom. 12b; j. Yom. i.1, 38d. 1). Simon b. Kamithos (Ap 17-18)
had to allow himself to be represented too, see p. 153.
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restrictions on marriage, as well as the ban on defilement by the dead
and on undertaking mourning rites (p. 152), still had all their original
force (M. Hor. iii.4). His death, too, after deposal, still had its
atoning power for the homicide in a city of refuge (M. Makk. ii.6;
M. Hor. iii.4). ‘A high priest in office differs from the priest that is
passed [from his high-priesthood] only in the bullock that is offered
on the Day of Atonement and the Tenth of Ephah’ (M. Hor. iii.4;
M. Meg. i.g), i.e. in having to pay for the bullock and the daily
burnt offering of fine meal, and to offer the bullock. We see then that
the high priest retained for ever, after his deposal, the character of
his office, which made him a principal member of the theocracy. He
possessed a ‘life-long sanctity’ (M. Naz. vii.1).

This cultic character assured the high priest of a unique position
in the community; but the picture is incomplete unless we enquire
how far historical circumstances affected his position. First we must bear
in mind a whole series of facts which effectively reduced the high
priest’s importance. The most decisive of these was encroachment by
the political authority. Ancient tradition was that the high priest held
office for life and bequeathed it to his descendants. The anointing
prescribed by the Law (Ex. 29.7ff.; 30.22ff.) had already ceased to be
practised in the Herodian-Roman period, we do not know when or
why,35 and now the consecration of the high priest by investiture
took its place.3¢ This was a blow to prestige. Again, the authority of
the office was not increased by the fact that the political authorities
ignored various precepts, as for example in Herod’s appointment of

_ Aristobulus, the last Hasmonean high priest (35 Bc), at the age of
seventeen (Ant. 15.51) when twenty was the customary canonical age
for priests.37

It was bound to have a wholly subversive effect, when Herod dared
to rob the high-priestly office of its significance by arbitrarily dis-

35 According to rabbinic tradition (b. Yom. 52b) the holy oil was said to have
been hidden away since the time of king Josiah.
36 Namely, by putting on the four parts of the high priestly vesture, see n. 2 above.
37 b, Hull. 24ab (par. T. Zeb. xi.6, 496, with different wording), presents three
views on the matter:
1. A priest qualifies as soon as the first signs of manhood appear.
2. He qualifies at the age of twenty (on the analogy of Ezra 3.8, where this is given
" as the canonical age for Levites).
3. ‘As soon as the first signs of manhood appear, a priest is qualified for service;
but his brother priests did not allow him to take part in the service until he was
twenty years old.’
The third viewpoint gives the actual practice, since in the Tannaitic Midrash
Siphra Lev. 21.17, 47d) it is taught as the only tradition.
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missing and appointing the high priest, and, in defiance of the
privileges of the ancient Zadokite high-priestly aristocracy appoint-
ing to the office any kind of priest from some ordinary priestly
family. From then on, and also under Roman rule, the office ceased
to be life-long and hereditary. Herod achieved his aim, in part at
least, to make the high priest wholly dependent on political authority.
Cases of simony (see above p. 98; also b. Yom. 8b—9ga, Bar.; j. Yom.
i.1, 38c, 38 etc.), and rivalry among the chief priests were the
natural outcome of the new order.38

In other ways the growing influence of the Pharisees made itself
felt, particularly in the Sanhedrin but also in the cultus. The high
priests with Sadducean sympathies had to accustom themselves to
withholding their views in council, and to carrying out the Temple
rites according to Pharisaic traditions. It cannot be said that the high
priests themselves were blameless in the decline of their influence.
Cases of nepotism (see p. 99), occasional infringements (p. 98),
deviations from the high-priestly marriage laws (pp. 49f.), trading in
the Temple area (pp. 155f.), perhaps occasionally insufficient training
of the chief priests in scribal lore (M. Yom. i.6)3%—all these could not
fail to injure the reputation of the high-priestly office, at any rate
among those people who were under the influence of the Pharisees.

However, we must take care not to exaggerate these conditions,
for on the other hand the importance of the high priest greatly in-
creased during the first century AD because, as president of the
Sanhedrin and principal agent of the people at a time when there
was no king, he represented the Jewish people in all dealings with
Rome. Particularly at this time, there were among the high priests
outstanding men who won power and prestige by their personality,
men like Annas, Caiaphas and those high priests who stood out
against the Romans at the beginning of the rebellion. Above all, it is

38 Cf. j. Yom. i.1, 38c. 43, telling how the candidates for the chief priestly
office bid against each other. 38d.1 tells also how Joseph b. Elam, having deputized
on the Day of Atonement in 5 Bc for the high priest Matthias b. Theophilus, who
was unable to officiate because of uncleanness, now sought to supplant the legiti-
mate high priest. He asked the king an apparently harmless question, ‘Should the
bullock [for the sin offering] and the ram [for the burnt offering] be paid for by
me, or by the officiating high priest ?* He hoped the king would answer, ‘by you’,
and so confirm him as high priest, but Herod saw through him (parallels in T.
Yom. i.4, 180; j. Hor. iii.5, 47d.7).

39 A high priest who was practised in reading had to read the Old Testament
during the night before the Day of Atonement to keep himself awake. If he were
not practised in reading, someone read to him. ‘Zechariah b. Kabutal says, “Many
times I read before him from Daniel” ’ (M. Yom. i.6; cf. M. Hor. iii.8).
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important to note that the cultic character of the high priest’s office,
which made him the only mortal allowed to enter the Holy of Holies,
lifted him so high above his fellows that his position was not seriously
affected by historical circumstances. For ‘no man taketh the honour
unto himself, but when he is called of God, even as was Aaron’ (Heb.

54).

B. THE CHIEF PRIESTS AND CHIEF LEVITES

(a) The anointed high priest40 takes precedence (in rank) over the
high priest who is (only) distinguished by investiture (from the rest
of the priests).4!

The invested high priest takes precedence over the priest anointed
for war (Deut. 20.2ff.).

The order of precedence continues as follows:

(b) The Captain of the Temple (sdgan).42

(¢) The director of the weekly course (705 ha-miSmar).

(d) The director of the daily course (735 bét ab).

(¢) The Temple overseer (‘ammarkal).

(f) The treasurer (gizbar).

(g) The ordinary priest (kohén hedyit).

(k) The Levite (T. Hor. ii.10, 476; j. Hor. iii.g, 48b.33).
For the continuation of the list see below p.272.43

It becomes clear from this survey that apart from the office of high
priest there were five recognized ranks (6—f) to which we must now
give attention. We should note that the offices of captain of the
Temple, Temple overseer and treasurer (b, ¢, f) were linked to the
cultus in such a way that their holders had to be permanently present
in Jerusalem. In contrast, those priests who took a leading position in
the twenty-four weekly courses, who were scattered about the land
(¢, d), had to be at the Temple only one week out of every twenty-four
apart from the three pilgrim festivals.

The highest ranking priest after the high priest was the captain of

40 The legally prescribed form for the ordination of a high priest was not used
in Herodian-Roman times.

41 The usual form for the ordination of a high priest in Herodian-Roman times
(j- Hor. iii.g, 48b.33, puts ‘the prophet’ in the place of the invested high priest).

42 b, Taan. 31a Bar. puts the captain of the Temple over the priest anointed for
war. j. Hor. iii.g, 48b.34, omits the captain of the Temple.

43 A corresponding list of ranks is to be found in 1 QM ii.1ff.: the high priest,
his deputy, twelve chief priests, and the directors of the priests’ weekly courses;
twelve chief Levites, and the directors of the weekly levitical courses.
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the Temple,44 sgan ha-kohanim.45 Josephus and the New Testament
call him orparqyds (rod {epod) (Ant. 20.131 et passim; Acts 4.1; 5.24,
26). His office belonged to the permanent complement of the Temple
and had only one incumbent at a time. His privileged position is
illustrated by the fact that he assisted the high priest in the solemn
performance of his ceremonial duties, and therefore had a special
place at his right hand (M. Yom. iii.g; iv.1; M. Tam. vii.3; j. Yom.
iii.8, g412a.4; cf. M. Yom. vii.1; M. Sot. vii.7—8). When the high priest
gave or received condolences the captain of the Temple stood on his
right (T. Sanh. iv.1, 420; b. Sanh. 19a). He may at the same time
have had to watch the high priest to ensure that he carried out the
rite completely and correctly (M. Yom. iv.1).46 It was also customary
to appoint him as substitute for the high priest one week before the Day
of Atonement, in case the latter was prevented from carrying out his
duties on that day.4?

44 Schiirer I1, 320f., ET II.1, 257; Bill. II, 628-30.

45 M. Ab. iii.2 et passim = director of the priests. j. Shek. v.3, 49a.30/36, sub-
stitutes the word g¢tiligds, or ketdligis = rafoAuxds, and deduces wrongly from II
Chron. 31.12 that there were two men of this rank, whereas the ten mentioned in
II Chron. 31.13 must be the three treasury officials and seven chief men of the
Temple. According to j. Shek. v.3, 49a.33, the order is, high priest, xafoAwds,
Temple overseer, treasurer.

46 When the lots were cast for the two goats by the high priest on the Day of
Atonement, the captain of the Temple on his right, or the director of the daily
course on his left, would call on him to raise either his right or his left hand,
whichever contained the lot cast for the goat ‘to the Lord’, and show thelot toall the
people. Agiba tells us that we have here an anti-Sadducean safeguard (b. Yom. 40b;
cf. T. Yom. iii.2, 185; Biichler, Priester, pp. 110f.). That is, it was disputed whether
the high priest had to keep the lot ‘for the Lord’ in his left hand, in case it came
there in casting the lot (the Pharisees’ view) or had to put it into the right hand
from the left (the view of the Sadducees). That this raising of the hand was an
anti-Sadducean provision is confirmed by the similar rule about the pouring of
the libation at Tabernacles (M. Sukk. iv.g). Since the Sadducees disagreed with
this libation as unbiblical, and one Sadducean high priest had once poured it
over his feet (p. 156 n. 31), raising the hand while it was poured would make it
as clear as possible that the rite had been fully carried out according to Pharisaic
requirements. It must follow then for M. Yom. iv.1, that the captain of the Temple
was there to see that the high priest carried out the ceremonies fully.

47 T. Yom. i.4, 180: R. Hananiah b. Gamaliel II (¢. AD 120) says, ‘For this
reason was the captain of the Temple appointed, to be the deputy of the high priest
(on the Day of Atonement), lest something should happen which rendered him
unfit’ (Lev. 22.4). The evidence of this man is the more important in that he
was a relative of the last high priest Pinhas (p. 155). The same tradition appears in
b. Yom. 39a Bar.; b. Sot. 42a Bar.: R. Hananiah, Captain of the Temple says,
‘Why does the captain of the Temple stand at the [high priest’s] right? [i.e. when
casting lots for the two goats’, M. Yom. iv.1 (see n. 46)] ? ‘In order that, if the high
priest be rendered unfit, he may officiate for him.” Here is the same tradition
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The importance of the office is shown conclusively in a statement
in the Palestinian Talmud: ‘The high priest would not be elected
high priest if he had not first been captain of the Temple’ (j. Yom.
iii.8, 41a.5). This statement is evidently a generalization, because
from the accession of Herod the Great the appointment of the high
priest was frequently made arbitrarily and simply from political con-
siderations. Nevertheless, the information must be correct in many
instances. It was natural that the most senior of the chief priests
should be made high priest in succession to the one who had been
deposed; and in any case the captain of the Temple would certainly
be selected from the families of the priestly aristocracy, as for example
were the two sons of the high priest Ananias, one of whom, Ananus,
held the office in AD 52 (A4nt. 20.131; B 2.243) and the other Eleazar
in AD 66 (Ant. 20.208; BF 2.409). As further proof that the captain of
the Temple was chosen from the families of the priestly aristocracy,
there is the designation of the two sons of Aaron, Nadab and Abihu,
as ségane kehunnak (Lev. R. 20.7 on 16.1, Son. 20.10, 260; Tanhuma,
ahare mot, 1, 427.12). It is a reading back of a later title and relation-
ship into the past, when two sons of the high priest Aaron were called
‘Captains of the Temple’.

Finally we should mention instances of certain men being deputies
for the high priest. The high priest Simon, son of Kamithos (¢. AD
17-18) was, on the Day of Atonement, represented by his brother
(see p. 153 n. 24); the high priest Matthias, son of Theophilus (mid-5
BC to 12 March 4 Bc), had as his deputy on the Day of Atonement in
5 BC a relation named Joseph, son of Elam.4® In the same way,
when Aristobulus I (104-103 Bc) was ill at the Feast of Tabernacles,

ascribed to the scribe and captain of the Temple, Hananiah himself. The Tosephta
probably mentions the correct tradition: a tradition concerning Temple service
seems to be traceable back to a Hananiah bearing the title of captain of the Temple.
I can find (against Schiirer II, 321, ET II.1, 257f.) nothing conflicting with this
statement in M. Yom. i.1, which speaks of a solemn choosing of the high priest’s
deputy one week before the Day of Atonement; this solemn choosing at that time
by no means rules out the privilege of the captain of the Temple to be deputy.

48 Mutually consistent accounts in Josephus Ant. 17.166, and in rabbinic
literature, T. Yom. i.4, 180; b. Yom. 12b; j. Yom. i.1, 38d.1. For the dating of
Matthias’ appointment in the middle of 5 Bc see Ant. 17.78, ‘after the death of
Pheroras’. His deposition, according to Anf. 17.167, was on the day before the
partial eclipse of the moon on the 13 March 4 Bc. Since the Day of Atonement
falls on 10 Tishri, in September-October, it follows that the deputizing on the Day
of Atonement was in 5 BC.
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he was represented by his brother Antigonus (4nt. 13.304).49

Since, as we have seen, it was customary for the captain of the
Temple to be chosen as the high priest’s deputy on the Day of
Atonement, we may take it that, at least for the first two cases men-
tioned, the high priest’s deputy held the office of Captain of the
Temple, even if this is not expressly stated. If this is so, it con-
firms that the captain of the Temple used to be selected from the
nearest relations of the high priest. The captain of the Temple had
the permanent oversight of the cultus and, as the name ségan ha-
kohanim indicates, over the whole body of officiating priests. This
agrees with the account, a little further on, about the captain of the
Temple Eleazar, and the statement made by Hananiah, known as
the captain of the Temple, about the usages in the performance of
the cultus rites: ‘Never have I seen a hide [of an animal found to be
unfit for sacrifice] taken out to the place of burning’ (M. Eduy. ii.2),
a statement implying complete familiarity with Temple ritual
obtained by many years’ of service. In addition to the oversight of
the cultus the captain of the Temple was the chief of police in the
Temple area and as such had power to arrest. It was the captain of
the Temple, for example, who arrested the apostles in the outer court
of the Temple (Acts 5.24, 26; cf. 4.1).50 The extent of this official’s
power can be gauged from this example: Eleazar, the sdgan of Ap 66,
made the decision to discontinue the sacrifice for Caesar, which was
equivalent to a declaration of war against Rome, and was the
immediate occasion of it (BJ 2.409f.). Towards the end of the same
year this same man was appointed by the leaders of the uprising as
commander of Idumea (Bf 2.566). Nothing could more clearly
illustrate the power of the captain of the Temple which he exercised
there, and the reputation he enjoyed.

Next in rank to the captain of the Temple were the directors of
the weekly courses of priests, of which there were twenty-four, then
the directors of the daily courses, of which there were about 156 since
each weekly course consisted of four to nine daily courses.51 These
men lived in widely scattered parts of Judaea and Galilee, and apart
from the three pilgrim festivals were in Jerusalem for only one week
out of twenty-four, when it was the turn of their weekly course
g 49 Biichler, Priester, 109 n. 1, rightly recognizes the fact that Antigonus was the

e%%té.f. also the Greek translation of sdgdn as orparqyds.

51T, Taan. ii.2, 216; j. Taan. iv.2, 68a.14: five to nine daily courses; b. Men.
107b: six daily courses.
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to officiate in Jerusalem. During this week they had to fulfil certain
specific functions in the daily ceremonial. The director of the weekly
course, during his week of duty, performed the rites of purification
for lepers and women after childbirth, who were pronounced clean
at the Nicanor Gate when the rites were complete. It must have -
been the director of the weekly course who stood at the Nicanor
Gate, which according to rabbinic tradition was the link between
the Court of Israel and the Court of Women,52 to receive the offering
of the mother of Jesus (Luke 2.24), ‘when the days of their puri-
fication according to the law of Moses were fulfilled’ (Luke 2.22).
It was at the Nicanor Gate too that he would make a woman
suspected of adultery drink the ‘water of bitterness’, to determine the
sentence of God.53

52 By the ‘east gate’ M. Midd. i.4, can only mean the connection between the
Court of Israel and the Court of Women, as the comparison with Josephus, B¥
5.198fT. proves, so M. Midd. ii.6 must be taken correspondingly. Notice, too, that
according to Num. R. 7.8 on 5.2 (Son. 195); T. Kel. B.K. i.12, 570, the ‘camp of
the Levites’ extended to the Nicanor Gate, but according to the Siphre on Num.
5.3, 2, it reached to the gate of the innermost court. It follows that the Nicanor
Gate was thus the entrance to the innermost court. Notice finally, and most
particularly, that the Court of Women stood open to all who had carried out the
last stages of purification, except the offering (M. Kel. i.8; T. Kel. B.K. i.10, 570);
for example, a leper had to bathe in the chamber of lepers, which was in the Court
of Women, before being declared clean (M. Neg. xiv.8). Therefore, the Nicanor
Gate should be looked for as the point where complete cleanness was declared,
before going from the Court of Women to the innermost court. So Dalman, SW,
go1 n. 8; but Bill. II, 622—4 disagrees, placing the Nicanor Gate to the east of the
Court of Women.

58 M. Tam. v.6: ‘The chief of the ma‘amdd (the name given to the group of
priests, Levites and lay representatives of a weekly course) which came into Jeru-
salem, made the unclean stand near the eastern gates’ (the Nicanor Gate, which,
besides the main gate had two porches, according to M. Midd. ii.6, hence the
plural). Num. R. g.11 on 5.16 (Son. 9.13, 265f.): ‘Before the Lord (Num. 5.16)
at the Nicanor gate [shall the priest place the woman suspected of adultery]; this
means (M. Tam. v.6), ‘The head of the ma‘amad stationed the unclean people at
the Nicanor Gate.” Who was ‘the head of the ma‘amad?’ ‘The unclean’ means
people who were there because they wished to be declared clean, that is lepers,
women after childbirth and women suspected of adultery (M. Sot. i.5; Num. R.
9.11 on 5.16 [Son. 9.13, 265f.]; Siphra Lev. 14.11, 35b). But for such people a priest
was necessary to carry out the purification rites according to Lev. 14.11 (lepers),
12.6 (women after childbirth), Num. 5.16 (women suspected of adultery). That a
priest did, in fact, carry out these rites is expressly stated in another passage,
Siphra Lev. 14.11, 35b: ‘The priest carrying out the rites of purification causes the
man to be declared clean [the leper] to stand . . . before the Lord (Lev. 14.11)
that is, before the Tabernacle [i.e.] he causes him to stand at the Nicanor gate with
his back to the east and facing west.” The chief of the ma‘amad (the entire weekly
course) was therefore definitely a priest (O. Holtzmann, Tamid [coll Die Mischna],
Giessen 1928, 63, says quite wrongly that the title could mean, ‘the special office
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The director of the daily course, on the day his course was on duty,
had to be present at the offering of sacrifice, and we hear that when
the high priest was sacrificing he stood on his left (M. Yom. iii.g; iv.
1; cf. T. Sanh. iv.1, 420).54 The actual conduct of the daily cere-
monial, however, was in the hands of the captain of the Temple and
his subordinate, the ‘officer in charge of the lots’ (M. Tam. i.2-3;
iii.1-3; v.1-2; vi.3),%% for only in this way could continuity be main-
tained in the performance of the cultus by the regularly changing
weekly courses.

The last two offices of the chief priests were closely connected, and
were both permanent appointments of the Temple. Their holders
are often mentioned together, as for example when they took part
in the tumultuous election of the priest and stone mason, Pinhas,
to the office of high priest (T. Yom. i.61, 180). They are referred
to as (1) the ’ammarkelin and (2) the gizbarim, the treasurers. The
meaning of the word ’ammarkelin is in dispute. Schiirer3® is of the
opinion that it means the same as gizbdrim, because in Persian the
word means something like ‘auditor’. But this conjecture is not
decisive, since the Persian loanword which appears in the Targum
had taken on in Aramaic the general meaning of ‘chief of the people’,
then, more particularly, ‘chief of the priests’. The duties of the
’ammarkelin appear quite clearly in the sources, of which the most
important is quoted here: ‘The [seven] ammarkelin,57 what did they
do? The seven keys of the Court [of Israel and of the priests] were
in their hands, and if one of them wished to open [in the morning]
he could not do so until all were assembled’ (T. Shek. ii.15, 177).
Now this statement is formalized, in so far as the number of seven
*ammarkelin is linked with the number of seven gates to the Inner Court,
so that each ammarkal had in his hand one key to the Court.58 Even so,

of a Levite or priest in the Temple service’!). He must therefore be identified with
the director of the priests of the weekly course.

54 If the high priest was mourning the death of a member of his family, the
director of the daily course again stood on his left.

55 The casting of lots to decide who should officiate at the daily burnt-offering
(tamid) which was offered morning and evening, will be dealt with in full later,
see pp. 201ff.

56 Schiirer II, 327, ET II.1, 263. Likewise Gratz, Topographische und historische
Streifziige, 1. ‘Die letzten Tempelbeamten vor der Tempelzerstérung und die
Tempelamter’, MGWJ 34, 1885, 193.

57 The number is missing in the Vienna MS of the Tosephta, but occurs in the
Erfurter MS (Berliner Staatsbibl. MS or. 2° 1220) and in the old editions.

58 Consistently with this, some branches of tradition calculate by the number
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the whole passage is not necessarily based