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"...he retired to a certain tower, at Malatha…" – Josephus, Flavius. Antiquities 18.6.147

"He brought me up also out of an horrible pit, out of the miry clay, and set my feet upon a rock, and established my goings." – Psalm 40:2 (KJV)

"...all that partake of human nature, how great soever they are, may fall; and that those that fall may gain their former illustrious dignity again." – Agrippa I, as quoted by Josephus, Flavius. Antiquities 18.16.1

"Fortune sides with him who dares." -- Virgil. Aeneid
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Introduction

Following a period of personal crisis, Agrippa I, the grandson of Herod I (“the Great”) and the last king of Judaea, achieved rule over a Judaean kingdom larger than that of of his grandfather Herod the Great’s, during which time Judaea reverted briefly to the status of a client kingdom as it had been under Herod, and the Roman Principate awarded Agrippa privileges not previously extended to a foreigner.  Yet after a brief period of rule and when at the height of his career in CE 44, Agrippa suddenly became ill while convening an important festival at Caesarea Maritima in honour of the emperor and Rome, and died several days later.  This sudden turn of events was as in need of an explanation by the ancient sources as it is by modern scholars today, since they attempted to justify it as being due to Divine punishment for Agrippa’s allowing his Hellenized subjects to acclaim him as a god.  Still, Flavius Josephus relates that Agrippa’s unexpected death was greeted with mourning by many Jewish people but celebrated by members of his mostly Hellenized military forces stationed in Caesarea and Sebaste.  Scholars also suggest (Schwartz, 1990) that Jewish shock over Agrippa’s sudden death followed by Judaea’s reversion to direct Roman rule may also have been an important factor in the First Jewish Revolt which occurred just over 20 years later in CE 67-70.

Both Herod I and Agrippa I ruled multi-ethnic kingdoms and were required to negotiate between the diverse factions in their spheres of influence while maintaining a good relationship with their Imperial patron, Rome.  While the ancient sources show that Agrippa was extremely well connected and able to deal successfully overall with most Roman and Jewish leaders, they relate that Agrippa’s representing the Jews in Judaea and the Eastern Empire caused some clashes with Greek leaders and communities in the region.  Josephus relates (Antiquities) that his apparently more clearly pro-Jewish policy and Romanized thinking differs from the Hellenistic policy of Herod the Great.  

This thesis seeks to examine, in light of the historical background, some of the archaeological remains connected with specific events taking place during Agrippa I’s life.  In doing so, it will also examine the main material evidence for the comparative cultural focuses of both Herod and Agrippa as seen mostly in their construction projects, and for material indications for cultural developments in Roman Palestine under their rule, to determine how much these support the ancient sources on how their approaches might have differed, and how these possible differences and local developments at the time might provide a setting to better determine any underlying factors that may have led to Agrippa’s death.
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Chapter 1: Historical Background for Agrippa I 
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An understanding of the historical backgrounds for Herod I and Agrippa I is needed to better comprehend the main points of the thesis including the archaeological material.  

Historical Roman Palestine is divided into three eras, Early Roman, Middle Roman and Late Roman.  The Herodian era takes place during the Early Roman period, beginning at the time of Pompey’s first arrival in the region in 63 BCE and ending with the completion of the Second Jewish Revolt under Bar Kokhba, in CE 135.  The Middle Roman period ends in the middle of the third century CE, while the Late Roman period ends in the fourth century CE (Chancey, 2001, p. 165).  The following image details Roman Judaea, with the nearby Greek Decapolis cities being located to the west across the Jordan River:

––––––––
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Image 1

Map of Herodian Judaea and the Decapolis
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(Ditter, Michael. “Tabulae Geographicae”)

THE EARLIEST AND MAIN sources on the life of Agrippa I, written during and just after his lifetime by two writers closely associated with and personally known to Agrippa I and his son, Agrippa II, respectively, are the Jewish elite members, Philo of Alexandria and Flavius Josephus.  Both write positively and sympathetically on Agrippa I.  Modern historians seem divided between taking these accounts and positive references in the later rabbinic literature at face value, or being overly cautious and inclining towards seeing them as overly obsequious and positively biased (Schwartz, 1990).  Interestingly, although Josephus writes well of Agrippa I, he was apparently in Rome with Agrippa II and they were connected.  An attempt at a middle road between the extremes might be preferable, since the effort to avoid being influenced by a potentially positive bias could also be construed as partial.  

One of Josephus’ sources on the grandfather of Agrippa I, Herod I, Herod’s court historian, Nicolaus of Damascus, claims that Herod’s father, Antipater I’s, family were from the elite Jews who had moved to Judaea from Babylon (Antiquities, 14.9) but Josephus claims that Nicolaus had made this claim to please Herod (Antiquities, 16.7.1), which would have helped justify Herod’s claim as the king of the Jews.  On the other hand, Josephus (Antiquities, 13.9.1) states that Herod’s family were Idumaean (from Edom/Roman Idumaea, occupied by an ethnic group tracing their descent from Esau, a son of Abraham and brother to Jacob who had fathered the Israelites; Edom’s territory was in southern Judaea) but had been required to convert to Judaism in the second century BCE , while Kokkinos and other scholars (Kokkinos, The Herodian Dynasty, p. 291, and n. 96, Kokkinos, p. 291) suggest that their ancestry was Phoenician from Ashkelon, and his being Syrian is mentioned by Philo (In Flaccum, 39).  

More specifically, the Herodian Dynasty was a Roman-Jewish, officially Idumaean (Edomite), powerful upper class family.  Herod I’s father, Antipater I, had raised an army to help Gaius Julius Caesar during a military crisis in Alexandria, and in turn been rewarded with Roman citizenship, client adoption into the Julian gens and the position of procurator of Judaea.  He died by poisoning.  Rome made his son, Herod I, king of Judaea, which he achieved after the last Hasmonean (Macabee descendant) Jewish king, Antigonus, was beheaded for obtaining Parthian aid in 40 BCE in an attempt to cede from Rome’s sphere of influence.  The Parthians had spread throughout most of Syria during this invasion although, as Chancey and Porter believe (2001, p. 165), they may not have intended to hold the region but only to place Antigonus on the throne.  Still, the experience had threatened Rome and made it extremely cautious for the next century regarding its Eastern buffer zone.  Both Antipater and Herod I were very skilled at diplomacy and completely loyal to Rome itself regardless of its leadership, and had been able to convincingly change allegiances between prevailing Roman leaders as they succeeded one another, in this way cementing their careers.  Although Antipater had been the power and intelligence behind the last Hasmonaean king’s rule, Herod was Judaea’s first Herodian ruler.  Despite having had several, possibly successive, wives, the Hasmonaean Mariamne I was his only queen (Rocca, 2014, p. 353).

A point of note is that when Pompey had conquered Jerusalem in 70 BCE, he had also removed non-Jewish land from Judaean jurisdiction, returning the Greek cities, which had been ruled by the Hasmonaeans, to Greek self-rule.  The cities freed from Hasmonaean rule were, “Hippus, Scythopolis, Pella, Dium, Samaria, Marisa, Azotus, Jamneia and Arethusa”; Pompey also rebuilt Gadara (Josephus, Antiquities, 14.75).  These cities include several from the Transjordan Decapolis, namely, Hippus, Scythopolis, Pella, Dium and Gadara.  While there is no evidence from the architecture, the Decapolis commemorated their “liberation” from the Hasmonaeans through a new coin dating system for their new era (Spijkerman, 1978, p. 15, in Chancey, 2001, p. 164).  Thus, some Greek cities in Palestine had a historical reason to resent the Jews, one element in the background involving the rivalry between the Greek populace and Herod’s grandson, Agrippa I, who was ethnically part Hasmonaean and employed a pro-Jewish policy as a ruler.  

Agrippa I’s full name was Marcus Julius Agrippa I; he was named for his grandfather Herod I’s and Caesar Augustus’ friend, the statesman Marcus Vipsanius Agrippa.  He was born in around 11 BCE (since he was 54 when he died in CE 44) as the grandson of Herod I and his Hasmonaean Jewish queen, Mariamne I; the Hasmonaeans had been the priestly and kingly dynasty beloved to the Jews, which the Herods had replaced.  Agrippa’s nomen, “Julius”, signified Julius Caesar’s awarding Antipater and his descendants (Kokkinos, 1998, p. 272) Roman citizenship for his aid and loyalty, making them clients to he Julians.  Yet, it has been argued that their status was friendlier than that of mere clients (Curran, 2014), and this will be mentioned below in instances where it influences Agrippa’s own status.  Agrippa I was the oldest son of Herod’s and Mariamne’s son, Aristobulus, and Berenice I, as can be seen from Josephus’ Antiquities’ (18.133-34) list order when mentioning him and his siblings, and the ages of his and his brothers’ wives, and sons.  Josephus’ War 1.552 lists Agrippa as being between the ages of Herod of Chalcis and Aristobulus, but the other indications as well as the entry in Antiquities indicates the latter work as being correct.  The Antiquities also focuses on marriage arrangement details which further leads Kokkinos to put more trust in its determinations on Agrippa’s and Herod of Chalcis’ relative ages (Kokkinos, 1998, p. 271).  This also is reasonable in terms of the Julio-Claudian preference to give Agrippa the greater ruling appointments and decorations in Judaea, although his activities in support of their successions could also have led Gaius and Claudius to award him those appointments. 

Agrippa’s father, Aristobulus, and his older uncle, Alexander, both the sons of Mariamne, had been put to death for conspiracy by Herod I in Berytus in 8 BCE (Kokkinos, 1998, p. 272), when Agrippa would have been around 3.  This underlines the impetus behind Agrippa’s future constructions and commissioned enormous festival in Berytus.  Herod’s sister, Salome, and his oldest son by a previous wife, Antipater, are blamed for influencing the king against both Mariamne and their sons (Josephus. Antiquities, 16; Vermes, 2006, p. 220), although there may have been truth in the accusation.  Aristobulus and Alexander had been considered Herod’s heirs.  Agrippa grew up from the age of around 5 in Rome, educated with the Julio-Claudian children and close to Antonia Minor who was a good friend of his mother, Berenice.  This was unusual since his father and uncles had all gone to Rome for their education when they were 12 years of age, probably after their Bar Mitzvah.  Just after Herod I’s death, according to Kokkinos (1998, p. 272), his grandmother, Salome I, his mother and family moved to Rome.  Other scholars place his move to Rome with his immediate family as being before Herod’s death, perhaps at Herod’s wish to remove them from further embroilment in conspiracy after his father’s being put to death for such behaviour.  Josephus writes in his Antiquities (18.144) that Berenice, “’...ranked high among [Antonia’s] friends and had requested her to promote the son’s [Agrippa’s] interests’” (Josephus. Antiquities, 18.144, In n. 33, Curran, 2014, p. 500).  

As such, Agrippa grew up very close to the ruling family of Rome, educated with the Imperial children, and made close friendships from among that family.  Antonia took an interest in Agrippa throughout her life.  Personal interest beyond her need to supervise him as a Herodian scion may have been involved, as suggested in Curran’s study on the relationships between the Herods and Julio-Claudians.  For one thing, “[Agrippa’s[ mother...ranked high among [Antonia’s] friends and had requested her to promote the son’s interests” and Curran sees the Herodian family’s relationship with the Julio-Claudians as having been more special on the personal level than that of other client kingly families with that Imperial family, as demonstrated in many ways including through Agrippa’s coins of Antonia and her family minted in the fifth year of his reign (Curran, 2014, p. 500; Josephus. Antiquities, 18.144, n. 33 in Curran, 2014, p. 500).  

Agrippa also became close to Drusus, the son of Tiberius Caesar, who became Tiberius’ heir apparent probably from around CE 21 when Drusus shared his second consulship with his father after which he was granted tribunician status (Shaw, 1990, p. ii).  But Agrippa’s career seems until this period to have been very tied up with that of Drusus, his close friend.  Agrippa acquired an excellent education and through his connections seems to have also become well versed first hand in the mechanisms of Roman Imperial operations (Kropp, 2013, pp. 379-80).  He was also very ambitious from an early stage, perhaps because of his birth as the eldest of several siblings (Kokkinos, 1998, pp. 277, 271); his being grandson of Herod’s Hasmonaean and only queen, Mariamne, and his Imperial connections.  His ambitions are mentioned by Josephus when he speaks of Agrippa’s thwarted attempts to meet with Tiberius following Drusus’ and his mother, Berenice’s, death, and his bankrupting himself with numerous gifts to Imperial freedmen and other expenses which likewise did not yield an effective result; both problems are related in Josephus (Josephus, Antiquities. 18.145; Kokkinos, 1998, p. 277; Legge, July, 2021).  Unlike his grandfather, Herod I, who had enjoyed from early in his life a friendship and patronage with Augustus, Agrippa had Antonia Minor as his apparent female patron, but following Drusus’ death he suddenly lacked a male patron (Curran, 2014, p. 500), and was unable to obtain an audience with Tiberius to further his career.  

It is possible that, having been so close to Drusus, Agrippa was aware of incriminating information on the praetorian prefect and Tiberius’ right-hand man, Lucius Aelius Sejanus, and that this, rather than his debts and creditors, was more responsible for his flight from Rome to hide with limited funds near an abandoned fortress, Malatha, in Idumaea, on the southernmost border of Judaea (Legge, July, 2021). 

Some scholars have quoted a passage in Philo which states that Sejanus had been engaged in activity against the Jews in Rome, although Agrippa as a Herodian Roman citizen who had grown up with a Roman education among the Julio-Claudians seems an unlikely target in that regard, but he did later as king advocate for the Jews in Judaea and the Diaspora.  Philo, whose family was later associated with Agrippa and whose brother Alexander was Antonia Minor’s agent, writes:

...though matters in Italy became troublesome when Sejanus was organizing his onslaughts. For   Tiberius knew the truth, he knew at once after Sejanus’ death that the accusations made against   the Jewish inhabitants of Rome were false slanders, invented by him because he wished to make   away with the nation, knowing that it would take the sole or principal part in opposing his   unholy plots and actions...and he [Tiberius] charged his procurators in every place to which they   were appointed to speak comfortably to the members of our nation in the different cities,   assuring them that the penal measures did not extend to all but only to the guilty, who were few,   and to disturb none of the established customs but even to regard them as a trust committed to   their care... (Philo, Legatio ad Gaium, 24.159-61).

which some scholars have taken to mean that Pontius Pilatus was among the procurators mentioned since he was serving in his post under Sejanus and recalled to Rome by Tiberius after Sejanus’ death, although when he arrived, Gaius was in power (Josephus. Antiquities, 18.2,2; 18.4,2).  And later, Agrippa accused Antipas of assisting Sejanus after obtaining information while working for him (Josephus. Antiquities, 18.250-51).  

Daniel Schwartz (1990) and Kokkinos (1998, p. 274) suggest that Agrippa may have been the “agent” from which Antonia had acquired her intelligence on Sejanus which she finally provided to Tiberius in ca. CE 31.  And it is soon afterwards, in ca. 32 to 34 CE, that Agrippa returned to Rome, by which time Antonia’s agent, Alexander the Alabarch in Alexandria, Egypt and Antonia herself lent Agrippa the funds to pay off his debts.  Thus, Agrippa was clearly still in debt when he returned to Italy (Josephus. Antiquities, 18.6), so debts may not have been the main reason for his flight.  On his return to Italy, Tiberius welcomed him to his presence on Capri and gave him employment (Josephus. Antiquities, 18.6).  

According to Shaw (1990, pp. 284-87), it makes logical sense that Sejanus would have murdered Drusus.  As he relates, Sejanus as the praetorian prefect had been very ambitious and had become second in command to Tiberius, which put him into direct conflict with Tiberius’ son, Drusus, now the heir apparent.  As an equestrian and not of the imperial family, Sejanus could not have aspired to full power in Rome as Caesar, but he could maintain a position as the secondary power behind the throne.  However, Drusus had come to resent him, which came to a head when Drusus struck Sejanus.  Had Drusus become the next Caesar, not only would Sejanus’ career have been in jeopardy but also possibly his life had Drusus felt seriously threatened as he seemed now to have by Sejanus’ ambitions and power.  Then, at the peak of Drusus’ career, he suddenly became ill and died.  Due to the Roman client-patron system, Agrippa’s position as client prince was very much tied with that of Drusus.  Antipater I and Herod the Great, his great-grandfather and grandfather, had had a policy of complete loyalty to Rome, regardless of whom was in power, but while loyal to Rome and Romanized, Agrippa had seemed to have placed more focus on Drusus as his particular patron and been unable perhaps to switch allegiances to Sejanus when Drusus fell, so he was blocked then from access to Tiberius and his career was thwarted (Legge, 2021).  

Agrippa fled Rome after the deaths of both Drusus and his mother, Berenice, as mentioned by Josephus, who also writes that Tiberius would not see Agrippa since the emperor had not wished to be reminded of his grief for his son by seeing Drusus’ friends.  On this, he writes:

Also Tiberius forbade the friends of his deceased son to pay him visits because the sight of them   stirred him to grief by recalling the memory of his son (Antiquities, 18.134, 143. In Kokkinos,   The Herodian Dynasty, p. 273).  

Some ancient sources such as Suetonius believe Tiberius was heartless (Tiberius, 52), but there is no reason to suppose he did not grieve; still, this need not be the reason for Tiberius’ refusal to see Agrippa at this time.  Agrippa tried fruitlessly after the loss of his main patron, Drusus, to obtain Roman support for his ambitions (Legge, July, 2021; Kokkinos, 1998, p. 277), since Josephus (Josephus. Antiquities, 18.6) relates he spent much of his funds following Berenice’s death on gifts to Imperial freedmen but that Tiberius still refused to see him, meaning that Agrippa had attempted an audience with the emperor; it seems that most of Agrippa’s expenses were related to costly “presents” to Imperial freedmen in the interest of networking and pursuing his political goals.  Josephus states that finally, having exhausted his funds, Agrippa fled to Malatha, a fortress or its environs in the Negev/Idumaea, his ancestral land.  It is possible that Agrippa’s inheritance would not have been so large especially for his needs in achieving his career goals through networking at the Imperial court after Drusus’ death, due to Herod’s wealth having been divided between so many children and grandchildren.  

Drusus died in CE 21 and Agrippa’s mother, Berenice, passed away around the same time, and Agrippa seems to have been working for Tiberius in the early 30s CE.  It is not sure how long he was at Malatha in the interim; he became depressed in Malatha and considered suicide, so Kokkinos (1998, p. 273) and Schwartz, (1990, pp. 46-47) suggest that Agrippa may not have remained ten years (such as ca. CE 23 to 33) in Malatha when he was so miserable there. Thus, it is suggested by some scholars that he fled Rome not immediately upon Drusus’ death, but in the late 20s CE, (Kokkinos, 1998, p. 274).  This would make it closer to the time that his sister, Herodias, married Antipas, seemingly in the late 20s CE (Schwartz, 1990, p. 46), although there is discussion as to the exact date; it was after their marriage that Agrippa’s wife, Cypros, asked for her help, and Antipas then hired Agrippa to work for him in Tiberias.  Agrippa’s daughter, Berenice II, was named for his mother and was born in CE 28/29, which, according to custom at the time, would imply that his mother might have died a little before Berenice II was born.  Agrippa had helped raise Drusus’ son, Tiberius Gemellus  (Josephus, Antiquities, 18.1910; Kokkinos, 1998, p. 274), who had been born in CE 19.

Left to his own devices when forced to flee Italy, Agrippa would have realized he needed to change his approach towards finding a political patron when he reached such a low ebb of near suicide while in hiding in the abandoned border town of Malatha.  Herod I, like his father Antipater I, had been skilled at negotiating his way through drastic political changes and upheavals between the Late Republic and Early Empire (McCane, 2008, p. 730), and had been able to convince each successive Roman leader of his utmost commitment and complete loyalty to Rome.  Unlike Herod I, Agrippa had not been introduced to politics by his father (McCane, 2008. p. 730), since Aristobulus had been killed when Agrippa was very young and his grandfather, Herod I, had sent him and his mother and siblings to Rome for his education.  In fact, Agrippa’s political education would have been conducted through the Julio-Claudians, and through his closeness to Drusus and what he had learned while studying with him and perhaps his being with Drusus while he was being prepared as Tiberius’ successor when events materialized in this direction; in this sense, his preparation and training were Roman, and more so than the sons of Herod I.  But he realized he now had to find a way to deal with the complexities and obstacles to achieving Judaean power himself, and he suddenly demonstrated skill on a line with that of Herod’s in doing so.  He was now living the life of a private citizen, away from public view, and near Malatha he was also living a very different lifestyle from that for which he had been trained and accustomed.

In October, 31 CE (Kokkinos, 1998, p. 275), Sejanus was executed after Antonia Minor had found the appropriate time to approach Tiberius, who respected her (Josephus. Antiquities, 18.6.6), with the incriminating information she had acquired.  In fact, it is Josephus who mentions Antonia’s part in informing on Sejanus, and Josephus was in contact with Agrippa II while they were both in Rome when the former was writing his histories for Vespasian and he proofread Josephus’ writings many times.  In CE 33, Agrippa’s uncle, Philip the Tetrarch of Trachonitis, Batanaea, Gaulanitis, Auranitis and Itureaea in northeastern Palestine, died, leaving the post vacant.  Agrippa’s uncle, Antipas, also sought rule over that territory (Kokkinos, 1998, p. 277) and Agrippa was in Palestine, perhaps working for Antipas then.  This would have given more motivation for Agrippa and his wife Cypros to consider getting back into the heart of the political situation in Rome, and Sejanus was no longer alive.  

In the early 30s, Antipas, the Galilee and Peraea tetrarch, had hired Agrippa as agoronomos (similar to an aedile) in Tiberias (Meyers, 2012, p. 124).  As mentioned, after his crisis involving his flight from Italy to Malatha, Agrippa  seems to have adopted the more cynical approach of his Herodian predecessors.  Thus, while employed for Antipas, he learned of Antipas’ private dealings with the Parthians, his accumulation of a hidden arsenal/armoury, and his former connections with Sejanus, and realized he was able to use this information to improve his own career in Rome.  Antipas may have felt threatened by Agrippa’s awareness of these details and own ambitions, which was why the two finally quarreled in Tyre and Agrippa moved to Antioch (Legge, 2021; Kokkinos, 1998, p. 278; Josephus. Antiquities, 18) where his old Roman friend, Flaccus, from his Roman networking days had now begun his new job as Syrian legate/governor.  

In working for Flaccus, the most important leader of the Roman Near East whose province had jurisdiction over Roman Palestine, Agrippa also achieved a more superior position for making use of his Roman training to that which he had held in the little Galilean tetrarchy with his resentful uncle.  As well, as suggested by Kokkinos, Agrippa might have approached Flaccus for protection and promotion of his interests after gathering his intelligence on Antipas.  Agrippa’s younger brother, Aristobulus, was also working for Flaccus at the time; Aristobulus’ career continued in Syria afterwards.  Agrippa did not, however, continue long with Flaccus, but returned to Rome in around CE 34/35, since he was probably now ready to approach Tiberius with his information on Antipas and be returned to Imperial good graces (Kokkinos, p. 278), and Tiberius with Antonia’s help welcomed him back.  Tiberius would have been aware had Agrippa supplied Antonia the information against Sejanus.  Antonia Minor payed Agrippa’s debts off in a loan both in an advance through her agent in Alexandria, the elite Jewish Alexander the Alabarch, whose family became closely connected with Agrippa’s, and then the balance when he returned to Italy (Schwartz, 1990, pp. 6-7).  Tiberius, a friend of Antipas probably from their youthful days of studying together in Rome, ignored Agrippa’s accusations against him, so Agrippa waited until the opportune time to approach someone about it again.  Thus, he later informed Gaius “Caligula” when Antipas’ and Herodias’ ambitions began to infringe upon his own, not allowing past gratitude to stand in his way as per his new career development policy (Legge, July, 2021).  As is mentioned later, there are other times as well when conflict arises between Agrippa’s personal loyalties and friendships and his and others’ political careers.  

Again, when on Capri Tiberius gave Agrippa the job of tutoring Drusus’ son, Gemellus, Agrippa observed that Gaius Caligula was a better prospect as Tiberius’ heir due to his potential popularity as the son of Germanicus, he befriended him while tutoring his charge, and supported Gaius’ hopes for becoming the next Caesar.  This decision of Agrippa’s to befriend Gaius during this period and verbally support his ambitions for accession seem calculated (Curran, 2014, p. 501) and seems also to have been suggested by Agrippa’s patron, Antonia Minor (Josephus. Antiquities, 18.6.4).  Through supporting Gaius’ ambitions, Agrippa was rewarded with the first part of his Palestinian kingdom when Gaius became Caesar.  Agrippa was later to use this friendship with Gaius after the latter became emperor to negotiate on behalf of the Jews in Alexandria and when Gaius made judgment errors regarding the Jewish Temple, as will be detailed in later chapters.  Cassius Dio (lix, 24) regards Agrippa as having tutored Gaius in “tyranny” probably reflecting Roman bias against rulers of the Eastern Empire, but this also suggests that Agrippa’s position with Gaius may have been more than mere friendship but, due to his own training and background, he may have had an advisory position was well.  However, this thesis shall seek to demonstrate that Agrippa’s identification was Roman rather than “Eastern”.  

Once again, despite his apparently close friendship with Gaius, Agrippa supported Claudius’ rise to power immediately after Gaius’ assassination, with his immediately approaching Claudius in the Castrum Praetorium to swear allegiance to him and then persuading the Senate on Claudius’ behalf not to revolt and reinstate the Republic.  Under the Republic, Judaea might have been returned to Roman direct rule but Agrippa had more chance in furthering his own career as ruler by supporting and helping Claudius.  According to Barbara Levick (2015, e.g. pp. 33-34, 39-40, 42-43, 66, 231-32), Claudius himself was ambitious, manipulative in apparently allowing others to be blamed for his own actions, and may have been connected with the hidden centre of the conspiracy against Gaius.  She believes he conducted a smear campaign to distort the records on Gaius’ activities after the latter’s death, and self-righteously put his assassins to death.  According to Josephus’ Antiquities as opposed to his War, Agrippa played an active part in persuading Claudius to agree to take Imperial rule as the Praetorians had wished, against Claudius’ own initial wishes.  Claudius himself, according to the sources (Josephus. Antiquities, 19.3), was initially the Praetorians’ captive.  It would make sense that, following Levick’s theory, this display was farcical since Claudius himself had desired that power but allowed others to believe he had accepted it reluctantly, with encouragement from Agrippa.  There is some discussion as to whether War or Antiquities provides the more accurate approach.  Collins (1992, pp. 90-101) suggests that both accounts might be true, with War merely summarizing the activities conducted in Antiquities.  Certainly, on the coin Agrippa minted the following year (CE 42/43) in Caesarea Maritima, Agrippa, portrays himself and his younger brother, Herod of Chalcis, as “kingmakers” for Claudius; Herod of Chalkis minted a similar coin (Kropp, 2013, p. 378).  The fact that Agrippa could display this so openly indicates event’s accuracy.  Also, Curran suggests that the Antiquities account is confirmed by Cassius Dio’s observation that Claudius enlarged Agrippa’s domains since Agrippa “...in Rome, had helped him become emperor” and that Claudius also gave Agrippa the rank of consul and Herod of Chalcis of praetor, to which they were permitted to express their thanks in the senate in Greek; the ranks and speeches are not mentioned by Josephus, implying that Dio had used a separate source, and thus further substantiating the supposition that Agrippa was more than a regular client king, being the first to receive praetorian and then consular status (Curran, 2014, pp. 505-06).  Further discussion on this coin will be conducted in Chapter 4.  

At the same time, Agrippa’s friendship with Gaius may have been genuine, since it has been suggested that it was Agrippa who, while helping Claudius achieve accession, also quietly returned to the palace and secretly buried Gaius’ body in the Lamian Gardens, then sent word to his sisters of this so that they were able to return later and bury him properly (Suetonius, Gaius, 59).  It is a reasonable suggestion since it was Agrippa who “embraced” and then carried the murdered Gaius to his room and told the guards he was injured but alive in order to buy time while he negotiated with Claudius and the Senate (Josephus. Antiquities, 19.4), so by this argument, Agrippa would have returned (or sent others back) in the midst of the crisis to secretly bury him.  This entire section demonstrates Agrippa’s wiliness, and talents in subterfuge and negotiation, as he first approached Claudius to swear allegiance and/or encourage him in taking the Imperium, and then approached the Senate, giving them his support but persuading them on the hopelessness of their situation since Claudius had the support of the legions.  His closeness to the situation and easy access to and authority over Gaius’ remains thus also give a good argument for Agrippa’s involvement in the secret burial; being a close friend of Gaius’ family, he was also in a good position to secretly inform Gaius’ sisters whom he had already honoured on his coinage, as will be discussed in Chapter 4.  And it was safer for Agrippa to involve himself in the situation of Gaius’ remains with his “political neutrality” as a foreign king (he was not a threat as could not hope to achieve official power in Rome); Gaius’ wife and child had been murdered by the Praetorians when they found his body, but Agrippa could even easily approach the Praetorian barracks.  Thus, he would have shelved his personal feelings in the interest of his suddenly successfully developing career.  His approach with Claudius and the Senate worked, and he also achieved consular decorations and the title, “Friend of Caesar”, from Claudius (Kokkinos, 1998, p. 280), eventually achieving rule over a kingdom larger than that of his grandfather, Herod the Great’s, the largest Jewish kingdom (Kropp, 2013, p. 379).  He had already been awarded praetorian decorations by Gaius as the first foreigner to have done so (by which he attained the latus clavus and the right to having fasces) (Curran, 2014, p. 502). 

As another example in which Agrippa’s and his Roman Imperial friends’ friendships and political careers conflicted, Curran observes that discrepancies in Agrippa’s negotiation with Gaius over placing his statue in the Jewish Temple as described by Philo and Josephus reflect Agrippa’s own need to come to terms with internal ambivalencies between his relationships with the Jews and Jewish elite as their ruler and his close friendships among the Julio-Claudians (Curran, 2014, p. 594); this will be dealt with again below in Chapter 4’s section on Agrippa’s pro-Jewish policy.  

Before his death, Agrippa’s later rival, the Syrian governor, Marsus (Pazout, p. 25), accused him of secret negotiations with the Parthians, but this does not sound reasonable since Agrippa’s rise was due to his knowledge of Roman Imperial operations and his Imperial connections; he had no need for Parthian aid.  But it is possible that, having achieved so much, Agrippa had further ambitions involving his place in the Eastern Empire.  In this, he clashed with the new Syrian governor, Marsus.  Curran (2014, pp. 503-04) also suggests that once Agrippa began his kingship in Palestine, he began to feel a juxtaposition between his new career and responsibilities with his Jewish people and his old friendships among the Imperial family and Principate in Rome.  It is also imaginable that he began to consider the possibility of some greater independence from Rome but achieved through more diplomatic means since this was where his skills lay.  As well, Agrippa’s success in Judaea involved his Hasmonaean lineage through Queen Mariamne, and his keenness to court the interests of the Jews in Judaea and the Eastern Empire and not only the Romans, and in this he clashed with Greek communities and leaders there.  As a Roman part-Hasmonaean ruler in Palestine, Agrippa’s approach was very different from that of his grandfather, Herod the Great, whose kingdom roughly equalled Agrippa’s but whose presentation was not Roman but Hellenistic.  These differences will be examined in the light of the archaeological record, also to determine if any group with which Agrippa clashed might have thought they could gain from his death.
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Chapter 2: Malatha in Josephus and the Tel Malhata/Tel el-Milh Site 
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As mentioned by Curran (2014, p. 500), the scholarly tendency has been to interpret Josephus’ account of Agrippa’s life as one of profligacy in Rome, leading to the loss of his fortune, and then his achieving the powerful career Rome might have always had in mind for him had he only behaved more responsibly.  However, the thesis notes that Agrippa seems to have always been ambitious but had, unlike Herod I and Antipater I, lacked training from his father in this regard, and also lost his male patron, Drusus and found his ambitions thwarted, after which he was forced to flee to Palestine which he may not have seen since very early childhood.  His arrival in the Negev as a fugitive from Rome is followed by a rapid change in his approach and his achievement of his career.  The archaeological record is able to throw some light on the area in Palestine where Agrippa I is believed to have stayed when he first fled Italy.  This might reveal information on the level of seclusion of the area, the effect this isolation might have had on Agrippa, and how the abrupt lifestyle change might have helped motivate him to alter his approach towards achieving his career.

The official account provided in Josephus’s Antiquities (18.6) regarding Agrippa I’s flight from Rome to Malatha when he was pursued by creditors.  While he certainly seems to have accumulated debts and creditors in Rome, this may not have been the complete reason for his flight, which could have had a political element.  He had been spending his possibly relatively limited inheritance after his mother, Berenice, and his friend, Drusus, died, on numerous gifts to freedmen and perhaps other networking activities in order to try to further his career, this had been surprisingly ineffective considering his Imperial education and closeness to Drusus and Antonia Minor, perhaps for the political reasons mentioned above, and he had soon fallen into debt from lack of employment. 

His sudden fall from being an “adopted” client-member of the Julio-Claudian family to a fugitive on limited resources was traumatic, especially from what can be ascertained archaeologically concerning Tel Malhata, considered to be Josephus’ “Malatha”.  It is noteworthy as well that Agrippa is not mentioned in Josephus as taking up residence with or living in proximity to any of his or his wife, Cypros’, Herodian family members at this stage until his sister Herodias married Antipas the Galilee tetrarch and their uncle in the late 20s CE, and even then, aid transpired after his wife, Cypros, messaged Herodias rather than Antipas of their desperate situation in Malatha, 

Quite a few scholars have associated Josephus’ Roman “Malatha”/Moleatha with Tel Malhata.  Among  these are Wooley and Lawrence (1914-14), Abel (1938) and Avi-Yohah (1984).  Robinson (1841) also believed the site was the biblical “Moladah”.  Fifth to sixth century CE administrative records (Notitiate  Dignitatum) list Malhatha as being a central Roman fortress along the limes line, from which the fortification routes travelled north to the Hebron Hills, east to the Dead Sea and west to Beersheba (Beit-Arieh and Freud, 2015, p. 15-16).

Malhata was one of a unified series of fortresses constructed first in the Bronze to Iron Ages and the Malhata member was at the possible crossroads of two main desert routes travelling north to south (Aila via Mampsis and Malhata to Jerusalem) and east to west (‘En Boqueq oasis via Malhata and Beer Sheba to the ports of Gaza).  In the Roman times, these fortresses were part of the route system of stations of southern Palestine first developed under the Seleucids and then integrated into the Roman “lime” road system (Beit-Arieh, 2015, p. 19-20).
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Map of area of Negev’s Roman Fortresses in Judaea
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(Pazout, 2018, p. 174).(Fig. 1).

MALHATA is situated in the Roman Negev; it is a 48 km wide region in the Nahal Beersheva valley. In Arabic, Malhata is known as Tel el-Milh (“hill of salt”, possibly referring to salt production from the nearby Dead Sea, although no archaeological evidence of this has been found at the tel to date) (Beit-Arieh, 2015, p. 11).  The region is mostly of white and red limestone.  The valley base is filled with loess from silt and clay and is quite fertile, although rainfall varies in different parts of the area.  The northern limit of this area is the southern sector of the Central Judaean Highlands.  The Highlands form a plateau at their highest altitude near Hebron; this plateau reaches Beni Na’im at its southwest at 951 m, and Khirbet Qaryatain at its southeast at 912 m.  The mountain ridge descends via three spurs on its way to Nahal Beersheba: it extends from Ben Na’im to Beersheba, and from Dura to Tel Malhata at 369 m. and then it circumvents Tel Arad to reach the Negev Highlands at Ras ez-Zuweira.  The southern portion of Tel Malhata is also called “Harei Ira”.  The spurs are 10 to 15 km wide at their north but they narrow as they extend southwards.  Since the early twentieth century, there has been some discussion as to the dating for what was considered a Roman lime system in the region, with Albrecht Alt in the 1930s suggesting it dated from before the First Revolt and Gichon (1967, in Pazout, 2015, pp. 12-13) proposing it began during the reign of Herod I, although most scholars now believe it originated in the reign of Vespasian or Diocletian.  Excavations at Tel Malhata as published by Beit-Arieh (1993, 1998 in Pazout, 2015, p. 13) also indicate a later fortification date (Pazout, 2015, pp. 11-13).

Tel Malhata is at around the centre of the Nahal Beersheva valley, near where the wadis of Nahal Malhata and Nahal Beersheva join, on the left slopes of Nahal Malhata.  It is at the southernmost boundaries of Roman Judaea (Beit-Arieh, 2015, p. 11; Pazout, 2015, p. 49), and is around 398 m. a.s.l., making it about 10 m. higher than the surrounding land.  Since it is near the level of the wadi bed, the underground water table is easily accessible, and several wells have been found in the region.  It is 8.5 km northeast of Aroer, 4.2 km southeast of Tel Ira and 11.9 km. southwest of Tel Arad, and its central location places it is the crossroads of a road which extends north to Judaea from the Negev; a portion of the original paved Roman road has been found 2.5 km to its south.  The east-west passage connects the Dead Sea to the Mediterranean (Pazout, 2015, p. 49).  Since the site was at a crossroads in the centre of the Nahal Beersheva valley, most ancient travel routes began near the fortress, and all travellers passed through this site.  The remains of the Roman road is only 300 m. to the east of the modelled “least-cost ideal” route (calculated based on levelling the undulating landscape), an impressive indication, claims Pazout, of Roman analytical ability.  Travelling through the hills, the Roman roads here tend to follow passes and ridges.  Many ancient travel routes and tracks were created and used by Bedouin groups.  The Roman roads were built by the military and Judaean roads served a military patrol purpose, and the rabbinical writings from the second century onwards speak of the Roman military patrol crossing the wilderness areas.  Josephus writes as well of decurions and centurions supervising security in the villages and cities, respectively.  Pazout suggests that the forts in the more populated agricultural northwest portion of the Roman Negev region, located close to roads, controlled road traffic and civilian populations.  While there was concern about insubordinate populations during and after the period of the Revolts, perhaps there was less need for higher security in this area during the early first century CE.  However, a fort such as Malhata, as well as Arad, Uza, Beersheva and Aroer, in the southeasterly region between the agricultural estates and scattered herding groups, was more frequently focused on nomadic desert tribes, wells and water supplies and the intersections of main caravan routes.  Pazout suggests that Malhata’s main duties would have been policing the roads of this region against brigands, acting as a road station for caravanserai, and collecting road tolls and duties; the focus was thus economic and trade-related rather than military.  The surrounding region and roads were also well visible from the Malhata fortress, but the region was sparsely and transiently populated.  Pazout also proposes that Malhata and similar fortresses in the southeast Nagev, since they were not oriented outward as defensive fortresses due to their inability to view beyond their general vicinity and immediately neighbouring forts, were used for policing local populations in areas of minimal threat, where only simple messages between the forts were required (Pazout, 2015, p. 87).  Below is an image showing the placing of the Negev Roman forts with their relative placement densities between he northeastern and southwestern facets of the area studied:

Image 2

Map of Negev Roman Fortress Sites Showing their Relative Placement Density
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(Pazout, 2018, p. 175) (Fig. 2).

THE SUCCEEDING “VISIBILITY maps” also demonstrate the relative visibility of the northeastern and southwestern portions of the fortress group studied: 

Image 3

Negev Roman Border Road System Reconstructed Showing Relative Visibility of Fortress Sites
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(Pazout, 2018, p. 175) ( Fig. 6).

It is interesting that Malhata, a fort on a crossroads of main travel routes, was abandoned during this transitional period between late Hasmonaean and earlier Herodian rule until the latter half of the first century CE, and Beit-Arieh suggests the changing political climate occurring in the period between the two dynasties was responsible for the abandonment of the nearby settlement and fortress; perhaps the main caravan routes did not focus on the Malhatha area during this period.  Beit-Arieh suggests some external Seleucid influences on the site’s abandonment.  He also notes that the neighbouring sites of Tel Beer-sheba and Horvat ‘Uza were abandoned during the same period and suggests a correlation (Beit-Arieh, 2015, pp. 742-43).  Pazout also disagrees with some earlier suggestions that the region was defended with a regulated system of lime fortresses during the early Roman period, and suggests that the defense strategy was more localized and did not involve organized, centralized control at this time (Pazout, 2015, pp. 83-84, 86, 88-90, 94).

In terms of desert banditry and the more scattered, less interconnected fortresses in the southwest Negev, Pazout (2015) relates that such pillaging was more common in the desert regions bordering on Nabataea before and after the Revolts, but mentions that the Herodian rulers’ conflict with the Nabataeans was in a very different border zone from the Negev.  Later in the thesis, mention will be made of a plaque erected by Agrippa I during his reign attesting to his own dealings with banditry in Trachonitis, whose locals had connections with Nabataea which was in turn often supported by Parthia.  The Negev, though, was part of a shared economic trade route between Arabia and the Mediterranean of interest to both Nabataea and Roman Judaea, so cooperation between the two nations was important here (Pazout, 2015, p. 92).  This does not, however, rule out the possibility of banditry on a trading crossroads but the need for a permanent fort at this time seems to have been low.

Still, the fact that Agrippa at first stayed in an area whose fortress and settlement had been temporarily abandoned except for a few possible visits by Bedouin would indicate his desire to lie low.  Also, were the focus in the area then based on local control, it would have been easier for him to remain hidden in such a remote area from the central government in Rome.  It is also revealing that the region was part of Idumaea, the Herods’ ancestral homeland.  Perhaps Agrippa had inherited a small nearby estate, which would make sense in light of the Herods’ mainly Idumaean ancestry (regardless of their ancestors’ actual ethnicity).  He might also have felt safer due to proximity with the nearby caravan routes and patrols and could have represented himself with the help of Idumaean connections as an unimportant, small-scale land owner.  Had he stayed on an old family farmstead in the region, he would have been free from closer observation by policing forces, and even more so had he chosen to blend in with the sparse population of the area.  Accounts on his life from the period following his crisis in Malatha show his ability with intrigue, and there is no reason to suppose he did not begin this capability earlier as well.  The Antiquities (18.6) relates that Cypros, Agrippa’s wife, attempted diverse means to divert his depression, so perhaps he attempted some activity in the area before they were finally able to contact Herodias and move to Tiberias.  It is certainly interesting to consider the balance he would have required between laying low from Imperial notice and staying safe in a remote desert area in a region with which he was unfamiliar and with a culture very different from his accustomed elite Roman one.  

Regarding Agrippa’s actual hiding place, Josephus simply mentions that it was a “tower at Malatha”; it is uncertain the nature of this tower, but it is suggested that it might have either been an abandoned military one or, as Applebaum (1967, p. 285, in Beit-Arieh, 2015, p. 18 and Pazout, 2015, p. 50) suggests, an agricultural tower or fortified estate house which may have belonged to an old Idumean family property, and similar such properties have been identified in outlying parts of Roman Palestine (Beit-Arieh, 2015, p. 18; Pazout, 2015, p. 50).  

Ben Arieh (2015) further details the tel as follows.  It is on a flat, elliptical, natural platform ascending a few metres above the wadi bed, and measures 190 x 95 m.  it has two terraces, an upper eastern one taking up 25% of the tel and the lower western one covering the rest of the mound.  It was found by archaeologists using sounding that the upper area had been occupied by a Roman fortified camp of ca. 3.75 dunams with a 2 m. stone wall which dated from the Roman period or at least as early as the Hellenistic (Beit-Arieh, 2015, pp. 11-15).

As mentioned above by Beit-Arieh, the outline of the Malhata fortress was visible even prior to excavations.  Pazout describes the partially excavated fortress building as rectangular and measuring 75 x 55 m. Its walls are wider than 1 m.; the fortress exhibits the remains of outworks and towers; and as it is located on a low hill summit, it can easily observe and control its surroundings, which contributes towards its obvious identification as a fortress, but as already noted it is not so visible beyond its general vicinity due to its low lying position and the fact that it is hidden by some of its surrounding terrain.  Only small areas of it have been excavated, so its internal plan is not yet well understood.  Two long rooms have been identified on its east, and five casements along its northern walls, with eight more on its west and a further five at its south; at least two of these are paved with stone blocks.  The enceinte is 1.25 m. in width and is of cut ashlar blocks and its spaces are filled with small stones (Pazout, 2015, pp. 50, 62, 80-81).  Beit-Arieh notes that the casements date mostly to the Middle Bronze and Iron Ages and notes that they are in Area B and Section W in the north and Area C in the west.(Beit-Arieh, 2015, p. 19-20).

As mentioned, the site was important for its water source.  Good wells were found at the foot of the eastern part of the tel, so this area contains one of the few water sources in the entire region, such that the location has often until recently been used by large Bedouin groups who have raised sheep and goats, worked the land and buried their dead in the area, as evidenced by the archaeological record.  The many Bedouin burials have introduced into various archaeological strata and caused some loss of material information.  It is possible that the ancient settlement’s association with salt relates to its being a trading post for Gebel Sodom, where salt has been produced.  The site has been occupied since the Bronze and Iron ages of strata VI – III; The Hellenistic to Roman period occupies Stratas II to I.  Unlike Pazout, Beit Arieh suggests the site’s ancient occupation has been more related to its proximity to good and scarce water sources than its strategic location near trade routes (Beit-Arieh, 2015, pp. 11-15, 118-120).

There is a smaller tel on a low, flat ridge, known as “Small Tel Malhata”, on the northern bank of Wadi Malhata, which was mainly occupied in in the Chalcolithic and Early Bronze Age, and south and east of the tel are a few large Roman and Byzantine sites (Beit-Arieh and Freud, 2015, p. 15-16).  West of the fortress, in Area G, are also a few Roman structures of unclear purpose (Pazout, 2015, p. 50).

A more detailed discussion of the main site’s strata is as follows.  Two of Malhata’s strata are Hellenistic (third to second BCE) and Late Roman (second, third, and fourth CE), respectively.  Later excavations revealed that the site was also active in the Early Roman period from the late first to second centuries CE.  Material evidence that the site was abandoned in the first century BCE includes the fact that the pottery shards found there date to the first half of the first century BCE, and the few coins uncovered date to the time of John Hyrcanus or Alexander Jannaeus, the last Hasmonaean kings (Pazout, 2015, pp. 50, 62, 80-81).

The Hellenistic site remains (second to early first century BCE) are scant and are found in Areas B and C and Section W.  Since they are in the same area as the later Roman fortress and Iron Age military fortifications, there is reason to believe that they also represent a fortress site.  For instance, the Hellenistic wall of 22 K is directly below Roman fortress Wall 2.  The limited Hellenistic potsherds found belong in particular to Eastern Sigillata A (ESA) from the first century BCE, suggesting a Hasmonaean connection.  The associated coinage found belongs to Antiochus IV and VII, but also includes the two Hasmonaean coins mentioned.  There is no evidence for the site being destroyed during this time, so it is believed from the hiatus of remains following this period that the site was abandoned during the time of John Hyrcanus or King Alexander Jannaeus at the end of the Hasmonaean/Maccabee period, perhaps during or before the time of Antipater I, the father of Herod I and advisor to Alexander Jannaeus (Beit-Arieh, 2015, pp. 17-18, 742-43).

In terms of numanistic findings, 50 bronze coins have been uncovered from the second century BCE to the fifth century CE in the Byzantine era.  As noted, the finds appear to demonstrate that the Hasmonaean era settlement was probably abandoned before the time of Alexander Jannaeus, who reigned from 103 to 76 BCE.  His coins are a frequent find in Hasmonaean sites, but are completely absent in this one, suggesting an interruption in occupation beginning in the first century BCE.  Four coins were discovered in the Roman stratum of Area B, six in the refuse piles and surface of this region and three among the Area C refuse dump.  All other coins were discovered on the surface.  Most coins were not well preserved with only a few attributable to a particular ruler (Beit-Arieh, 2015, p. 684).  The coin findings, adapted from Beit-Arieh (2015, p. 684) are listed as follows:

Table 1


	Reg. No.  Area    Identification  No. of Coins


	Seleucid Coins


	
268/60  B  Antiochus IV Epiphanes  1

(175-164 BCE)  

490/60  C Surface  Antiochus VII  1

(138-129 BCE)



	Hasmonaean Coins


	
493/60  Surface  John Hyrcanus I  2

(129-104 BCE)

496/60



	Roman City Coins


	
302/60  B Surface  Caesarea Maritima  1

(ca. 250 CE)

367/60, 247/60  B Surface  Unidentified,  5

suggested third century CE

490/61-62, 403/60  C Surface





(Beit-Arieh, 2015, p. 684)

The following are images of the few coins found at Malhata dating to the late Seleucid and late Hasmonaean period:

Image 4

Tel Malhata Coinage (late Seleucid, late Hasmonaean)
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(BEIT-ARIEH, 2015, PP. 685-87) 

Only one Roman coin could be definitely identified: this is a Caesarean coin produced in ca. 250 CE under Trajanus Decius or Trebonianus Gallus.  From this period on, the coin remains are more continuous, all having been minted during the reigns of Caesars of the second half of the third Century CE.  After this, coins are also found from the fourth and fifth centuries CE (Beit-Arieh, 2015, p. 684).

The next record of the site’s occupation, the Notitia Dignitatum Orientis XXXII (Dux Palaestinae), refers to the presence of the 45 “Cohors Prima Flauia, Moleatha”, this account dates to ca. 411-413 CE, during the Roman-to-Byzantine era.  The fortress was thus garrisoned by the Cohors I Flavia, and earlier documentation for this cohort being present in the region begins in the late first century CE Syria at the time of the Bar Kokhba Revolt in Palaestina, as mentioned by Russel (1995).  The non-military habitation site near the fortress may have been composed of the families of the legion since the legionaries were limitanei.  Thus, except for some sparse potsherd finds which provide evidence for sporadic habitation, the site was abandoned during the time that Josephus (Antiquities, 8.147) mentions Agrippa I’s hiding in a “tower” there, which would have been in the 20s to early 30s CE. 

It has been observed that only small-scale excavations have been conducted on Malhata’s Roman era casements.  The fortress had at least two Roman and Byzantine phases of occupation.  The floor of the Late Roman structure matches that of the earlier building phase prior to abandonment and no renovation can be observed on its outer walls, which further supports the surmise that the Roman phase begins in the late first century CE.  The site was abandoned again in the late second to early third century CE, which corresponds to the phases at Hovat Uzah and Tel Beersheva.  And Area G contains several Roman structures of unknown use (Pazout, 2015, p. 50).  

Beit-Arieh has identified the succeeding structures as belonging to the Roman architectural phase: 

Image 5

Sketch of Part of Roman Building in Section W, Tel Malhata
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(Beit-Arieh, 2015, pp. 120-24), Fig 2.115, Section W

IMAGE 6

Images of Fortress Wall, Tel Malhata 
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(Beit-Arieh, 2015, pp. 120-24),(Fig. 2.116-2.123)

IMAGE 7

Area Below Part of Wall, Tel Malhata  
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(Beit-Arieh, 2015, pp.121-24), (Fig. 2.116-2.123)

BEIT-ARIEH DATES THE architecture in Areas B and C to two Roman and Byzantine phases, Strata IB and IA.  The scant Roman pottery shards found are dated to two groups: Early to Middle Roman of the first, second and early third centuries CE and Late Roman to Early Byzantine of the fourth to fifth centuries CE (Beit-Arieh, 2015, p. 19-20).

Twelve fragmentary glass vessels were found on Tel Malhata in Areas A, B, D and G, either on Roman floors dating to the Early and Late Roman periods, or in fills dating to the Byzantine era.  Other such vessels were either on the surfaces or intruding into the Iron Age strata. These finds all date from the late first century CE and later.  Thus these remains again supports the hypothesis that the site had been abandoned until the second half of the first century CE.  The objects are typical of domestic vessels used throughout Palestine at the time, and were probably were used by the fortress inhabitants (Beit-Arieh, 2015, p. 691, 695).  

Scattered assemblages of metal objects dating to the Hellenistic, Roman and Byzantine periods included iron, bronze, brass items and weaponry.  Most metal objects were for structural fittings, including nails.  Most metal objects from these periods were found in Strata B, C and W (Beit-Arieh, 2015, p. 698) and are listed along with their sketches as follows:

Table 2

List of Metal Assemblages from Strata B, C and W in Tel Malhata, dating to the Hellenistic, Roman and Byzantine periods

[image: image]

​

[image: image]

(BEIT-ARIEH, 2015, PP. 699-70)

Pottery assemblages from the Hellenistic era are scant and add further evidence to the site’s abandonment until the latter half of the first century CE (Beit-Arieh, 2015, pp. 742-43).  Early Roman glass vessels were found on the “lower Roman floor” of Area B but these date to the late first century CE and intrude into an Iron Age stratum of Area A.  Glass finds were sparse and consisted of daily use tableware including beakers, bowls and lamp-bowls assumed to have been used by those living in the fortress when it was inhabited (Beit-Arieh, 2015, pp. 691, 695).  Glass vessels from the early Roman period found at Tel Malhata are as follows:

Image 8 

Tel Malhata Glass Assemblage Sketches, early Roman (late first Century CE) 
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(Beit-Arieh, 2015, p. 694) Fig. 17.1

THUS, BASED ON THE archaeological excavations conducted so far on Tel Malhata, the site appears to have been abandoned from the late first century BCE to the late first century CE, although there was probably some policing of the roads by Roman patrols there due to the overall area’s importance to the Frankincense Trail and the location there of wells in that semi-arid region.  Malhata’s environs were a good source of water which were probably used by bedouin groups.  It could be that Agrippa had rural ancestral holdings in the area where he was able to lie low although he may potentially also have hidden at least for part of the time in the abandoned fortress itself, as Josephus’ mention of a “tower” makes his exact location unclear.  The drastic and sudden change of life from that of an “adopted” member of the Julio-Claudian family living in Rome to a poverty stricken fugitive and private citizen hiding in a remote semi-desert region was quite traumatic, which is why Josephus relates that he contemplated suicide while he was there (Antiquities, 18.6).  It is also to be noted that suicide opposed the Jewish Laws, but that it was acceptable and honourable behaviour for a Roman in a time of crisis and lost status which indicates the degree of Agrippa’s Roman self-identify at least at this point in his life.  

––––––––
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SUSPICIONS ON ANTIPAS’ activities as observed by Agrippa I and possible connections with the Nabateans

It was mentioned above that while Agrippa I was working for Antipas in Tiberias in the Galilee, he took note of several activities Antipas was involved with which Agrippa first attempted unsuccessfully to report to Tiberius when back in Italy, and finally reported to Gaius when Antipas and Herodias became more competitive with him in Palestine.  The activities in question included Antipas’ having private negotiations with the Parthians, and his building a large arsenal/armoury.  In both cases, as Rome’s client ruler, Antipas should have informed Rome in advance of his activities, but he had not.  Agrippa’s acquiring this information may have led to the breach between them when they were visiting Tyre and Agrippa’s leaving Antipas to join Flaccus, the Syrian governor (Josephus, Antiquities, 18.6).  Antipas’ reasons for these activities are subject to debate, with many scholars claiming that he was completely loyal to Rome, and others suggesting that he himself (and not only his wife, Herodias, as mentioned in Josephus (Antiquities, 18.7)) was very ambitious, as it had been advantageous to him to marry the part-Hasmonaean Herodias and perhaps to please her by divorcing his first wife, Phasaelis.  But it was possible for client kings to continue with their own ambitions while remaining loyal to Rome.  

Accusing a rival of Parthian sympathies was apparently a convenient approach, and later, when Agrippa become king, he found himself subject to similar accusations when he began to build a Jerusalem wall and held a meeting with lesser buffer zone kings without obtaining Rome’s permission; this situation will be discussed further in Chapters 4 and 5.  Rome was very concerned about the possibility of further invasions from Parthia, and Judaea was part of the buffer zone, so security in the region was imperative.  

It is possible that the close relationship between the Herodian family and the Julio-Claudians caused some Herods to feel comfortable enough with their Imperial patrons that they occasionally innocently failed to inform them of all their dealings (Curran, 2014, pp. 493-522).  Still, their close friendship with the Imperial family and awareness of Rome’s concerns over Parthia should have precluded the possibility for such an oversight.  

Another element was the Herods’ relationship with the kingdom of Nabataea, which shared Judaea’s southern border.  The Nabataeans were a wealthy Arab group with a powerful trade route from the Arabian peninsula, across the Negev and on to Gaza on the Mediterranean Sea, transporting expensive oils and spices imported from India and China into Rome.  The Parisians sometimes supported this kingdom in times of crisis, as they had done when Herod fled to Rome to achieve support in acquiring his Judaean kingdom (Josephus, Antiquities, 14.370-74; Wars, 1.274-76).  Much later, Herod’s son, Antipas, married Phasaelis, a daughter of the reigning king of Nabataea, Aretas IV, and when Antipas ambitiously divorced her to marry the part-Hasmonaean Herodias, Agrippa I’s sister, Aretas made war on Antipas for the insult.  In this way also, despite Herodian loyalty to Rome, individual Herodian ambitions might still cause instability in the region.  

Later, in 10 BCE, bandits in Trachonitis revolted against Herod and fled to Nabataea for refuge (Josephus, Antiquities, 16.271-73).  An inscription found considered to date to the reign of Agrippa I (see Chapter 4 under “Inscriptions”) also speaks of Agrippa quashing a bandit problem in that region.  The Nabataeans controlled the borders to the south and east of Herod’s kingdom.  Thus, they settled in Moab across the Jordan near Herod’s Machaerus fortress (see Chapter 3 under “Machaerus”) and held territory east and north of the Decapolis.  They might also have occupied the Hauran in the vicinity of Trachonitis.  Nabataean settlement in Moab was demonstrated in Glueck’s 1930s surveys (1946, in Chauncey, 2001, p. 178; Chauncey, 2001, p. 178), but information is limited due to the paucity of the excavation work.  A better understanding of the political situation on the Herodian borders might shed more light on the reasons other than personal ambition which might explain both Antipas’ and Agrippa I’s activities about which their Roman patrons were concerned, but perhaps they were connected with these border disputes.  

Chancey (2001, p. 175) suggests that Herod’s series of fortresses on his southern border (discussed in Chapter 3, under “Frontier Defenses”) may have been built as a precaution due to these border problems.  Archaeological activity in the Negev area has revealed the presence of several Nabataean sites dating to the previous century, with the presence of Hellenistic pottery and coins from the reign of Hyrcanus (135 to 104 BCE) and/or possibly Jannaeus (103 to 74 BCE), namely, at Elusa, Nessana and Oboda, so these remains immediately predate the Roman occupation (Chancey, 2001, pp. 175-76).  However, Pazout believes that Herodian Judaea felt no threat from Nabataea in this area but only on the border with Trachonitis, and he argues that the inward facing structures of the Negev fortresses, their limited intervisibility and their relative sparcity in the southwest Negev imply that Judaea did not feel as threatened in this region (Pazout, 2015, pp. 87, 92).  

During Agrippa’s stay in the Negev before his rise to power, he may have made some connections or observed the relationship between the southern Negev and Nabataea.  It is uncertain when Agrippa arrived in Judaea after the deaths of Drusus (CE 23) and Berenice, since the date of his mother’s death is unknown.  Since Josephus relates that Agrippa was depressed and contemplating suicide before leaving for employment with Antipas in the around the late 20s to early 30s CE (after Antipas’ marriage to Agrippa’s sister, Herodias), there is some doubt among some scholars as to whether Agrippa remained so long in an area where he was unhappy (he had also been depressed on the way from Italy to Palestine (Josephus, Antiquities, 18.6)).  It is always possible, though, that he was in Palestine or away from Rome for longer, and had come to learn something of the Nabatean-Judaean border situation in the Negev before he became frustrated and contacted Antipas.  It could be that either his observations in the Negev or his dealings with possibly Nabataean/Parthian-aligned bandits in Trachonitis under his rule are responsible for his activities later in his life which Marsus found suspicious.  Marsus also had concerns over the Parthians when dealing with Armenia and both leaders’ activities or authority in the region may have clashed.  As mentioned, Agrippa is known for his involvement in intrigue and taking a bribe later in Antioch (Josephus, Antiquities, 18.6), so it is always possible that he was involved previously in other activities in the Negev.  

As suggested, concerns over the potential for problems involving the Nabataeans might have been connected with Antipas’ unknown dealings with Parthia and at least been responsible for his armoury, although it is still questionable that he had not informed Rome of this or given good justification for his behaviour when questioned by Gaius (Antiquities, 18.7); he had simply admitted the accusation concerning the armour assemblage was true.  Although Tiberius had not responded to Agrippa’s accusations against Antipas, Tiberius was known to be slow to deal with certain concerns (Josephus, Antiquities, 18.6.), possibly since his own extensive experience had taught him these were not serious enough to respond to, and he was also in favour of leaving good regional leaders in place for extended periods.  Perhaps Agrippa’s later activities as king regarding his Jerusalem wall and conclave with neighbouring lesser client kings may also have been in the interest of protecting his region. 
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Chapter 3: Examples from the Herod I’s Archaeological Record Showing an Evolution in  Architectural Styles and Uses from Hellenistic to Roman
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Introduction to Chapter 3


[image: ]




The thesis will now discuss the material evidence in Judaea and neighbouring Bertyus/Beirut which provide insight into historical aspects of Herod’s reign, providing information on areas which support or might be compared with characteristics of Agrippa I’s reign for a better understanding of Agrippa’s approach as a ruler.  This will finally be employed to determine if any justification might be found for his sudden death not having occurred from natural causes.  

––––––––
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AN INTRODUCTION TO Herod I, the phases of his reign and his building projects

This chapter discusses the main archaeological record pertaining to Herod I’s reign, and is mostly related to his construction projects, with a little additional information on other Herodian tetrarchic projects, in an attempt to ascertain Herod’s socio-cultural focus as a point of comparison with that of his grandson, Agrippa I.  This material will be associated with the historical record.

On the Herodian Dynasty, Kropp writes, 

The Herods were late comers on a complex and volatile political scene that emerged from the  collapse of the Seleukid empire and the gradual expansion of Roman power.  The Near East at   the time was a mosaic of territories where, outside the most Hellenised cities annexed by Rome,   tribes, dynasts, high priests, warlords and city tyrants vied for power (Kropp, 2013, p. 378).  

The provincial scions with the most power in the Roman Empire were the client kings approved of or holding power extended to them by Rome who, in return for this assistance, gave gifts to Caesar and supplied troops to reinforce Rome’s military (Kropp, 2013, p 378).  

Herod I (Herod the Great) was a Roman client king who ruled Judaea from 41/37 BCE to 4 BCE, replacing the Jewish priestly Hasmonaean dynasty (Maccabee descendants) following a civil war.  The Maccabees were an elite priestly Levite family which had opportunistically wrested control of Judaea from the Macedonian Seleucids under Antiochus IV Epiphanes when he severely violated Jewish Law, religion and sensibilities by placing a large statue of worship in the Jerusalem Temple and commanding the people to worship it.  The main historical source on Herod is Flavius Josephus, who used as one of his sources the writings of Nicolaos of Damascus, Herod’s court historian (Lichtenberger, 2005, pp. 55-57).  Archaeological excavations have also provided much material on Herod I; this includes the work of Ehud Netzer, who sadly passed away in 2010 at Herodium after discovering Herod’s tomb there (Lichtenberger, 2015, p. 110).  Fifty inscriptions have also been uncovered at different times referring to the Herods (Haensch, 2014, p. 99).  

Herod was appointed king by the Roman Senate and his position afterwards confirmed by Caesar Augustus (Froelich, p. 32).  When he achieved this appointment in 37 BCE, Herod then ensured it by slaying the surviving members of the Hasmonaean family which had been popular with the Jews and thus considered by Herod a threat; marrying the Hasmonaean princess, Mariamne, and making her his queen; and removing the Jerusalem elites who supported the Hasmonaeans (Chancey, 2001, p. 167).  This activity, together with his being descended from Idumaean (or Phoenician) Jewish converts and not ethnically Jewish, also contributed toward his lack of popularity with his Jewish subjects.  Due to his lineage, he was also, unlike the Hasmonaeans, unable to hold the priesthood, so leadership in Judaea was divided into ruling (as appointed by Rome) and priestly Jewish factions, which led to problems and divisions possibly also later under Agrippa I as shall be mentioned in the thesis.  The archaeological record attests to a social schism beginning to develop in Judaea around the time of Herod’s appointment, as will also be related in the thesis.

During Herod’s reign, most of his Palestinian/Judaean kingdom was united and stable, but this changed after his death when his kingdom was divided between three of his sons, two tetrarchs and an ethnarch (princes).  Soon afterwards with the deposition of his son, Archelaeos, Herod’s former kingdom came to be ruled by a mixture of Herodian princes and Judaea itself (the Jewish part, including Jerusalem)’s direct rule under Roman administrators.  It was only briefly under Agrippa I, Herod’s grandson, that Palestine again reverted to a client kingdom status.  This situation looked promising to the Jews until Agrippa’s reign was suddenly cut short in CE 44, causing a shock some scholars believe responsible for the Jewish Revolt of CE 67 to 70.  From Agrippa’s death until the Revolt, Judaea and Samaria were again administered directly by Rome while Agrippa’s son, Agrippa II (partly with Berenice, Agrippa I’s daughter) ruled other territories.  The Revolt led to Rome’s annexation of the entire province, putting an end to Herodian dynastic rule.  Herod I had enormous wealth by which to pay for his numerous architectural projects within his kingdom and donations and assistance projects external to it, but his successors lacked his funding, resulting in a decrease in the number of such activities.  However, Agrippa I during his short reign did begin a few constructions of his own which will be discussed in Chapter 4 (Meyers, 2012, p. 113).  

Regev divides Herod I’s reign into three phases.  Its earliest stage, from 37 to 30 BCE, was supported by Marcus Antonius.  During this time, Herod was only beginning to assert his power while under threat from Queen Cleopatra VII of Egypt, a close friend of his mother-in-law Alexandra, the Hasmonaean mother of his queen, Mariamne, and from Mariamne’s brother, Aristobulus III, whom he then had assassinated in a palace pool in Jericho (Josephus. Antiquities, 15: 23-95; Regev, 2012, p. 205).  Chancey attributes to this first phase the renovation of the Alexandreion, Hyrcania, Cypros and Masada fortresses, as well as of the Hasmonaean palaces at Jericho and Jerusalem; the Fortress of Antonia; three towers in the wall north of the Jerusalem palace; and two sacred enclosures in Idumaea (Chancey, 2001, p. 167).

Herod’s prime period as a monarch occurred in 30 to 12 BCE, and during this time he became recognized as having an important provincial role in the Roman Empire under Augustus.  During this time, he increased his kingdom’s boundaries and began construction campaigns in both Judaea and the external Hellenistic world.  He built his harbour at Caesarea Maritima then and began to rebuild the Jerusalem Temple (Regev, 2012, p. 205).  According to Chancey, Herod also also constructed the Jerusalem Palace, began the desert fortresses of Herodium and Machaerus in the Transjordan, and increased his palaces at Jericho and Masada (Chauncey, 2001, p. 169). 

However, from 12 to 4 BCE, Herod’s rule began to be affected by internal family conspiracies from his son, Antipater; his queen, Mariamne; and their sons, Alexander and Aristobulus, followed by all their executions.  He feared further conspiracies, and developed problems in his relationship with Augustus.  Regev sees some reflection of all these phase changes in some of Herod’s building plans (Regev, 2012, p. 205), as shall be discussed below.
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Introduction to Herodian Judaea 
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Roman Judaea was populated by diverse ethnic groups, including the Jews, Samarians, Edomites (“Idumaeans” to the Romans), Greeks, Phoenicians, Romans and Arabs, among others.  Hellenistic Greeks resided there and in neighbouring regions including Syria, which had jurisdiction over Judaea from CE 6 to 41 (when Judaea was under direct Roman rule), and Egypt, following the Macedonian occupation, and this group had great influence on the local upper class cultures.  After Pompey conquered the Levant area of the Near East in 64-63 BCE, Rome allowed local client rulers to have power over Judaea due to the Jewish abhorrence for direct pagan rule, as per a Law in Deuteronomy 17:14 (KJV):

Thou shalt in any wise set him king over thee, whom the Lord thy God shall choose: one from  among thy brethren shalt though set king over thee: thou mayest not set a stranger over thee,   which is not thy brother.

Many scholars claim that the archaeological record evidences Rome’s conducting a gradual, planned Romanization process in Judaea.  However, other scholars, including Kropp (2013, p. 385), argue now that planned Romanization was not a Herodian motivating regimen, as shall be discussed further later in the thesis.  Following his early period of rule, Rome extended Herod’s territories in return for his complete loyalty and protection of a region which was part of the Roman Empire’s buffer zone with Rome’s rival empire, Parthia (Lichtenberger. 2005, p. 44).  

––––––––
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A BASIC ANALYSIS OF the Topographical Archaeological Remains of Constructions Commissioned by Herod I (the Great), and an Examination of Some Other Relevant Material Remains

An examination has been performed of the archaeological record to determine what it can reveal about overall cultural trends, changes and affinities, and differences between architectural spaces, including private and public.  As well, some other relevant material remains will be examined.  The purpose of this is to determine:

1. Whether there were any differences in the material remains of buildings used and/or commissioned by Herod I and Agrippa I evidencing differences in the cultural influence they received and/or in their approaches.

2. Whether the archaeological record reveals any differences or developments within the cultural subgroups in Herodian Judaea.

3. Material information that might indicate any non-natural reasons for Agrippa I’s reign being suddenly cut short.

This analysis will begin with a discussion on some cultural background elements connected with Herod’s building projects.

It is to be hoped that such insight which might reveal any differences in approaches in the rules of Herod the Great and Agrippa I which might in turn shed light on the historical records concerning their dealings with the main ethnic groups residing in their kingdoms.

––––––––
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A HISTORY OF THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL investigations into Herodian archaeology

The earliest Herodian archaeological excavation was conducted by Charles Warren in 1867-70 at the Jerusalem Temple Mount.  This was followed in the early twentieth century by an excavation at Sebaste (former Samaria).  C. Watzinger performed an analysis of Herodian art and architecture in 1935, and some exploration of Jericho was made just after the Second World War.  However, until this time, Herodian archaeological work was quite minimal.  Larger scale Herodian excavations were then begun in 1959-1964 by the Missione Archeologica Italiana under A. Frova, followed by V. Corbo (1962-67) with the Studium Biblicum Franciscanum, after which Y. Yadin (1963-65) conducted excavations at Herodium and Masada, respectively.  E. Netzer from the Hebrew University, beginning in the 1970s, then began detailed excavations at Herodium, Jericho, Cypros and Caesarea.  It was during this period that the Hellenistic influences on Herod’s construction projects began to be explored.  Herodian archaeology had originally been considered a category of Palestinian art and architecture due to its Biblical setting, and it was not until a November, 1988 Symposium in Jerusalem conducted by Hebrew University and the Georg-August University of Goettingen, “Judaea and the Greco-Roman World in the Light of Archaeological Evidence”, that this discipline came to be categorized as part of Greco-Roman material culture (Jacobson, p. 2002, pp. 84-85).

––––––––
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WHAT THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL record can reveal on Herodian era cultural sub-groupings

To begin to address the second question proposed for Chapter 3, Berlin’s 2005 analysis of the Herodian/Second Temple archaeological record as it compares with the previous (Hasmonaean) and succeeding (post-First-Revolt) material records reveals some interesting data on the Jewish people’s daily lives and his suggestion that a sudden new socio-cultural rift was developing between the upper and lower classes of Roman Judaea during his period which supports interpretations of the historical record as will be discussed later.  

Berlin (2005, pp. 417-20) observes that Herodian Jewish society itself, beginning under Herod I, became divided into two general subcultures as revealed by the archaeological record: those of the traditional lower classes, whom the material record demonstrates followed the Jewish Laws, using limestone vessels and a new and simple, “pure” style of oil lamp, and the more Greco-Roman influenced upper classes, as seen in material evidence from their homes in Upper Jerusalem near he Temple, who adopted Italian cooking vessels, dining styles and household decorations.  Both groups followed the same religious ideals but adhered to different cultural perspectives.  The Herodian family, being members of that same elite class, were part of its cultural group as well.  Tiersch (2015) observes that Roman provincial client rulers and scions who usually obtained Roman citizenship were considered privileged among the elites of some local societies, even after Rome’s withdrawal from some of these provinces in the fifth century, and that internal clashes among elite leaders would continue even as relations with Rome stabilized (Tiersch, 2015, p. 243).  According to the archaeological record, Judaea from the late first century BCE to the time of the First Revolt in the late first century CE a new, previously unseen socio-cultural rift had begun to form between the elite groups and the lower classes.  The historical record also suggests that a clash began between the Herods and some of the high priestly families, as seen in Agrippa I’s need to change the high priests several times, and some priests attempting to enact certain death penalties during his absence.  Further problems with the priestly class are seen to develop under Agrippa I’s son, Agrippa II, by a high priest who later helped to lead the Revolt.  Since the priestly class were part of the elite which from the material record all began to adopt aspects of the classical material culture and practices, this might suggest that their support of a developing social rift was opportunistic.  These details concerning the priestly class will be discussed in Chapter 4.

Berlin (2005, p. 467) observes that, among most of the Jewish people of Judaea and Jerusalem, from the first century BCE to the early first century CE, the archaeological record has found the widespread use of various items that he believes demonstrate a shared religious identity.  This included an increase in the local production in the Galilee and Golan of stone vessels, with 16 workplaces being newly built by the early first century in Jerusalem, Galilee and Gaulanitis.  Berlin views this sudden increase in demand for locally produced kitchen vessels as not only being for purity rights, as previously believed, but to hold wine, oil and other commodities in households as part of the overall increase in daily living standards.  However, locally produced vessels would also have conveyed an increased feeling of holiness, even if they were for use in regular daily practices (Berlin, 2005, pp. 425, 428-30).  

Image 1
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SECOND TEMPLE PERIOD “pure” stone vessels including the upper Image “measuring cup” variety and lower image with larger group servicing vessels and smaller individual vessels

(Berlin, 2005, p. 432) (Fig. 2)

Beginning in the late first century BCE, around the same time as the new stone vessels, a new style of local Judaean lamp also began to be manufactured in Judaea, Galiliee and Gaulinities.  This lamp, plain and lacking in ornamentation, was wheel-made rather than manufactured from a mould, and its spout was formed afterwards by hand and then shaped/”pared” with a knife to resemble the Italian mould-made lamps (Berlin, 2005, pp. 434-35).  

Image 2
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JUDAEAN MOULD-MADE and knife-cut lamps from the Second Temple period (upper images), followed by mould-made lamps from the Post-revolt era (lower images)

(Berlin, 2005, p. 435)(Fig. 3)

The “pure” design of these stone vessels and lamps was in keeping with a newly revived traditionally Jewish cultural sense (Berlin, 2005, pp. 436) or “patriotism”/identity which Berlin interprets as a reaction against the Herodian Greco-Roman-influenced elite class.  The upper classes had incorporated Hellenistic style dining rooms and Roman dishes using Italian style pans (Berlin, p. 467).  Berlin sees this new local production as a conscious choice since imported, decorative ESA ware was being concurrently produced in all the nearby gentile cities.  Under this new trend, serving vessels were not often used.  However, the lifestyles of those using this new ware was not necessarily more strict or religious.  The ware then seems like the possible development of a nationalist assertion or statement, and the beginning of the development of a social faction unique from the local elite class.  Then, after the destruction of the Second Temple at the end of the first century, a new type of lamp began to be produced, still knife-paired, but using moulds and with floral and geometric designs (Berlin, 2005, pp. 436, 445), revealing, Berlin suggests, that Rome had now finally imposing its cultural hegemony after the destruction of the Jewish symbolic centre, the Temple.

In the late first century BCE, in Jerusalem and Judaea, the Jewish Judaeans also began to use ceramic cooking vessels that were modelled after Italian bronze casserole dishes which had already been used in the non-Jewish parts of Palestine for preparing Italian style dishes.  These and Italian style stew pots were being commonly used by the first century CE.  Pans in the first century BCE were only found in palaces such as those at Jericho and Caesarea, but by the early first century CE, they were found modelled after Italian styles in Galilee, but more commonly in gentile than Jewish areas.  He suggests the vessels could have been used to prepare Italian dishes such as patina (quiche), or frittata.  While cooking pots are typical of the Near East and are comonly used for cooking soups and stews, casseroles are Greek and pans are typically Italian and found in Roman colonies in Europe (Berlin, p. 439-40).

Image 3
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NEAR EASTERN/LEVANTINE style cooking pots (above), Greek style casseroles (middle and one upper) and Italian pans  (lower) from the first century BCE

(Berlin, p. 438) (Fig. 4)

During the Herodian era, at the time, the plain tableware styles were being used in the Galilee and Golan; a contrasting more lavish style was observed in Jerusalem and Judaea, mostly from among the elite homes of the Jerusalem Upper City and the Armenian Garden area near Herod’s palace; and including both imported and local tableware.  Serving vessels were common and these were usually decorated with mostly geometric and floral designs, with dark and red slips and plain lighter surfaces; the vessels found had been imported from Italy, Cyprus and Syro-Phoenician cities.  Also found was locally made tableware reproducing very diverse foreign vessel patterns including also imitations of Nabatean styles.  These all similarly date from the beginning in the late first century BC, are also found at Herodium and Jericho and continue until the First Revolt period (Berlin, p. 446).  

In mixed population cities such as Caesarea and Sebaste and nearby, there was a similarly international and culturally refined atmosphere, and dining and serving ware were decorated and in red slip, and often imported from Phoenicia, Cyprus, Turkey and Italy.  These products were found in both gentile and Jewish homes, and have also been found at farmsteads in the vicinity of Caesarea.  While meals in traditional Jewish homes were very simple and basic, often involving sharing from a central dish, or with simple individual dining from separate plates, meals in the elite homes in Jerusalem used showy tableware and clearly separate place settings.  The dining style from the types and numbers of dishes is similar to that of Greek and Roman serviced banquets and communal drinking, and demonstrated one’s status (Berlin, pp. 446-48).

Image 4
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Red-slipped Sigillata A (above) produced in the Greco-Phoenician cities and uncovered in Gamla (first century BCE), and plain ware produced locally and found in Gamla (first century BCE – first century CE)

(BERLIN, 2005, P. 443) (Fig. 5)

While all Herodian palaces have Hellenistic and Roman style dining rooms (Greek ones being broader with their doors on the long sides of the rooms, and Roman ones being narrower with their doors on the short sides, and a specific pi pattern ranked arrangement of three couches), no specialized dining rooms have been found even in elite private residences of the first century BCE, since there is no evidence for their identifying décor and special door placing.  But such rooms are found beginning in the first century CE under the Herods, although less frequently in Sepphoris, Yodefat and Gamla in Gaulanitis (in the north), with coloured fresco fragments covered with vegetation and stone imitation patterns.  Such features are more widespread in Jerusalem, and first century Jerusalem homes are often remodelled to feature such décor and they all have frescoes, including painted panels, imitation stone marbling, vegetal and geometric designs, and one house with a painting resembling Pompeii’s Second Style.  The “Palatial Mansion” in the Upper City has a large Hellenistic style dining room with its doors on the long wall (Berlin, pp. 449-51).  The presence as well of sophisticated “Western” adorned tableware, including imported Italian pans for Italian dish preparation, shows that the Greco-Roman culture was being incorporated into Jewish elite first century CE lifestyles (Berlin, p. 451).  On the other hand, the miqveh (ritual bath) continues to be used in homes, although Berlin doubts whether this alone is sufficient evidence for general Jewish Law observance and attitudes there in the absence of other evidence of traditional material culture (Berlin, p. 452).  On the other hand, the miqveh may have presented a useful compromise, where one might accommodate on one’s practices and sometimes interact with foreigners but then be able to follow this with ritual purification and still retain one’s basically (albeit liberal) Jewish beliefs and culture.

In Berlin’s (p. 468) interpretation of the finds, the Jewish behavioural and cultural styles of the Herodian period were neither ritualized nor required by Law or halakha (Talmud Law), but were a chosen identity style with shared commonality among most Jews throughout the region.  He notes that Josephus in fact relates that the Jews of Gaulanitis, Galilee, Judaea and Idumaea, except Samaria, saw themselves as Ioudaioi, with a system of Temple-focused shared beliefs and behaviour, including practicing pilgrimages, following the ancestral Laws and paying the Temple tax (Antiquities, 16.162-66).  However, Berlin believes that during the first century CE, a division began to develop between the Jewish elite (including some of the priestly class) and countryside/lower class group attitudes and practices which became intensified under the Roman presence and ultimately lead to many elite leaders losing their ability to influence and unify the people (Berlin, pp. 469-70).  In Chapter 4, Agrippa I’s presence and part in this picture shall be examined.  His socio-culural division began from the period in which Herod I began his rule.

––––––––
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HEROD I’S BUILDING projects

Herod the Great, for diverse reasons, one of which was his suggested self-presentation as a Hellenistic king (Regev, 2012, p. 184), donated to and assisted in the construction of a large number of projects in both Judaea and abroad as one of the most prolific of the ancient builders (Haensch, 2014, p. 100); his projects might be listed as follows (as adapted from Bernett, pp. 259-61):

A. Architecture

New/Rebuilt Cities

In Judaea:

Sebaste (reconstructed from Samaria): 6000 settlers, city walls, Temple of Augustus

Caesarea Maritima ( reconstructed from Stratonos Pyrgos):  Palace, port, houses, Temple of Augustus, amphitheatre, theatre (Kokkinos, The World of the Herods, 2001, p. 95), agorai, foundation for penteteric games

Antipatris ( reconstructed from Pegai)

Phasaelis; Herodium, the palace-city

Agrippias ( reconstructed from Anthedon)

City Donations

I. In Judea:

Jerusalem: Temple, temple-district, Fortress of Antonia, Herod’s palace (basileion), Phasael Tower

Jericho:: Second palace district

Additionally, many temples were apparently devoted to the Imperial cult (Haensch, 2014, p. 100)

II. External to Judea:

Tripolis: Gymnasion

Damaskos: Gymnasion, theatre

Ptolemais: Gymnasion

Byblos: City wall

Berytus: Halls, colonnades, agorai, exedrai, stoai, temples

Tyros: Halls, colonnades, agorai, exedrai, stoai, temples

Sidon: Theatre

Laodideia: Aqueduct

Askalon: Baths, fountains, colonnades

Rhodes: Temple of Pythian Apollo  (Josephus. War. 1.424; AJ 16.147)

Antioch: Porticoed and paved the main cardo maximus for 20 stadia (Josephus. Antiquities 16.150-54) with marble slabs (Haensch, 2014, p. 100)

Chios: Restored stoa (Josephus. Antiquities, 16.18-19)

Nicopolis: Paid for numerous public constructions (Haensch, 2014, p. 100)

Athens: Inscriptions referring to possible donations/structures (Haensch, 2014, p. 102)

Paphos: Inscriptions referring to possible donations/structures (Haensch, 2014, p. 102)

Extra-urban Constructions:

I. In Judaea:

Herodium: Fortress, palace-district, aqueducts

II. External to Judaea:

Paneion: Augusteum temple-foundation

Cyprus: Fortress

(adapted from Bernett, pp. 259-61)

B. In addition, Herod I made the following donations (adapted from Bernett, pp. 259-61):

In Judaea:

Herod provided finances and corn for his subjects during the famine of 25-24 BCE (Josephus. Antiquities, 15.299-317; BJ 1.425)

External to Judaea:

Rhodes: Donations towards Rhodes’ fleet’s upkeep (Josephus. War, 1.424; Antiquities, 16.147)

Samos, Asia Minor regions, Pergamum, Sparta, Athens (War, 1.425; Antiquities, 16.23-24)

Kos and others: Donations towards the gymnasiarchies (n. 32, p. 390, Jacobson, 1988)

Olympus: Patronized Olympic Games, given lifelong title, agonothetes (“Patron of the Games”) (Josephus. War, 1.426-27; Antiquities,16.149)

Syros or Delos: Donation, such as for a building construction project, according to an inscription (Haensch, 2014, pp. 100-01)

(adapted from Bernett, pp. 259-61)

––––––––
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THE FOLLOWING PURPOSES have been suggested by scholars for Herod I’s commissions:

1. His donations helped cities of the Jewish Diaspora (Jewish populations living external to Judaea), as the donations provided reciprocal benefit for Jewish Diaspora groups and Judaea.

2. His projects in Judaea modernized his kingdom, with some directing Judaean focus externally onto Rome and the Empire, encouraging multiculturalism and international trade and other travel interests. 

3. Herod’s donations to the Greek Olympics and Athens acropolis were paid for from his own funds.

4. He also helped cities outside Judaea in emergencies which increased his and Judaea’s status in the Roman world.

5. To some scholars, Herod’s building projects also developed Judaea, increasing its status (Lichtenberger, 2005, p. 43; Kokkinos, 2015, p. 100).  Also, by increasing the status of his kingdom in their eyes, the projects also increased Herod’s status in the eyes of his Roman patrons (Kokkinos, 2015, p. 100).

6. While his public presentation was Hellenistic, archaeological investigations into his private palace spaces demonstrate that he may have felt privately Jewish, or at least liberally Jewish, implying that his career purpose and actual identify might have differed.  

7. Herod’s constructions presented him as a powerful Hellenized/Hellenistic ruler who was a friend to Rome and Caesar and a patron of the arts as a Hellenistic king (Patrich, 2005, p. 181).

8. To some scholars, Herod’s projects introduced Romanization (or at least “Westernization”) to its people in various ways (Lichtenberger, 2005, p. 43).  This could be seen from a political or socio-cultural and economic perspective.

9. Connected with points 2. and 8., Lichtenberger (2005, p. 43) does not see Romanization as Herod’s policy but sees his adoption of Roman technologies and architectural forms as part of his policy as a Hellenistic king, since these techniques and materials were expensive and lavish and as such expressed Herod’s wealth, power and prowess in assisting Judaea’s development towards a higher status in the Roman Empire, all part of his truphe: an important quality in a Hellenistic ruler.

10. These projects according to Kokkinos (2015, p. 100) also immortalized Herod for prosperity, which can also be interpreted as a Hellenistic kingly motive.  

11. Kokkinos (2015, pp. 99-100) sees one of Herod’s motives for his Jerusalem construction projects as that of providing employment for his Jewish subjects so as to encourage their support and to make up for some of his spending on projects outside Judaea and on pagan sites for which the Jews had criticized him.  Certainly, Jews (and not “half-Jews” like himself) were required to construct the inner precincts of his Temple.  

12. Connected with 1., many of Herod’s projects, including those in Jerusalem such as his Temple, attracted “pilgrimage tourism” from the Diaspora Jews, giving Jerusalem an enormous economic boost (Kokkinos, 2015, p. 100)

––––––––
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HEROD’S FINANCIAL RESOURCES

Herod needed enormous resources to pay for his numerous high quality construction projects and other donations both in Judaea and externally.

According to Kokkinos (2015, p. 100), the Herods had clear control over Judaean financial resources from the reign of Herod I to the First Revolt, including over the Temple Treasury.  All Jews between the ages of 20 and 50, including in the Diaspora communities, sent Jerusalem the didrachmon or half-shekel Temple tax.  For instance, when, according to Strabo’s Geography, Mithridates of Pontus (Josephus. Antiquities, 14.111-13, in Kokkinos, 2015, p. 100), attacked Kos and absconded the funds contributed by Asia Minor Jews for the Jerusalem Temple, he acquired 800 talents, which if silver was equal to 4,800,000 drachmas/21,500 kg of silver, would be around 16,000,000 British Pounds.  There were also dedicatory Temple offerings, according to Tacitus (The Histories, 5.5).  Bringing numerous pilgrims to Jerusalem during the larger religious festivals also greatly helped the economy through their expenditure on food, lodgings and Temple offerings, and this pilgrimage trend appears to have begun with Herod I (Kokkinos, 2015, p. 100).
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No. 1 (Fi. 16.1: 1)

Reg. No. 268/60 Locus 417, Area B

Antiochus IV Epiphanes

Date: 173-168 BCE

Mint: Ake-Ptolemais(?)

Diameter: 13-14 mm

Weight: 1.98 gr

Obverse: Head of Antiochus IV right, diademed and radiate

Reverse: Veiled and draped goddess standing enface, holding long scepter or torch; obliterated legend

No. 2 (Fi6. 16.1: 2)

Reg. No. 490/60 Area C (dump)

Antiochus V1T

Date: 138-129 BCE

Mint; Antioch

Diameter: 18.0-18.5 mm

Weight: 6.11 gr

Obverse: Bust of Eros right

Reverse: Isis headdress, across field: BAZIAEQE ANTIOXOY-EYEPIETOY; date obliterated
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No. 3 (Fia. 16.1:3)

Reg. No. 493/60, surface (eastern foothill of the tell)
Hasmonean, John Hyrcanus I (?)

Date: 129-104 BCE(?)

Mint: Jerusalem

Diameter: 12-13.5 mm

Weight: 170 gr
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