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

 

"...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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This work is based on Chapter 4 of my Master's thesis in Classical Archaeology, conferred on me by the University of Pisa in 2022, which achieved full grades.
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Introduction to Chapter 4
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Chapters 2 and 3 detailed how the archaeological record gives further clarity to Agrippa’s time spent in hiding and on Herod the Great's rule and the structures he built associated with aspects of both his and Agrippa I’s lives.  Chapter 3 will now discuss in more detail how archaeological and material evidence sheds light on various aspects of Agrippa I’s life and reign, particularly after his period spent as a fugitive in Idumaea/the Negev.  It attempts to determine material evidence for differences in the cultural influences on his approach to his construction projects from those of his grandfather, Herod I (the Great) and how this might reflect his relationships with the Greek, Roman and Jewish groups within and neighbouring his kingdom.  It also seeks to determine any indications in the material remains associated with his life and reign which might support the possibility that his death was not from natural causes.  

Palestine after Herod I

Map 1
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Map of Roman central Levant

(Barrett, 2015, p. 206) (Map 4)

AFTER AUGUSTUS HAD removed Herod I’s son, Archelaeos, from his position as ethnarch of Samaria, Judaea and Idumaea in CE 6, Rome began direct rule of the region under its prefects (praefecti, subject to some authority by the Syrian legate/governor, who also collected the imperial taxes and commanded the auxilliary forces) (Pazout, p. 25 ) until authority was given to Agrippa I in CE 41.  Caesarea Maritima became Judaea’s administrative capital and soldiers and veterans were stationed there.  An inscription from his period, found on a kurkar slab incorporated into the fourth century CE reconstruction of the Caesarea Maritima theatre cavea, records that Pontius Pilatus had a temple dedicated there to Caesar Tiberius; Pilatus was prefect of Judaea from CE 26 to 36 (Chancey, 2001, p. 178; Patrich, 2005, pp. 115-16, 27). 
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Inscription by Pontius Pilatus from Caesarea Maritima theatre cavea

(Chancey, 2001, p. 179).  (inscription image only)

JUDAEA’S RETURN TO rule under a Jewish ruler and descendant of the Hasmonaeans when Agrippa I was given this region must have been met with relief and enthusiasm by many Jewish residents, but perhaps also some concern from some Greek residents who knew of his policy according to Philo and Josephus to support Jews over themselves in disputes.  

In ca. CE 20, Herod’s son, Antipas, built the city of Tiberias on the Sea of Galilee, following the city building policy of his father, Herod I; it was constructed over the site of a burial ground, making it ritualistically unclean to the Jewish majority of the area.  Since traditional Jews refused to move there, he relocated many Galileans and lower class people to his new city from different locations (Josephus, Antiquities, 18.36-38; Chancey, 2001, p. 179), demonstrating his own apparent lack of commitment to Judaism.  On the other hand, Antipas did have some degree of personal belief and superstition as well, since (Matthew 14) relates that he had not wished to put John the Baptist to death since the latter was a holy man, and that he would often talk to him, and was concerned that Jesus might have been his risen form after he finally put John to death.  

Antipas also rebuilt Sephoris in Galilee.  Archaeological excavations demonstrate the presence of miqveh baths and stone vessels there, but also of a 4500-5000 seat theatre which might have been built by Antipas and thus attests to a degree of Romanization at that time.  However, Chancey (2001) sees the Galilee as being mostly Jewish during the early first century CE as demonstrated by the presence of the various miqveh baths and limestone containers found in a number of sites, and the infrequent indication of pagan religious behaviour.  The theatre might also date to the period following the First Jewish Revolt (Chancey, 2001, pp. 179-80). 
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(IMAGE OF STEPPED miqveh (ritual bath) at Sepphoris, Galilee 

(Chancey, 2001, p. 181) (miqveh only)

Image 3
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“PURE”, UNDECORATED tableware from Kefar Hanayah, Galilee, a major exporter for tableware in Judaea.  This pure tableware style has been discussed early in Chapter 3 as reflecting a new local movement in the Herodian period.

(Chancey, 2001, p. 181) (Kefar ware only)

Despite the predominating traditional Jewishness of the Galilee population, pagan cities existed close to the region, including Tyre, Sidon, Caesarea Maritima, Caesarea Philippi and Scythopolis (Chancey, 2001, p. 180).  Pazout (2015, p. 26) claims that Judaea in its early period was fairly peaceful except under the prefect, Pontius Pilatus, who made some rash errors of judgment infringing upon Jewish Law and sensibilities when he brought “graven images” into Judaea and used the Temple money to build an aqueduct; he then was recalled to Rome by Gaius “Caligula”, the good friend of Agrippa I, when he massacred Samaritans visiting Mount Gerizim for religious reasons.  This was around the same time that Agrippa influenced Gaius to remove Antipas from power, and interestingly enough, according to (Luke 23:12), Pilatus and Antipas became friends, and they may both have been former supporters of the ill-fated Sejanus whose downfall, it has been suggested, Agrippa may have helped to facilitate.  Certainly, when Agrippa accused Antipas of an association with Sejanus, Antipas did not deny it.  There is no record, however, of Antipas making “mistakes” similar to those of Pilatus in his treatment of the Jews, beyond perhaps his breaking a Jewish Law in marrying Herodias; he then put John to death for activating about this (Luke 23:6-12).  There is no record of his having practiced wide-scale violence.  Pazout also notes that Jesus’ preaching and execution took place under Pilatus (2015, p. 26) which the Gospels, however, declare that Pilatus had been reluctant to perform (John 18:28-19:16).  Still, there had been previous incidents involving violence and ideological clashes with traditional Jews under Herod I and Archelaus.  Despite individual lack of understanding, Rome had been sensitive overall to Jewish Laws in the interest of the Pax Romanum, and Gaius had recalled Pilatus, possibly due to the latter’s errors.    

Also relevant to this period are the distinctive “Herodian Lamps”, mentioned in Chapter 3, which are a characteristic find during the early Roman/Herodian/Second Temple period.  They were manufactured differently from the Roman lamps of the era which were made from moulds; Herodian lamps were made on potters wheels, and had round bodies and spatulated/knife-shaped nozzles.  They were either plain or simply decorated with geometric patterns, roulettes or lines.  Simply made and easy to manufacture, they were common and found throughout Palestine rather than regionally (Berlin; Chancey, 2001, p. 184).  

Image 4
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TWO SIMPLY FASHIONED Herodian lamps devoid of “graven images” although the one on the right features a menorah

(Chancey, 2001, p. 184) (lamp images)

The lamps appear to be part of the same new movement towards purity found among the non-elite, Jewish segment of the Judaean population as the above mentioned tableware, and are among various finds which indicate a growing division between two Jewish groups in Judaea whose development may have culminated in the First Revolt (Chancey, p. 184). 
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Introduction to Agrippa I  
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Following Herod’s death in 4 BCE, his kingdom was divided among three of his sons, who were given principalities or an “ethnarchy” and two “tetrarchies” (principalities) rather than kingdoms.  Coskun (2015) observes that the tetrarchy could be granted to Eastern princes not considered worthy of the kingship (Coskun, 2015, p. 161).  Archelaeos was given Judaea, Samaria and Idumaea, Antipas was made tetrarchy over Galilee and Peraea (Transjordan’s Jewish region), and Philip was placed over territory east of Galilee and north of the Decapolis including Batanaea, Gaulanitus (the Golan) and Trachonitis.  Later, Archelaeos was removed for faulty governing and Jewish elders’ complaints in CE 6 and Rome began to rule his territories directly under prefects (Chancey, 2001, p. 178).  Herod’s sister, Salome, was given the cities, Ascalon, Iamnia/Jamnia/Javneh, Azotus and Phasaelis, while the other cities of Hippos, Gaza and Gadara were placed under the jurisdiction of Syria (Pazout, 2015, p. 23).

Agrippa I had grown up in Rome with the Julio-Claudian children; his mother, Berenice, was a close friend of Antonia Minor, since she “ranked high” among Antonia’s circle of friends, and “had requested her [Antonia] to promote the son’s interests.”  Agrippa was Berenice’s eldest son, and this request appears to have been specifically for him (Josephus. Antiquities, 18.144, 165).  However, although Antonia appears to have been a female patron for Agrippa, as mentioned in Chapter 3, when he lost Drusus, he also lost a male patron and needed to achieve through much work new male patrons in Gaius and then Claudius, for which, following a difficult transition period, he was very successful.  

Agrippa I acquired his kingdom in three stages.  When Gaius Caligula’, differing from Tiberius with his more cautious policy, succeded, Agrippa was first given Philip’s former tetrarchy of Iturea, Gaulanitus, Batanaea, Trachonitis and Aurantis in northeastern Palestine.  The Senate gave him praetorian status (Josephus, Antiquities, 18.237; Philo, In Flaccum, 40; Wardle, 1992, p. 439).  Later, Gaius added the tetrarchy of Antipas, which consisted of Galilee and Peraea (Transjordan), and on Claudius’ succession Agrippa received Judaea, Samaria, Idumaea, Abila (previously under Lysanias) and Lebanese territory (Wardle, p. 440; Josephus, 18.237, 252; 19.274-75). 

Pazout (2015, p. 26) states that the Herods lacked the jurisdiction to appoint the high priests who were the heads of the Sanhedrin, the council administering Judaea, and that this right went to the Syrian legates and not the Herods until 44 CE, the year Agrippa I died, but we find several references in Josephus to Herod, Archelaeos, Agrippa I and Roman procurators appointing and changing high priests during their reigns (Smallwood, 1962, pp. 14-15; Josephus. Antiquities 17. 164-67; etc.).  Since he made a speech and dedication to the Temple probably at the start of his reign under Gaius and later negotiated with Gaius about the Temple, it is possible because of his Hasmonaean ethnicity he had some jurisdiction in the Temple even under that Caesar, before he had acquired Judaea under Claudius.  However, as client rulers, the Herods were subject to the Roman officials, and required to obtain Rome’s approval for important projects and meetings with other rulers (Pazout, 2015, p. 26).  

Whether or not it was a deliberate plan, Rome’s Eastern client kingdoms begun in the earliest stages of its Empire under Claudius to be replaced with direct Roman rule as their kings died.  In the case of Agrippa I, there was a reversal of this policy, since Judaea itself had been transferred after the deposition of Herod I’s son, Archelaeos, to direct rule by Roman prefects, while the remainder of Herod’s former territory was divided into tetrarchies (principalities) which were ruled by two of his other sons, Antipas and Philip.  A change began to be apparent when, under Gaius, Agrippa I was made king rather than tetrarch even though he was first only given his late uncle Philip’s tetrarchy.  Then, he was given Antipas’ tetrarchy when Antipas was deposed, and finally, under Claudius, he was given the remainder of Herod I’s kingdom, making Judaea once more a semi-independent client kingdom.  Had Gaius and, in particular, Claudius, been so impressed with Agrippa’s energy that they had decided to reverse their usual policy, or was this simply due to his close friendship with them?  

McCane (2008) sees Rome’s relationship with client kings as a mechanism by which Rome socialized its provinces into becoming part of the Empire (McCane, 2008, p. 731), but if so, and there is some discussion as to the validity of Rome deliberately planning a Romanization program, Agrippa’s installment as client king represents some backtracking in Rome’s policy.  

Herod’s successors tended to be less grandiose than he was, due Froelich suggested to their lesser ability, cultural changes, and their having had access to less monetary wealth than Herod I (Froelich, 2018, p. 32).  The modest number of coins minted by Antipas, for instance do not speak of significant finances, but neither does the archaeological record reflect economic loss (Meyers, 2012, pp.113, 121).  There was also less necessity for Herod’s high energy which had occurred during a strong climate of political change in the region and due to his winning by combat and then founding a dynasty while Augustus was creating his own empire.  The later Herods’ authority was completely dependent on Rome’s will.  Josephus shows Antipas as often requesting support from the prevailing Caesar, such as when he attempts to gain the same kingship title that had been granted to Agrippa I by the latter’s friend, Gaius Caligula (Ant. 18.240-252; Froelich, 2018, p. 32) and when he conducts building programs or seeks to wage war on King Aretas of Nabatea (Josephus. Antiquities, 18.26-28, 36-38, 111-25).  Culturally speaking, however, the Roman cultural approach was less showy than the Hellenistic, and Rome had replaced the old Macedonian Empires in the East.

Such client ruler dependence was in fact a requirement of the Roman Imperium, and can be contrasted with some of Agrippa I’s behaviour, since he did not first seek Roman approval for his project of extending Jerusalem’s wall or for holding a meeting with neighbouring Jewish and proselyte client kings of which he himself was treated as their senior.  He also felt sufficiently confident to offer to support Caligula’s succession on Tiberius’ demise (albeit doubtless without intention to harm Tiberius) within the hearing of Agrippa’s freedman which earned for him the charge of lesia maiestia, and he easily approached Gaius to negotiate against the latter’s erecting a Zeus statue in the Jerusalem Temple.  He fairly easily approached both Claudius in the Castrum Praetorium and the Senate following Gaius’ death, helping to prevent a senatorial coup and civil war.  He may have performed all of the latter while secretly burying his friend, Gaius Caligula’s, body and informing Caligula’s sisters on its location.  This is a reasonable supposition since Josephus relates that Agrippa had at first stalled for time when he found Gaius’ body by carrying it to the emperor's apartments, laying it on his bed, and spreading it about that Gaius was still alive and being treated by physicians, which would explain one of the rumours circulating at the time that Gaius had not died but was being treated (Barrett, 2015, pp. 260-61).  All of these activities speak of Agrippa’s self-assurance in relating to the Caesars, the Roman ruling family, and even the Praetorians, Senate and conspirators.  Agrippa also apparently lacked/suppressed compulsion in leaving positions that were no longer useful to him, as he did when leaving his jobs with Antipas and Flaccus.  

Agrippa I first grew up in Rome during the reign of Augustus, at or closely associated with the home of Antonia Minor, a member of Augustus’ patrician extended family, with his mother Berenice being a good friend of Antonia.  He would have been fully aware of Augustus’ inspiration for innovation and his using the arts, including architecture and literature, as manifestations of this cultural revolution, just as Herod on his visits to Rome would have been aware and was himself probably inspired by in his own architectural projects and innovations.  As a pace-setter, Augustus motivated the Roman people, including the Senate, and was often and widely worshipped as a god in his lifetime for his powerful genius (McCane, 2008, p. 730) despite the Romans in the Western Empire preferring to worship a deified Caesar after his death.  In this way, Agrippa was exposed to the idea of exonerating a leader’s genius as a political tool, paving the way for the proclamations he allowed or encouraged a few days before he died.

––––––––

[image: ]


AGRIPPA I AS A TIBERIAS Agoronomos

Josephus (Antiquities, 18.6) informs the reader that, following Agrippa’s flight to Malatha, he worked for a while as an agoronomos (similar to an aedile), an official overseeing the market.  Two lead weights have been found at Tiberias inscribed in Greek and dating to the first century CE (Chancey, 2001, p. 180).  Stein speaks of one of these weights bearing an inscription dating it to the thirty-fourth year of the reign of Antipas, in CE 30/31, and also stipulating the name of an agoronomos named “Gaius Julius” (Stein, 1992, pp. 144-45).  Qedar interpreted the inscription as, “’In the 34th year of Herod the tetrarch, [in the term of office as] agoronomos of Gaius Julius...” (Qedar, 1986-1987, p. 29 in Kogon and Fontanille, p. 33).  The final line on the weight is illegible, and between ETAL and TO are the possible remnants of three letters.  On the reverse of the weight is a central convex 9 x 9 mm area encircled by a wreath image, with the depiction of a palm branch on the bottom right.  The weight’s date corresponds to the D minting series, and is “regnal year 34 = 30/1 CE” (Kogon and Fontanille, p. 33).

Image 5
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(Kogon and Fontanille, 2018) (Fig. 7.1)

STEIN SPECULATES THAT this weight belonged to Agrippa I, who was agoronomos in Tiberias at around the same time.  Agrippa’s praenomen has been assumed as being “Marcus” since it corresponds to that of his son and eldest child, but in fact the historical records themselves do not specify this but only refer to him as “Julius Agrippa”.  Thus, there is a possibility he might have been the same Gaius, but this appears to be a slim one, since Tiberias was a predominantly pagan and Romanized city due to its having been ritually “unclean” as constructed over a cemetery and therefore not in a location attractive to traditional Jews and would have had many inhabitants with Roman names; additionally, both Julius Caesar and Augustus had extended Roman citizenship to a number of people (Stein, 1992, pp. 144-45) by which the new citizens would have taken the Julian gens as their nomen.  For instance, Josephus mentions a Julius Capellus as leading the Tiberias pro-Roman group during the First Jewish Revolt (Vita, 32, n. 3, In Stein, 1992, p. 144) of CE 66 to 70, so the agoronomos in question may even have been an older member of the same Romanized family.  Kokkinos counters Sein by stating that Agrippa’s praenomen was in fact “Marcus”, and cites the close friendship between Herod I and Marcus Agrippa, the close friend of Augustus, for whom Agrippa was named.  As he mentions, Antipater I had received the Roman citizenship and Julian gens for himself and his descendants from Julius Caesar, and the name is used by many in the Herodian family (Kokkinos, 1998, n. 26, p. 272).  

The significance of the inscribed weight might also be interpreted from the standpoint of a negative marker: that this represents a time that Agrippa was not himself agoronomos at Tiberias, suggesting that Agrippa left Tiberias at some point before, or after, CE 30/31.  In fact, Agrippa left his job at Tiberias to work for his good friend, L. Pomponius Flaccus, the Syrian legate, in Antioch, and Flaccus began his post in CE 32 and then died in his placement (according to Stein) by CE 35 when the new legate, Vitellius, began his position; news of his decease would have taken around six to eight weeks to reach Rome, so Stein suggests that he passed away around CE 33, but mentions that the exact date of his passing is unclear from the sources.  Thus, Agrippa would have left for Rome in CE 33/34 (Stein, 1992, p. 146) either while Flaccus was still alive (his position terminated, according to Josephus, since he had accepted a bribe), or because his friend and employer had died.  Or, alternatively, Agrippa returned to Rome since he now had accumulated sufficient information on Antipas and other matters in the Syrio-Palestinian region to help his career, and had wished to approach Tiberius with this information, which he did once he returned to Italy (Josephus, Antiquities, 18.6).  

However, Josephus states that Agrippa returned to Rome either the year Tiberius died or the preceding year, depending on the translation of Antiquities 18.126; Tiberius died in March, CE 37.  Schwartz (1990, p. 51) states that Flaccus died in CE 33, basing this on a passage in Tacitus (Tacitus. Annals, 6.27; Schwartz, 1990, pp. 51, 183), although Kokkinos (1998, p. 279) observes that Flaccus minted coins between October, 33 and 34 CE, meaning he was still alive then to do so.  Schurer notes that Tacitus also states that Flaccus died ten years after L. Arruntius had been governor of Hispania Citerior, making the date of Flaccus’ death CE 35, but since the praetor at that time was Piso (who may have been holding a temporary office, according to Syme (n. 3, Ten Studies in Tacitus, 1970, pp. 56-57, In Schwartz, 1990, p. 182)), Schwartz suggests that Tacitus’ ten year date is not exact and that Arruntius had been appointed earlier than CE 25 (Schwartz, 1990, p. 182).  Consequently, there is some lack of clarity as to the exact date of Flaccus’ death.  It would seem reasonable that Agrippa returned to Rome either before Flaccus’ death, as inferred in Antiquities, or soon afterwards, should Josephus’ explanation for Agrippa’s return to Italy (a falling out with Flaccus despite their good friendship) have been subject to literary license.  

Had Agrippa joined Flaccus in CE 32, and had he replaced “Gaius Julius” and not actually been the same person, then he probably only remained at his post as agoronomos for a short time until he had acquired the information he needed on Antipas and found a preferable (and perhaps protective) post with his Roman friend.  Additionally, a post with the Syrian legate might have been preferable for someone raised in Rome with the Imperial family than a smaller position in a Galilean town, especially after his experience in the Negev.  If Agrippa’s flight from Rome had been related to Sejanus, Sejanus had been put to death in CE 31, so Agrippa only needed to remain in Judaea long enough to pave the way for his return to Italy and negotiate for his potential career.  His uncle, Philip the tetrarch, had also died during this time (CE 33) and the post was open, which provided another incentive; he needed to be back in Rome in case Antipas were able to acquire the position first (Kokkinos, 1998, p. 277), and the two had already realized by the time they parted so heatedly (Josephus, Antiquities, 18.6) that they were now rivals. 

Even if Agrippa had left Syria between CE 33 and 34, he would have needed a few weeks to arrive in Italy, and he had needed first to rent a boat and flee the Javneh procurator Herennius’ Capito’s arrest (Josephus. Antiquities, 18.158) for Alexandria, then obtain a loan from Antonia Minor’s agent, Alexander the Alabarch, and from there travel to Italy, where he then met with Antonia, possibly in Rome, and obtained her help to negotiate for a position with Tiberius on Capri; these events may have needed more time than seen from the outline in Josephus’ Antiquities (18.6), so that by the time he began his job with Tiberius, it was now around a year before the latter’s death.  

––––––––
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AGRIPPA I, ANTIPAS, Pontius Pilatus and Sejanus

Mention has been made in Chapter 2 of Agrippa’s possibly being the source by which Antonia Minor acquired her incriminating information against Sejanus.  Agrippa was in Judaea at this time and soon acquired information that Antipas had apparently also been a friend of Sejanus, possibly, Kokkinos suggests, from a piece of correspondence between them that he found in Antipas’ quarters in Tiberias (n. 51, Kokkinos, 1998, p.278; Josephus. Antiquities, 18.250-51); Agrippa was able to use this information later when he informed on Antipas to the future emperor and his friend, Gaius Caligula.  It could have been that Antipas’ realization that Agrippa was cognizant of this and other shady activities of his that inspired their parting of ways and Agrippa’s flight to his good friend Flaccus for protection.  

Antipas seems to also have had a friendship with Pontius Pilatus (Judaean praefect from ca. 26 to 36 CE), at least after the death of Jesus (Luke 23:12; Schwartz, 1992, p. 398; Demandt, 2012, pp. 60-61).  Pilatus was appointed praefect of Judaea (praefectus Iudaeae according to the “Pilate stone” found in Caesarea Maritima; Claudius later changed that title to “procurator” (Bond, 1998, pp. 11-12)) during the peak of Sejanus’ power in the late 20s CE; Maier suggests it was Sejanus who had appointed Pilatus procurator (Maier, 1968, pp. 8-9).  Pilatus made some errors of judgment in his treatment of the Jews during Sejanus’ life, and it has been suggested that this behaviour may have been deliberate and that he was protected in it by Sejanus.  This would include, according to Bond, incidents in which Pilatus offended the Jews by bringing the Roman legionary standards into Jerusalem, albeit covered; an incident in which he set up shields of a sensitive nature at Herod’s palace which might also have contained an inscription naming Tiberius “divi Augusti filius”; and his acquiring funds to build an aqueduct from the Temple Treasury and then ordering Jewish protesters to be beaten; Bond places these events between the late 20s CE and CE 31-33, so most would have taken place before Sejanus’ death; she suggests that such behaviour was part of a Romanization program.  “Herod’s sons” ineffectively threatened Pilatus with reporting the shields incident to Tiberius, and then sent Caesar a missive, after which Tiberius angrily had Pilatus remove the shields (Philo. Ad Gaium; Josephus. War, 2.9.2-4; Antiquities, 18.3.1-2; Bond, 1998, pp. 46, 53, 67, 89); in this case, had Pilatus been conducting a program to more rapidly Romanize Judaea, Tiberius seems not to have been in full agreement with its methods.  Neither, apparently, was Caligula at a later date.  And “Herod’s sons” may have at this point also included Antipas, who was also in disagreement with this measure.  Agrippa would have been in Palestine, and perhaps also working for Antipas, at this time.

A few years after Sejanus’ fall in around CE 37, Pilatus was recalled to Rome by Tiberius (Bond, 1998, P. 67), but arrived after Tiberius’ death; this was the same year Agrippa I was made king by Gaius Caligula.  According to Eusebius, Gaius then ordered Pilatus to commit suicide in CE 39 (the same year Gaius banished Antipas), but Eusebius bases this on “tradition”, implying that no other more certain sources were available then (Eusebius of Caesarea. Ecclesiastical History, 2.7.1; The Editors of the Encyclopedia Brittanica), although Schwartz says this does not prove the absence of this punishment (Schwartz, 1992, p. 400).  It is possible that Agrippa I had some influence on Gaius in regards to Pilatus’ trial and punishment just as he had done on that of Antipas.  Even though Agrippa returned to Rome in the early 30s, his wife, Cypros, remained longer in the Egypt-Palestine area, and both would have been aware of at least some of Pilatus’ activities.  Pilatus’ recall also allowed Claudius to add his former territories of Judaea, Samaria and Idumaea to Agrippa’s under Claudius.

Pilatus retained Joseph ben Caiaphas as high priest during the entire period of Pilatus’ ten-year appointment (Bond, 1998, p. 19); Caiaphas was the son-in-law of Ananus and the longest reigning priest of the Second Temple period.
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Judaean Building Projects Commissioned by Agrippa I, and Some Additional Estates 
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Josephus related that Agrippa commissioned a great many projects, of which he only mentions.  Now, an analysis will be made of Agrippa’s construction projects for which there is material evidence and/or inference from the ancient sources, beginning with those in his kingdom of Judaea with a brief comment on some estates of his referred to by the ancient sources.  This will be followed by details on of his extra-Judaean donations for which archaeological evidence and indication has been found, and mention of his additional inherited crown land estate properties of which here is also some material evidence.

Schwartz observes that the foreign construction projects Agrippa commissioned and aided were mainly in Roman, not Greek, colonies, as in Berytus and Baalbek/Heliopolis (Schwartz, 1990, p. 173).  Agrippa’s projects for which material evidence has been found are relatively minimal compared with Herod I’s since his reign was abruptly cut short before he could accomplish much, but it is possible to obtain an impression from them and it is feasible, as related by Josephus, he had or began others as well.  

Kokkinos suggests that most of Agrippa I’s projects were commissioned under the reign of Claudius (Kokkinos, 1998, p. 295), when Agrippa certainly spent a longer continuous period in his kingdom; the Judaean ones would have been positive for Judaea’s economy through offering employment and they would all also have begun once again to improve Judaea’s image, a continuation of Herod I’s vision. 

––––––––
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JERUSALEM PALACE RENOVATIONS

Agrippa’s local program included renovation of the Herodian palace.  Excavations show that part of its podium had collapsed outward in the interim and needed work.  Agrippa also worked on an apartment of the Hasmonaean palace from which the interior of the Temple could be observed (Kokkinos, 1998, p. 295) which, as mentioned, was probably deemed a security precaution due to the faction between the classically influenced elites and traditional Jewish groups that had been developing under the Herods.  

––––––––
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CAESAREA AND SEBASTE donations

Josephus infers that two of the Greco-Roman cities within his kingdom where Agrippa conducted donations and possibly also construction projects are Caesarea and Sebaste, since when his armed forces in those two cities rioted in exhilaration immediately after his death, “...the inhabitants of Ceserea and of Sebaste forgot the kindnesses he had bestowed on them” (Josephus. Antiquities, 19.9.1); this appears to refer to the Greek/Hellenistic inhabitants. 

––––––––
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JERUSALEM SECOND WALL renovations

There is evidence that Agrippa renovated Herod I’s Second Jerusalem wall in at least the sixth year of his reign.  In 1966, the Australian archaeologist, John Basil Hennessy, working for the British School of Archaeology in Jerusalem, conducted a stratigraphic excavation exposing all strata layers from bedrock to modern levels alongside the wall near the Damascus Gate.  He thus revealed early first century CE potsherds and found a coin from the sixth reigning year of Agrippa I, CE 42/43, in the foundation layer .  Avi-Yohah suggested in 1968 that this supports Agrippa’s renovating the wall (Hamrick, 1977, pp. 20-21), just as he had done with Herod’s Jerusalem palace.

––––––––
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AGRIPPA’S THIRD NORTHERN Jerusalem Wall

Agrippa also began to build an imposing Third Wall across Jerusalem’s northern region to enclose a suburban area (the “Bezetha” or “New City” mentioned in Chapter 3) that had spread beyond the previous wall (Kokkinos, 1998, p. 295); due to its significance on diverse levels, this shall be detailed in a later section in this chapter on Agrippa I’s Third/North Jerusalem Wall.

––––––––
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BIR ED-DARAJ / The Bier Aqueduct 

Additionally, Agrippa completed part of the Jerusalem aqueduct.  The aqueduct is believed to have been worked on by Herod I and continued by Pontius Pilatus.  The upper aqueduct carried water for 20 km from the spring at Bir ed-Daraj (the “Bier spring”, and therefore known as the “Bier” aqueduct) south of Bethlehem to Jerusalem, providing a water supply for the city.  Kokkinos mentions Agrippa’s completion of the upper branch of the aqueduct as related by Josephus (Kokkinos, 1998, p. 295; Steinmeyer, 2021; Hasson, 2021).  

This entire aqueduct system has been known of for around 150 years.  It was believed to have begun under the Hasmonaeans, continued by Herod I and then completed in the second century CE, although a recent project on its 5 km partly underground branch which dated samples from its internal plaster wall covering with C14 and dated it more specifically to the middle of the first century CE.  This branch extended from the Bier spring to the Solomon Pool, then continued into Jerusalem (Hasson, 2021).  

Water supply for Jerusalem was a problem almost from the city’s beginnings due to its high topographic level and sparsity in consistent nearby water sources.  The Gihon spring was only able to supply the small, more ancient settlement (Yechezkel et al , 2021, p. 1); therefore, from the Iron Age, beginning in ca. 1200 BCE, Jerusalem’s inhabitants built several reservoirs, cisterns, tunnels and pools to supply sufficient water to its inhabitants.  This limited water supply is the reason for the construction of its Herodian and Roman aqueduct system, since a good water supply was even more necessary when Jerusalem’s population began to rapidly increase under the Hasnonaeans to at least 30,000 inhabitants by the end of the first century CE.  When Herod I built the Temple, much more water was suddenly needed to supply not only this structure but the numerous visitors from diverse regions who arrived several times a year to attend religious festivals (Yechezkel et al , 2021, p. 1; Seinmeyer, 2021).

The recent archaeological project has now also provided more detailed information on the advanced technology of the Herodian era aqueduct (Steinmeyer, 2021).  This recent archaeological exploration project was conducted on the Bier aqueduct by Azriel Yechezkel from the Institute of Archaeology at Hebrew University in Jerusalem, together with colleagues from the university and Yoav Negev of the Israel Spelunking Club.  Yechezkel and his colleagues published a report on this project (Yechezkel et al , 2021).  Steinmeyer, and Hasson with Haaretz, separately discuss this publication at a Haaretz interview of the project directors.  It is noteworthy that, while Herod I and Agrippa I were able to work successfully on the aqueduct, Pilatus was unable to continue the project despite its clear need.  This and other events might throw some light on Agrippa I’s ability to negotiate positively with his people, despite divisions and sensitivities among them, as compared with the attempts according to Josephus of some less culturally aware, patient or intuitive Roman leaders during the Second Temple.  However, Herod had not been so patient according to Josephus, so being even a “half-Jew” might also have helped.

While Agrippa I did not encounter any recorded problems continuing with Pilatus’ work on this aqueduct, Pilatus when using the Temple Treasury to finance it dealt with riots and dissension which he countered aggressively.  It is unclear why Pilatus experienced so much resistance against the project, but one explanation suggested was that the aqueduct supplied the Upper City including the governor’s palace (Josephus. Antiquities. 18.60-62; Steinmeyer, 2021; Hasson, 2021), possibly causing resentment for inappropriate utilization of the Temple funds.  As well, Pilatus seems to have often clashed with the Jewish people and Josephus relates that he tended to respond harshly to confrontations with less understanding or compassion.  As mentioned in Chapter 1, Philo relates that Sejanus had had a harsh approach toward the Jews and that Tiberius had after Sejanus’ death needed to advise procurators in the provinces to treat the Jews with more kindness unless actual need were warranted (Philo, Legatio ad Gaium, 24.159-61), and it is sometimes suggested Sejanus’ stronger “Romanizaion” plan for the Jews who responded emotionally because of their unusual religious customs was responsible for Pilatus’ behaviour even after Sejanus’ downfall.  Conversely, Agrippa (who may have helped Antonia to incriminate Sejanus) did all he could to appease the Jews, even if this meant offending adjacent Greek communities; Agrippa as related several times in the thesis was also partly ethnically Jewish himself, descending from a beloved lineage, and under him, Judaea was once again a client kingdom.  And it seems that following his experience of temporarily losing his prospects and landing in the Negev, he had realized and perfected a talent in negotiation and intrigue.  This combination of factors seems to have been helpful.  

Josephus writes of the crisis sparked by Pilatus’ beginning to construct the aqueduct:

‘However, the Jews were not pleased with what had been done about this water; and many ten-  thousands of the people got together, and made a clamor against him, and insisted that he   should leave off that design’ (Josephus. Antiquities, 18.3, In Hasson, 2021).  

Pilatus dealt with the demonstration by hiding some of his soldiers among the crowds, dressed as Jews, and ordering them to attack the Jews at his signal.  But:

...the soldiers ‘laid upon’ the Jews ‘much greater blows than Pilate had commanded them and   since the people were unarmed, and were caught by men prepared for what they were about,   there was a great many of them slain by this means, and others of them ran away wounded; and   thus an end was put to this sedition’ (Antiquities, 18.3.2, In Hasson, 2021).

The Bier as mentioned is part of a system of Roman aqueducts transporting water from the Hebron Mountains south of Jerusalem; this area has a higher elevation and numerous springs.  Four aqueducts were constructed which are associated with Solomon’s Pools, a group of large reservoirs.  The partly subterranean Bier, studied recently, is considered the “most sophisticated of the aqueducts supplying water to Jerusalem during the classical periods”.  It is around 5 km. long and originates from Wadi Bir; its water source being the Bir spring and aquifer around 16 km to Jerusalem’s south, and the aqueduct transported this water to Solomon’s Pools.  This aqueduct was divided into five sectors which includes the karsic Bir spring, underground Shaft Tunnel (cuniculus) to extract groundwater, dam/superficial channel, Dahar Baku Tunnel which crosses the ridge, and a second superficial channel leading to Solomon’s Pools (Yechezkel et al , 2021).

Map 2

[image: image]

The route, sectors and construction of the Bier Aqueduct

(Yechezkel et al., 2021, p. 2) (Fig. 1)

THE RECENT ARCHAEOLOGICAL survey was conducted on the Bier’s ca. 3 km. Shaft Tunnel to map all the reachable parts, and involved spelunking in order to chart the aqueduct’s route: ca. 1,200 m. of the tunnel was mapped while the team members climbed through ancient shafts into the passage.  This section includes a 3 km. underground section.  C14 analysis of samples extracted from its plaster walls confirmed its date to the early to middle first century and its being renovated in the second century after the destruction of the Temple (Yechezkel et al , 2021, p. 1; Steinmeyer, 2021; Hasson, 2021).  Yechezkel (2021; Hasson, 2021) relates that C14 dated the plaster from the tunnel portion studied to the middle of the first century CE.  Both Pilatus and Agrippa I ruled in the first half of the first century, although Pilatus ruled from CE 26/27 to 36/37 (Hasson, 2021), while Agrippa ruled Jerusalem in Judaea from CE 41 to 44, closer to the middle of the century.  

Hasson also comments that the current exploration of the structure reveals that Pilatus was not only the harsh person portrayed by Josephus in Antiquities, but someone who cared for the subjects he was governing (Hasson, 2021).  It is possible that Pilatus did have good intentions but made judgment errors with the sensitive culture he was governing, as some scholars have suggested; he had also needed to deal with a partly very conservative group with an unusual religion and much religio-cultural pride who resented external occupation because of the commandment in Deuteronomy 17:15 against foreign rule; Agrippa had needed to deal with this as well, but being part Hasmonaean and apparently more adept at negotiation, he probably had an easier task.  It would seem though from its dating and perhaps also from its masonry style that the structure was continued by Agrippa I who did appear to have concern for his people to the point that he gained popularity and acquired resentment instead from some Greek groups and leaders and from the Roman legate, Marsus.  Certainly, Agrippa also needed to create a balance between caring for his Jewish people and respecting the Roman culture whose rulers were his close friends and in whose capital he had grown up and felt at home.  Josephus relates that Pilatus had been unable to complete the aqueduct due to clashing with the Jewish leaders and demonstrators and this seems confirmed by other problems he also had dealing with them in which he reacted to differences too aggressively.  Josephus also relates that Agrippa I completed the aqueduct, which information is also is supported by its date and indications that the high standard and amount of work and care that went into its construction demonstrates the commissioner’s concern for the people.  In fact, the structure appears to demonsrate both builders’ concern for the Jews.  As well, Agrippa was Roman and the aqueduct displays Roman progressive technology and prowess, also confirming Agrippa’s approach as focused on “modern” Roman advances.  In this, he was also continuing the plans of his grandfather, Herod I, to improve Judaea’s status in the Roman world, albeit as a Roman rather than Hellenistic ruler.  

The Bier’s structure is considered to have been one of the most technologically advanced Roman water systems (Steinmeyer, 2021; Hasson, 2021).  As with its ashlar masonry, this is also in keeping with the lavish architectural projects begun under Herod I.  For instance, the system’s original source was the Bier spring, but the aqueduct also acquired and diverted the ground and surface water along the tunnel’s course, providing the people of Jerusalem with a seven times greater water volume than would have been attained from the Bier spring itself; Yochezkel relates that the water volume typically increases at 1% per each 5 m.  This project revealed that the last ca. 536 m. section of the passage was composed of large ashlar masonry hewn into squares whose features, the project leaders commented, were architecturally “unique to the Biar aqueduct”, and was exceptionally high quality in form.  As well, the engineering style was uniquely creative in its production of an “open tunnel” constructed from these large, “chiseled” stones “built in a method not yet found in the Roman Empire at that time” (Hasson, 2021) (Steinmeyer, 2021; Hasson, 2021).  It must be noted though as observed in Chapter 3 that monumental ashlar cut masonry was a signature feature of Herod I’s architecture, although Pilatus and Agrippa I would have used this model as well for important practical reasons.  

The following images illustrate the varying size of the shaft underground tunnel in different parts of the aqueduct, and the use of supportive arches and ashlars as needed according to the strength of the bedrock in that area:

Thus, scholars refer to the ancient Roman technology involved as “’cutting-edge’”, suggesting that the engineers involved would have had an excellent grasp of the technologies of hydrogeology, hydraulics and water “harvesting”.  The roof design of each of the five sections permitted resistance to the diverse physical and hydraulic loading imposed on and by each part of the passageway.  The tunnel was cut directly into the living rock where the bedrock was sufficiently stable, but where the bedrock was weaker, a trench was constructed with a roofing system built in such a sophisticated way as to prevent collapse of the structure (Steinmeyer, 2021; Hasson, 2021).  Thus, in areas of weaker bedrock, a passage with “arched gables and barrel vault specus” was built within the “hewn winding tunnel”.  Where the channel formed an open, shallow depression, it was roofed with “complex gables of ashlars with drafted margins”.  To relieve hydraulic pressure, roofing was created from alternating barrel vaults and simple gables perpendicular to the channel’s route (Yechezkel et al , 2021, p. 1).

Specifically, Yechezkel related to Haaretz:

‘Because of concerns that the hewn rock would collapse, the tunnel starts out wide and high.    Afterward, a kind of sleeve for the aqueduct was constructed out of ashlar stones that were   brought down through the shafts’ (Hasson, 2021).
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(STEINMEYER, 2021) (all 3 images/figures)
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PARTS OF THE BIER’S underground shaft

(Hasson, 2021) (Figures 1 to 3/the first three images)
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ASHLAR STONES IN THE last 500 m. segment of the Bier’s underground shaft before it continues above ground

(Hasson, 2021) (figure 4/last figure)

This type of technological method is Roman and is described by Vitruvius (De Architettura) in the first century BCE.  In this way, the Herodian and Pontian architectural design combined the Herodian large ashlar cut masonry technique with an advanced new Roman technology, something Herod I would have chosen to do but now being followed by his successors.  A series of shafts were built into the tunnel at regular intervals for both its construction and later “maintenance” procedures.  In addition, various methods were taken to control the water’s flow, including during the rainy season, so as to prevent impairment to the system (Steinmeyer, 2021; Hasson, 2021).  

Map 3
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TOPOGRAPHICAL MAP CORRESPONDING to the area through which the aqueduct was built as assigned to divisions of the surveying team

(Yechezkel, 2021, p. 3) (Fig. 2)

Some scholars have suggested that with Herod’s advanced education, creativity and intelligence and the technologies he observed and learned from during his travels, he may have been involved in designing some of his own construction projects.  By this view, it is possible he was also involved in initiating this one or perhaps some of its plans, although he may only have been involved in constructing other earlier sections of the large aqueduct system.  Agrippa I seems to have acquired some of Herod’s ability, minus his harshness, and he was also given a very high standard of education and associated closely with those ruling the Empire.  Claudius, Agrippa’s former classmate and good friend, was himself a designer (such as with the Ostia Harbour, begun at around the same time, in the early 40s CE) (Levick, 2015, p. 229), so it is possible that Agrippa also contributed ideas towards the continuation of the aqueduct’s construction.  
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