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’

' The establishment of the Hasmonean state laid a corner-

’ stone in Jewish history. . Y

»

o While examining the background of its establishment,

Qe confronted major problems, causéd both by'ouf lack éf

sources and by those available to us, since they exposed’

a pro~Hasmonean bias. Thgrefore,!we implehentea a method
whereﬁy QuUr sources were examiﬁed. This’meﬁsod enables us
e to dismiss the myth surrounding, the establishmént~of the.‘
_Hasmonean state. as well asfshedding some lighé on the way

Jud%ea paved her way to Endependence. In orger to deter=-

“ ‘mine thé “Seléucid Weaknes%?wﬁhét was B%illiantiy used by o
. " ‘the Hésmcnead;, we divided our study{into two major par;§: . “%if;
In the first part we 'analyzed the nature of the = .
"Seleucid Weakness" by examining the followiﬁg'thféé as-
pecté which. together forfiulate the concept 6ﬁ Weakness.
a., 'The Empire structure and its goverﬂing system.

b}f Egam}hation of internal struggles over tﬁe Crown., . -

c. A study of the %pfluence of the major ppwersﬂ<0f'R0me:‘ . .

Parthia and Egypt on the Seleucids, /

:
i«
}

In the second part, we examined the 'situation in
Judaea, .the affects of the "Seleucid Weakness" on Judaea
and the way in which the Hasmoneans established their in-

A
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- ' PREFACE -

One of the basic problems encountered in writing this *

!

thesis concerns the availability and utilization of Sburces.
t ! . .
" This is a key issue when researching the Second Temple

period, especially in.reference to the éstablishment of’ /

—

the Hasmonean. state, which is the subject of this thesis

b

This period is not rich in Source% and thbse ava;lable t?‘
us must be used with cauthn. This the31s thus deals f1 st “

with the methods of evaluatlng the particular soyrces 1n

S ' . guestion, second, in placing the establishment of the.
Hésméﬁean stafe‘%n the propei historical perspéctiVe. It -
is, hoped that this study will expose the myths sqrroundlng -
- the Hasmonean state, as well as determlne the extent of .
the Seleucid Weakness. o ‘ ‘ : Lo
| The examination of the Seleucid Empire is crucial to
. the study of the emergénce of the Hasmonean state. There-
fore, part of the study will examine the sifuation‘of the

Empire, which will, in turn, Belp us ynderstand the very - .

-

nature of-the "Seleucid Wegkness'. This weakness Qas well

» M
utilized by the Hasmopeans in bringing abouf the indepen-

dence of Judaea. -

i ’ I could not.have undertaken the’ writing of this ThéSlS .
- \ T
) .~ without Bevan's.study of The House of Seleucus and Manachem | ﬂ"t'
Stern's The Documents én the History of thg Hasmonean Re- ‘
gglgga Bezalel Bar Kochva's.The'Sgledcid Army Organiza- ;
% ;ion'ana Tactics in the Gredt:Ca?paigns, s;eé new lighF on .
- Q - ‘ ‘ ‘ .
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CHAPTER 1
. ' 4 -
. THE SOURCES Cow \ \

. ' - ‘ ’ )
- As mentioned in the preface, the major obstacle to the -

study of the Second Temple era is not only the rélative

-. . scarcity of available sources, but their doubtful degree of

credibility.
. . ‘ L d
The  books Maccabees I and II1 as well as Josephus'

.

-

'JeWisgrAntiqqities XIII, XIV are essentidl to our study.l

“

. Undoubtedl&, because Hellenistic literature wh;ch idéalized
the remoté'past was the.prebéilingngenre'at the . time, it
helbéé to‘sﬁape the nature of tﬁese Sources so that criti; "
‘cal analysis is necessary if we_aée to establish/their his-

" torical value. History in'Helfenistic.litérature can often
| beboﬁé . . « "an instrument of propaganda, whetler for an

individual or atpdlicy, or for the[manifqgt destiny of a

nation, or for inculcating some sﬁeci%ic phiiosOphical or

® .

theological~idéal?2 ‘This special "nature" of Hellenistic -
literature creates the need for caution when dealing with

) [
the Sources of that period. Thelir credibility and relia-

bility will be ﬁetermined through oux method of study which

s

. o , )
N will be described later. This study will attempt to answer
“the questions déaiing with the origin of our sources and

. the reason for anyfpossible distortion of events. We will

attempt to expose the myths that have been built around
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‘counts,

‘knowleq7e of the international scene however, is far more

-while in fact they were held every mogth and just’ in

gﬁeée events and distinquish between-t@e actual facts and
the ;uthor's biased preséntation of these facts.

, The manner in which our methodoloqy was‘executed is
best illustrated by an, examination of I Maccabee s de-,
‘scription of the Elasa battle and Josephus' ‘desgription of
the Hasmonean house.3 A central issue one must be con-
cérned with while examining the validity of any source is -
the author's identity. Such clarification could help us
determine the extent to which we can rely ypon his ac- |
as well as to the‘historical value that one can
does

attribute to'his testimony.- The book of I Maccabees4

not mention the writer's identity. ‘Sq\x through careful

,examlnatlon w1ll the reader glean some informatiom about - 47

tHe author's identity and personality.

It is generally agretd among Scholars5

P

was orlglnally written in Hebrew.

that the book

This theory is sup~=

”

ported by the auth®¥r's detailed knowledge of the Geo- ¢

- L Y

graphy and Topography of the Land of Israel. His de-

tailed~descriptions of roads and landmarks seem to in-

dicate a firét hand and personal experience of them. His ";

shaky. For examﬁie, he considered Elymais as one of the

cities in Peisia,7 and not being famlllar with the Ses-

\

sions of the Senate, he descrlbed them as being held dally, ‘ g

-

-t

e

"Ides and Festesf8

Kalendae, Nones, In other‘instances, -
/\ ) a ‘ B
when international events are described, especially those
»
L4
. ) ¢
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which took place outside of Judaea, our writer betrays his
:iack of‘)y)owledge as for example Jhenrdescribing Alexander
dividing his kingdom.9 To be fair, however, it must pe
noted that it is possible that these common mistake/s may ' -
have derived from ancient Hellenistic traditions which

provide many different conflicting versions of Alexander's

death.lo‘ These different accounts within the Hellenistic

and Jewish Historioqraphy'demonstrates the obscurity sur-

n

.rounding Alexander's death 'wh'ich might later havé affected
our author's retelling of the ge\n‘ts.
: Another discrepancy found in the Sourceg is the

. et
number of elephants participating in-the batt of Mag-

nesia. (190 B.C.E). While Livy's version counts fifty- ~~

.fcn.u:l1 elephants, the author of I Maccabeées describes the

12

participation of a hundred and twenty, ° which is undoubt- -

.

edly an exaggerated figure:. Furthermore, our classical
& :

el

authors do not mention Antiochus- falling into-Ry’mes'

13

' captivity during this battle, but state that he was able

to escape.
\ . . :
In contrast to our author's imprecise description of

¢

the world, outside Judaea and:\of inté)rnational events, he ‘ |
dex;\onstrgtes gre‘at unders tanding 'of the events taking place™ ‘ i
‘within the Seleucid kinédom during Simon's and Jonathan's %
leadership. Using dates accdrdiﬁg to the Seleucid

‘ Calendaru the authot provides precise and detailed de-

P
X oy scription in I Maccabees concerning events in Judaea at
” ‘
o that time. These facts lead us to conclude, as most
“’\c\ . ' L
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historiang do, that our author was a native Judean, with a

native knowledge and understanding of his region. , o
The dating of I Maccabees is crucial to a determina-
- tion of its credibility. The writer shows much favor to

Rome and its regime«,.v5 and attypibutes great importance to

the relationships between Rome- and Judaea. 1Its is commonly
agreed among Scholar:s16 that the book couid not h ave been
writen after 63 B.C.E., ,ege time Jerusalem was conquered
by Pompius. It is highly unlikely that\’so pro-Hasmonean

historian as our writer would show 'such fawor to the
‘ » ) ‘ .
Romansl7 when memories of Pompius' regime were still fresh v
in his mind.
N ] ) ' ' ' &
~.n The author's description of events in 143 B.C.E., "This:

is the sepulcher which he made at Modin unto this day. . . ...1/8

gives 'us another indication of the date of the work. We
can not consider the statement simply a style of writing, ' .

but rather we can _assume that some yéars passed since thew r
building.of the sepulcher which justified this remark.
\ s

v

The author clearly expressés some degree of satisfaction

frow s

that in spite of the prevailing situation, the Monument

19

remained until his day.”” - The last two verses of the book X

o

‘can also assvist'\ﬂi‘;":in the dating process

:

. . . the rest of the acts of John, and of -
his wars, and of his valiant deeds which hé
\ did, and of the building of the walls which,
he: built, and of his (other) deeds, behola - # '
they are written in the Chronicles of his
* high-priesthood, from the time-fthat he wvas - .
made high-priest after his father.20




¢ ¢

-»mq-uw . <
B U S ; :
s~ 1 . a . .‘n—w,m«”“_‘n,“g‘r'

b

We can hardly accept this as referring to some book which were

available®after Jdhn's death, as Schirer, Grimm and Kahana
* ‘ A
suggesst:.z1 We can, however, accept Stern's assumption which
- - »
explains these vérses as referring to a court diary, which

was a common item in every Royal Hellenistic Court.
This-being the case, we can assume that our book was
q
compiled between the,end of John Hyrcanus leadership and

the beginning of his son's,Aristobolus. However, the

: ’ [ 3
writer's sympathy with the Romar rYegime gives us a hint of
his displeasure with the establishmgnt of the Royal Hasmonean
house during Aristobolus' times, and his longing for the

early days of the Hasmoneans. This hypothesis is validated

’

when the author states at the end of the verse ". . . all

are obedient . to tﬁische, and that there.is neither envy nor
,~\?emulétion-among them"22 cléarly'!tressing his dissatis-
faction with the situation during the period that he was | -
Writing I Maccéﬁees,‘namely the peripd ending John's rule

S
that marked the beginning of a severe crises.23 Intrigues

and power struggles became the'bywcrd,‘?gtween'the brothers
thinE-K?Tstobolus' reign.24 Between the l@n;s of the_ quote
the author expresses his yearning for those times~4n/d£ich
. ‘one strong and central leader of‘the Hasmonean house B}
governéd, and all obeyed him. Taking all the aforementioned
éoints into consideration: we, theréfore, suggest that the
. e book was written between the end of John's regime and the
- . beginning of Aristobolus'.

~

: .
Although we do not have the o6riginal Hebrew version of
 J




the book, there is no doubt that it was originally written
in Hebrew. Origen, one of the Church fathers, was quoted &

by Eusg-bius,25 as counting the names of Bibl@sal books with

Greek names . . ." except these tkere are the.Maccabees

called the book' of the house of the Hasmoneans"26
We can conéludg, that during Origen's time, the book was

still available in its original Hebrew version. Further-

- b

moxe, Hieronymus from the fourth century C.E. described
“The first book of Maccabees I have found to be :

Hebrew, the second is Greek, as can be proven from the very *

27

Style™ We can assume, therefore, that the book

was originally written in Hebrew, especially ifi the places
where the Greek translator erred, as.in for example ™ r01na e

.0%03a0 e a%nna The translator obviously made a mistake

in the Hebééw form. .

The book often uses traditional Biblical expressions
) \ .
such as "and came to pass"...,..."and the rest of the acts of

John" . . . . , "They come unto us in fulness of, insol-

’

ence and lawlessness. . ." ". . . éndathé land of Judaea

- ' 29 . . ol
had rest two years" etc. 9 ,

t

The Edomites as in, the Bible are referred to as tpe

Children of Esau30 and the Macedonians as Chittin.31

Mattias' will was written in a Biblical style filled with

32

memories from the past. When describing the gathering

of JodaM's .army in Mizpdx,?’:’ the writer transfers the reader:

to the world of "Deuteromony". ﬁ}l of  these stylistic @

’ 7 . )
details\clearly indicate that the book of I Maccabees was '

1
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written in He ew,andlinr£' 34

lical style. v
The trangfator ha done well with the Hebrew yexsioﬁ,
and as a result the translation f%om Greek to Hebrew must
be bound to the Greek version, in order to obtain the ori-
ginal Hebrew versioﬁ._ Tﬂe translation was piobabiy done
before the first century C.E. because .Josephus used‘it for
his Antiguitfes. As . for the author's sources, we can ac-
» cept Stern's aréﬁment that the author did not meéntion his
[ sorces because he wrote his book .only a short time after
" - the actual events took place.35 He was even an’ eyeW1tngss )
465 td’ some of these, and his account of other events were
based on the secondhand reports of people whg'ha& taken

part in the occurrences.36

"

It is possible that in the description of Simon's and
Jonathan's period, ‘the author used the official king's
diary. The exact and detailed dqfes given, referring to

»

the Seleucid Calendar, points to the ‘possibility of foreign

:

sources as well, which the author was able to assimilate to

the Biblical style. Most 20th Century scholars agree that

the documents I Maccabees provide us with are authentlc.37

Documents that the author could have taken from the Hasmo-

neans archives including letters exchanged. between the

Yo

Hasmoneans, the and Sparta, can be accepted as c4ha11y

valid and authentic.

The book of I Maccabees is of great historical value,
’ , A : . 0
not only for its account of Jewish History, but also for :

that of the Hellenistic world. Polybius' work is the

B « N T "
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accepted sqdfcg fo?’thevﬂellen;stic peridd until Antiochus
Epiphanes' reign,'simply-becguéé only his early books sur-
vived. For ‘the pgrioé after:Antiochus v, we rely on later
;oufqes such as Livy, Appian, qustin, and Pompius Trogos,
all of whom uséed #bl&bius.‘ I Maccabees remains the only
indepeqdent soﬁrce that does not depend on Polybius, and
gives us detaiied and accurate infﬁrmation.38‘ —
The importance of 1 Maccabees is not only for its

Hellenistic hisioriggpaphy, but mainly for thé insight it
provides to the evéﬁts taking place in Judaea during the:
first and second centruy B.C.E. I Maccabees' account hélps

us to clarify some of the obscurity which surrounds this

era, and ‘gives us a better understanding of the e%$nts

which led -to the establishment 6f the Hasmonean state.

The detailed dates and organized chronology ﬁgke the book

fundamental to Jewish historiography. However, we must be

a

cautious when we use it as our source becauseaof its pro-
Hasmonian bias. The author's patriotism, his devotion to
the Hasmoneans, and his personal reiigibus beliefs are made
gbundanﬁiy clear in his writing. Believing in God's inter-
vention he states that . . . "there ié no difference in the

sight of’hgaven to save b& many or by few: for victory in

—

battle standeth not in theé multitude of arm host, but

39

‘ ;1 - ; :
strength is from heaven." In the writer's view, then,

~

Gddtg intervention was not by means o{ specgacular miracles

but by means of "natural” events. God's pgpple would be-

aided through cﬂ%sen~inéi¢idua%s~33'durinq*thﬁ”Uuddés‘ time-

v

-
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other than the Hasmoneans ruled

light,41 as wicked and deceiving,. while phe-Hasmoneans‘ﬂ' A;;

v ) . L iy }
and the writer firmly believed the go—between selected to

save Judaea from the Seleuc1d Domlnlon. ToO prove hlS p01nt,

’

the writer draws our attentlon t?jthe fact that when . pe0ple

disaster folldwed in the1r~
A
wake, Joseph Ben Zacharia and Azarla 1netlat1ons belng cases

40

in point. . \\

Dividing the people into two distinct categories, the

author presents the Hasmoneans' opponents in a’ negative R .

.

naturally fall into the categdry of the rightépusu"This

s
s

B

categorization clarifies ahy remaining doubt regarding the

-

pro-Hasmonean stance of our author. His bias caused him to

justify every HaSmonean act as for example, when he por-

.‘

trays Jonathan s(fkgﬁt against Tryph?n as‘belng held«on
moral grounds wﬁenﬂhe was cleariy motiyateq by political :
intereét.42 . :

Maccabees I is fi%led with the author's contempt for
the "Hellinistic party" which he calledl“Bnai Blhal“ and -
for Antiochus 1V ﬁho was called the “eource of evil“.. The

manner in which different people are described by the ) .

author seems to be determined, then,‘by their rela;i&nship ,
to the Hasmonean cause. ‘Therefore, our author describes
: ]

Alexander Balas in a sympathetic manner. The entire book

is in fact, basitally a song of praise of the Hasmonean
House and the author therefore, selects h1§$0r1cal details
carefully, convenlently forgettlng to mentLOn such facts

as the internal opponents in the persons, of Menélaus and




Jason. Figures such as Hmnias are mentioned only’casually

in theﬂlctéer to ‘the Spartans: Thé book of I Maccabees

" in itc extfavagant praise the Hasmoneécs and_sets the‘gfound
fcr the legitimization Of the transltlon of power and the
high-priesthood to the Hasmonean family.43 Other issues,
being qf less importance to the ?uthor, are ignored.‘ This
cléarly prejudided viewpoint of our,auchor forces us to
‘separate myth from reality and place w1th1n a proper per-

spective events taking place during that period of time:

A detalled examination of the battle of Elasa44 will

', i

illustréte‘the way~in which all our sources are and must

cc examincd.‘.The first scholar nof to accept I Maccabees'
account of Ju&ah'g lééc battle and the numbers involved
‘was ?rcgl Q. Aviryona,{s In his study, Avi-yona‘rejQCts ’
_ the stated number of'Solaierg participating in Judah's last
$battle for' the following reason. At. the beginning. qf the
fbattle, I, Maccabees counts 6000 soldlers in addltlcn“to
3000 soldlers that were attrlbuted to "the eXperlenced in
war". 46 “Furthermore, 'in prev1ous accounts descrlblng the
~events after Lysias retreat fron Beth- Zur, the author de-

o

scrlbes Slmon s expeditlon to Gafllee '‘as being accompanled
by 3000 soldiers, whlle at the same trme Judah went tq the
Gilead acco anied by 8000 soldiers. The rest of t;e
Judaecc army\ remained in bu&aca, under the éommand“of.

" Joseph Ben Zachcria and Azaria, who were engagedaﬁn‘ a

" battle near Jamanla This resulted 1n heavy casualities

et

" on the Judaean side Spec1f1cally in 2000 deaths.47 Relylng




“ll" ‘

on Bar-Kochva S estlnates ‘that the number of casualtles in
< any battlefleld at that per10d48 did not exceed more than
one fifth of the army 49 especially under the geograﬁhic |
~conditions in the given location, we can conclude that J
more than 10,000 soldiers were under Joseph Ben Zacharla ]
and Azaria's command. ‘This leaves a total of more than
2Q,000 soldiers -available under Judah's command in his last .
. }battle.so Furthermbré, it is Hdrd to éccept I Maccabees'
ve;;ion that an army of 800 soldietrs would ¢hoose to figﬁt
on a ) ain against the Seleucid army wh;ch was eﬁpecially : {/
etett in fighting in"this area. This point becomes. even
more'incredible when one reélizeé’that the Judaean army

headed by the brilliant commander, Judah, who knew quite well

f$om previous expgrience51.the Seleucids' militdry powers.

o

This fact supports Bhr—xochva's assumption that if Judah )
. - ooy . . ‘

did not have equal forces, he probably would have avoided

L4

such a confrontatlon and would have chosen a different battle-

" field and dlfferent condltlons of fering hlngp better chance

4

i
- of- vanqulshlng the Seleucxd commanderssz' Even 1f one assumes

N
i

thét Judah's intentxons were to protedt Berusaiem against
-~

the‘SeLeuc1d attack,s3 it is clear thét the best'way to have

v
h Wt e

done SO wog}ﬂ be to close the gates of the c1ty and disrupt . ,

the séige By using Judaen for?es OutSLde the city.

The author of first Méccabees Yescribes .this battle

Y

as a troublesome and difficult one, ". . . fromfmornfng . .

‘until evening,” in thch a brilliant tactxcal ,move by L
Bacchldes secured the Seteucid v1ctory “ This desgrlption . .
' b .
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of the military situation, exélains why we cannot_accédpt tﬁen
. numbers given by‘z'Maccabees. Although Bar Kochvas' analysis
of the jewish army structure includes Phalanxand cavalry, I Macca-
bees ignores this stnuctuif of the Jewish‘forces55 fo§ the
-
same reason that it reduces the number of soldiers in the
jewish army.s5 However, we can ac;;pt the ﬁumeriéal figures
ettributed to the Sgleucid‘érmy as 20000 iqfaﬁtry and 2000 ‘
~ I{/;avalery.ss These figures are validated by the reception o e
Demét@ius got in Babylonia57 as wéil as the advanced stages
of the Jewish revolt after the victory over Nicanor,sg
In addition, we must consider Bacchides' high rank in the
Séleucid army and the type of mission that was given to him.
Furthermore, the great forces under Judah's command invalidates
any theory that Demetrius, would risk the Seleucid prestige
énce more, in sending a small army unit to suppress the revolt.
‘It is clear, then, that the\situation‘at Elasa was not
exactly a; described by the authors of j and II Maccabeesj
Our task, however, is to determine what motivated our
author to distort the t;ue méke-up of Judah's'army; The author
’, ‘ 'of_i;;gg Maccabees described the battle as an encounter between
: the few agaiqst the many. This description resulted from the
writer's point of view concerning the Revolt.58 He believed

in God's providence as acting directly behind the scenes

- )
and protecting those faithful to his laws. The Maccabees,

-
~ PH
33t ot > f & .

being God's.disciples, were certainly worthy of this
" >

heavenly intervention and protection. The same point of

L
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‘'view led to a negative description ofvthﬁﬁﬁhelienized Party.\"59

The didactic tendency of the author made him describe Judah's
forces as"numbeiing only 800:soldiers. Had he given the
cortect’numbér of seldiets that participated 'in this battle
. and provided us with fore details concerning the arﬁy'e

\  structure and armameht, he would-have destroyed the image
of .the meraculous batt%e and would have undone the very

Wxmy'ths surrounding the Hasmonean family thet he wished to
pergefuate. Moreover, a realistic description of the events -

would not only destroy the myths, but also raise some

N

criticism and concern with the way Judah conducted this
\battle.‘ His strong pro-Hasmomean bias dictated the author's

exaggerated desecriptions of ambushes'and local attacks as

being major co'nfrontations,60 while simultaneously minimizing

defeats. ®1 . .

We have clearly learned from ours'examination, that the

.

‘ writer's pro-Hasmonean stand affected his description., As | v

& result, every event that could have damaged the Hasmonean's

® prestige, ,such as defeats on the battlefield, were minimized

¥ - Ps

while local great victories were emphasized The author

wrote his book fifty years after- the battle, at the end of .
/ .-
John s days and the beginning eg Aristooolus' relgn, a time

which should have been free of any fears of criticism about

his book. We must also remember that in Judaea there was no

®

traditidh of historiographic criticibm: Very few people :

+

were still a11ve who had witnessed the actual events and

even legs of a 90331b111ty that they would obtain the book.

- -
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Even if this would be the case, it is hard to believe that. -
someone would try td‘expose the myth thus damaging the
Hasmonean and his own ‘glory.

We have argued that 1 Maccabees' pro-Hasmonean stand

led to a slanted description of events, as in the case of
- ,

tﬂé Flasa battle. However, despite the writer's prejgdice

and hisninaCCurate numerical figures, we are given a reliable

and detailed description of the'battle. - A‘det&iled picture

of the geographic location. and gepographical stéucture of

the arena in which the battle toock place is given. oy ,
16 ' .

In addition the actual number of Selucid soldiers™ -

. ¢

is stated from which we can deduce an impressive uﬁderstanding

of Judah's last battle. ~ . ) . : v - !
In the final analysié, there is no doulme that the |

description of the b;ttle and gun ability to separate

between illusion and reality place Jadah's last battle in

its. proper perspective as well as helping us to understand

the facts of the revolt which nal’ led,fb independence. .

Antiquities by Joseph Ben Matjtiah is also of great R A
importance to our study. Josegﬁﬁs, as a historian, is a
8 . '
bone of contention amorig scholars who argue the extent to

which he can be relied upoﬁ. Therefore, a study of Josephus -

sttt W¥ RS

the man, may'help ug to determine the extent of his
reliability as a source for. the establishment of(}he ' T

S Hasmanean State.’

.

Jogephus was born in Jerusalem in 37/8 C.E., while it
° \

was under Roman dominion. He belonged ‘to the family of

’ .
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Joarib and was related on his mother's side tojthe Hasmonean
family.62 "Josephus was able to validate his blood connection
. to these families through official documents.63 Nobility
was of’greét importance to e&e%yone during this period of‘
time, and eﬁpeclally important to Josephus as it . strehgthened
. his position against critigs such as Jg§tuslof Tiberias. *
When hg was sixteen ?eérs old, Josepﬂus‘is said to h;ve
inquired about thg different sects within “Qudaism“./ He
evén spent one year with the hermit.sanus: Josephus'states
that ﬁe explored the three ‘sects, and when he was nineteen'
he joined the Pharisees.si There is little doubt that >
Josephus' autobiography, amd his direct involvement in the
historical events, affected ﬂis descriptions in the Jewish

war ‘and Life of Josephus . However, our-study deals with

the establishment of the Hasmonean state and therefore will

focus on Antiquities.
}

Jewish Antiquities, the most extenstive work by Josephus,
. ' ~

' relate the history of the people of Israel from biblical ']

65

times to th? war against Rome. Josephus took 20 years to

complete this work, from 73-93 C.E. Scholars agree about

- the apoldgetic nature of this book, as well as its main

objective of enlightening the Gentiles by familjarizing them
"y .

- with the History of the Jewish people, -

\ g ~

" In my history of our antiquities most excellent {

Epaphroditus, I have I think, made sufficiently :
clear to any who may peruse that work the
extreme antiquity of our Jewish race, the
purity of the original stock and the manner " \
in which it established iggelf.in the country

in which we occupy today. -
oo K .or

.
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When Josephus explains the motives fbr his work, hé'émphasizes

~ . . ' F

1
the contribution of the Septaugint translatioff of the Bible

67

in the enlightening of the Gentiles. Josephus. explalns

“that the Gentiles' hntred of the Jewish people is a result

C e 1 et
' of¥their jjgnorance of Jew1sh Laws and Customs,68 and he
i ™~

t&éﬁéfore aims to‘antroduce them to Jewish history as the

’

title, Jewish Antiquities, clearly empha51zes.

-~

- _ ' The form and the title of\the Jewish Anthult16§ was

. largely influ?nced by Dionisus of Alicarnasos' work Romés

+

histories' entitled Romes Antiquities in twenty volumes.g9 .

The use of the word "Antiquities" served the writers' purpose’
by empha5121ng the Antiquity of the Jew1sh people. This was
lmportant ifn two respects, the first by giving the work

ol %
respectability, and the second as challenglng accusatlons of
the relative youth of the Jewish people. Josephus stressed

". . .« our race goes back to a remote antiquity. .. ."70

[

In his first eleven books, Josephus dealt with the

Biblical period. He presents Judaism in an ideaMistic light.

a

JOSeghus' apologetic tendency in Wntiquities led him to He
_extremely sg}ective, igrhoring certain events which could'
have harmed the image of the Jewish people, in favour of
other events which glorifﬁédtﬁﬁem. For example, he.ig;ores
some centr;l_séofies'such as that of the golden calf. :Our
study, however, wzll focus on the Judaean revolt, and the “
> © emergence of the_Hasmonean state.71 - r"‘

Josephus wrote his Antiquities long after the events

he described actdaliy took place and the circumstances

2
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under which he wrote did notiseem to affect his writing.72

Because 0f the great time lapse since the events in question;
Josephus was forced to use secondarx sources for his work,

his main source being the book of first Maccabees. Although
73

Josephus failed to mgntion'that he used I Maccabees, it is .

'nqyertheiéss clear that he did so ih the book concerning
Judaea's stfugqle for independence. In.somé portions of
Antiquities he even goes so‘?ar as to paraphrase 1 Maccabeesg.
Therefore, in order to evalqaté ‘the credibility of Josephué,

we will implement the“saﬁe method we used previgusly in

. ) , 74
our examination of first Maccabees.
g

For the period after Simon's leadership, Josephus 2sed

v

other Sources, one of which was . Hellinistic. This becomes

apparent through the study of the text as well as through

Josadphus, easy access to his soyrce. His account gi

in great detail the names on the Gentile side,75 s

names of Greek leaders in the’cities of Acre and Gaza. The .,

writer evinces great expertise in the names ‘of commanders _ .
o

in Latirus' army, such as Bhilostophanes, the commanders Lot
of the Greek mercenaries. The detailed information given . ’

by the author about the Gentiles emphasizes his lack of . . .
. ) . " ‘ ' -ﬁ '
. comparable information regarding the Jewish army or details :

pertaining to the Jewish commanders serving under Jhon

Hyrcanus and Yanai_ '® oo . ) oo .
The Hellgnistic sdﬁrce Joseﬁhus:used was not sympathetic
) . £ N -

™ -~ - R .
to $he Hasmonean house.- Yanai's reign, as described by
Jogbphus, can best illustrate this attitude.’Yénai, during

s =
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whose reign the Hasmoneas reached a climax in territorial
\ expansion, was portrayed by this source as a failure. He was
defeated by Ptolemy‘Lafirusu77 and later he was defeated in

trans~Jordan in the battle in which he lost 10,000 soldiers

as well as his wealth.78 Y?nai was ambushed by Avedat, the

(4

" Arab kind, and barely escaped.79 He was also defeated by

#

Demetrius, and all his mercenary soldiers died sacrificing S »

their lives for him.80 Yanai's stronghold could not withstand
o

the siege of Antiochus Dionisus. Furthermore, Janai's

i

-
o ¥

victories were described only in the shadow of his defeats
» a as illustrated in the description of his conquest of the
fortified cities of Dion and Gares. The source describes .\\>\ T

this incident by-focusing on the city's surrender without
it
even the pretense of a fight thus damaging the glory of the .
= s

ictory. However, when, the same source describes Gaza's
- " 7 v

r, we can clearly see how his anti-Hgsmonéan “ . ).
ndeﬁcy affects his description. He praisés the defeated
. T /
; C) and not the victors. A ) K
: : S
. E Thejcazaeans, however, held thelr qround and .
. * did not yield either through lack of supplies
’ . or because of number of their slain . . . for
his brothers Lysimachus, who was envious of,
. hls‘prestlge . « . deliver the city to °
% . ' Alexander. .
Suchl a description leaves us with liS;Jé doubt as to the
writer's intention. He delfberately did not descrlbe the
glory of the victor, but chose to dwell on the stubborn
»resxstaﬁcesof the defehders~ Moreover, the source

emphasxzes tha£ the city was betrayed to Alexander by a

Pow
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"as an official of the city. The menmbers of Nicollqus.famify
! .
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X O
traitor.
According to this description given by Josephus, we
could consider Yanai's reign as a‘period of Military decline
and great te;rixdrial loeses. However, a careful examination

‘
of events, particularly of Yanai's victory over’DionisusBz
as described by Synacellus83 provides es with aa different ' "y 5
outlook~on Yanai's reign. .JFurthermore, from the continuation
of Josephus' own account we learn that as a result of v
internal dispute w1th1n the Hasménean house, John promlsed
Aretas that,ﬁ? . . he would return to him the territory

and twelve cities whgch his father Alexander had taken from
the‘Arabs.'[84 Our source Somehow fails to mentZOn this

fact when‘he describes Yanai's reign. This same Hellenistic
source caused Josephus to descrlbe Hyncanus as volqntarlly
accompanylnq Sidete's expedi%lon to the east rather than
under force. He also portrays the Seleucoid kihg in a

sympatlietic manner'.85 T s

Jose;hus' Hellinistic sources for tnf description.of
the events taking‘place aftef Simon's death, were Nicollaus
of Damascus and Estrabon. We mlght»also mention Polybins i
whom Josephus used tw1ce.86 For the description of John's - -
period, Josephus used both Nicollaus and Estrabon. It is
clear thaé an examination of Jésepbus' sources. is essential
i&-deteﬁmining the degree to which we’” can rely upon them.

'Nxcollaus'qf .Damascus was born 1n 64 B.C.E. in Damascus.

Most htstorlans87 assume‘that hls father, Antipater, functioned

-

o
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were involved in Damascus'

generations. 88

council seems touimply that he was not a Jew.

own stand as a Gentile was

<

.

political and social affairs for

The position of his father in the city

Nicollaus'

exposed when he advised Archela{us

not to withdraw the profnised autonomy to the Greek cities

which once were included within Herod's kingdom, as well as

when he refused to represen‘t‘ Archelaus

dispute before Augustus.

Nicollaus' talents secured his connections with important

people of his time. "He served as the teacher to Cleo\p;zfra and

Antonius' children.

court before 14B.C.E. where

as well as his personal anbaséador on several missions.
14 B.C.E. he joined Herod in
he defended before Agrlppa89

Jewish Communlty. agalnst the Greeék cu::.es

After their fall,

interests in this

d

he joined Herod's
he served as aévisor to the king,
In
his campaigns to Asia Minor where
the interestd of the local

claims. In 12

B.C.E.aftef Herod's military ‘expansion in Arabia caused a“

. rift between the King and Rom#, Nicollaus \accompanied ngod

thé re.

Dwe to his success on thése diplomatic missions,

Nicollaus earned a great deal of status and prestige within

1

Herod's Court, which naturally put him in a powerful positiont

Thz,s position become apparent when he later rejected

the succession of Herod's oldest _son while supporting

\

\Archelaus .

confirm Herod'é will.

.

Stern anc others suggest ?ﬁ»@t the rest of Nicollaus'
L] \ s '

life was spent in Rome, where he wrote -Historiae

¢

His talent helped him to convince Augustus to

2

consisting
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¥ of 144 books describing the History'of ancient Eastern kingdoms.
His histories progréssively became more de'tailed as the§
reache.gi the wrlilte':r's own era, Some of his histories were
published while he still served as Herod's advisor. Although
he states that he gave a detailed account of Jewish ir}'si‘ghts
‘in Asié minor in his 123-4 Books, just a small port’ion’of -
his hi‘to‘ries survived in Athenaeus and Josephus' accounts.

T :

In War .Nicollaus portrayed Herod and his father in a

sympathetic manner and in Antiguities Josephus criticizes

Nicollaus' Pro-Herodian bias. Despite his criticism, however,

M

Josephus relied heavily on Nicollaus.

It is clear that Nicollaus' bias affected his description
of the Hasmonean period. He did not express great sympathy

for the three Hasmonean kings, Aristobolus and Yanai,
vt

- - j ) o .
Slomzion. As illustrated previously when we analyzed Yapai's

-reign Nicollaus from his pro-Herodian perspective, ' described

it as a period of decline‘.* His anti-Hasmonean description

. were noticed by Josephus, for he critize}him sayingv that
Nico'llaus ", . . wrote to please him and to be df“ service

to‘him, dwelling only dn those things that redowned to his

glory."go, Josephus, who considered himself a descendant

,0f the Hasmonean family would’have onsidered it unfitting.

td tell any falsehéod about them and ". . . for this reason

~we relate theif deeds. with sincerity and fairness.” > 1 .

i . .
. Josephus does not manage in some instances #o integrate

his different sources. This, in ‘fact, helps ‘Us to determine
N I3 . ‘ . -
|

~
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Nicoilaus' bias. He describes I Aristobolus as a pathetic king,
focusing on the tragedy which ended in the murder of Aﬁtigonus.
He does not, however, provide us with any details concerni}ug
the political and military affairs of this period of time.
while giving Estrabon's account for the same period, Josephus
-portrays Aristdbolus in a positive manner.

'This man was a kindly person and very seviceable

to the Jews, for he acquired additional territory

for them, and brought over to them a . portion of

the Iturean nation, whom he-‘joined to them by the

bond of circumcision.
Estrabon gives us"a description contradictory to that given
by Nicollaus, His account describes the great,achievement,
taking place during Aristobolus' reign.

Cstrabon of Amesia, the second Hellenistic source.
used by Josephus, was born in 64B;C.E. to an aristocratic
familyg‘4 and was renown as an Historian and Geogr;apher
His geographical histories included -forty three books. Most
of Estrabon's lost works are referred”to in Josephus'
writings and they seem mahinlay to concern Jewish affairs.
Epiphanes” plur;dering of the Temple was the first instance
in which Josephus- used Estrabﬁ;«{. Thg murder of Anti.éonui',

5

the Hasmonian, by Antonius in 37 B.C.E.9 is the last event ' i

that Josephus' acc):unt relied upon Estrabon.

As Josephus states, Estrabon used other sources in his

writings sutch as Timacjenes, Asinius, Pollio, l*lypss'icmat:es.96 )

Estrabon could not have used the histories of Nicollaus Since

’

-‘they were written later on.97 In cases where identical' | _._

description of the same event are'qiven by ‘both Estrabon and

. Nic'cvllaus98 we can explain this seeminé coincidence Ey the g

1
’




use of inde‘?endent sources Or common sourées. Another
possibility, one however that cannot-be proven, is that '.
Nico llaus used Estrabon. 1 : .
Es&rabon_'s account is most vgluable whenever contradictory
version of the same event are described, as in' the case of
I Aristobolus. In these instances, Estrabon's versioq is
most commonly accepted as the reliable one. ' o
. . We can conclude by saying that Jgsephus' writing shoulé :
be‘ used as a source only (ith tﬁe c;‘re.atest of cautic;n. The .

. § M
reader must always consjder Josephus' personality as well

as his apologetic tendency on hig Jewish :l\rlmtiﬁuities before
,acceptin'cj his account at face value. The same degree 6f
caution should also be used when examining Josephus(' own’
sourcés, especially when they refer to the Hasmonean history
f.ollow'in[g .Simon’s era.

_° In order tb determine our method of study, ‘w'e set some
criteria whip%‘hefﬂlpedvus to establish the e;(tent of reliability

‘ of I and II Maccabees as well as Josephus Books of Antiquities

XIII XIV. Primary among these, was to explore any reason

o

the sources might have to distort the course of events.
o

In spite of the differing biases discovered, ve attempted
to deduce the actual facts and events which led to the

HasmoGnean independence.

\ -
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CHAPTER 11" ‘ .

.

‘THE WEAKNESS OF THE SELEVCIDS <

Most historians considered tf:e house of Selétx(cus and
"'"its history from th‘e‘moment[ it m‘isyses' the founder/!s hand is
one c:f decline. It was a "sick man" from its birth." Lo
However, a review of events indicates that when we speak of
Seleucid weakness, we mainly focus on the period following *
Antiochus IV's defth.’ Was, in fact that period @f time
different from the "onedﬁprevious to it? Can we accept
Bevan's and other historians’ general assumption and consider
Seleucid history on the whole as one of decline? If so, in
what way can we evalﬁate the ‘age of recovery‘. during'the
., _ reigns of Antrochus III, Antiochus IV, and Antiochus éidetes?2 /
' This chapter whiﬁ attempt to analyze the main factors
. ﬁ thaf, caused the weakness of thc\e S::eleucid”kingdom. Two .
essential characteristics must be examined; rfirstly;, the
structure and governing téchniques of the Seleucid Empire

and, secondl},‘ the factor that eventual‘ly effected great

% i ,
changes in the Seleucid kingdom after Antiochus 1V¥'s death,

\ the internal struggles over the Crown. A third factor, S e |
. but not thir'd, in its importance, was the international !
forces which carved their influence in the h;lediterranean;
the growing power of the Parthians in the East, an‘dl Fome's
. in the wést, and finally the constant threat of the Ptolemaic
- house in the Sot;th. N .
. - 24~ 4 | /?
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It will be seen that every-factor contributed to the
(’we‘aknes&of’ the” Seleucids, but the impact was more drastié
when ‘those factors were cbmpounded. Their destructive .

1 LR

power grew even stronger after Antiochus IV's death,

whi-ch marked the end 'of the Seleucid Empire and the begin-.

a

ning of a whole new range of forces and events.

ey
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THE STRUCTURE OF THE SELEUCID EMPIRE AND ITS GOVERNI!\]’G’SYSTEM
r : r
/

In order to understand one oflthe most important
factors thﬁt caused historians tq}cons@der the Seleucid
kingdom as a weak one, it is necessary to examine the
Empire's striucture and its methods of con£rol. An examina-

" tion of this kind will provide us with‘ansﬁers to important
questions such as: -was the Seleucid weakness the r?sult of"
the difficulties that every powerful nation faces, those

astly different. peoples? o

of antrolling vast areas and
What were the weak pointé in/the system of governments?
How, if at all, did the Seleucids try to sélve all these
problems?ﬁ o \

4 v

g The Seleucid empire' was a' conglomerate Qf diverse
nations and civilizations; roughly constituting three-
large complexes. ?he Eastern third, which included P§rsian
was highly civilized'with itslAppanages in the region of
the Indus, Ganges on one side, Armenia and the foothills
of~the’9aucasus on the other. The centfaltpo:tiop,
included the r;mnants of Babylonig and Assyria, Syria ;
with“éts Carvan cities, Phoenicia,'and Palestine. 'The
third portion, Asia Minoi, was made up~of Greek cities on
the coast, populated with a variety of people. The Eastern
po,-rtion“was‘ predominantly Iranian, the centra’l portion
Semitic\igg/fhe third'diversifiedlto the extent that

categorization seems impossible.
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,%he geographical stretch created several préblems z

* the natural clefts and fissﬁres of any Empire were fragile
and liable to,weaken at any ldosening of the central
authority. Northern Syria and the western provinces were
cut off by the line of the Taurus. On the East, the

desef£ separated Syria from the seats of Assyrian-Babylonian
E'vilization, and"beyond that the mountain wall of Zagrus
fepced off Iran. To connect these geographically detached
méfbers to a single base, remained a problem., \L

The kingdom of Alexander and of his successors show

a mingling of several distinctjtraditions.whiéh they did

not entirely succeed in reconciling. We may distinguish

among three of these: The’orientgl tradition, the forms

and co;ceptions of‘:hichnthe new rulers of the East ’

inherited from the Barbarian Empires before them; .the

Macedonian tradition, and finglly the Hellenic tradition.

Ih the political constitution of the realm, the driental

tradition was predominant, fér kings were "absolute~despotsv"a .
The kingdom exhibited the same type of government that
was commdn in the East; a sovreign at the héad, and a

hietarchy»of dfficials, who derived all their authority

from him. Seleucus Nicator had publicly adopted the

¢
1

principle of despotism ". . . What kings ordains is
© always right,"3 Although Seleucid kings followed these
barbarian traditions in punishing rebels,4'they distinguished . .

themselves as Macedonians by avoiding the use of titles

™

such as "king of kings" which have an oriental- colour.
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- "Great king," was a title born only when..there was some .

*

> sspecial reason‘"to emphasize the orlent,al domlnlon, as in
the cases of Antlochus‘I and Antiochus sidetes.

The Macedonian 1r&§1uence is seen in the "popular

element" of the Seleucid realm, as illustrated by the .

following. facts. " seleucus I, having resolved to make his
. Q .
son, Antiochus, king of the Eastern provinces, called ', .

‘together the Army, or as Plutarch puts it, an As:sembly of

&
all the people to give its appr:ovzall.S It is the Army

which calls Antiochus from.Babylonia te ascend the t}gonﬁe
s
on the murder of Seleucus III.6

The guardians of the
child Antiochus V are ‘said to have been given to him'by
< the peopl;_\.%}\fter making himself k'ing, Tryphon, sought
‘ the support of tbe soldiers ._8 v
" }n t!he political frameowrk of the Selucid empiré,
Oriental disposition and Macedonian popular kingship, weré
) combined. 'The Helle‘/lc tradition was opposed in principle \
to monarchy, and could there fore barely find a place_.m
the constitution. Greek influence is visible mainly in} ‘
the policy and spirit of administrati/on, as when the 3 /
A Hellemc policy creates. city states and deals favourably
with the popular forms of ancestral constltutlon in theh .
senior Greek cities.
The Seleucid Empire poss'essed three separate nerve

centers; Ionia with its capital in Sarades, Northern

RO Syria and ‘gabylania. All others wef:e secondary, tl{roiJgh -
S Antioch, the north Syr‘i'an capital, was impc‘artant in that
s . , %\ ' ‘ ]
£ . ]
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. staff and offici_al; residence.

Eparchies into independent kingdoms', with ‘fresh:-nvr) sub-

a
- - 29 - . »
it was to reach the other centers. Seleu::ia, on the Tigris,
was also a capital, ranking of less importénce.
' ; ' .
Tarn and Griffith suggest that the Seleucids saw their *

own Empire a®embracing four categories of subjéects: kings,
dyn:asties, peogle, and cities. The Seleucids, like Alexander,
retained the great Persian Satrapies with names usually ending
i~ ta, but in the41and east of the Euphrates, they ,were divided

into three sub-divisions: Satraphy, Eparchy, Hyparchy, cor-

‘responding to the threefold ‘division in Egypt:, Nome, Topos and

Village.9 As the Seleucid Empire was much more extensive than

'that of Egypt, a Hyparchy might contain a considerable number

] ) . , 2
of Villages, with an organization much looser than that of
Ptolemaies. This threefold division in the two cbun;mes may

have had a common.scurce, byt if-so, what it was is unknowrx

The Epar¥chy might well be an older form or, a Seleucid in-

-

. N P
novation. A typical Eparchy name ended in-nvn.lo. It was the mass

of -nvh names in Asia which enabled the Eparchy to be ident:.ifiéd as the

importdnt Seleucid subdivision, when the Empire began to most :

N
disintegrate, the successor states, led by the Graeco-

~
!

Bacterians and the Parthians, transformed all their Eparchies
into Satrdpies (primary division). Each .Seleucid Eparchy

had hadrits own organization with a governor who had his own A

L Some Epérchy governors as

12 . >

Hyspaosines of Mesene, were able to freely turn their

divisions. At first the Eparchy system which was confined

. » i

..{‘
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' . .
to the Satranies fast of the FEuphartes, may have subseguently

extended itself west of the river into Cappadocia Pontus

and eventually northward into Armenia. Neither of Ehem,'
&

however, were proper successor states. Armenia, by cHSiE}Ag N

ornate names in the -nvn model, proved to copy an already

5

established system line Xerxene, Cambysene, for new territorial

1] » . A
d1v1510n5.14

[N
w

: Asia Minor, west of Halys and Syria are unigue in that
their organization system still remains obscure. Seleucus'

four éreat cities in northern Syria were called Satrapies by

15
Posidonius, and probably only referred to new subdivision.

of the Seleucids.

Exactly when Seleucid rule fell apart, and whether or
: » N . . .
not the Seleucid created Satrapies of Southeérn Syria with Judaea

(which were under Ptoiema%c control un;il 200 B.C.E.) |is

16

doubt Divisions called "merides” seem to be unknown

4 R -~
elsewhere in Asia, excluding Greek India, g&ich was Pnder

Saca rule; ‘and Judaea during the time that it was a tributary

: priest state under Seleuciad Suzeiainty.l7 , -

- ~ N i
g . et . ‘
. In theory, the Seleucid kings were autocrats, but in

actﬁality, their autdbcracy was limited by their obligation
. ! (%4
to respéét the rights which they themselves had bestowed on

the numercus cities and,colonié; they had founded. Little”

18

is known about the officials;  of .these divisions within the

19

Seleucid Empire although Bevan~~ and oﬁher_historians

5

consideﬁfd the Satrapy as governed.by Strategos. Bengston's
1 L

studyzo shows the possgibility that each $étraphy contained

M S I P e A, o ——— -
Ll
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both a Satrap and a Sgrategos. Over the Empire as a whole

financial administration, ‘ev'e,n though the namé. seenms to R h \
Place him as a subordinate. Bevan considered this office as )
"controller of the finance”, but what office exactly cbmes‘pondeci- *
to the title Oikonomos and Dioiketes is obscure. The same

‘inscription gives the title of this district officer as

Hyparcﬁué.z% This word, in colloquial s;peach means any one

»
o

who bears authority under someone.else. It was also used as -
* )

a translation of the Persian Sat:rap.23 In more official and
formal language, however, Hyparchus meqant ‘the governor of. ,
\ these smaller districts, Hyparchies, into which "the Satraphy

f .
was divided.

: The Seleucid's imitated, though sparingly, Alexander's
¢ system of using Persians as provincial governors.) There was -
T & N
a land register in each Hyparchy, giving the boundaries of

-

villages and properties which assisted in the corhpilation of
e . ' ] . -
the ‘registers of the Satraphy. From these Satraphal registers

‘

*

the central register which the king used was compiled. As
‘each Eparchy had its own “goven:lor‘s seat, it might have had o
a land register also,.acting as an intermq,iar‘between those

gf. the hyparchies and 'tf"e Satfaphy; ot.herwi;é it is difficult _

_ to understand what happened later when the Eparchy became .

a .

~ the Satraphy itself. ' T co o ‘ -

, . .
s R . . K " [ 3
The Seleucid's Empire's chief concern was to ensurée

unity under its own dominion. This, however, seemed impossible,

-




as their government over vast t;erritories and peoples was
inefficient: In fact, the very foundation of the ‘empire

lacked strength and structure. This weakness stemmed from’

various sources and appeared as -early as 312 'B.¢.E., when
the Séleucid empire ;vas established. Seleucu§ %ound himself
governing an.empire which constituted people of mdny cultures
such as Parthians, Pe:'sians, Bacteriar:s; Arabs, etc. This

e

heterogenic population with cultures equallli( well de\geloped

‘as the Seleucid's, created the need for speciQ:tenti‘on.

Some SeIeuc‘id kings hoped tO unite the kingdom by pushing the

Greek colonies to form one Hellenistic E‘(fnpx.re'zl1 However,

the lack of Greek settlers and their pcélltlcal rivalries ‘

hmdered the actuallzatlon of this hope and despite all the
Seleucid e fforts to achieve that. goal, their work was like'

the labour of Sisyphus.. i
Tarn .and Griffith assume that the major obstacle to
the umflcatlon of the Hellemstlc Empire was “the As1at1c

W1111ngness to accept 1ts form 1‘rom the ‘Greek culture, but .=
¢

- not: its substange. The local inhabitants felt that their

25

culture would outlast that, of the Greeks®’ and they were
; . -

. Toe - ‘g
very 1oathe to make any change. The "or'ganized oppasft{on,‘ .

1f it were to matenallze, wauld have been motiva-ted not
- .
by antipathy to the Hellinistic cause, but by the natural

“~

desxre for J.ndependencg and per aps the amblt;mn of rwal

forces to gain power. Hadas ons:Ldered thls to be pnmary

. 1

to "Accept the largest posslble measure of HeYlenization

o i

arid retain the greatest possible ‘measure oﬁ loxhlty to

o ;
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. Syria was ehinently reasonable, for they could be relativel§
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’

native tradiﬁion."zeu The variety of people under the yoke

[

of the Seleucid empire foresaw independence and protected

their unique traditionéf thus hindering the implementation
. ) b
of the Seleucid policy. n

e »

The vast geographical stretch of the Empire from India

to the Mediterranean, did, }n no way, alleviate the

Qifficulties of control, especially during the era of ffggth‘\

s
and second centyry B.C.E., when means of travel and communica~

4
r

tion were poor. In order to achieve the necessary control,

-

small'armed fordes were posted at the extreme limits of the
Emplre in an attempt to halé any ralds. Secure roads were
needed- if speedy departure of forces from the Capltal to all

13

. . . - |
parts of the'Empire was to be guaranteed. As Bar Kochva

-~

sﬁégests, "ﬁhe concentration of the iargest forces in northern

¢

qu1ckly mobilized to every pq551ble corner of the empire.

Because of manpower shortage and economic dlfflcultles”

‘as well as internal struggles over the.Crown, therefieemed

to be no easy re;olutioh in sight, especially after Antiochus

" IV's death.' In-addition to these hardships, the time that

\

it took the expeditiong to travel from the capital to the .

. far borders created logistical difficulties. A strong

central government was therefore not easily attained.28

-

This situation was aggravated when the central governm%nﬁ,'

-

’ [ o . o » . > {
such as it was, began moving in order to enforce its policies

elsewhere. Large sums of money were needed to finance sééh

o

moves, especially the acquisition of supplies for the army.
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The inability to keep up with such demands heant compromises
on the part of the Seleucids. A study of Antiochus' III

journey to enforce policies in®the East, best illustrates the
difficulties confronting the king. Antiochus III reached India
eight years after setting out in 205/204 B.C.é. At the end

of his campaign, he justifiably earned the title "Great" after

repossessing territory 1ost”b¥ his father and grandfather.

This, however, did in no way mean that the Eastern borders

were completely secure. The doubt still remained as to whether

his military expedition did ‘in fact achieve its political goals.
~ ‘ .

Ant%ochus III learnt that the only way to control the Satrapies

N
-

) ’
was through compromise. This is seen in his sighing of a

péace agreement’ with Antabanus and promising his daughter to
Demefrius, Euthydemus son.29 Tbgou&h such compromises, these
people of the East gained speciai status, ehaﬁling them to

pave the way for future disengagemént from the Seleucid's

controf. 'Therefore, Bevan's conclusj
’ . ... that wherever the subordinade dynasties
had been left innossession, at the
opportunity, the first shortening of the =
. Suzerian's arm or the ability to do without
v him, those dynasties would forget their
allegiance. The Seleucid rule only existed
so long, as the Great king was prepared to
enforce it by fresh military expeditions from

the seat of government: ., e

- * \ ® \

Because of the geographlcal and topographical make up

of the Sgleuc;d Empire, control was not an eaqy task, and

«

d%ginteg;atibn was certainly more possible. «The-firstdsign

of this loss of control ‘'wvas the refusal toﬁphy léxeq,31

T™he sudden lack of revenue from Satrapies created.an economic
. \ H ’ 3
5 ¥




‘whé described all people of Syria as'living "in contini®us

burden, and with an already weak political foundation the

f

Seleucid Empire began to experience its own decline. According

to Rostovtzeff anhlysis, “the economic situation of the
< »

Seleucid -empire before the death Qf Antiochus IV, was one

W

of stability, regardless of the losses of Magiesia and other

political misfortunes.g2 Fostovtzefi reinforces his theory

by stressing the Seleucid's great advantage through the

control of the caravan routes and their ﬂsestablishment of control

over the east, in<addition to the annexation of Ptolemaic

domain of Southern Syria and Palestine.

. Rostovt%%ﬁf\qlso reminds us of the great agricultural .

1

and industrial value found in Syria. He quofés‘Pbsidoqins

fe?ta“33 However, it is clear that the deteriorqtion of

the economic situation of the éeléucid Empire eventually took

a turn for the worse. Losges in the East and even more

x L]

harmful losses qccured'&n the' West when the territory of Asia
Mindr which was.rich in natural resources, fell into the
hands of independent Anatolian kings. Central Asia minor

and its valuable mineral wealth became the posséssion of 5

-~ 1

Pergamum kings, while the mining districts of the South ;

‘eastern Euxine coast was controlled by Mithradates of

’

Pontus. Southern Caucasus, Armenia: and finally Asia Minor -
in its entirety were severed Erom EheGSeleucid‘ehpire with

the treaty of Apamea. The battle of Magnesia furthér

ﬁ .
aggravated the economic and political situation. This loss

-

of revenue added to the already existing finamcial .
» . -

» . .
3 . . ° o
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34 . ) ; .
difficulties. The Seleucid's greatest failure, lay firstly
in their ‘insistence on mainta;ning‘a powerful international
status, and secondly in their inability to come t@fgrips with

. )
- e

reality. The financial resources needed to run a large army,

navy and administration a§§ed’ésith§ debts contributed to

Rome resulted in a disastr@us dépkgfiqg‘of the Royal treasury135

In addition, the Seleucid tended t Gsewbribéry and were very
‘ e )

liberal in bestowing gifts as part of {heir foreign policies as

well as Antiochus IV's public relations campaign in the Greek
s 36 ?\

cities.

Y (S . o
The Seleucid inability to come to grips with reality was

.

illustfated in the games hé&d in Daphne, an event which in
s . ,

-

no way eased the financial pressures on the Seleucid treésury

and which necessitated the plundering of temples in the East,37

as a means of financiﬁg their policies.

As already noted, the military expeditions that were“ :
supposed to assure tax collecﬁipn did not always succééd:
as in the case of Antiochus III. This PréSSUré 184 his

successor,.Antiochus Iy,38 to Fearch for new spurées.of
income, especially an?r the cqntingzng burden of the debt
to Rome.39 These financial diffic#ltieg_explain Antiochué‘b
IV's plundering of the Temple in Eﬁymais,40 as well as
Seleucus IV's and Antiochus IV's jssault on the temple in

’

Jerusalem. Therefore, Rostovzeff's assnmgtion pertaining to
the sufficiént wealth of Antioch?é 111, Seleucus IV and

. / .
Antiochus IV and their ability to continue payments to Rome
P / . .
and distribute gifts throughout Greek cities while maintaining

.
!

i
/
i
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a large army is unacceptable.41 Those acts of the plundering

N ¢

of Temples cannot be separated from the economic stresses

exerted after magnesia as described by Maccabees II. Although

military expeditions to the East sometimes ended in victory,

M J
security could never be absoluteély guaranteed, and, on the
contrary, this policy ‘emphasized the difficulties facing the -

Seleucids when imposing their policy in the East.
i , oo '
Another element which contributed to the weaknegs of the

KSeleucid empire was it organizational Zigtem. The Seleucid
}

Empire retained the division of Satrapi used by the former

Achmean Eﬁpire, where each autonomous Satraphy was locally
‘ .o
governed by & "Satrap". It was thought that this type of

~division would bring about loyalty and trust among the local :

§:§btraps, but, in reality the loose ties between local and -

central government encomréged independence through revolt.42

Each Eparchy was.well established, with its*own staff and

official residence, thus creating a situation favouring
+ ' . f *
separation from the Seleucid Empire, rather, than unity. The

ensuing results were that governorsLSUCh as Ayspaaosines of
~Mesen'e were able .to single-haﬁégdly transform their Eparchies
‘into independent kingdoms with frgsh'subdivisions. ‘ -

¢

In other areas of the Empire, compromises seemed necessary

o e e

when the Seleucids found many ancient Hellenistic towns,

in Asia Minor including those built exander in central

Asiy. This, ih’turnt caused the Seleucids to limit the

. power énd control of these central government in the hope

' support as allies. Finally, the

. of ensuring these towns
+ ' ) 3 Ly

[y

e
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Temple states Kad th ’required organizational means to become

independent‘through evolt when the best opportunity preésented

! -

itself.

To summarize, the weakness of the Seleucid Empire, the

. H

" lack of cohesion between the subaivisions‘and the central
government were due/ to various factors. These loosely bound
ties could be eaéi y broken bf-aqy'90vernor ar priest and |
resulﬁ in the for ‘t%on”of an independent state.‘ Furthermore,
the Very.foundatl\ ; of the Seleucid Empire Q;re unstable and
any additional centrifugal forces\would s%rely bring about the

disintegratioﬁ of|/ the Seleucid Empire. . :

--
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THE STRUGGLES OVER T‘HE CROWN

When studying the factors involved in the dééline of
the Seleucid Empire; one must realize that in addition .
to its poor structure and administration, the ;2ruggles =
and rivalries over the crown played an essential role in

° ]
its downfall. -

After the death of Antiochus Epiphanes, the weaEﬁess
became more apparent .when the inner structure and adminis-
tration wefe furthe; jeopardized by continuous jostling
for the crown. Up unt}l the reign of An;iochﬁs Fpiphanes;
seyén differenf kings rule? in the Seleucid house between i
the years 306-176- B.C.E. When one considers that Seleucus . T
éoter stayed in power-for only three years, it becomes ~
apparent that each king from The House of Seleucus held on
to the crown for at least eleven years.1 In addition, we
know that Seleucus Nicator and"Antiochus the Great, . A\‘
reigned for 25 to 30 years, a period that was considered
climatic for.the Seleucids. Until the crowning of,Ant}ochus
Epiphanes, relative equilibrium reigned} but the empire was
not entirely free of power struggles. However, this did not

t

upset the Seleucid Klngdom. )?he struggles over the ‘crown .
P

became aggravated“ﬁfgér the death of Antiochus Epiphanes

when six kings were crowned in swift succession in the short
’

period of twentyrsix yeafs.2 The crown passed from one hand

to the néxt3 which emphasized thé- lack of stabilit& in the

»

- R -
R el i i



e B A T T e

_;0_
monarchy. ‘This lack of stability is clearly illustrated in
periods during which the kingdom was divided between two
kings.4 These facts imply weakness rather th;n permanence
and stfesses the cruelties and treachery that the would-be
kings had to show in attaining the Crowna’

Regarding the turning of events in the Seleucid house,
between the deafh of Antiochus Epiphanes and the crowning .
of Antiochus Sidetes, two magor questlons arise: were the
conflicts for the throne only personal rlvalrles° and what

was their impabt on the Seleucid empire?

e

~.

With the death of Antiochus IV, Antiochus V Eupator,

‘ . .

his son, inherited the right to rule at the early age of
nine. 1In reality, it was his guardian who:.actually took
command until the young king reached maturity.5 After the.
death-of Antiochus IV, however, yet another guardian of
the king, Philip, hastened to retdrn to the Capital in order
‘to establlsh his position. At the same time, Lysias, who
was’ the guardian. of Antlochus V while Antiochus IV cam-
’palgned in the East wals given the authorlgy and duty by
Antlochus IV to settle the 51tuat10n in Judaea. When,

. « . Lysias heard that Philip, whom Antiochus,

the king,—while he was yet alive-- appointed to

raise up his son, Antiochus, that he might be king,
had returned from Persia and Media, and with

him the forces that went with the king, and that

he was seeklng to take into him the government gnd

he miSe haste and gave consent to depart ..

When ex%plnlng this, it becomes clear to what extent private

interests Uamaged the overall situation of the Seleucid kingdam. Fram this

T A i e i 1yt
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it becomes apparent how personal motives Weakenea the state
of affairs in the Seleucid‘Monifchy.7 By taking the forces
who were supposed to bé campaigning %n Asia Minor and the
East with him, Philip endafered the Seleuéid éstablished
footholds in the above mentioned areas.

It shéuld have been clear to Philip, from the ex-

périence of Antiochus III, that a situation of this nature

would be exﬁ;oited by the Parthians, Bactrians and others

o "~ whq&&édia'nibble at the Eastern borders upon hearing of the
.-\; -

‘Wwithdrawal. When news reached Lysias' quarters of Philip's

return to the Tapi‘tal, he too hastened there leaving the

g execution of his policies uncompleted.

At When the siege of Jerusalem was at its_finél stages

5
3

’ " and‘surrender was only a guesgipn of time, Lysias returned
as head of the army with Antiochus V at his side. After a
somewhat hasty compromise was established, Lysias and

/
Antiochus returrned only te secure their own crown.8 In a

confrontation between Lysias ;ﬁd Philip, fhe lat;er met his
death.9 News of this event reacheq Rome in 164 B.C.E.
lwhere Demetrius I waiéed. All Demetrius I's requests con-
cerning his claims to the.throne were rejected by the Roman
Senate.10 Demetrius I, twenty-three years of age at the
time, was.not left w%thout hope; for with the help of .
Po}ybiﬁs and Menyllus the ambassador of Piolemy Philo-
//L—\‘mglor,l; he wanaged to escape by sea reaching the shores

of Tripolis in Syria. These steps were taken after

Demetrius I's friend, Diodorus, informed him of the growing
- &
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animosity among the people ;owérds the leadership of Lysias,
t

It became clear upon Demetrius I's arrival in Tripolis,
that Diodorus' report of the hostile unsupportative atti-
tude of the'people towards Lysias was not exaggerated,
Demetrius was welcomed by the people with a declaration of

their solidarity . . . "when he had formed the purpose of
L
. entering into the house of the kingdom . . . that the

o

‘v
soldiery laid hands on Antiochus and Lysias, to bring them

unto him . . . he said ‘show me not their faces.' And

the soldiery slew them."12

Demetrius' peaceful and suctessful foray into the

circle of power did not last long. His rigid policies

were ill“favoured.by Romé and Pergamum, Egypt and other

neighbouring_ kingdoms. Morevoer, the attempted conquest

- 13

of Cyprus in 154 B.C.E. and support given to one of the

dpponen;s in the spruggle'overglhe crown_in Cappadocia

~

Orophernes, proved to be to DélmeXrius I's disadvantage

14 wien

and resulted in an unexpected end to his reign.
the combined support of Eumenes, Egypt, Rome and Pergamum,
“a new rival for the throne was created,in 159 B.C.E.,

15 Demetrius was pressured by

namely, Alexander Balas.
foreign powers and was further threatened by his own people

who called for his removal, preferring Alexander.16 At the

same time, his opponant got Rome's recognition and support.l7

Demétrius' ambitious policy resulted in a coalition of
three neighbouring kings, Attalus of Pergamum, Ariarathes

of Cappadocia and Ptolemy Philometor, and as Justin records

. '

13

-

o
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. . "Alexander was girt with the might of all the nearer
.18 R

¢

\

east.
Strong battle between Demetrius and Alexander took place

until the year . . . s . .
Al A - O‘ -
one hundred and- sixtieth year. Alexander Epiphanes,
the son of Antiochus, went up and took posséssion of
& Ptolemais, and they received him, and he reigned
there. And (when) king Demetrius heard, he gathered . )
together ePPeeding great forces, and went forth to ,
meet him #n the battle.l9

"

Josephus adds and describes that the ciéy was captured as a " -

result of , . . “treason of the sgidiérs within, for they ) .

were hostile to Demetrius because of his arrogance and un-

- i

[

approéchableness."20 Jewish sourges fail to mention the
intermingling’ of foreignﬁyowefs, but Justin's and -Appian‘'s
’ - L 4

. accounts clearly imp;y that the kings plafed an essential

21 . In the year 150 B.C.E.,
‘Demetrius I died on the battlefield.22 That date, the,year A - .

role in the removql'of Demetrius.

162 in the Seleucid calendar,‘was marked by an issue of coins
stamped with the name “"Balas®. Although Demetrius T held

power for twelve years, "as early as in 159 B.C.E. he had o ) -

o

been beset by the opposition of Alexander Balas. who wpu}d
prove to be a.constant and finally a fatal threat.

Ji) . The ne&ly crowned king did not énigy\a long~lived stayy
in power. His government saw a perioed of.cof:uption and -

‘decadence23 led by Ammonius, a dominant figure in

.. : his court. In addition, the rule over Antiochia was handed
AR '
to Hierax and Diodotus.24 According to I\thenaeus,z5 their
’ ) g

monarchy experienced much corruption, a state of affairs

[
~
i
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that could not last long. Within the three years of his

reign, Alexander lost Syrian popular support, as a result
. : ' ¢
g ¢ of the enforcement of rigid policies, and a new leader was -
‘ . ;

[

demanded. .

‘ . This set the scene for the accession of Demetrius II -
. in 147 B.C.E.26 With the support and aid of Pilometor, he

Ly
S

. ‘ gained controf over Antioch(even though the peopie dia not
welcome him, for the memories of his father were still fresnf
in their minds and hearts. Demetrius, nevertheless, entered
the capital with Phllometor by his side and was recogq1zed
as the Seleucxd king. Another supporter was found for
Demetrius II, namely Apocllonius, the'COmmander of the army
reSponéible of Coele Syria. ° . N T

In a clash between the forces of Pﬁilometor‘and Alexander,

;w the latteﬁ fell, resulting in the crgwding of Demetrius II.
Clearly, any klng in need of direct and massive 1ntervent10n : i
by Phllometor in order to secure the thronekand onhe whe had

.to be forced by Ptolemy to take the crown was a ruler who was

. highly unpopular with the people. The cruelty 'of the mer—

]
i
!

) cenarles in 1mpos;nq Demetrius II's relgn incPeased the hatred
of the people towards the king, and their acts of cruelty
improved néither the mercenaries' relationship with.the people,
lnor the king's popularity.27‘ This unstable sxtuatlog/i*nally

. ‘ exploged in a revolt in Antloch whlch\created an era of terror-
//r ism. The captured were exé@hted and their belonglngs were

confiscated by the crown. With thé.help of Jonathan's forces

this revolt was suppres§ed, a8 described by the author of

S \
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, 1 Maccobees. We can also assume that others were taking .
.’ #oart in the suppresion of the revolt. "Many Antiochenes, ’ J
in fear and patfed, fled tﬁg city and wandered all about =
' .Syria, biding'their time to attaﬁf the king.“z9 An oppor-
’ : ~

tunity to overthrow Demetrius arose soon after Tryphon, (also
known as Diodotus) one of the two rulers of Amtioch during thej
4 . era'of Alexéhdef Balas,:used the atmosphere of resentment
and uncooperativeness to his advantage. ‘ |
Tryphoﬁ, a citizen of Apamea which was theamili£ary'
nucléds and arsqul of the Empire30 approached Malchus,
the Arab who had raised the-son of Alegander,'Antiochus.
In spite of the fact that Malchus su%pectedkTryphon's.i;;
N ‘ tentions, he agréed to’ turn Antiéchus.OVer'to Tryphon |
after Qeing‘giQen assurances that Antiochus was to bé the ,\J "
next Seleucid king.3l Zryphon turned to the desegt where \ -
Arab tribes such as Jamlik could s?nd aid quickly from\tﬁgir |

" . N . ~ &.
bases. Immediately following this move, a great portion

Be
-

of Larissa's horsemen joined Tryphon's camp. Now Tryphon . ‘ :
¢

. : was ready to confront Demetrius II.
The battle between Demetrius-II and Tryphon ended in!

Demétrius II's defeat and Tryphon‘qhisquiﬁition of Apamea

with its royal arsenal” and elephants of war.3? ‘Trybbon'

o was prepared to ascend the throne in Antioch and the -pecple

were ready and willing to a¢knowledge both Tryphon and

Antiochus as victorious.33 Unable to entirely unseat

- Demetrius II from his throne, Tryphon was forced to share
‘ -

;he crown of the Selqucid Empire.k\It seéms as tpough TfyphOn

l
)
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goncentrated his control from Apamea to Antiochia, while

Demetrius controlled the Syrian coast from Seleucia to the
- L L ‘ , e
Lyban. Coinage.dating from that,perlod’seems to confirm
that Demetrius' control .was over Tyre and-Zidon. 1In Babys
i .

lonfa; there is definite evidence that Demetrius was re- -
34

cognized as the king in 140 B.C.E.
The struggle over the hegemony within the divided
Seleuc1d kingdom progre531vely worsened. During that

strugdﬁe, the boy kxng,,Antlochus, was murdered by Tryphon,

'whe, having fedlized that the Seleucid kings had lost their

popular 'support among the populatibn, thought it best and

 most opportune ‘to cfoﬁn‘him%elf and/aaig the support of the

35 —— l(
- . : ?

Demetrlus 11’ left for’ he East in order to resolve all

military.

» PR

Eastern Satraphles lost to former Seleuc1ds through the ex-

pansion of the Parthians. Demetrius II probably had rehewed

hopes to regain the East. He. . . "crossed into Mesopotamia-

. w13h1ng to ocaupy both that country and Babylonla, and, by

taklng possessxon of the upper Satraples, to make these his ’

base for an attempt to cOntxol the entlre kxngdom .3i° al-

-

though Demetr1us Ir seemed to have the _upper. hand against the

-

'Parthlans, he was later defeated and feil captmve.37 It

.

was at this poxnt in the c1ty of Pamphyllan that Antiochus °

S1detes learnt of his brother s capt1v1ty.38. Wishing to

1
~

his famxly, Antiochus sent letters to the Syrlan congregatlon )

informing them of his intention to repossess the throne and

-
-

'wrench the crown from the hands of Tryphon ana restore it to’

Iy
O Al tahS 1w
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aéking for their support. Accordming to his letters, re-

~

corded in tBe book of 3% .Maccabe«f";,?’9 he prematur}aly calls

. himself "the ’f(ing".‘z0 Nevertheless, the shore cities of :

. \ .
Coele-Syria, adhgren}ts to Tryphon,rejected his proposals
) 41

~

and closed the doors to him.

received him. 2

With Cleopatra's aid, Seleucia

Tryphon's prestige dimi'nished, and as a result, ‘he was

expe;l/ed from upper Syr:ia,43 and Phoenicia. ‘Tryphon sought
st ” ’ 'f "

*-) refuge in Dor while Antiothus Sidetes besieged his strong- .

~

hold by land and sea. Tryphon escaped to Arthosia and

Apamea“ where he had oriéinally establishéd his power.%

Ironically, it \Jag there that he was humiliated by Antio-

-

chus. \ .
. -~ .

"-It is clear that the short-lived reign ofw-t_he Seleucid

kings from 164 B.C.E. had great impacty the Seleucid

affairs.. The many kings of #e seleucid kingdom and their

‘ iy .
short. reigns of one or two years prevented the establishment
- v - N - S,

of an effective and st¥ble administration. Limited and in-

s’ .t
‘: terrupted rule rendered the formation of any .type of long-

»

term policy, and' the absence of ‘central government resulted
. . . R .

¥

in inefficient and lenient contro}-. . Therefoye, we can
a =

- ¥ /.‘v -«
easily understand.why the formation of expeditions outside
the c;.apital“in order to enforce ng-term 'pblicies were
difficult to manage. Moreover, these journeys.sénietimes

lasted eight years, as for exampl@?‘*"f:he journey 6? Antiochus
. . Vi - &

the '‘Great. Journeys of this sort which are intended to im-

plement incorporated in a specific political policy,require

(T . ' ' -1

(%
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- - internal stability and a king secure enough of his power at

home to spend his time and energies conducting fokeign : .

affairs and tending to’ all 'fronti'ers.\ Thig\,&however, was \ "‘

"

not the case in ‘the Seleucid l;inqdo,gn, where ,}l the kingds

'efforts. were aimed at po_ssessing .and maintainlng the grom'\. ‘
. '\ Lysias and Antiechus V lost their advantageous military
position ‘i,n Judaea and returned to Antiochia only to face

I . : ,
“ Philip, the current threat to the crown. Fear of losing .

-

the throne i:o ~him, rathiter thah_ the welfare of the people,
remained their chief concern., Between the Line;, Jgseﬁhus
described Lysias' and;Arr"tiochus' true motiva{tion ‘for their
retreat from Judaea. Josephus described the way in which

C ‘ :
the king and Lysias, on the one hand, convinced the army

commanders to retreat from Jerusqlem by emphasizing thﬁ lc;ng
and difficult siege, in addition to the lack of supplies.

On thé other hand, Philipus' retreat to the capital goes
without mention. This necessary tactic used by L}’lsias and -

Antiochus reaffirms our hypothesis that interests alone

—

motivated this move. Because fear, instability, and lack
of confidence were so strongly embedded in the minds of the '
‘kings, military manoeuvers to pfevent the erosion of power

, -and land against the nibbling process in the East could not

’ " be carried out. ® pemetrius II Wicator was the only king

of the s8ix wb)o reigned after the d'e'ath of B.piphanés and the ' o
) ’ Al - - = ’ ' ' 4. -
reign of Sisdetes, who managed to penetrate eastward and "face"{ e
&

the Parthian threats. In effect, -Demetrius Nicator's move,

1

. although surprising, seems to be motivated by .internal

-

»
S
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" struggles and was the sole manner in which he could attain,
recognition, prestige and control of the whole kinédom.
Most kings attained the throne not through the people's
support but rather bec‘auge of’ their . contempt and hostility
for the reigning king. The situation be@came aggravated‘wh:en
Demetrius IT was not only dislikea by the people, but was
imposed on the people by ‘Ptolemy Philometor, who himself
seemeé to be better f"avoure’d.‘ 49/ The lack of. constant
- support for any of the Sele;ucid kings led to foreign forces
- suppor ting new candidates in 6rder to threaten the presid-
"ing king. One of the most impo‘rtant 'facto‘rs respon‘sible
L for the Ia'ck of stabifity in the Seleucid Empire and the
| 'zcreatl:ion of a "political vacgums;' whichl permitted the prac- —
tice of such tactics was the young age of the kings., As we .
have already\’ seen, at the death of Antio;:hus Epiphan:es, his
son was crowned at the t;ander age of nine. This fact helps

A
to explain the, reasoning behind the Senate's decision # ) /

keep Dé&letri‘us, "the elder, i; Rome.so

Philip was appointed
. « « « "regent of his kingdom, and giving him his diadem and
robe and seal-ring, ordered him to take these and give  them

. . , a5l

to his son, Antiochus. . . . ' P '
"’7/\ L After informing the people of Antiochus IV's death, )

- Lysias, the guardian of Antiochus' son, appointed the son
‘C 2(_'\-

It is clear that Antiochus

. v

Eupator was used menely as a polltlcal card for the two

king and called him EupatBr.

. commanders enabllng thex‘n to establish powerful p051tlons in

s

the kingdom. In that struggLe, Philip was defeated. The
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dominant characteristic of.this period to come was the

{ ( )
phenomenon of a governing court gang which often resorted

53

to m@dér to achieve thei‘,g; ends. Both the king and his

af fairs were manipulated by Lysias and the "court gang".
Demetrius I who ascended the throne in 162 B.C.E.,

proved to be an exception in his lengthy stay in power and

54

his mature age: he was fwenty-three” at his crowning; .
/

am ad(tantage which helpe}g him to retain,powgr. His m?:e
] : )
attitude and personal e#p‘eriences enabled Demetrius I to

act independently of the !Z:ourt gang's interver‘xti—on. When
Demetriusg I'disposed oﬁ[ ‘his opponénts at home, Ah{tiofhus

and Ly:-';ias,55 he felt ;;ecure enougﬁ to turrf to and establish
foreign poligy. In s;}i‘Eé of Rome's cold ati ttude towargs

him, he ;:érried out h‘is campaigns against Timarchus who had
just returned frgm RcSme with a letter of alliafce. Demetrius,
while campaigning in the East,was welcomed in‘BabyloAnia and |
56

was given the name "Soter™, in 160 B.C.E. Aware of Judaea's "

'significance, Demetrius I did not fail to secure his %?litical

ambitions by sending beth "'his commanders, Nicancr and Bac-
chides, to Judaea i‘n 161 B.C.E.37 Hi.s dynamic policy resulted
in a direct involve;ﬁ\e’ﬁt in Cyprus in 154 5. 7, which was
then éonsidere;i ﬁnder Ptolembic protecti(on, and/his move,
tﬁfarefore, constituted intert;erence in the internal affairs
of the Ptolemaic house. DemetrFus 1 is‘also accr'edite;:‘l' for
hisg intervention in the struggle over the crown of the

Cappadocian House. This energetic and enterprising. form of

policy was directly linked to Demetrius I's maturity, both

.
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in age and thinki»ng', and led to a mature and experienced .

. , . o R T 3
performance. )

Alexander Balas at Euamanes' urging and with his '

support became Démetrius I's opponent at the young age of

fourteen. (159 B.C.E.)58 Euamanes sent the child to Seleucia r E
under the supervision of Zenophanes so that when the time

* 5 AL
was. ripe, he . could be Used. Although Balas succeedgd in =~ (\!'{\

. ascending the throne at the age of twenty-three years, his
weak character did not pemit him to function effectively as

a ruler., His government became corrupt59 when the affairs

of £he ki'ngdom were decided by Ammonius, his "prime minister”™,
who actually i:u}ed solely ana independently. Rome's policy
of non-intervention‘in Aléxander's;‘ affairs enphasizes tgxeir ‘ ’ ’ i
recognition of Ale)égndér's weak personality and politicéi |
immaturity, This, in effect, suﬁstantiates';ome's conten-
‘tions that Ammonius ruled over the court while the govern- - ,__/
mental affairs of Antioch were handed over to Hierax and

Diodutus (Tryphon). .It is clear, however, that a king éuch

r

P 5
as Balas.could not enforce his policies alang the™ Eastern

- ) b

borders.
In 147/148 B.C.E., Demetrius II was probably not older

than fourteen. 60

Demetrius was able to return to his father-
land6'l with military helpS from Cret®, commanded by Lasthenes,
but remained a mere pupﬁ;t in Philometor's hands. Moreover,
Demetrius was -still dependent upon Lasthenes, his military
commander. His power was limited within the walls of the s

. (S

capital and could not exté>nd beyond. Instability and general' -
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chaos tharacterize his stay in pdwer. Hevan's assun\xptiop

that Lasthenes' rule predominated the kingdom's policies is,
therefore, valid. Onlyw in 140 B.C.E. when Demetrius reached

]
" the age of twenty62

did he journey to ‘the East,. leaving Queen
Cleopatra under Aeschrion'sé3 super’visi\on in Seléucia. The
mot.ive behind this journey was to gain prestige, which in
turnjwould reinforce military power and recruit additional
utsfide forces and allied contingents. This préved to be an
/ﬂdv ntageous time for Demetrius to leave Cleopatra, for
Thryphon was the assasin of -her son and the enemy of her
huspand. Demetrius, thereforé, did not- fear for his crown:
ca tivity by‘ the Parthians. )
Tryphon turned against Demétrius IXI with the same tac-
icé that had aided Demetrius II to ascend the throne.

\

ryphon convinced Malchus to hand Antiochus® (who was just a

64

hild st the time), over to him, in order to

t:hrcme'him.65 Whilé the power struggle between T'ryphon and
Demetri\{s 1I wvas taking place, Antiochus VI was murdered.
Until that time, Antiochus VI was merely a puppet in the
hands of the ambitious Tryphon, who, without hesitation,

had hinm murderea®®

L3

popular support for the Seleucid House. This set tt;e gcene

upon discovering the loss of Macedonian

for Tryphon's ascension to the throne.

S

, Sidetes' reign marks a turning point in the history of

.

kings who reigned during that era and within our context,

bff his coronation at the age of twénty. His maturity is
SN ;

at [home. Nevertheless, Demetrius' journey ended with his .

N e i e e i bbb b oo bk
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‘these brief departures.
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illustrated by the independent manner in which h;\reigned '}’J f
and by the length of his sFayrin power. As we have seen ' . ?}
till now, Antiochug Euaggtor was just a child at the time ”
of his crowning and Alexander Balas was but fourteen years
old when he was set against Demetrius I as his rival. So
too was the nature of the crowning of Antiochus VI and
Demetrius II, /
Four out of the six kings whae were crowned between4
164-138 B.C.E..were extremely yoang at the time of their

ascension. The ensuing lack of stability in the Seleucid

Empire, and the young king's ‘inability to cope wivk the

.complexities of the Empire is directly associated with their .

youth, (and inexperience ) and which, in turn, resulted in i

)

\ . . ~, )
brief reigns, with behind the scene manipulators governing

istatg affairs while the kihgs.became mere figure-heads.67

Thfs state of affairs left an open door to anyone in-
terested in weakening the Seleucid'kingdom. Therefore, the ‘
use.of a rival became an essential political weapon during
this ;ra. This constant ‘fear, qdded to the instability at
home, explains why so few Seleucid kings éopfronted the <
dangers in the East, eveq‘though their borders wew& being
threatened. Even though some short expeditions were carried

» o

out in Judaea, often the king's crown was endangered during 2

The necessity to stay in the capital was due to the
lack of security within, and such atmosphere was understood

by the people of the East to be a sign of weakness and acted
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. _ o
as a catalyst in the erosion of the Empire's Eastern _ /

borders. This resulted in the creation of massive inde-

péndent “states and the establishment of Parthian hegemony
in the East.68 5 '
»

One of the most significant factors marking“phe de-
cline of the Seleucid Empire is the ;eign‘"of one sole ki
namely Tryphon, a phenomenon without p¥ecedence in th&
history of the Seleucid dynasty. Trfphon, a man behind the
seenes, (not a member of the Royal family/) , did' n ff hesi-
tate to overth'x‘:ow the legitimatelking, Antiochug VI, in

order to crown himselg. Bevan's analysis thug seems correct

when hé\states that Tryphon:

e ¢ we e mes

. « . believed that time was come when/the house of ‘ :
. Seleucus might be set aside. It had-/so he read :

the times— lost its basis in popular/will, the will

of “"Macedonian" people of Syria, and that will can

now raise .another to place which 5 degenerate

heirs of Seleucus had forfeited.® ‘

J
Weaknesses pf this nature, along with internal power

struggles, created the vacuum needed to invite foreign in-

. tervention, which in fact did happen.
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THE INFLUENCE OF FOREIGN FORCES

In addition to the iinternal Seleucid weakness, we

*
can notice a very important factor which marked a great

change in .the political arena during the second century

B.C.E. New powers rose up in the West and the East. These

fofcgs were Rome and Parthia, in addition to Egypt, the

.constant threat to the Seleucid southern border.. These

three forces claimed .a very important place in shaping the -

events during the second century B.C.E. and in the process

of the Seleucid decline, mainly by reinforcing all the cen-

’b

B

trifugal elements within the Seleucid 'kingdom. The relation- -
ship between these powers and the Seleucids g\ive gs some
indication on the Seleucid status during that period of tinme.
}fowever, one must ask onesedf what was the influence of these
three powers on the :_Seleué.id kingdom, if at all? A close
examir‘lation of the Seleucid kingdom's felationships with
them will help us to put into proper perspective their in-

) . !
fluence. .
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ROME
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The turning point in the relationship between Rome and

the Seleucid kingdom was in their encounter at the fields

of\Magnesid¥ Antiochus III had latel& been able, by a
\ .

. , succession of brilliant vjctories in the East, to enlarge

the Seleucid \Empire almost to its former extent. He con-

cluded an agreement with Egypt, and it seems that Rome had

no grounds for| interfering in the internal affairs of thee ' o
Hellenistic stdtes in Asia. For a time she stuck to the
policy of non-interference. She was glad to leave Asia to
Antiochus IIX nd only insisted that he should not advance

| ¥
. further West. Hawever, the moderate attitude of Rome and

[ I

¢ Antiochus' conviction of his own power drove Antiochus into
adopting bolder measures. Hanniﬁal was ‘'now at his elbow
promising the support of Cafthage, ip case of a war with.
, Rome and-an invasign of Italy;.'In Gifece the Aetolian
. League vas dissatisgied with the‘situation of "affairs. 1In
the spring of 192 BiC.E. Antiochus acted: his envoy told the
Aetolians that the iing was ready to join‘them-in restoring

a

Greek freedom, and in Flamininius' very presence,\the
i |

Aetolians reached a%decision to ask Antiochus to free Greece »

[ .
and to arbitrate between them and Rome. The king could thus .

play the same role if liberation in Greece as Rome had in
\

the cities of Asia— not yet by open war but, by armed media-
: tion.l In late October Antiochus arrived in Greece, hoping

that if the, Romans insisted on war the campaign might be

-

o

. r.‘lf' _-itaqa A _‘wv".‘ & i g Mo, -
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fought in Greece. By Nevember,fflamiuinius had persuaded
the Achaens to declare war on Antioehus and the Aetolians.
When one of Antiochus' generals almost annihilated a small
detachment of Roman troops, he prov1ded the Romans with
justification for declarlng war; Antiochus suffered an in-
itial set-back when he learned that Phlllé had decideg to
give Rome active support. He thus reaped the harvest of his
disregard of the'war kings of Hannibal who had_ciearly per-
ceived the ;eed‘to win over .or neutralize Philip'.2 Now
Philip's support of the Roman'e‘cause rendered an attack on "J
Italy less probable. The Romans could safely fling their
‘ﬂmin strength‘into Greece. By April Acilus had?yresten
Thessaly from Antiochue, and then faced him at Thermopylae.
In that battle Antiochus was defeated.>
At Magnesia, the fate of the Seleucid army was decided.
The'terms in which the aefeat-was'translated included: A)
The Taurus to be the frontier ef the Séleucid Empire and
the king's hand to be held off Europe. B) An indemnity
covering the total cost of -the war, estimated at 15,000
Pubq&g talent;,‘of which 500 were to be paid at once, 2500
when peace was ratified, and the remaifder in twelve annﬁal
instalments. C) A supplementary indemnity to Eumenes of
400 talents, besides the arrears of a debt for corn supplied
to the Seleucid government by the late king Attalus. D) The
.delivery of twenty hostages, to, be selected ‘by Rome. E) The

extradltlon of Hannibal, Thoas and certain other obnoxious

persons. F) The regular supply to the Roman army of a fixed




amount of grain till the conclusion of peace.é The news

) ’ ' ¥
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i

6f the Seleucid defeat spread all over the ancient~worléi A .
and reached even Judaea.5 Ly
Wé can notice from the conclusions of the agreement
that R;me's first concern was the neutralizing of Greece in
order to secure her Eastern frontiers: Thé{maintenahce s}
~ o Greece as a negtral zone with her "independence" guaranteed \,,
' by Rome alone was the cardinal pointiéf Rome's pof?éy dufing
"these years; Her policy toward more distant states foL{owed
i~ the same pattern of guarding her gecurity without.iqvblving
herself in responsibility for the welfare of tﬁe states. |
, Moreover, Rome'S'fBreign'poiicy cqﬁcentrated‘in keeping the '
balance of power betweén‘the important states.. Yeg; Rome
did not realize that heé réle in the international arena

had been changed. It took Rome a- long time to change her

policy. A change f?om the outlook of a powerful state to

that of a world power, and that may'have come as a result

of a‘gradual'realizatidn of her new position. ‘ ‘
For the long run the defeat of Antioghus ITI by Ehe»
Romans,‘zhe heavy contribution imposed on him and on his:
suéqessors by‘thé treaty of Apamea, and the loss of the ’
Anatolian Satrapies created temporarily a &ifficdlt situ;- .
tion for Antiochus III and h;s";?mediate'succeésors;
especially at a time‘when they were engaged in anbiiious
and costly political and military-enterpriéés.h Furthermdig,
the Seleucid Empire lost a lot of‘her<preggige at that'bEFtlg

which caused'subordinated people to look for Rome's

. - e . . e '
TN TS . :
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' impact of the battle was the obligation of the Seleucid to

. = 59 -
-
friendship and intervention in cases of crises. Magnesia

C . 6 -
Tade such groups renounce the Seleucid supremacy. One more

-

provigevﬁénm with hostages as requeétéd. ¥e notice that it

-

was of great importance in the Roman attempt to oBtain some

contrql on the Seleucid housé. The case of Demetrius Soter ‘;

is a clear example. L
The shadow of Rome since Maghesia 'reflected all the ' |
N R I

later  encounters between Rome and the Seleucids. Antiochus.’

”

IV jrad to convince the Roman delegation which visited Antioch
in.l73/lz2,B.C.E.4 that he was-absolutely at the command of

Rdhe.7 Meanwhile Rome was occupied in the war with Macedonia

)

and Perseus. Antiochus IV's ambassador, Meleager, whom

Antiochus IV sent to lay before the Senate evidence of the

¥

aggressive attitude of Egypt and to justify his own measures

-

of ciefenpe,8 found that Rome aff that moment was ‘fully engaged

‘elsewhere. Early in 169 B.C.E. another embassy of Antiochus .

~ 1

9 :

IV was in Rome headed by Meleager dnd Heraclides. Its

mission was to conviwcg the Sepate of Egyppian«agéressién,
but until.the Macédbn%gn éffair was decided; the Senate
could)not give a definite answer. g T

The Egyptians attacked 7irst underztﬁé command of
Eulaeus and Leﬁaeus. -The battle enéed with thf‘vic;ory'of
the Selégcids, and the way to Egypt }ay open. Thé Syrian
érmy”pgﬁredﬁinto the Bélta,lo and began the siege of Alex~
.andfia, even thou§h Rome seht a spécial embassy to Antiochus

-

IV under Titus Numisius to make Peace between Antiocﬁus Iv

N '
+ . .t

-
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and the Alexandrian court, They returned with firm words

doubtless, but with nothing e]‘.se.ll

Antiochus IV invaded-Egypt the second time, but at that

1

time Rc:me ended the battle of “Pydna (June 168 B.C.E.) and
the struggle with Perseus. IWhen Antiochus IV had almost
reached Alexangria,: the Roman ‘Mission arrived, impos_ing. on
Antiochus the resolution of the Senate to evacuate Egypt.

The ultimatum handed by Popilius to Antiochus forms one pf’

the most frequently‘cite’d episodes in Roman history.l2 Rome .

kept her ambassadors in Cyprus to make sure that Antiochus

IV fulfilled the Senate's demands.>

.

. After Maqnesia, Rome kept a close eye on the Seleucid

affairs. As a part of that policy a Roman delegation took

14

part in the festivities at Daphne. The Roman's delegation N

was led by Teberius Sempronius Gracchus. The delegation
' h

found it impossible to believe that Antiochus v could be

S 15 Lo i“

cherishing any serious designs. The Roman deIegation's

aim was to provide reassurance that nothing had changed in i

. ’

the status quo‘or balance of power®in the East. .

Upon the death of Antiochus Ep‘ipha;nés,' the young antio-"

'ch\is Eupator’ (a bo} of nine years old), became the king. - X
The drastic policy sof Antiochus IV was given up and the king-

dogxi entered a period of ineftia and abasement. This state

. f i .
of affairs was ‘dontemplated with extreme satisfaction at

’

~ Roe, and there was no relaxing of thezra'sp‘ which held the
metrius I, the son
16

rightful heir to.the Seleucid throne,"

[ S * ¢

A Y
‘of Seleucus, who was a hostage in Rome. Rome took
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“dom in which a~boy was a king,
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'

advantage of the political situatig

in the Seleucid king-

3

the. real ruler was Lysias.

ispatched in 164 B.C.E: soon

’

Meanwhile, a mission was

‘ﬁgii'Sthe death of Antiochus 1V, consis%ing of. Gnaeus Oc-

Epviul, Spurius Lucretius and Lucius Aurelius to regulate

,the affairs of the kingdom, which meant (in other words),

-balan: é of power. Therefore, it is understandable why they'

fulfilling the terms of Magnesia: destruction of newly formed

F

"
fleet and the corp§ of eLephants. The Romans estimated

*

that thelr demand would be obeyed by the weak boy- kl;h and

hls Apotropus. The Romans could always. threaten the present

’

Seleuc1d klng by supporting thé legal heir, Demetrius I.
-
/
Even though Octavius' a!sa551natxon caused some escalation

4

in the relationship between Rome and the Seleucids, the .
: : ) : -

Senate did not take any action against the Seleucids. How-

-

wever, the Seleﬁbigs sent immediate ambassadors to Rome to

reassure the Senate that the court was entirely innocent of

any part in-tﬁe crime.’ The Sepate was pleased with the poli-

’

" tical circumstances of the Seleuc1d kingdom after Antlochus -

w

IV s death, w1th a child heédlng the kingdom and wlth,/he

real power bexng 1n the hands of the court.17 Such a ‘poli-,

r‘kical situation was favoured by Rome because in such a con-

‘ 3 . ,
dition, there is'no worry concerning any.change in {’E‘
‘

rejected Demetrxusgl 's plea to retaln his 1nher1tance, and

in” .

Lnstead sent a misgion to destroy the shxps and corps of

elephS;ta.'
' !

) Despite Roqgn will, Demetrius. I escaged froq:Roﬁe with".

e L3

.
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Polybius' and Menelaus' assistance and éet upon the thrﬁne
in 162 B.C.E. Although Rome could not prevent the escape of
Demetrius I, it never gave up her guard imjthe east. As ;
’result of that policy she agqin sent a delegation headed.by

T. Graatchus and ,two other colleaques to keep a close eye °

on the events.19 Durin@®Demetrius I's reign, Rome did - ‘
everything she could politically to shake Demetrius I, such
“ as her, recognition of Timarchus.as the king of Medes by the

Senate, which graciously handed him a_piece ‘of papeﬁ/announc-
. [

T / . . 2 . .
~1ing "As far as Rome was concerned, Timarchus was king". 0
' ¥ .

Later on, in 161 B.C.E. the Senate sent a letter of alliapce
to the Jews.2! Rome's position against Demetrits I caused

« ' Ariarthes, Demetrius I's cousin, the king of Cappadocia, to : s
N t '

[ 3 . \ . ™

refuse the hand of Demetrius I's sister in order to win

Rome's favour.22 The}emﬁassy, headed by T.,Gracéhﬁs} was .
convinced by Demetrius that he would do everything to meet

the wishes of Rome; although Gracchus: report was in favour
of Demetrius, a factor which help@ﬂ him finally to obtain ‘

Rome's recognition in 160 B.C.E., Demetrius did-not win the

"u‘Senatefsgfonfidence, which gould not have confidence in~aqy;

3

'« one, but apuppet king.2 , The Roman's attitucde to the ‘;f

Seleucid kingdom can be easily illustrated by the Senate's 3
., answer to t;é delégati;n,sent by ﬁémg}rihs Qiéh lo,ggo gold . i
\.piéces and the slayer of Octavius replying . ... "he would v |

meet with dbnsideratisn if his conduct were satisfactory to

the Senat;e".?4 %;- i : . h

4 ‘
/ Rome also intervened in the quarrel that broke out in

»

° »
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,with Roman opinion. Once again it should be emphasized' that
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3

the froyal house of Cappadocia. In that dispute, Ariarathes

foupd his crown was in danger, as a result of Demetrius I's

\K<§}ovbcation in supporting Orophernes as the heir tp the crown.

Demetrius I's stand caused Ariarathes V to carry his cry for

P

ome's intervention.. As a result of that dispute when every

party wished to gain Rome's support, delegations of the

R
P

parties involved arrived in Rome. The Senate'§ decision
concerning the dispute,was that the tw;rshould divide the
kingdom between themse,lVes.25 Romq;q function in this in-
ternal dispute must command our attention; not, because. of

Rome's'initiative but for the simple reason that all the

L . . ( .
'factioné\involved, (including the S¥leucid king), came for

@rbitration to Rome, or at least were very much concerned

Rome in‘ 160 B.C.E. was considered by all the nations as:a
2
powerful state, 6
i,
As we mentioned before, Rome did not favour Demetrius I.

¢
“~/\Tbgs\9ttitude characterized Rome's relationship with the

Seleucids. Demetrius I's political isolatian waf partly due. 47‘

to his ambitigus policy.27 This policy was observed by Rome

1
with satisfaction; "Ariarathes, Cappadociae neﬂk,consilio

Demetrii regis Syriae et virubgs pulsus regho a senatu

28

restitutus est.” However, when Rome realized that Alexander

»

Balas was set ‘upon as a claimant to the crown by the initiative
L3

of the neighbouring kings,zg she sﬁpported him. Rome gave

B

Balas her support.and a Senate decree, issued to the effect

that, the: Senate had given him the authority to return to the

o o o bt ok




- 64 — :

L

kiﬁ@gpm of\bis fathér,30 Rome, moreover, by her silent ap-

proval agreed with the Egyptiaﬁ initiativeqﬁn setting

Alexander on the throne. This silent approval of Rome was
'necessary, because of Egypt's great concern with Rome's
» outlook.3l We can assume that Rome supported Balas due to

- his "weakness' of charactg;",32'as such a king could not be

33 ¢

a threat to the balance of pover., A king who was governed

by his court could not be any danger to the status quo, for

‘

the same reason. . v
[ 2 °

We can understand Rome's non-intervention policy when

. - .
metrius II assumed the crown while he was only fourteen
¢ . .

vears old in. 147/8 B:C.E. In spite of her lack of inter-

* ference in the Seleucid affair, Rorme kept a close eye aver

\ . ‘
the Seleucid kingdom and at the same time used all political
¥
- means to encourage every cause that would weaken the Seleucids.

. With this background,_ye‘can understand the renewals of the ~°
34

At that stage, Rome's relation towards the Seleucid

alliance with Judaea under Jonathan's leadership

kingdom could be evaluated by examining Tryphon wooing for

-

Rome's recognition 'in his reign. Tryphon sent a golden figure
A} . - . ‘ N .
of victory as a present to Rome. The Senate accepted~the

gift but it inscfibed'as donbr not Tryphon, but the murdered

boy king, Antichus VI.35

36

Meanwhile the Senate renewed the .

+ alliance with Judaea. That state‘in;§é1eucid-Rome‘s re-

lationship exposes.the great chjange in the status quaq. The
ﬂ t
Seleucid king was treated with despise by Rome,

Roman policy of non-intervention during Sidetes' reign

+

¥

. .'\/

e B

i
¢
i

- A
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" raid on Nahaia in Elymais.39 The need for money drove the

' on the ot?er hand, Rome gained prestige,_ paytly by 'means of

ANY

(

)

could be caused by Roman occupation in Numantia as well as

‘the result of a brilliant foreign policy carried out by

Sidetes, in which the giving of bribes '‘and gifts to in-

fluential magistrates had great effect.37 o .

7

We have noticed that the relationship between Rome and
£he Seleucid Empire stood under the Eqpuma of Magnesia. The
heavy. tribute imposed on the Seleucids created some financial
difficulties which for some time forced them to providé re- °
venues through means of violence.38 As in the cases of Antio-
chus IV and Seleucus V in Judaea, and later gk’ﬁntiochus IV's

>

H
i
kingdom into increasing heavy expenses which were-necéssifated ‘
H

by such military enterprises. Another indirect effect was

the damage to the image and the supremacy gEPthe Seleycid

the Seleucids were forced to give Rome provided t latter

A ]

with a great political card which was used, as if.was in —
Demetrius I's case. : - .

X ' : )
While on the one hand, the Seleuqgid prestige declined,

x

a

the overthrow of Antiochus III and the Macedonian kingdom.

These facts maintained a'hold upoﬁ the. m nds\of men and és i
Bevan stated "The world ié always ruled half by imagina- -
tioﬁf”?o_ As the result of her supremg status, Rome. had tome |

tod;xércise the role of universal a iter and regulafor; o

giving her a ceﬁmanding‘position fdr diplomatic intrigue,
[N 2

and without any overt interventiof, she could play off one
\ ‘ ] .
* f
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potentate against another. We have noticed Rome function- ;
" “

P

?ng as arbiter in Egypt betﬁfen\hhe two grothers, between \ '
A Antiochus.IV and Egypt and later,on in“the Cappadocian royal
. 4
1 house.41 But the most important fact that demonstrates S
Roman strength is provided us by a Seleucid king himself,
. Tryphon, when he asked for Rome's ognition.42 As a‘re-
sult of Roman str;ng position, the Senaﬁe used to trade
onn‘the terror of the Roman name’to issue decrees as in the

* case of Alexander Balas anad Laodicae,43 and sent out com-

| ' missions to arbitrate the affairs of the na,tions.44
- Rome was not ready yet to rule as world power. We have . _ij
) M 3
* ~ ‘ to consider that for many ye€ars Cato was one of Rome's lead- ‘

ing statesmen and his strong opposition to.eastern adventure }

X
is well known.45' Another reason held by historians in ex-

.

plaining Rome's lack of direct involvement is due to her
o

* weak position on the sea. D;ring the period after 168 B.C.E.,
. l K

»

Rome maintained no fleet capable of operation in the
Med}terranean waters. After“Magnes a, the Romans let their

fleet run down and had trouble sending transport in 171 B.C.E.

b ettt e

This lack of naval strength in addition to the other reasons

we have mentioned, is the key to understandlng why the Senate

‘had no intention of directly 1ntervening in the bastern

o affalrs,f6 although'thrqgghoutfthe Hellenistic w814 numerous ‘

]

opportunities arose which Rome could have used as an excuse

for direct and massive mllltary 1ntervention. Instead Rome
LS
s &
preferred by dlplomatlc pressure to av01d decisive action

and to keep all these precariously balanced power.subservxent

r

» . \ R

N
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to her will., When the Seleucid kingdom seemed to collapse,

- the Romans availed theﬁselves of the mistakes of others to
augmeﬁt and strengthen their own Empireuunder the gui§e of
granﬁing favours and benefiting those who commit the errors.47*

Rome was mainly concerned with maintaining the status
quq—and every action thatocould damage it was considered

very seriously by Rome. v
Therefore, every Seleucidlor Ptolemaié king should have
A %k had to consider Rome's power, and interest in order not to
come into direct clash‘with\Rogs in such a way as Antiochus

III's did. However, there is no doubt that Roman strength

F e et it e e

and influence became a central factor in the events taking:

place in the Mediterranean after the battle of Magnesia and

especially affected the fate o§ the Seleucid kingdom,
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me became a world power in the West, in the

. While.

‘East a new power was growing, an Empire with great influence

on the political constellation in the second century B.C.E,:

danger/ of Nomadic invasion from central Asia. The situa-~. > o

tion was made all the more dangerous with the presence of

the When a leéder

emi-Nomadic Iranian tribe of the Parni.

of character, Arsaces,1 appeared in the tri

civil war

}
, the stage ’
was/set for the first act.2‘ The outbreak o

: , i
in /the West in 245. B.C.E. which involved hostilities with '

"Eg pt3 gave the Satrap of Parthia, (probably Andragoras ,

ollowed by- that-of Diodotus, governor of [Bacteria, pro-
ably in 230 B.CE. Meanwhile, Arsaces and the Jarni had

been watching the events. The defeat of [the reigning monarch, .

Seleum&illi by Celtic invaders at Ancyr > about 238 B.C,E., .’

|

opened the way for Arsaces to eject Andragoras and occupy

the province of Parthia,. An entire Seleucid Satrapy was
/ ’ >

) . . 6 '
Enow in Iranian hands.
The successor of Arsaces, his bro

time to organize the kingdom and build/up his army,7 before

et Tiridates, had

“

tbé expected punitive expedition of Seleucus II's which did

, . not take place until about, 228 B.C.E. Tridates was forced




5 - 69 -

3

to retreat north-eastward when confronted by Seleucus II

* _ J—

into the distant stepps of the Aba/Saca (water Saca) tribes

of central Asia.8 But Seleucus was recalled to Antioch‘to
settle further domestic trcz:xbles,9 leaving the Parthians

masters of %heir Satrapy. The ﬁacE’that none of the early
Parthian monarchs issued any 6oins of their own, but ﬁsed ' !
Seleucid issues, Qould suggest that they all stood in an

official relationship with.the Seleucids, We do not h?ﬁz
any inform;tion that can indzcate any Parthian involvement

in Molons' revoﬂl. ‘ .

After the d ath of Tiridates,lo Antiochus III , con- ’

v ot o prnm e B

sidered it the proper time to restore the Seleucid con~ ;
, . , 11 C
. ‘ trol 'in the East. During his journey there, he advanced

to Ecbatana.12 In 209 B.C.E. he continued eastward with a

t

large army.13 Ar;abanus destroyed the wells and canals

before Antiochus. The Seleucid forcés reached Hecat'omp}(lc?é14H.l i

} practically unopposed. Antiochus I%f was determined ta
_advance into H;rcania and moved forward to Tagae, near Damghan.

Antiochus IIT had continued his progress into Ayrcania where

he occupied Tambrax and the important center of Syrnix.15

g «

The lack:-of sources cannot help us to determine Antiochus

i~
II1's reasons for making peace, with Artabanus, but he did,

in fact, create such a. treaty of alliance.%? Other info;ma-

tion concerning Artabanus' reign is unavailable. We do know
. 9 g > l
17

that his reign probably came’ to an end aroundiin B.C.E.
Phreaputius, the succeeding monarch, ruled for fifteen

years,18 but beyond this fact, our sources are siient; §ﬁe




b
1

¥
left two sons Mithrhdaﬁc$ and Phraates. The elder, Phraates

i

succeeded19 and reopened serious campaigning agginst the

people;’who dwelt in th% Elburze range, géuth of the Caspian !
sea. HKHe deported the Mérhians and settled them iﬂ Charax, i
near the Caspian g;tes. EWe can aésume that the Parthians i
utilized the‘Séleucidwdéégat in Magnesia and Antiochus IV's

inactivity to progress their integests. One by one, the A

provinces of Iran were loﬁt by the Seleucids.

' . i
When Phraates died, hg abdicated the throne to his

brother Mithradates.20 It is commonly agreed among scholars

that Mithradates ascended the throne around 171 B.C.E. .
Bacteria's warfare helped him in the invasion 6f Tapuria

and Traxianal21 ﬁoWever, thé Parthian erosion in the eastern -
borders of the Seleucid kingdom became a serious threat to

Antiochus IV. These events resulted in his hasty depdrture

o e e et
v I b i b
- .

from Juc}aea.22 According to Antiochus IV, the situation of ’

the East was of major importahce and should be dealt with
Y — ' . 1
by’ the' king himself.?> 1In 165 B.C.E., Antiochus crossed

the Euphrates and marchgg into Armenia, where the king,

)
c

Artaxias, was captured and forced to-acknowledge the supremacy 3

24 Liter Antiochus IV attacked Persepolis

of Antiochus IV.
where the enraged populace drove him ogt.25 Perhaps Antio=- ’y

. chus entered Elymais . ... "a city in qusiqhof surprising

wealth,” . . . excited by these reports, he set out for Elymais
* : A

to assault it. . . "his hopes were dashed; for they drove

him off from the city, and went out against him in pursuit...."26

Ang}ochus was defeated and moved back tp Gabae where

i

-

-y -
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he finally died.?’

Antiochus IV's deathagavé Mithradates Ehe‘Opportunity for
his excursion into Elymais,zB and soon after.he invaded Media.
Following a long war in which he was victoribus, he set Bacasis
to rule over the new territory.29 Media opened the gétes to
Mesopétamia fér Parthian expansion; Mithradates' successful
caméaigns alarmed Demetrius Nicator, then inLBabylonia.
Demetrius gathered those men that he could secure30 and marched

e 4

to Media. Apparently, as Debovise suggested, the Parthians
. Y

managed to ougpanoeuver him. In the meantime, Demetrius _ .
left orders to gather additional troops.3l In "the battle that

took place, Demetrius was defeated by Mithr;datés. The latter ' 3
entered thelroyal city of Seleucia late in June or early July
141 B.C.E. Before October of that year the Parthian king was
acknowledged as far south as Uruk, '

Mithradates then turned to Hyrania32 where the second
clash between him and Demetrius II téok place. Demetrius II
was téngled in the encounter as a result 6f the appeal for
help coming from suppressed peoplew33* As Demetrius II ad: X
vanced in the East large numbers flocked tohis aid.” We can
hear of éontingents érom Bacteria, Elymais and Persis.34
Bevan'g suggestion regar@ing Demetrius II's move explains
this.militgry journey coming as a result of Demetrius II's

aim to gain glory and prestige by military victories as well
35

We might also conhsider that

victories i® the east could have strengthened Demetrius II's
' e

internal and military position and could secure his throne

{ / | ‘ | ”

. .
-
.t )
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at home and maybe help him to unite the Seleucid kingdom:
under his leadership.36 Although Demetrils II won severa
; victories in some battlés, he lost the war. He was defeated:

and became a prisonér in the Parthian's %Ends.37 Demetrius II .

was taken by the Parthians through all the citie$ under ‘

o . Parthian sway to teach thé Greeks that they had to trust
‘Parthia alone. Afterwards, Demetrius II was sent to Hyrcania
to Mithradates and there he was treated in accordance with

his rank,38 and was given Rhodogune, daughter of Mithradates,

in martiage.39

The Empire of Mithradates at the time of his death in- - b
" ’‘
cluded Parthia proper, Hyrcania, Media, Babylonia, Assyria,

i

s

. Elymais Persis and districts in Tapuria and Traxiana,

- Phraates, the second, came to the throne about 138/7

Y

B.C.E. On the death of his father,40 he must, have been very

l’(‘-\

young, for his mother acted as regent.4l The way the Parthian
- ' treéfga Demetrius II while he was in captivity exposed their

policy for the long run. The Parthians realized that Deme-

_trius II could be used at any time as a Carte blanche to

-

- Seleucid affairs by heing suppbrted by them as a claimant j
y :

+

to the throne. Demetrius II, however, could always be used
as ‘a-weapon to weaken the present Seleucid king, whenever
,the Parthians thought it necessary. The political importance

} /

/ .
' that the Parthians saw in Demetrius II is apparent, when his

, . . R . 42
attempt to escape Ald not worsen his condition in "prison". .
N o+ ) a - ,w-.

- - Meanwhile, in: the Seleﬁcid king&om, Antiochus Sidetes,

a ) * having disposed of Tryphon and defeated Hyrcanus, prepared KA
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ta secure his brother Demetrius II and so removed him as a

"

political candidate to his throne. Antiochus VII set out in’

130.B.C.E. with }Jarge forces.43 Duting his journey, Antiochus

encountered much opposition and fought three battles before

becoming the mast?f/g} Bab),'lom'.a.‘l-4 When the - Parthians -
evacuated Babylonia and Enius, the Parthian Satrap found \

his death at the hands of the people of Seleucia.45 With

the cominé of winter Antihchus went into qguarters in Media
and the problems of housing and feeding the great army be-
came difficult; In spring 129 B.C.E.“messengers were sent

to” ask terms of peace from Antiochus VII, who named three
(-1 ‘ . .
conditions: first, the Arsacid kingdom must abandon every- : -

’ - \

. - i
thing outside Parthija; second, they must pay regular fri- i
~ A . !

bute, and third, they must deliver Demetrius II. Those: '
* o

v

demands had been refused by'Phraa;es who then used his last

.
kY .

o

politicél card, namely "Demetrius”, who was released from

A
1

_captivity and escorted by the Parthian to the Seleucid

capital.4§ ‘ , - s ) R Ve
When victory was complete Phraates regretted the re-

-
,

‘lease of Demetrius and &fdered a body of cavalry to recap-’

ture him. Although this \plan failed, thére“ﬁas no doubt who
became the dominant kingddm in the East.?’

nTheré/;;,no doubt' that the Parthians' appearahce in’

of power. During Mithradates I's reign from 171-138 B.C.E.,

the Parthian Empire controlled vast te;rltoriés including

. L

e FT A



)

-

Arsacid dynasty.

of the Paﬁthlans» power became a threat ‘to the\Seleugld king-

took place during Antiochus IV's reign due tcMthe constant .
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Parthia: Hyrcania, Media, Babylohia, Assyria, Elymafg, Persis

.

and parte'oquapunia and Traxiana. It was the Seleucid king-

®

dom that paid a heavy pfice for this expansion.q8 The re-

duction.of territory brought about a great loss of income

n

taxes. talent. that was responsible for

0

It was Mithradates"

cahsing Parthia to enjoy such status in 138 B.C.E. He is b :
X . ‘ . ’ » . l .
considered by most historians as the establisher of the N

Mithradates governed for 33 years, which

N - . P A . . N
gives us another indication of his stable regime in compari-

- *

[ e

=son tc that of ‘the Seleuc1d House‘ whose throne shifted 31x

times durlnq the same perxo . lthough the constant, growth ' ¢

4

o s 30 3t

dom, only four Seleucid kings confrédnted that threat from

Y

Antiochus 1V, ﬁemetrgps II and

£ ' . "

the East. Antiochus I1I,

Antiochus Sidetes. Both Antiochus III and,Antiochus VII
S - A 49
utilized the transit perlods in the Parthlan dynasty

-~ - L3

Moreover, tnp journeys to _.the East were qulte cruc1a1 to the

Seleucids; three of theis kings died there, and the fourth

one was imprisoned. Most military expeditions carried on by
Pl ]

the Seleucids against the Parthians failed except Aptiochus

III's military success which endgd with their alliance with

50

Artabanus, Thls treaty egtablzshed‘a recognltlon de facto

in thé ex1st1ng power of the Parthian Satrapy. Antlochus

I11 reallzed that the alllagéb was the best solution for main-

ta1n1ng some control over Parthia without losing the revenues.
<

. The next military enc¢ounter between &e two kingdoms

-




L3

/‘.ﬁ

) ;ﬁbbling of the Parthians in the Eastern border. That in-

?\-“ » ) : & ’ ' ‘ . .

‘_Q‘o75 -
-~ ‘!‘(;

golerable irritation caused the quick Seleucid departuré‘

. \ ( .
from Jud_aea51 to.the East, where he met his ,death.52° )
. ° -I :‘Q'.' . .
The third encounter between the two took place during

v s ey “ . L] )
Demetrius II's/reign. Demetrius II's expedition to the

o

o

4
<

East; as we exaédned before, differed from those Antiochus III
8 B ’
and IV. Although Demetriug II ‘did not secure his.crown at
' [

homé,53 he neVertheless carried out an expedition against the
' € Pad {" ]

VParthian‘army, SO One can understand his determination to

' evok@ the Mcceqonlan and Greek elementssﬁ in the tef\'i"t_,ori'es~

¢

possessgd-by the Parthians. In” addltlon, Demetrius II sought
prestige ana”strength through a military victory and a uni- l

flcagion of the Seleucrﬂhklngdom under his leadershlp. How-

[

ever, the eleycid army was defeated and Dametrius I feld =~ - - \Q
into" capt1v1ty.55 Tbe capture of the Seleucid klng by'the

,Parthlans symbolxzes a dramatic shlft Ain the status guo in
12
L 2

\fhe East. From then on, Parthia, becank\a erce that could

¥
<

ﬁt be ignored by the. Seleucid Empire. S

The fourth’ encountertbetween the two kiﬁgdoms took place,

<

o §
during Antiochus sidetes' relgn, seeking to restore’ Seleuc1d
P

preatige in the East as well as zelea51ng his hostage brbther.56

, The mqst ‘opportun 3 time an expedition of.thls category was
A -
.carried out was after .the death of qgthradates.' The battle

~

IS

between -Sidetes and Praitesv‘ended with the great success

) - 1 N -(' ‘ . N N ‘ *
‘ﬁé},the first.! While being in the position of power, Sidetes -

\

. . / .o - .
dictated harsh demands to Praateg to which Praates could not
' Y :

.égree. * Instead, he used his last political 'card by initiating

’ - ' R 4
- - v

-~

[y . -

:‘d‘,’“—'\' _h/ . ".- f . . L I\g '.'\
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the return of Demetrius II to the Seleucid capi'tal, seeking

retreat of Sidetes from Parthia. Praates' political wisdom,

. ‘ on the ohe hand, and Sidetes' failmure to translate his mili-
/’ : "\ .
tary success into politica® achievements on the bther hand,
cont®ibuted to his'defeat. In addition, logistical diffi-

R culties faced by Sidetes because of his lengthy stay helped
’ Praates in\defeating Antiochus's army. Moreover, both | *

Demetrius' daught.er and_  the son of Antiochus Se,leycus57
féll int‘o Parthians' hands. That enc¢ounter clarified. who

. G
held the hegomﬁy/‘in,the East.

-~ -

We, can summarize and say that dfter, the encounter be-

[ L4 »

- . .
‘ o /Aeem Mitradates andiDemetrius II in 140 B.C.E. the hegemony

~

in the East passed to the Parthians. However, the efforts

<
<

of Sidetes. to rgstore Seleucid supremacy were destroyed by

Praates. ’ -

T

~ . The Parthians' exp.a‘nsion, along with their growth of
power, had a direct effect on the -Se};ucid status. They,

. : L. , . ) Ty, .
caused a chain of rebellions against the Seleué¢ids in the
. ) ) t R
. Bast when people looked upon their assistance to pave  their

\~¢/ ‘way to independencge. These events gramatic_ally reduced the

‘a ) Seleucid territories which were the main source of subject
h ' > o . N —

NN and @llied contingents along with their economical value as

i sources of income. However, one must consider that the

- i

A 1 /tfibdtés of these people were an important part to the Royal
\ Treasury as*we notice ’ . :
\e - { /.
. R N ( -
o M+ T . . . When he (Antiochus IV) had distributed the RO
., sSoldiers’' pay, he saw’that his treasuries were
p oA . failing and that there was a lack of money— for -
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not all the tribute had been paid because of: ub-
risings among the (subject) natilhs, . ', .58
[} A

It is clear that the sources of income were of great
importanee ard had great effect on the king's s‘tatus.:

Antiochus IV needed money to pay his forces in order to

\

carry through his expedition to the East. Demetrius IT

thought . . . "if he should subdue; the Parthians and ac- " . .

v

quire a force of his own, he would make war on i‘ryphon and_
59

I

drive him out’ of Syria. The Parthian expansion affected

anothe\r source -of income which came from trade. The Parthian

expansion Ié:aused constant erosion in Seleucid domination

"\ 4 ’

’
.. . \ __ '
over the most important caravan routed connecting }:he Greco-

‘ IR} <
Italian world with Arabia, India and 6hiné, and especially

. 60 ' *
. tpe silk route. r\
There is no doubt that the Part‘:h:i“abns' ‘dominion in the
. - «Q
East had a destructive effdct on the Seleucid image as a

poy;léffhl ‘kingdom. Moreﬁvei, only four kings were/Lble to

con‘front the Parthian threat from the time of Antiochus the
Great until Sidetes’ reign.61 The Seleucid in&"cti_v ty in-

spired by.Parthian pro.vocat_ion‘ was translated t\o be a sign
of weakness ix} the people's eyes. :Nevertheless, the 5'our

encounters between the Selautids and- Parthians e:gp‘osed the
-
"Seleucid Weakness". }y)w‘ever, the defeats 'of Demetrius II
. /A

and Antiochus Sidetes marked a turning point in the status”
- b +

guo in the Eastern érena}. From 'then c;ni the Parthians}; be-\

' came the dominant power in the East. . .

X

~

|
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the long Ptolemaic control over Judaea and parts of Coele- .

,Antlochus III, after the Banlas v1ctory, had not made any

- 78 = .

T e A e, s bt = -

If the nibbling of the Seleucid Empire from the West
/ ~
and the East came mainly fr%m the growth -of the two power-

ful nations, Rome .and Parthia, we ought to ‘cor§ider another

foreign factor in the Southern froptier which also did not -
N ~ - .

constitute a secure border for the Seleucids.
The Egyptian kingdom watched caréfully the -evernts

in the Sgleucid kingdom and in some cases intervened in A C
Y v ‘ €« " [ » ’
internal Seleucid affairs. That intervention symbolized, )
f/
Y L3

. 4
more than anything else, the decline of the Seleucid kingdom
in the second century B.C.E. . ~
r
sidered as a turnlng point in 'éhe balance of power in the
Medlterranean. Antiochus IT regalned the hégemony o}

( -

The battle of Banias in 198 B.C.E.l can be con- ;
= 3
the Seleucid house while defeating Scopas' army and broke :

v

,Syrla which hadt been undet Ptolemaic domain since 320 B.C.E.
At this time the ruler in Egypt was the young Ptvblemk Ep}-
phanes, who was only twelve years of age ‘'in October 197 B.C.L. S
attempt to ,;nvade Egypt. ' Ftom our sources we cannot s tudy ‘
yhen the state @l war, between the two houses was brought to

b
t

an‘ end, but we know that the dauglhter‘of Antiochus, Cleopatra,

- was betrothed to the young Ptolemy.z On the other hand, we

él\so know: that Kn.t,iocl;usﬁ considered Egypt to be so feeble L
. , : . ,
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Gallipoli. But in/spite of Antiochus IIT's supreme strength,
. /s Y 4
the Ptolemaic house had never givenm up their claims on Coele-

3

Syria and Judaea. Polybius'.vc‘ersion';3 in which Antlochus

agreed to retrocede Coele-Syria as a“ «part of the dowry 'is

ot doubtfnl,4and cannot prove any Ptolemavic authorlty over those
‘ -

' \ terrltorxes. Thg loss of that vast area brought about a
sei@ous Y#rinution in the Egyptian rqvenues5 but with the

exception of the economical value of Coele-Syria which is
~ N '
indisputable, the Ptolemaic house lost one of its main stra-

1 s
tegic areas, the bridge to Asia and the secure borders which
B . i ¥ ’ i

gave Egypt the warning zone against any Seleucid invasion
' or any other attack con}}'h'é from the East and Nor th.

: ( } The death of Epiphanes was a severe blow to. the country;
i : ' . , , —A
' . \va minor, Philometor, was a king. We .can accept Bevan's .
. ) 2
. suggestiaon “.hat he was only sixteen when he married Cleo-
r

; 6 . . ’ .
* g - patra and that the court was directing the kingdom'$ affairs.
In the court, two dominant leaders, ,Eulaeus and Lenaeus,

©

di‘rjec'ted the policy of the kingdom. As thaey had never ac-
guiesced to the loss of Coele-SyriaT\they assembled thé
bpopulauce at Rlexandria and prﬁmised to regain the lost pro-
wvinces _and even spoke of ahnexing the whole Seleucid Empire.
This attitude led Egypt to aﬁ offensive Wh-ié took Prace in
. ; - 170/\59 B.C.E. The regents, Ealeus and Lenaes, marched out’}
wii:h. an” army té,invade Coele-Syria. The battle bet'we'eni‘f;fle
two armieg ended in ‘a]crushing defeat‘ for the generélsv of
SR o 2 , . L
‘ . {tdﬁmy. The news \qf the ‘defeat forced the young king to

' * flee fo the sacred island of S‘a\mc:thr'ace,B but he' fell

s
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nevertheless into Antiochus IV's hands. . Antiochus IV later

reached an agreement with the king and announced him as his

"frlend“.9 Philometer latér spoke of AnthChUS as his "Soc1 s"

The Alexandrians accused Philometor of giving in. As a resul

- [ %

they set wp a riva{ king,lo Philometors'4younger brother,

Ptolemy VII Euergetes, commonly called Physcon. Antioéhus%/ '
represented him;«self as the champion of the legitimate king,
against thea%ping brother.11 Moreover, Antiochus IV fixE"d
the seat of the rival government, for which Ptolemy Philometor
was tp serve as ‘figure—head at Memphis.12 The reasons for
Antiochus IV's departure from Eg¥¢pt are disputed among his-
‘tor:ians. Otto claims that the cause was the Jewish revolt
in V'.:{udaea.l\3 But we can accept Swain's assumption-that the
reason for Antiochus 1IV's depart>ure was his .desire to get on
with the great ea‘lstern adventurel4,which he had long been
planning, but the excuse he gave is reported quite clearly

. R T

,and distinctly by Polybius. Antiochus Iv*undoubtedly had r
. . -

changed' the balancé of power,+ His strong position and great )
intervention in Egypt helped the Seleucic‘: kingéom .to recover
its 1mage as a powerful nation which caused Perseus to look
for Seleucid's assistance agalnstj. Rome. Q}ntlochus IV's
second invasion of Egypt took pla<‘:e in the spring of 168 B.C.E.
He occupled Xemphis, had himself crowned the kmg)of Egypt and
® slowly advianced upon Alexandrla unt11 he was approached by the

Roman ‘Embassy which forced his withdrawal from I:':gypt.17

§

. The greaﬁ change that -took place in the Seleuc1d kmgdom s

position-after the death of Antiochus IV is ev1dent from the :

)‘ $ . r‘n .
A ' Lk

1 : * { W -
v’ P . : . - « 7

J




»

- 81 -
+

following events: While Demetriu§ I sat on the Seleucid

throne he proved that he was an ambitioﬁs king. Demetrius

I's initiative alarmed Rome, as well as the neighbouring
kings, including the king of Egypt, who was specially con-
cerned with Demetrius I's designé upon the_island of Cyprus.18
As a result of Demetrius I'q;interference and imbi;ions,u
Eumenus, the king of Pergamum19 set up another claimaht.to

the Seleucid throne in the n%ye~of Alexander Balas. The

new claimant was approved by Rome and all other nqighbouring
kingsi Thé active part in ovérthrowing Demetrius I was ?
car;;ed out by Ptolemy Philométor.zo Philometor, in order
to reinforce Balas' position, granted Balés his own‘daughter,
Cleopatra, for a wife. An acé, which as?BeQan suggests,
,éeriQed for the same reason that her grandmother, the
Seleucid Cleopatra had been maf;ied half a—century befére,to
Ptolemy .Epiphanes, in order to promote the Seleucid interest
in Egypt. Now, Cleopatra was sent to the Seleqcid'éourt

" . . . to confifm his (Ptolemy's) ascendancy over Syria."21
The cycle had turned over since Antiochus IV was the

»

Seleucid king whose- throne had direct influence on-the Ptole-

‘

maic throne, and who gave his daughter, Clebpatra, to the

young Ptolemy in order to maintain and pyotect his interest

in the Egyptian court. Now thetholem%ic king found himself A

v S

. )
in the same position Antiochus IV held ‘previously, and used
thelfame methods in'order to secure his interests in. the
Sefedéid kingdom. With the marriag& of his da&ghter to the

Seleucﬁd king Balas, he reasoned that he wouid manage to keep .

A
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3

his interests. This event can emphasize the great éhange 4
Y, .
\y -

in balance of power between the Seleucid and the Ptolemaic .

hous?s. -

o

However, it cannot be looked upon as the result of the

Egyptian strength,f%ut as the result of the Seleucid decline

a

. during this period of time.
This great shift came to expression later on when

Philometor entered Coele-Syria with a strong force, passing

-

through Ashdod and Joffa to PtolEma}s (Aco) in 148 B.C.E.

It 'is diﬁficult'Es'say‘whether ometor came in support . ¢

[
of Alexander Balas or against him.22 At Ptolemais, there L :

" clared Alexander was responsible. Alexander evaded Philo- .

]
was an attempt to assassinate Philometoyr .for which he de-
. 4
{

metot's demand tovgive up hmmonius,23 to be executed. That,
N as our sources describe, caused Philometor to support Deme- :
trius II as a claimant to the throne by giving him Cleopatra, ~
Balas' former wife as a wife.24 Demetrius II or rather the -, -

people who d}rected his action, naturally accepted the offer.
< T R

: The city q2 Antioch expelled Alexander, who fled to Cilicia

e

while Ptolemy PhilometoT gntefed the great Syrian city which

his ancestor Ptolemy Eurgetes'had.énte;ed as a congueror al- 3

most.a century before. The people of Antioch wanted neither .
~N . -
( Balas nor the son of Demetrius I. Ptplemy persuaded the

—

people of Antioch to allow the young Demetrius II to ascend ‘ .

his ancestral throne. Ptolemy was too prudént to accept

the offer of Antioch to become the king of the two houses,

while the Romang'kept a close eye, . . . "being skilled\in
' ] »

k] 0
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reading the futuré,\ he determined to refrain from appearing

to give.the Romans any reason for disliking him" . . . .23

The marriaée of his daughter to the fourteen year old
Demetrius II was his best solution, one whiéh aimed to achieve"
both purposes— to promote the Egyptian's interest within

ﬁhe Seleucid houg witl?out causing any escalation in the re-
~lationship between Egypt and Rome.

The isame mén who fn his boyhood had seen the house of
Seleucus intervening in the Ptolemaic hou?e, and had watched
Aneiochus playing the Pharaoh in 'Memphis, now was invited
by the Antiochians to dominate the Seleucid realm. The
change in the balance of power was not a result of the
Egyptian strength but rather as the resuit of‘ the Seleucic

\

weakhness, which reached such a stage when her traditiO(@i/

southern enemy._interfered in the most important matter of
Y\ 1 P L

N )—— .
the Seleucid affair: The question of who would be the ne(x\t

Seleucid king. As a result, this king had to fit ifh with

Ptolemies' interests: o . 4
>

The Edyptian sypremacy in Syria did_not last for a long -
.\_.‘ . .

time and it came(i:p an end with-the death of Philometor.
- i

metor left an infant son in charge of his sister -and wife,

’

Egypt was confronted with doubtful su'cceyssi'én, for Philo- -] ) /
j

Cleopatra II,whilst his brother, Ptolefny Euergetes, who

reigned in Cyrene, had been a rival claimant for the Egyptian o
[ 4 A
throne even during\'Philometor's life. This situatidn helped

Demetrius II's. count to rub out the result of the Ptolemaic

v '
reconquest/in Syria.26 , . ol
- s
«

P

—/ 4

N ——
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The Ptolemaic reconquest in €oele-Syria had a signi- |

ficant importance and proved more than ever that from the

death of Antiochus IV£he Seleucid Empire became weaker ang
weaker,.gg such an extent tﬁat‘the neighbghr%ﬁgwigyéile
Egypt, a reak kingdom herself, achieved such a great in-
flueqce over the Seleucid's affair%h This decline becomes

apparent when we compare it to.the period of 168/7 B.C.E.

*when the path of the Egyptian kingdom was in the fhands of a

.Seleucid king. . )

Most historians®’ who have studied the Seleucid Empire

considered the Seleucids as a weak empire from the beginning

‘of her history. However, those historians failed when they

3

Bpint to the period, after AntiocHus IV's death, in order to

prove their as umptlons. Therefore, Quire, as Thcherlkovar
l

’ puts it, is quite relevant: Was the Se}eucxd k?hgdom before’

. -
Antiochus IV a strong state which WSS fighting successfully

28
against the Eastern people? .
R , . ]
It seems that most of the scholars failed to distinguish

between the constant factors causing the Seleucid weakness

that were commonly accepﬁbd by all scholars including Thc-
. . ) e

herickover a “factors such as internal struggles and inter-

©

national for'ses that were of‘great‘influence on the Seleucid

4
Empire, especially af§er Antiochus IV'sdeath. However, to
consider one as a cause and arother as a result %?jthe wrong |

way to judge the events. We studied how all the Forces were

affecting iggh other and togethér causéd-tQ9 decline of tgir

..
Seleucid’ Empire.




- These difficulties were’ laid in the nature of adminstrating

-a vast territor%jdiﬁlheterogenic population, which created’

R |

. - 85~

ot

.-
The examination of the factd}s contributing to the"

SéIéucid decline helped us to determine how people could
carve their way to independence. However, one must bear
in mind the proper perspective when one uses the terms

"Seleucid Weakness".29

?ggte is no arguing that the Seleucid
Empire failed to control its vast territory. The problems
€§at the Seleucid faced were faced before them and after them

by great ancient Empires, such as the Acheamids and Rome.

giant Empires. .

s

The Seleucids found themselves gh 312 B.C.E. controlling \\T)

from the leginning several problems the Seleucids tried to
, ¥

solve. Mainly in their internal organization and their .

system of governing the Empife. This system was based on the .

diVision to Satrapies.*® The Satrapies were a Persian inheri-

tande, and basically a'‘cpmpromise system.
The Satrapy was an autonomous part in the'kingdom

éovq;ned by the local Satraps. 6 This division and administra-

. \
tive system‘had both advantages and disadvantages. The

Seleucids thoughé they would obtain peace, and win the nce,
~ ¢ B - ’

of their native population if they were being governed by - : .

N
their own leaders. 'This‘advantgge which the\Seleuci@s hoped

to mdintain was also their great disadvantage. The Satrapies
' * a

had external ties to the center. These ties could exist so
. \ - :

E

. far. as the kingdom waslsérong enough to exercise its militar&-)

sdpri?gghb3o When that power ceased t® exist, most of tﬂé .
-~ . N .
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satraps carved their Qay to independence, ,partly because all

the means for that were laid within the "Satraphy as an ¥
¢ ' LY
\
autonomous unit, while serving as Seleucid officials. We ’

can agree with Bevan, that even the Seleucid king would sub-

stitute For each of the Satraps, a Satrap appointed by him,

N :
he wou not gain much; the new Satrap would bﬁ just -like
' -

3

the ol d}nasts—-he would look forward to inciting the
occasion to revolt,31 The internal organization of the , N
' i 5 . .
- ~Seleucid Empire as an administrative organization was never

strong enough to bring the conquered people under the yoke

of poiitical disciplI™se. The vast ‘territories and their

} N . " °
topograph(@al d graphical complexion made it even harder

RPN

to control, espeéially when the means of transportation and

7
H

the lack of secure and good roads made a mllltary jeurney

to the East a very difficult one.32 This stretch created

sevgral logdstica} problems su&@ as the maingenance'of éhe
‘~army during a lo&g\jburney. Moreover, inﬁorder to protect -

such strategic ;dads, it was necessgry to maintain é hugé

army as well as maintaihing military settlement in’ im-

{ , R
- potrtant places. . ) T . ° \
The Seleucid klngs had to face all those loglstlcal 3
‘ v difficulties when they had to impose their policy and authority ';
: Tin thagremote borders of the kingdom. Such dlfflcultles |
\é brought upon compromises, as that of Antxoshus III' s 1nLthe
A East, while his advgnture in the East had extende¥ to eight
years. Antiochus III's military vicéory could not conc?al
his political fai%yre; The'successfgl”oiffﬁéive of Antioch?s
s’ ' ’ .
..
Ce /‘ SR ’
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THE HASMONEANS WAYS OF BENEFITING FROM

THE "WEAKNESS OF THE SELEUCIDS”

,This‘chapter wi;l éxaﬁine the means by bhich the Has=
moneans utilized the situation in the Seleucid Cmpire to
further their goal of £he creation of an independent state,. ;
This chapter will place inéc)proper perspective thé Weakness
" of the Seieucids especially pertaining to the situation in.
Judaaé. We will also examine Judaea's Special gtatus witgiq
the Seleucid kingdom. We shall show that fot all the factors
that are of impqrtaﬁce to a study of the "Séleucid Weagness"
as an Empire in the East, we;e‘of great releyance to Judaea.
Important factors such as long{distaéces, th; length and
duration of a military journey, as well as, limited trans-
portatiqg routes whicﬁ effgctea the mai;ten;nce of armies, C
were not valié in relation‘to the 3ddaean situagion.i Ong
nmust }nstead.consider the strategic value éf Judaea (posi~
tioned at the southern b6£éér of the Seleucid kinqéom) and

. . . ’ s

Judaea's economic vafue which derived from its location asﬁa .
crosgroads in the lNiddle East. g T

While examining the events of:this ?ekiod we have"
noticed that the Seleucids werereng;géd ?n.few campaigns in
' the East at thé same time that the_asleucid‘kings were in-
Qolgéd in constant mil};ary journeyé in Judaea. Although the

, Vd
Seleucid kingdom was not militarily weak in her encounters

_with Jugaea, Judaea was the test ‘case which exposed the -

- 94 - *
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Seleucid Empire's "weakness” and which helped us.to clarify
- the meaning of the "Seleucid Weakness". Judaea proved that

most of ‘the general. factors effectiné.the Seleucid Weakness

were not of great fhportance to the Judaean situation.. The
t

Hasmoneans utilized internal struggles over the crown

s

together with international invelvements to break the Yyoke ,

of th%‘Seleuqids. _ }

3

Therefore, we can not review all the aspects that led

SR / ~ \ I .
tod the establishment of the Hasmonean state ayrd place them in-
- / N

3 ‘o \
to proper perspective unless we understand what current

-

)

events toock place in tﬁé Seleucid kingdoa dgring‘ﬁhis period
of  time. ., SO . '
. It is clear that the milifarx force of Judaeg alone,

did not give her t$e power to exercise politicaf independl

ence. This we shall deteffnine from an examination of three

important military eneounters: Lysias 162 B.C.E., Bacchides 160”

_ B.C.E. ard Sidetes 134 B.C.E. These three incidents proved

.that the military supremacy of the Seleucid army was indis~

¥

putable.l When the Seleucids concentrated their military
might against the Jewish forces, the Hasmoneans could not
. *

resist for very long, only certain circumstances within the

kingdom avoided them from translating their military
4

0 4

victories into political achievements.
These\circumstﬁnceg were utilized with great skill by

the Hasmoneans who knew how to derive benefit from them in (ﬁz/‘,

order to create and maintain an independent state.

o e -

i
1
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‘tion of the creatidon of the Hasmonean state "And Jonathan
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First and Secohd Maccabees are surrounded with'great

mchs concerning the Hasmonean ttles. These battles are

‘described as battles between a fey against many. We shall

.prove that this was not always theWcase. However, an ex-

3

amination of Judah's lastbattle clearly exposes this myth.
Furthermore, the sources described the battle ‘as taking

place between the ,"Greek kingdom" on one hand and Judaea on

the other hand. That outlook of the sources can give us one

dimension of the reasons for'the exaggeration in the descrip-
' R - 4 /v \' ) 4 \.

tion of power proportion between the Seleucids and the Has-

moneans, throughout‘theﬁdescriptions,Nthe notion of the

#smalf Judaean forces confronting the Great Greek Empire

stood foremos; in the mlndi!of our sSources. ' ’ ¢
Our sources have the tendency to portray the creation
of the Hasmomean state in the. light oiva\military victory
over the Seleucids . . . "for this'victory contributed oot
‘a little to the regaining of their 1iberty."3 Nevertheless, ’
a study between the lines of these oame sources can deter—
mine the proper weléht of the Hasmonean mllxtary v1ctories,

and show thét on several occasions they barely escaped.

military defeats. These military failures placed ihto danger

the previous military achievements. - Therefore, our ultimate

task is to explore the way in which the Hasmoneans managed

to utilize the situation within the Seleucid Empire to

e it ome

carve their way to independence in spite of their military
inferiority. .

The writer of I Maccabees provides the best descrip~
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saw that the time served him, .'. . ."4:;The "time" ‘meant
the over-all gircumstances in the. Seleucids kingdom, the
great leadership of the Hasmoneans, and the high degree of

courage and sacrifice of .their army. All these facts

created the conglomeration of factors that led to inde-
14

. pendence during Simon's andyJohn's leadership. .

As we stated previously, the situation in Juddea
‘differed from that 6f the Eastern provinces. We have ana- . .
. lyzed in prévious cpapters tﬁe factors which caused tﬁe .

Seleucid Empi;e'difficulties. These facfors included  the
problem of controlling these satrapies. One of the diffi-
cﬁlties Ehat was central to this pfoblem‘was the Ygstness:
of the territories which the Selefcids had to control.’
Therefore, we analyzed the Hifficulties that the Seleucids
confronted in controlling their Empire. Thesg difflculties, ) -
however, fell apart when viewed in reference to the situation
“in Judaea. The effect of distance.from tﬁe-Seleucid c;pita1'
to the Satrapies played no role in Judaea's situation. o Ce
Judaea was located near the power c¢enter, Antioch. ihi@“
made it.easier £o control and to carry out policy and en-
fbrcemené. .The routes to Jud;ea,weré many and quite acces-
sible. There were no special topographical difficulties
_ they needed to face when marching into Jud;&;)s territory.
In addition to Judaea's geographical locatdion, in relation
.to the Sel;ﬁcid capital, Judaea had been a great strategi- -
cal and Qcogomical vélue. The location of Judaea was im- _
portant because it was a crossr;ad, which connected Syria to |

] ’

the Nabatians in the south, as well as providing access to
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the sea ports. Tts control.was without doubt of greate
. ~

economic and strategic importan(:e.5 The strategqgic iTportance
of Judaea is indisputablf. It caused, the long dispute be-—
. !

tween the Seleucid and Ptolemaic houses during the third and

v

second century B.C.E. The Seleucids gained control in 200

B.C.E. after the Banias battle. However, the PE:lemaic house

S

never gave up its claim over this territory.. THe territory

of Judaea was of great importance to the Seleucids as well
as to the Ptolemaic house as a buféer zone.

The great difference between the strategic status qnd
geographical location of Judaea compared with those Jf ‘the
Easgern Satrapies resulted in different Seleucid policy to-

.

wards Judaea. DuUYing the reign of Antiochus IV until the,
’

'reign of Sidetes, the Seleucids were engaged in only three

military compaigns in the Easf_.6 While on the other hand
the Sqleucié'werenengaged in a massive "policing policy" in.‘
Judaea, during the same period‘of time, all Seleucid kings
except Balas took part in that aggres%ive poli;y in Judaea;7
The Very rare intervention.policy in.the Eastern affairs
gréatly contrasted withla massive Seleucid military'%ctivity
in Judaea. This -once more reflects the special attention
and concern that Judaea‘reqéived in the Seleucids' affairs.

In order to understand the.Selchids' affairs, and the
Seleucids different pplicy for Judaea, one must note that
a%l the Eastern campaign launched, were all led by the

Seleucid kinqs themselves.8 This fact alone gives us some

indication as to the importance the Seleucid placed on their

campaigns in the East while at the same time we can estimate

-
L
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* the size of the military force/heeded to‘carry out such

o~ . campaigns. Campaigﬁs, such as these, involved a great por-
tion of thegseleucid army. In order to carry out military
expeditions in the East, it was necessary that the king
?njoyed a stable position. 1In other words, that his crown
was secure and unthreatened. This was a prerequisite to

\ carrying out any military expedition in the East. In‘adq;;
tion, we must also stress the logistic59 and economic
difficul%ies that faced a Seleucid king. Such difficulties
as these were not relevant with regard to the re;olt in
Judaea; While the 'massive involvement in the East was

1b

looked upon with disfavour by Rone, the "policing policy”

in Judaea was considered as an internal affair and did not
contribute to an escalation of tensions betweeﬁ\wae and
the house of Seleucus. Furthermore, we must emphasize that ™’

¥ .
all the campaigns in the East were headed by the kipgs them-

11

\ .. ., selves. In Judaea, thg military é%mpaiqns were handled

by. local Seleucid commanders.12 These Seleucid campaigns help

. . us study the concentration of’ the Seleucid military efforts
+

‘ during that battle or another, as well as to give us some *

indication of the Seleucid attitude towards the Hasmonean's

revolt.
N . Antiochuslv‘gpampaign in the East gave us the proper

berspective to evaluate the Seleucid attitude to affairs in

* [

Judaea. Antiochus left‘Lysias one of his commanders in

command of the kingdom's affairs from Euphrates till the

«

border with Egypt. This command included the task to suppréss

| 3
the revolt in Judaea’h\;n order to carry out his policf,

Ly
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A quite similar event took place when Demetrius faced Timarchus

. revolt in Medes. In that instance as well, althougsh Rome re-

A
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Lysias appointed three local commande}s. During the same time,
Antiochus IV himself conducted a great military journey into
the East. He . . . "removed from Antioch, from his royal

city, in.the one hundred and forty-seventh year; and he

“

passed over the rfver Euphrates, and went through the upper

wl3 . P
, ' Ve

In other words, Lysias estimated that the three 1oca1

countries.

commanders would be sufficient to ‘face and suppress the re-
volt in Judaea. While the importance of carrying out the

policy of the )gdvernment in the East necessitate the direct
command of the king, a5 well as a great portion of his army.

Part of the problem that the Seler—&%' king encountered

a®

during such campaign in the East were fMéntioned by the writer -

of I Maccabees. Antiochus gave his army a salary for a year
e

in advance. ~This fact alone gives us some indication , to

AL ¢

the economic and mllltary resources that were required to
carry out such a journey and the resulting difficulties they

[

created. These difficulties were the main reasons for more
Seleucid campaigns to the East:.l?~

We can assume that Seleucid attitude to Judaea M Qiso
reflected in Rome's policy. Demetrius I in 161 B.C.E. did not

hesitate uo carry out ‘his_policy dgainst the Hasmoneans

desplte the letter of alliance between Rome and the Judaeans.

.

cognized Timarchus the legitimate king of Medes, Demetrius

15

did not hesitate to fight and defeat him. The only way to

explain these exceptions in the Seleuci?(‘ policy which in
[y .
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. general showed a great cqncern with Rome's 'opim'.cm,16 is the
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assumption that Demetrius I recognized the Roman's foreign
policy. As a result, he\ knew that a "pélicing policy”
carried out by him would not change the balance of power and

the status gquo.

.
[

Therefore; such a policy would not b.rir:g about an’ es~
calation of tension between himself and Rome. In other words, A )
Demetrius I knew how farhe. could go with"out jeopardizing his
relationships with Rome. Therefore, regardless 6f the alliance
letters exchanged between the Senﬁe and the Jews and Timarchus,
Demetrius: I did not hesitate in th’e ulSe of harsh military méea-—
sures towards Judaea and Medes. From these\,instans\e‘s we can
determine Roman policy which although permi tted excl;ange of
lettejs of friendship with Judaea still considered Judaea as
a local power under Seleucid patronage. Judaea's efforts

g, .
to break from under the Seleucid yoke coincided with Rome's.

‘interests. In general, these interests encouraged every

means which weaken the Seleucids. However, the "policiné

policy" of the Seleucids in Judaea could not bring about

.

directl intervention of Rome, in other words that "poli‘f':ing

policy! could not affect the international balante of power )

17 /’ .
/

Rome foreign policy was of great concern to the Seleucid

which was Rome's g;éatest concern.

kings, ‘_’par‘tﬂicularly after the battle of Magnesia. ‘Neverthe- .

less, tﬁey did feel that this carrying out of "policing

= N f
policyc' in Judaea and other areas near the kingdam's capital
. : ]
would not bring about an escalation of tension with Rome.

“




’

{

- 102 - : ~

L4

Judaea's special position in the Seleucid Empire calls

for a revised outlook, concerning the creation of the Judaean

~*gtate. The “literary sources of time exhibit an unmistakable

tendency to surround the battle of independence with a great

- - [
deal of myth. They prei?nt it as a clear Jewish military
b . :

“ victory over the-Hellenistic pagah house. Furthermore, they

dramatize the victory as that of few against many,18 a battle

’

" between the righteous and the non devoted called by the name

wl3 ( 'Bnai Blial') E& reading between

"Pestilent Fellows
~the lines of these same sources we find that some Judaean
defeats are intentionailly Qnderplayed. ‘.

In dfaer to place into proper.perspective the military
balance’of power between the Hasmoneans and the Seleucids as
well as piacing i;%o proper perspect}ve the creation of the
Haéﬁonean state, we must analyze thiee military encounters:
Lysiag 162 B.C.E., Bacchides 160 B.C.E., Sidetes 134 B.C.E:.
These thqgs battles undermined all the prev1ous achlevements
of Judaea in the battle- fleldsfzo

Judaea was able to stop all four previous Seleucids'

attempts to‘%uppress the revolt until a serious attempt was

S , L)
made by Lysias and Antiochus V, the nine year old who joined
him.21 We can accept the numbers of soldiers who steok

13 k] ,' kd N » . :
part in this campaign on the Seleucid side as given by

Josephus . . ; 50,000 infantry, some 5,000 horses"22 . .

»
Thls Seleucid army was larger than the Hasmonean army, a

* 23

fact that wé can accept, based on Josephusl version

whigp derived\from ahother source rather than I Maccabees.24
Thé\;eéﬁlfs‘pf?that battle were clear: Lysias placed
. /
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Jerusalem under heavy siege duri the time d&at Jerusaiem and
the rest of 'the country were in Sabbatical year25 while one
portion of the Seleucid army maintained a siege on Jeru-
saleﬁ, another part held the siege on Beth-Z2ur and forced

her inhabitants to surrender the city. Meanwhile the con- ,
ditions of the besieged in Jerusalem become onse. "Thei{

~

supply of food, however, had begun to give out, for the pre-

sent crop had been consumed. . . . Many of the besieged,

therefore, ran away becaus® of the lack of necessities". . . .26

This was the state of affairs when Lysias was forced to with=-
28

draw from Jerusalem,27 but not before demolishing its walls.

The results of that military encounter between the two armies

o

L
was quite clear. Judah was defeated and forced to retreat

from Jerusalem and fled with the remainder to the‘province

of Gophﬁa.zgi Lysias' journey put the success of the revolt

in question.” He proved that a massive Seleucid operdtion ~

could éonfront and defe;@ the Hasmonean army.

Bacchides' campaign of 160 B.C.E. exemplifies the crea-
tion 6f,the_Hasmonean myth. The defeat in Elisa battle was
over-shadowed and the focus was placed on the glorious and
heroic fight of Judah and his handful soldiers made, in

their last battle. However, the writer's pro-Hasmonean bias

[

- can be exposed by an examination of the description of the

30

glorious Hasmonean victory over Nicanor. The author of

v

first Maccabees and Josephus whichqéré the only sources

available concerning the battle of Elasa describe it as a

battle between a.Jewish force of 800 soldiers31 opposed to a

32

- - N
Seleucid army of 20,000 infantry and 2,000 horsemen.

[P
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Prof. Avi-Yona was the first scholar who placed doubt

4 2s to the credibility hese figures.33 * He pointed out

‘the author's pro-Hasmpnean leanings and surmised that 15,000

Ysoldiers, most- probably, participated in Judah's army during

-

his last campaign. Prof« Avi-Yona as well rejected the
k
L4 &5 ~
figures of the Seleucid rce, following the same reasoning

Avi-~Yona theorized that as a result of the source's bias, the
figures were distorted, to maximize the strength of the

t wictor and minimize the strength of the defeated.
LY

Bar-Kochva's work is a reliable and important analysis

1

* of this battle. Bar-Kochva reviews the figures quoted in I

[ Maccabees after Lysias' retreat from his first campaigh in

o ‘y

o szaea. Simon carried out Judah's policy in the Galilee

o 1th a force of 3,000 soldiers, while Judah went to the Gilead

! 34

during the same period of time with 8,000 soldiers. While

© g
Judah and Simon carried out Judééa's Policy in the Galilee and

o 'G;lead, Judaea was left under Joseph Ben Zacharia and Azaria's

command. These commanders got entangled in a fight against

Gorgias near Jamnia after thej# defeat, the Hasmoneans showed :

heavy casualties which amounted to 2,000 dead. 3> 11 Macca-

" bees' attempts to ignore this defeat>® and-it can only be
Q » :
noticed by a close reading, and from I Maccabees description.37
+ . ‘ - -
By examining the casualties figures on the Jewish side Bar-
: o ]

Kochva could estimate the numbers of Jewish soldiers taking

part at the pattle.>® 'We can conclude with'Bar-Kochva-that i
N .

g R s

Bacchides' army stood a;zanst at least 20,000 Jewish com- 3

batants. We accept Bag—Kochvas"claim that in a defensive

war people that had not taken parf in .the salvation migsions
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" were forced to evacuate the populaﬁion which were helpless,
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3jrried on by Judah and his brothers joined in the formey.

n addlfion, there exxsted a hlgh morale and -spirit in the

Jewxsh quarters, espec1ally after the victory over Nicanor.

LY

All these factors indicates th?t the nqpber of 20,000 soldiers

39

under. Judah's command is quite reasonable. We will not

study the battle in detail.40 However, the description given
by I Maccabees serves to stress the point that the fight took

41

place between powers of equal quantity, and at the end of

the batt;z, the Hasmonean army was defeated. '
With Judah's death, all the previous achievements of
the Haé%oneens feel apar%.b Judaea once more became domineted
by the Seleucids.42 The Seleucid government represented by
Bacchides appointed people in hudaea to represent their in-
terests. The,Seleucid commander "chose out the ungodly men,
and made the; lordsof the country".43
While these two!military encounters took place at the
very beginning of tﬁe Hasmoneen'revole, we must focus our, ;g
study on the most significantlmilitary encounter which ook
place during the relgn of Antiothus Sidetes. This Seleucid
campalgn was carried out in the fourth'year of Sldetes
reign in the summer of 134 B.C.F. A year afte; John's suc-
cession es Judaea's leader,'44 thirty-three years after the
break out of the HaEmoneans' revolt and seven years after '
Judaea broke off the yoke of the Seleucids.45 Antiochus

Sldetes“%esleged Jerusalem while on his way to Jerusalem he

destroyed the country's economical supplies. 46 The siege was

- long and heavy. In order to ease the pressure, the. besieged

- P ALy
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to fight."ll-7 But those

.in order to continue fighting . . . iijg/retained only those

who were in the prime of life and able
people who were evacuated from the city were trépped in be-

tween the two armies. While Antiochus on his side prevented

their evacuation, they remained wandering between the walls
and Sidetes' camp. - This was the situation until the festival

of Tabernacles arrived. John was forced to accept the
! ¢

conditions imposed by Antiochus Sidetes. Accecording to these

’

conditions he had to hand over his arms, pay tribute for Jaffa

and other cities bordering on Judaea, *gave hostages and five

hundres talents of silver . . ." three hundred of which afd- the

hosta@es they gave at once among them being Hyrcanus, own

brother". . . .48 Antiochus left Jerusalem after he pulled

down the walls gncirclind the city.49

The results of Sidetes' military journey and the siege

3

A . -
on Jerusalem can once more provide us with evidence of Seleu-.

.

cid military power when concentrating a massive operation

- ~x
under the king's command. Such an operation demolished the
independence of Judaea, an indépe ence which was gained

during Simon's leadership after thnirty-three years of con-

stant struggle against the Seleucid hegemony. This defeat

-resulted in Judaea's becoming a satellite state while John

was forced by Sidetes to join his campaign against thé Par-
thians 130/129 B.C.E. However, it is clear £roh Josephus'[_

description . . . "when Antiochus undertook an expedition

against the Parthians, Hyrcanus set out with him“50 as that,

[

he joined the expedition. willingly and not under stress.

Josephus' double bias becomes clearer in the description of’
) e N
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: Jewish people. Although oné can not ignore these emportant
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the 51ege on Jerusalem. The sympathetic way in which he
descrlbed Antiochus Sidetes while at the same tlme aimed to
cover up the great defeat and the fact that Judaea became
a satellite state ﬂndeFlines,tbis bias.: In order to obtain
the reader's eympathy with Sidetes, Josephus'compated him to :'
Epiphanes, in such a way he c¢learly portrays Sidetes in a

positive light.stl

Furthermore, he shows eveq the surrender
of Jerusaleﬁ as a result of Hyrcanus .'...'"being'favourably
impressed by his (Sidetes) effabilityj‘aod learning of his
revetencelfor the Deity . . . ,"52 He described the.final
agreement achieved, as the result of negotiat}on between
equal sides. Those tendencies caused the description of
Hyrcaous joining Sidetes$' campaign in‘a positive maonegm

and not as a resoit of the harsh;tefms dioteted after heavy
defeat;53~ ,,: .

The eVents taklng place in the early days of John Hyrcanus

control, stressed once more that the‘small,Judaean state could

not withstand a massive operation held by the Seleucid army. ;wr

The situation ‘in Judaea qfter,sidetes' military campaign

‘put into the proper perspective the creation of the Hasmonean

"state. Those.events must be taken into coﬁsi&eration by

A

historians who portray the creation of the state solely as a

+

. . N » a . ) ‘ » '
result of military heroism and the inner strength of -the c -

a

factors, one must alsoplace thanlnto the proper perspectx\e

among all other events|as seen in our examination of the~
three military encounteds. . ’
\ - . ' R : R ?‘? . ' ) g
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, - We have studied tﬁathalthough tﬁe Hasmoneans were mili-
‘tarily defeated, they managed to maintain their way to inde-
pendence. They achieved full independence, mainly as a re-

y
sult of their ability to utilize the inner struggles over
the crown in the Seléucidikingdom, As well as the change in
the balance of power inlthe infernational,arena. This poli-
tical ability to utilize those changeé, helped theﬁ to t;ansL
'late their local mllltary power lnto political power. This L
brought them, step by step, to ;he creation oflgn 1pdepen- .

. dent state. ) | | - )
It is 'clear that it was not- the military power ofy
Judaea by’itself Which‘béved the éoad to-indépendence. How—‘
;ever, it was not a coincidence that Judaea obtalned her 1n—'

depengence during Simon's leadership. One df the great
'ﬁaSmonéans"aévantages lay with their kndwledge of inner -
geléuéid affairs. This political wisdom was indeed of '
great benefit to Judaea's leaders.54 The time was in favour-
of the Hasmonegns since épiphanes"death. ’They were also-

f 3

- able to benefit from changes in the international situation
’~

. including the growing power of Parthia in the East, and the
strategic position of ﬁomé in‘the West, as well as gheS;;n-
stant threat of‘the Ptolemaic house f?om the Sout;h.55

:nn L "'.L‘ The road to 1ndependence faced serious obstacles~ three
. AR :t}mes during Ly51a=' Bacchldes'gnd Sldetes‘ campaigns.

’ 5herefore, an examlnatlgs’éf the way 1n Whlch the Hasmoheans .

OVercamg these obstacles can clarlﬁy their success in achiev-

ing independence despite military inferiority.

P . . .... . [ . H > pini
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However, when we analyze the events leading to indepen-

dence, we must pay special caution to 6ur use of pro-Hasmoneans
sources. Therefore, in the sequel of this work we will T -
separate myth from facts. While doing so, we shall be able’

to examine the events taking place in Judaea and determine
how the Hasmoneans‘carved their way to independence, and
benefited from the internal struggles over the c¥fown in the
Seleucid house. As well as, the way they harnéssed the inter-
national forces to further their cause.

During Lysi;s' second jpurney to Jerusalem, the’Has-
monean force under Judah was defeated. The internal situa-
tioﬁ in the Seleucid kingdom was of greét help to the
Hasmoneans, since this situation avoided harsh measures at
the very beginning of the revolt. Jerusalem and the be-

. )
sieged people were caught, figuratively speaking, between the
anv;l*and the hammer. The military siege and the shortage
of food was caused both by the siege and the Sabbatical
year.56 At that c¢ritical moment in the siege, Lysias was

informed that Philipus, who had been apointed guardian to

Antiochus' son,57 returned from Persia, aécompanied by Epi-

~ v

phenes' forces. Lysias feared that Philipus, accompanied

by the great p?rtioh of the Seleucid army, would gain con-

58

trol over Antioch, the capital of the Seleucid kiﬁgdom.

-

However, Lysias never gave up his determination to maintain
the status quo, in which he controlled the kingdom in the
name of the "boy-king", Antiochus E?patho}. This explana-
tion is also mentiongd by the author of i Maccabees,59 It

was largely due to these motivations that Lysias departed

.
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from Jerusalem to Antioch. This Jdeparture was clearly to
Lysias' advantage, and further, his own interest. 1In fact,
Lysias iAformed his army that they had to return to K?iioch
was not as the result of, as he recalls, to his aré?; ﬁe—
cause of the siege and shortage of food. Lysias had to
convince his trgops.in the necessity of a quick departure,
just before Ehe fruits of victory were at hand. This\éx—
piangtion is reinforced by Lysias' actipon of demolishing
the walls of Jerusalem, in spite of his promise not to do
so. This action came as a resul{ of his need to strengthen
his’ position within his army, .and to boost morale. It was

L

an act which left no doubt as to who was on the victor's

60

side. The Seleucid &dWwny headed by Lysias had not achieved

their objective. Judah and his force were not destroyed

. and so not the.revolt. Therefore, as a result of an internal

struggle between Lysias and Philipus over the control of .
the kingdom benefited Judaea. 1In'order to neutralize

Antiochus IV's act of appointiﬁg Philipus as’guardian to

his son, Lysias actually crowned Euphator as a king.61

\

The return of Philipus to the capital of the kingdom forced

Lysias' quick departure from Jerusalem. After a.short

‘struggle between the two, Lysias was able to seaure Antiochus

Euphator and‘himself the kingdom.62 'Lysias, in order to
secure his;6wn interests within the kihgdom was forced Eo
depart from Jerusalem, although achieving the camﬁaign's
targetswere just a question of time.

Lysias qu Appiochué Vv did not maintain control for

a long périod of time. They were defeated by Demetrius
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Sqter.63 That period of timetuntil Bacchides' journey to
Judaea enabled Judah to Senefit. He gained support in

. Judaea and strengtRened his family's power and leadership
against hi§ "Heilenistic“ opponents headed by Elcimus, the
high-priest who was backed\by the Seleucid authorities.,

/‘ | After Judah's victory over Nicanor,64 the Hasmgneans who
> had géined prestige as the sole leaders of the Judaeegs,

signed their first alliance with the people of Rome. On
previbus relationships between Judaea and Rome, there exists
little information. In 164 B.C.E., half a year before Judah
,enééred Jerusalem, Roman delegates to the Seleucid!s Quintas ' .
Memmius and Titus Manliu565 favoured the Jews. 1In a letter
found in II Maccabees, the delegates expressed\th§ir will to

‘ represent the Hasmonean caus;t?_-66 before the Seleucid king.67

The alliance that Judah achieved with" Rome after his great '
victory over Nicanor was a reasonable and necessary S%ep.
However, it was clear to Judah that as 1ong as Judaea was
under Seleucid control, the Seleucids wouid maintain their
support of the "Hellenistic faction" which was guarding gheir
interests. Only an international force,6f the stature of Rome
could serve as a deterrent and bring abagt hange in the
situation. w; can assume that Judah rgaifzed the réél politi-
cal sitgatioh and the inferiority'df the Jewish forces. This
was evident after his encounters with Lysias. In order to (
prevent another massive Seleucid operation by Lysias against

Judaea, he exchanged a letter of alliance with Rome « aiming

te benefit from Rome's power as a deterrent. On this ground

\

.‘alone, we can also understand why the author of first Maccabees

’

» oot . -
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was so impressed with Rome. &an impressioniyhich he passed

over to his readers. —Romg was described as a powerful

68 He stressed Rome's stafus , s
, /

as a nation with a powerful 'army. "Antiochus -also, the

. nation with a-great reputation.

great king of Asia, who had come against them to battle

. . . had also been‘discomfi£ed by them" . . . 89 this ’ ; :
description leaves no‘goubls that word of the Magnesia battle
> in 190 B.C.E. reached as far as Judaea ané left a qup im-

pression on the author of first Maccabees and his con-

temporaries.7&“‘0ne of Judah's considerations in establishing /
—cm . ,
o a relationship with Rome aerived from the knowledge that the
Seleucid king himself had been hostage in Rome.71 His wresence
v in Rome had assured his knowledgé\of_Rome's military might.72 ) ‘ ) '
Such close contact with Rome's powefﬁgsuld not help but ef-
fect any Seleugid king Qho wishedvto confront Rome. Further-
more, Demetrius I escaped from Rome after the Senate refused
to recognize him as the Seleucid legitimate king. At the time
that Juqéh exchanged the letters of éiliance with Rome,
Demetrius I wasnot yet recognized by Réme as the leqitimate:
king of the Seleucid kingdom. Under these circumstances, ﬁ\\_‘
Judah had choseﬁ‘the-ﬂﬁst of possible time to es%gblish an
- C alliance'with Romé. In addition, Qe must note the ever-
present goal of Judaean le&dershié to Qttain international : |
recognitioﬁ for Judaea. Such recognition from Rome eould .
pave the road to independe;ce. The importance of such re-

cognition can be determined from other. ancient sources,¥such

73 "A Demetrio cum descivissent amicitia

¢

as Pompius Trogus.

-
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Romanorum petita primi ominum ex Orientalibus libertatem -

e
T e o B ot

~ Aacceperunt, facile tunc Romanis de alieno largientibus." in / .
- L] + (Lﬂ.
Qther words, the alliance with Rome, acc%rding to Pompius,

was par with indepepd"ence.-’4 The alliance between Judaea .

and Rome was confirmed by other sources other than 1 Maccabees. -
AN -
-II Maccabees (4, 11) tell us about John, the father of -

et

Eupolemus, ﬁﬁglwab %ggointed to the delegation which went to

deliver the” letter of alliance to Rome. Josephus also’?

mentioned that Judah was the first Judaean leader to sign a

treaty of alliance with Rome. It is clear that his source

)

.

L Y
was hot the book of I Miccabees. . .

The treaty between Rome sand Judaea was also confirmed ' o

M by the letter of Rome's consul, Gaius Fanius Strbo, to Cos.76

77'at that time,

Strbo served as a consul in 161 B.C.E.,
the treaty was signed. The context of thamleéter included "

assurances for “safe return to Jerusalem of the Judaean

- .
-

de}egates.
o
- We can conclude that the treaty took place after the

victory over Nicanor._-l8

MoFeover, the alliance was in Rome's
interest, an-interest which was clear to Judah from hls prg!
vious encounters with the two Roman delegafEs, Quintus Memnius
and ‘Titus Manlius. Ag»we have pointed out prev;ously, Rome
was willing to suppgprt every element Ehat would weaken fhe , . |
Seleuqid Empire, Judaea or Medés, as lofg as they served
R | Rome's intefests. ‘This alliance, aécording to,ﬁ. Stern,79 ?

'belohgs to the category of alliances which the Republic

signed with nations outside. Italy. This alliance was between

LI ) : D
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equal parties "Poedus Aequum'" ¥ such category we have
many eXamples.Bo The act‘of such an allfance by small

people of less 1mportance than Judaea did rfot affect their

, 1 ¢
status as independent or-their sovereignty. Such alliances

n
were divided into two aﬁrts. A. .neutral friendship, B.
" defence pact.
However, the assumption that an alliance with Rome-

~ - B
i would effect the. Seleucid attitude to Judaea, was a dis-

illusionment. The presence of Demetrius in Rome not only
familiarized him with Rome's power, bt also with Rome's
! foreign policy.Bl This fact bocomes clearer considering

the circumstances which led to his escape from Rome and ¥

his good personal relationships with some influential

82

figures in Rome. Demetrius I's familiarity with Romq' s forefgn

v

policy helped hlm to establisih his own. He knew to what
extent he could stretch the rope in his relationship with
N . Rome. Demetrius realized that except for\ lip serviée to
5 Judaea, Rome would not interfere directly in the events .
taking place in that regibn. Local rebellions and their sub-
sequent suppreSSLQn did not change the }ﬁternatlonal status
< quo. The measures 1n1taated by the Seleuc1ds in Judaea were°‘
M/;Lconsidered only a part of thelr "policing policy" and tbe:e-

u

fore did not alarm Rome. DemetriusI's policy justified itself
hY .

in the long run when he managed to carry on his campaign in |

_ the East against Timarchus while simultaneou31Y‘Bacchides
- defeated Judah in Judae—a.83

With the death of Jugah, thé‘prévious achie&ements of

” the Hasmoneans collapsed. ““The author of first Maccabees

e
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ing that when there was a strong Seleucid regim?f\qudaea was
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o
v

described this period: e ;

«

»
. . . "after the death of Judas that the law-
l¢ss put forth their heads in all the borders .
of Israel, and all they-that wrought iniquity
rose up . . . . And Bacchides chose out the
ungodly men, and made them lords of the
country, "84 , '

Once again the Seleucid government selected leaders in Judaea

who . would represent their best interests and clearly pushed

v

aside the Hasmonean family and their !supporters.85 ’

Meanwhile, Demetrius continued his ambitious policy. ,(
When he marched to the Easé in 160 B.C.E. he was welcomed
with great affection and g;atitudg by the people and was . -~

given the narnegSoter.86

However, his ambitions caused
him trouble when he intervened in the internal disbute over
whe crggn in Cappadocia and in 154 B.C.E. in Cyprus', which ®

was under Ptolemaic patronage.

During this period of time, the, Sedeucid king was en-

4 ~

gaged in a policy of international intervention which gave

7

. Judaea respite‘from pressure, and helped,Jonathan? to

0

orgapize his forces. Jonathan recognized the sStrong posi-,
: /

/

tioni{of Demegrius within his own kingdom, while his recent
A .
miligary victories convinced Jonathan to @aintain a low pro-

file. At the same time, he organized his forces and

awaited for a more propitious time to act.BB ’ e

This state of affairs sdpporfs’our hypothesis by show-

[

’

unable to advance towards independence. T D

There is little source material concerning~this period,
- N ! r

aJ

except for references to the attack by thé Children, of Ambri

-
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'~ fTherefore, he decided to return to. Antioch.
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on Jth/and his companions and the retaliation action of

»

. the Hasmoneans. Only a minor incident which carries few

implications to our study reveals an encounter with Bacc- Cf
- P
9 -

hides.8 Bacchides reinforced the Seleucid presence in

.Judaea by fortifying cities and installing within them .

» N
military garrisons. This strengthened Judaean ties with
\ N b
the Seleucids. ¢« In keeping_with his policy, Bacchides toock

90

hostages and kept them in Acre. There exists little in-

formation from our sources (160-153 B.C.E.) concerning the
events of the next' seven years. o
It is clear however, that Jonathan spent that time

strengthening his position as a leader in j&daea, as well as,

, >

building by the Hasmomeans force. We can.determine this

growth in power because‘dnly two years after, Bacchides' de-
: ‘ r
parture from Judaéa,gl a delegation from the Pro-Seleucid

-

* faction'set forth cohplaints before the Seleucid king. They y

warned Bacchides of the danger of the increased power of

¢

the’ Hasmoneans. This news(gesulted in the quick departuré
A £, §

of Bacchides to Judaea, where he found the Hasmonean army

/ campr;% at Beth-Basi.gz' Although Bacchides laid siege on the

“

city, Jonathan and some troops were able to get awaxrand
Aattack Odomera and the Children of Phasiron.’> &imon and
his forceg remaining at Beth-Basi were able to withstand

the siege. Bacchides did not expect such a confrontation
[ - ’ :

from the Hasmoneans, ? especially when just two years pre-

viously-he had demolished the Jewish army’ and, their' leader.
- P O
95 »

-In order to '’
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‘decrease’ tension in Judaea, Bacchides released many war

brisoners that were taken during his previous campaign.,

The dynamic policy of Demetrius I dﬁring his long reign '
(162-150 B.C.E.}), did not give the Hasmoneans any chance to
break the Seleucid dominion. Evéry e\f'lfort towards inde-
pendence at that time was cduntered by a massive Seleucid
suppression. It was thi:s time that Jonathan built his %’
power, and gained supﬁort from the Judaean population.96 |
Demetrius' policy which prevented any possibility of a break
in his control of Judaea, also involved him in the affairs °
of other nations such as Cappadocia and Cyprus. This dynamic

policy was not regarded with favour by Rome 227 rome did not

favour him since the early days of his reign .and therefore, \/

. did everything to isolate him politically. Rome supported

-» .
every rebel element in his kingdom. When a coalition of-

»

forces was set up to overthrow him, Rome gave her blessing

98

to the new candidate, namely Alexander Balas. Alexander

Balas was supported by II .I\x:t:valus,g9 king of Pergamum,
Ariarathes V the king of Cappadocia, as well as Ptolemay .
Philometor, which tgbk an active part in Balas' crowning.’

All these forces were united under one qhuse, ‘namely the

n e

overthrow of Demetrius I.

While major forces pressed from outside of Demetrius 1I's

1060

kingdom, the crown became insecure at home. Under these

t

circumstances, Demetrius I aimed to insure this southern

border, Judaea, or at least, prevent Judaea from joining the )

coalition of forces set against him.ml

»

some éompromises that previously, because of his powerful'

.
> -
v 0 o L

Demetrius I proposéd- '
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position, he ‘had never been willing to make. Now, he .

~

"ga him authority to gather togéther fordes, and to
provide arms, and to be his confederate; and he commanded

thal they should deliver up to him the hostages that were
’

w102

in the citadel. Jonathan immediately écted on those

promises, received back the hostages from the Citadel and

started to gather forces which helped him to fortify %Pd

103

build the walls of Jerusalem and Mount Zien. The

strength of Jonathan's forces, together with Demetrius I's

compromises ;aus!& many of the strongholds' inhabitants

forméflf built by Bacchides to flee. 104

Meanwhile, Alexander Balas continued his struggle
against Demetrius I over Jonathan'} support which fesulted

in a generous offer given from Aco-Ptolemais in which he

1 8

appointed Jonathan as high priest. To give, evidence of his

good will, he sent him a purpfe robe and a crown of gold.los

llIt was the first time since the outbreak of thp Hasmonean
revolt that a leader of the Hésmoﬁégn house had been offi;
cially recognized by a claimant to tgf throne as the legi-
. timate 1e$der of Judaeé:' Jonathan worelpsﬁthe garmé?t‘
which symbolized to all that he accepted Balas' recognition
of his leadership, but still he kept a low profile by not
yét lending his suéﬁqrt to eLther.;ide. This tactic proved
itself to be a sound ‘one, when: Jonathan obtained more com-
promises giveg‘in hopes of g&iningohi§ support. These éom-
promises ingluded‘freeing Jews from tributes, and Tfrom

L4

custom on salt and from the crowns and other taxes as

e 3

well. Demetrius I also promised 'th€ expansion of Judaea's

-
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territory by annexing three districts from Samaria. I
addition, he promised to grant money and presents to e
Temple iq-‘Jerﬁ;.lsalemp and for the building of its Wélls.l07
Moreover, the kipg allowed Jonathan the recruiting of thirt'i/ '
thoﬁsand soldiers who»,vrzould be paid fr;-om.the Royal Treasuty. .

In spige of these generous promises offered by Demetrius I,
Jonathan decision to support Balas proved his politicél wi;s-
dom. Jonathan was familiar with Demetrius I's regime.wh_ich -
did not give the Hasmoneans any chance to break towards in-

~ dependence. However, it was clear to Jonathan that the king

lost the popular ground of sup'port in his own capital.
; .
Furthermore, he realized_ just how pf)werful was the consolida-
tio/n of powers against Demetrius I, whic(h included Rome and :
Egypt. Under sucit politica'l circumstances, Jonathan knew ,
. which side he must subport in Iorder to progress Judaea's
° interest. The acceptance of the purgle“ robe and crown of
gold from Balas on one hand, and his diplomatic dellay in
assuring support to any of the parties on the other hand,
keeping for a .while a neutral stand, brought forth generous ‘
cpmpfomises from Demetrius I and- at the same time raised-

108

the value of Jonathan's support to Alexander. Jonathan's

support of Alexander proved itself later on when Alexander
- defeated Demetrius I..109 : . e | *

“ During Alexander's reign, Jonathar received formal re-
cognition of promises given 'préviously by Alexander while

he was a claiman€. When Alexander married Cleopatra,

Ptolemay's c}‘éughter in+162 to the Seleucid Calendar (150/151

B.C.E.), Jonathan was invited as a guest of honour to the .
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celebration. Jonathan's 'position was s0 solid that during

-’

Qhe ceremonies when members of the “Hellinistic party" set
forward complaint to the king against him, their complaint

was rejected and Jonathan was accepted with great honour
»

and appointed as "Chief friend”, "Captain" and "governor of

a province. n110

-

. It was the \first time that the Seleucid house recognized
officially the status that Jonathan already had as a military’
and political leader of his people., This was, in addition
to the position of high priest that was promised when the

struggle between Balas and Demetrius I took place.

111

' Alexahder Balas' kingdom was gorrupt. The king

diffused his pdi%z& among some members of his court and ap-

pointed Diodotus and Hierax governors of Antioch,l12 while

the central govermment was controlled and ruled by Ammonius.
1

Alexander's "weakness of character rendered him incompetent
113

to govern ;xkiri/gdom". ... This weakness of the
chara;:ter was probably . the reason béhind the wide support

he got as a claimant, and can also explain Rome's non-
‘intervention in Seleu(id's affairs. Rome was pleased with ..
the d:'.tstribxlxtiOn of power between several mnembers of the .
Seleucid court. Rome favoured such a state of affairs. For
the same reasons, our sources described Alexander's reign

‘in a sy‘mptthetie way. During A}exénder's rei.gn, Jonathan‘
obtained official recognition of his leadership. Alexander's
ir;ternal weakness fsrevented any possibility of retregting'

from the conmpromises he granted before as a claimant to the

throne. This weakness provided Jonathan with the political
. \ '
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vacuum which enabled him to extend Judaea's .territory and
to strengthen his position within Judaea.

"In the year 165 to the Seleucid calendar (147/8 B.C.E.),

Demgtrius I1I, the new cla‘imant to the throne, came from Crete,,l‘14

supported by the Syrian governor, Appollonius Taus. Meanwhile,
3

Jonathan maintained his support for Alexander Balas because
under his régime Jonathan could carry out his ambitious

policy. Jonathan, a'pting in the name of the Syrian king,

faced Appofonius in that battle Appolonius was defeated. As

aJ réesult, Appolonius' stronghold i‘p Joffa Isurrendered.

The Hasmonean army entered the city of Asdod and set on

fire the Dagon Temple and the @eighbouring farms.

Jor‘xathan returned. to Jerusalem with great amounts of —
booty.lls‘ In gratitude to his loijalty, he received ail of' -
the terxritory of Ecron and rﬁany other gifﬁs.‘ls Jonathan ~ '
utilized his pow.er in the name of the king to extend Judaea's ' -‘\/

territory.

Under such circumstances, it was clear why Jonathan's
interests .lﬁr in maintain—{gg .tﬂe st;atﬁs quo. - When the politi-
cal situation turned in favour of Demetr:‘gﬁs, Jonathan found

himself still supporting Balas while Demetrius II got Ptoleinay's

suppoi't. 117. ‘In addition to international pressure, Antioch's

citizens were dissatisfied with Alexander's'gowérnmem:.118

. °

In the struggle that took place bétween the‘two, Alexander

was defeated119 and killed while trying to escape to the
Nabatians. 120
While Demetrius II sat upon the throne in 145 B.C.E., e

Jonathan besiéged_ Acre in Jerusalem. Jonatt}émdetermined
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-thatfﬁhe struggle over power bethen the two pfovided his
best opportunity to conquer Acr?. The“}nstabiliEY'

of Demetrius II's early days in reign was quite familiar

to Jonathan. The poéulation oflAntioch still remembered
his father and as a d&gul;, were not satisfied with the new
king. beﬁet;ius II became the king after the massive inter-

]

vention by the Egyptian king. Being in such a posiéion,
C- P}

Demetrius II could not react drastitally against Jonathan's

\ A

" attempte-to conquer Acre. He called him to Aco-Ptolemais.’

There, Jonathan asked Demetrius II to exempt Judaea and the
three regions annexed from taxes, ' This.demand derived from
previous promises given by Demetrius' father to. Jonathan.

Jonathan once more demonitrated his great ability as a poli-

?tiqian.' He knew when and what demands to place before

[

Demetfius II. His policy was a‘great succe Demetrius II
reaffirméd the promiées,given by his fatherz The result was
an,official recégnitibn of the special.status of Judaea and
the three annexéd\regiops. Jonathan used the.game method

he had‘:;;d‘previously when he traﬁsléted promises'given by
Alexander as a rival té the fhrone, to action when Alexander
gained thé power. Demetrius II.confirmed the status of the
three’}egiohs in Samaria ;nd all the apggintménts that
Jondthan received frbm the previous Seleucid kings. Jonathan
was called by the king: "Chief Friends."lzl, Although the .,
immediate stoﬁ of Acre siege is not'mentioned by our sources
it was probably obtained as-a result of Demetrius' last con-
cessions, ’ /.

A
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Demetrius II's regyime was in the midgt of unrest caused
by its unpopularity among Antiochian c;itizens.l22 From
I Maccabees, we learn aﬁout the unrest among the population v |
- of the caéital.lzb' This situation erupted later on in a )
form of a&revolt in Antiogh.‘*ﬂeanwhile, DPiodotus of Apamea,124 "'
(knawn as Tryphon), ‘a former govefﬁ§r of Antioch during
Alexander palas' regime,l25 took under his patronage Alexander's
son. Diodotus declared Antiochus' VI, as a claimant to the
throne. ’ )
Demetrius'il's internal difficulties pressu;ed him into
K . asking for Jonathan's support. " Jonathan.was willing to grant
his support, but ndt'before he’accepted Demetrius II's pro~ . *
mise, including the withdrawal from Acre, and other strong-
holds.l26 Because ‘Jonathan's miliéary assistahce was vital ‘ﬂ
- for secu ing Demetrius II's crown, he ﬁrbmised to fulfill
these reguests. Jonatﬁ;n sent three thousand soldlers to the
Seleucid capltal ‘to suppress &he revolt.127\ This event marks
a turnlng point in the history of the Hasmoneans' struggle
in which. an Hasmonean army crossed the borders of "Eretz
" Israel” towards the Selelicid cépital to assist the Seleucid
kin§ to seCQre his crown.’ Becauée of this difficult situa=-
tionﬂ Demetrius ;I was willing to grant any concession in
Judaea in order to suppress, the revolt and majintain his crown,
«fven if it ingludes the promise to withdraw from Acre, a
ﬂ:fD . promise that even.a weak king such as Alexander,'did not give;‘ 3
Acre had symbo%ized the subordination of Judaea to/:he
- " Seleucid kiﬁgdqw; Jonathan's forces helped‘the king to over-

come the revolt. The Seleucid king in return for this help,
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128

, gave the forces a great amount of plunder. When Demetrius

( II found himself again secure, he backed off from promises he

had given Jonathan.
v 4
The oppression of the revolt in Antioch did not alter -

+ Diodotus and Antiochus VI's plans. Furthermore, a great part

of Demetrius II's army deserted and joined Diodotus' ca.mp.129

¥
There was constant bitterness among the population towards
- R oy
. Demetrius II's regime, and they wajited for the proper ~__

130 ‘ :

opportunity to, expel him, This opportunity arrived when

Demetrius II was defeated by Diocdotus. A victory that se-

131

cured Diodotus' position at Apamea. Assisted by 1local

’

elements in Antioch, Diodotus was able to conguer the cit:y.132

Demgtrius II pulled out towards Cilicia.
At this.point, the.Seleucid kingdom was divided into

two regions. One region was controlled by Demetrius II.

%

This included the areas between Sgleucia to Leaban, Laodicae,

Tyre, Sidon, Mesopotamia and 'Babylonia".133
f . . .

"**was controlled by Diodotus and Antiochus VI and it contained

» .

The other region

the central .regions of the\kingdom, the Elrvantes valley

from Apamea to Antioch. .
Due to these circumstances, in order.to gain Jonathan's J

support, Antiochus VI and Diodotus confirmed once again all
. 4 s
134

the promises made by Demetrius II. In.addition, Simon was

/ appointed as a "Royal Strategos"l35 ‘« + o"from the Ladder

136

of Tyre unto the borders of Egypt". Although Josephus

=

: ) B
‘ . in Antiqujities explains Jonathan's support to Antiochus VI %

137

on moral grounds. We can see beyond the moral motives

s that the support for Antiochus VI and Diodotus was very

» . )
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ne'cessary to the interests of Juaaéa, especially' after the
previous bit‘tef experience with Demetrius I1's promises.
Jonathan's pc\)licy was a realistic one. His main cQncern was

with t—ﬁe bt’anefits he ‘c'oul‘cl,,gain by his support fqr either

party. He wished to support E;ie mty’which w0u1d‘ provide

fiim with the ‘greatest opportunit¥ for his political aspira-
tion. P.ve can not, therefore, acéépt’ Josephus's explanation
but instead view Jonathan's actions as wise political moves
made in Judaea's best interest. This political move j\:\sti-"
~fied itself with the appoin:ment of Simon as go‘vernor of the
region which encompassed the Ladder of Tyre till the borter
( ’ . QofJ Egypt. P

¢ This appointment helped Jonathan to carry out his mili-

~

=

tary expeditions in the name of Antiachus VI. Although-

Askalon opened her q.a’?:‘eg,.:‘o‘Jnnathan,'l38 Gaza refused to

grant her support to Antiochus. As a result, Jonathan sieged
the city. After burping her outlying wvillages, he took

139

-hostages which were brought to Jerusalem. After his cam-

paigm, along the sea s"hore: he confronted Demetrius II's ,

f'orces in the Galilee at Kades.‘/Although he 'had gome d%ffi-
culties at the beginning of the battle, at the end he.de- ,

\ feated Demetrius .II's commanders. Simon in the meantime,

‘ besi'eged- Beth-Zur until they surrendered. Simon made Beth-

. 4
. . Zur a Hasmonean garrLSOn.l 0

Beth-Zur was no longer a‘constant
threat to Jerusalem and Judaea. Jonathan was able to utilize

the situation by acting under Antiochus VI's name. Jonathan

-

took an active part in the battle against Demetrius II's com-

-

manders in the north of Hamath, an aréa which was far beyond

£
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Judaea's bdrders. 141

He continued his campaign, passing
through Damascus defeating the Gabadaefs. Meanwhile', Simon
moved from Askalon to congquer Joffa, andlestablished there a
Jewish garrison.l42 S8imon also built and fortified'Adida.
The fortification of Ad‘i‘gia was a necessary step to secure
Jerusalem and ‘Judaea's adcess to the sea. Jonathan fortified
Jerusalem and besieged Acre.143
Jonathaa, acting in the lgying's’ name, extended the
boundaries of Judaea and provided her with the gate to the
. oo
Seﬁl—Joffa. In adddition, he did not hide his intention to
break Seleucid control. This wa; demonstrated when he 14id
siege to the Cit:adel.144
Jonathan's activities in the lodcal arena did not alter
his acti\:e foreign policy. Jonathan realized that this was
the proper time,to renew Judaea's relationship with Rome.

~
Jonathan's siege ?f Acre was met with great anger by Diodotus

and Antiochus VI, in whose name he.acted. Therefore, now

“

more than ever, Jonathan needed Rome's recognition and the
renewal of the relationship with the Spartans. The timing
of the renewal of the relationship with Rome serves to

illustrate Jonathan 's outstanding foreign policy and his

great leadership. A renewal of the treat':y of 161 B.C.E.

dux"ing Balas' ’re%ime could only uﬁdermine the good relation-
ship between Jonathan and the Seleucid king. The Seleucid-
kingdom was divided into two part‘s'v}hen “Jonathan gave his.
support to Antigchu§ VI and Diod"c.atus, (Knc;wn also as Try-
phon). This provided Jonathan with the necessary politi'cél
vacuun, which he .needed to s.trengtheri Judaea and extend her

>
territory.
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;'ﬂMe siege of Acre was a "de fé;to" Act which aimed to
eliminate Seleucid control over Judaea. Jonathan needed
Romefs recognition and support for this~act.« This support -
he tried to obtain by sending Numenius and Antipater to
Rome. Our sources do not tell us Jonathan's mgtives in
sendfﬁg delegates to Rome in order to renew the glliances.
Previous‘;featieé with Rome during Judah's leadership were
not fruitful. However, part of the answer can be found by

readinqﬂbetween the lines of Pompius Trogus.l45

He cqgnsidered
an alliance with Rome as equal to freedom. We can assume

that Jonathan wished to achieve through that alliance entrance
to the international arena. 1In addition, such a treaty would
serve as a deterrent to the Seleucids, although it did not
carry any immediate political benefits. This intern3€T§Pal
recognition carried also an iﬁdirect effect, by strengthening
Jonathan's position within Judaea together with bre§cking N

Judaea's isclation from the rest of the world. For the same

reason Jonathan renewed his relationship with Sparta.l'46
, . . }
Momigliano in hi troduction to the Maccabean tradition147

P

claimed that the letters were not reliable because Jogfthan's'/

fetter,to the Spartans was not mentioned in the letter of

148 )

the Spartans to Simon. This claim can not be accepted

-

‘ € . . ] 13 ’ I Q
on the basis of Momigliano's assumption that the source

desire to glorify Judaea's power ‘caused the necessity to \\

provide us with suf a letter. This was characteristic to

‘the Hellenistic style of wfiting. But all these claims

questioning the authenticity of the letter must be rejected,

if we assume that it was a result of the pro-Hasmonean bias

K
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of our souf—ces. It is clear that he would achieve it better

’ -

with a description of Judaea's relationshib with a powerful - .

P e selalFane ot W0

B >

military nation. Sparta esp'ecially, can prove the authentic-
L4

ity of our letter. Sparta during that time was not an in-

-

ternational power, a fact that Jonathan was also familiar

with. "We were not minded, however, to be tro e\sgmﬁ:o you,

or Bo the rest of our confederates and friends in thesewars;

for we have the help that is from heavén to help us" . . . .14’9 )

. - oo
However, we might be concerned with Sparta's good relation-

150

ship with Rome. Such relationships between Rome and Sparta“

gave us another aspect to the background of the renewal of ' )

the relatienships between Rome and Sparta with Juciac-za.151

- AT ) 4

The Hasmonean activity in external and ‘interne:ll affairs
called for Tryphon's special attention, espe'cially After Jtheh
‘siege on the Citadel and the renewal of the relationship with
Rome. This Hasmonean policy sweﬁ:t away any doubt jas'to (

N '

what their intentions were. “The new situation in Judaea

Poviscn 5o

caused Tryphon's departure towards Judaea. We can not accept .

r

first Maccabees' explanation to Tryphon's expedition against i
(Y ot ’ :
Jonathan as a step to eliminate an obstacle for his long

52

range plan, to murder Antiochus VS[..l Jonathan's concern
with the internal Seleucid affairs was merely a politicals

one, and not a moral one. Jonathan realized that the con-

tinuation of a status quo would best serve hig, interests. A N

»

situation%;@ich the Seleucid kingdom was divided into two..
7his situation, indee,d,'helped him to pave Judaea's road %

independence. o : ¢ '
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Diodotus, (knows as Tryphon) as we méntioned previously,
was aware of Jopathan's intentions and aimed to disrupt them.
As a result, he went ‘to confront Jonathan at Beth—Shvs.-arl.J‘53
Jonathan's great-army _persuad?d Tryphon-“to elimihate Jonathan-
in another manner. He convinced Jonathan of his good '
intentions ‘and invitéd him to join hfm in further discqssiqn

of their affairs 4n Aco-Ptolemais. Tryphon promised he would

\ > give 'Jonathah the city, together with all the other forti- 1

+ N . a .
fied cities.154 But when they arrived in Aco, Tryphon
murdered Jonathan's entourage and took Jonathan as h(>sta\ge.l55

Simon took the leadership after Jonathan's °~capture.156

Simon ¥athered all the manpower available, most of \whom had .

. previously belonged to Jonathan's army( §imon completed the
. ’ M , -
fortification of Jerusalem and sent Jo(wathan the’ son of

Absalom, to expell the native population from Joffa At this

stage, the city became a Jewish city and an integral pajrt%f

L 157

Judaea. At the same time, Tryphon marched with his army

R towards Jerusalem holding Jonathan as hostage.l58 Tryphon‘.

explajined hﬁt.o Simon that the reason he held ‘Jonathan in cap-
tivity was due to his failure to pay the Royal debts. But- .
if ‘Simon would pay these debts, Jonathan would be:released.

Although Simon was forced to give in to Tryphpn's extor--

i v
‘tion,ls? Jonathan was not released. Tryphon did not give up

, his plans. to conquer Jerusalem via Adora, but heavy snow .

v

and due to his long journey he altered his plans and .re-
~ .

,!:.'.

. ‘treated with his forces.via Gileaf while executing Jonathan
at Bascama.l®0 ' _ R o N

k)
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L4

During this time, the power struggles over the supremacy

within the Seleucid kingdom continued, on the one hand,

Tribhon and Antiochus VI and on the other Demetrius';I.161

162 who
had been used as a puppet. The fwurder of Agtiochus Vi
signifies the:decline of tHelkingQOm, in which a non~-member
of the Royal family set-upon the thrope.

Simon knew now how to utiliZe this situation. He
ﬁQ;tified Judaea's strofigholds and storéd,them wigh food
preparing’ them for a long siege. simoh also gave his sup-

port ‘to Demetrius II for different reasons. Tryphon was
» “ s

the murderer of Jonathan. . Tryphon also carried on an ambi-
¢ . (s

tiops policy in Judaea. Simon assumed that Demetrius who

. . .
has,lostlcontrJJ over Judaea to Tryphon would be willing to

grant him new concessions, in order to regain.some control
3 s ! N

fn Judaea. Simon's' demand in return for his support: the,

PN * A -

‘aqhﬁsvement"as marked in I Maccabees, ‘ .

_ A

exemption of Judaea from taxes. The demand was accepted

’ 163

by Demetrius II. This event (142/3 B.C.E.) was a great

;. In the one hundred and seventieth year was
s the yoke of the heaten taken away from
Israel. And the people of Israel began to
write in'their instruments and contracts
. 'In the first year of Simon the great hig?
. - priest and captain leader of the Jews'.

That eVent’signifies'another'step in Judaea's road to in-
AY ‘ s
degendence. Simon's ¥equest came as a result of the new
0. ' , .
political situation in which he realized that Demetrius II

would grant any promise to Judaea, which was not then under

his. domination. Demetrius II welcomed every-power ‘that-

+

i
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. .
could confront Tryphon. The alliance between Simon and

\

Demetrius II had immediate effects as we can determine from

our numismatic sources in Gaza which provide us with coins —
R

bearing Demetrius II's name in 171 to the Seieqcid calen-

165

dar, until 173 to the same calendar. The friendship

>

between Demetrius II and Simon restored temporarily Deme-

trius-II's control in Gaza until his fall in Partpia's

166

captivity. In addition, we must consider the impact of

Simon's good relationships with Rome on Demetrius II's con-

cession®.  "For he had heard that the JeWﬁghad been pro-

claimed by Romans friends, and confederates, and brethfen,
~

'gnd that they had met the ambassadors of Simon honourable."

The nature of the relationship' between Rome and Judaea
~ .
could not.be ignored, by any Seleucid king. We can attri-

bute’ that friendly relationship to Rome's "cold" attitude

towards Tryphon.

-
L]

'Simon; following his brother Jonathanfs policy, re-~

sulted in greater momentum to the international relation-

ships of the Hasmoneans. He renewed the alliance with the

Spartan5168 and fof the renewal of the friéndship

he sent Numeniu$ with . . . "a great shield of gold of a
thousand pound-weight, in ofder'to confirm the confeder cy

with them"'.l69 This confederacy was very important to

~

Simon and the timing of its renewal gave the relationship
a power of deterrence. E8pedially'for the shaky Seleucidi~

kingdom,'Rbme's stand was of.great concern. In additiony

we must consider Judaea's constant interest to be recog-

A

nized and in acquiring entrance to the international arena.

+

1

167

—
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We must remember that the ambassadors sent by Jonathan re- \

turned to Judaea at the beginning of Simon's leadership and

informed him about the treaty renewa1.170 These ambassadors .

while staying in Rome were aware of the Senate's "cold

attitude" towards Tryphon.171 Since Tryphon'murdered Antio-

-

chus VI he looked for Rome's recognition. But Rome denied

<

3 ‘ v
recognition of Tryphon for the same reason that she showed
a "cold attitude" towards Demetrius I and to every other
ambitious king that could have endangered the status quo.

, ¥ ! \
The news about the letter of Locius in which the friend-

‘ship with the Jews was renewed was addressed tongmetrius II

and not to Tryphon. This Gas not by accident but. by inten-

:
¢
tion. Rome did not yet recognize Tryphon as the legitimate ;
king.. & ;\\‘ ’ .

t

The Seleucid poor position in the international arena

N °

gave a greater political importance to the alliance with

j.,

Rome. Nomenius headed the delegation to Rome. The delega-

~

tion was well accepted and was.given "Senatus Consultum"”

which we can learn from the letter of the Consul Loc:ius.]'-,2 ¢

Wl

This letter confirmed the treaty between the' two peoples

.

and addressed igself to Simon and to the Jews, in addition
to Demetrius II, the king, as well as to the cities and

leaders. It stated that they must extradict to Simon any . !

pestilent that should fled from Jud.aea.r73

\ / ; v ’
- Simon continued the fortification of Jerusalem and

-~

k]

Judaea. - In order to secure the way to Joffa he conquered

.

the fortified city of Gazara that controlled the way from .’

174

the Coast to Jerusalem. Simon : . . "put all uncleanness

~
°

“ .
5 -
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out of it,” and caused to dwell in it men who observed the

law; and he made it stronger, and he built therein a dwell-

w175

[
ing-place for himself, and appointed his son, John, as

governor of Gazara.176 The conquest of Gazara secured

Judaea's exit to the sea—Jaffa.

-

) ,
The next inevitable step to obtain independence was
" the conquest of the last Seleucid stronghold: Acre. The

({é -, siege on Acre was long but fruitful, the isolation of the
- .

besieged from their sources of supply caused . . . "on the .
méhree and twentieth day of the s}cond ﬁonth, i the one

hundred and seventy-first year .". . a great enemy had been

° ‘ w177

destroyed ocut of Israel. For the first time since the’

. breakout of the revolt, Judaea acﬁieved complete indepen-
dence. The last sign of Seleucid authority in Judaea was

destroyed. This event marked up the Jay as historic, one

e ~
Y to be remembered ang celebrated.177 At the Beginning of
&, . ! ,
///' . June 141 B.C.E. Simon entered Acre . . . "with praise, and

178 his great event markeEVQUdaea's

A

palm-branches" . . .-
final step towards independence. 'The previoué steps‘ﬁn- )

cluded the releasing of hostages taken during Jonathan's

180

f leadership,”9 the exemption from taxes and finakly, the

fall of the last Seleucid stronghold in Judaea. ) .

0

. A
, ) Simon's conquest of Acre was a step that in all pre-

<
v .

vious occasions confronted with immediate Seleucid inter-
ference. But that was not the situation when the Seleucid
kingdom was weak and crumbling. This'feality‘Qas realized
by Simon. The kingdom was divided intq two regiongzép which

every king aimed to unite’ the kingdom under his leadership.lsl

. R , :
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In addition, the deterrent power of Rome, and the press&re

of the Parthians from the East did not gile'the Seleucid .
thé/opportunity té concentrate in Judaea's affa%ré. This

decline in the Seleucid history became a glorious period

»

in the history of the Hasmonean house. As First Maccabees

degrribed "And they tilled their land in peace; and the land

ro ’ geve her increase, and the trees of the plains their fruit."la,2

The Hasmoneans family achievements, particularly Simon's
contributioﬁ td’thé nation, lead Judaea to independence on
the eighteenth day of Elul in the one hundred and seventy

second year the Seleucid Calendar to Simon was promulgated -

. . ." ifl great congregation of priegt-and people and ,

»183

pPrinces of the nation, and of the eldégs of the country. . .

"‘ ' as their leader and high priest. Simon was confirmed by ) &
the nation in public as high priest and the leader of Judaea.
With that act,Simon legalized the transition of the high

,priesthootl to the Hasmonean house. Simon insured the, posses-

¢

sion of the peoples' leadership within the Hasmonean family .

&
in heritage, for generations until a faithful prophet should

184

arise. The decisgpn of the aésembly gave official recoéni-

. tion by the people to Simon's leadership which was previously

13

recognized only by Demetrius II and Rome. It was a formal _ -

recognition of the people in the Hasmonean house as the legi- <;\—~/fzj’*\

-y timate governing house. This resolution was placed in pre- 3

|

cint of the sanctuary in a conspicuous place and copies of
this were placed in the treasury.

‘ - Demetrius II fell in Parthia's captivity while he

carried a qflita;f expedition to the East in 140/39 B.C.E.185

-
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Tryphon became the sole ruler of the Seleu¢id kingdom, whilé

Cleopatra Demetrius's wife, kept control over somemcities in

the Phoenician Coast.186

While staying in Rhodes, Antiochus VII, (known as .
Sidetes) heard rumours of Demetrius II's captivity. Having
already Cle0pat}a's promise of support, Antiochus then sought
Simon's éupporﬁi Simon was considered a natural ally because
'of his constant conflict with Tryphon. Antiochus VII sent
him a letter which confirmed all the previous promises made
by the Seleucid kinés and in addition. . . . "I give thee

187

leave to coin money for thy country". . . Although

.
we do no;\have any numismatic evidence that Simon ever mintec
- © ‘

. . iy . .
these coins, Antiochus VYIl's cg?ce551ons were of great im-

" portance. Once more we can see the extent to which the

.

Seleucid kings were willing to go in their efforts to gain

possession of the Crown. This permission to coin clearly

v

symbolized the recognition of Judaea as an independent both

politically and economically.188

.

In the year one hundred seventy-four, according, to the

§ 189

Seieucid Calendar, {(138-9 B.C.E.,) hntiochus VII landed

190 Tryphon could not resist and was defeated and

escaped to Dor.191 Antiochus Sidetes laid a siege on the

in Syria.

city by sea and by land. No one could enter or leave. Simon

sent Antiochus VII soldiers, gold, silver and supplies.  This

&

goodwil} gesture was rejected, because Antiochus VII knew
that phe’defeat of Tryphon was just a question of time. It
was at this point that he backed off from the previous con-

. [ v ' Q
cessions he had given Simon.

S e S e
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Sidetes' strong position resolved to restore his cen-
trol over Judaea. To carry out his policy, he sent Atheno-

bius one of his “"friends" to Simon with the demands:

taken, and the tributes of the places whaere- .
of ye have gotten dominion outside of the ; )
borders of Judaed; or else give me for them . >
five hundred talents of silver; and for the ‘ .

' harm that ye have done, and the tributes of
the cities other five hundred talents . . . .192 °

\\ o ’ . .« . deliver up the citiéswwhich ‘ve hawe.

Simon replied that he was only willing to sent 1000
talents. Antiochus' occupation with Tryphon, in addition to
the Seleucid's poor position, stood behind Simon's fi¥m

‘"declaration: "We have neither taken other men's land, nor
M

have we posse551on of that which appertalneth to other, but

of ‘the 1nher1tance of our fathers.. "193

-

Athenobius reported to the king Simon's reply. While

" Sidetes was still ehgaged in the strugqhé with Tryphon, he

.osent CendebaeuSH{Chief Captaih" of the sea coast to impose

[

his oral demands. Cendebaeus»forfified Jamnia from where

he invaded Judaea.!®® simon sent his two sons, Judah and "

John, to command the battle against Cendebaeus. In this

L

battle, Cendebaeus was defeated and forced to flee back to
195

LY

U AU

his stronghold. Meanwhile, Sidetes demolished the re-

\ sistance to his reign. Tryphon escaped to Ptolemais and

N .
_1&?3;_bn to Orthosia and Trypholis, ?® from were he finally 1
arrived at Apemea,197 where he met his dg:th 198 -

The period betwegn the death of Simon, hundred seventy-

fﬁé - seventh year to the Seleucid Calendar199 (135/4 ‘B.C.E.) un—

til the first year of Hyrcanus' leadership is historically

blank. Our sources do not describe a Seleucid involvement

B
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in Judaea's affairs. Althougﬁ, we may Assume that Ptolemy,
the son of Agbubas, Simon's murderer, received some support
from Sidetes. It was in Sidetes' interest to remove Simon,
in order to carry through his policy. Furthermore, Simon, in
recent encounters, exposed the Seleucid kingdom weakness,’
its inability‘to carry through its "policing policy".z00
Therefore, it was in Sidetes' interest, while reinforcing
‘his position in the Seleucid capital, to encourage ;;ch
elements as Ptoleﬁy. ' .

Antiochus %idetes did not give ug_h&sﬁintention to
renew Seleucid control over Judaea.:-ifgg£ the death of
Simon and securing of his ppsition, he focused his effortS‘
on fulfilling this aim, iﬁ 134 B.C.E., the first year of
John's leagerghip. Whiie Sidetes prepared his campaign
against Judaea, John renewed Judaea's relationships with

A N ,
Rome.QOl- The .renewal of the relationships after succeedipng -
a former leader was a well known custom. Simon aid it when
he became Judaea's leader, while only political considera-
‘tion effected Jgonathan's decision not to renew these rela-
202

tionships. Scholars differed 23 dating the document.

We can accept M. Stern's dating whigh attributed this letter
to Hyrcanus I. 'M, Stern argues the géct that Numinius, the
son of Antiochus, took part in this delegation. Numinius

took part in previous deledations in the past. Another

member in the delegation was Alexander, the son of Jason.

e v
Alexander was probably the son of Jason Ben-Eliezer, Judah's

delegate.. Moreover, tﬂt document is clearly misplaced and

out of context in the way Josephus presents it. The structure
i o

iy




‘encounter against Sidetes' forces renewed the Seleucid

John utilized the oppo}tunity to renew Judaea's independence.

' ‘ ,
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of the document is of "Senatus consultum" and can fit the

- early days of John's leadership. John, in the first year

of his leadership, aimed to deter Sidetes. He wished to

force him to back away from his determination to impose

203

Seleucid dominion in Judaea. An aim yhich he clearly in-

204

dicated to Simon. The general appeal of the Senate to

'help us in the dating process of the "Senatus consultum".
[ 4

We can date the letter to John's eérly days of leadership.

Otherwise, it would have dealt with concrete problems.205 ,
Sidetes soon carried massive expeditions to Judaea, re-

4

sulted in a siege on Jerusalem. The Seleucid king dictated

seven years after "Judaea's independence" harsh peace con-

I

«ditjons which brought Judaea once again under the dominion,
of the Seleucids. John was forces to pay tributes for Jofifa

and other cities bordering Judaea. He was forced to give

S b

hostages, and Jerusalem's walls were demolfghed as well.206 %
Furthermore, John was forced to join the Seleucid king in Mhis - » Z
207 '

expedition to the East. The defeat of Hyrcanuds in his

g

control over Judaea. Only Sidetes' death on the battlefield

~ .

[P

against the Parthians in 129 B.C.E. reversed the circumstances.

At the same time, in the Seleucid kingdom, Demetrius II

fegained power after he was released from his Parthian cap-

08 The release came in ordeér to force the withdrawal

o

tivity.;

of Sidetes in the East. The attempt of Phraates after de-

209

feating s{g:;:;-;; recapture Demetrius I failed. When

Demetrius II regained the throne, he set out oﬁ a campaign
- . ’ © &
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o

210 Ptolemy Physcon VII, as a result of

against Egypt.

Demetrius II's aggression, proclaimed Alexander Zabinas as a h

211 ’

claimant to Seleucid's throne. Ptolemy employed a common

political Weapon used previously by his house to weaken the .
Seleucid kings. Demetrius II was defeated by Alexander near

Damascus. He escaped to Ptolemais and from there to Tyre

212

where he was murdered in ‘125 B.C.E. We have numismatics .

evidence supporting Mexander's control over Antioch in

i28 B.c,E.%13 . ’

The current events ih the Seleucid kingdom caused us to
doﬁbt Josephus' sequence of events describing the renewal of
Judaea's rglationships with Rome.- Josephus described them ‘
as occurring after Sidetes' death and John's grgat expansion.
We can accept Sﬁérn's assumption that it was impossible that ) |
all Joﬁn's territorial expansion took place during 128-129
B.C.E. JOSephﬁs, himself, described the . . . "captured Medaba i
- after- six months, during which his army suffered gread hard-
ship". ...214 Therefore, we can assume that the letter of re-’
newal of relationships with Rome took place between 125-128 ;
B.C.E. This was the time in which many rivals were struggl-
ing over the ?eleucid throne. This was the best time for §
John to obtain Rome's important declaration on restgiing to the ;
Jews the control over Gaza, Joffa and other places captured

215

by Sidetes. The response of the Senate came without a de-

finite stand on the territorial issues, and the military com-
N

pensation of damage caused during Sidetes' campaign in Judaea.

This response supports Stern's assumption in dating the docu-
%

mient. The political situation within the Seleucid'kingdom

.
h ' ' >

» ) . ’ - - .
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with both Demetrius II and Zabinas strugglingrover the power,

216

postphoned the Senate's c¢lear stand. The réSpqnse of
dav

the Senate was part of Rome's foreign policy. The Senate

renewed its alliance with the Jews and assured the safe re- \

217 They also provided&them with

- ~ [ 3
financial aid, As we mentioned previously, the Senate did .

turn of their delegates.

not give any concrete reply to John's request for finhancialk*
4

compensation for the agricultural damage caused by Sidetes'
L 4 s
campaign or the assurance of restoring ?he control over the

cities congquered by Sid tes.218

Plexander Zabinas' reign.wdsvﬁhicklx disturbed by a new

y w

o .
claimant, Antiochus Grypus. The struggle between the two

219

led Zabinas to an alliance with John. In 123/2 B.C.E.

Zabinas was defeated by Crypus resulting in the establish-
ment of Grypus' rule over all the Syrian territory.220 In
the Year 113 B.C.E. the fourth year to the 166 olymbics,

Antiochus CyZicenus was set upch the throne. He ruled from
¢

the fourth of the 166 olympics until the secénd year of the
167 olympics, as the sole ruler of the Seleucid kingdom.
Cyzicenus expendéd his control ove; Ant}och, Damascus,
'Ptolemais, Askalon and the Sea Shore of Eretz Israel. At

the end of 112 B.C.E., he lost cont?ol over Antioch but
regained it later on. -The ambitious activity of Cyzicenus ;'
lij John to renew his relations with Rome, This“ambitious

221

podlicy of Cyzicenus was not favoured by Rome. The

Senate, therefore, decfaed that: K e

12 4

’
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« «. King Antiochus, son of Antiochus, shall do no
injury to the Jews, the allies of the Romans;
and that the fortresses, harbours, territory-
and whatever else he may have taken from them
shall be restored to them; and that it shall
be lawful for them to export goods from their
harbours and that no king or people exporting
goods grom the territory of the Jews or from
their harbours shall be untaxed except only '
‘Ptolemy, king of Alexandria . . . and-that the ' 2
garrison in Jngg shall be expelled as they ' .
have requested. 2 .

Rome's interest lay with John. Rome could not tolerate

ény ambitious Seleucid king. Furthermore, the Senate was
aléo concerned with Egypt's status ;nd interesyg The .
relationships between the Seleucids and the Ptolemaic house

deteriorated after the marriage of Cleopatra, Ptolemy's

23

. . 2 .
' wife to Cyzicenus. However, our sources give us some

details on the good relationship Ehat'Grypus maintqﬁned with

some circles in Rome's society.224

-

- ' v
Rome supported the triangle, John—Ptolemy-—Grypus,

24

because they fit in with her policw of maintaining the stgtus

quo. Thereforg, now the Senate, not as in previous letters

of alliances gave a strong support to'th;gewish request-for?

the renewal of control over the territery taken by Sidetes.

At the same time that 3ohn developed his good rélationship

with Rome, he maintained a good relationship with Ptolemy.

As a result, he also kept friendly relationships with AYex-

225 the claimant which was set by Ptolemy . : !

. ’ ¥
against Demetrius II. As we mentioned previously, John was

ander Zabinas,

a member in the triangle Ptolemy—Grypus—John, which fought ¢/’7 |

aqg;aét Ant{ochu% Cyzicenus. This triangle was\sgpporied .

. A My
by Rome._ .
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John's'diligencé in his development of foreign‘relét%ons
assisted him when he went on with his campaigns. John marched
\againstiﬁedaba which was captured after six months of siege.zzs'
] : . R

, - "Next he aapfured Samoga and its environs and in addition to
i

LR

~

‘these, Scechem and, Garizein. Hyrcanus also captured the :

Idumaean cities of Adora amd Marisd. ‘He permitted the residents
™~

to remain in their'cities, as long as they had themselves
circumcised and wére_willing to observe the laws of the

227 Hyrcanus campaigned against Samaria, a very strongly

& Jews.
fortified city. After a year of difficult siege and in spite
of Cyzicenus' , attempt to help Samaria, the city was con-

quered.228 John expanded Judaea's territory by conquering

Scythopolis and other places neighbouring it.229
The internal struggles over the throne in the Seleucid
house gave Hyrcanus the possibility of regaining “Judaea's

independence. He stopped paying taxes, the taxes which were
. . 3 P

imposed again by Sidetes on the ities that were out of -
» -
Judaea's territory. He . . . "no longer furnished them any -
C w230
”

a?d either as a subject or as a friend.
. Hyrcanus expéée@ his great talent to benefit from the

internal conglicts,within~the Seleucid court. Hyrcanusx" *

led Judaea in a briiliant foreign policy in which he §toqd

in the same camp with Romae»——-Ptolemy;—-Zabinas,231

and later on
. with Rome——Ptolemy——nypus. John, Hyrcanus' dood inter- g
national relationships helped him té carry out the expan-
'sion of Judaea. This was a necessary step &o regain indé—

pehdence. This foreign policy, in addition to the intrigues

—

[RR
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within the Seleucid house, gave Hyrcinus“ . . . leisure to
232

- .

’

expl?lt Judaea undlsturbed" o e .
In‘thls ¢hapter, we have studied the way 1n,wh1ch the
Hasmoneans befefited from the "timing" that came as a re-

233 'These

§ ‘ sult of internal'struggle over the throne.
struggles provide the Hasmoneans with’ polxtlcal vacuum,
(J from Judah s‘tlme. These internal struggles gave the Has—
moneans the possibillty to manipulate their policy in such
2 manner that thethere able to translate their local
“military power‘into political power. 1In other words, into
independence. On the other hand, the Seleucxd house could
not adjust their !ollcy to, the chariges in the balance of
power taking place within the international arena, especiaily
aftef Magnesia battlel The rise of the-Parthian kingdom in
the East and Rome supnemac; in the West. This newusyatué quo
ghogld Have caused somé chagggs in the Seleucid concept of a
"'super power”. But that ch;nge was not jyealized by the Seleucids.
Thé Seléucid kings fostered the dream of the great Seleucid
kiquom as it was during Antiochus III's reign. The few
. :qa@paigns to the East carried out by Antiochus 1v, Deﬁetrius
II and Antiochus Sideteg were pa;tly attributéd to this
>+ policy and ended with harsh results. This beca&se of the
R Seleucxds ‘inability to accept the" shift in power whlch took .
' a : 'place in the Eastern arena. All the Seleucids journeys to )
'thé East failed énd did not quieve‘théir'milithry and poli-
J tical goals. Thesé defeats just emphasized one of the n
“1_ greaiest weaknesses of thé'séleucid's policye-theif idability

e to adjust to a new political st;hcture, and a new balance

.
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.,0f power. (Rome in the West and Parthia in the East).

’ ~
_'the "Hellefistic" faction which carried out their vital in-

4 . ' - ‘
x‘ ' I3

’ i . |
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L e
The faiPuEes in their Eastern campaigns exposed other

Seleucidjweakness which were partly laid in the nature'of\’

[

the Seleucid kingdom. The kingdom based her policy on com- .

w~

promise. These compromises were wital becaus;\pf her in-

- ability to maintain a constant military presence. This ¢

Il

\
military presenge was necessary, to keep the Satrapies sub-
ordinated to the central government. Therefore, in the ab-‘

sence Qf Seleucid military presence, the local governor would

234 ' ¢

do everythlng to break the Seleucid yoke. The same

Situation occurred in Judaea. The Seleucxd kings supported ’
7

terests. However, the "Hellenistic" faction needed a con- .

stant .Seleucid military presence, in order’ to malntain its

rd

own position in Judaea. When\E?e Seleucids failed to provide

S

that presence, the Hasmoneans took tkercountry'g affairs in-

to their own hanhs.23? ' : a

As we noticed from our study, the situation in Judaea
(e

Y v _— - N
differed from that of the Eastern Satraﬁ?es, and as a.result,

the situatlon in Judaea exposed more than anywhere else, the -
s

na;ure of the "Seleuc1d Weakness"‘ §ecause in Judaea,’ it
{

was quiteYcomfortable for the Seleucids kings to exercise
»

‘their military might and constant "policing policy®. This-

Tt *

[
‘constant 1nvolvement wasg characterlstlc of 't Seleucid : ;
. ) Pl -

pollcy\ln Judaea. Ail the Seleucid kings took part in carry- - ek

236

ing out this policy. Neverthless, théeﬂf;mpneans were

aple to carve their way to independence.l That was mainly be-

cause of the,abiiity of their great leaders zé*zgilizelboth
. : . :

a v

.
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the poor internal SeleuCLd situation and their reallzatlon
of changes taklng place in thé/balance of power, in order
to pgve the road te independencg. . .

-This g:gat ability bf the Hasmoneans in political maneuver—‘
ing brpught about the official recognition of Jonathan as‘the
leader of Judaea dyring the reign of Alexander. When a

struggle over internal power took place between Alexander

Ll
- . ]

Balas and Demetrius I. A recognition given by Balas in order
to get Jonat{an's support to his reign. In later events the
Hasmonean proved their skills in obtaining Rbyal and Military

appdintments from the Seleucid kings. They released

238

hostages from the Seleucid chptivity) and achieved pro- - -

mises including the évacuption of the strongholds from ‘ K\

239

Seleucid soldiers. They continued'with the conquering,

of Acre until they achieved independence during Simon's
[
days.

However, it was clear that the evaluation of the Has-
monean state must be examined in propef bérspeétive. Iﬁ
spite of our sources, pro-Hasmonean bias in describipg these
events, wé have examined the establishment of the Hasmoneén
state on the backéround of the "Seleucid weakness" and the
great effect of the, international forces. As we had noticed
from our examination, we can,dbf attribute the establishment
.0f . the Hasmonean state only to tﬁé Hasmonean military mighti
although this power capnbt be ignored. [The military in-
feriority of the Hasmoneans was realized by the Hqsﬁoneag,

%

leaders themselves and resulted in their numerous deplomatic -

\V 1

maneuvers with,Rome, This was a policy thit all the Hasmonean

- ’
>

237 : -~
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leaders adopted,?‘m in order to secure the military fruits

achieved in local battles. This relationship aimed to

Qeter the Seleucid kings from harsh retaliatioﬁ measures,
‘although.the relationship with Romeﬂdid not carry immediate
results, or influence on the Seleucid policy. They certainly
indicate the concern of the Hasmonean leaders with the
possible danger they cou'ld face from a massive and direct
military encounter with the Séleucid kingdom. This army
three times placed in jeopardy the success of the revolt.
This danger, the Hasmoneans aimed to prevent, mainly by

establishing good relationships with the*great forces in

- . C B

the international arena.
The fears of the Hasmonean leaders were justified
after Sidetes® campaign.in Judaea. When sevén years after
@daéa achieved indepeﬁdence, one ambitious Seleucid king
swept away her independence and brought Judaea back to the
statué of a satellite state of the Séleucid. Our sources
described the achievements of the Hasmoneans ma~in1y result-
.ing froxp their military strength,h and their great victories
over the Seleucids. })We can, however, alsg determine from
these same sources tl';at the Seleucid attitude to Judaea's
affairs resulted in a "policing policy", carried out by 1local
commanders. These commanders, in most instances, were de-
fept€d by the Hasmoneans. But when Lysias, Bacchides and

tiochus Sidetes carried out a massive concentrated mili- -
241

3

tary effort in.Judaea, the Hasmonean army could not resist.
In other words, the power of the Haémonean army, although

being a gteat. factor in the local arena, eould not stand

*
v G Setatom. it o s s 2
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Demetrius III and Antiochus Dionysus,
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effectively against a major Seleucid campaign. In addfit)ion,

. il

it did not prevent constant Seleucid intervention in Judaea.
This massive intervention must be examined in relation with
lack of activity, gharacterizing of Seleucid policy in the

v '
East:.242 Q}?‘urthermore, even weak Seleucid kings such as

241 did not hesitate :
to confropt a strong Hasmonean army during Yanai's. reign.

The military power of Judaea was over estimated by our

sources as a result of their pro-Hasmonean tendency. This

- 4 "
military power although of great local importance, did not , 7
deter even weak Seleucia kings. o - [ ;J/
“ - s
Therefore, while we evaluate the Hasmonean state, we Y / 1
v ' ' v
I i

must place into the proper perspective the Hasmoneansv}'éadefs

great diplomacy as well as their military achievements, , ‘ o
al though ‘in ;nany instances these two were bound together. |
The Hasmoneans showed great ability in translating their

lécal power in the decrepit internal Seleucid house as well

as in the international political forum. : This policy in

addition to their cosmopolitan outlook, paved Judaea's

) . 4 .
road to independence. \ \ ‘

This was not-an accidental occurence during Simon's ‘

and John's leadership. More thgn ever it was & result of

[

propitious timing and circumstances. -

. ' Y ol
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CONCLUSION

Throughout this work v}e have examMlined the situaﬁ:ion of
the Seuleucid ‘Empire at the turn of the second centu B.C.E.
During that period of time, the Seleucid Empire wés omprised
of vast t}irrltorles which were very di fficult to cegntrol. In
addltlon, 1nternatlona1“’forces (Rome in the West, 'Parthia in
the East, and Egypt in the South), served to further COmplicate
the situation. .

Most historians, therefort.a., consider the Seleucid Empire
.Wweak. However, our study analyzed the extent of this weakness,
and determined if indeed it did exi‘st. If this was thev case
we must exfaose tﬁe causes which t‘)‘rought about this weakness,
Therefore in the conclusion of this work we must distinguish
between*two main factors: constam; fact;)rs - those f;;::tors
which lay in the nature of the Empire sirnce it was established,
and the particular factors -~ those which were set into gear \

Y

N / .
after the death of Antiochus IV. . |

'me 9xamination of the vSeléucid Empire is vital when one
wishes to-evaluate the creaticgn of the /deae;n state. Most
of the constant factors pertaininé‘ to the weakness of the

/V\Seleﬂucid Empire were not of great importance in reference to |

‘ the particular situation of Judaea. In additic;ry' the Seleqéids

could exercise their iﬁilitary supremacy especially over

Juc/iaea. Therefore, one rust ask oneself how did Judaea'carve

her way to independence?

et SR o
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In order to answer this important question, one confronts
various difficulties from the sources. These sources show, S
without doubt, as we have noted, a Pro-Hasmonean bias. In
spité of this teqdency, we can expose the myth surrounding the

) battle for independence, or at the very least, place in proper

~ .

. perspective the creation of the Hasmonean state.
. 13

In order to deal with thesé issues, and many others, we

have made a detailed examination of the situation in Judaea.
¢ We have analyzed the three main military encounters that took

place betw h'the Seleucids and the Hasmoneans. In all‘of

- these episodes the Hasmoneans were defeated. Although we
;gf’canndt ignore the many Hasmoneans victories over local Seleucid

commanders, it is clea{ that'khe Hasmonean army could not face
the massive.operation that had been held by Lysias, Bacchides
and Sidetes. This is one of the reasons why we could n5£
simplify and say that Seleucid weakness broucht upon thé‘
. ' Hasmonean success in carving their way to independence.

As we havé previously néted, this was clearly not* the case
in Judaea. Therefore, the simple explanation as gi&en by
Bevan1 and other historians -- concluding that the Seleucid ‘
weakness caused thg establishment of the Hasmonean state --
can not be accepted; Tcherikover's explanation2 whiqhhstates*
thqt the Seleucid Empire was never a strong one, and which
compares the Seleucid concession in the East made by
Antiochus III to those given later on to Jonathan and to

3

other Hasmonean rulers,” is equally unacceptable.

S D
t

CR A | b bl

PR

B As we examine this work we should be more accurate and
careful when we use the term "Seleucid weakness". However,
S . , R B
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A

when we speak of "Seleucid weakness" in Judaea it is clearly
not in‘a military sense. As we have pointed out, on three \\
.occasions the Hasmonean cause was in danger. Lysiaé,

Bacchides and Sidetes proved éhat whatéver the Seleucid weakness
was, they handled with great success through military prowess;
this was proved once more during Timarchus' revolt. Further-

more, even after the creation of the Hasmonean state, during

the reign of Yanai when the Judaean ay;; gained strength, a

weak Seleucid king did not hesitate to attack Judaea.é .

| There are two main schools of thought concerning’ the AN////
establishment of the Hasmoneans state. The first, held by A
Schlirer, Meyer ;nd Bevan (among others), focusses on the ok

Seleucid weakﬁess. The second, exposed by Klausner and
Tchérikove;f’attributes tPe establishment of the state to the
inner HaSmonéan power. There is some degree of truth in these
theories, bﬁt'neither of them provides us with either a propér i
perspective or a complete picture of the circumstances‘in

which, the Judaean state was established. This picture can

not be completed unless we examine the entire situation and

e i st e S ey oy s <

pay particular attention to the way in which certain factors,
: N

combined and were fet into gear during the peripd of Simon's

and Joh?'s leadership. ' ‘ -

»

The culmination bccpréa when both the inner‘bower of the

Judaeans and the political situation inside and outsi&erthe

Seleucid kingdom were in favour of the creation of the Judaean

stéte.
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This occured during a time when the Hasmoneans, under

»the leadership 'of Simon and John, looked for those opportune

: —
moments which would allow Judaea to break the Seleucid yoke.

As described by dosephus: "For after the death of Antiochus

.. . no longer furnished them any did either as subjéct or as

a friend. . . ."5 No longer was it necessary tofgLve hegtages;
pay taxes, or have Seleucid garrisons in Judaea and, most
important of all, the state itself controlled its own‘ieligious
and political affairs. <

We have noticed throughout this work that when all the
factors weré set in motion, they caused the Seleucid decline.
This cfeatéd a vacuum in which(the Hasmoneans, through the
ability :?2their leadership, acted in forwarding their goal
of inqepenégnce. Tﬁ%t this occurred during the leadership of
Simﬂﬁﬁand John was not coincidental. The centrifugal forces
came into pléy durfing this peri&d of time.’ Tﬁe Seleucid
kingdom was divid,d into two. One ppart was headed by Demetrius II,
and the other by Tryphon and Antiochus VI. while this internal
struggle over the hegemony was taking place»in the Seleucid
kingdom, Fhe Parthian in the East did not eaée their pressure
and ate away at the Eastern borders. Rome in the West, although
not directly involved, was a grave concern to both Seleucid
kings, Demetrius II6 and,TnniKXL7 This pressure from Rome and
Parthia, in addition to the coptinuallﬁhreat from Egypt on

the Southern border, -gave the Hasmoneans the opportunity to“,

break out from under the rule of the Seleucids.

- .
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When Simon entered the Acre in 141 B.C.E., this event

e e

symbolized (more than any-other)? Judaea's independence.
Since the breakout of the revolt of 167 B.C.E., every attempt
made by the Hasmoneans to conquer the Acre resulted in harsh
\;'eprisals ‘from the Seleucid, for the simp-le' reason that Ac¢re

\

symbolized Seleucid authority in Judaga. The fall of Acre in

Judaea 141 B.C.E., and the inability of the Seleucid to avoid

_it, resulted in the éxposure of the decline of the Seleucids

-~

~once again when Sidetes lost his life during his campaign °

.on one hand, and the great policy of Simon on the other hand.

The great influence of the international forces appeared

N

against the Parthians in 129 B.C.E. This was the time when

John could regain Judaea's independence, which was demolished

by Sidetes' campaign in Judaea in 134 B.C.E. Rome and Egypt
contributed, as in the past, by weakening the Seleucid kingdom.
However, it is obvious that the Hasmoneans' success in o

,.__..—r‘\’\ !
br)inc_‘fi‘.ng about independence was not accomplished merely through

A Mt 4

_their military strength and heroism, as oyr sources have led us

oo A a

to believe by embroidering the battle for independence with
myth‘s.

As we have studied the events that lead Judaea to
inde@enderice we can conciude and saﬁr ltha.t the Hasmonean leaders,

by their cosmopdlitan view and diplomacy, helped Judaea to

carve its way to independence. They were able to accomplish
this by utilizing the current events in the Seleucid house.
to their own advantage. These events included the struggles

over the crown, and the changes that took p‘l\ace{in the political
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arena. The Hasmoneans displayed a great ability to translate
their immediate military power ihto political power and to
bring about the creation of. an independent state which, during
John's reign, became ". . . whereas the interior above
Phoenicia, as far aé the Arabians, between Gaza and
Antilebanus is called Judaea.lo

The struégle ¢f the Hasmoneans for independence is
surrounded by myth. 'I;his is the' res;ult of the biased pro-
Hismonean tendency our sources exposed. As we have noti'ced

clearly in our study of the sources, the writers of first

and second Maccabees were pro-Hasmonean. As a result, their

writings provide us with a song of glory to the Hasmonean
house. This stand taken’ by the sources resulted ‘in the
gqlorification of-the last battle of Judah against Bacchides
"o o - Judas although abandoned by his own soldiers, and with
enemy pressing him . . . was reaéy to ehgage Bacchides' men
wi‘th hi,s eight hundred; and éo he was exhorted these few to
face danger braverly, and urged them to advance.to battle."
The aim/ of this description is quite clear and had been dealt
with in great length in previous chapters.

As a direct result of the writer's Pro-Has_monean’ sk and,
! { N

he has portraﬁed in his book of first Maccabees, the Hasmoneans
as those belonging to the faithful observants of the laws and
carriers of God's will. The writer expressed his belief that

the Hasmoneans were the fauﬁily that had to lead the people
; AN
12

-

4,
against the "Hellenized party,” called by the writers.

13

"Bnai Blial" wicked, and ﬁlso against the pagan Hellenistic

;"‘W,Hm‘
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rulers. It was for this reason that'the writers described
Judah's last battle the way he did. For the same reason we
do not have a variety of accounts @hich focus on the Hasmonean .
‘defeats. The little information available must often be
derived erm reading between the lines of'those accounts which
do exist. While on the other hand, every local victory
Became a festival and national celebration.'® This stand
caused the write; to describe- Rome)in the most positive and
complimentary way, although Romans were pagans.IS Howe ver
even a Seleucid king, Blexander Balas, is described as a kipng
of good nétureslg and as Bevanl7 noticed, Alexander Blas was

. thoroughly popular only in one quarter = that of the Jews.

The Jewsw%iked him because he left them alone. Throughout

the book of first Maccabees the writer tries to convigce us

that leédership was given to the Hasmoneans ihrough the will
of God. Therefore Joseph Ben Zacharia and Azaria failed

because ". . . they were not of the seed of those men, by
18

whose hand deliverance was given unto Iéfael." The writer'é
purpose was to convince us of the legitimacy of the Hasmonean
houig and with it the transition of the high—ﬁ&iesthood, that
occurrgd during Simon's leadership, to the Hasmoneans.

¢

"Simon should be their leader and high priest for ,ever,
until faithful prophet shoui¢ arise.”

| - This Pro-Hasmonean tendency of 6ur sources calls our
attention, as Histerians, to deter%ine wherein the valid

information lies, to expose myth from fact,'and to place in

-proper perspective, the rebirth of the Judaean StaEFi We

I3 o ,"‘

[ R - - ’
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,can, in spite of. the sources' bias, study the events taking . !

place during the Hasmonean revolt. Therefore, we must doubt ;

the conclusion reached by Schlirer. On one hand Schiirer accepts

the numbers of soldiers as &iven in first Maccabges during

Judaean's last battle.20 However, he concludes by §aying

that what thé Maccabees finally achieved; they won thrgugh

the voluntary concessions of th% rival pretenders to the Syrian '
throne, and as a result of internal disorganization ofﬂthe

Syrian empife; Some queries must be asked: How could Schtrer

ignore the strength of the Hasmoneans ‘while sir'nu'ltaneously s
accepting the numerical figures given by the author ofhﬁizag

Maccabees? What caused Schiirer to ignore the. facts that he

himself had” accepted?

o e e s o

We can accept’Zeitlip's criﬁicism directed at _some
chrigiian historians, stating21 that iﬁ their studies he found | : !
a deep influence derived from the hostility of the chugth.‘ S
That probably caused E. Me;er to desc;ibe the Hasmoneans |
"echte Judische Eanatiker“'while he'pays homage to Jason and

22

Menelaus as reform Jews. On the other hand, it is difficult

. to accept the narrow Jewish nationalistic interpretation as

H

given by Kluesner and it is equally difficul® to accept ghev
view of Zeitlin in his eagerness to draw parallels between

the -emergence of the second Commonwealth and the third. (the

present state of Isréel).23 . o

3

3

Therefore, the task of this work was to place in proper '

perspective the creation of the budaean state by éxpdsing a
' R Y $
great deal of the myth with which our sources-surrounded iﬁ.

L3

3
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While reexamining our, sources and determinindg where - in the-

valid information lies, we receiwed a better balanced

perspective of the events that led the Hasmoneans to carve

’

their way to independence, as well as studying the character

of our sources K as literature. Lo ’

There is no doubt, however, that putting in proper

>

perspective the events concerning the struggle for independence

prov1des us with another aspect ‘of Jew1sh llterature durlng

b

the Hellenistic period.

¢

That type of llterature, although i€t

represents pro-Hasmonean bias, is our only literary squrce‘*

|

to the establishment of theandaean state.
@

By exposin@:the

characterlstlc tenden01es of thls literature, we estdblished

P4 e

our method of study which helped us determlne wherein the

valid information lies, and so to place in a proper perspective

the establishment of the Hasmonean state.-

. A , )

et ottt iR B
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¢
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4 .
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Zeitlin, The First Book of Maccabees,. p.33.. M. Ste.rn‘p

N
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I&/J . 8The Senate assembled just in Kalendae which was the
first day of the month. Nones the ninth day before Ides
. which is the fifteenth day of the Month of March, May, July
and in the thirteenth of the other months as well ag/in
holldays-Festes, and in every emergency the Senat could be
_assémbled.

d

‘95 Macch 1.21. -

% ' lOJustln’s claims that before his death Alexander gave
’ -

' the ring to Peridcs;, the commander of his guard; Arrian and
. Diodarus gaved;ﬁéieent accounts. When Alexander was.asked
. "~ by his command o. whom he should hand the kingdom, he
replied: to the best of all. Diod. 12.17. Just. 14.12.
Arrian, ‘Anabasis 6f Alexander 27. M. Zeitlin, First Book of
Maccabees, p., 2/ assumed that the,Seleucids as well as the
Ptolemies, claimed that Alexander left a will naming the
country's new ruler, in order to strengthen their own posi-
th This was takekn as a hlstorlcal truth. Zeitlin's assump-
“tion proves weak because.the book of 1I Maccabees, as well as
. other Hellenistic sources, do not indicate to whom Alexander
‘*3‘ left his kingdom. ‘ . ,
: Alriv. 37,39, | ‘ ' '

’ 1?1 Mhce. 1.8.8. - b
13, ' - ° v /
- See 2Zitlin, First Book of Mac®abees, p. 147. Compare
10 I Macc. 8.6. o

The Seleucid egalendar started in the sdhmer of 312
B,C.E., marking Seleucus' victory over Demetrius in Gaza and
the establishment of the. Seleucid dynasty.. The book of first
.Maccabees contains twenty-one Seleucxds dates among them
) eleven concerned with Jewish‘events. These dates were cal-
) culated accordlng to Jewish tradition that start its count
from Tishrei in the fall.and Nisan in spring. It is, clear,

" 7 howevel, that the Jews count the start from Tishrei as the
- Second year. On chrenology see S. Zeitlin, ibid., pp. 50-49,
: 263-257, W '
15 ” o L R
I Macc, 8.1-16. - s CL
S b 16A. Schﬁrer; The History of EggﬁJewish Peeplé, p.l41-

139. A, Stern, Documents on the History on the Hasmonean Re-
volt, p. 14. C.C. Torrey, Apocry?ﬁal therature, p. 74. ‘
Oesterly, I Maccabees, P 361.
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\;73 Madc. 8.15. 4nd so in the people's mind, R

s

P S

. o
D s . i ey e
W s ket xR fTTEY I AT —
. LT

b A s e
Y

LRI Y PR S Y -




e

1

- 159°= ' ‘\

181 Macc. 13.30.
- —— .

[
N

ngéseph Antig. 13.212. "Modeim . . . under fuernt
Maccabael, glorum hodieque ibidem sepulcra monstrantur.
Eusebius Ecclesiastical History. 132,

2
1

Ol Macc. 16.24.

21A. Kahana, The Book of Apocrypha, p. 75, referring
to Grimm's claims that Sixtus Senesis (Bibliotheca Sancta
L1b I p. 39) saw, in_the llbrary of Santes Pagninus 1in Lion,

Greek manuscript of I Maccabees in Hebrew style and includes’- -

. chronicles of thirty-one years, and as_we know from Josephus'

testimony John governed thirty-one yeﬂ?s. The chronicle
start ". . . after the murder of Simon John his son ruled
instead of him. . . ." This led Grimm as well as Kahana to
conclude that this book probably included the book of
Chronical mentioned in I Maccabees. '
22We can not accept M, Stern's interpretation ef the
author's /ignorance of Jinternational events by his. histake of
mentioning only one Consul. Stern ignores the fact that
every if the book was written as he suggests durihg John's
béadership at least two delégations from Judaea visited Romg -
amd probably became familiar with the fact that two-consuls
were in office. However, these passages can strengthen our
‘hypothes;s that it.was I Maccabees author's intention that
led ‘to- this descrlptlon “and serve some propaganda for one
’rulera However, Stern's claim that it could not be conpxled
. durlng Arlstobolus is rather weak from the simplereason .I
Maccabees pralsed every cause that‘ upported the Hasmoneans,
the Romans as well as Alexander Ballas. See Stern, Documents
- on thesdistory of thé Hasmonean Revolt, p. 14,

231 macc, 8.15-16. Joseph. Antig. 13.298-293. It is
possible that here we can find some indication to the begin-
& ning of the crises between the Hasmonean and‘thquharisees.

X

2450seph. Antig. 13.304- 301.
25Euseb1us Ecclesxastlcad History VI.25.2. .
268 Schiirer, The History of the Jew1sh People, p. 141.

C.C. Torrey) Apocryphal: Literature, p. 40 Oegterley, I. -
Maccabees, p. 300 . N. ’

o

. 27Jerome The Pr1nc1QIe Works of St. Jerome, Vol. .6,
translated by W.H, Fremantle, (New York: The Christian
Literature Company, 1893), p. 489. . . . The first book
.0f -Maccabees I have found to be Hebrew the second is Greek,
1? can be proven from the. very style.. . . ."
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' was still governing. I Maccabees account suports Li

-.160 -
\
28 | : ‘
I Macc. 1.29. Translated the offlcer of the My51ans
to- the officer of Taxes. 4

o

: 2 The Hebrew original of the book is being the usgual
septudgint rendering of*n%1:I Macc. 3.20:9.57.

0I Macc. 5.3.

3pia. N5, :8.5.

32 hia.2.49. . .

3B1bia. 3.46.

: . (Y

34This is .commonly agreed among Scholars, c.c. Torrey,
Apocryphal Literature, p. 70. Dany, *Commentary on I “Maccabees,
Pp. 2-3, Stern, Documents on the History of the Hasmonean
Revolt, p. 16. ’ e i - .

35M Stern, Documents on  the History of the Hasmonean
ReVOlt, po 16- o * °

36M Stern rejects "Schlatter and Kolbe assumption on the
use of the book of Jasqn of Kyrene by our author, for their
claims do not fit the context and the chronological point of view. °
Walther Kolbe, Beitrdge Zur Syrischen und Judischen Geschichte,
(Stuttgart: W. Kohlhanmer, 1927), p. 141. .

. 37W1Lllam Harry Etteloon, "The Integrity of I Maccabees",
transactlon of the Connecticut academy of Art and 5c1ences
27 (1925): 384-249.

3

38justin describes the murdér of Alexander Balas in the
fight with Demgtrgus. Diod (frag B.32) reports that Alexander
Balas was ea d escaped to the Arabian desert where
he was murdered by 7abtd=il who sent back his head to Ptolqu.
I. Maccabees version (11,13-18) supports Diodorus version,
and it 1is probably correct. In another incident, Livy (52)
described the defeat of II Demetrius by Tryphon and his ezcape
to Seleucia, Appian (The Syrian Wars 67.8) describes that
II Demetrius, while engaged 1n a battle against ‘the Parthians
fell in captivity. When the kingdom was without a King
Tryphon proclaimed Antiochus VI as the legitimate king.
Justin in a similar manner (36.1) described Tryphon's
proclamation of Antiochlis VI as a king and himself as his
patron while .II Demetrius was prisoner. I Maccabees describes
that Tryphon proclaimed Antiochus VI as a klng when Sﬁpetrlus

once

1

again and proves that I Maccabees account of events is.
complete and correct. .
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| 391 Macc. 3.10. Oesterley, I Maccabees, p. 307. Torrey,
| - Apocryphal Literature p. 72, Dancy, Commentary on I Maccabees;
| p. 2. /JWk
. 401 Macc. 5.29: 5.55-61: Joseph. Antig. 12, 353-350. ‘
1 . ’ : ® ‘ .
| 411 Macc. 9.23-27. - Joseph. Antig. 13.1.1. .
» . >
; ‘ « , ‘ .
v , 425 Macc. 12. 39-40. ] ’
;,3 43A'Lfact that.we must consider and pointed out by Antiq.

13. 299 that ". . . he (John) was accounted by God worthy of
three of the greatest privileges the rule of the nation,
the office of high priest and the gift"of prophecy,. . :

441 Macc. 9.22-1. ‘ ' L
4SM. Avi-Yona, Essays and Studies in the Lore of the ' i
BN Holy Land, (Jerusalem: Newman Ltd., 1964), p. 57. - .
46; Macc. 4/6% 4 \
47 ' | ‘
I Maca 5.60. We can accept B. Bar-Xochva's pp. 186-185 point i

that th€ “author of I Maccabees would not feel it necessary
-to exaggerate the number of casualties as a meang of

illustrating the disastrous resul{s when a non Hasmonean . i
led the people to battle, for those results were obvious
enough without any distortion of the facts. II Maccabees
exposes 1nsp1te of his tendencv to reduce the defect that
it was,qulte hefavy.

13

]
&

488. Bar-Kochva, The Seleucidhhrmx Organization and

Tactics in the Great Campaigns, (Cambridge: Cambridge «
University .Press, 1976), p. 186, excluding when a foreign
army is blocked in an enemy land without any possibility ;
Y, _ to withdraw.

<

195ee Diod. 19.82.85 Gaza. Polyb. 5.13.70: 5.86 Rafah. .

soProf Avi-Yona estimates the total amount as 15,000
claiming_that Joseph Ben Zacharia's and Azaria's army

amounted 4000 soldiers. Prof. Avi-Yona, @ggug_gylj&ggggiinjie -
Lore of the Holy Land, p. 57. . A . )

- ‘ 51Plutarchus Builius 6.9 describes Emlllus Paulous reaction
to the Seleycid mllltary pawer. -
52

As he did in the past. » s
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53A step which Bar-Kochva rejects but could be taken

into conslderqv;on by the Jewish commander.

—

- 54£ Macc. 9.14. . L
55Bar-—Kochva, The Seleucid Army, pp. 200-184. i
56 ‘

A basis to the Seleucid armed forces is the parade
in Daphane 165 B.C.E.. The numerical f;gures derived from
this description llStS 46,000 in the 1nfantry from them 2000
Phala?gltes and 5000 cavalry. Polyb. 30.25. !

g

27 Appianh Syria 47.

o : 58J. Efron, "The Revolt of the Hasmoneans in Modern
- Research", Historians and Historical Schools (Lectures de-
livered at the seventh convention of the Historical Society
| . of Israel). Jeérusalem: 1962), pp. 117-43 (Hebrew): Dancy,
| commentary on I Maccabees, pp. 2-1. ’ .

nghe term "Hellenized" has a negative connotation,
meaning, it co-operates with the Seleucid regime: "lawless"
and "Bnai Bhial", this term originated from the outlook of i
the writers of First and Segond Maccabees. ’ f

7 B ’
. 601 Macc. 3.11:4.11-14, 3a4. \La_
,‘ o q;The death of Elazar, see: I Macgc. 1.47: 13252.
62

Josephus The life 1. A. Geiger claims that if that
was thefcase, it was impossible that Josephus would not
stress it in his books. So modesty was not one of hlgﬁP
gualities.

63Com‘pare with Ezra 2.62 and Nehemaiah 7.64.

64However, there is no ewvidence that Josephus, when .
writing Antiquities still adopted the Pharisees' philosophies
and way of living, as it is not reflected in his writing.
Moreover, we must-examine it with the cohtext in which
Josephus mentioned it, namely, that he explored the three'
sects of Judaea. See G. Alon, Studies 'in Jewish History in'
the Times of Second Temple, The Mishna and the Talmud, vol. 1
(Tel-Aviv: Haklbutz Hameuchad, 1957), pp. 25-15.

Q

" 65Joseph Antlg 20. 259- See H.St., J. Thackeray in hlS
\ introduction to Josephus' .Jewish,Antiquities, p. x. )
66Josephus Against Apion 1.1. . . :
\ 67, .
Joseph. Antiq. 1. 9-13.
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6%»Ihlle living in Rome Josephus encountered the hatred
of Romah Philosophers. See: M. Stern Greek and Latin
Authors on Jews and Judaism, vol. 1. (Jerusalem: 1974).
The Israel Academy of Science and Humanities, J. Heinemann
"The Ancient World View on Judaism" 2Zio (1939) : 293-269.

(Hebrew) J.H. Levy, Studies in Jewish Heflenism, (Jerusalem:

Bialik Institute, £9GUT. (Hebrew) .

69H St. J. Thackeray, Josephus thg{Ma;\bnd the Hisr
torian. (New York: Ktav, 1967), pp. 57%6. See Diﬁ!isus'
influence on -Josephus' writings.

70Jqsephus Agaiﬁst Apion 2,288,

"l3oseph. Antiq. 12.265: 13.299,

”725ee H. St. {J. Thackeréy in his introdué§$qf to Jose-

"phus' Aﬂthpltles, p. xi. x

l ,
73We can accept Schurer's, épern s, and Thackeray's
claims of the use  of I Maccabee by Josephus. This use can

. be determined from the context and style. M. Stern, Docu-

14

popn I

ments on the History of the Hasmonean Revolt, p. 25 Thackeray, !

Josephus the man and the Historian, pp. 64-63.

74Joseph. Antig. 13.228: I Macc. 16.11-21. Until
Simon' s death. ' '

75

~ Joseph. Antiq. 13.280.:13.324, 340, 358. tf)/
76as to the question, does the book of I Maccalees pro-

vide us with, detailed information on Jewish leaders? We must

argue that I Maccabees does not prov1dé us with detailed in-
formation on the Gentile side. 1 Maccabees' purpose is the
glorification of the Hasmoneans, while Antiquities is an
apologetical work and details on the Jewish side could have
served Josephus' purpose and glorified th?s period.
[ -
"7 j0seph. Antig. 13. 340-337.

830seph. Antig. '13. 356. |
Ptpid., 13. 375. ° C

80Joseph Anti 13.378. The description does not

'damage the mercenarles' glory but what about that of Yannai

SlJosegh Antig. ".13. 361-360.

82 The same event was made by Josephus as a d&feat.
Joseph. Antig. 13.391. :

83Syncell_us Georgias.. ed. G. Dindorfius (Corpus
Scriptorum Historiae Byzantinae) I (Bon: 1839), p. 559.

a

. s

. e

?

. \ux e - . e
£2§§‘ cr _ P L

|
*




—

e et e i e

- — ——— T - i St L

~ 164 -

84 50seph. Antig. 14.18.

85 j0seph. Antig. 13 256-236.

861pia., 12. 135, 358.

' A87M. Stern, Greekgand Latin authors, vol, 1. p. 227.
Felix Jacoby, Die Fragmente der Grlecnlschenuistorlker
(Berlin: Weldmannsche Buchhandlung, 1926) pp. 290-23%9,

881pid.

89 joseph. Antig. 16.27.
1bid., 16£TE3.
Mivid., 16.187.
%1pid., 13. 30L.

93pda., 13. 319.
94

Joseph. Antiq.

9Qbid., 14, 63-34,

r 97M.n Stern, Greek and Latm authors, p. 262. ‘

’ See H.L. Jones in his introduction to “he Geography.
y'\§’/£zstrabcm.' \ :
, a5 iq. 15.8. .

98 0seph. Antiq.  13. 345, 347; ¥4.68, 66 164; Josephus
Against Apion 2. 84-85. , \l

\
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‘ The Structure of the Seleucid Empire and its Governing System

. ' X
i 3Appian Syria 61: Plutarchus Demetrius 38.°
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CHAPTER II

‘.

MRS AAL Y b, o ks 5 <k T

|
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THE WEAKNESS OF THE SE¥EUCIDS

lAlfred Raymond Béllinger, "The End of the Seleucids”,
Transactions of Connecticut Acadmy of Art and Science, ‘ '
vol. 38 (1948): 102-51. Avigdor Therikover, Hellenistic '
Civilization and the Jews; (New York: Atheneum, 1970)
Emil Schiirer, The History of the Jewish People in the Age of
Jesus Christ, vol. 1, revised and edited by Vermes and Millar
(Edinburgh: T. and T. Clark Ltd. 1973) Walther Kolbe,
Beitrdge Zur Syrischen und J#idischen Geschichte, (Stuttgart:
Kohlhammer, 19 E.R. Bevan, The House of Seleucus, vol. 1
(London: Edwangéi;nold, 1902), p.- 76.

2On the Seleucid military strength see Bezalel Bar Kochva, :
The Seleucid Army Organization and Tactics in the Great ™
Campaigns, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1976).

u

4As in the cases of Molon and Achaeus.

>p1i%. Dpem. 38. App. Syr. 61.
‘ »

6Eusebiué Pamphili Chronicorum Lib¥i duo, I, ;53.‘

e s

7Junia Justinus Historiae Philipbicae-34. 3.6. 8

\
8Just. 36.1.7.- Josephus Jewish Antiquities 13,219,

{ N 1

9 Max Cary,‘h History of the Greek World from 323 to 14

Griffith, Hellenistic Civilization, 3ed. (London: Biward Armold, 1952),
pp. 133-125. (London: Methuen, 1963). pp. 262-256.
10Though -Lavn,-1a and -CTig all oq;ur. : -

11w.w. Tarn, The Greek in Bactéria and India, (Cambridgér
University 938), p. 4. No. 1. ' L
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‘ 12w.w. Tarn, "Parthia" CAH 9 (1932): pp. 584-578. A.R.

__ _____Bellinger, "Haspaosines of Chara" Yale Classical Studies
(1942): p. 53.

4

* ‘13Strbon Geegraphy 12.580.. M. Rostovtzeff, "Pontus énd
its Neighbours: the First M. Mithridatic War," CAH 9 (1932):
p. 215 N 2. .
ger. 12.528. .
c1s_, . ° i

Str. 12.750.

16Str. 12,.750. it's largely guesswork.

17Too much weight has often been put on information
professedly derived from .Judaea merely because it exists.
The Jewish- writers indeed had much to say but they can not
be trusted blindly. Anyhow the peculiar circumstances
of that province do not necessarily shed any llght on the
Emplre at large. “
. 18Roztovtzeff,'The Social and Economic History of the
Hellenistic World, Vol. 1 (Oxford: University Press, 1953):

pp. 446-440. Bevan, The House of Selducus, Vol. 2, pp. 283-282.

)

8 ‘ 19"While Sat}aphy continued to be the official name for

the province, the governor in dfficial documents is called
by the Greek title of Strategos. In popular language, he

- .was still spoken as of a Satrap." Bevan, The House of Seleucus,

Vol. 1, p. 152.

20Hermann Bengston, Die Strategie in der Hellenistischen
Zief um Antiken Staattscrecht, vol. 2 (Munchep: C.H.
Becksche, 1937), pp. 142-64, see also Bar-Kochva, The
Seleucid Army, p. 93. )

‘ N
. - 2l 01ybius The Histories 5.41.1. | :

¢

saying that his duty was té relay an order to the district

officer which he received from the Strategos who had received:

it from the klng relating to the alienation of a portiom of
the Royal domain. Bevan, The House of Seleucus vol. 1 p. 152.

hd <

' ‘ 23Dlodorus Siculus 19.48.5. ' K
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2evan claims that Oikonomos was stated in #n inscription
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‘Just. 31.8.8.
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I

' A
24On their military and political importance see Bar-

'Kochva, The Seleucid Army, pp. 48+2.

N AN

starn and Griffith, Hellenistic Civilization, 3ed.
(London: Edward Arnold, 1952}, p. 163. , '

’ 26Mgses Hadas, Hellenistic Culture Fusion and Diffusion,
(New York: Columbia University Press, 1959), pp. 44-43, 34-30.

27

Bar-Kochva, The Seleucid Army, p. 43.

A 28Antid&hus III -and Antiochus VII expeditioué exposes some
of these hardships. See also Bar-Kochva, The Seleucid Army,
p. 43 as well as all the chapter. . ' -

29

"

30

Just. XL1.5.7. 'polyb. 11.39.

Bevah, The House of Seleucus, Vol. 2 p. 25.

311Maccabees.3.27-3l.

‘ 32Rostovfzeff, The Social and Economic History, Voll 2
pp. 444, 696.

33Athenades, The Deipnosophists v. 210,

34polyb. 21.16. Liv. 37.45: Diod. 29.10: App. Syr. 38:

-

35Polyb. 32.2; App;Szr:*38. . -

[ 4 . .
36p01yb. 28.20. a L
'oq \

3polyb. 36.25.1: 20.26: Diéd. 31.18a:29.15.: polyb.3119.

¥
"
°©

38 j0seph. Antig. 12.293: IMa€g. 3.27-31.

v
[y

3911 Mace. 8.10.
C o : ©A

‘OPOIYb. 31.9: I Macc. 6.1-4: See also Roztovtzeff,

_The Social and Economic History, Vol. 2 pp. 695-687, 709-695,

B70-841.

",

A




3 : . e .
SN ‘ - . o .. -
b ‘ :
‘ - 168 - . ' ; .
X V’ L] . °
41Rostqvtzeff, The Social and Economic History, .vol. 2, 1
p. 703. . .
42, ' | ‘ ‘
] Bevan, The House of Seleucus, vol. 2, p. 26. - -
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THE STRUGGLES OVER THE CROWN B

[} -
lSeleucus Philometor, 187-175 B.C.E.

2During a period of hundred thirty years, only seven
kings reigned. This fact alone, emphasizes the great change .
that took place in' the Seleucid kingdom, a change from relative -
" stability to instability during which time the crown shifted .
often.  (except the reign.of Demetrius I (Soter) 162-150 B.C.E,

3 . .
Antiochus V 163-162 B.C.E., Demetrius I 162-150 B.C.E.,

Alexander Balas 150~-145 B.C.E., Demetrius I¥I 147-145 B.C.E. "

Antiochus VI -145-142 B.C.E., Tryphon 142-138 B.C.E. See

Bouché lLeclercq, Histoire des Séleucides, vol, 2. (Bruxelles:

Culture ‘et Civilisation, 1963), pp. 641-640. ] S

4Alexander and Demetrius II 143-147'B.C.E., Antiochus VI ) i
and Tryphon 145-142 B.C.E., Tryphon and Demetrius II.

- y‘" ' B
51 Macc. 6.15.
6 ' “ ;
I Macc.6.55-57. ' - ‘

g 7See Bezalel Bar-Kochva, The Seleucid Army, Organization A
" and Tactics in the Great Campaligns, (Cadmbriddes Cambridge .
University Press, 1976), pp. 39-35, 201. Bar-Kochva emphasizes
the importance of the military settlements within the Seleucid
army, as well a the influence of the r1va1r1es over the Crown ,

on the army's strength.’

L
7
-

8W¢ must note that Josephus emphasized Antiochus V's.and
‘ Lysias' explanation to their army concerning the cause for - .
’ " their retreat, -while the v1ctor§ was at hand. They mentioned .
.the difficulties of the siege, as well as the lack of supplies.
However, it jis obvious that Lysias' motivation for the
departure towards the capital was caused by the return of @ [, .
Philip.~ Josephus Jewish Anthultles 12.379-381. )

II Macc. 3.13. Joseph. Antig. 12.386.
1oPo’lybiuB. The Histories 31.11-12: See the chapter on
Rome. - . )

-~

Hpolyb. 31.12. T e

NI
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t
121 Mace. 7.1-4. II Macc. 14.1: Joseph. Antig. 12.389:

L]

13501yb. 33.5.2.

, > Ypolyb. 32.11-18: Diod. 31.32.

15E.R. Bevan, The House of Seleucus, vol. 2 (Londgh;
Edward Arnold, 1902), pp. 301- ?95}‘207.

16pi0d. 31.40a: - Liv. Epit. 45. T °

-~

‘17po1yb. 33.18.

’ 18Justiﬁus Historiae Philippicae 36.9.

- .

197 Macc. 10.1-2. , - B

2050seph. Antig. 13.35. ‘ ,

21

%
22j0seph. Antig. 13.58: Just. 35.1.10.

Just. 35.1.6: -App. Syr.-67. ° ,

23Jpst. 35.2.2. o ( ' o

24piog.. 33.3. “ -

25

Athenaeus The Deinosophists w.211.*

26 . J ‘ e

Joseph. Antiq. 13.86. e

+
7

, 273 Bar-Kochva, The Seleucid Army, p. 21. Bar*Kochva
suggests that Demetrius 11, after establishipg the Cretan’
' mercenaries around the court, dismissed his ancestors' army

" each to his own place. This act provoked bitter regentment

. among the population of Northern Syria known to be of Macedonian
descent. (Just.35.2. )7,- - « .

28 emacc. 11.41. - .

29piod. 33.4: Joseph. Antig. 13.129: I Maco. 11.38.°

A 3oJoseph. A:ELQ. 13. 131. Apamea fo:mer Pella\the‘imﬁerial
military headgquarters. - ’ ' . -

o
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- : 311ﬁﬁacc."11.40. - '_ o' ' C~ ¥

. o L ] ' ) \ - .

L B ' 328trbon¢GedgraEhz 16:752: Diod. 33.4a. -
.. L = T T .
331 Macc. 11.54-58, L -

° . B s O

. , . )
. 34E.RM Bevan, The House of Seleucus, vol. 2, p. 233.

e . X . .
.+ .7 3%3yse. 36.1.7: dJoseph. Antiqg. 13.219. ©
I . = 3630seph. Antig. 13.183-184. o
3T3ust. 36.1.3f. ‘
, ~ ,Eusebius Chronicorum Libri Duo I. p. 255: App. Syr.
68. N . iR - : .
_—_— ‘3; | ~ : - : C e S
' Most scholars agree that the dot n brought«in .
- 1‘Maccabees fre. reliable. %n this same tegory we can include
. P o Anflocﬁus' letter to Simon as it has been recorded in ‘the. book
— e of I Maccabees (15.3-9). We can not .attribute any reasons
‘ " " for the distortion of the letter 'by.our author. .However, -

¢ later events concérning the’ refusal to accept Simon’ s military I
' assistance suggests that a previous appeal for help existed. !
Furthermore, the letter has a ‘typical style used in the :
hellenisti¢ hourses, where the name of the king appears |
without a nickname. Ouc.study of events once again re;hforces
the SOurces‘ -credibility. The bitter ;truggle hetween
Antiochus VII and Tryphon required sugport, therefore, it is .
‘ posglble thatvin order to improve his. own pOSltlon in the . !
L ‘l struggle Antiochus asked fpr Simon's support. ;

. .
‘ ¢ . ’

40y Macc. 15.1. » L o ' -
, ,: - ' 41Joséph.4§¥ﬁi§, 13.222. - - )
l . ‘ : (, ‘J . ) e ¥ *
o i 421 Macc. 1s.10: Joseph. Antiqg. 19.222.1_
@ ;ﬂ ' ‘ 3Jéseph . Antig . | 413 . &'230 N :' ,.,‘ ' \
S T 1& . e - . . -
'- -4\41 Macc [T 15 » 3". ° " \ ’
v - S 3
45.. . . s AN
; ~Joseph. Antig. 13.224., * : Do ,
W T ) > . . < N ‘. ‘ , e .
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, o . 4655 B.'Bar-gRéchva explaifed,. the
kB ‘ . depended on the mobility of the Royal' Guhard and "strategic
resrve provided by “the military settlers. The use by the
] rivals of this maqpower, namely the settlers, to back: their. . v
. , litical spiration to the throne, had an enormous damaging
‘ /Zcf’fect on the Seleucid Empire. Bar-Kochva,The Seleucid Army,
.- 'p. 3. \" L ‘ 4 , (
. d ] Ty " .
\ ~ 4-’.lmtloc;huss v, Demetnus I, Alexander Balas. ‘Demetrius II,
J Rntloohus VI, Tryphon,, ) ‘
. -~ | - .
) o 48Demetr1us II hoped ’to reunite the kingdoni under his
"+ 4 - leadership. He thou@ht that . if he should subdue the
Parthians and acqu re. a. pr e of h\g.wom, he would make war

defence of the Empire

® x V o k]

LN

] ,L\ o on “'i‘ry'phon and drive him of Sy:xa seph. Antiq.13. 187.
a . . N
- . #49Y oseph. Antiq. 3-’116 me.
1 ) 3 . - PES ) “
é \ ‘ "; N o f”of'olyb. 3l.l‘l-l2z App. er. 46, . . o
‘ b‘l. ' . \ o '" ) ) .
. : k 5]'Joseph. Antiq. 12.360. N 3 ™
o T~ T . ‘ ‘52J08eph Antiq. 12,361. C ’
,"‘_, . ' :531\5 the cafe of the murder the queen Antiochis,‘r see
' L E.R. *Bevan, The House #f Seleucus, vel. 2, p.-185. . LI
- g Y . ’ "’w «\ 54 . ~ ' v e
. Pol?b. 31.11-13. - .
o 55 30sephi. Ant gﬂ 12,389, | -
. Y osep i . . C
. .y 56 o nom. ‘ e saion) n
Lo * ’> Ppiod) 31.27a: App. Syr. 47; Soter: '(The Sayior).
i . - - g o " - < x - .
- o . . : Iy .
i - df‘ 37y Macc\ 7.23. N A i ‘
:- o . . L. - . . ] !' R -
& L S 58Eupator was borﬂ in 174 accordlng to the Seleucid'
ke calendar. Therefore, Alexander Balas could not be born before
~ i 173 by ‘the same calendar.
¢ Y - J ! * ”
o : T 89y Vo ) ,
Y,\i - * - * Just)o’ 35-2,20~ ) )
te ) 3 ' . A e
y 5oa A 60 . [N .
7. , ¢ As Bevan Suggests "Demetrius goter marrled in’ 162 and’

o _+ ' the-Aptigonus murdered by Ammonius was rot .improbably th
N .t eldeAe 1 E erercen.

- ] "p. - 218,

note

0. l.

. Demetnus was born in 161, he woulgd

fourteen in 147. But S

son of Demetrius I..."Bqvan, The ,House of Seleucus, vol. 2,

B It ik




.,

'  political puppet against Demetitus, since the time he was
14 years old. . - .
. , : - . { -
: 5aBevan‘}/'Ig; House of Seleucus,' vol. 2, p. 234.
| 69 N | ‘

o -
, : ! .o “ ,
, 61Bevan, The House of Seleucus, vol. 2, p. 301; see ) '
Appendix N. Jcsf})h. Antiq. 13.86: I Macc. 10.67..

62 C

. Bevan, The House of Seleucus, vol. 2, p. 302; see .
r Appendix R. “ . ’ -
®3pioa. 33.28..
. | o . y
' I Macc. 11.40: Joseph. Antig. 13.131.
=Y Al ‘ . . , .
65We have numismatic evidence which provés that the reign
of Antiochus dates within 167 accordihg to the Seleucid
éal%ndar. I Macc. 11.54-56: Joseph. Antig. 13.144.
66..‘_Iosepl'x. Antiqg. 13 213:. .I Macc: 13.131: Diod. 33.28a.
4 N D’ ! . ’ . . - T~
. 67Lysials during the reign of Antiochus V. Eumenes and
Ammonius during Balas' reign. Lasthenes' influence during ”

Demetrius II reign. Tryphdw alap dominated the reign of
Antiochus VI. (Although Alexandér Balas agcended the throne
when he was 23 years of ‘age, hg:,gs uded by Eumenes as a

Bevan;, ‘The House of Séleucus, vol. 2, pp. 231-230.

o
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THE, INFLUENCE OF FOREIGN FORCES & ©
ROME '
% ”
, . ¢
- 1 , " . ‘ : 1 E
Polybius The Histories 20.8.1. ) . »
zLivius ‘From the Founding of the Citi'36.7,17_-20. . ’
' — . T ' a > 3
3Appian Syria 18: Liv. 36.17.1 on the battle % ? - 4
see W.K. Pritcéhett, Studies in ‘Ancient Greek Topography,
.(Los Angeles: Berkeley, 1965) 7f. ,
4Polyb. 21.16: Liv. 37.45: Diodorus The Library of
History 29.10: App. 38: Justinus Historiae Philippiee
31.8.8. ’ ) : )
| * \ . \
5 W
I Macc. 14.1-3. Antiochus IV | and Demet;lus@, Soter
were hostages in Rome as a result of that treaty.
: 6 ’
. Sstrborr’ Geography XI, 528-531: Plut. Lucull,\31.
P ’ . +
) Triv. 43.2. o -
Polyb. 27 19. . L .. NN P J
» 9 , , .“ ~ '-\ ]
Diod. 31l.27a. . ' ‘
! . ' P : - N (_
L - ) € i
R PO T C A : ‘ SN

1lpolyb. 29.25:' on Antiochus in Egypt see Walter otto, .
Zur der zeit des 6 pgolemiers: .in beitrage zur politik und &
zum staatsrecht des hellenismiwug, (Munchen: Verlag der
Bayerischen akademie der Wissenscnaft&n\ 1934)'” )w W. Tarn, ‘
.The Greeks in Bacteria and India, (Cambndge- University. .
Press, 1930) . : /- , \ ,.
v« ' \ K ‘ ' \ ~ ’ = . -
12Plyb. 29.27: - Liv. 45.12; Dipd. 31.2.' I Macc. 1, Tw
-.22-28: Joseph.Antig. 12.246: App. 66: Just. 3;.3.1&.: et
‘Valerius maxlmu? 6.3, . S B ) \
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4
Jﬁ'lﬂrhere are hisgbrians such as Otto (p. 89) who
considered Pqplli/xgollcy a will to ffhintain the double
kingship in Egypt/with the hope that quarrels between the
brothers would facilitate Rome's domination. We can accept
Swain's criticism of Otto's assumption which relies upon the
advise of Popilius to the brothers to liye in harmony. See
Joseph Swain, "Antiochus Epiphanes and ypt," Classical

Philology 39 (1944): 94.

14 30.25. 3-11.

\‘ >

31.2: App. 46.

Plyb.

Ypoiyb. 30.27.

’ 16Polyb.

17

“"Polyb. 31,2. ' ' ¢ - .

IBI‘bido : ’ - \/

191pid 31.15. ) , . .

, . Diod. 31.27a. .
= 21 ) T

© .““The relationiships between Rome and Jlidaea will be ™
examined m the next chapter. :

£22

Just 35 . l - 2 . :‘J”.\
\Y 3

Bpob. 31,2, | S L

Diod. 31.28:
LN

~

, ¢ ‘ .
~+ " 'Ibid 32,3: Diod. 31.30.29:. App. syr. 47. \ >
zsPolyb.“ 32.10: App. 47., ' '
- » . = '
» 261 Mace. §, 1-16. 0 . . “ \
——pe—— - ' . - N

27"A policy that brought about the clashes with The

Ptolemaglc houss_: Atta‘lixs‘ and jpi arathes. o | o ‘
28,8 ‘ S |

Livus Epitomae 47. ‘ .

~— . . *

o 29Just. 35.1.9. - . .o .
. *‘ R { ':[ L v fo ) / "
T 30 . ’ - ” )Q - ’
T P'olybn 33.18. - - ) s ) A - . ’

\‘l‘

-

. R .
L ) . . - + v [ ‘ M
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- ‘ ’:ZJ eph W. Swain, Antiochus Epiphacues and Egypt,
~ Class aliPhilologx 39 (1944): 94. Howard Sullard, Roma
Politics 420- B.C., 2ed. (0xford: Clarendoil Press,.

. age of fourteen years.

<N
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7

3]'Joseph. Antiq. 13.114.° ". he determined to refrain,
from,ap%ring to give the Romans any reason for disliking him."

-
32Diod.. 33.3. ~ .
33 ! ' ‘
His weak personality, could be effected by the fact
that he was under Eumenes and Zeophanus' patronage since the
Later, Balas received Philometor's
it is not surprising when he’ finally
his government was abandoned to his’

support. Therefore,
succeeded the throne,

Prime Minister Ammonlus. Diod. 31. 32a;: 33.3.
) L ;
341 Mace. 12.2. 7 /
Voo . f .
Bpiod. 33.Msa. ™™
36

P Joseph. Antig. 14.149.

-

37Livius. Epitomae 47. Another possibility is our sources

lack of information.

{ 4

3811 Macc. 8.10. = - oo

-
40, 2 By ‘ ' , o
“E.R. van, The House of Seleucus, vol. 2 (London:
Edward Arnold, 1902), p. 198

Voo . e

’0 .41 . '

39

31.9. 356-359.

.
[

Polyb. 32.11. r
42 .~ - > o *
Diod.- 33, 28a. *‘Although we must bear in mind that all
the Seleucid kings were aware of Rome's outlook. ¢ ‘ ¥
43Polyb. 33.18. ——
4411 mace. 10.13. - ol

238- > Lo}

‘

46Compare with "Rome's naval strength during Pompius'
time (63 B.C.E. , - . (

N\ ':
):\ By ;
.\j

p.

v 47,
Polyb.3 0.7, .~ ,
- *"ll S ,
o )
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PARTHIA

. lCarl Nelsucsn Debevoise, A Political History of Parthia,

(Chicago: University of Chicago.Press, 1938), pp. 10-9. «

. [}
2See Strbo and Pompius Trogus in Justin's Epitomae. o /

!

31’::.R. Bevan, The House of Seleucus, (Londoh: Edwdrd '
Arnold, 1902), vol. 1, pp. 179-171, 193-192.

4Justinus Historiae Philippicae 41.4.6-7. Arrian parthia
fr. 1.

N t

>The date is uncertain, although we can gssume that the
conquest of Parthia did not take place until the battle of
Ancyra.Just. 41.4.7« ‘ . 'j'

be have ‘at™ ' o, ;

ave ‘divergent statements as to 'the rise of the -

Parthian Dynasty and they are all 'hals of mist, even the Greek
themselves: were gquite uncertain as to the historicity of their
accounts of this early period. See stf¥bo Geography 11.515. .
or Arrian Prathia fr. 1, quoted in Photius 58. .

Tsust: 41.4.s. n . !
: . , .

8polybins  The. Histories 10.48. Str. 11.513. —~

[]
9 just . 41.5.1.! ' T
10, . . o
Arrian fr. 1, quoted in Syncellus p. 539. - |

-*———o;ﬁ—-

lpoiyb. 9.43. | ' J-

A2pias 10.27. o

/ b . : e v ~ ) .

Just 41.5.7. The figures are probably exaggerated. . 1
. . : . \

]

4

Hpoyb. 10.28-29. - - ‘ o
P . 3 ‘ ‘ ? ; } ) | . ‘F
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o S1pia. 10.27-31. ‘

16;ust 41.5.7.

17Rawlinson, The Sixth Great Oriental Monarchy, (London:
Longmans Green and Co., 1873), p. 59. Rawlinson suggested \
196 B.C.E. as the date to mark the end of his reign. - X}

laBevan suggested that the change of ruler perhaps

meant a fresh declaration of independegce. #He points out
thé Numismatic evidence presented by Prof. Gardner in which
- the'ddins were strucked by Arsaces dated 187/8 B.C.E. However,
Mr. #{roth's research date them-at 125 B.C.E. Furthermore, one
must bear in mind that the events took place after the
Seleucid defeat in Magnesia. Bevan, Thé House of Seleucus,
< vol. 2, p. 119. Just 41.5.9.

~ . “ 1) RN
” : P

ngust.'4}.5.9.

207ust 41.5.9-10.

~ . [y
Zlnesé . . N , . . .
voise claimed that the belief in which Mithradates
. extended his power as far as south and east as Seisktar part
. of Aria and Gedrosia, rest solely on identification of
Hydaspes of Orsins with the Modern Porali. See Carl Neilsén
Debevoise, Apolitical History of Parthia, (Chicago: University
of Chicago Pres&, 1938), p. 19. See W. Tarn, "Parthia", i, S
- - CAH 9 (1932): 579. ; . .

-

* 22y Macc. 3.31-37: Joseph.Antiq. 12.294-297: IV Macc. :
18.5. - — . —_ . . J
23The rank that stood in command of the forces reflects )
: ) the Seleucid attitude to this matter. See Bezalel Bar Kochva, .ot .
. The Seleucid Army Organization and Tactics in the Great .
) - Campaigns, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1978),
. . pp.-B5, 142, 3

b

é ' 24 .
[ < "App. 45 : ;Dio@. 31.17a.
: : N ’ W s -i l s S

‘ . <\ 2SIII Macc. 9.1-2, ’ Yo ; L0 -

t - - . L . s i e
, 26 ' $500 _K.
. . . . "Joseph, Antiq: 12.354-356. - - .

\

"527901@'31\.9. ‘ ‘ - v /
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28E R. Bevan, "Syria and.the Jews , CAH 8 (1930) :
522-518.
: 29Just. 41.6.7. Although .Bevan rejected it as a result
of lack of direct ev1deno§ Bevan, The House of Seleucus,
Vol. 2, p. 234, 302-303.

30Debevoise shiggestion came as a result of the study of
the Cuneiform tablet. Debevoise, A Political History of \ -
Parthia, p. 22 (Notes 98,99).

&
3lihial pp. 22-23. .

325ust. 41.6.6-9.

331bid. 36.1.2-4.

31pia. 36.1.4. S v
. o a e '
5. \ : -*ihi

35 joseph. Antiq. 13.184.

36The goal to change the status quo in which the kingdom

‘was divided between two kings Tryphon and Demetrius. He

¢ould obtain new allied contingents to his army which could
help him in the future to establish his position as a solg
king of the Seleucid k1ngdom. - L , )

37

. >’Joseph. Antiq. 13.184, |Just. 36.1.3f.

38 3611.5-6: 38.9.2-3.

I Macc. 14.1-3: Just.

App. 67.

‘ ‘ 4oJust. 42ﬁi.1.

41 pevoise, A Politfcal Histogy of Parthia, p. 29.

v

4ZAPP- 67. oJust. 38.9. ‘ |«

.7
The flguras\are uted among Scholars: Just. 38.10.2.
Orsiu The Seven Books of Hlstory Against the Pagans.

5.10.8. Blod*‘34 7.1,
“Just; 38.10.5¢. - L e
) L. c ‘ o

ot Lo i 4n oy

i e e
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'

4Spioa. R4-19.
N 4%5ust. 38.16.10. ' . o
47, . i "
Ibid. 38.10.11: 39.1.1.
481pia. 41.4.6-7.
*
49The first utilized the death of Tirdates I and the
crowning of Artabanus as well as Sidetes who used the death
of Mitradates and ascension of Praates to his benefit.
| S0gust. 41-5.7. £
51 Ces @, .
Josep. Ardtigs 12.294-295. Tacitus Hlst?rx v.8.
52po1yb. 31.9. , <
L 53 Y . _ X
| The pre~conditions to any expedition to the East were
v dealt previously in details. Bevan claims that Demetrius II
secured his crown by leaving Cleopatra alcne. Tryphon was
her_husband's enemy and the murderer of her son. Therefore,
Demetrius II was not afraid of leavind her alone in the Capital.
P However, We can not accept it as the reason for Demetrxus Il's
e 4 departvure, but it could have encouraged him to carry out his
: plans in the East in order to gain prestige that would later
on help him to reunite the kingdom. Bevan, The House of et
Seleucus . 233. :
: ) ueHgLP : N -
i\  '54 T : d
i ‘ Ibid. ’ ‘
NG . : . '
| 55Jjust. 36 £r. 1. Joseph Antig. 13.184,
~ 56 H . ld . ‘\7 ‘ .
, In order to\dismiss his Use has a claimant to the
throne. - .
/‘ o ) X :. \%\
; " 575ust. 38.10.10. , . L
-~ 58 joseph. Antiq. 12.294- -/
\ . ~ | . L
/ 59zbia. 186. ¥ e
ST 0 - PR o
Mikhail Rostovtzeff, The Social and Econonic Histofy
-, of the Hellehistic World, Vol Z° (Oxford: University Press, ,
* 1953), pp. 697, 841, 848. I
P » , ¢ ‘
61Mainly as a resylt of the insecure throne as well as ;
. natural difficulties ifi carrying military expedition to the /
“15 ‘ East . _ ‘ '
TR i i i




EGYPT

-

k.

. lOn the date of thé battle and the origih of the g

the God pan, see Maurice Holleaux, "Etudes d'histoire hQ?\lénls-
tique, la Chronologie de la cinqui@me guerre de Syria,"” Klio 8
(1908) :267, the Origin ¢of the name the God panm, Avi-yona, .
Atlas of the period of the Second Temple, The Mishna and

. Talamud, (Jerusalem: Carta, 1966), (Hebrew). Y
2Titus, Livius From the Founding of the City 33.20. .
; [ 4
‘ <. : i
' .. '3Polybius The Histories 28.20,9. '
A\Q T- ! \' , /|
4 ) 1

Antiochus IV denied any such kind of agreement and it is

difficult to believe that Antiochus gave promises of that kind,
| . six months after he possessed that territory. Moreover, the Vs
: Seleucid House was always looking for ‘the opportunity to
‘€ »  dominate this territory. The statement found in Josephus
i . Antiquities (XII, 160) may indicate just that Antiochus promised :
ETS daughter some revenue that was collected from Coele-Syria. 1

oM. 1. Rostovtzeff, The Sdcial and E Economic History of the
Helleﬂ"’stlc World, (Oxford University Press, 1953), vol. 2,

- pp. 718-719. : ¥
- . E.R. Bevan, A Hlstox;y of Egypt under the Ptolemaic Dlnas_x,
" (London: Methuen, 19/) , P. 271. :
‘ L]
6
.Bevan, A History -of Egypt, p.- 283.
R . ‘ o
e . POle. 28021. K . i . . i ) R

‘ 81pid.: piod. 30.17. ' :
/ ‘ ' 9 i . : Y & \

: ' . Polyb. 28.23.4.. Diod. 30.18.2. L p

-
, . . -~

l°polyb.._3o.26.9. Joseph. Antiq. 12.243.

/ s (/ N -
. , <

) : llAntlochus 1nterest,s in bemg Phllometor 8 guardlan

|
i ‘ .were dealt in detail by Joseph Swain, "An¢iochus Epiphanes ;
f \and Egypt, Classical Philology 39 {1944); -85-82. g

12

; [ .
. ) 2 . ,
: Ibid. - ) ..
'
a
[ ! I:, .. . .
- " b . . N
. .
- .
v . kY
' "
- oo 7 . v !
y . N - N RS v " o—
o . . e ' ral'- o U7 53




131pia p. 4. ' : ,

. ’ 14Tacitus History v. 8 "rex Antiochus demere superstitionem

et mores Graecorum dare adnisus, quomimus taeterrimans gentem

in melius mutaret, PartBorum bello prohibitus est" that quatation

from Tacitus can help us as similar to other sources. Polyb
XXVIII.23.4f that Antiochus' main concern was the nibbling )

process held by the Parthians. That process had great effect )
both on the economical and political status,of the Seleucid

kingdom, See also "Antiochus Epiphanes an# egypt", Swain,

pp. 84-85, . ’

15Polyb. 28.23,4f: Swain, "Antiochus Epiphanes and Egypt",
pp- .84-85' -
15

L

Polyb. 29.4.729.

17See The Chapter on Rome. v

3
D 18,01yb. 33.5.

Ypioa. 31.32. P , ‘

2oAppm Syr. 67. . ‘ d
: . v21E.R. Bevany, The House of ,Seleuvcus, Vol. ‘2 (London:
Edward Arnold, 1902), p. 212.
, We reject Bouche, Lecleréa,cdnfectures. He supposes

. that Philometor. had originally intended to get Coele Syria
back but when Alexander asked for his daughter's hand, he -
thought that on the whole good policy to agree and drop the >
‘question of Coelesyria. Two main points Bouche Leclercq fails '
to prove true because our lack of knowledge of what was in
the mind of those in the Alexandrian court. The Second is
Egypt's great concern towards the Roman outlook. A considera-
tion which was recorded by Josephus. Antiguities when Philometor

reached Antioch ". . . he determgned to refrain from appearing
; . to give the Romans any reason for disliking him.”"” (Antigq. 13.114).
‘ .- | Therefore,we cannot accept Bouche Leclercg\}nterpretatlon of ;
f ' . :
i - events. . : , (/,
/o S . . \ o
22

« The contradiction within our.sources makes it obscure. - -
Polybius describes that Ptglemy's intentions were to support

- Alexdnder, but from the book of I Macc. 2.1. We study that.

MWtor- came to conquer Alexander's kingdom slyly.

| an accept IMacc, version as reliable as a result of the

| . constant conflict hetween the Ptolemai¢ House and Alexander

i ‘ as well as Ptolemy's accusation on a plgt to assassinate him.

. .

¢ . . -
: . . . {‘a = .
" ! .
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. P , ;
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23Josephﬂ Antiq.- 13.106. ?

i . 241 Macc. 2.8. Joseph. Antigq. 13.106: Diod. 32.9.

? N ‘ . L
N ’ 25 . .
Joseph. Antig. 13.114. \ .

)

261 Macc. 2.18.

27Bevan, The Houge of Seleucus, Emil Sch&rer, The History .
of the Jewish People 1h the ‘Age of Jesus Christ, vol. 1.
Revised and edited by /Vermés and Millar.)_ (Edlnburgh T. and
T. Clark Ltd. 1973). §
- Walther Kolbe) Beitrdge Zur Syrischen und <d8dischen
Geschichte, (Stuttggrt: W. Kohlhammer, 1926).

. 28Avigdor Techerikover, Hellinistic Civilization and the
Jews, (New York: Athenueum, .1970), p. 243.

" 2QSomehcw we fail to examine every case separately, - S
~ ' Because we tend to consider the leugid as a erful Empire. i
:} The Seleucids in the Second -Centu B.C.E. 1osggguch ‘of that,
' : but on the other hand, this does ngt mean that the kingdom had

no power and was not strong ‘eng to defend its very necessary b

interests. Antiochus IV, Demétrius II and Aniochus Sidetes

and their Aggre551ve policies provide us with the proper ‘

perspectlve to evaluate the Seleucid kingdom. However, we must

- - "distinguish between the Seleucid military power ahd their
inability to transla\g this power into polltlcal achxevehents,

~ as in Antlo‘pus VII's and Antiochus III's cases.

s

- Bar Kochva estlmated that Seleucid' s&huccess to control
‘\ ) its vast empire depended 6n their military settlement which -

aimed A. to establish islands of Greco Macedonian papulation
among the Orientals and spreading the culture among the upper

, classes of the subjected nations. B. provide reservoirs of

’ trained and loyal manpower. After Antiochus IV's death the H

Seleucid seemed to lose that strength and as a result it ’

effected the strategy of defensive mobility and were not able » |

to send forces to suppress the uprisings in the Eastern borders..

See Bezalel Bar -Kochva, The Seleucid Army Organization and

: Tactics in the Great Campaigns, (Cambridge: Cambridge University

L Press, 1976), p. 201. . .

P L e

>

™~ ' ) ‘
- 3lpevan, The Mouse of Seleucus, Vol. 2, p. 26.

3 - ,
B \\ 3250 example, Antiochus III journey to the East.®
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74 Ibid.

{
75‘.]'oseph1.is' Jewish War 1.38,.

6J.c)seph Anfig. 14.233.

. 77'1‘.R. Broughton, The Magistrates of the Roman Republic,
Vol. 1 (New York: American Philosophital Association, 1952),
pp. 443, 44s. :

Iy
’ 7SWe can easily remove all doubts of it being the tendency
of I Maccabees which aimed to glorify the Hasmonean by * -
. attaching to them letters of alliance with a*great powerful
nation in the stature of Rome. .

7?Menachem Stern, The Documents on the History of the
Hasmonean Revolt, Tel-Aviv; Hakibbutz Hameuchad, 1965) , pP. 76.

80The city of Clbyrla in Asia mlnor,1188-169 B.C. E )
Ditterburger, Orientis Graeci J.nscrlptlones selectae, (New York:
Hildesheim, 1970), No. 762. The city of Methymne 1n Lasbos

o island. (prior to 105 B.C.E.) Wilhelmus Ditterburger, Sylloge
: inscriptionum Graecum, (New York: Hildesheim, 1960), No 693.
Loulse Matthael, "On the classification of -Roman allies," .

Classical Quarterly 1 (1907):204. "They (Jews) must therefore
"be classed with the amici and not with the Socii”: \
We cannot accept Wirgin's.-assumption re&garding the first
. Maccabees treaty, with Rome solely'on economical grounds for
the following reasons. A. We can not separate this treaty
from the rest of the treaties between Rome and Judaea. B.
There remains some doubt that in a struggle of independence,
even though economical issues are of great concern, that the
main concern’ is the achievement of international recognition -
" Rome C. in 165 B.C.E. Judah and the Hasmonean party did not yet -
establish their positions in Judaea, especially in.Jerusalem.
Theéir opponents were quite strong and supported by .the Seleucids.
Although we'can assume 'that while being in Rome the Judaean
embassy discussed the economical matter, it is clear that it'was
not on the central agenda. However, the monument ‘of Siron to his
family can be explained also as the building of monument to
their achievements: namely a gate. to the Sea of Joffa. Wolf,
- Wirgin, "Judah Maccabees Embassy td Rome and the Jewish Roman
Treaty; Palestine Exploration Quarterly 101 (1969) : 20-15.
pps See- also Moses‘*Hadas, Hellinism Culture Fusion and Dif fusidn,
(New York: Columpia University “Press 1959), p. 86

8]"'I‘h.ls is the only way ‘that we can- understand Dametzrius’
subséquent policy in Judaea and Medes. His harsh measures k
N against their two leaders, Judaea and Timarchus, despite them
having signed a treaty with Rome; contradicted the general
. Seleucid policy. This pollcy attracted much attention and
concern from Rome's opmlon. On._ the relatlo'nshlp between the
_house of Beleucus and Rome, see the chapter on Rome. (
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R . . ’ . . L ' /
. » 82p01yb. 31.11. . , ‘
) ’ ° . * N "'.
' o 83Bacchides reached Jerusalem in the fall of 161 B.C.E. ' 1
in the Battle betweén the two armies, .the Hasmoneans were - ,
a defeated and Judah was killed. ' ‘ y ¥
p . ' !
. . , . . o
’ ' :841 Macc. 9.23-25. -j > o \ =
I . T ‘
© 851 Mace. 9.23-30. o
‘ - - . . : v ) ’ FOERN '1
. ' 86 - . . . ' ‘ ' T
s App.:Syr. /447: Diod. 31.27a. . . . oo,
8'_IIuMacc. 9.3'1. : . L
' P . . ¢ . -
885 c"hapter Seleuc:.d Weakness p. 39-55. We can accept SR B
- £\ some of Kolbe's conclusion focusing an the internal struggles 3
‘ which qave Jondthan the possibility of carrying on with 1
. " Juddea's struggle for independence. _But weucan not underplay 4
: . the Hasmonean great diplomacy and leadership as well as the. 4
inner power of the peoplé. Walther Kolbe, Beitr3ge zur o
' ‘Syrischen und Jldischen Ggschichte, (Stuttgart W. Kohlhammer,
' . '1926), p. 167, .
' Co- ‘ 8S)I”rmcc. 9.36-49. -~ . ’ : o
90, . y . o a
The garrison 'in Jerusalem. I Macc. '9.49-54,, . :
* ’ R . .3
. %11 Macc. 9.57. , P |-
92 ’ e o -0
' , Judaean desert east from Tkoa. _ \ . : .
4 \ N . . T ‘, ‘Jv "’ A
/”}/vacc. 9.64-67. u - , . -
. ‘ 9 3 B ' ' ," ’ ’
' g I Macc. 9.58. ‘ ;
) 95 ‘ . ;
We suggest that the reason for -his departure, came
as a-result of the popular support given to the Hasmoneans.
L He realized, however, that the Pro-Seleucid faction could
.+ - ofily survive when there was a massive Seleucid military
presence. Such a presence could not be maintairied, . .
especially, when the crown of Demetrius was in dariger from <
the new claimant to the crown, Alexander Balas, supported ,
by Emmanus.
v } t .
.. ! . , e
9,61 Macc. 9.73.: ‘ _ ] ‘
. L}
! ’ ' . ‘.
- s .- R e e e “"‘W
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1 ' -, . " . ‘\ 4
b 97Rome did not recognize Demetrius ntil 160 B.C.E., “Q.'
See the Chapter on Rome- (p. 67) . ’
polyb. 33.18.
. X - i‘ -
: 99 . : ' |
, Piod, 31.32a.: Just. 35.1.6-7.
e, Y . ’ . , i
. 100 ; ' ‘
Joseph. Antig. 13.36. ;
- 1,01 . . e - )
I Macc. 10.1-6: IJoséph. Antiq. 13.38. | . K
1021 Macc. 10.6. _ a e
e - 103754, 10.9-12.7 : T
e o . . - ‘ ' . .
' 04'EXCept Beth-2 and Acre in.Jerusalem. Joseph. Antiq.
, 13.42.- f Macc. 10.12%13. - ) t SRR
. 105]‘. Macc. 10..13—21'L o :
tas —_— . . . |
106 :
I Macc. 10.21: Joseph ug. 13.46.
: 1971 Macc. 10.25. .
t . .
’ 108'I'h1s support came in spa.te of Demetnus qreat offers,
almed to gain prestige within the Seleucid house, as they -
i ~in fact 'did, when Jonathan obtained a special status’ in the:
" Royal Hotise. I Macc. '10.65. - . . ¢
. : - . 4
109 . o .- e
- . I Macc. 10.48-50. 'Joseph. Antig. 13.58-61. .Polyb.
3.5.3, Jgst. 35.1.8-11. App. Syr. 67. . ’
110; Macc., 10.58-65: A
»'llllJus'i:.' 35. 22.
° 25504, 33,3. - 7
- 4 . .
) W3rpia. - o
: : 1147 wacc. 10068, - . ¢
e 1151pid, 10.74-85:" . - S
% T . ‘ :
_ T T L Rt o ‘ - : : *“"‘"““‘m -
LR e e , - - :‘E"si’i’ S . ’ » .
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- 1161“’(\1' 10.89. L ' . L
M

11~7Joseph Antigq, 13 ’106. which he conflrmed by

promislng his daughter to Demetrlus as a wife,.

118 -
Jus 35 2.3 Jo‘gep}_l Antiq ) 13.112

11950seph. Mntig. 13.116: 1 Macc. 11.14-17. /,/
- ) . . . v
1201 yace. 11, 16-17. o Vo
121I“Ma\c:c. 1.1..274- . , o .
A ' M . ¢
122Joseph Antig. 13:111. L
. ' ,
- 123 .- " S -
N . ““IMacc. 11.38.: Diod. 33.4. '
124

Joseph. Antlg.rlﬁ.lu.: I Macc. 11.39. '

125pi0d. 33.3 + T
1261 yace. 11.41'7" X
—_— . . - v
C127 sooh . Andh =
I Macc. 11.41. Joseph. Antig. 13.135.
' " ’ .
- 128 Macc. 11.51. ‘ . L .
129 . . L
. I Macc. 11.54: Joseph. Antig. 13.144.
. . . .
130ni0d. 33.4. ‘ \
131

*Diod. 30.4a: Strbo .Geography 16.752.

1321 Macc. 11.54-56.

<

133

s Diod. 33.9: Joseph Antiqg. 13.145. . See also second

chapter (p % ),

1341 Macc. 11.54-58, ) '

‘ 135A position which had previously been held by

Hegamonides (IT Macc. 13.24.) and Cendebaeus. (I Macc.
16.35). , : o~

f"““ i «-;—v i

.
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()
136 Macc. 11.59.
‘ : ' 137As a son of Alexander Balas. -

1381 Macc. 11.60:

v

1391pia. 11.62.

' - ' 1402. Lichtenstein, Megilat Taanith. (Jerusalem:
Hebrew University, 1966), p. 281.

r

7 it g x e catomeesds 1o

g 14150seph. Antiq. 13.174. I Macc. 12.25.

1421 Macc. 12.32-35.

o I8nid 12, 35-38, | o

S e A

144vpi4a. 12. 36.

R PN

“15ust. 36.3.9.

v

/ 1461 MaCCu r‘12.2"'8'. v e ‘ \i

flj J 1 147Arnaldo Momiqliano, Prifi linee di storia della

. e tradizione Maccabaica, (Roma: Societa editrice del Fdro. ‘ :
e " Ttaliano, 1930), p.l42. S

; . ¢
! ' 148, Macc. 14.20.

s 1491hia. 12.14-15.

.

150Strbo Geography 8.365, Cicero, ProfLacohs 63.
seography zrozlacous

LI

, 151Ginsbunq's assumption which speaks of the alliance
. with Sparta being established because of its Jewish
: population is difficult to prove. MicKael, Ginsburg,

E

[N /
B "Sparta and Judea™ Classical Philolo 29 (1934): 122-117.
o ' See also Moses Hadas, Hellenistic Culture, p. 86,
. 1
_ 152 ~

- I MaGC- 12039-52u

1537 macc. 12.39-40.
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. ' ) ls‘Apparently in the territory on which Simon governed S ;
the Ladder of Tyre .unto the border of Eqypt. I Macc. 12. 44 46. !

. n

- ‘ 1551 Macc. 12.41-53: Jpseph. Antig. 13.188-192.
v o . o .
' o 158, Macc. 13.8-9. \ " ]
5 . 3
, l57P::ev1ously as governor Simon placed there a Jewish }
—— . garrlson. '
158 d

I Mace. 13.12. , 4

ksgAs a result of internal pressure aiming to avoid
claims that he did not do everything. to bring about his .
brother's reléase.® . :
“ " .

1607 yace. 13.23-24.

3 ' ~~ ;u
¥ , - ! X i
1615trbo;Geograghv 16.758. \\\* !

- ’
162 - _ ' . 5
App. Syr. 68 (351)." Ljvy ngtomae I Macc. 13. i

31-32. Joseph. Antlg 13. 218—222 Diod. 33 28 Just. 36.1.7.

5 SR 1631 Macc. 13.36.
1641 Mace. 13.41-42 Lichtenstein, Negilat Taanith,
, T LTOOYPIIY ATInD K99I Yvwanck (M20Kk) nv3 173" <
L ‘ ' '
- 165141,142 3.,/

' 166Jonathan fought Gaza because of her support to
Demeétrius. I Macec. 11.62. - T

N /
e Macc. 14.40.
: 168104, 14.21-24. ° )
5 | 69Ib1d 14.24.
- ’ ) t’\‘ c —“
1134 14.16-19. . - i
, - ( ‘ LN
. 1715504, 33.2%a. .
» v .
. §
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- Roman Republic, #ol. 1, pp. 474-476. E. Schfirer, History of
the Jewish People, pp. 195-197. M. Stern, The Documents

- 197 -

172Shannon, T.R. Broughton, The Magistrates of the . l

[y

on the History of the Hasmoneans, p. 129. [Locius Caecllus
Mettellus Consul 142 B.C.E. praetor 145 B.C.E.

173We must suggest that the renewal of the'frlendshlp
took place in 142 B.C.E. afd not as the chronological sequence
brought by first Maccabees in 140 B.C.E. First Maccabees
stated that Demetrius promised Simon the highpriesthood
after he heard about the great honour the Romans gave him.
B. The letter of Locius directed to Demetrius. We can not
assume that Locius would direct his letter to Demetrius
afteér the last fall into captivity in 140/139 B.C.E. We must

also bear in mind that L. Caecilus Mettelus was consul in. K
142 B.C.E. angd praetor 145 B.C.E. .. . !
l74Gazra the city that Georgias army escaped after'they
were defeated by Judah: I Macc. 4.15. This city |
fortified by Bacchides. I Macc. 9.52. w\\\\ . ““’ 1
1754 Macc. 13.48. . v ' ’ ;
171 Mace 13.51-53. ‘ ' ) -
1771 Macc. 13.49-53. Lichtenstein Megilat Taanith, 4
pp. 286-287. While I Macc. (14.736:15,2%) described the
purification of Acre from idolss Josephus in Antiquities
(13,215-217) described Acre being destroyed. .7
1781 macc. 13.51. . 1
3 g
179I\Macc. 10.9-10..
' . . . E
1807 Macc. 13.31-40.° 0 ’ 1
. e, - ‘ .
181

This aim was the main .motive of Demetrius' campaign
to the East, a campaxgn without’ military 1og1c. 1 Macc. 14.1.

5

'1821 Macc. 14.8.

1837 Macc. 14.28.35-39.

184
»
185

I Macc. 14.41.

Joseph. Antiq. 13.194-186. .




S - 198~ C .

. . . ‘
L]
-

A}
186Joseph.’ Antx,g‘ 13.222. .
1871 Macc. 15.6. ;
’ ’ 188See the Chapter on Parthla who despxte its indepen- : v
N « dence still used Seleucid coinage. Concerning Hasmonean

coinage see Y. Meshorer and Ben David research which dismissef
the claims that the coins of half a fekel and Sekel from

the first year until ‘the fifth year could be attributed to
Simon, But must be referred to the time of war between the \
Jews and Romans. Yaakov Meshorer, Jewish Coins of the Second i \
Temple, Tel Aviv: Am-Hassefer, 1967), pp. 41-42. .
Atye, Ben David, “When did the Maccabeés Begin to_Strike 1
their First Coins", PLBQ 1047(1972): 103-93. . : v
On the importance of Sidetes promise see Wolf Wirgin,

"Maccabean History from Coins®, PLQ' . 104 (1972): 104-110. \\—.L,

. | 189

139/138 B.C.E. o =N

-

. 190 'I‘hls date confirms our numjismatic matenal which

suﬁport the assumption that he conquered Antioch and Tyre .

. in the same year. See Theodore E. Newell, "The Seleucid ]
&._./ Mint gf“Antioch™ {New York: The American Numismatic Society,
IQIB) . pn. 81. . i

1921 Macc. 15.12: Joseph. Antig. 13.223. ° \\B

193, Macc. 15.33. Simon or the author of first o <\ ot
. Maccabees raise an ideological higtoric motive which justified

the Hasmonean conquest gutside Judaea's, boundarles. In o

) other words, not with the right of power but’ with #he power oy
of right. . , .. ‘ Tt
" . o < A -~ .
3 . ’ 194[ Macc. 15.38-41: Joseph. Antiqg. 13.225.
1951 Macc. 16.9.
« / :
\ - 1%81pi4.15. 37,
197 ‘ ‘ ' ‘ oo
( Joseph. Antig. 13.224. ‘ . o
3 L 198 T . > ;
. . Strbo. Gebgraphy 14.668: App. Syr, 68. . I
. 199 Macc. 16.14. 135/4 B.C.E. f) : .
200

I Macc. 16.17-18. g
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w7 201,
. Joseph. Antiq. 14.143.
S 202 . : . . .
’ p As a résult of Hig good relationships with Alexander

+ Balas. ) ‘ C N . . . 7

. 203

By two commanders Athenobius and Cendebaius.

¢

°4Joseph. Antig. 14.147. . q
* * 205 \ :
o ) A. Stern, Document on the History of the Hasmonean .
~, Revolt, pp. 145-148. Stern, "on the relationship between 3
Judaea and Rome during John Hyrcanus time". Zion 26 (1961): ) .
22-1. Schidrer The History of the Jewish People, p. 204 205,
Momsen, “"Der Senatsbeschluss Bei Josephus Ant. 14 8.5.
. Hermes 9 (1875): 281 sq. Schiirer and Momsen falﬁ to 1nterpret
*‘the documents and related them to other perlods.

o

206Josep§. Antig. 13.246-243.

- . 207A1th0ugh Josephus on Antiquities described it as

willingly and part of mutual agreemént, it is clear, that
the military assistance was an obligation of a satellite

’ ffate. See my work p.l05 - 107as well as compare to Jonathan's
assistance to Demetrius IT.

208 N . or C ;
Part of a Parthian attempt to ease the military

’ : pressure of Sidetes on the Eastern frontier. Diod. 34.15:

Just. 33.10.7. App. Syr. 68.

20%;,st. 38.10.11. ‘ -

¢ -

- 2101154, 39.1.2. . o ,

211y ceph. Antig. 13.267. -
212444, 268-269. : , S

. .. . | . \ ," )r
213 : : . .

Newell, The Seleucid Mint of Antioch, 84 5qq.

» 21fJoseph. Antiq. 13.254. \

21SSee John's first alliance with Rome

T . . 16mis assumptlon supports the hypothesxs that Judaea
_ got the Senate's support all along Rome's ifiterest matched
g .. with those of Judaea. In other words maintaining the
, ©  status quo, and a weak Seleucid kingdom. See M. Stern,’
. On the Relatzonsh12}between Judaea and Rome, Zion 26. © -

»

. 6-12. ' -
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~ 217 o

Joseph. Antiqg. 13.256-266.,

. 218 .
Compare to the situation when Rome forced the

Seleuc1ds to compensate Euomanes fter magnesia. Polyb.

2l.16a: Just. 31.8.8: App. Syr. 3: Diod. 29.10. ©Liv. 37.45.

. 219Joseph. Antiq. 13.269. \/// J \/X
: .
. -
. 2201pia: gust. 39.2.9.
221 -
) Joseph. Antiq. 14.247. .
\ zéj}é;d. 14.249-251.
22375, 39.3.2. )
224Inscription from Delos Island in honourlto Genius
' Papirus. Carbo Consul in 113 B.C.E. See M. Stern,"On the
Relationship between Judaea and Rome," Zion p. 17.
225 o . ! Sl
Joseph. Antiq. 13.269. ¥
t
2261pi4. 13.254. i
227114.13. 258, : ‘
, L \'*\
228The aid of 6000,sold{ers of Latirus to Cyzicenus
took place during 107-108 B.C.E. A short time before
Lutirus was removed by his mother Cleopatra. This was
later than the ti of the coalition between Ptolemy and
_ Hyrcanus as described in the Senate letter of alliance. \
229 , : )
Joseph. Antiq. 13.280.
. .
- 2301pia.13.273. : | o
231w
e can attrtbute some of the credit to the large . .

Jewish commuaity (Antig. 13.287) a good relationship was
maintained durlng Yanai's reign. (Antig. 13.354).

” A .
| 2323§Efp . Antig. 13.273. P
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13

. 4y .o . ,
233Lysias - Phili Demetrius I ~ Alexander Balas:
Demetrius II - Alexangér Balas: Tryphon and Antiochys VI -
Demetrius II: Tryphon{ - Demetrius II: @idetes - Tryphon.
Demetrius II ~ Alexander Zabina's: Alexander Zabinas - Antiochus
Grypus: Antiochus Grypus - Antiochus Cyzicenus.

’ ) zquevan, THe House of Seleucus, Vol. II, p. 26.
235 e n \ ;
. When Bacchides left Judaea.” I Macc. 9.59. :
LS . a
236 ' n ‘
Except Alexander Balas. ) : 1
KN ° . . 3 : ;
2371 Mace. 11.27: I Macc. 11.59. o
L 46; 2387 Mace. 10%6. . . Y NN g
4 . " . ;
B . ] N
D 2397 Macc. 11.41. ,
' 240 | ‘ S o ?
I Macc. 8.23-32: I Macc. 15.16-24. Joseph Antiq. oo

[} ———— 1o

14.1451148. Antiqg. 13.260-264: Antiq. 14:.247-255. ) C

¥ : /241Lysias. Bacchides and Sidetes also indicated the
state of decline of the Seleucids. jOperations usually -
handled by local commanders, were executed by the king
himself. (Sidetes). On the other hand, we witness Judaea
in the process to indgpendéncg4‘ ‘ ' ‘ . ‘ -

Ay

242'rhe campaigns in the East were carried out by Antiochus
IV Demetrius II and Antiochus Sidetes (except Demetrius II)
Sidetes and Epiphanes were powerful and influential kings with
amtibdous policies. During their .réign the Hasmoneans were.
not provided with the political vacuum which enabled them to
utilize and pave Judaea's way to independence. - '

‘ 24350seph. Antig. 13.346: 13.390. -
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. ‘ CONCLUSION-

1E.R. Bevan, The House of éeleucus, 2 Vols. (London::
Edward &;nold, 1902) . . . .

2

(New York: Atheneum, 1970} . .

4

-~

L4

3The comparison between these two incidents can only

enmphasize the change in the Seleucid status in the xnternatlonal

arena. However, we can not ignore the reign of Antiochus’ III,
Antiochus IV, especially ‘his>victories over Egypt, or '
Antiochus VII recovery of power until 129 B C.E. Can this
period be categorlzed as weak’ .

'\4Josephus Jéwish Antigquities 13, 376, 390.

>Ibid. 13.273.
6 ' . : A * " ': \&
I Maccabees 15.15-24. Rome's friendship with Judadea was
one of'thewreaSOns for his promise of priesthood to S%pon.

’

Diod 33: 78a: Tryphon marks. a turning point in the .

history of the Seleucid kingdom. He was the first king and

. not a member of the Royal family. This fact has great

significance in Seleucid hlstory See chapter The Internal
Struggles over the'Crown. ' ‘ S C

‘c

81 Macc. 13.51. RS ST ,

d1bid, 12.1.

llg ¢ » - | h &
Strbon. Geograggx.16.756. . '

llJosephgf Antiq. 12.423. -, - ’

[ «

ing the internal stru gle between‘the Hasmonean's. and their
supporters and the "H llenistic party". While it is clear
that. qur gources represented one side of the ispute - namely,
the Hasmoneans. The efore; the-term used by the authors of I
and 1I' Maccabees n ly ! ellnistic party" must be reexamined
and,used in this th sis: :jJust to distinguish between them the'
Hasmoneans supporteﬁs, and thelr opponernts. - ,

e e ——

all- ‘the avaxlable information concern-

Avigdor Tcherikover, Héllenlstlc Civilization and the Jews,‘

DI PI Y

Wl VI A, AR § GO ey

s vy o e




Ly

8.

the[Age of Jesus Christ, Vol..l. Rev. -and ed. by Vermes &

13

- 203 -

’
- * }
.- ¢ .

I Magc. 7.4-5: 6.22: 3.8: 7.22: 9,23-28. II Mdcc.

L 1 'é
I?I Macc. 7, 48-50.. L. - . %
. “ :
51bia. 8, 1-16. ) , |
* J . R i :
. . 4 :
Y61pia. 10.47-69. . } SR ¥
. . < . §
17 L T -0 i
: Bevan,'The House of Seleucus, Vol. 11, p. 215. :
v , . ‘ ) * , , ’. / ,r‘1
181 Macc. 5.62-63. . ) ’ S
f N— T s
-
lgIbld s, : :
20 : R oo ‘ o
Emil, Schiirer. The History of the Jewish People in . - °

Y o,

MiTlar (Edinburgh: T & T Clark Ltd., 1973), p. 173. ¢

2lsolomon zeitlin, The Rise and the Fall of thé Judean 3

State, Vol., 1 (Phlladelnhla The Jewish publication soclety T

. of America, 1962), P.XVI: Tcherlhover, Hellenistic Civilization, ’
394-395, .

22 N oL

Kolbe etc. studied the Second Temple,era as the background to

the uprise of Christianity. \\/// , , “;

[y

P-

Xxi,

One must bear in mind that Schiirer as well as Meyer and

23Zetlin, The Ri'se and the Fall of the Judean State,

~af




\ : S ‘ ( ‘
‘ SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY , . s .
ANCIENT SOURCES

Appian. Roman History. 4, vols. translated by Horace, White.

Loeb classical library, London: W. Heinemann, 1912.

Arrian. - Anagisis‘Alexandre. 2.vols. translated by E. Robson.

Loeb classical library, London: W. Heipemann) 1933.

¢

Athenaeus. The Deipnosophists. translsﬁed by C.B. Gulick. .

His Work vol. 5, Loeb c}assical library. London: W,

“

* .. Heinemann, 1954, ]

Dibdorus, Siculus. The library of History, translated by ,

v

q

Francis 5} Walton. His Work vol. 11—12,‘Lo%b classical {

S AR 1ibrary(/ London: W. Heineman, 1933-1967.
13 » :

+

Eusebius, Rophilus. Chranicorum Libri- Duo. ed. Alfred

rd

Schoene I, Berlin: Weidmannus, 1866. L

L . The Ecclesiastical History./ 2 vols.

4

translated by K. Lake. Loeb Classical Libfary. Landon:

W. Heinemann, 1964-65. R X

, , .
. Flavius, Josephus. Against Apion. translated by H. St.
. ) ) ’ -
Loeb Classical Library, -

J. Théckeray. His Work Vol. 1,

t

: T London: W. Heinemann, 1956 o L AR
. . L B o Jewish Antiquities translatéd by Ralph, V o
. , : . .
i ! Mércus. is EQEE vols. 4-9, Loeb'ciassiéal Librarytw" ‘
_ Lgnéon:'w. einemann, 1957. ' S . " ‘
. e_i v i -, Jewish Ahtiéﬁiéies., Franslét;z by~h. ’

. Sdhalit. ‘Jerusalem: Bialik Institute, 1973. (Hebrew).

.
- » - -
. . [

\

R -2 ¥ et —i e N N N,




o o .
- 205 - , S
,
~
ks " '
- ‘ Vé
.

« b . The Jewish War. translated by H. ST.J.

“
4

. . . e . e .
_Thackeray. His Work Volsf 2-3, Loeb Classical Library.
London: W. Heinemannz i956.

.+ The Life." translated by H.ST.J. Thacker

,Lichtenstien,-(Avineri) Z. Megilat Taanith. Jerusalem:

hd . 4

ay. His Work. vol. 1, Loeb classical library. London:

) . -

w.,Heinemqnn,‘1956; ’ B .
: : | . Soe
Justinus, M.J. Historial Philippicae., ed. Otto Seel, Lipsaiae: "
1935, - ~ | : oY,
, . ot K 3

Kahana, Abraham. The Bpoks of tHe,Apocryoha. 2 vols. Telf

Aviv: Hozaath Mgoroth, 1937. (Hebrew). L _ }

Livius, Titus. From the Founding of the Catv. Variohs

franslators 13 vols. Loeb cla551ca1 llbrary. Lendon

%

W. He1nemann 1919~ 1967

Epitomae translated by Alfred, C.

0
.

Schlesinger. HisIWork vol. 14,,Ljfb classical library. - ’, ,

{

London: W. Heinemaﬁha 1959,

-
]

lebrew Unxversity, 1966. (Hebrew). , “g: ‘ ’ L
Lurie, Ben 21on. Megllat'Taanith.' Jerusalenm: Bialik, - _ -
Inst1§pte,,l964.:l(ﬂébféw} ‘ ’ - -l S |

Moffat, James. "I1 Maccabee§".‘11n Tgé Apocryphavana L :

Pseudeglgrépha of the' Old Testament‘ vol. 1.\pp. 159-125.

- edlteﬂ by R: H Charles. Oxford Clarendon Press, 1913.

Oesterley, W.O0.E. "I Maccabees'Ih,The Apocrypha and . Pseude-

1
pigrapha of the 0ld Testament. wvol. 1, pp. 124-59. (. . ‘i
rédiied by R.H. Charles. . Oxfgrd;—tlarenpcn Presé, 1913.
. ¥ I B ‘»,,4’,&%.‘
L T ‘




w

: . - 206 -
‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ -
- « Orsius, Raulus. The Seven Books of History Against the«quaus.
) . translated by'RﬂJ. Deferrari. Washington: Catholi;
University of America Press, 1964.
/ : Photius. The Library of Photius. translated by J.H. Freese.
’ His‘EQEE vol. 1, New York: Macmillan:Comppny, 1920.
N Phgtarchus. . Lives. c'transla‘ted by B. Perrin. His Work vols. .
< ‘ IX, 1I. Loeb classical library. London: W. Heinemann,
o | 11959, v 5
' ; Polybius. The Histories. 6 vols. translated by W.R. Paton.
. ,yogb classical library}‘ London: W, Heinémann, 1922-1927.
‘ St;ebo..’GeograEhz. 8 Vols. transléted by Horace, L. Jones.
:Léeb ciassical libraky, London: W. Heinemann, 1960.
e . "3;;cellus, Georgius. ed. Guiliemus Dindorfius, Corpus
Scriptorum Historiae Byzantinae, XII-XIII, Bonnae: 1829,
) ‘ ® . Tacitus. History. 4 vols. translated by A.J. Church and
t ‘w:J;‘Brpdribb. ‘edited aﬁdintroduction M.~Hédas . New
\ ‘ York; Random House, 1942. , ~ ' b
: Valerius, Maximus. -translated by A. Ugolin. Palermo: Centro
"‘ ‘. di studi filologia e linguistici Sicidiani, 1967.‘
JZeitlin Solomon ed. The First Book of Maccabees. translated ‘' \
’ by S.Ss. ngeséhe. New York: Harper and Brothers, 1950.
. The Second Book of Maccabees. translated
- L '5y S.S. Tedesche, New York: Harper dha Brothers, 1950.‘ N
- ¥
= ' - ) g “
¥
@‘ ‘ . ‘ : , R
R '.
£ . ~ - . T 0 it
- ;-,« carmew S rnil - g v o o ,’ :::M PR 0 S P M —

P L L T

RSN
a

3




- 207 -

‘
-
wi

MODERN SOURCES

°
*

Adcock, Frank Ezra. Roman Political 'Ideas and Practice.,

Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1959. !

) t\\; . The Greek and Macdeonian Art ef War. 1
' Berkeley: University of‘éalifo;nia Press, 1957.

Alon,,eedaliahu. Studies in Jewish History in the Times of

-4

* Second Temple, The Mishna,and The Talmud. 2 vols. Tel-

v

B e

B Aviv: Hakibbutz Hameuchad, 1957. (Hebrew)

. . 4 ’
Avisar, A. Judas Maccabaeus Campaigns. Ramat-Gan: Masada,

1957. (Hebrew)

Avi-Yona, Michael. ' A History of the Holy Land. London:

\
»

. Weidenfeld and Nicplspn, 1969.

Atlas of the Period of the Second Temple
. .

‘ﬁ -~
The Mishna and Talmud. gerusalem: Carta, 1966. (Hebrew)
. . . L]
Edsays and Studies in the Lore of the
\ B

-

Holy land, Jerusalem: ,Newman Ltd., 1964. (Hebrew)

Historical Geography of Palestiné from
the- End of the Babylonian Exile up té Ehe Arab Conquest. h
Jer?saleh: Bialik Institute, 1962, (Hebrew) ' f; k
Badian, Ernést. "Rome and Antiochus thg Great, A Study in ’ .j
Cq}d War". Classical Philology 54 (1959): 99—§l. f
. Studies in Greek and Roman History. oxford:
: Blackwell, 1964. ' s ‘
Bérlxochék, Bezalel. 9he Seleucid Army Organization and Tactics
N in the Great Caépaigns. Cambridge: Cambridge Univeréiti
j ‘ Y Press, 1976. ‘
‘ o . o ) ‘~ Tk Py o ..0 """” r
S T e . s’ , R .




-

. - - 208 - : ‘
. :

Baron, Sallo Wittmayer. A Social and Religious History of ]

« ‘ N ) . LI *
‘ the Jews. 16 vols. N.Y.: Columbia UniversitylPress, 3

. ' E

hl

[

)~ 1952,

Bell, Herold Idris: Egypt from Alexander the Great to the

1

b Arab Conquest: A Study in the Diffusien and Decay of

.of Hellenism. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1966.

Bellinger, Alfred Raymond. "Hyspaosines of Charax." Yale

Classical Studies (1942).:67-51.
.The End of the Seleucids".

L]
BT e 7T St 0 b WIS IRt

. Transaesion of Connecticut Academy of Art and Science, 38 »
. . ’
‘ . (1948): 102~51.
!
'~ Ben David, Aryge. "When did the Maccabees begin to strike

their first coins" PEQ 104 (1972): 103-93.°

5

Beneche, P.V.M. Rome and the Hellenistic States". CAH 8
’ B
(1930) 304-279.

Bengston, Herman. Die Strategie in der Hellenistischen Ziet

B P )

un Antiken Staattscrecht. Munchenf‘C.H.‘Becksche, 1937,

- Ben-Sasson, Haim Hillel. A‘History f the wish People;

T

Cambridge Mass: Harvard‘Qniverskt Press, 1976.

ed. History of the Jewish ﬁeople.

3 vpls. Tel-Aviv: Dvir, 1969. (Hebrew)

Bevan, Edewyn Robert. A History of Eqypt Under the Ptolemaic

*

Dynasty. London: Methuen, 1927.
. "Syria and the Jews" cay 8 (1930):

533-495. | : T
. . The House. of Seleucus. 2 vols. ‘London:
" " ' Edward Arnold, 1902. )
SR — s - e P,

e e 0



- 209 -

J a
[/The Jews” CAH 9 (1932) ¢ 397-404. ‘

Bickerman, Elias Joseph. éhronology of Ancient World. London:

-

. Thames and Hudson, 1968. ’ .

= - ' . - Der Gotte der Makkabder. Berlin:

" Shoken, 1937, ' : .

‘ . From Ezra to the Last of the Maccabeeéﬂ
vy Ve \

- Foundation of Post Biblical Judaism. New York: Schocken,

/
/

1962. (=

[}

[ Y-

. Institutions des S&leucides. Paris:

Librairie orientaliste Padl Geuthner, 1938. . '
A Y = - j

. The Maccabees, An Account 6f Their

History from the Begihning;mlo the Fall of the House of.

the Hasmoneans. New York: Schocken, 1947.

+ Bouche, Leciercq. Histoire des S€leucides. Bruxelles:
culture et civilisation,.1963.
Bri'scoe, John. “Eastern Policy and Senatorial Politics

 §

168-146 B.C." Historia 18 (1969): 70-48. N ﬂ\\‘ \
. . <

Broughton, T.R. g&:nnon. The Magistrates of the Roman
" Republic. New York: American Philosophical Association,
‘ ’ 1852.

Bu?&, John Baghell. The Hellenistic Age. Cambridge:

University Pressa 1923. ’ o

\

Cary, Max. A History of the Ggéék World from 323 to 146 B.C. ¢

L]

i

24. ed. lLondon: Methuen, 1951.

Colledge, Malcolm A.R. The Parthians. New York: Fredrick a

-

.Praqger, 1967.

v e e o -




- 210 - ) ‘ o

f
L {
t A 0
. o
- ¢

-~  Dancy, John C. A Commentary on I. Maccabees. Oxford: Basil

-

Blackwell, 1954.

Debevoise, Nelson Carl. A Political History of Parthia.

LY
Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1938.

o
Dittenparger, &T&helmus. Orientis Graeci inscriptiones ;
A0 C : H
- selectae. New York: Hildesheim, 1970. ;

Sylloge inscriptionlim Graecum. New )
<
York; Hildesheim, 1960.

' Ettelson, Harry William. "The Integrity of 1T Maccabees"”.
1 N - _4‘
‘ Transaction of the Connecticut Academy of Art and Sciences

F T DA e e

27 (1925): 384-249.

Fishman, J.L.C. "thg“Macéabees Period in Our Ancient

L N S M

Literature” Sinai 2 (1938/9):775g§. ‘ ' \’ oY

R
Geiger, Abraham. The Bible and its Translations. Jerusalem: °

p Bialik Institute, 1949. (Hebrew) g 4
‘ * . Ginsburg Méahael.l “Sparta-and Judea" Classical Fhilology 29 ;
(1%34): 122-117. . . . & '
Glatzer ‘Nahum qube;t.k Flavigu? JoSgp?us the Second Jewish I
Commonwealth. New York: Schocken, 1971. :
" Glover T.R. “Polybius." Al 8 (1930): 22-1. ‘ §
) Goodenaugh, Erwfn Ramsdell. "The Political Philosophy of 4 é
' the Héllenistic Kingship"j Yale Classical Studies i é
N (1928): 102-55. S ‘ g
. Graetz, Heinrich Hirsch. History of the Jews. 6 vols.
r\'/ " Pﬁilédelphia: The Jewish Publication Society of Americé,‘
.1891-98.
¢ ) ‘
« \ ! ? . L.




: oy . - :
Grimal, Pierre. Hellenism and the Rise of Rome. London:

hY Nh‘
Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1968.

Hadas, Moses. Hellenism Culture Fusion and Diffusibn. New :

. York: Columbia University Press, 1959. -

N

L

; " Heinemann, J. "The Ancient World View on Judaism". Zion 4

(1939): 293-269. (Hebrew)

»

Hengel, Martin.. Judaism and Helleni¥m, Studies in their

Encounter in Palestine during the Early Hellenistic Period.

| . Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1974. ¥

~

Yo

| Holleaux, Maurice. "Etudes d'historoine hellénisﬁique. La,

ché%nologie de la cinqui2me guerre de Syria." Klio 8~ b
' -

—r

(1908): 281-267."

. "Rome and Antiochus" CAH 8 (1930):
N 199-239.

A Jacoby, Felix. Die Fragmente der Griechischen Historiker. - .
‘ i

' . . Berlin: Weidmannsche Buchhanhlung, 1926, p. 239;294.

a Kindler, Arie. Thesaurus of Judean CSTBS from the fourth-

. century to the third century A.D. Jerusalem: Bfalik

~— ™ Institute, 1958. (Hebrew)

Klauéner,,goseph. Judaea ‘and Rome. Tel-Aviv: Oma and

Moledeth' Ltd., 1946. (Hebrew). '

The History of the Second Temple.' 2d ed.

5 vols. Jerusalem: -Achiasaf, 1950. (Heb:ew)

. When a Nation Fights for Her Freedom.

? " o -
Tel Aviv: Hozah Medinit, 1955. (Hebrew). -

Kolbe, Walther. Beitrige Zur Syrischen und J8dischen

Geschichte, Stuttgart: W, Kohlhémmér,'1926.




«
.-

v - Lo-l2 -

\

| La\gor, William Sanford. Josephus Complete Work. Michigan:

| Kregel Publication, 1960, pp. vii-xxi.

Levy, Johanan Hans. .Studies in Jewish Hellenism. Jerusalem:
Bialik Institute, 1960. (Hebrew)

Lieberman, Saul.‘ Greek and Helle&ism in Jewish Palestine.

Jerusalem: Bialik Institute, 1962. (Hebrew)

B Mattaei, Louise E. "On the Classi}ication of Roman Allies”

bl

Classical Quarterily 1 (1907): 204-182.

¢

| | Meshorer, Y&akov. Jewish Coins of the .Second Temple. Tel-

Aviv: Am-Hassefer, 1967. Coe

Mgﬁtr, Eduard. Ursprung Und,AuEAnge des Christentums.
3 vols. Stuttgart: J.C. Cotta, 1921-1923.
ﬁomiglianq, Arnaldq. "Josephudg=as a Soufce for the History
'\Q of Judea”. CAH 10 (193Q): 881-884.

. "Prime linee di Storia della tradizione

. Maccabica". Rome: Societd editrice éel Foto’Italiano,
—_— /

y

A\ %30. | | | ' ;

f

\ o Newell,'Edward Theodore. The Coinafe of the Eastern Seleucid

~ . Mint from Seleucus I to ‘Antiochus III. New York: The

American Numistmatic, Society, 1938.

. ... The Seleucid Mint of Antioch. New

York: The American Numismatic Socie§77 1918.

Otto, Walter Gustav Albrecht. Zur der Zeit des 6§ Ptolemlers;

v

. ein beitrage zur Politik und Zum Staatsrecht des \

3

hellenisimus. Munchen: Verlag der Bayerischen akademie

der yissenschaften, 1934. ' *

©

< - ! -

1
4
L

>

S s RT e T 7

et

R




. - 213 - ~

) .
,
o . &,/

Pritchett, W.K. Studies in Ancient Greek Topography. Los

"Angeles: Berkeley,.1965.

[y
Radin, Max. The Jews Among the Greeks and Romans. Philadelphia:
The Jewish Public¢dtion Society of America, 1915. .
L4 [' . v

'Rawlinson. The Sixth Great Oriental Monarchy. London:

e

Longmans Green and 'Co., 1973. | .

™

'k

e . '
Rice, Holmes T. The Roman Republic and the Founder of the

Empire. Oxford: Clarendon Press,_1923.
’. R A‘.
Rostovtzeff, Mikhail Ivanovich. The Social and Economic

o Yt W L R

History of the Hellenistic World. 3 vols. Oxford:

University Press, 1953, -

- Samuel, Alan Edwérd. Greek and Roman Chronology Clanders

. “and Years in Classical Antiquity. Munchen: Beck , 1972.

Séhﬁrer_, Emil. The History of the Jewish People in the Age
of Jesus Chgist. Revjsed and edited by Vermes and Millar.

vol. 1. Edinburgh: T and T Clark Ltd., 1973. 4

Schalit, Abraham ed. The Hellenistic Age Political History

of Jewish Palestine from 332-67 B.C. New ﬁiunswick:

Rutgers University Press, 1972.

LY

Scul¥ard, Howard. Roman Politics 220-150 B.C. - 2 ed. Oxford:

Clarendon Press, 1973.

Scullard, H. and Vander, Heyden. ‘Shorter Atlas of the
)

, §
. Cfassical World. Edinburgh: Nelsom, 1962.

n‘ﬂ-ﬁ'mw* Skt e et

Smith, George Adam. The. Historical Geogr@l{y of the Holy

s

. Land:J Especially in Relationfto the cHistory of Israel ’ p

¥ and the. Early Church. 16th ed. London: Haéder ‘and

s T
s e sy -

'Staughton, 1910. | o - v

I




v

! K '
- 214 -
. g ' ‘
/ Smith, R.E. The Failure of the Roman Republic. Cambridge:
University Press, 1953, -
[
¢ Stern, Menachem. "Strgon views on the Jews" Essays in

Jewish History and Philology in Memory of Gedaliahu

Alon. Tel-Aviv: Hanibbutz Hameuchad, 1970. ’(/H;z;rew)

. Greek and Latin Authors on Jews apd Judaism.

vol, 1. Jerusalem: The Israel Academy of ence and
Humanities, 1974.

. "Josephus Historiographical Method".

A Historians and’ Historical Schools (lectures delivered
¢ ) - ‘ -

at the seventh convention of the Historical Society of

' ‘ o ¢
»» Israel). Jerusalem: 1962, 22-8, (lebrew)

"Nicolous of Damascus as a source of Jewish

History in Herodian and Hasmonean Age"”. Bible and Jewish

History Studies in Bible and Jewish History. (dedicate‘d

N

to the memory of Jacob Liver ed. Benjamin Uffenheimer)
. ' Tel-Aviv: University of Tel-Aviv, 1971. 397-374.. N
(Hebrew) - ' . . ;

, .
. "On the Relationships between Judaea and

Rome durin§ John Hyrcan\is' Time". 2Zion 26, (1961): v
9 o 22-1, (Hebrew) ' -
. The Documents on the History of the Hasronean ;

Revolt. Tel-Aviv: Hakibbutz Hameuchad, 1965. (Hebrew) ,

. "The Hasmonean Revolt and its place in the - .

History of Jewish Society and Religion". Jewish Society

through the Ages.‘ ed. H.H. BefﬁvE\asson and S. Ettinger,
* ‘ 7

e~ i oy

New York: Schocken.! 1971. -
Swain, Joseph W. "Antiochus Epiphanes and Egypt". ,Claséical

‘ 4 Philology 39 (1944): 94-73..

b s 8 S i o
R J

. ‘v.",rw_.w‘_«.——-vvv‘r i -y W’
e A




Tafn‘) William Woodthorpe. Hellinistic Mllltary and Naval

Developments., Cambridge: Umver51ty Press, 1930.

4
'

. "Parthia". CAH 9 £1932): 613-

574 . “
4 /

The Greeks in Bacteria and India. °

X .

2

. ) Cambridge: University Press, 1938. - .

Tarn, W.W. ‘d ‘Griffith, ‘G.T. Hellenistic Civilization.
3rd ed. ‘London: Edward Arnold, 1952.

" Techerikover, Avigdor. Hellenistic Civilization and the Jews.

' .

New York: Atheneum, 1970.

o

Thakeray,. Henry St. John. Josephus the Man and the Historian.’

New York: Ktav., 1967. . .

Torrey, Charles Cutter. "The Apocryphal Literature. A Brief

0 . Introduction. London: Archon Books, 1963.
v ‘ . _ ‘ 4 .
& Toynbee, Arnold Joseph. Hellinism the History of a Civilization.

v London: Oxford University Press, 1959.

»

W .
Wacholder, B. Nicololaks of Damascus . Berkeley. University

-~

< of Callforma Publication ih History, 193

Welles, Charles Brandford' Alexander and the Hellenistic World.

° Toronto: Hakkethtd.. 1970. :

¢

¢
‘ . PRoyal Corre;spondenee in the

L

'Hellenistic Period. Chicao: Ares Publishers Inc.,
> v Q »

1974.

N

Wirgin, Wolf. “Judah Maccabee's Emb_a_('ssy to Rome and the

Je;vish Roman Treaty". Palestine Explcgratiron Quatterly

’

101 (196§)= 20-15.

POy

e

R




