Borders, Space and Identity in Second Temple Literature 

Second-Temple Jewish literature, written between the second half of the first millennium BCE and the first century CE, was
 remarkably diverse. המחברים הנידונים בפרק הזה התגוררו במרחב הארץ ישראל מאז ימי שיבת ציון (538 לפנה"ס) ועד לוורבן בית המקדש השני (70 לספירה). הם התגררו בארץ ולכולם יש זיקה למרחב אותו הם רואים כארצו של העם היהודי. 
 The variety of works we possess represent groups and individuals active in different centuries, regions, and political circumstances
. Indeed, there may even be perspectival differences between authors living at the same time and in the same place. As such, the categorization of these works as one is based primarily on the identity of their authors as Jews within a particular—if broad—time frame. The umbrella of Jewish identity includes individuals and groups with different worldviews, adherents of a variety of systems of Jewish law, myriad
political affiliations and sympathies, and distinct theological belief systems. Yet given their self-identification as Jews, these writers shared an important common foundation: they all relied on the Bible as their central, organizing cultural canon. 
The prominence of the Bible in the literature is pervasive; ancient Jewish works are dominated by biblical commentaries or apocryphal revisions and expansions of biblical texts. 
Yet this common textual heritage did not impose unity on these writers’ approaches to the question of the borders of the land of Israel and/or the role of those borders in shaping identity. This is, in part, due to the fact that the biblical heritage itself was heterogeneous on this topic. The Bible itself explicitly lays out several different schemes.

[MAP OF DIFFERENT BORDER SCHEMES IN THE BIBLE]      

These biblical narratives facilitated the development of diverse ideas 
regarding the borders of the land and Jewish national territory in Second Temple literature of the land of Israel. Each of them makes use
 of one or more of the available biblical border schemes. The differences emanating a approaches reflect demographic changes and shifting geopolitical constellations within Jewish society and in the surrounding areas, both near and far. The objective of this, chapter, is to describe and examine divergences and permutations of the territorial component in Second Temple Jewish identities. In this endeavor, works of the period will serve to illustrate how the different authors’ diverse Jewish identities relate to the region they represent
 as Jewish national territory.
The reality of the Jewish existence in the Land was a main factor in the shaping of the perception. In this contexts the demographic aspect concerning the המרחב המשתנה שבו התגוררו ברצף יהודים בימי הבית השני, לצד המציאות המינהלית והפוליטית שגם היא השתנתה במשך התקופה היו גורמים מעצבים את האופן שבו נתפס המרחב על ידי יהודים במהלך ימי הבית השני.
אלא, שכפי שעולה מפרק זה (השאלה אם נכון לומר כך לפני שהפרק נכתב) גם חיבורים שנכתבו בהקשר גיאופוליטי ודמוגרפי דומה, מציגים תמונה שונה של המרחב. הגורם לכך נובע מתפיסות שונות של זהות של הכותבים השונים, ובמקרא של יוספוס, אצל אותו כותב עצמו כפי שאציג להלך מהלך הפרק.    
לכן הדיון שאופיו כרונולוגי יציג את ההקשר ההסיטורי והגיאופוליטי של החיבורים הנידונים בפרק
Even within relatively stable political contexts, different perspectives on the borders of the land, governed by different generic
 and rhetorical contexts, demand close analytic attention. While the Persian period witnessed neither significant geopolitical change nor dramatic demographic change, biblical texts belonging to the period differ radically with regard to their depictions of national-territorial boundaries. The books of Ezra and Nehemiah focus almost exclusively on territory associated with the Southern Kingdom of Judah, while the books of Chronicles, dated to the same period, display a much broader territorial perspective, encompassing the Northern Kingdom of Israel as well. An examination of this difference can help us understand the objectives of these texts and consequently the range of concerns within Jewish society at the time. 
Territorial orientations in these and later works reveal the diversity of the Jewish political-historical imagination.המתח בתפיסת המרחב בין גישה מצמצמת לגישה מרחיבה, משתקף בתוך ספר יהודית. ספר אפוקריפי זה שהוא מעין רומן היסטורי שעלילתו אחידה presents two different border schemes within a single historiographic
 plot set in an imagined time period. Yet 1 Maccabees, a thoroughly historiographic
 work with an obvious pro-Hasmonean orientation, is characterized by its broad territorial perspective on the land, reflecting real national-political objectives inspired by biblically informed collective memory.
את ספר היובלים מאפיינת גישה שאיה מותירה מקום לאוכלוסיה זרה בתחומי הארץ ורואה בארץ ישראל את הטירטוריה היעודה לעם ישראל, כאשר מעולם לא הייתה לגיטמיציה לשום נוכרי לגור בארץ בגישה מקסימליסיטית נוקט מחבר מגילה חיצונית לבראשית שנותן מקום לתחומי הארץ המובטחת וקושר תחומים אלו לארץ שהובטחה לאברהם. 
 I close this chapter with a discussion of the works of Flavius Josephus, born Yosef ben Mattityahu. Different depictions of borders in his works, which represent the major historiographic writings in our possession portraying the final stages of the Second Temple period, should be read in the context of their author’s multifaceted persona and complex biography. This serves to elucidate the various available territorial schemes and their applications at that pivotal moment. 
אלא השוני והמגוון באופן שבו מוצג המרחב בחיבורים השונים אינו רק תולדה של מציאות גאופוליטת ודמוגרפית משתנה, אלא מסוגיות של זהות. שוני זה בא לידי במגוון הדרכים שבו מוצג המרחב דווקא אצל מחברים שכתבו בנסיבות היסטוריות, גיאופולטיות ודמוגרפיות דומות, כפי שהדבר משתקף בשוני שבין ספרי עזרא ונחמיה לספר דברי הימים ביחס לסוגייא זו.  
Books of the Return to Zion
 
The Edict of Cyrus, authorizing the return of the Judean exiles to Zion (539 BCE), initiated an approximately two-hundred-year period of Persian rule that extended until the conquest of the region by Alexander of Macedon (332 BCE). Persian Imperial holdings across the Euphrates were broken up into administrative provinces governed by satraps. One such province was named “Yehud,” as it extended more or less across the former territory of the historical Southern Kingdom of Judah—in Hebrew Yehudah—destroyed by Babylonia in 586 BCE. Thus the land to which the exiles returned was geographically the same as that from which their forebears had been exiled, but it had developed into a very different political and cultural milieu. For instance, Yehud differed from the defunct kingdom both in its political identity as a Persian province and in its religious ethos. The latter is clearly demonstrated; that while archaeological findings of the First Temple period include plentiful cultic figures and idolatrous images, Jewish communities in Yehud in the Persian period are marked by the near-total absence of such objects.
 
The Bible contains two sets of historiographic works relating to the period of the Return to Zion. These are distinguished by different concerns that both explain and likely motivated
 their relationship to Jewish national
 territory
. The first set of works consists of the books of Ezra and Nehemiah, in which we see an exclusive focus on the community returning from Babylon. These books show a complete disregard for the descendants of those subjects of the Kingdom of Israel who were not exiled at its destruction.
 Perhaps more surprising is that neither do they address the descendants of subjects of the Kingdom of Judah who were not exiled, those fellow Judeans present in the province at the time of the return.

 1 and 2 Chronicles, on the other hand, employ an expansive view of both the land and the ethnos as they relate to the entire chain of events from the primordial Adam to the Edict of Cyrus authorizing the exiles’ return.
 
Ezra and Nehemiah devote considerable attention to the geographic locations the exiles passed on their way back “to Jerusalem and to Judah, each man to his city” (Neh 6.7), and to the places where they resumed residence, presenting lists of both the exiles themselves and the places to which they returned.
 These lists generates a map that partially overlaps with the epigraphical map found on
 Persian coins and seals inscribed with “Yehud,” the name of the province that extended from Ein Gedi in the southeast to Beit El in the north and Jericho in the northeast.
 None of these lists indicate locations in the Galilee, or the coastal plane. Samaria is chronicled as the region Sanballat presided over as governor, a figure listed among “the enemies of Judah.”
 None of these locations is portrayed as belonging to the inheritance of the biblical patriarchs currently held in foreign hands.
The only mention of Jews living in other lands is found in Nehemiah 4:6, which refers to “the Jews living near them” (emphasis added), in the midst of “the enemies of Judah.” The verse relates their reports of the oppressive restrictions under which they live. In other words, it represents them as Jews found in regions considered “among them,” that is to say in the midst of the enemies of Judah where they suffer oppression; there is no other territorial designation for their dwelling place, no connection to this territory. Ezra and Nehemiah’s focus on the harsh reality and experiences of the returning exiles involves a relationship between nation and territory that is highly local. There is no yearning for the historical districts of the Northern Kingdom of Israel, such as the Galilee and Samaria, and certainly not for the furthest reaches included in the biblical borders of the Promised Land, such as the southern regions of what are today Syria and Lebanon. Furthermore, there is no hint in these works of a relationship with the population that had remained and was not exiled
.
כפי שהראתה שרה יפת גישה זו משתלבת בגישה הבדלנית של מחבר ספרי עזרא וחמיה ובדמותו של עזרא. כך עזרא פועל לגירוש הנשים הנוכריות, שלא היו מ"שבעת העממים", ולא לשילובם בתוך החברה היהודית (עזרא פרקים ט-י),. בדלנותו של המחבר באה לידי ביטוי כמו גם בסירוב לשלב את "צרי יהודה ובנימין" שביקשו לחבור אל זרובבל שבי ציון בשיקום המקדש (עזרא ד, 1-4).

 Thus these works depict their geographical borders in minimal fashion; it suggests estrangement from the population that remained in the districts that had been the Kingdoms of Judah and Israel.
 

Unlike the books of Ezra and Nehemiah, which depict events that occurred in the Persian period,

 Chronicles, which was composed contemporaneously with them, eschews focus on the experiences of the returning exiles and instead recounts the entire history of the nation up until the Edict of Cyrus. So instead of depicting exiles returning to their land, it primarily relates the history of Israel living in its land prior to exile. Furthermore, the author of Chronicles chooses to emphasize in particular the glory days of the period of the united kingdom of David and Solomon. 

Accordingly, Chronicles foregrounds a geographical focus on the land of Israel, an area extending “from the River Shihor in Egypt to Lebo-Hamath” (1 Chr 13:5). It focuses on the entire region in which the biblical people of Israel lived, scarcely addressing other nations dwelling there.
 Even when it relates to the period of the schism between the Northern and Southern Kingdoms, it depicts the land and the people as connected. For instance, it describes Hezekiah sending his “decree...throughout all of Israel, from Beer-sheba to Dan that they come and keep the Passover for the God of Israel in Jerusalem,” by means of “couriers” who summon “all Israel and Judah” (2 Chr 30:5–6). Unlike Ezra and Nehemiah, this text addresses the population of Israel that remained after the destruction of the Kingdom of Israel and the expulsion of its residents, demonstrating its expansive demographic as well as geographic orientation. 

A similarly expansive picture arises from the description of the religious reforms instituted by Josiah, who purified “Judah and Jerusalem” and “the towns of Manasseh and Ephraim and Simeon, as far as Naphtali” (2 Chr 34:6–7), three of which are tribal districts belonging to the Northern Kingdom of Israel. No parallel passages in the books of Kings’ recounting of the reigns of Hezekiah and Josiah display this interest in the region of the Kingdom of Israel and the remnant of its population that was not driven into exile. Additionally, there is a relative increase in frequency of the use of the name “land of Israel,”
 nomenclature not found in Ezra and Nehemiah, which only relate to Judah. Neither 1 or 2 Chronicles ever mentions or recognizes the existence of non-Jews dwelling in the land, suggesting that the foreign groups living in the land were considered organic parts of the nation.

 In contrast, the books of Ezra and Nehemiah focus on the struggle of the returnees to Zion against ostensibly non-Jewish “enemies of Judah and Benjamin” (Ez 4:1), emphasizing the tribes that made up the Southern Kingdom after the schism that occupied territory largely coextensive with Yehud.
 Accordingly, Chronicles, which is not restricted to events contemporary with its composition but relates a broader sweep of more ancient history, features a more extensive geographic and demographic perspective. Unlike Ezra and Nehemiah, whose territorial orientation is restricted to the districts to which the Babylonian exiles returned, Chronicles expresses the links between regions of the land and the survivors of “Israel,” considered in its broadest demographic and geographical senses—comprising the populations and domains of the historical kingdoms of Judah and Israel extending “from Beer-sheba to Dan” (2 Chr 30:5) and even beyond. 

Thus biblical works written in the Persian period—in the province of Yehud, as far as we can tell—contained  divergent concerns. The difference between Zrea and Nechama from one side and Chronicles from the other, are not limited to the fact that Ezra end Nechemia described the "poor" present, and chronicles the glory of the past. הגישות השונות מבטאות הבדלי זהות שמובילים להבדל מהותי בתפיסת הטריטוריה.  As Sara Japhet has shown, Chronicles features an expansive autochthonic national
 perspective, with inclusive approach which de-emphasizes the exile and represents all of the residents of the land, considered broadly as the land of Israel, as part of one entity called “all Israel.” Connections between its constituent groups are represented mainly through marital ties.
 This demographic perspective involves a broad territorial perspective that includes all regions of the land of Israel. In Ezra and Nehemiah, with their more ethnic approach and interest in delimiting the nation
, national
 territory extends over a much smaller area. This region overlaps the boundaries of the province Yehud and approximates the area of the Kingdom 
of Judea. These contrasting examples demonstrate each text’s intersection between its mode of Jewish national self-identification and its territorial orientation.  
Judith: Between the Hill Country and The Land of Israel and Between Jews to Israel
זמן ומרחב:

בעוד שבספרות המקראית מהתקופה הפרסית משתקפות גישות מרחביות שונות המאפיינות את ספר דברי הימים בעל המגמה ה"ארץ ישראלית" המרחיבה, לבין ספרי עזרא ונחמיה הממוקדים ביהודה יהד, הרי בספר יהודית משוקעת תפיסה כפולה של תחומי הארץ. האחת תופסת את המרחב שבו יושב ישראל כ"הר" המשתרע מצפון השומרון ועד דרומה לירושלים. והשנייה השואפת למרחב הכולל את הגליל ואת עבר הירדן המזרחי, מרחב החופף את התחום המקראי של הממלכה המאוחדת הכוללת את יהודה וישראל.  
ההצעות לתיארוך החיבור נעות מהתקופה הפרסית ועד לתקופה החשמונאית. את השלטון הפרסי בארץ סיים
Alexander of Macedon reached the land of Israel in 332 BCE. From that year until the Hasmonean Revolt (167–164 BCE) and the establishment of the Hasmonean state, the land of Israel was ruled by heirs to Alexander’s generals in accordance with the resolution of the Wars of the Diadochi in the twenty years following Alexander’s death. From that point on, the land was ruled first by the Ptolemaic kingdom from the south and later by the Seleucid kingdom from the north. As we have no historiographic work that can be dated conclusively to these years, it is difficult to glean the orientation of the author of the book of Judith—which was written either in this period or slightly before or after it—with any precision. Its date of composition and redaction remains obscure. Written as a historical novella, the text focuses on a heroine named Judith (Yehudit), who rescues the returning exiles. While Judith’s name recalls Judea the Southern Kingdom and its people, the text refers to the returnees from Babylonian exile as “Israel.” Judith saves Israel by killing Holofernes, the general leading Nebuchadnezzar’s Babylonian army, who had sacked Jerusalem, burned the First Temple, and initiated the exile, making this text a historiographic—but ahistorical—revenge
 plot. 

This intermixing of the Persian and Babylonian periods necessarily contributes to the difficulties in dating the book. Suggestions range throughout both the Persian and Hasmonean periods.

 From the Persian period to the reign of the Hasmonean John Hyrcanus, the Jewish community maintained the boundaries of the Persian province of Yehud. Therefore, at least vis-à-vis demographic-political concerns, fixing the date of its composition is less crucial; instead, we must focus on the gap between the boundaries
 of Jewish settlement, limited to Judea, and the region of “the mountain,” which in this text includes Samaria, emphasized in the text as the area occupied by the Jews. That, while the Samaria was not part of the Persian administrate unit Yehod,  and was settled by Samaritans, not by Jews
.
   
Judith interweaves a double conception of the boundaries of the land
, the hill country and the "land of Israel" including the Galilee and the Gilad east to the Jordan . The first layer, which prevails in the majority of the work, displays a regional orientation focused on the mountainous area extending from Jerusalem to the northern slopes of Samaria. The plot is structured around Holofernes’s military campaign as it proceeds southward, conquers the coastal plain, and encamps in the foothills of northern Samaria. “The Israelites living in Judea” (Jdt 4:1) are seized with panic.
 They prepare for battle and close the “passes up to the hill country because access into Judea was through them” (4:7). This situates the nation of Israel in the central mountain region. A similar picture arises from an analysis of the speech of Achior, king of the Ammonites, who relates the history of Israel as the “people living in the hill country” (5:5) and who have done so since they crossed the Jordan “and took possession of all the hill country” (5:15). After returning from exile they “reoccupied the hill country because it was uninhabited” (5:19). This speech answers the question Holofernes asks: “Who is this nation that lives in the hill country?” (5:3).

 Thus according to this textual layer, the nation is represented as “Israel,”

 dwelling on the mountain, and the boundaries of its land are those of the mountain. This is also what we see in Judith’s song: 
Assyria came from out of the mountains from the north;
He came with myriads of warriors.
Their numbers blocked up the wadis;
And their cavalry covered the hills.
He boasted that he would set fire to my territory. (Jdt 16:3–4)

Assyria made threats, but did accomplish its intent—though the coast that functioned as the gateway to the hill country fell into its hands. Accordingly, we see the region of “Israel” as identified with the hill country.
The territory of the “sons of Israel” is designated as extending from the far side of the mountain in northern Samaria. As the text maintains a resounding silence regarding the presence of ethnic Samaritans, it treats Samaria as a territory exclusively occupied by and belonging to Israel.

 This presentation implicitly erases the boundary line between the Kingdoms of Judah and Israel and treats Samaria and Judah as a single territorial unit. Surprisingly, it refers to this region as Judea rather than using the broader geographic nomenclature, “Israel.” Thus, for instance: “He went towards Esdrealon, near Dothan, which is opposite the great ridge of Judea” (Jdt 3:10). Dothan is located at the northwest edge of Samaria and referred to as the “gate” of Judea.

As we know that this area was populated by Samaritans in the Second Temple period, we can read this text as constituting an anti-Samaritan polemic. Judith’s author considers Samaria together with the Temple in Jerusalem as belonging to one territorial unit called “Judea,” yet refers to those dwelling on the mountain, which includes Samaria and Jerusalem, as “Israel.” This is significant, as Samaritans referred to themselves as Israel
 while not recognizing the Jerusalem Temple. The dynamic between 
the uncharacteristic employment of “Judea” as a broad territorial designation and the mismatched employment of “Israel” as the ethnic signifier that excludes Samaritans suggests a claim on the land that disregards—even actively obscures—the people living there. In other words, when the author employs incompatible geographic and ethnic nomenclature to incorporate the entire mountain into Judea while extending the name Israel to the entire Jewish ethnos, it claims the land of the Samaritans while excluding them from the ethnic identity they assert.
The second layer appears  near the end of the work, when Judith triumphs and the siege is lifted, we find mention of members of the “House of Israel” residing in Gilead, the Galilee, and Transjordan, who join the pursuit of Holofernes: “The men of Gilead and those in Galilee outflanked them, causing heavy losses until they were past Damascus and its borders” (Jdt 15:5). In other words, in the course of the great victory, members of Israel are revealed to be living in Gilead and Galilee.

Written in the Second Temple period in the political framework of the Persian province of Yehud—later Judea—Judith presents a population with an explicitly Jewish identity and then surprisingly refers to the nation by the name “Israel,” a region that extends to northern Samaria. While the Judean
 people are referred to as Israel, the central region associated with the Kingdom of Israel is referred to as part of Judea. Indeed, over the course of the entire work the nation is represented as “Israel” and its territory, identified as “the mountain,” includes Samaria as well as the historical Kingdom of Judah. The book thus aspires to identify as Israel 
 as it pursues the Babylonian enemies of Judah in the wake of defeating them. This pursuit links the regions of the Galilee, Gilead, and Transjordan to Judea, exemplifying national territorial aspirations that are not limited to the specific area of Jewish settlement in Judea to which the exiles returned. Rather, the plot of Judith expands the boundaries of the region from those of the Southern Kingdom and Persian province to those of the biblical united kingdom of David and Solomon, both northward and east of the Jordan.
 The link between these territorial aspirations and the identity of Israel is twofold: first, in the focus on the area of “the mountain” that includes Samaria; second, through the aspiration to return to the boundaries of the historical Kingdom of Israel, including the Galilee and Transjordan. This passage embodies the conception of Jewish national territory that includes Samaria, Galilee, and Transjordan and its influence in the shaping of Israel as a national
 identity. 
This approach, much close to the Israeli perception of Chronicles, while the decrease layer, with depicts only the hill country is much wider than that of Ezra and Nechemia and includes the Samaria. 
1 Maccabees 
Unlike the obscurity surrounding the both the dating of Judith and the cultural orientation of its author, 1 Maccabees is an explicitly historical work, written in the land of Israel in the Hasmonean period, and thus rooted in an identifiable time and place. After hundreds of years during which Jewish life was contained in a Persian province that then became a district of the Ptolemaic and Seleucid kingdoms, a province that extended only to the boundaries of historical Judah, the Hasmonean period witnessed significant expansion through a series of conquests. 
During the reign of Jonathan (161–142 BCE), evidently, Transjordanian areas were conquered. Under his successor Simon (142–135 BCE), Gezer and Jaffa were seized, creating an access route to the sea. John Hyrcanus (135–104 BCE) conquered Samaria and southern Judea or Idumea. Judah Aristobulus (104–103 BCE), son of John Hyrcanus, expanded the Hasmonean state northward to the Galilee. But it was his brother Alexander Yannai who brought the Hasmoneans to the acme of their territorial expansion.
ספר זה נכתב מתוך מודעות פוליטית מפותחת. אחד האספקטים העיקריים במודעות זו הוא הנסיון לשרטט את תחומיה הרחבים של הממלכה החשמונאית, בדמיון, אף כי לא בזהות, לתחום המקראי בו ישבו שנים עשר השבטים והממלכה המאוחדת של דוד ושלמה 
1 Maccabees is marked by the biblical style of a writer who supported and identified with the Hasmonean state.

 His proximity to the Hasmonean court provided him with access to official documents that he incorporated into the work. The composition can be dated, apparently, to sometime before the end of the reign of John Hyrcanus, who is mentioned at the end of the work. As his death is not related, the inclination is to date it to the period of his reign during the last third of the second century BCE.
 In the will of Mattathias, as it appears in the text, one can see the central place that the author accords Simon, the son who became father of the Hasmonean dynasty: “Your brother Simon, I know, is a man of counsel; Always listen to him; he shall serve as your father” (2:65).
 The will thus functions as the loyal author’s justification of the Hasmonean dynasty that descended from Mattathias.  
The importance of the territorial dimension for the author of 1 Maccabees becomes unmistakable when we analyze the way in which he sums up the reign of Simon (142–135 BCE). Simon, who established the Hasmoneans as rulers of an independent polity that was recognized by the Seleucids, appears to be the outstanding
 figure in the eyes of the author.
 The panegyric summing up Simon’s reign emphasizes the lands he added to the country, the territories through which he broadened its borders: 

The land was at peace as long as Simon lived.

He sought the good of his people.

They welcomed his rule

and his glory as long as he lived.

By means of his glory he captured Joppe to be a port

and secured access to the islands of the sea.

He proceeded to extend the territory of his nation

after conquering the land. (1 Mc 14:4–6) 

Antiochus VII Sidetes refuses to recognize Simon’s conquests and approaches him in protest: 

You are holding Joppe and Gazara and the Akra in Jerusalem, cities of my kingdom. You have laid waste their territories and caused grave damage in our domains, and you have seized many districts of my kingdom. (1 Mac 15:28–29) 

Simon responds with a twofold retort: 

We have not taken land that is not ours nor have we conquered anything that belongs to others. Rather, we have taken our ancestral heritage which had been unjustly conquered by our enemies using one opportunity or another. Now we, seizing our opportunity, lay claim to our ancestral heritage. (1 Mc 15:33–34)
The author 
of 1 Maccabees was strongly influenced by the Bible. The national

 identity he invokes throughout the first part of the work is “Israel” and thus the territorial region conquered by the Hasmoneans is presented in the work using
 the borders of the united kingdom.

The text of 1 Maccabees displays a particularly expansive territorial orientation. The region is represented as the area ruled by Lysias, governor of the western Seleucid Empire, “from the Euphrates river to the borders of Egypt” (1 Mc 3:32); it corresponds to the borders of the biblical Promised Land now under Greek sovereignty. The name of the land in the first nine chapters is given as “Israel,” apparently under biblical influence. In these first nine chapters
 of the text,

 “Israel” is the exclusive nomenclature employed to describe the nation residing in Judea, apparently expressing the author’s preferred national identity. Yet in the second part of the work, the author largely shifts to using “Jews,” 
as a result of his incorporation of official documents that employed the official name of the Hasmonean state
 as used in its correspondence with foreign entities.

Throughout the book’s narrative, the territorial region from which Judah Maccabee and his brothers, Jonathan and Simon, wage their wars is referred to as Judea, although some battles occur in the Galilee, Transjordan, the far southern side of the mountain, and the southern plain, all areas historically associated with the Northern Kingdom of Israel. The map of battles discussed in chapter 5 aligns with a map of the broadly conceived biblical land of Israel. These battles aimed to rescue “brothers” from the hands of foreigners oppressing them in Edom, Gilead, the Galilee, and the southern plain. The names of the regions in 1 Maccabees 5 are given as the Sons of Esau (5:3), Ammon (5:6), and the land of the Philistines (66:68)—all biblical names that were not ithe contemporary names in use  at the time of the book’s composition. It appears that the chapter is attempting to tie the battles of Judah and his brothers to the conquest of the land by Joshua bin Nun.
 However, it was not through a campaign of conquest that the Hasmonean brothers acquired these lands, which as noted above was something accomplished by their descendants. Still, it links the ethnos Israel, at least according to the way in which 1 Maccabees is structured,

 to the regions of the expansive land of Israel, which aligns with the boundaries of the united kingdom, or at least the boundaries of the Kingdoms of Judah and Israel as finally achieved realized
 by the Hasmoneans during the reign of Yannai
.
ייחודו של החיבור ששימש כמעין שופר תעמולה של החצר החשמונאית הוא בכך שהוא מעגן את תחומי הממלכה החשמונאית בזכרון העבר המקראי ויוצר זיקה בין תחום הממלכה בימי הזוהר של ימי הבית הראשון לשיאה הטירטויאלי של הממלכה החשמונאית.  
The Expansion of National Perspective in the Book of Jubilees and Genesis Apocryphon
The book of Jubilees and the work called Genesis Apocryphon found at Qumran
 are generally designated as belonging to the genre researchers call the “rewritten Bible.”
 Both works are revisions of the biblical narrative in Genesis. The end of Jubilees additionally relates in brief the exodus from Egypt as well as the people’s entrance into the land. 
Jubilees dates to the second century BCE, and the tendency in recent years has been to date it to the latter part of that century, placing it in the heart of the Hasmonean period.

 The chronological framework of the book is organized according to biblical shemittah year, and Jubilees the agrarian sabbatical cycles
—units of seven years—and Jubilee after seven Shemittot. James Scott had proposed a link between the chosen of the author to count the chronology of the world history according the sabbatical year and Jubilees, commends which relates according the torah exclusively to the land of Israel and the redemption of the land as expressed in Leviticus 25.
 This chapter lays out the commandments of agrarian cycles and Jubilee, along with twenty references to “the land.” In the Bible, periods of time are closely related to the land, often inseparably so, such that the climax of Jubilees, chronologically organized according to sabbatical and Jubilee years, is chapter 50, the final chapter in the work, which ties the commandments of shemittah and Jubilee to the people’s entrance into the land. Michael Segal has argued that according to Jubilees, unlike in the Bible, the special, chosen status of the people of Israel was established at the creation of the world.

 Jubilees, it would seem, also relates another issue differently from the Bible. The author revises the biblical account of the way in which the land was designated for the Jewish people. According to Jubilees the name “land of Canaan” was attached to the land because Canaan the son of Ham stole the land from the descendants of Shem, even after being cautioned by his brother (Jub. 10:28–35).
 Accordingly, the chosen land was destined for the chosen people from the very dawn of creation, not as a result of the selection of Abraham and the covenantal promise, as occurs in the biblical narrative in the Covenant of the Pieces. This primordial link between the land and its people accords with the author’s denial of legitimacy to all foreign presence in the land.

Resistance to foreign presence is expressed throughout Jubilees, something further demonstrated by comparison between Jubilees and Genesis. In Genesis, Abraham commits to Lot, saying “Is not the whole land before you? Let us separate: if you go north, I will go south; and if you go south, I will go north” (Gen 13:9
). No such agreement appears in Jubilees. Rather, Lot chooses to separate from Abraham on his own; no commitment is made by Abraham to relinquish any of the land (13:17
). The covenant in Genesis between Isaac and the Philistines (Gen 26:26–31) is presented here as a covenant Isaac enters into under duress. The peace agreement between Isaac and the Philistines in the Bible is different in Jubilees: Isaac curses them, telling them that they will be cast out from the land (Jub. 24:28–33). Isaac’s blessing of Esau includes a threat that whichever brother strikes against the other will forfeit the blessing of the land, so that Esau disinherits himself (Jub. 36:6). 

The territorialism of the authors of Jubilees is also expressed in the way that he deal with the disparity between the Bible’s relation of the expansive promised borders of the land and Abraham’s survey of the land. Abraham is commanded “Up, walk about the land, through its length and its breadth, for I give it to you” (Gen 13:17). But according to the biblical account, after this promise Abraham’s journeys are restricted to the region between Beersheba and Hebron, an exceedingly limited area relative with the promised borders. 

The author of Jubilees changes the biblical command to “Up, walk about the land” to a command of vision: “Rise and look upon the length and breadth of the land” (Jub. 13:21). Abraham’s view, according to Jubilees, is from the area around Nablus
 to Lebo Hamat. 
Thus, albeit by way of hyperbole, the author of the Genesis Apocryphon revises the text, demonstrating its generic designation
 as a work of the rewritten Bible. Both works feature a division of the world between the sons and grandsons of Noah: in the Genesis Apocryphon in columns 16–17 and in Jubilees chapters 8–9. There are thus recognizable links between these texts.

  

 The scroll is a more concise revision than Jubilees and it does not feature the same sectarian characteristics, which are discussed in the next chapter. Likewise, Jubilees’ contention that Canaan stole the land is absent.
 And yet the work contains a double establishment of the promised biblical borders, from the Euphrates to the Nile, as well as through Abraham’s visual survey and journey to survey the promised borders: 
Then God appeared to me in a vision in the night, and said to me, “Go up to Ramat-Hatzor, which is to the north of Bethel, the place where you are living. Lift up your eyes and look to the east, to the west, to the south, and to the north, and see this entire Land that I am giving to you and to your descendants for all ages.” So on the following day I went up to Ramat-Hazor and I saw the land from this high point: from the River of Egypt up to Lebanon and Senir, and from the Great Sea to Hauran, and all the land of Gebal up to Kadesh, and the entire Great Desert that is east of Hauran and Senir, up to the Euphrates. He said to me, “To your descendants I will give all of this land, and they will inherit it for all ages.”...
“So I, Abram, embarked to hike around and look at the land. I began to travel the circuit from the Gihon River, and came alongside the Sea until I reached Mount Taurus. I then traversed from alo[ng] this Great Sea of Salt and went alongside Mount Taurus to the east, through the breadth of the land, until I reached the Euphrates River. I journeyed along the Euphrates until I reached the Erythrean Sea, to the East, and was traveling along the Erythrean Sea until I reached the gulf of the Red Sea, which extends out from the Erythrean. I went around to the south until I reached the Gihon River, and then I returned, arriving at my house in safety.

  (1QapGen, column 21, lines 8–12, 15–19)

The author of the scroll seeks to reconcile God’s initial promise to Abraham in Genesis, “Up, walk about the land, through its length and its breadth, for I give it to you” (Gen 13:17), with the boundaries delineated in the Covenant of the Pieces two chapters later: “from the river of Egypt to the great river, the river Euphrates” (15:18). The scroll’s author has to content with a problem: following the divine promise, Abraham walks in the hill country and to Gerar in the northwestern Negev, making one trip to Dan and from there “as far as Hobah, which is north of Damascus” (14:14–15). The author thus opts for a maximalist solution, portraying Abraham as farsighted
 and traversing a huge area including Mesopotamia, Arabia, and northern Egypt.
כך יוצר למעשה מחבר מגילה חיצונית לבראשית התאמה בין המרחב שהובטח לאברהם, במידה ויתהלך בו, לבין תחומי הארץ המובטחת הרחבים. 
There is a link between the area that Abraham surveys and the place he traverses on his journey in Jubilees, which is actually the area of the original Promised Land. The excerpts from the fifteen scrolls of Jubilees found at Qumran
 suggest the significance of the work in the Qumran library. Additionally, the use of a solar calendar of 364 days similar to the solar calendar of the sectarians, together with other Jewish legal links,
 suggests that the author of Jubilees was close to the Qumran community. Yet beyond this, the work features no explicit characteristics associated with them, such as its collectivism and belief in predestination, which characterize the Damascus Document and the Community Rule. Therefore, even with the relatively large number of copies of Jubilees found among the Qumran scrolls and the fact that the sole copy of the Genesis Apocryphon was likewise found at Qumran, it would be incorrect to identify the fervent and expansive territorialist bent in the work as linking the members of the sect with the territory of the land of Israel. The territorial dimension can therefore be instructive in the positioning of Jubilees and the Genesis Apocryphon in the circle surrounding the core group of the sect depicted in the Damascus Document and Community Rule. The status of territory differs here from its status in Jubilees and the Genesis Apocryphon;
לפיכך אני רואה במחבר המגילה אדם ששייך לקבוצה המחזיקה בלוח שימשי, אם כי בשאלת הזיקה לטריטוריה השקפתו אינה חופפת את הגישה הא-טיטורילית המשתקפת מכתבי הכת. 
 we will see this in further detail in the next chapter, which addresses the status of territory in the sect
.
Josephus’s Shifting Identity and Shifts in the Boundaries of His Land
Relationships between identity and territory can be elucidated only through the comparison of different works and authors. Yoseph ben Mattityahuias, also known as Flavius Josephus
, who claimed to be a descendant of the Hasmoneans, is one example of an author who underwent many changes, particularly over the thirty years he lived and wrote in Rome (70–100 CE). These changes are revealed in the ways in which he renders the borders of the land in his works. Although written entirely in Rome, these works relate to events and places from the first half of his life in the land of Israel (37–70 CE).

Josephus’s first work, his War of the Jews, was written at the court of the Flavian dynasty immediately upon his arrival in Rome. He arrived there on the heels of the destruction of the Second Temple, while the embers of its destruction smoldered and the memory of its glory still burned. In accordance with Greco- Roman
 literary conventions, Josephus incorporated geographic excurses to illustrate his descriptions of the battles. For instance, Polybius included them 
in his account of Rome’s wars of the third and second centuries BCE.

 At the heart of Josephus’s text (3.35–58), one finds a description of the land as an introduction to Vespasian’s invasion. In fact, this is the only comprehensive description of the land as a whole in a work featuring many local and regional geographic descriptions. Even in this detailed description, the encompassing borders of the Roman province of Judea, which replaced the Hasmonean state, are not related. Rather, it is comprised of descriptions of districts: Galilee, Peraea (Transjordan), Samaria, Judea, and the kingdom of Agrippas that extended across the Golan, Trachonitis, and the Bashan. In his regional descriptions, Josephus indicates the borders of the Galilee and the region of Peraea, the northern and southern borders of Samaria, and the borders of Judea. This detailed description is characterized by the fact that it lays out four regions
 without establishing the outer borders of the entire area, which he later defines as “the land of the Jews” (3.58). His omission appears conspicuous, particularly when compared to the works of the Roman geographer Strabo, which were well known to him.
 In contrast to Josephus, Strabo opens his description of Italy with a survey of its external borders (4.1.4)
. Josephus focuses on a geographic excursus to provide background for the progress of the war he calls “the war of the Jews against the Romans.” 
Therefore, he describes the land of his ethnos as the “land of the Jews,” indicating the people and not the countries of Judah or of Israel. 

One possible explanation for Josephus’s omission of the outer boundaries of the land relates, in my view, to the fact that he incorporated opposition to Jewish national consciousness in his composition about the war of the Jews against the Romans. In Josephus’s view, it was this 
that led to the destruction of the Temple. He was therefore reticent to sketch the borders of the Jewish entity or the region of Jewish settlement.היות ותיאור מרחב גיאוגרפי לישות היהודית או למרחב היהודי בארץ ישראל הוא בעל משקל ומשמעותו הוא אספרציות לקיום יהודי עצמאי תחום בגבולות בארץ, משאת נפשם של המורדים ברומא.  The geographical descriptions in this work were intended to describe the administrative districts in which Jews lived and in which the battles took place throughout the Great Revolt, battles he describes in detail in this work.
More than a decade after the end of the war of the Jews against the Romans, Josephus published his Jewish Antiquities, a work that attempts to relate the history of the Jewish people from the days of the patriarchs up to the eve of the Great Revolt. Here, the changes Josephus went through in Rome are revealed. This process reached its climax in the 90s, with his composition of the apologetic Against Apion, in which he confronts anti-Jewish slander. In Jewish Antiquities, unlike Jewish War, Josephus chose to delimit the borders of the land of Canaan, which he saw as the only land destined for the Jewish people. He therefore employed the biblical description of the borders found in Numbers 34:1–12. In Numbers, the Jordan River functions as the land’s eastern border.
 Josephus, includes Transjordan, which he saw as part of the land of Canaan.
Josephus places the episode of the “Covenant of the Pieces” in the first book of his Antiquities, but chooses to omit the promised biblical borders, instead marking the land according to the region in which the Canaanites dwelt: “and they defeated the Canaanites in war and took their cities and their lands” (1.185). He also describes the northern border as extending between Sidon in the northwest and Hamath Gader in the northeast. Josephus saw this entire region as designated for the Jews—in contrast to the biblically promised border—and consistently includes it throughout Jewish Antiquities.

Omitting the borders promised to the Jewish people enabled Josephus to divide up the region of the Promised Land between the sons of Abraham, descendants of both Isaac and Ishmael. According to Josephus, Abraham himself divided the area promised him between his sons’ descendants, bequeathing the region between the Euphrates and the Red Sea, east of the land of Canaan, to the sons of Ishmael.
 In my opinion, Josephus’s alternating disregard and memory of the promised borders and his exchanging them for the land of Canaan are due to the influence of the imperial idea in Roman society. The Romans viewed their Empire’s success as dependent upon the virtues of its citizens, the training of its soldiers, and its special geographic circumstances.
 Thus Virgil relates Jupiter’s promise to Venus regarding Rome’s future: “On them I set no limits, space or time: I have granted them power, empire without end” (Aeneid I.288–289).
 Josephus is therefore careful not to ascribe an imperialist dimension to Jewish territorial aspirations, as he does generally in his presentation of Judaism to his Roman readers.
  

The way in which Josephus chooses to describe the boundaries of the land in his different works discloses the shifts in his identity.
 In Jewish War, Josephus still identifies with his Flavian patrons and tends to justify Roman actions, even to defend them, as in his description of the burning of the Temple. In contrast, the works written during the reign of Domitian, Jewish Antiquities and Against Apion, express his identification with the Jewish people.
 Therefore, Josephus does not preclude assigning the land to the Jews in his Antiquities, even to the point of describing its borders as extending beyond the province of Judea, all the way to Sidon and Hamath in the north. Nonetheless, he consistently chooses to omit any description of the borders of the Promised Land, as this could be interpreted as an expansion competing with Roman imperialism.
 
Conclusion

The question of how the land animates
 a subject’s perspective depends directly upon the character of one’s national 
identity. Territory becomes identified as “the land” through a range of factors. In this chapter, we considered the ways in which the borders of the land were conceived in different texts, and how they related directly to the national identity of each author. I sketched two divergent approaches found as early as late biblical books composed toward the end of the period. The author of Chronicles takes a more expansive approach, with regard both to the residents of the land and to its borders, positing that the nation consists of the ethnos and those living with it in the land
. Thus the territory represented in the work as the land of Israel includes both Judah and Israel. However, the author of Ezra and Nehemiah betrays a more limited approach, one that considers only the returnees to Zion as the continuation of the “holy seed.” In other words, all other groups are not part of the nation; the areas that are outside of Judea and not inhabited by the returnees are not described as part of his land.

The dualism of the limited areas of Judea and the expanse of the mountains including Samaria, as well as the Galilee and Transjordan, is found in the regional-literary framework of the book of Judith. The area in which the Jewish people dwells in the majority of the work extends across the entire mountain, with no mention of the Samaritans. At the end of the book, with the triumph of the Jewish people, the author treats the Galilee and Transjordan as part of his land, in which his countrymen are dwelling. 

An expansive national approach to the borders of the land appears in 1 Maccabees, a work composed in the land of Israel by an associate of the Hasmonean court. The national, pro-Hasmonean approach that motivated the campaign to conquer the entire area of the biblical united kingdom, including Transjordan, the north, and the south, is expressed in the biblical style of the work, a broad approach to nationhood also expressed in Jubilees and the Genesis Apocryphon. The zeal of the author of Jubilees and his Jewish national identity are interwoven with his interpretation of the link between Israel and its land, and his unwillingness to legitimize non-Jews living in the land. This approach resembles the territorial orientation of the author of the Genesis Apocryphon. 

The book of Jubilees and the Genesis Apocryphon both present an approach that links the nation and its territory closely according to the maximalist territorial view. The author of Genesis Apocryphon revises and expands the borders promised to Abraham as seen through the patriarch’s visual overlook and peripatetic journey.
 This emphasis on the promised borders and their enactment 
highlights Josephus’s consistent disregard of them in their revision
. I propose that this disregard is due to the complex, shifting personal and political conditions in which he wrote.

But these varying approaches to the borders of the land are not merely the result of different authors living in shifting political environments or their distinct worldviews. Our discussion of Josephus’s works serves to demonstrate that even in different works by the same author, dissimilar perspectives on the borders of the land may be related. Josephus navigated complex political circumstances, from the ranks of the Jewish rebel army in which he served as commander in the Galilee to serving as a Roman historian and adopted member of the Flavian family. His complex position was that of a Jew living in Rome and recounting a war of the Caesars in whose shadow he lived and from whose hands he ate. His position conflicted with his own nation; the war had 
led to the destruction of the Temple in which he and his brothers had served as priests. Moreover, the differences in character between Josephus’s works owe something to the fact that they were written at different stages of his thirty-year residence in Rome. These circumstances caused him to relate differently to the land and to its borders in his different works. In other words, shifts in Josephus’s identity are revealed in the different ways he chose to represent his land in his various writings
.
The Perception of the extent of the land נובעת ממכלול של גורמים. 

בפרק זה נדונו חיבורים שהמכנה המשותף שלהם הוא בכך שישבו בארץ במהלך ימי הבית השני והמרכיב הטריטוריאלי הוא חלק אימננטי מזהותם. ה"מרכיב הטריטוריאלי" כולל בתוכו את סוגיית הזיקה לארץ כמו גם את שאלת היקפה של הארץ. על אף השונות בינהם ולעיתים המורכבות בתודעתו של אותו כותב עצמו ביחס להיקפה של הארץ, אני מבקש להציג את  החיבורים עזרא ונחמיה, דברי הימים, יהודית, ספר היובלים, מגילה חיצונית לבראשית ויוסף בן מתתיהו, כחיבורים שבהם הנושא הטריטורילי הוא מרכיב מרכזי בזהות היהודית שלהם. הפרק הבא יידון בזרם שונה של כותבים שפיתוח זהות שבה הטריטוריה תופסת מקום הרבה פחות מרכזי מהחיבורים שנדונו בפר זה.   
� Ephraim Stern, “The Religious Revolution in Persian-Period Judea” in Judah and the Judeans in the Persian Period, ed. Oded Lipschits and Manfred Oeming (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2006), 199.  


� Thus it appears from the description in Chronicles of Passover celebrations in the reign of Hezekiah after the exile of the Kingdom of Israel: “Some of the people of Asher and Manasseh and Zebulun, however, were contrite and came to Jerusalem” (2 Chr 30:11).  


� The Bible describes how after the exile of residents of Jerusalem, groups of natives remained in the land (2 Kgs 25:12; Jer 39:10; 52:16). The biblical account and archaeological findings together testify to the continuation of settlement in certain districts, such as the far side of the mountain north of Jerusalem. Oded Lipschits, “Meḳoroteha shel ha-ukhlusia ha-Yehudit be-Modi’in u-ve-sevivatah” [“The origins of the Jewish population in Modi‘in and its vicinity”], Cathedra 85 (1997): 7–32. But see also the reservation expressed by Bustenay Oded Bustenay in “Where Is the ‘Myth of the Empty Land’ To Be Found? History versus Myth,” in Judah and the Judeans in the Neo-Babylonian Period, ed. Oded Lipschits and Joseph Blenkinsopp (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2003), 55–74.


� Sara Japhet suggests that from a linguistic perspective as well there is a great difference between the books of Ezra and Nehemiah on one hand and Chronicles on the other. She criticizes the consensus governing research in two works: Sara Japhet, "The Spposed Common Authership of Chronicles and Ezra and Nechemia Investigated Anew"The Ideology of the Book of Chronicles and its Place in Biblical Thought (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1989) and From the Rivers of Babylon to the Highlands of Judah: Collected Studies on the Restoration Period (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2006), 1-37. This is also the position taken in H. G. M. Williamson, Israel in the Book of Chronicles (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1977), 37–59.


� The lists include a list of the returnees from exile that appears twice (Ezr 2:1–61; Neh 7:6–38) and a list of the builders of the wall (Neh 3:1–32). There is also a list of priests and Levites and sponsors of the wall (Neh 12). A fifth list records the small unwalled settlements of members of the tribes of Benjamin and Judah (Neh 11:25–35), which expands the region of settlement of those coming southward and records twelve settlements south of Bet Tzur. This is the southernmost point in the previous lists. It seems that the final verse in the list of the cities of Judea, “they settled from Beer-sheba to the Valley of Hinnom” (Neh 11:30), which sets these two places as northern and southern borders of the tribal portion of Judah as related in Joshua (15:8, 28), indicates that the objective of the list is to keep the memory of Judah’s inheritance alive in accordance with this text. For the relationship between the areas of the provinces, see Oded Lipschits, The Fall and Rise of Jerusalem: Judah under Babylonian Rule (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2005), 154–84. 


� For a survey of the opinions relating to the borders of the province Yehud see Charles E. Carter, The Emergence of Yehud in the Persian Period: A Social and Demographic Study (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1999), 75–113 and John W. Wright,. “Remapping Yehud: The Borders of Yehud and the Genealogies of Chronicles,” in Judah and the Judeans in the Persian Period ed. Oded Lipschits and Manfred Oeming (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2006), 67–89. 


� S. Japhet, "The Hstorical Reliabilty of Chronicles: The History of the Problem and Its Place in Biblical Research", From the Rivers of Babylon to the Highlands of Judea: Cllected Studies on The Restoration Period, Vinona Lake Indiana: Eisenbarns 2006, 96 - 116 


� On the question of the size of the population that remained after the exile to Babylon and the related issue of whether the Bible indeed created the “myth of the empty land” see Hans M. Brasted, “The Myth of the Empty Land: Major Challenges in the Study of Neo-Babylonian Judah,” in Judah and the Judeans in the Neo-Babylonian Period, ed. Oded Lipschitz and Joseph Blenkinsopp (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2003), 3–20. 


� The fact that the returnees to Zion sacrificed “twelve bulls for all of Israel” (Ez 8:35)—in other words, that they saw themselves as the continuation of the twelve tribes without relating to the northern tribes and their holdings—suggests that there is no territorial dimension in these works. The prayer of Nehemiah relates the history of the nation in the context of the “broad and fertile land” that was promised to Abraham (Neh 9:7–8) and their fathers who dwelt in the “broad and fertile” land but sinned and were exiled, compared with the returnees to Zion that “labor upon it” (Neh 9:35–5). Nehemiah complains about the insult to the Jewish entity and not the tribal inheritances of their ancestors that are not in Jewish possession. 


�   Japhet, Ideology of the Book of Chronicles, 352–94.


� Of the ten attestations of the compound term “land of Israel” in the Hebrew Bible, four appear in Chronicles. See below, XXX????above  זה יגיע בפרק הרביעי


� This is also appears from the description of Passover over which Josiah presided and which priests and Levites attended “and all Israel and the residents of Jerusalem were there” (2 Chr 35:18). See Sara Japhet, Ideology of the Book of Chronicles, 297–299. Compare this with the apocryphal 1 Ezra, which belongs with but is excluded from the biblical canon, אבל דומה באופיו לספרי עזרא ונחמיה ולא לדברי הימים where the verse reads “the people of Israel that were present in Jerusalem” (1:19). Zipora Talshir, I Esdras: A Text Critical Commentary (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2001), 33–35. In other words, while Chronicles relates to the Israelite population remaining in the borders of the Kingdom of Israel, the xternal Ezra depicts them as residing in Jerusalem, and not recognize in "Israel" out of Jerusalem or Judea, like Chronicles with his inclusive aproch .	


� Japhet, Ideology of the Book of Chronicles, 334. 


� Ibid., 267–394. 


� The date of Judith’s composition remains unclear. Some, like Grintz, have suggested that the work belongs to the Persian period. See Yehoshua M. Grintz, Sefer Yehudit: Taḥzoret ha-nusaḥ ha-meḳori be-leveyat mavo perushim u-mapot [The Book of Judith: Recovery of the Original Text with Foreword, Commentaries, and Maps] (Jerusalem: Mossad Bialik, 1986). Archaeologist Adam Zertal came to the same conclusion based on his comprehensive survey of Samaria, noting that the communities mentioned in Judith were all settled in the Persian period: Adam Zertal, “Paḥvat Shamrain be-teḳufot ha-Parsit ve-ha-Hellenisṭit”  [The district of Shamrain during the Persian and Hellenist periods], in Mikha’el: Meḥḳarim be-hisṭoriah be-epigrafiah u-ve-mikra li-khvod Professor Mikha’el Heltser [Michael: Studies in history, epigraphy, and the Old Testament in honor of Prof. Michael Heltzer, ed. Yitzhak Avishur and Robert Deutsch (Tel Aviv: Archaeological Center, 1999), 75–98. Mor set the date later in the Hasmonean period; Mor, Judith, 1123. Recently, Deborah Levine Gera suggested a more precise dating of approximately 100 CE in Judith (Berlin/Boston: De Gruyter, 20042014), 25–44.  The argument setting the work’s composition in the reign of John Hyrcanus, who conquered Samaria, does not accord with the fact that he also conquered Edom, an area which is not represented as part of the region of Jewish settlement, whose southernmost point noted in the work is Jerusalem. 


� מערכת היחסים המורכבת הין היהודים לשומרונים בימי הבית השני נדונה רבות במחקר. לסקירה של המחקר ר': 


Reinhard Pummer, The Samaritans: A Profile, Grand Rapids, Michgan and Cambridge, U.K.: William Eerdmans Publication Company, 2016, 15-25


 יוסף בן מתתיהו מציג גישה עויינת המשקפת מתח וקרע בין השומרונים ליהודים החל מהתקופה הפרסית, ראה שם אצל פומר, עמ' 54 - 65. 


� All quotations from the book of Judith are from Judith, trans. Carey A. Moore, The Anchor Yale Bible Commentaries (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1995). 


� Mendels has investigated the relationship between regions, comparing the mountain with other included at the end of the work. See The Rise and Fall of Jewish Nationalism: The History of Jewish and Christian Ethnicity in Palestine within the Greco-Roman Period (200 B.C.E.–135 C.E.) (New York: Doubleday, 1992), 51–56. Based on the territorial dimension, he suggests dating the work to 140–135 BCE, when the Hasmonean state was on the cusp of expanding into these territories. I accept Mendels’s geographical analysis, but in my opinion the link to these years is only possible and not necessary.


� The nomenclature “Yehudim” (“nation of Judah” in 4:3; “tents of Judah” in 14:7) for the people throughout the work is seldom employed, while “Israel” is the dominant term: “people of Israel” (6:2); “Children of Israel” (; 14:7; 15:3, 5, 7–8; 16:25), House of Israel (6:17; 8:6; 14:10), Israel ( 14:10; 18: 1, 8); and also "man of Israel" (15:13); "pride of israel" (15:9), about the term "Woman of Israel" (15:12) see Levine Gera, 446/ 


;


Israel” (15:13). 


� The interpretation according to which the omission of the Samaritans, although that the Samaria is the arena of the plot,  is a way of dealing with unwanted Samaritan presence in the eyes of the author of Judith that is to say to his negative view of Samaritans to Samaria, accords with the enmity towards Samaritan presence at Shechem. Ben Sira elects to refer to Samaritans as “the despised people living at Shechem,” without mentioning their name. See Ben Sira 38:50 and the Testament of Levi 7:2 .


name. See Ben Sira 38:50 and the Testament of Levi 7: 2-3.


� Unless we accept the late dating of Levine Gera at the high point of the Hasmonean state, when it extended to these regions. Omission of the Samaritan population can explain the author’s identification as “Israel,” intended perhaps, among other things, to oppose the same identity claimed by Samaritan residents of Samaria.


� In two inscriptions from Delos the Samaritans designate themselves as Israelites: “The Israelites who contribute to Hargerisim”, see: Philippe Bruneau, “Les Israélites de Délos et la juiverie délienne,” � HYPERLINK "http://www.persee.fr/collection/bch"��Bulletin de correspondance hellénique� 106 (1982): 465–504.


� This is what emerges, for instance, from an analysis of the testament of Mattathias (1 Mc 2:65), which authorizes the rule of Simon and his descendants.


� In the second half of the work, chapters 10–16, the name “Yehudim” appears; a sequence of documents is presented, documents that appear to be authentic. The author apparently had access to these texts due to his connection to the Hasmonean court.


� All quotations are taken from I Maccabees: A New Translation, with Introduction and Commentaries, trans. Jonathan A. Goldstein, Anchor Yale Bible Commentaries (New York: Doubleday, 1976). 


� Simon is the only one of the five brothers mentioned as leader in the will that the author attributes to Mattathias on the eve of his death DANGLING (1 Mc 2:65). He is also the only brother to receive a panegyric listing his acts (14:4–15) and thus is selected by the people as governor and “eternal high priest until the coming of the true prophet” (14:41).


� As Goodblatt has shown. 


� Aryeh Kasher, in his Jews and Hellenistic Cities in Eretz-Israel: Relations of the Jews in Eretz-Israel with the Hellenistic Cities during the Second Temple Period (332 BCE–70 CE) (Tübingen: J. C. B. Mohr, 1990) argues that the use of the biblical term by the author of 1 Maccabees to relate to regions such as the land of the Philistines is significant for mapping (58–60), as opposed to others who saw the biblical style of the book as nothing more than rhetorical. See, for instance M. Goodman, “Aryeh Kasher, Jews and Hellenistic Cities in Eretz-Israel: Relations of the Jews in Eretz-Israel with the Hellenistic Cities during the Second Temple Period,” Journal for the Study of Judaism 24, no. 1 (1993): 110–2. In any case, the map that this chapter draws testifies to the mental map of “Israel” in the author’s consciousness. Thus there is something more at work than just the rhetorical.


� See Doron Mendels’s discussion of the biblical territorial dimension in the writing of Eupolemus, who was an intimate of Judah Maccabee; Doron Mendels, The Rise and Fall, 93–94. 


� Israel Kloyzner’s approach to the nation is expressed in his presentation of the objective of the Hasmoneans “to make Judea into the land of Israel.” Kloyzner, History, 3, 31.


� A more extensive discussion of the link between the scrolls found at Qumran and the Essenes can be found in the next chapter.


� See: G. Vermes, Scripture and Tradition in Judaism: Haggadic Studies (2nd edition; Leiden: Brill, 1973), 95; Moshe J. Bernstein, “Rewritten Bible”: A Generic Category Which Has Outlived its Usefulness?, Textus 22 (2005) 169–196


� Machiela sums up the discussion of the dating of the Genesis Apocryphon by asserting that it is contingent on the question of its relationship with 1 Enoch and Jubilees. That is, were those works a source for the Genesis Apocryphon, or was it a source for them? See Daniel A. Machiela, The Dead Sea Genesis Apocryphon: A New Text and Introduction and Special Treatment of Columns 13–17 (Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2009), 8–17. Yigael Yadin and Nahman Avigad propose that the Apocryphon was a source for parts of 1 Enoch and Jubilees; they thus date the Genesis Apocryphon before the second century BCE. Nevertheless, they note that the paleography of the copy found at Qumran dates it later, to the end of the first century CE or the second half of the first century BCE (Nahman Avigad and Yigael Yadin, A Genesis Apocryphon, a scroll from the Wilderness of Judaea. Description and contents of the scroll, facsimiles, transcription and translation of columns II, XIX–XXII.: The Magnes Press of the Hebrew University and Heikhal ha-Sefer, 1956, 19)  19) . Yechezkel Kutscher, in analyzing the language of the scroll, also dates it to the first century BCE or the first century CE. See E. Y. Kutscher, “The Language of the Genesis Apocryphon: A Preliminary Study,” Scripta Hierosolymitana 4 (1958): 1–36. Joseph Fitzmyer also believes it should be dated to between the mid-first century BCE and the destruction of 70 C.E (Fitzmyer, "Some Observations on Genesis Apocryphon", Catholic Biblical Quetrly 27, 1965 (348-372) . See also James L. Kugel, A Walk through Jubilees: Studies in the Book of Jubilees and the World of Its Creation (Leiden/Boston: Brill, 2012), 305–42,. Daniel Machiela, who predates the Genesis Apocryphon to Jubilees, claims an indirect relation between the two and suggests a common source for them both. See Daniel Machiela, The Dead Sea Genesis Apocryphon, 17; idem, On the Importance of Being Abram, A Teacher for All Generations: Essays in Honor of James C. VanderKam, ed. Eric Masom et al. (Leiden: Brill, 2012), 2:705–36; see also: Cana Werman, “Sefer Hayuvalim u-meḳorotav ha-Arami’im” [The book of Jubilees and its Aramaic sources], Megilot 8–9, (2010), 135–54.


� The main considerations related to the dating of this book are paleographic; the ancient hand that wrote the scroll in which the book of Jubilees was found was at Qumran around 150–100 BCE. Thus we know that the book was composed prior to this. The accepted opinion among researchers is that of VanderKam, who dates the period in which the book was composed to the years 161–140 BCE. See VanderKam and Milik, 246 n.4, Book of Jubilees; : “a central issue in the dating of the work lacks consideration by scholars, the decrees of Antiochus, and therefore there are those who have seen the work as more ancient than these decrees and the rebellion of the Hasmoneans they provoked.” See Goldstein, Dating, 69–70; Nickelsburg, Revision, 78–79. It is not possible, they assert, that such a significant religious-political event would be wholly without mention even by way of allusion anywhere in the work. There are those who have seen the prohibitions on nudity in Jubilees 3:31 as a response to the establishment of the Gymnasium of Jason on the eve of the rebellion (2 Mc 4:7). Dorn sees the prohibition as in principle holding for all times. See R. Doran, “The Non-Dating of Jubilees: Jub. 34–38; 23:14–32 in Narrative Context,” Journal for the Study of Judaism 20 (1989): 1–11. Kister considered the omission of any mention of the decrees of Antiochus as indicative of the book’s unity. See M. Kister, “Le-toldot kat ha-Esse’im: Iyunim bi-Ḥazon ha-Ḥayot, Sefer ha-Yuvalim ve-Brit Dameseḳ [Concerning the history of Essenes: A study of the Animal Apocalypse, the Book of Jubilees, and the Damascus Document” Tarbiz 56 (1986): 5–9. His opinion on the dating puts it later than the decrees and the rebellion; he believes it was written before 100 BCE. Werman also holds this opinion, placing the text’s composition sometime in the last third of the second century BCE. See Cana Werman, Sefer ha-Yuvalim: Mavo, targum u-perush [Book of Jubilees: Introduction, translation, and interpretation (Jerusalem: Yad Izhak Ben-Zvi, 2014), 48. Segal suggests viewing Jubilees as the redaction of revised sources. See Michael Segal, The Book of Jubilees: Rewritten Bible, Redaction, Ideology and Theology,319-322 . He sees through Jubilees more ancient sections that were edited together at Qumran. Accordingly, the sources of Jubilees are not sectarian, but the final redaction of the work was done within the community. An example of this is found in the geographical sections, which he thinks are taken from the Genesis Apocryphon and are an example of the work of a Qumran redactor. 


� This is the main argument of James M. Scott in his Geography in Early Judaism and Christianity: The Book of Jubilees (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2002).


� Segal, Jubilees, 6–7. According to a fragment of Jubilees 2:19–21, which is preserved in Qumran 4Q216 VII, 9–13; DJD XII, 19, while according to the Torah the election of Israel as a special nation appears due to the acceptance of God’s commands (Ex 19:5–6).


� According to the biblical description of the Table of Nations it seems that the borders of the land of Canaan extend from Sidon to Gaza, where Canaan, Noah’s grandson, dwelt with his descendants (Gen 10:15–19) until the “Covenant of the Pieces” when the land was promised to Abraham and his descendants. This disinheritance was justified by the sins of the Amorites. But because this time had not yet come, Abraham’s descendants descended to Egypt for four hundred years (Gen 15:13–16).


� Machiela sums up the discussion of the dating of the Genesis Apocryphon by asserting that it is contingent on the question of its relationship with 1 Enoch and Jubilees. That is, were those works a source for the Genesis Apocryphon, or was it a source for them? See Daniel A. Machiela, The Dead Sea Genesis Apocryphon: A New Text and Introduction and Special Treatment of Columns 13–17 (Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2009), 8–17. Yigael Yadin and Nahman Avigad propose that the Apocryphon was a source for parts of 1 Enoch and Jubilees; they thus date the Genesis Apocryphon before the second century BCE. Nevertheless, they note that the paleography of the copy found at Qumran dates it later, to the end of the first century CE or the second half of the first century BCE (Nahman Avigad and Yigael Yadin, A Genesis Apocryphon, a scroll from the Wilderness of Judaea. Description and contents of the scroll, facsimiles, transcription and translation of columns II, XIX–XXII.: The Magnes Press of the Hebrew University and Heikhal ha-Sefer, 1956, 19)  19) . Yechezkel Kutscher, in analyzing the language of the scroll, also dates it to the first century BCE or the first century CE. See E. Y. Kutscher, “The Language of the Genesis Apocryphon: A Preliminary Study,” Scripta Hierosolymitana 4 (1958): 1–36. Joseph Fitzmyer also believes it should be dated to between the mid-first century BCE and the destruction of 70 C.E (Fitzmyer, "Some Observations on Genesis Apocryphon", Catholic Biblical Quetrly 27, 1965 (348-372) . See also James L. Kugel, A Walk through Jubilees: Studies in the Book of Jubilees and the World of Its Creation (Leiden/Boston: Brill, 2012), 305–42,. Daniel Machiela, who predates the Genesis Apocryphon to Jubilees, claims an indirect relation between the two and suggests a common source for them both. See Daniel Machiela, The Dead Sea Genesis Apocryphon, 17; idem, On the Importance of Being Abram, A Teacher for All Generations: Essays in Honor of James C. VanderKam, ed. Eric Masom et al. (Leiden: Brill, 2012), 2:705–36; see also: Cana Werman, “Sefer Hayuvalim u-meḳorotav ha-Arami’im” [The book of Jubilees and its Aramaic sources], Megilot 8–9, (2010), 135–54.


� Daniel Machiela, “Each to his Own Inheritance: Geography as an Evaluation Tool in the Genesis Apocryphon,” Dead Sea Discoveries 15 (2008): 50–66.


� Translation found in Daniel Machiela, The Dead Sea Genesis Apocryphon (1Q20): A New Text and Translation with Introduction and Special Treatment of Columns 13–17, Studies in the Texts of the Desert of Judah 79 (Boston: Brill, 2009), 78-79


� See Werman, Sefer ya-Yuvalim, 79–93; Segal, Jubilees, 257. 


� [List of fragments]


� See Segal, Jubilees, 319–22.


� Polybius, Histories v.21.3. See also Sahar, Josephus, 130–71. 


� Zeev Safrai and Sahar have argued that the basis for this description is a Jewish tradition regarding Judea, Galilee, and Transjordan, prevalent in the Mishnah, with a description of Samaria filling the gap between Judea and the Galilee. Zeev Safrai, “Tiur Erets Yisra’el lefi Yosef ben Mattityahu” [Description of the land of Israel according to Josephus Flavius], in Yosef ben Mattityahu Hisṭorion shel Erets Yisra’el [Josephus Flavius: Historian of the land of Israel], ed. Uriel Rappaport (Jerusalem: Yad Izhak Ben-Zvi, 1983), 96–99; Sahar, Geographic Descriptions, 196. 


� As Sahar has shown in Josephus, 190–255.


� This also accords with the repeated expression “when you cross the Jordan into the land of Canaan” (Num 33:51; 35:10) as well as in the description of the cities of refuge: “Three cities shall be designated beyond the Jordan, and the other three shall be designated in the land of Canaan: they shall serve as cities of refuge” (Num 35:14)


� Similarly with the southern border. The border of the Promised Land in the “covenant of the pieces” in Genesis is “from the river of Egypt to the great river, the river Euphrates” (Gen 15:18). Yet Josephus fixes the southern border as “until Egypt” (Antiquities 1.192). However, this actually means “until Gaza,” as in Genesis 10:19. But mention of Gaza is in effect always to Gaza as the Philistine settlement, for in biblical Noahide genealogy, the Philistines descend from Mitzrayim (Egypt), son of Noah’s son Ham (Gen 10:14). Or, in Josephus, “Mitzrayim had eight sons, and all inherited the land from Gaza until Mitzrayim (Egypt)” (Antiquities 1.136). Thus he even expands the Canaanite region southward and presents the southern coastal plant until Gaza as the area of Canaanite settlement. Furthermore, the people of Israel is destined to inherit this land, even more so as in accordance with Joshua 13:3, Josephus had the Philistines dwelling from Gaza northward to Ekron (Antiquities 1.:136). SENTENCE? However, Josephus describes the land of Canaan as extending to Gaza and the Philistines in his account also dwelt south of Gaza in the region considered to be Egypt. This is how Josephus maintained fidelity with the biblical account while reducing the Promised Land in effect to the land of Canaan. 


� Antiquities 1.239. This is how Josephus explains the gifts Abraham bestows on the sons of the concubines in the biblical account (Gen 25:6).


� Peter A. Brant, “Laus Imperii,” in Imperialism in the Ancient World, eds. P. D. A. Gransey and C. R. Whittaker (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1978), 164–72.


� Virgil, The Aeneid, trans. Robert Fagels (New York: Viking, 2006), 56.


� Daniel Schwartz recently demonstrated two distinct geographic excurses in his War: the first, of Galilee-Pereia and Judea in 3.58–35, focuses on the deeds of the Roman emperors; the second diverges from this region and includes the battles for Masada and Machaerus described in Book VII, actually emphasizing a spatial description. Schwartz explains this through changes Josephus experienced over the course of the work. According to this suggestion, it is not only possible to distinguish between the spatial descriptions of the land between his works, but even within one of his compositions. Daniel R. Schwartz, “Josephus Between the Flavian and God: On the Duality of the Judean War,” in Milestones: Essays in Jewish History Dedicated to Zvi (Kuti) Yekutiel, ed. Immanuel Etkes, David Assaf, and Yossef Kaplan, (Jerusalem: The Zalman Shazar Center for Jewish History, 2015), 33–42. 


� This is Shaye Cohen’s thesis in Josephus in Galilee and Rome: His Vita and Development as a Historian (Boston: Brill Academic Publishers), 237–8. Similarly, Tessa Rajak’s position in Josephus: The Historian and His Society (London: Gerald Duckworth, 1983). Furthermore, Daniel Schwartz has argued that Josephus becomes a “diasporic” Jewish historian, though the study of his connection to the land and its various regions in his Antiquities testifies to the place of the land and its geography in his worldview and writings. 


� Tessa Rajak characterized the later Josephus as a writer forgiving of the Roman world, interested in presenting the Jews as a society worthy of membership in the family of nations; see Rajak, Josephus, 223–9, as well as her essay “The Against Apion and the Continuities in Josephus,” in Understanding Josephus: Seven Perspectives, ed. Steve Mason, JSPSS 32 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1998), 222–43. This approach illuminates the surprising statement of Josephus in his apologetic polemic Against Apion in the 90s CE about the Jews who dwell only in the highlands and stay away from the sea in Ag. Ap. 1.60–62.





�כך ?


�בעמוד הבא הוספתי בעברית תוספת שאומרת אמירה זו ולכן נראה אולי להעביר את הפיסקה קדימה. או להעביר את הפיסקה שהוספתי בעברית לכאן לפני הדיון על מקומו של המקרא. 


�כך?


�This is slightly different from what was written before; please make sure it is what you meant.


כוונתי היא: שבגלל שמגוון הגבולות במקרא יותר מגוון גם בספרות הבית השני


�כאן הייתי מעדיף "מושפע", היות ולא כולם עושים שימוש בגבול מקראי


�Can I change this to “recognize”?


הדגש הוא על האופן שבו הם מציגים


�I’m not sure what you mean by this. What are “generic contexts”? And “rhetorical contexts”?








�In what sense is the plot “historiographic”?


עדיף: 


  היות ומדובר בעלילה דמיוניתHistoriographic genre 





�I want to make sure that you meant “historiographic” here and not “historical.”


�נראה לי שהביטוי באנגלית הוא 


Restoration Period


�I’m not sure what you’re trying to say here. Can you help me understand?


כלומר ההבדל בין שתי מערכות הגבול יכול להיות מוסבר באופן שבו הם תופסים את הזהות שלהם


�זוה מילה שאני אמור ל"הזהר" ממנה, היות ולאומיות בדרך כלל מתייחסת לעת החדשה לכן עדיף להשמיט אותה, או לחילופין ל, וזה נראה לי יותר הגיוני, העיר בזהירות די בהתחלה אולי בפרק הראשון על האופן שאני משתמש בה. 


�עדיף:


Identity


�The Chicago Manual recommends giving the names of foreign-language sources in the original, transliterated, sentence style (as opposed to headline style; here, that means only proper nouns are capitalized). It gives the option of giving an English translation in brackets, also sentence-style. I will be doing this throughout. 





I looked up the name of the original article as well as the title’s translation as it’s given in other published sources. 


�אולי להוסיף כאן:


The distribution of coins…


כלומר שהמפה מבוססת על תפוצת המטבעות וכד' , כדי שלא יובן כאילו: הרשימות תואמות מפה שנמצאה על מטבעות


�Are you quoting Neh 6:1 here?


רומז לזה ובעיקר לעזרא 4, 1


� ר' 


�I want to make sure that in this note the word “Jewish” is being used intentionally (twice); I wonder whether it would be more correct to say “Judeans” in this context.


זהו עניין עדין. בפרק הרביעי יוקדש לכך דיון. אני מעדיף ג'ואיש על גודיאן, אלא אם כן זה הכרחי, אייל-עכשיו אני רואה שלא הקדשתי לזה דיון בפרק השני יש מקום להכנס שם הערה


�I wasn’t sure what you wanted with the Sara Japhet source in this note. Please make sure that I’ve written it as you wanted it.השלמתי בהערה, אבל אם עדיין זה לא ברור אז עניין עזרא החיצוני מתואר בספר בעברית בעמ' 48 – 49, נסיתי לדחוס את זה להערה.  


�כאמור, נצטרך להבהיר את עניין ה"לאומי" בפרק המבוא. .


�What do you mean by this? What was their interest? Should we be explaining their motivation more clearly? 


אפשר להוסיף: כפי שבאה לידי ביטוי בגירוש הנשים הנוכריות ובהתעלמות מהאוכלוסיה שנותרה ביהודה כאן להדגיש את הבדלנות של עזרא ונחמיה אולי היטוי אקסקלוסביות לעומת אינקלוסיביות – בעברית בדלנות היא המילה המתאימה separatism, isolationism


�עדיף: : the territory


�This is a tricky style question. National (and greater) entities use capital letters before the noun (“Republic of South Africa”); smaller entities do not (“state of Washington”). Assuming that it was viewed at the time more or less as a national entity—which is hard to say when there was no such thing as a national entity—I’m using a capital “k.” (By the way, “Northern Kingdom” and “Southern Kingdom” were the recommendations of the Society of Biblical Literature, so I feel that this pretty much falls in line with it.)





נראה לי שכאן – בגלל ששתיהן חלק מישות אחת – ממלכת דוד ושלמה, דווקא תתאים אות קטנה, אבל זו באמת הכרעה קצת אידיאולוגית... 


�המילה "נקמה" כאן נראית לי מיותרת


�I couldn’t find a reference to the “Mor, Judith” source you listed in the note in the bibliography of the original book. Can you add the information? 


C.A. Moore, Judith: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary, New York 1985


�נראה לי להעדיף כאן מושג כמו מרחב ולא ,גבולות


אולי: district or space 


�כאן אני צריך להשלים את ההתייחסות לשומרונים שומרון


�דינה: היות ואני מציג בהרחבה את הרובד המצמצמם הכולל את "ההר" ורק אחר כך את הארץ חשבתי להוסיף את המשפט הזה


�The Mendels source as I saw it online had a different subheading: “Jewish and Christian Ethnicity in Ancient Palestine.” Can you double-check that the title as you have it is correct?


זהו לא הספר הנכון של מנדלס, הספר הנכון הוא :


D. Mendels, The Land of Israel as a Political


Concept in Hasmonean Literature, Tübingen 1987 


באותם עמודים


�A number of notes had some kind of glitch and are garbled; they won’t transfer to left-to-right English format and I can’t tell what begins and ends where. With some, I was able to work out what you meant by context; with this one, I couldn’t figure out exactly where the parentheses went and which verse citations belonged to which term. I’m afraid you’re going to have to go through them and figure it out.


תיקנתי וערכתי מחדש כדאי לעבור על ההערה שוב


�This is another one of the notes that was garbled; please see what you can do with the last line. 


תיקנתי – צריך לראות אם זה ברור. 


�Please make sure this is acceptable to you; I found “toggling” unclear, but I want to make sure this was the meaning you intended.נראה לי בסדר


�אולי כאן להשאיר ג'ודאן- אלא אם כן אפשר לשנות לג'איש


�Is this what you meant? I wasn’t clear on it.





כוונתי היא שהוא שואף לזהות של ישראל identity


�Self. במחשבה שניה אולי אבהיר זאת בפרק הראשון הקדמה


�I don’t know what you mean by “authorizes” in this note. Do you mean something like “legitimizes”?





מעוניין לתת לשלטונו של שמעון והשושלת ממנו -  לגיטימציה.


�I’m not sure in what sense you mean “outstanding” here. Is he a central character? A leader?


Leader and אבי השושלת 


�The glitch that was in a number of the footnotes also occurred in this paragraph. Please double-check that the way I have it now is correct. 


�


�אולי עדיף:


The Israeli identity…and thus…


במקום national


�אולי relating 


�כאן יש להפנות לפרק על השמות ושם יש להפנות לכאן


�I couldn’t find this source (Goldblatt) in the original. Should it be Goodblat? That’s a source I see.


: אכן Goodblatt


�Should we give the Hebrew word here in parentheses?


לא נראה לי הכרחי


�I don’t have information on the Kloyzner source in the note. Can you add?


יוסף קלוזנר, היסטוריה של הבית השני, כרך שלישי, הוצאת  אחיאסף, ירושלים תשי"ט, עמ' 31,


אין שם שם באנגלית.





�נראה לי כאן שעדיף דווקא achieved


� Alexander Jannaeus





�This note feels to me like it needs sources for the opinions expressed by Yadin, Avigad, Verman, and E. Eshel. What do you think?נתתי מראה מקום לאביגד וידין והשמטתי את ורמן ואשל


�





דינה: כאן תיקנתי מה שתיקנתי. אחרי שתעברי על זה אשלח למייקל סיגל שיקרא, היות והענינים כאן מורכבים 


About five lines down in the note, you say “see Vanderkam and Milik 246 n.4, Book of Jubilees, Vamderkam edition…” It seems to me that you’re giving two different sources here. Is the second The Dead Sea Scrolls Today? What is the first?


הורדתי את מהדורת ואנדרקאם











Is the Goldstein source here “The Date of the Book of Jubilees” from PAAJR?כן





Which Nickelsburg source is being referred to? Is it “The Bible Rewritten and Expanded”? כן





I’ve changed two words in the sentence about Jason, but they change its meaning. They seemed to me to be more correct, but please look at it carefully to make sure it was your intent.





The Kister source I’ve given is the one that seemed correct based on the short-form given (History), but the page numbers don’t make sense. If I understand correctly, the article itself comprised pages 8–18 of the journal; you refer to pages 5–9. Is there a different source that I should be referring to here?





The sentence following the Kister source did not make sense (as it stood, it seemed to say that the Kister's opinion was written before 100 BCE). I've changed it, but please make sure it was what you meant. התיקון נכון





The Segal pp. 319-322 





I don't understand what you mean by him seeing "through" Jubilees more ancient sections that were edited together. Do you mean "throughout"?


�I think this is going to need a clearer explanation for the general reader, who may not be familiar with the idea. I recommend that we add two sentences here. We can add it as a footnote or in parentheses, whatever you prefer.


נראה לי להוסיף בטקסט: השנה  השביעית שבה על פי המקרא (ויקרא כה, 1 - 7 הארץ אמורה ל"שבות" ולכן אין לעבד את האדמה בשנת השמיטה. אחרי 7 מחזורי שמיטה בשנת החמישים שגם בה אין לעבד את האדמה, משתחררים העבדים ושדות שנמכרו חוזרות לבעליהם הראשונים שם, 8 - 13) 


�In this note, one of the sources given is DJD XII. DJD is the series of the Dead Sea Scrolls; it seems incorrect to me. Can you help me?


I also don’t understand what you’re trying to say in the second sentence in general. Can you take a look?


DJD


היא הסידרה שבה יש את הקטעים שעליהם התבסס מייקל סיגל: הוא טען שלפי היובלים בחירת ישראל היא כבר מהבריאה. אני מוסיף: שעל פי ספר היובלים גם ארץ ישראל היא הארץ הנבחרת כבר מהבריאה.    


�Do you know if the translator stuck with a specific biblical translation throughout?


לא לצערי, אני לא ממש סומך עליו


�Is this Jub. 13:17?


�את תיקנת כאן משכם לנבלוס, בתקופה זו עדיין המקום נקרא שכם וצריך להישאר שכם. 


�I don’t understand what you’re trying to say here. 


כלומר: מחבר מגילה חיצונית לבראשית, משכתב לפי הז'אנר של רירטן בייבל, את הסיפור המקראי


�This note feels to me like it needs sources for the opinions expressed by Yadin, Avigad, Verman, and E. Eshel. What do you think?נתתי מראה מקום לאביגד וידין והשמטתי את ורמן ואשל, בסופו של דברנראה לי להשמטי את הקטע הצבוע


�This note should give a page number for the source. 


�What is meant here?


המרחב שאליו הוא צופה 


�אני מתלבט אם לא להעביר את הפיסקה הזו להערת שוליים, כאן או בפרק הבא בדיון על קומראן. 


�להשאיר כך. שמו הוא פלאוויוס יוספוס (מאז שדני שוורץ כתב על זה...) 


�I want to make sure this is intentional. To my mind these would be two different conventions.


אולי עדיף Greco-Roman


�Josephus’s excurses? In what sense is this an example?


כאן אני חוזר מהדוגמא ליוספוס, אולי להוסיף 


According to that///


�I couldn’t find details on any of the sources in the notes authored by “Sahar.” I wonder if the translator gave the wrong spelling. Can you point me in the right direction? 


Y. Shahar, Josephus Geographicus, Leiden 2004





�Is this Strabo’s source? Strabo, Geography


�Source?


In the opening of his Jewish War  1.1


�What had this effect: national consciousness?


השאיפות הלאומיות


National aspirations  


�I don’t fully understand what you’re trying to say here. Can you explain it to me in a little more depth?





זהו עניין מאוד מהותי כאן- כוונתי היא:


יוספוס בכתיבתו עבור הרומאים ובהצגת היהודים,  מאוד נזהר מאפיון היהודים כבעלי שאיפות להתרחבות והתפשטות טריטוריאליות.  


�I’m not sure this is the best word here. You may mean something more like “influences,” “impacts,” or “affects.” 


בעברית הייתי אומר "הצטיירה".





Moreover: is the question how the land itself impacts a person’s perspective? Or is the question what affects a person’s perspective? I’m not sure this sentence is precise enough.


�אפשר להשמיט את המילים ?


�Would it make more sense if we said “positing that the nation consists of those people belonging to the ethnos”?


הייתי כותב: יוצר זיקה בין האופן שהוא תופס את העם לבין תחומי הארץ


�I wasn’t certain what you were trying to say here. I’ve adjusted the sentence so that it makes sense but it may not reflect your intended meaning.


מחבר מגילה חיצונית לבראשית, מוסיף ומשלב בתצפית של אברהם ובמסעו של בארהם בארץ את הגבולות המקסמיליים מהנילוס ועד הפרת ויוצר להם קונקרטיזציה


�What do you mean by “enactment”?


כלומר טרנספורמציה שלהם מההבטחה האלוהית ושילובם במסע של אברהם בארץ


�I don’t understand what you’re trying to say with this phrase.


כלומר השימוש שעושה מחבר מגילה חיצונית לבראשית, מבליט את הניגוד שבתשתית התפיסה הפוליטית והאידיאולוגית בינו לבין יוספוס שבחר להשמיט את גבולות ההבטחה. 


�Is this what you were trying to say?


את צודקת צריך להוסיף: עם זרמים או גישות מעמו שלו


�Here we need to add another sentence or two summing up the chapter more generally and pointing the reader in the direction of the next chapter, ideally (“Josephus, the author of Genesis Apocryphon, the author of Jubilees, and the author of Ezra-Nehemiah all illustrate the fascinating breadth of opinions relating to the borders of the land at their time. In the next chapter, we will see….” etc.etc.).


.  





