From earthly Land to heavnthly city and to “Holy Land”

חנוך גיאוגרפיה מיתי, אבל יש לו את מפת הארץ השזורה בגיאוגרפיה המיתית שלו.

אנשי הכת – עוזבים את הארץ, הדיון כאן הוא רק בכתבי הכת.

הכתיבה ההיודית הלנסטית בהלך המחשבה ההלניסטית ובגלותיות מתמקדת בעיר.

ברוך ועזרא הרביעי ממציאים או מדגשישים את ,ארץ הקודש"

פאולוס וממשיכיו מדגישים את פריצת הגבוות וטשטו הארץ והדגשת העיר.

השיבה של קונסטנטינוס היא אינה אל "הארץ" אלא למקומות קדושים לכן יש בנצרות הזו טריטויאליזים של מקומות קדושים ולא של הארץ. 

הדיון בחכמי בבל אולי יעבור לפרק הבא בארצם של חכמים. 
While the previous chapter discussed the central place of territory in the identity of Jewish writers from the second temple period, this chapter will introduce a different or even contradict process of some other steams that refelects evaluation of releasing from territory   
Territory serves as the framework 
for all biblical narratives. The Pentateuch describes the borders of the land of Canaan with relative specificity and those of the  promised land more generally; the book of Joshua delineates the individual tribal holdings in detail.
 However, the Bible also provides ballasts that facilitate a Jewish identity that exists without any connection to territory. In the biblical narrative, the nation itself does not emerge in the land but arrives from outside of it—beginning with the first of the nation’s patriarchs.
 The transformation from Jacob’s sons and their families descending to Egypt into a nation returning to the land occurs in Egypt.
 The Torah, with its national master narrative and foundational legislation, is given not in the land but in the desert, before the nation’s entry into the land. The narrative framework of the books of the Prophets and the Writings is the exile of the Jewish people from the land and its return.
 As such, the biblical perspective according to which the Jewish people is linked to its land is neither autochthonic nor indigenous; rather, it facilitates Jewish existence without a presence in the land of Israel, at least until the return to the land after exile, whether sooner or later.

 However, while the nation may exist for long and repeated periods of exile, memory of the territorial inheritance and the hope of repossessing it sustain them when they are outside of it. As we saw in the previous chapter, throughout the Second Temple period, biblical territorialism found its way, in various creative permutations, into the writings of Jews in the land of Israel.

 

Yet this period also witnessed groups within Jewish society for whom territorialism was less central, occasionally even marginal. These groups largely transformed the physical land of the Jewish people, the territory in which it was supposed to live, into a conceptual apparatus. These groups developed a new form of Jewish identity: informed by the contemporary need to live in the land and the obligation that fidelity to the biblical canon imparted to interpret its territorial dimension, they nonetheless translated this duty into an ideal. We find such groups, ones that sought to minimize the role of the actual land in their identity, among the movements that were active in the land of Israel during the Second Temple period and after the destruction of the Temple. 
This chapter examines these movements in the context of one another, in Jewish society in and outside the land of Israel, with attention to related ideological formations in emergent Christianity. All of these movements considered the Bible authoritative, yet developed an ideological apparatus that freed their identities from dependence on the physical territory of the Jews’ native land. Their processes of liberating Jewish identity from immediate dependence upon life in the land of Israel, or hope for its near-term reestablishment, transformed the actual land, to varying degrees, into a concept. 
This process was not a sharp and immediate. I will introduce the spiritual image of the land in the 1 book of Enoch. As well as the writing of the Qumran's sect, which left Jerusalem מתוך בחירה. The transferring of the gravity weight from the land as a whole to the "city" Jerusalem by the Jewish-Hellnistic outher of 2 Maccbies as well as Philo, fits the Hellenstic atmosphere of the Jewish community in Alexandria. Philo even represent exchanging (converting) the land of Israel in the "city", and unevrslesim instead of territorialism. The birth of the term and the idea of the Holy Land, was also elaborate in the Jewish hellnistic world.

תהליך ההיוצרות של הנצרות, בתחילה כחלק מהחברה ההיהודית ואחר כך ב"הפירדות הדרכים" כאן משתמשים בדרך כלל ב"פרתינג אוף וויז" לוותה בתמורות דרמטיות במקומה של הטריטוריה. בעוד שעלילת האוונגליונים מתרחשת בארץ, הרי שהופעתו של פאלוס מלווה בנדידה של העלילה לחוץ לארץ ובהפיכתה של "ירושלים של מעלה" מרכזית בהרבה מאשר ירושלים הארצית. במהלך המאות השנייה והשלישת אבות הכנסייה שצעדו בדרכו של פאולוס המירו את מקומה של הארץ במושגים מופשטים והפקיעו את מעמדה הדתי, של הארץ ה"ארצית". המהפך של קונסטנטינוס במאה הרביעית היה מהפך ביחס למקומות קדושים. מימיו ואליו המקומות הקדושים לנצרות עיצבו את מפת הארץ. אלא שהעלייה במעמדם של המקומות הקדושים לא לוותה בחזרה אל "הארץ" התחומה בגבולות. כך נוצרה מפת המקומות הקדושים לנצרות שהמירה (או החליפה) את מפת הארץ  
 “The Book of Watchers”: Realist Geography within Imaginary Geography 
While Enoch is a marginal figure who is mentioned briefly in Genesis and is most noteworthy for being raised to heaven by God (Gen 5:24), he appears in Second Temple literature as an exemplary figure, the focus of an elaborate narrative.
 The scattered fragments from Qumran that deal with the tradition of Enoch reflect his central place in the world of the sect,
 demonstrating the community’s familiarity with components of the Book of Watchers.
  The stories about Enoch, his visions, and his journeys in the heavens and on earth form the narrative framework for all the works included in the book we know as 1 Enoch or the Ethiopic Book of Enoch.
 The first work in the extant corpus, which includes five texts added later, is called the Book of Watchers for the fallen angels that function in this capacity. Expanding upon a biblical story from Genesis 6, it details their arrival and their improper contact with humans (1 En. 
6–11). While its date of composition remains unknown, the dating of the relevant manuscripts found at Qumran suggests that it was composed around the end of the third century or beginning of the second century BCE. Thus, this text likely precedes the Qumran community’s abandonment of Jerusalem and its establishment as a separate sect in the second century BCE.
 
Focusing on Enoch, who precedes Abraham’s appearance in the Bible and thus the historiographic shift from universal history to the arc of Israel’s emergence, the apocryphal work has a more universal focus than a national one.

 Along with this broader ethnic perspective, it features a recognizable intersection with proto-scientific inquiry into the natural world and the cosmos, and thus with Mesopotamian beliefs and opinions. Pierre Grelot referred to certain descriptions in the Book of Watchers as “mythical geography.”
 However, the actual locations placed within the fantastical geography of the work are all drawn from the region of the land of Israel and its environs. These "real places", at least as they are known in modernity, include Mount Hermon and its surroundings, the Arava or Jordan River Valley, the Dead Sea, Jerusalem and its surroundings, Mount Sinai, and the Red Sea.

 
One way to understand Enoch’s relationship to territory and geography makes use of Kelley Coblentz Bautch’s adoption of Peter Gold White’s theory of the “provincial principle,” according to which the mental map rooted in an individual’s consciousness is principally informed by the area in which he or she lives. However, Coblentz Bautch, like Nickelsburg, tends to identify Enoch’s native region as Mount Hermon, due to the prevalence in the work of associated locations. Following this logic, the author’s demonstrated familiarity with Jerusalem and its surroundings, with their proximity to the desert east of Jerusalem, might lead one to conclude according to the same logic that his native location was Judea.
 At any rate, whether the author was a northerner or a Judean, the majority of the locations Enoch visits or envisions are found within the boundaries of the land of Israel.
As noted above, the time and place in which Enochian literature was composed remain unclear, likewise the social and political circles with which the author affiliated. Nonetheless, in the passages characterized by Mesopotamian views concerning the earth and the cosmology of the stars and the heavens, the author weaves a map of the land of Israel and its surroundings into the mythical geography of the world of the highest angels.

 I would like to see in Enoch the first expression of perception of the land as a mythical or spritualical cocept.  
Qumran: “Exilic Consciousness” in the Judean Desert 

Between 1947 and 1956, remains of approximately nine hundred scrolls were found in eleven caves near the northwestern edge of the Dead Sea. These scrolls are usually divided into two groups: biblical scrolls and extrabiblical scrolls. The extrabiblical scrolls can be divided further into those bearing “sectarian” characteristics particular to the ethos of those who left Jerusalem and chose to live in the desertבגלל ההתנהגות המושחתת במקדש ובעיר שטימאה את המקדש והעיר לשיטתם  The other group were those that lack these characteristics.
 As soon as they were discovered, a scholarly consensus began forming: the Essenes, living at the Qumran site or near it, composed the scrolls.
 This has remained the principal assumption in Qumran research. In recent decades, differences and variants have been identified between the main sectarian compositions—between the Community Rule (Serek ha-Yahad or 1QS) and versions of the Damascus Document. And also about the mesure of identity between the description of the Esennese in Josephus, Philo and Pliny and the varied sectarian scrolls.
 This has led to suggestion about subgroups under the general framework of the Essenes’.
 As I shall show, at least as regards the issue of territory, the corpus shows significant heterogeneity, suggesting that a range of movements was represented in the Qumran library.
 
The scrolls that have come into our possession do not suggest any orderly sequence. Researchers are guided by the beliefs and opinions they bespeak in their attempts to reconstruct the community’s ideology, and by the dominant position among scholars that the sectarian scrolls represent the ideology of a single movement.

 The question of their relationship to territory is also tied to this effort. Some view these scrolls as the creation of a single group that abandoned Hasmonean Jerusalem due to disapproval of its moral climate; they emphasize the pervasive sense of exile found in the texts. This is particularly evident in the scroll known as Damscus Ducument, which opens by detailing the sequence of events that led to the community’s foundation. Researchers refer to this scroll as the “Damascus Rule” because of references to Damascus at several points in the text. For instance, it identifies the sectarians as “penitents of Israel who depart from the land of Judah and dwell in the land of Damascus.”

 If “Damascus” is a name for Qumran in this scroll, או מקומות אחרים שבהם ישבו
 כקבוצות של אותה כת , then the reference is drawn from the book of Amos: “And you shall carry off your ‘king’-Sikkuth and Kiyyun, the images you have made for yourselves of your astral deity as I drive you into exile beyond Damascus, said the Lord, whose name is ‘God of Hosts’” (5:26–27). Though still located within the physical borders of the land, the community understands itself as living in exile.

According to the sectarian scrolls, its members left Jerusalem and chose to disconnect from the physical Temple due to its corruption—despite the fact that it remained accessible to them, not more than a day’s journey on foot from their new home in the desert probably their main center. This move has been interpreted by scholars such as Daniel Schwartz as their way of dispensing with the need for a physical Temple altogether in favor of an innovative approach that nullified the immediate need for national territory—especially if that need could only be satisfied through moral compromise.
 They therefore convert the Temple and Jerusalem into symbols of their apocalyptic yearnings.
 If this line of interpretation is correct, their abandonment of Jerusalem in favor of life in the desert can be understood as exile from the territory in which they ultimately wanted to live—moral degradation overrode the location’s material availability, a situation requiring eschatological redress. They thus understood what may appear to us as a voluntary departure as necessitated by the intolerable moral conditions in Hasmonean Jerusalem. Accordingly, in this view, the community’s foundation asserted the priority of moral and spiritual purity over a commitment to territory. The sect’s sense of exile, even if in a sense chosen, thus transformed the territorial dimension of their identity from an immediate requirement to an eschatological aspiration that might only be realized in a perfected post-apocalyptic world.
But that is right for the notion of the Temple. The neglecting of the Temple and Jerusalem does not nececerly means neglection of the Land. I would like to point on 
two examples which illustrate how the Qumran community converted the land of Israel from a national bounded territory into an essentially non-territorial framework for identity. The first of these comes in the War Scroll, which belongs to the sect’s apocalyptic genre.
  ההערה הזו לא במקום

 This scroll describes the future war between the “sons of light” who dwell in the “desert exile” and “the sons of darkness.” It features a rich geographical layer,  mentioning many local places and regions. David Flusser suggests dividing the war into two campaigns,

 one more geographically specific than the other.

 The first, which is projected to end in victory over the enemy Kittim, will take place in the desert outside Jerusalem. The second will witness the conquest of the entire earth and annihilation of “the sons of darkness.” Despite featuring clear geographical specificity, especially in the depiction of the first campaign, the scroll ultimately focuses on the victory of the “sons of light” and not the liberation of the land of Israel or Judah, emphasizing instead the cleansing of the world’s evil through fire. It details the order of battles from the proximate to the distant, yet omits any mention of the external borders of the land, whether of Israel or Judah/Judea. To highlight this, one might compare this account to the biblical relation of Gog’s invasion as it appears in the book of Ezekiel. Gog attacks the region that he calls “my land” (Ez 38:16) and “the soil of Israel” (38:18), “the mountains of Israel” (39:2), and “the cities of Israel” (39:9), and chapter 39 proceeds to describe the return of the people of Israel to “their land” (39:26, 28). The position of the land as Gog’s objective in his campaign effort contrasts sharply with the War Scroll, which prioritizes the cleansing of the world’s evil through fire while de-emphasizing the land. The War Scroll thus reveals an orientation that replaces the nation’s focus on territorial control with a focus on the defeat of evil as its proper objective. The “sons of darkness” threaten the “sons of light,” who are the defenders of the attribute of good in the world.

 

The second example comes from the judicial sphere of the sect. Comparison of post-Second-Temple tannaitic and amoraic legal texts with the legal literature found at Qumran written hundreds of years earlier emphasizes the gulf between them with regard to the concept of national
 territory. Where the sages see the “impurity of the land of the gentiles” as a mechanism for encouraging expansion of contiguous Jewish settlement, the Qumran sectaries see their settlement as the only place of sufficient purity. Anyone who leaves their settlement is thus rendered impure.
 This text, which Joseph Baumgarten assigned to the Damascus Covenant, discusses how ritual impurity due to captivity among gentiles disqualifies a priest from his duties.

6. […] of the sons of Aaron who was in captivity among the gentiles

7. […] to profane him with their uncleanliness. He may not approach the […] service

8. migrates to serve

This fragment deals with the punishment of a priest who suffered captivity among the gentiles and sums up the issue thus:

14.
[…] and this rule for the settlement of

15.
[...Holine[ss in] their camps and their towns in [all

16.
[settl]ements

In other words, the priest is disqualified not because he left the boundaries of the land, but due to the contaminating effects of having been present in “their camps and towns” and thus in contact with impure people. The parallel to the concept of the “impurity of the land of the nations” in rabbinic literature proves instructive. There, the region designated as the “land” is a continuous physical expanse, in contrast with the scroll’s strong distinction between the location of the community’s dwellings as “pure land.”

 The scroll has no such territorial focus and highlights purity as imparted by the community. Everything else is considered “the land of the nations,” rendered impure by the presence of impure communities. The rabbinic approach emphasizes contiguity of Jewish settlement and sees the area beyond it as impure, designating it as the proper place for gentile nations. But the Qumran community radically constricts the acceptable area to that in which they live, “the area of their settlement,” and not “their land.” In the Qumran scrolls “the land” is coextensive with “the Temple” and both are identified with the circumscribed space of the community’s settlement. Thus we see in their identification of the land and the idea of the Temple with their own space the beginning of the transformation of the land from an expansive physical region to an abstract concept dependent more on communal than on geographical identity.

 Their location of residence supplants the Temple,

 enabling it to become the new referent of the scriptural land of Israel; the physical expanse and borders of their historical national territory can now be read metaphorically as referring to themselves.

Despite the community’s redefinition of the Temple and the land as its own location in the desert, and thus potentially as a metaphor for the community itself, they still envisioned their abandonment of Jerusalem and disassociation from the Hasmonean state as a state of “exile in the land.” Their biblical allegoresis is therefore less than thoroughgoing. The locations they chose included the northwestern edge of the Dead Sea lies in the very heart of the land of Judah and was an integral part of the land of Israel. Yet as they cut themselves off from Hasmonean Jerusalem and its Temple, they legitimized a principled separation from the Hasmonean state in favor of a sequestered existence on its geographical margins. Taking up residence still within the scriptural boundaries of historic Judea, they imagined themselves exiles in one sense and occupying the center of the nation in another, further sharpening the distinction between national space and cultural identity. Legitimizing their secession from the Hasmonean state on principle, they departed from Jerusalem, and left the temple behind. 
Hellenistic-Egyptian Jewish Literature: From the “Land” to the “City”
The Jewish works of Hellenistic-Roman Egypt express a strong Jewish identity that, while anchored in a voluntary diaspora, remains conscious of the territorial component represented in the land of Israel. The compositions maintain religious loyalty to Jerusalem and the Temple, even without any link to proximate residence. The clearest representation of this approach in our possession is 2 Maccabees, written by a Hellenist-Egyptian Jew sometime in the second century BCE.
 In contrast to 1 Maccabees—which is written in the land of Israel
 and emphasizes the “border of the land,” its geography, and its relation to various regions—2 Maccabees focuses principally on “the city,” with very little reference to the land.

The centrality of “the city” in this work reveals a Hellenistic approach that sees the Greek polis as the foundation of identity. As such, 2 Maccabees relates to Jerusalem as a polis
 and elides the existence and expanse of the land of Israel. This conception of Jerusalem as a polis with a Temple strongly suggests the way in which Greeks viewed the city-state, an approach adopted by Philo a hundred and fifty years later. In other words, the polis shaped the identity of Jews in Egypt, with Jerusalem functioning as the native city-state for diaspora Jews. 

Another significant Egyptian work in which a detailed description of the city Jerusalem and the regions of the land is found is the Letter of Aristeas. This work reveals the experience of the Jews of Alexandria in the second century BCE in particular.
 It contains a flattering description of the Temple, Jerusalem, and its surroundings (Let. Aris. 83–111), as well as the land and its rivers (112–18). This description includes mythographic characteristics, like its description of the Temple as occupying a “towering mountain.” It bears distinct Hellenistic characteristics that distinguish it from a realistic description as well—so much so that it raises the question of whether the author ever visited the land himself. This description glorifies the Temple, Jerusalem, and the land in an attempt to represent the native land of the Jews as sublime. The key to understanding the character of the description of Jerusalem and the land in the Letter of Aristeas is found in the argument of Sylvie Honigman, who shows it to be utopian according to the template of descriptions of Egypt and India and Greek literature
. Thus Jerusalem is described as an ideal polis and the land of Judah and its surroundings are idealized as well, with “an abundance of agriculture, a large population
”; with the depiction of an important river, the author compares the Jordan to the Nile. The author thus describes Jerusalem and Judah as resembling Alexandria and Egypt.
 
Thus both authors—of 2 Maccabees and of The Letter of Aristeas—relate to and describe Jerusalem and the land of Israel inspired by the template of Alexandria and Egypt, which they admired. In the process, the real land of Israel and Jerusalem became muddled—it became a utopian vision, with added attributes of the Hellenistic polis and Hellenistic Egypt in which the authors lived.

The Hellenistic Jewish philosopher Philo, like the author of 2 Maccabees, was an Alexandrian of the first century CE (circa 20 BCE–50 CE).
 As typical diaspora Jews of their time,

 they never held the actual national territory of the land of Israel as a central tenet of their identity, but the city of Jerusalem played an important role in their worldviews. For Philo, the idea of Jerusalem was interwoven with Alexandria to create an identity featuring complex affiliations. In a sense, he managed this through Greek concepts, viewing Jerusalem as the mother city, the metropolis, and Alexandria as the father, the “patria.” This ideological arbitration parallels the Hellenistic perspective prevalent among the descendants of Greek city-states who had settled in various locations around the Mediterranean basin.
 These settlers saw their ancestral cities as their native cities—their metropoleis—and the cities in which they lived as their homelands. Adopting this perspective enabled Philo to identify with the Alexandria in which he lived, his homeland, without abdicating his religious loyalty to Jerusalem, which functioned as his ancestral metropolis. These loyalties did not contradict, but even complemented or completed one another: Alexandria as his patris and Jerusalem as his metropolis.


As his metropolis and as the focal point of ancient Judaism, Philo saw the earthly Jerusalem as central. His connection to it was at once religious and related to the template of Greek emigrants
, making it a destination for pilgrimage.
 Much like the author of 2 Maccabees, Philo transfers his territorial focus from “land” to “city.”

 This shift was a natural one for someone living in Alexandria and educated in the tradition of the Greek polis. According to ancient Greek thought, the polis—and not the country—was the primary political and territorial unit, and thus the place with which the Greek citizen identified, making Philo’s primary identification with the city an expression of his Hellenism.
 The same can be said for the author of 2 Maccabees, who employed a narrative framework focused on the distress and rescue of “the city” rather than the land more generally. This Hellenistic focus on the city is also found in works composed after the destruction of the Temple, such as 2 Baruch, where Jerusalem functions like a Greek polis
 as the primary territorial unit. “The city,” for Philo, was Alexandria, the place where he chose to live and with which he wholeheartedly identified—but “the city” was also Jerusalem, which functioned as a pilgrimage destination, something he considered personally and nationally elevating.
 Yet Jerusalem itself
 is represented in all of Philo’s writings as having two strata, the earthly stratum accessible through pilgrimage and an ideal stratum “not wrought of wood or stone,” but to be sought “in a soul, in which there is no warring, whose sight is keen, which has set before it as its aim to live in contemplation and peace” (Somn. 2, 250).
 Jerusalem therefore has dimension that is universal that surpasses its national one
. 


As for the land of Israel, Philo expresses his relationship to it, for instance, through the commandments of the Omer, the sheaf offering brought to the Temple during the wheat harvest. He represents this as the firstfruits “both of the land which has been given for the nation to dwell in and of the whole earth, so that it serves that purpose both to the nation in particular and for the whole human race in general” (Spec. 2, 162–3). And the meaning of this is that as the priest is to the nation, so is the Jewish nation to the sublime land, for it ministers as a priesthood to God. He thus employs the land as the source of a demonstration of the privileged relationship of Jews to the world: “the nation which has shewn so profound a sense of fellowship and goodwill to all men everywhere, by using its prayers and festivals and first-fruit offerings as a means of supplication for the human race in general” (ibid. 167). 

While scripture associates the firstfruits with the nation’s arrival in the land and settlement there, in the place where it produces its fruit (Deut 26), Philo interprets this passage in a manner that transforms Jewish presence in the land from focused on its own particular identity to a cosmopolitan mission. Accordingly, not only is Jerusalem a metropolis to the entire world, Israel in its land is a human emissary. The Omer and the two loaves of bread brought daily to the Temple acquire a dual function, being offerings that are both “to the nation in particular and for the whole human race in general.” 
This contrasts with the way early rabbinic sages, following scripture, address the sanctity of the land in the Mishnah (m. Kelim 1:6), according to which a Jew is obligated to bring the Omer, the firstfruits, and the two loaves of bread as an individual religious obligation. Philo’s perspective, both unknown to the sages and quite foreign to their biblically oriented approach, accords them a universalist dimension so that they are also brought “for the whole human race in general.” 
 Even prior to the rabbinic sages, the uniqueness of the land in contrast to all others was expressed through the firstfruits and Omer, yet for Philo they become an offering by Jews in their unique role acting on behalf of all humanity.

Yet Philo’s ascription of a universal function to the land of Israel as the source of offerings brought on behalf of all humanity potentially eroded its status for Jews. While Jerusalem continued to function as a focal point for Jews throughout the world, its Temple was now conceived as serving the entire world,

 so that through the Temple the land and the specific commandments relating to it acquired a universal function that potentially superseded its national significance. Philo could not ignore those Torah commandments whose performance depended upon presence within the boundaries of the land. These included the firstfruits and the biblical portion relating to them, which emphasizes arrival in the land and the blessing of its fruits. This was developed by the rabbinic sages into an understanding of the unique sanctity pertaining to the land itself. Yet Philo’s more universalistic perspective subordinated both the land and the nation to the service of the entire earth and its inhabitants, bending national function to transnational purpose. The implication of this perception, which sees the influence of the Jews as universal, blurs the borders between Jews and gentiles by introducing the Jews as an integral part of the world. 
The Land of Israel as the “Holy Land”: The Birth of the Idea

The author of 2 Maccabees relates to the “Holy Land
” in the opening of his book (1:7) and amplifies the significance of Jerusalem as the “Holy City,” but other works dating to the period after the destruction of the Second Temple go even further.

 In 2 Baruch,
 Jerusalem is depicted as a heavenly city (4:1–7); it is similarly depicted in 4 Ezra
 (8:27–54) and Pseudo-Philo (or Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum), an additional work dated to the end of the first century (Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum 19:10).
 The idea of the heavenly city serves the objective of these works to raise the spirits of the nation after the catastrophe it had just experienced. The image of the heavenly city persists in contrast to the Temple and the “city of destruction.” By invoking it, 4 Ezra and 2 Baruch strive to console and encourage a despondent nation after the destruction of its main city and religious center. 

Tracing the development of the nomenclature applied to the city and the land proves instructive vis-à-vis the dynamic ability of Jewish identity to adapt itself to life in the diaspora in the wake of the historic calamity. In 2 Baruch, the expression “holy land” appears occasionally, referring to the land of Israel (63:10; 84:8).

 4 Ezra refers to the land as the “holy border” (13:48). Robert Wilkin has argued that the concept of the “holy land” is more prevalent in the works of Philo than those of any other Jewish author in antiquity.
 However, employment of the concept of the “holy land” in the works of Philo and other Jewish authors in Hellenistic Egypt—such as the author of 2 Maccabees, the Sibylline Oracles
 (3:266), and in the Wisdom of Solomon (12:2)—affirms the enduring place of the land in their consciousness. Yet the concept of holiness is charged with a sense of isolation,

 so that it shifts the idea of the land from a natural place in the life of the nation to a place that belongs to another dimension. The popularity of the concept of the “holy land” demonstrates the diminished status of physical territory. This terminology, which is not found in rabbinic literature,
 characterizes the physical territory of the land of Israel as inherently sacred, transmuting it into something else.

 It creates a hierarchy that positions the land of Israel as a transcendent concept. Therefore, the idea of the “holy land” is also charged with a dimension of transcendence, much like what is identifiable in Hellenistic Jewish writings.
 


This sanctification into transcendence resembles how contemporary groups of ultra-Orthodox Jews employ the idea of the “holy tongue.” They view Hebrew as the language of prayer and study, a tongue reserved for ritual purposes, while they speak Yiddish or English in their daily lives. Hebrew for them is not a practical language just as the “holy land” is sanctified, but is not the land upon which they live. Rather, it is a transcendent, sanctified idea—at least until the End of Days, when the entire people of Israel will live there in peace.
 
The “Parting of Ways”: Christianity and the Rabbis of Babylon 

The first centuries of the Common Era saw the development of Christian ideas as well as a concentration of scholarly Jews in Babylonia, both of which were constituencies that had to confront the territorial orientation of scripture on the land of Israel. In both communities we see an attenuation of the commitment to territorial presence in the land. Yet even as the Christian orientation little by little shed its national dimension, the sages of Babylonia preserved their particularist national identity, which required them to weaken and in effect abrogate the religious imperative of living within the biblical land of Israel. 

Near the end of the Second Temple period, Pauline Christianity began to develop in parallel with other religious movements. Its approach to the land was shaped in the second and third centuries, primarily by Justin Martyr and Origen, and later in the third and fourth centuries by Eusebius and Jerome. These thinkers constructed a religious identity detached from any particular territory; it favored Christian universalism, significantly undermining the religious status of the physical land. Christianity’s separation from Judaism over the course of the first centuries of the Common Era occurred in parallel with its dissolution of territorial orientation. These entwined processes find expression in Christian scriptures, especially in the Synoptic Gospels, where the land of Israel serves as the stage upon which the story of Jesus’s life plays out, 
 particularly in the area of Nazareth and its environs, the Sea of Galilee,
 the Mount of Olives and Jerusalem, the Judean desert, the Jordan River Valley, and part of Transjordan.

 Bethlehem, the Mount of Olives, and Jerusalem are “locations of remembrance”

 that tie Jesus’s activities to locations associated in the Bible with King David; and their mentions demonstrate that Jesus is his heir. When Jesus goes to Tyre and Sidon, and when he goes down to Egypt, he exits the land to go abroad, sharply defining the central venue of his narrative.
 Accordingly, the land of Israel—and, in effect, only the land of Israel—functions as an integral part of Jesus’s figure and identity.

Paul, a member of the Jewish diaspora in Asia Minor before the destruction of the Temple, disseminated the message of Jesus around the Mediterranean Basin. It was Paul who dissolved the necessary affiliation to the borders of the physical land, paving the way for non-Jews, whether Judeans or converts, to join Christianity (Gal 3:7, 28–9). After Paul, one was not required to have a genealogical relationship or to take on the historical religious practices and obligations in order to become a member of the national 
community. As the land no longer held special significance, abrogation of the commandments relating to it and the opening up of the nation by canceling the requirement of ethnic descent went hand in hand with the effacement of its status. 
Daniel Schwartz has pointed out that prior to the eighth chapter of Acts of The Apostles, which is not a Pauline text but one in which Paul is depicted by the author of Luke, the focus is on the disciples’ activities in Jerusalem. Thereafter the action moves to Caesarea, Samaria, and Gaza, all of which are more liminal regions. With the inclusion of the Centurion Cornelius in chapter 10, ethnic borders are ruptured, for the “holy spirit” now inspires gentiles as well as Jews. With Paul’s appearance in chapter 7, the plot moves beyond the geographical borders of the land altogether. Thus together with the opening of the ethnic framework of the people of Israel, the plot breaches the boundaries of the land, inaugurating a transition from the Kingdom of Israel to the Kingdom of God. 

The Pauline approach differs from that of the Synoptic Gospels in that Paul explicitly censures the Sinaitic covenant and its commandments and glorifies the celestial Jerusalem in contrast to its earthly counterpart. In the Epistle to the Galatians (4:21–31),
 the “Jerusalem that is above” is cast in relation to Isaac, the son of free woman Sarah, as opposed to the derisive association of the earthly Jerusalem with Ishmael—called “the son of the slave woman” Hagar—who was cast into the desert. The desert is the place of the Sinaitic Covenant, established there with the commandments, which shackle the believer, according to the Pauline understanding. The Epistle to the Hebrews, a Pauline text (though his authorship of it is generally doubted), casts the land as a “foreign land” in contrast to the biblical promised land, which is now located in heaven. These verses read the patriarchal narrative relating the lives of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, as a model for anagogical ascent. For all three indeed reach and live in the promised land (Heb 11:9), but as foreigners and exiles (11:13) in a “foreign land” (11:9). But in fact “they were longing for a better country—a heavenly one” (11:16), which awaited them as God “has prepared a city for them” (ibid.). Abraham is now depicted as seeking heaven, “looking forward to the city with foundations, whose architect and builder is God” (11:10). In its final verses, Hebrews displaces Jerusalem not only anagogically and in regard to the patriarchs’ narrative, but temporally. Henceforth 
all Christians have “no continuing city” on earth, despite the existence of the earthly Jerusalem in Judea, and “seek one to come” (13:14). 

Yet the displacement of Jerusalem spatially into heaven and temporally to the eschaton proves only temporary. The Christian scriptural canon closes with a vision of how the celestial new Jerusalem will ultimately be established on earth as “the Holy City Jerusalem that descends from Heaven” (Rv 21:2, 10). Even in this vision, the city is still located in a land.

 It may be that this city is the same one Justin Martyr claims will be the location of the bodily resurrection in his Dialogue with Trypho, the “Jerusalem, which will then be built, adorned, and enlarged” (80:5). At every point in this dialogue, the different aspects of Jerusalem are shown in contrast—the “promised land” that Abraham traveled to and in which the patriarchs lived as foreigners; the city that God prepared for them as its divine architect and builder. In other words, the land is replaced by the city, and the earthly city becomes or is replaced by the celestial city.

While the process by which the physical land’s sublimity is downgraded through the abrogation of territorialism begins in the Pauline epistles, it is important to note that for Paul, the terrestrial city maintains a role as the subordinate of the superlatively important celestial city. This process reaches its peak when Origen, in early-third-century Caesarea, engages the prophetic vision of a spiritual “Heavenly City,” as well as a “Heavenly Land.”

 Paul had already disavowed aspirations to ruling over a swath of earthly territory and a country with borders, with a corollary disregard of the commandments or laws obtaining to any particular region. Thus even when the long-awaited city descends from heaven, the land will have no significance. In his aforementioned Dialogue with Trypho, a second-century text, Justin Martyr employs the term “holy land” for the first time in Christian literature, in reference to an eschatological land, to oppose Joshua’s division of the land with a future apportioning by Jesus. Accordingly, the process that transformed the land in early Christian consciousness from a physical location to a spiritual one, thus disavowing territorialism, took place over approximately 150 years.

Origen’s heir, the Church Father Eusebius of Caesarea (c. 260–340), is an outstanding representative of the Pauline movement, for which the idea of holy places is foreign. Peter Walker helpfully describes the personal difficulty that Eusebius faced on this issue. Though leader of a movement that largely disavowed sacred geography, as Bishop of Caesarea he was forced to participate actively in their establishment of Christian religious ritual. For instance, he was required to deliver a dedication speech for the Church of the Holy Sepulcher, the pinnacle of the Emperor Constantine’s project to mark locations considered holy with the founding of churches.

 As author of the Onomasticon, the Pauline Eusebius paradoxically became the first to formalize the relation of Christianity to the physical geography of the land, the territory in which the Christian past is rooted.

 However, the general perspective of the Onomasticon demonstrates disregard of the borders of the land. As the land lacks borders, it is not a distinct region, and the Christian presence has no impact on it as a whole. Therefore the work is in effect a reference book for students of the New Testament solely interested in the specific locations where actions of Jesus and his disciples took place.


The fourth and fifth centuries were characterized by a continuation of Constantine’s campaign in the “discovery” of holy places—after the Council of Nicea—which began to function as destinations of pilgrimage.

 The dramatic revolution begun by Constantine early in the fourth century, and its attendant “discoveries” of holy places, was accompanied by liturgy, the reading of specific verses and hymns on specific dates, in the second half of the fourth century. Thus was the blend of time and space further combined with text.

 But this process did not restore the status of the land as a territorial unity in Christian political or religious consciousness. As in Eusebius’s Onomasticon, it was only seen as a sort of aggregation of holy places. 
This is 
also evident in the writings of the Church Father Jerome (342–420). 
In his “Epistle 108,” written in 404 CE, Jerome describes St. Paula’s pilgrimage to holy places in minute detail. And yet, in “Epistle 129,” he struggles with the idea of the “promised land.”

 Jerome contrasts the “Kingdom of Heaven” to the physical land, which is degraded
. In the latter epistle, he creates a clear distinction between the description of the borders in Numbers 34 and the promised borders.

 In this way, he differentiates the land and its boundaries, which he views negatively, from the holy places he deems worthy of visitation and prayer; these, in his opinion, will be spiritually elevating and meritorious.


Though one might assume intuitively otherwise, in actuality pilgrimage to holy places does not of necessity entail territorial affinity with the land where they are found. As we have seen, the land of Israel was for Christians no more than the general region containing a collection of very localized sacred locations, a view diametrically opposed to the approach widespread among the rabbinic sages, for whom the entire land was inherently sacred. Aaron Demsky identifies an instructive divergence between two depictions of the land in two different mosaics.
 The floor of a synagogue in Rehov, approximately five kilometers south of Skitopolis (Beit Shean), is decorated with a verbal and halakhic
 description of the land. Demsky compares this with a map mosaic from Madaba, which was incorporated into a church in the sixth century.

[Mosaic/Map] 

Where the halakhic description focuses on the external borders of the land, the Christian cartographic depiction highlights the variety of “holy sites,” without representing the borders of the land whatsoever.

 
The difference that Demsky identifies between these mosaics presents an opportunity for further analytic comparison. As introduced above, Eusebius’s Onomasticon stands at the forefront of Christian articulation of its relationship to space. In addition to the features already discussed, this fourth-century work written in Caesarea contains a hierarchical list of places mentioned in the Pentateuch, Prophets, and New Testament, describing each individually in relation to these sources. This approach is reflected in the Madaba map. But no parallel is found in rabbinic literature. The focus of the textual mosaic from the Rehov synagogue, describing the borders of the land and the status of peripheral areas, involves an important rabbinic legal principle. Halakhah maintains fidelity to the biblical distinction between the land of Israel and the places outside of it. Some commandments apply specifically and uniquely inside the borders of the land. The principle governing rabbinic engagement with geography is therefore neither academic nor exegetical, as in the Onomasticon. Rather it serves to indicate borders for legal purposes, to designate where commandments specific to the land of Israel must be observed and where they must not. 
The Sages of Babylonia
Though the rabbinic and patristic sources take divergent approaches, relationship to the land as a concept is found in rabbinic literature as well. Isaiah Gafni demonstrates that in the course of the second half of the first millennium CE, as the centers of Torah study shifted to Babylon
, its sages transformed their relationship to the biblical territory of Zion in order to maintain them. Yet this process has roots in earlier Talmudic literature, where the sages appropriated the term “Zion” from its territorial context and used it to refer to the Babylonian academies. At the beginning of the third century CE, the Babylonian Jewish community represented the center of intellectual and cultural Jewish activity. While this community arose midway through the first century BCE, we have little information about it before the third century CE, and even less access to the world of these Jews’ beliefs and opinions. Yet as we examine the period immediately following the editing of the Mishnah by Rabbi Judah the Prince
, we become privy to an outpouring of information on Babylonian Jewish life and the halakhic and religious world of its constituents. These Jews lived comfortably in Babylon and could often still make pilgrimages to the land, and indeed to leave Babylon at any point and take up permanent residence in the land of Israel. Part of the rabbinic leadership of Babylon even expressed reservations about their students’ travel to their national homeland. Gafni designates the approach of the Babylonian sages to the sages of the land of Israel as something of a “loyal opposition,” demonstrating how they strove to justify their remaining in exile. This they did by demoting the status of the physical land and transforming it into a concept. He interprets the different ways in which they dealt with the territorial dimension of the land of Israel as represented in the Bible, further complicated by their obligation to address its place in Tannaitic literature, the rabbinic writings of the period that closes with the Mishnah. 

The Babylonian Talmud does not significantly engage with the land or its borders,
 nor does it expound on much of the Mishnaic tractates grouped under the heading Zera‘im
, meaning “seeds,” material primarily addressing those commandments dependent upon presence in the land, or on concepts of the impurity of the lands of the gentiles; the absence of the material on the subject in the Babylonian tractates is conspicuous.
 Instead,  it relates extensively to regions of Babylonia
, even mapping significant Jewish-inhabited regions. As Christianity began to construct an alternative theology with regard to the land and proceeded to transform the biblical treatments of territory, regions, and borders into a repository of “holy places,” the Babylonian sages sought to reconfigure their relationship to the physical land of Israel in order to justify their residence in exile. The tensions that obtained between the sages of Babylon and the sages of the land of Israel, the prohibition by several Babylonian sages on their students’ travel to the land, and the internal disputes on the matter recorded in the Babylonian Talmud
 are not accompanied by an attempt to undermine or impugn the place and status of the land as it relates to theology.
 The Babylonian Amoraim (the generations of Talmudic sages following the Mishnah) recognize the land’s status in various statements—and occasionally even its superlative importance, as well as that of its sages at the time.

 Babylonian sages even presented themselves as “agents” of the sages of the land of Israel.

 In other words, in contrast to Hellenistic Jewish literature, and certainly in contrast to later Christian writings, the Babylonian sages recognized the presence of the land and the importance of dwelling in it. They justified their dwelling in Babylon instead of repatriating themselves to the land of Israel by stressing the convenience of Torah study in their academies as compared to the more complex and less hospitable realities of contemporary life in their homeland. Hellenistic Jewish communities, represented in the figure of Philo, in effect replaced the religious requirement and obligation to dwell in the land of Israel with heightened focus on Jerusalem. Ancient Christian writings go further, transforming Jerusalem into a celestial city, degrading the terrestrial Jerusalem by comparison. Yet the Babylonian sages remained obligated by Tannaitic literature to justify their remaining in the diaspora, and thus emphasized the enhanced possibilities of developing Torah study in their academies. 
Conclusion

Our familiarity with Jewish society in the Second Temple period is based primarily on Josephus’s descriptions. This provides one framework for classifying the community’s social strata in the second half of the period. Additional works surviving from this period attest to the strong identities and reveal beliefs and opinions held by people of the time, even if identifying their writers and their place within Jewish society or outside of it is somewhat problematic.

 In the preceding chapters, I suggested a mapping of Jewish identities depicted in extant sources according to their territorial orientations, a method applicable to both communities residing in the land of Israel and those outside of it. 

Qumran sources contain sparse topographical and territorial engagements
, revealing how the territorial dimension in their worldview relied on the idealization of the land in their exegetical and theological works. The community perceived the world through a basic division between “light” and “darkness,” corresponding to goodness and evil. This division neutralized and replaced the distinction between being in the land and outside of it, a central organizing dichotomy found elsewhere. As such, according to the War Scroll, the world’s great victory will be accomplished in the rooting out of evil, not the recovery and resettlement of the land. But this idealization proves neither absolute nor final. For neither explicit cancellation nor affirmation of the territorial dimension can be found in their writings. Furthermore, the scrolls maintain the idea of the future inheritance of the land, subordinating its importance to the victory of light over dark and good over evil. The territorial dimension is not effaced, but transformed and demoted into a secondary—yet still critical—concern, a necessary means to a greater end. This perspective is expressed in their disqualification of a priest who incurred impurity by leaving the “camp” or the “city” to go among the gentiles, especially if we compare it with the way the rabbinic sages describe the impurity of a priest who left and, as a result, went into the “land of the nations,” an expression peculiar to rabbinic literature. For the former, contact with gentiles functions as the source of the impurity and the territorial context is merely the stage upon which this occurs. Yet for the latter, it is not the gentiles but their land that functions as the source of the impurity. 

Jewish literature from the end of the Second Temple period comes to us primarily from Hellenistic Alexandria. The Alexandrian works discussed above, 2 Maccabees and the writings of Philo, display a common attitude to territory. Living by choice in Alexandria, their authors subordinate orientation to the land of Israel to loyal affiliation with Jerusalem according to the template of the Greek polis. Yet immediately following the destruction of Jerusalem and the Second Temple in 70 CE—indeed as its ruins were still smoldering—writers in the Land of Israel composed 2 Baruch and 4 Ezra. These works were intended to reassure Jews who had absorbed the great blow of the destruction of their principal city and its Temple. The concept of a celestial Jerusalem, which was imagined as above and thus beyond harm, became their primary concern. Along with the Alexandrian works and others of the same period including Pseudo-Philo, they inaugurated the term “holy land.” This nomenclature demonstrates the process by which the physical land was transformed into a religious concept and occasionally excluded from the temporal world and the mortal sphere altogether. However, it is not frequently used in rabbinic literature, either in relation to the land or to the city. This became a major distinction between the approaches of the sages and the early Christians, which all developed over the first centuries of the Common Era.


The process of Christianity’s separation from Judaism was multifaceted; moreover, it occurred in different places. One of its characteristics was the erasure of the role of the physical land in Christian literature. Even Constantine’s revolution, which established the map of holy places of pilgrimage, did not ascribe importance to the land in which they were all to be found, neglecting entirely to define its borders and obscuring its identity as a unified and continuous expanse. And yet, the sages of Babylon, who did not reside in the land of Israel although they had the ability to reach it, conspicuously justified their remaining in diaspora without nullifying the value of Jewish territory. Instead, the ideological and theological framework they constructed, which is interwoven into the Babylonian Talmud, was intended to facilitate Jewish life outside the land of Israel, with barely any impairment or disparagement of the centrality and sacred status of the land of Israel
. 
� For instance, the calamitous national punishments described in the Pentateuch are structured around exile: “And you I will scatter among the nations” (Lev 26:33); “The LordORD will scatter you among all the peoples from one end of the earth to the other,”; “Yet even among those nations you shall find no peace, nor shall your foot find a place to rest ,”; “The LordLORD will send you back to Egypt in galleys by a route which I told you you should not see again” (Deut 28:64–, 65, 68). Ultimately, the paradigm of exile as punishment begins exists even prior to the patriarchal narratives. Genesis highlights expulsion from a particular territory experienced as home as the paradigmatic punishment.: Adam and Eve are expelled from Eden.; Cain is condemned to wander in a land called “Nod,” etymologically linked to the word for wandering. Though his Cain’s descendants found the first cities, in short order all humanity is exterminated, with its only representatives exiled from the earth itself and set upon by a flood. Their descendants mark their place on earth and its relation to the heavens by constructing a tower, expressing an aspiration to permanence—, and are scattered both territorially and linguistically as a result. When we begin the cycle of the patriarchs in cChapter 12, Abraham has already left behind Ur for Haran—, though not this time not due to punishment—, where he receives God’s call. He is a wanderer even before seeking to establish himself in the land that is his divine inheritance by traversing it. But from here forward, the travels of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob throughout the land establish the framework for Exodus through Deuteronomy, books devoted to the return journey from Egypt to the land of the patriarchs. This sets up a paradigm for the rest of the Hebrew Bible, wherein exile from the land functions as the nation’s severest form of collective punishment.


� Abram is commanded in Haran: ““Go forth from your native land and from your father’s house to the land that I will show you” (Gen 12:1). Canaan is presented here in stands in contrast to his “native land.”


� “You shall then recite as follows before the LORD Lord your God: ‘My father was a fugitive Aramean. He went down to Egypt with meager numbers and sojourned there; but there he became a great and very populous nation’” (Deut 26:5). It is in Egypt that the family becomes a “nation.” For autochthony in ancient Greek culture see Stuart Elden, The Birth of Territory (Chicago and London: University of Chicago Press, 2013), Elden, Territory, 21–-30. 


� The bBook of Chronicles ends with the Edict of Cyrus, which authorizes the return of the Jews from their exile in Babylonia,; and the bBooks of Ezra and Nehemiah describe Jewish life in the lLand of Israel after their return. 


�  היות ולפי ספר דברים הגלות והחזרה לארץ החלק מובנה מההיסטוריה של עם ישראל Deuteronomy 30:1–-56.


� Though Josephus composed all of his works in exile, I include him among the writers of the lLand of Israel due to his geographical orientationaffinity to the land and it's local geographical description to it., It is which functions as a central characteristic of his works owing to the fact that he spent the first half of his life there, as the place where he was born and grew upraised.


� Enoch is the figure to whom the books of Enoch—or Enochian literature—is dedicated. However, apocryphal works such as the book of Jubilees also contain elaborations of his narrative. See Annette Yoshiko Reed, Fallen Angels and the History of Judaism and Christianity: The Reception of Enochian Literature (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005).


� See: James C. VanderKam, The Book of Enoch and the Qumran Scrolls, Timothy H. Lim and John B. Collins, The oxford Handbook of the Dead Sea Scrolls, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2010. P. 274 -275


� The presence of Enoch in Second Temple Jewish literature emerges from the writings of the Qumran community, where he is conspicuously present. The figure of Enoch and his ascent to the heavens recalls and is also found in Ben Sira (14:49; 16:44), and in Jubilees (4:17–25). However, fragments of the Book of Watchers were also found at Qumran, along with other sections from 1 Enoch. See Annette Yoshiko Reed, Fallen Angels.


� G. H. Dix and J. T. Milik recognize the influence of Ethiopian Ge’ez in the surviving corpus, generally referred to as 1 Enoch, or as the Ethiopic Book of Enoch. It is a compilation of five works that together constitute a sort of quasi-Pentateuch: The Book of Watchers (1–36); The Book of Parables of Enoch, or Similitudes of Enoch (37–71); The Astronomical Book, or Book of Heavenly Luminaries (72–81); The Book of Dream Visions, or Book of Dreams (83–90); and The Epistle of Enoch (91–108). See Dix, “The Enochic Pentateuch,” Journal of Theological Studies 27 (1926): 29–42, and Józef T. Milik (with Matthew Black), The Books of Enoch: Aramaic Fragments of Qumran Cave 4 (Oxford: Clarendon, 1976), 58, 77–78. Jonas C. Greenfield and Michael E. Stone have gleaned from the surviving fragments found at Qumran that there were different versions and components of the work. See Greenfield and Stone, “The Books of Enoch and the Traditions of Enoch,” in Numen 26 (1979): 51–65. For a comprehensive discussion of the compilation of Enochian literature and the ways in which it was produced, see George W. E. Nickelsburg, 1 Enoch: A Commentary (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2001), 21–36; George W. E. Nickelsburg and James C. VanderKam, 1 Enoch: A New Translation (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2004), 21–36; Devorah Dimant, “The Biography of Enoch and the Books of Enoch,” Vetus Testamentum 33 (1983): 14–29. 


� On the date of the foundation of the Qumran community see Hanan Eshel, The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Hasmonean State (Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans; Jerusalem: Yad Izhak Ben-Zvi, 2008).


� Jonathan Ben-Dov, “TITLE” [Hebrew and Aramaic Writing in the Pseudepigrapha and the Qumran Scrolls: The Ancient Near Eastern Background and the Quest for a Written Authority], Tarbiz 78 (2009): 27–60. Ben-Dov has suggested a connection between the appearance of Aramaic compositions found at Qumran, like Enoch, and its universalistic character. Given that the authorizing biblical figure in the work precedes the giving of the Torah at Sinai, the Aramaic reveals a link to a Babylonian source of authority. While the Hebrew used by authors of compositions like Jubilees, which relates the authority to the giving of the Torah on Mount Sinai, and convert traditions like these of Enoch from Aramaic to Hebrew. 


� Pierre Grelot, “La geographic mythique ’d’henoch,” Revue Biblique 65 (1958): 33–69. Jonathan Stoch-Hesket maps Enoch’s journeys in chapters 21–32 and notes the symmetry between this description and its theological significance, with Jerusalem positioned at the center of the map. However, he fails to distinguish between real sites found generally throughout the Book of Watchers and not solely in Enoch’s journeys on the one hand, and the mythical sites discussed. See his “Circles and Mirrors: Understanding 1 Enoch 21–32,” Journal for the Study of Pseudepigrapha 21 (2000): 27–57. Recently, Kelley Coblentz Bautch published a comprehensive study on spatiality in the apocalyptic literature in the light of spatial theories, including a discussion on space in the Book of Watchers, with a detailed bibliography on spatiality in the book of Watchers. See: Kelley Coblentz Bautch, “Spatiality and Apocalyptic Literature,” Hebrew Bible and Ancient Israel 5, no. 3 (2016): 273–88. 


� The Hermon and its environs function as a sort of axis mundi, a route between heaven and earth along which angels ascend and descend (1 En. 6:6). Enoch visits the Dan River at the foot of the Hermon: “And I went off and sat down at the waters of Dan, in the land of Dan, to the south of the west of Hermon. I read their petition till I fell asleep” (13:7–8) and there receives visions meant for the Watchers, with whom he meets intimately between Mount Lebanon and Mount Snir and reprimands mourners (13:9–10). In chapters 26–27, Jerusalem is not mentioned by name, but as the “middle of the earth” where stands a “blessed place” featuring a “holy mountain,” referring to Mount Moriah (26:1–2). The “high mountain” to its east is the Mount of Olives and the “deep and narrow ravine” is the Kidron Valley (26:3–4) and the lower mountain mentioned to the west of it is what we call today Mount Zion; the book also mentions the valley between it and Mount Moriah (26:4). 


� Unless, of course, the author is from the north but familiar with Jerusalem and its environs because of its importance; perhaps he even visited the city on a pilgrimage.


� Central sectarian characteristics include the separation between the “way of light” and “the way of darkness,” and the cosmic war between these two primal sources, the use of a solar calendar, the belief in predestination, and special stringent laws dealing with issues of purity and impurity. See James C. VanderKam, The Dead Sea Scrolls Today, (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2010), 137–-156. 


� Devorah Dimant, “The Qumran Manuscripts: Contents and Significance,” in Time to Prepare the Way to Wilderness, ed. Devorah. Dimant and Lawrence .H. Schiffman, Studies on the Texts of the Desert of Judah 16 (1995): 23–-58.


� see: John J. Collins, Sectarian Communities in the Dead Sea Scrolls, in: Timothy H. Lim,and John J. Collins, The Oxford Handbook ot the Dead Sea Scrolls, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2010. P. 151- 172  


� See: John J. Collins, Beyond the Qumran Community: The Sectarian Movement of the Dead Sea Scrolls, (Grand Rapid, MIMichigan: W. B. Eerdmans, 2010), 1–-12, 209. 








� For instance the author of  Genesis Apocryphon (above, p. ///) is quite different in his affinity to the land, from the sectarian perception for territory. 


� E. P. Sanders, “The Dead Sea Sect and Others Jews, Overlaps and Differences,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls in Their Historical Context, (London: Bloomsbury, 2000), 7–-43.; Daniel Schwartz, “Kat Midbar Yehudah ve-ha-Esse’im” [The Dead Sea Sect and the Essenes],” in Megillot Ḳumran: Mevo’ot u-meḥḳarim [The Qumran Scrolls and their world], ed. Menachem Kister (Jerusalem: Yad Izhak Ben-Zvi, 2009), The Qumran Scrolls and Their World, ed. M. Kister, 601–-612 (Heb). 


Over the years, different hypotheses regarding the provenance of the scrolls have been suggested—, for example, such as the idea that they were brought from Jerusalem on the eve of its destruction and do not represent the Essene community that lived thereat Qumran. These claims were sounds and written more than Jubilee. See for instance a survey and critical discussion in of these claims in: 	Devorah Dimant, “The History of the Qumran Community in Light of New Developments in Study of the Scrolls,” in History, Ideology, and Bible Interpretation in the Dead Sea Scrolls, (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2014), 221–-248.; VanderKam, The Dead Sea Scrolls Today, 26–-33, 119–-126.; For a philosophical discussion of this polemic see: Edna Ullman-Margalit, Out of the Cave A Philosophical Inquiry into the Dead Sea Scrolls Research, (Boston: Harvard University Press, 2006).But see the recently restrictions from these hypothesis, and the suggestions about varied groups. 


� Damascus Document, CD MSa 6.4-6, Charlesworth edition, 22.


� As Josephus testifies:  "No one city is thiers, but they settle amply in each" Jewish War 11, 124 (Mason edition/ translation, 2008, p. 103) and Philo in Prob. 76 : They live in many Cities of Judea, and also in many villigase, and large populous groups". We must beer in mint that Josephus and Philo did not mentioned Essene's settlement in the dessert, it was only Pliny that described the Essenes West of the Dead Sea, Nat. 5/73 ,  


� Daniel Schwartz has connected the abandonment of the Temple and relocation to the desert to the issue of separating from territory. Schwartz, “Ḳumeran ve-ha-Natsrut ha-ḳeduma” [Qumran and early Christianity], Qumran, in Megillot Ḳumran: Mevo’ot u-meḥḳarim [The Qumran Scrolls and their world], ed. Menachem Kister (Jerusalem: Yad Izhak Ben-Zvi, 2009), 2: 624. This theory He relies rests on 1QS IX9, 3–-6,; for what is found in this the text professes is a preference for the good deeds of the Jewish pPeople over the sacrificial cult: “When, according to all these norms, these (men) become in Israel a foundation of the Holy Spirit in eternal truth, they shall atone for iniquitous guilt and for sinful unfaithfulness, so that (God’s) favor for the land (is obtained) without the flesh of burnt-offerings and without the fat of sacrifices. The proper offerings of the lips for judgment (are as) a righteous sweetness, and the perfect of the Way (are as) a pleasing freewill offering. At that time the men of the Community shall separate themselves (as) a House of Holiness for Aaron, for the Community of the most Holy Ones, and a house of the Community for Israel; (these are) the ones who walk perfectly” (Charlesworth translation, with slight emendation for grammatical correctness). This is a call for disassociation from the Jerusalem Temple and its operation, which they saw as contrary to the values of the community. In general, Schwartz sees in critiques of the Temple, such as that of Jesus (Mt 21:12–-13), a nullification of the value of territory. However, this is not necessarily so, for it could also be critique of the Temple’s operation even to the point of advocating a boycott without abandoning the motif of the land and of territory (Schwartz, “Ḳumeran ve-ha-Natsrut ha-ḳeduma,” 2:621).


� While AAaccording Menachem Kister, , it was one movement that contained different variants attitudes towards Jerusalem, the Temple, and its sanctity. Menachenm Kister, “Yerushalayim ve-ha-Miḳdash be-Ḳumeran” [Jerusalem and the Temple in the writing from Qumran]”. See (Hebrew), in: Megillot Ḳumran: Mevo’ot u-meḥḳarim [The Qumran Scrolls and their world]The Qumran Scrolls and their World, vol. II, ed. Menachem Kister, (Jerusalem: Yad Ben-Zvi, 2009), 2:477–-498.





� See the introduction and the translation of  Jean Duhaime, War Scroll, Charswarth, vol II., p. 80 - 203


� The land, of course, features centrally in the writings of the community, as W. D. Davies shows in The Territorial Dimension in Judaism, (Berkley: University of California Press, 1982), 52–-54. He Davies focuses on expressions such as “They shall preserve faith in the land” (1 QS IIX, 8.3), the “elect of good will who shall atone for the land” (1QS IIX, 8.6, 10). These, which are interpreted in as being connectedion to the victory over evil and the purification of the land—, conceived as the earth in general, the entire world that functions as the sphere for human activity, and not the “land” as a reference to Israel’s particular national territory. One may similarly understand the pesher of Psalms 37:11: “the lowly shall inherit the land: Its interpretation concerns the congregation of the Poor Ones, who will accept the appointed time of affliction…But afterwards they will delighted [in] all […]y of the Land”  (4Q171 1–-10 IIii, 9–-11). This contrasts with the pesher of Psalms 37:22,: which describes the lowly inheriting the “high mountain of Israel” (4Q171 1–-10 IIIiii, 9–-11). This promises the inheritance of “the “high mountain of Israel.” Likewise in the Damascus Covenant Document 3-6, CD 1, “and made bud from Israel and Aaron a root of a plant to inherit His land,” where the relationship seems to be local to theis land. Shizuka Uemura, who analyzed the various understandings of the term “land” and its parallels in Hebrew and Greek from the Bible through the end of the Second Temple period, suggestsed a shift from a local sense in the Bible to a more universalist understanding of “earth” toward the end of the period. Uemura argues that in the writings of Qumran both meanings are attested in alternation,; see Land or Earth?, (London: Bloomsbury, 2014). The foundation for this line of inquiry was established by Daniel R. Schwartz, “The End of the ΓH (Acts 1:8): Beginning or End of the Christian Vision?,”, Journal of Biblical Literature, Vol. 105, nNo. 4 (1986),: 669–-676.


Devorah Dimant notesd that the Damascus Covenant’s Document’s employment of exile as a severe punishment forms the context for future repossession of the land as a central motif in descriptions of redemption. According to herIn her opinion, the scrolls transform the biblical assurance of material inheritance into a requirement to resume and perfect observance of Torah commandments as a condition for future inheritance of the land. This process culminated in rabbinic literature, which prioritizes the performance of commandments over inheritance of the land altogether. (Devorah Dimant, “Yerushat ha-arets al pi tfisatah shel adat Megillot Ḳumran” [Inheritance of the lLand according to the ideology of the Qumran scrolls sect], Megillot 8–9 [2010]:, 129). I contend that already in the Torah itself, exile appears as a punishment for neglect of the commandments and the return to the land is bound up with recommitment to the commandments. For even as the Torah promises a return to the physical land, this return will be is bound up with recommitment to the commandments. See, for instance, Deuteronomy 30:2–-3. Possession of the land and observance of commandments go hand in hand, whether with regard to violation of reparation of the natural state of the Israel defined by both. The Qumran sources thus conform to the biblical paradigm and the sect’s laws accordingly engage specific commandments pertaining to the land, such as the ordinance regarding the fourth year’s yield of fruit trees, a commandment addressed in the scroll that opens with “These are some of our rulings […] which are [some of the rulings according to the] precepts (of the Torah)...” (4Q394, 1–-2), which reads: “And concerning (the fruits of) the trees for food planted in the lLand of Israel: they are to be dealt with like first fruits belonging to the priests” (4Q394, 62–-3). Indeed, the context in which this commandment is found in the Torah emphasizes the act of territorial possession: “When you enter the land...” (Lev 19:23).


� David Flusser, “TITLE” “[Apocalyptic eFoundations lements in the War Scroll],” in Peraḳim be-toldot Yerushalayim bimei Bayit Sheni: Sefer zikharon le-Avraham Shalit [Chapters in the hHistory of Second Temple Jerusalem: Essays in mmemory of Avraham Abraham Schalit], ed. A. Oppenheimer, U. Rappaport, and M. Stern  and others, (Jerusalem: Yad Ben-Zvi, 1981). Flusser’s interpretation is differs significantly different from the way in which Yigael Yadin read the War Scroll. Yadin saw the war as having three stages. The first— against the traditional enemies of Israel who livedsettled, south of the Euphrates and throughout the borders of the land—, he saw this campaign as a war of conquest over the seven nations. Only after this was it possible to launch wars to conquer the rest of the nations. The second stage of the war, according to Yadin, was against Israel’s neighbors; and the third was against more distant enemies., See Yigael Yadin, The Scroll of the War of the Sons of Light against the Sons of Darkness, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1962), 26– - 32, 18–-3318-37. According to Yadin’s interpretation, there is a distinction between the borders of the Promised Land and the region that is outside the borders of the land. However, it seems as if that Yadin, who was Chief of the General Staff of the Israeli army and thus responsible for the security of the young state’s borders in the 1950s, located in the scroll a war for the borders of the land— even though the scroll contains no division or distinction between the enemies who were south of the Euphrates and those on its other side. In the continuation of the war it describes the apportioning to the Assyrians. First Assyria against the sons of Shem, Second Assyria against the sons of Ham, and Third Assyria against the sons of Japhet.


� On the other hand, in another work called the Temple Scroll, the nomenclature “lLand of Israel” is attested instead of the “lLand” without mention of “Israel” as it appears in the War Scroll, suggesting a strong link between the former and the identity of Israel. See Uemura, Land or Earth, 84. This scroll describes the life of the nation in its land, as the twelve tribes settled in their inheritances, with and each tribe with having a stake in the Temple. Yet a group of researchers like including Lawrence Schiffman and Hanan Eshel pointeds out that there are no sectarian characteristics in the Temple Scroll; and therefore it cannot be read as taking part in the world of the sectarians. Lawrence Schiffman, The Courtyards of the House of the Lord: Studies on the Temple Scroll, (Studies on the Texts of the Desert of Judah), (Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2008); Hanan Eshel, “Forty Years Since the Acquisition of the Temple Scroll,” Moed 18 (2007): 42–-54. 


� There is a universalist orientation here, according to which the figure of the redeemer is the universalistic figure of Melchizedek, who will save the Sons of Light. Schwartz, Qumran and Flusser, ???, 625. [Not sure what to do here.]


� 4Q266, frg. 5, col. 2II,. 2,. A fuller discussion of the concept of the impurity of the land of the gentiles is found in the next chapter 4, “Land of the Sages..”


� The Dead Sea Scrolls, ed. James H. Charlesworth, vol. 34b, Angelic Literature: Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice ed. James H. Charlesworth, (Westminster: John Knox Press, 1997), 35–-37.


� According to my understanding, the impure region dictates the demographic reality. As becomes clear from what follows, every place is seen according to the design that is dictated by demography, a region understood as “land” and not “encampments” or “cities.”


� C. Newsom (The Self as Symbolic Space: Constructing Identity and Community at Qumran, Studies on the Texts of the Desert of Judah [STDJ 52; [Leiden: Brill, 2004]), pointsed on to the methods of the others of the scrolls in forming identities among the sectaries at Qumran and how they created an alternative world in their writtings.


� Menachem Kister pointed out notes the place held by Jerusalem and the Temple in the apocalyptic vision of an eschatological Eend of Ddays for the sect. Either way, the sect left Jerusalem; and its people chose not to live in it, but rather to await a future city. See Kister, “Yerushalayim ve-ha-Miḳdash.”Jerusalem. 


� 2 Maccabees is an abridgement of a work in five parts written by Jason of Cyrene. We have no information about the person that who prepared it, but the work reveals a figure loyal to the Torah, the commandments, and the Jerusalem Temple in Jerusalem.


� The work ends with the murder of Simon Maccabee and the ascension of his son, John Hyrcanus, to rule after him in 135 CE. Therefore Rresearchers therefore date the book’s composition in to during the latter’s reign. Seth Schwartz, “Israel and the Nnations Rroundabout: :1 Maccabees and the Hasmonean Eexpansion,” Journal of Jewish Studies 42, no. 1 (1991): 16–-38, even arguesd for a more specific dating, to the beginning of his reign around the year 130, prior to his major conquests. Or, Aaccording to Jonathan Goldstein, on the other hand, it can be dated to the reign of his son Yannai. See II Maccabees, (The Anchor Bible, Vol. 41A), (New York: Doubleday, 1983), 64. As the author employs official documents, he was apparently an intimate of the Hasmoneans.


� For a discussion of the diasporic orientation of Maccabees, see Daniel Schwartz, 2 Maccabees, (Commentaries on Early Jewish Literature), (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2008), 45–-56. In particular, see n. 100 there, in relation to the suggestion of J. W. van Haenten, on the basis of which the book was written., See van Henten, The Maccabean Martyrs aAs Saviours of the Jewish People: A Study of 2 and 4 Maccabees, (Journal for the Study of Judaism Supplement. 57) (Leiden: Brill, 1977), 50. In any event, the diasporic character of the work is clear. Also, see according to Sylvie Honigman, who also believes according to whom the book is pro-Hasmonean.; Sylvie Honigman, Tales of High Priests and Taxes: The Books of the Maccabees and the Judean Rebellion against Antiochos IV, (California: University of California Press, 2014). Therefore, Thus the question of where it was written is of secondary importance.


� The narrative plot begins in cChapter 3. After two introductory chapters, the author he opens in with the serenity of the holy city (2 Macc 3:1). It ends with the liberation of the city (15:37). Schwartz, 2 Maccabees, 50–-51.


� Benjamin G. Wright III, The Letter of Aristeas: “Aristeas to Philocrates” or “On the Translation of the Laws of the Jews,” Commentaries on Early Jewish Literature (Berlin:  Walter de Gruyter, 2015), 14. 


� Honigman, “La Description”; Wright III, The Letter of Aristeas, 229–-231.


� A. Lieber, “Between Motherland and Fatherland: Diaspora, Pilgrimage and the Spiritualization of Sacrifice in Philo of Alexandria,” in Heavenly Tablets: Interpretation, Identity and Tradition in Ancient Judaism, ed. L. Lidonnici and A. Lieber, (Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2007), 193–-210.


� The origin of the term “Judaism” can be found in 2 Maccabees. Employment of Tthe abstract concept is not attested found in the Bible; and it comes came into being as a result of Greek influence. However, its employment in relation to the abstract idea of the nation is also detached from any territorial significance for Judah and Israel as geographic regions. כאן יש צורך בהפניייה לסטיב מייסון


� The political paradigm in Greece was not that of a state but of a city, or polis. See Elden, Territory, 21–-52. 


� In Flauccum, 46. For a comprehensive discusssion of on the significance of the representation of Jerusalem as a mMetropolis in Philo see Sarah Pearce, “Jerusalem as ‘Mother-City’ in the writings of Philo of Alexandria,” in Negotiating Diaspora: Jewish Strategies in the Roman Empire, ed. In John M. G. Barclay, (London and New York: T. & T. Clark International, 2004), 19–-37. As Tthe research prior to hers Pearce’s understood Jerusalem’s centrality for Philo from his representing it as a metropolis,; in Pearce feels that ’s opinion the comparison to a metropolis and its colonies actually underscores the influence of Greek apoikia in the wake of the Septuagint. According to Pearce, this is indicates more indicative of the importance of the colonies than of Jerusalem. לחזור למקור ולבדוק מה פירס הוסיפה


� See Andrea Lieber, “Between Motherland and Fatherland.”: Diaspora, Pilgrimage and the Spiritualization of Sacrifice in Philo of Alxandria,” in Heavenly Tablets: Interpretation, Identity and Tradition in Ancient Judaism, ed. L. Lidonnici and A. Lieber, (Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2007), 193-210.


� On Philo’s lack of little interest on the “Holy Land” see: Samuel Sandmel, Philo’s Place in Judaism: A Study of Conceptions of Abraham in Jewish Literature, (Cincinnati: Hebrew Union College Press, (1956), 116, and Daniel R. Schwartz, “Philo, His Family, and Hhis Times” in Adam Kamesar (ed.), The Cambridge Companion to Philo, ed. Adam Kamesar (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010). Although I having problem to be am not convinced by his theory about Philo’s reservation from the Temple. (Daniel R. Schwartz, “Humbly Second Rate in the Diaspora,” in Envisioning Judaism: Studies in Honor of Peter Schäfer on the Occasion of His Seventieth Birthday, ed. Ra’anan S. Boustan,  Klaus Herrmann, Reimnud Leicht, Annette Y. Reed, and Giuseppe Veltri [Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2013], 81–89) mMainly because of Philo’s emotional depiction of his feeilling and thoughts when he came to the Temple, in De Specialibus Legibus I, 68–-70; 271–-27. 


� Schwartz, 2 Maccabees, 50–-51. 


� 2 Baruch is a Jewish apocalyptical and eschatological work composed in Judea in response to the destruction of the Temple. The author presents himself as Baruch son of Neriah, the prophet Jeremiah’s amanuensis. See Matthias Henze, Jewish Apocalypticism in Late First Century Israel: Reading Second Baruch in Context, (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2011), 1–-36. The book is preserved in Syriac and is also referred to as the Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch, although Syriac is not in fact the language of its original composition. 


� In the Temple as well. See De Specialus Legibus I, 66–-67. 


� Philo himself felt the need to oppose those who employed an allegorical approach to the commandments, which he himself championed, but in order to satisfy and not undermine their observance and avoid undermining it. See De Abrahamo, 89–-93. There he represents observance of the commandments as the body and their meaning as the soul. It would be no stretch to say that as much like the allegorization of the commandments does not nullify the requirement to perform them according to Philo,, just. Similarlysimilarly, the existence of the celestial Jerusalem does not nullify the status and importance of the earthly Jerusalem, which he Philo related to also as body and soul.


� See below.


� Philo also see the secrefises sacrifices in the Temple as being for the nation and for the humanity: “The sacrifices which are whole burnt offerings and are joint offerings on behalf of the nation or—--to speak more accurately—--on behalf of the entire race of humanity”” (De Spec.ialibus Legibus I,1, 168;, 190). 


� As well as the ascription idea of that the high priests pray, at on the Dday of Aatonement, for all the of humanity (Legat.io ad Caium, 306) and not only for his Jewish brothers, as  like in the rabbinic literature asserts;: see: b. BT Yoma 53b. 


� 2 Baruch and 4 Ezra, pseudepigraphical works composed following the destruction of Jerusalem and the Temple, feature authorial figures who present themselves as figures characters from scripture associated closely with the Temple. Baruch ben the son of Neriah, Jeremiah’s amanuensis, lived at the time of the destruction of the First Temple, and Ezra lived at the time of the return from Babylonian exile and commencement of the construction of the Second Temple. Jerusalem is the central focus of 2 Baruch. Liv Lied sees the book as a work that moves between a heavenly land and an earthly one.; tThere are now three separate lands, and not as the a replacement of the physical for with the celestial land. She reads the description of the rescue in the days of Hezekiah and insists that according to Baruch, the “Holy Land” will become relevant in the future victory. See Liv Ingebord Lied, The Other Lands of Israel: Imaginations of the Land in 2 Baruch, (Supplements to the Journal for the Study of Judaism), (Boston: Brill, 2008), 307–-309. She Lied proposesd reading the historical descriptions woven through the work as a territorial dimension—. Like for instance, the description of the rescue of Zion, Jerusalem, and Israel in the reign of Hezekiah (2 Bar. 63: 9–-10) as and that of the nation dwelling in the “Holy Land,” (ibid., 10). Similarly the call to the nine and a half tribes in 2 Baruch 77:2 and 78:1, in which the author insists that it is not the land that sinned, but the nation living upon it. However, as Hanze has shown, the principal objective of the work is to enable Jewish life to continue after the destruction, without a Temple and without any independent territory, (Matthias Hanze, Jewish Apocalypticism in Late First-century Israel: Reading Second Baruch in Context, [Tübingen: Mohr Sieback, 2011], 8–-10). Accordingly, the destroyed Jerusalem is presented as a secondary city to the celestial Jerusalem, which was not harmed,; and even that the land even became the “Holy Land” in this work, a land that which will await the nation that will perseveres in other lands until the ultimate victory.


� However, Davies interpretsed the appearance of this term as a glorification of the status of the land. 4 Baruch mentions the “Holy Land” in 63:10, when Israel will be saved and “all those who were in the holy land rejoiced, and the name of the Mighty One was glorified”; and in 71:1, “And the holy land shall have mercy on its own, And it shall protect its inhabitants at that time.” He also calls on the people in the diaspora to “remember you the law and Zion, and the holy land and your brethren, and the covenant of your fathers, and forget not the festivals and the Sabbaths” (84:8). Similarly, 4 Ezra 13:48 mentions the “holy border.” See W. D. Davies, The Gospel and the Land: Early Christianity and Jewish Territorial Doctrine, (Saarbrucken: Scholars Press, 1990), 49–-52.


� This work is contemporary with the Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch, also written after the destruction of the Second Temple, which containsing eschatological visions of the Eend of Ddays. The book was originally written in Hebrew and the author presents himself as Ezra the Scribe. See Hindy Najman, Losing the Temple and Recovering the Future: Aan Aanalysis of 4 Ezra, (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2017), 7.; and Michael Stone, Fourth Ezra, Hermeneia, (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1990), 10–-11. There is a close relationship between the texts, both written to hearten encourage the nation, so much so that some consider them synoptic compositions. See John J. Collins, The Apocalyptic Imagination: An Introduction to Jewish Apocalyptic Literature, (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1998), 194–-232; Hanze, Jewish Apocalypticism, 148–-159; and Hindy Najman, Itamar Manoff, and Eva Mroczek, “How to Make Sense of Pseudonymous Attribution: The Cases of 4 Ezra and 2 Baruch,” in A Companion to Biblical Interpretation in Early Judaism, ed. Matthias Henze, (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2012), 308–-336.


� The work was apparently composed in the land and reached us in Latin, even though its original language was Hebrew, as far as we can tell. The author mentions the fast of the Seventeenth 17th of Tammuz (19:7); and from this one can glean that its date of composition post-dates the destruction. It belongs to the genre we refer to as the “rewritten Bible” and revises the scriptural books to efface the biblical borders of the geographical land, as well as the relation of Abraham’s arrival in the land and his lookout over its expanses. In contrast to the Genesis Apocryphon and Jubilees, Pseudo-Philo elects to exchange the geographical orientation of Abraham’s survey with that of Moses, as it is related at the end of Deuteronomy (34: 1–-3). This survey is oriented to the cosmos with no direct link to the Lland of Israel (19:10). On the lLand of Israel in Pseudo-Philo, see Betsy Halpern Amaru, Rewriting the Bible Land and Covenant in Post Biblical Jewish Literature, (Valley Forge: Trinity, 1994), 69–-94.


� Urbach opposed contrasts the emphasis on the place of the celestial city in these works to the approach found throughout rabbinic legal and exegetical literature, produced at the historical moment when Jews were forbidden entrance to the city. The latter, and which sees the earthly city as primary and the celestial city as secondary. Urbach, Jerusalem; Rivka Nir, The Destruction of Jerusalem and the Idea of Redemption in the Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2003); Michael E. Stone, The City in 4 Ezra, Journal of Biblical Literature 126, (2007),: 402–40-407.


� WillkenR. L. Wilken, The Land Called Holy: Palestine in Christian History and Thought ,(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1992), 34–-37.


� A second- century- CE Jewish work from Alexandria. John J. Collins, Between Athens and Jerusalem: Jewish Identity in the Hellenistic Diaspora, (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2000), 160–-165.


� In Flaccum 202:; tThe Jews are wrecking destroy the altar, as it was built as a desecration of the “holy land.” Similarly, in Legatio ad GCaium, 205;, 330, 205:330 he relates to Jews of the “holy land.” The only reference to “holy land” in 2 Maccabees 1:7, explained by Wilken Willenick and Schwartz that this connection is from a letter sent by the residents of the land. WillikenWilkenWilkenWilken, The Land, 24–-25. However, if it indeed is an authentic letter, this interpretation becomes clear. If this is a paraphrase by the redactor of the text of Jason of Cyrene framed the letter according to his Hellenistic-Jewish attitude. In any case, the nomenclature of the “holy land” does not occur in 1 Maccabees, written in the lLand of Israel.


� Aryeh Kasher noted that Philo refers to Jerusalem as “the holy city” (Legatio ad GCaium,” 225, 278, 281, 288, 299, 346). Additionally, he refers to the immaterial “City of God” (De Somn.iis 2,II, 250). Accordingly, we see Philo ascribing sanctity to the city in the sense of separation from the physical space. Arie Kasher, Jews and Hellenistic Cities in Eretz-Israel, (Tübingen: J. C. B. Mohr, 1990).


� Although, the sanctification of the lLand might also functioned as element of 


� Hannah K. Harrington, Holiness: Rabbinic Judaism and the Greco-Roman World , [XXX incomplete bibliography] (London: Routledge, 2001), following Jacob Milgrom ., Leviticus 1–-16, The Anchor Bible 3a, (Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1991), 617. 


� See “Land of Israel is holier than every other land” (m. Kelim 1:6),; The Mishnah., tTrans. Herbert Danby, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1933); “But once the Land of Israel was so consecrated” ([Mechkilta of Rabbi Shimon Bar Yochai 1:1.]).


� For similar phenomena see in the medieval sources and even modern sources, see: Aviezer Ravitzky, “Eretz ḥemda ve-ḥarada: Ha-yaḥas ha-du-erki le-Eretz Yisrael be-mekorot Yisrael” [Awe and Fear of the Holy Land in Jewish thought], in Eretz Yisrael be-hagut ha-Yehudit be-et ha-ḥadashah [The Land of Israel in Modern Jewish Thought] (Jerusalem: Yad Izhak Ben-Zvi, 1998), 1–41. 


� The flight of Jesus and his parents, Joseph and Mary, to Egypt is related in Matthew 2:13 and the subsequent command to return to the land in 2:20: “Get up, take the child and his mother, and go to the land of Israel, for those who were seeking the child’s life are dead.” Jesus reaches Tyre and Sidon (Mark 7: 24–-30). This is related as a journey abroad and return.


� On a similar phenomenon in medieval sources and the early modern period see Aviezer Ravitzky, “Awe andEretz ḥemda ve-ḥarada,”  Fear of the Holy Land in Jewish Thought,” The Land of Israel in Modern Jewish Thought, (Jerusalem: Yad Ben-Zvi, 1998), 1–-41 (Heb.).


� Schwartz sees early Christianity as a movement fed by two sources. One is the Qumran community that voluntarily abandoned Jerusalem and took up residence in the desert.; This the rejection of the Jerusalem priesthood for another established a precedent for detachment. The move from practical observance of the commandments to an allegorical approach was influenced by the diaspora figure, of Philo. These two sources informed the inception of the Pauline movement, with its rejection of the commandments and the territory of the lLand of Israel. Schwartz outlines the roots of the way in which “Pauline Christianity already represents Jesus’s teachings as allegorical literature”; Schwartz, “Qumran,” . 


� The sphere of Jesus’s activities is concentrated in these districts, as opposed to the entire Galiliee. Yet the evangelists and writers of early Christian literature engaged an extremely broad area. Over the last 150 years, a movement has developed that presents the Galilee as an early Christian stronghold. Researchers such as Richard Horsley in his Galilee: History, Politics, People (Valley Forge, PA: Trinity Press, 1995) and Archaeology, History, and Society in Galilee: The Social Context of Jesus and the Rabbi (Valley Forge, PA: Trinity Press, 1996), present the Judaism of the Galilee as “oriented to Israel as opposed to Judah and as a different Jews from that found in Judea.” According to this approach, the roots of Galilean Judaism are to be located in the remnants of the historical Kingdom of Israel amalgamated with beliefs of the local population. Emil Schurer Schürer even tiesd the historical testimony regarding excessive conversions to the context of the century. J. L. Reed holds a similar view, which he bases ion archaeological findings from sites in the Galilee dated to the First Temple, compared with Galilean sites associated with the Second Temple period. He found finds a lack of material continuity between these periods at these sites. Accordingly, Reed’s approach complicates acceptance of the historical continuity between First Temple and Second Temple Judaisms argued by Horsley.; 	J. L. Reed, “Galileans, Israelite Village Communities and the Saying Gospel Q,” in Galilee through the Centuries, Confluence of Cultures, ed. E. M. Meyers, (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1999), 87–-108. More recently, based on surveys of the Eastern Galilee, Uzi Liebner has suggested that the beginning of Jewish settlement can be traced to the Hasmonean conquest.; Uzi Leibner,” “The Origins of Jewish Settlement in the Galilee in the Second Temple Period: Historical Sources and Archeological Data,” Zion 77, no. 4 (2012),: 437–-470. Other researchers, such as Sean Freyne, do not accept this thesis of Jews as latecomers to the Galilee. In Freyne’s opinion, Galilean Jews at the end of the Second Temple period were loyal to Jerusalem. One sees this expressed in the activities of the sages of Yavne in the Galilee after the destruction.; Sean Freyne, Galilee, from Alexander the Great to Hadrian, 323 B.C.E. to 135 C.E: A Sstudy of Second Temple Judaism, (University of Notre Dame Center for the Study of Judaism and Christianity in Antiquity), (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1980). Others have emphasized the tTalmudic evidence for a difference between the leaderships of Judea and the Galilee. See Jaccob Neusner, A Life of Rabban Yochanan ben Zakkai, Cca. 1–-80 C.E., (Boston: Brill, 1962), 47–-53; Géeza Vermes, Jesus in His Jewish Context, (Minneapolis: Augsburg Fortress Publishing, 2003), 52–5-57; Martin Goodman, State and Society in Roman Galilee, A.D. 132–212 (Totowa, NJ: Rowman and Allenheld, 1983 in Roman Galilee, A.D. 132-212, (Lanham: Rowman and Littlefield, 1983), ), 93–-118, 232, 244. Israeli scholars such as Klein, Safrai, Urbach, Oppenheimer, and Rappaport strove strive to emphasize the tie link between the Judaisms of Judea and the Galilee, and saw seeing the latter as inseparable both from the former and from the Temple in Jerusalem. They and interpreted the differences between them as local variations of the same religion. For a historical survey of this debate in theories of Galilean history and culture, see Freyne, Galilee, 1–-29.


� The areas that are not mentioned in the description of Jesus’s activities include: the Golan, the Sharon, the northern coastal plain, the Judean foothills, the region south of Bethlehem, Mount Hebron, Idumea, and the Negev.


� M. Halbwachs, On Collective Memory, ed. and trans. L.A. Coser,	 (Chicago and London: University of Chicago, 1992). Pierre Nora,  (ed.), Les Lieux de Mémoire, vols. 1–3 I-III, (Paris: Gallimard, 1984–-1992). 





� As Daniel Schwartz saw in the critique of the Temple in Matthew 12:12–-13 and of the sacrifices in 12:7 a reservation regarding the idea that the Temple is the House of the Lord, and it becomes clear that “Jews of the Galilee could not participate in sacrificial worship,” (Schwartz, “Qumran,” 624) . However, the critique is aimed at what is done in the Temple; and the reliance on sacrifices at the expense of moral actions is already found in the bbooks of the Pprophets. As such, Galilean Jews of the first century CE were familiar with the words of Solomon: “I have now built for You / A stately House, / A place where You / May dwell forever” (1 Kings, 8:13). He Solomon also determinesstates: “But will God really dwell on earth? Even the heavens to their uttermost reaches cannot contain You, how much less this House that I have built!” (ibid. 8:27). Thus the practical critique of the Temple and the value of the sacrifices does not necessarily negate the status of territory, as we see in Paul. 





75 Schwartz, Agrippa I, (Tübingen: J. C. B. Mohr, 1990), 153–-156; Schwartz, Paul, 17. According to Schwartz the order of events in the Book of Acts is arranged not chronologically but to emphasize the expansion from a plot unfolding in the land to one extending across the Mediterranean Bbasin, which in turn emphasizes the link between the rupturing of the strictures of national affiliation and the rupturing of the territorial borders.
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� Epistola 129: Ad Dardanum de terra repromissionis, CCEL, 56, ED. I. (Hilberg, Vienna and Liepzig 1918), 162–-175. 


� Wilken, The Land,  .


� A comprehensive and detailed discussion of the lLand of Israel in Jerome’s writings can be found in Hillel I. Newman, “Jerome and the Jews,” (Ph.D. tThesis, The Hebrew University of Jerusalem, 1997), 220–-278. Newman emphasizes the Jerome’s academic interest of the Jerome in the earthly “lLand of Israel.”. According to his view, Jerome’s spiritual attitude to the lLand was based on his interpretation to of the Land as an arena of the bBiblical plotnarrative. See AboutOn the promised lLand, f also see Susan Weingarten, The Saint’s Saint: Hagiography and Geography in Jerome, (Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2005), 193–-266.


� Α. Demsky, “Holy City and Holy Land as Viewed by Jews and Christians in the Byzantine Period: A Conceptual Approach to Sacred Space,” in Sanctity of Time and Space in Tradition and Modernity, ed. A. Houtman, M. Poorthuis, and J. Schwartz (Leiden: Brill, 1998)Demsky, .


� On the Madaba map, see: Michele Piccirillo and Eugenio Alliata, ed., The Madaba Mmap Ccentenary 1897–-1997:  :Ttravelling through the Byzantine Umayyad Pperiod : Pproceedings of the International Cconference Hheld in Amman, 7–-9 April 1997 /edited by Michele Piccirillo and Eugenio Alliata, (Jerusalem:, Franciscan Printing Press, 1999), 37-–108, 115–-120.


� WillikenWilken, The Land, [Incomplete bibliography]. .


� Α. Demsky, “‘Holy City and Holy Land as Viewed by Jews and Christians in the Byzantine Period: A Conceptual Approach to Sacred Space’, A. Houtman, M. Poorthuis and J. Schwartz (eds.), Sanctity of Time and Space in Tradition and Modernity, Leiden: Brill 1998,” pp. 265–-284.


� Isaiah M. Gafni:, “How Babylonia Became ‘“Zion”’: Shifting Identities in Late Antiquity,” in Jewish Identities in Antiquity: Studies in Memory of Menahem Stern, eEd. by Lee I. Levine and Daniel R. Schwartz, (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2009), 333–-348.


� b. QetKetub. 111a–-b.


� It is difficult to determine the scope of this reservation as in the Babylonian Talmud only Rabbi Yehuda bar the son of Yehezkel is recorded as opposing the ascent of his student Rabbi Ze’ira, (b. Ketub. 111a).


� Gafni, Land, 114, based on b. B. Qam. 84a–bA-B: “We [(in Babylonia)] serves as their agents96-117..”


� Describes the borders of the land with regard to tithes and priestly tithes.


	81	Gafni, Land, 96.


	82	Oppenheimer and Lecker, Boundaries


	83 Nevertheless, Jeffrey Rubinstein saw in these words of praise that turn away from the land and its assets in favor of eschatology together with emphasis on Torah study as the ultimate value an attempt by the Babylonian sages to justify remaining in diaspora. Rubenstein, Bavli Ketubot, 159–-188.


	84	Thus for instance the exclusivity conferred upon the sages of the Land of Israel with regard all calendrical issues, even according to the Babylonian Talmud, (y. San 1:2, 18d; b. Ber 63a-b).


	85	“We [in Babylon] are acting merely as the agents [of the mumhin - judges in Eretz Yisrael] (b. B. Qam. 84a-b). This was the explanation of the Babylonian sages for their ruling on penalties and damages, even though they were in the jurisdiction of the sages of the Land of Israel. 


� Doron Mendels, in his book, The Rise and Fall of Jewish Nationalism: The History of Jewish and Christian Ethnicity in Palestine, within the Greco-Roman Pperiod (200 B.C.E–- 35 C.E), (New York: Doubleday 1992), 209–-242. In a chapter entitled “From Territorial to the A-Territorial (after the Roman Occupation),” Mendels suggests that the Roman oOccupation of 63 BCE was a watershed between the territorialism of the Hasmonean period and territorialism after the Roman conquest. I In my opinion, see instead a multiplicity of voices existed as early as already in the Hasmonean periodperiod; this is and not necessarily a linear development.





�I wonder whether this title should incorporate a word like “transition” or “evolution” (e.g., “The Evolution from Real Land to Holy Land”). 





I also wonder whether we should use a more specific word instead of “real”:  something like “material” or “physical.”


אני עדיין מתלבט בזה, אולי נדבר בע"פ


�A word like “setting” or “context” might work better here.


בעברית הייתי כותב "מצע ומסגרת"


�The SBL Handbook recommends giving “promised land” (lowercase), as does Merriam Webster dictionary (though here it refers to any promised land). What’s your preference?


�How are the verses in the note connected to the idea? You may need to add a few words in the footnote.


�In the note: I’m not sure “geographical orientation” expresses your meaning properly. I think “due to his connection” or “affinity” (without the word “geographical”) would make more sense. קצת שינתי אבל השארתי היות והתיאורים הגיאוגרפיים שלו הם מאוד מקומיים


�I want to double-check with you that this is the correct way to cite. The SBL has this for Ethiopic Enoch. 


זה שם מקביל אבל היום בספרות המחקר מקובל כמדומני  1חנוך. כמה ורות למעלה מוזכר חנוך האתיופי


�Do you have the title for the Ben-Dov article in Hebrew? I couldn’t find it online.


� HYPERLINK "javascript:open_window(%22http://aleph.nli.org.il:80/F/TLLTT8JRFV6J8FTER5CEFIXGKARL1MAC11FMDNXEMUF4UPEU93-13939?func=service&doc_number=000485657&line_number=0008&service_type=TAG%22);" �הכתיבה בארמית ובעברית במגילות קומראן ובספרים החיצוניים : הרקע בעולם העתיק והחיפוש אחר סמכות יהודית כתובה�


הכותר שאני נתתי הוא מה שיש בתוכן האנגלי של תרביץ





You say “a connection between Aramaic compositions…and its universalistic character.” What’s/whose universalistic character are you referring to?  





I don’t understand what you’re trying to say in the last sentence. Can you clarify?


יונתן בן דב טען שהכתיבה בארמית בקומראן מתייחסת לדמיות שאינן לאומיות  שפעלו לפני מתן תורה, אני מנסה לטעון וצריך לומר זאת שחנוך הוא פחות "לאומי"  


�In the sentence about meeting with Watchers at Lebanon/Snir you talk about him meeting the watchers and reprimanding mourners. I’m not clear on where the mourners come from or how they relate to the watchers. לא מצאתי את ההתייחסות ל reprimanding mourners  


�You have two different notes here. Can we combine the two?


�One sentence in this note does not make sense to me. Can you elucidate? (I’ve highlighted.) כוונתי הייתה שגישות אלו נשמעות כבר יותר מיובל שנים. 


�Is this intentionally “Rule” rather than “Document”? Are they not the same? If so, we should probably be consistent in citing them. 


�I want to make sure we’re citing the Dead Sea Scrolls uniformly throughout. In the SBL Handbook, the recommendation is 4Q266 or 4QDa for the Damascus Document. Can you help me understand what “CD MSa” is? I’m not so well-versed in the citations of Dead Sea Scrolls. Also, I imagine the Charlesworth edition should be placed in parentheses, but I wonder whether we need to add more information about it.


The Dead Sea Scrols: Hebrew, Aramaic, Ans Greek Texts with English Translations, Vol 2, Damascus Document, War Scroll, and related Documents, Edited by James H. Charlsworth, Tuebingen and Louisvile: J.C.B Mohr and Westminster Lohn Knox Press, 1995


קצת מסובך אבל..) 


Cairo Damascus Document


הוא טקסט מהגניזה בקהיר שמכונה 


Damascus Document 


 CDאו





 יש שם שני כתבי יד הראשון הוא: MS A


הוא דומה לשאר הפרגמטנטים שראית ב sbl


�Should the “Damascus Covenant” in this note be “Damascus Document”? And is the way the source is cited correct?





And what is meant in the note by “in alternation”?





I’m also not sure why the word “altogether” is necessary in the second paragraph (“prioritizes the performance of commandments over inheritance of the land altogether”).





I don’t understand the phrase “whether with regard to violation of reparation of the natural state of the Israel defined by both.”





I also want to make sure that 4Q394 is being cited correctly (no column numbers). 


�I couldn’t find the original title in Hebrew of the Flusser chapter. Do you have it? We should also include the page numbers of the chapter.





 “18-37.”  





I also don’t understand the final sentence about “first Syria” and so forth.


�What is meant by “attested” in the first line of this note?


�Are there pages in the Schwartz source that should be quoted? And is the Flusser source the one we saw earlier in the Schalit memorial volume? The translator wasn’t clear.


�I know that using the term “national” is problematic for you; here, I believe you’re referring to territory belonging to a nation, correct? Can we make it “concept of the nation’s territory”?


�I find this note unclear. Can you explain what you’re trying to say? 


�I’m not sure what you mean by “methods of other scrolls in forming identities among sectaries…” Can you clarify?


�I’m not sure how the two sentences in the note connect. You say that Kister points out the place held by the Temple/Jerusalem in the End of Days but without elaborating, and the note continues with “Either way.” Did you mean something more like “nonetheless”?





And did you want to give a page number for the source?


�Are we talking only about Greek literature? Are the descriptions you’re referring to of Egypt and India and Greece? Egypt and India? Found in Greek  literature? Or found in Egyptian and Indian and Greek literature?


�Should there be a source cited here for the quote?


�You left a note about adding a source in the note.


�I just want to double-check that this is the correct way to cite Philo – is “46” a sufficient notation? Or does it relate to a specific edition’s page number?


You had also left a note for yourself in the note.


�Why “Greek emigrants”?


�Did you mean “lack of interest” in the note?





When you write “although I am not convinced by his theory” are you referring to Schwartz or Sandmel? 





And what “reservation” from the Temple are you referring to?





The final source says 271–27  Should it be 271–327?


�Is this what you were trying to say?


�Can we get a source for this quote?


�Source?


�I wasn’t sure what you meant by “ascription” in the note. If you can give me more direction, I can find a more correct word.


�Do you prefer “Holy Land” or “holy land”? The Society of Biblical Literature Handbook of Style recommends uppercase, as does Merriam Webster, but I think in this case you should decide what you think.


�Please read this note carefully; there were things that I wasn’t 100% sure about. Also, I’m not sure that “ultimate victory” is clear enough (end of note). Is there a better term we could use? 


�I couldn’t find the Urbach source in the original bibliography or in the list you sent. Can you fill in the information?


�There are a number of phrases in this note that are not full sentences, and I can’t quite understand it all. Can you look through it again? You can write things up in Hebrew if it’s easier and I’ll translate.


�This note was incomplete.


�Can we combine these two notes?


Should the first quote in the second note begin with the word “the”?


Is the Danby source missing a page number?


And I’m not clear on the final source: what are you trying to say?


�Can you find a page number for the Schwartz source?


�You have a quote in the note (“oriented to Israel”) that doesn’t give a page number; can you provide it?


�Should we remove?


�I split the sentence here; I just want to make sure this is what you meant.


�What is the Schwartz, Paul source in this note? Can you fill in the extra details?





Should we look for alternative for the word “national” in the note?


�I couldn’t find much information about citing Eusebius. I assume that the citation in the note is chapter and verse and have changed it. Please let me know if that’s incorrect.


�This note felt repetitive and was a little unclear. Please make sure that the way I have it now was your intention.


�What does “beside” mean in this note?


�I don’t understand the beginning of this note. Are you disagreeing or reinforcing the claim that it is a reference book? How does the dating relate to the question?


�You had a source in the original book called “Holy Cities,” but I was not sure if it was the same as the one you were referring to here. 


�Can you fill in information about the Hunt source in the note? It wasn’t on any of the lists that I saw.


�I moved this sentence to begin a new paragraph rather than end the previous one. See what you think.


�I can’t find a lot of information about citing Jerome, CCEL, etc. Can you give me any direction on citing this? Or give me the original Hebrew footnote if it exists? It may give me some clues.


�“Degraded” in what sense?


�Can you give me page numbers for the Wilken source in the note?


�Does Newman contend that the land was “an arena” or “the arena” of the biblical narrative?


�While SBL recommends “halakah” and “halakic,” my instinct says to go with this spelling instead; it’s more common, to my mind. Please let me know if you disagree.


�Page numbers in the Wilken source?


�Are you talking about “Babylon” the city or the greater “Babylonia” here? The question is a general one and relates to all mentions of “Babylon” that follow.


�My sense is that for this target audience you may prefer to go with the English version of the name. What do you think?


�The SBL gives two versions of spellings for Talmudic sources. The first is transliteration (e.g., Pesaḥim); the second is what they call “all-purpose style,” which is more for a general audience. As the recommendations they make for short forms accord more with the first version, my sense is that we should stay with the more formal transliteration. In this case, it’s the difference between “Zera’im” and “Zera‘im,” because the formal version employs the apostrophes’ direction to indicate aleph an d ayin. 


�Correct?


�It seems to me that this note should be at the end of the next sentence. 


�If the previous note belongs here, this one should move, too. Where does it belong?





Moreover, it appears to contain a number of unrelated footnotes within it. I haven’t edited them yet, because I wasn’t sure if they were a mistake. Can you help me figure out if and where they belong?


�I wonder whether such a detailed conclusion is necessary. It may be wiser to include two or three sentences about each period; the reader will remember the details.


�There’s a version of this book online from 1997 from a different publisher that has a slightly different name (The Rise and Fall of Jewish Nationalism: Jewish and Christian Ethnicity in Ancient Palestine). I just want to make sure that you know this is the correct title.





Can you give me the page numbers of the chapter you refer to in the note?


�What do you mean by “engagements”?


�I think you need to add a closing sentence about the conceptual evolution this chapter reflects, one that might also point the reader in the direction of the next chapter.





