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[bookmark: _GoBack]Chapter V: Land of the Sages
iIn this chapter, and in the two that follow it, I will discuss the Land as it is read and understood in the Jewish works from late antiquity known to its students as Rabbinic literature. These works contain many voices spanning several generations and centers of learning in the Land of Israel and Babylonia, in multiple registers and genres. In this chapter, I sketch out major trends in rabbinic thought on the Land as a whole. In the following two chapters I will discuss particular holy sites.
How did the rabbis characterize the borders of the land? The rabbis, like the Hebrew Bible, have several border systems for the land. The smallest border complex, the Babylonian Border (teḥum ʿolei Babel), is named after the Babylonian migrants who founded the second temple. It contracted and expanded several times in its history.
Rabbinic Literature: An Overview	Comment by A G: אני חושב שזה מיותר לגמרי ואפשר לקצר את כל פרק המבוא הזה בתוספת הפניה לספר שלך. 
"Rabbinic literature" is the scholarly name for a corpus of works produced by a group self-styled as "the Sages" or "The rabbis." The corpus is chronologically divided between Tannaitic and Amoraic litearture. Tannaitic literature, written in Hebrew, contains the teachings of sages active in the Land of Israel up until the time of the Patriarch Judah I, "the Prince," who was the dominant figure of the beginning of the third century CE. This earlier corpus consists of the Mishnah, its commentary-cum-supplement the Tosefta, and works of midrash known as "Halakhic Midrash" (this is somewhat of a misnomer, but the name has stuck). Amoraic literature, is the later stratum of the rabbinic corpus. Its narrative voice is mostly Aramaic with sources and quotes in Hebrew. It was redacted in both The Land of Israel and the in Babylonia. In the Land of Israel, the "Jerusalem" or Palestinian Talmud, which is structured as a running commentary on the Mishnah and incorporates teachings of the rabbis of the Land of Israel who were active up until the middle of the fourth century, as well as homiletic collections redacted in the Land of Israel prior to the Muslim conquest in the seventh century CE. The Babylonian center bequeathed to us only the massive and encyclopedic Babylonian Talmud, which is also structured as a running commentary on the Mishnah.[footnoteRef:1] It was redacted some time between the sixth and eighth centuries. [1: 
] 

Rabbinic literature employs two modes of discourse: halakhah and aggadah. Halakhah is what we might roughly translate as "Law". It has normative import and is characterized by dialectic. Aggadah is traditionally defined as everything that is not halakhah: homilies, stories, moral instruction, biblical exegesis and commentary, and more. The works under this heading were redacted over a long period of time and contain material created over an even longer time span. They were created and redacted in different geographical and political contexts. They also consistently employ multivocality and debate as rhetorical devices. The opinion of "the Rabbis" is famously hard to pin down. But the corpus does share foundational axioms, and I will focus the remainder of this chapter on the foundational aspects of rabbinic literature, shared by all works and voices in the corpus. I will consider the connections between ethnicity and ethnic demographics, on the one hand, and the spatial concepts assumed in the corpus, on the other. 
Unlike Greco-Roman literature, rabbinic literature does not include a tradition of geographic descriptions. There are no any parallels in the rabbinic literature for Herodotus, Strabo, Pliny the Elder, Claudius Ptolemais, or his more famous contemporary Pausanias[footnoteRef:2], or even Flavius Josephus.  However, where Greco-Roman literature addressed geography in the name of scientific purposes and intellectual curiosity, rabbinic literature required geographic definition mainly for ritual purposes, or for biblical exegesis. Geography was not an end to itself. [2: . Maria Pretzler, Pausanias. Travel Writing in Ancient Greece 2007.  ] 


After the imposition of direct Roman rule in Judaea in 63 BCE The Hasmonean kingdom was effectively no longer even nominally independent. In Judaea, unrest continued, notably in the revolt of 66-72, which came to an apex with the destruction of the temple in 70 CE. But the most significant upheaval for our purposes came two generations later, in the aftermath of the Hadrianic revolt of 132-135 CE. Until that time Jews inhabited a space which they remembered as the site of their independence in the days of the First Temple, and later under the Hasmoneans during the Second Temple period. After the revolt, however, Jews were displaced from Jerusalem and Judaea, and the center of Jewish population shifted northwards, to the Galilee. Jewish literature of this era reveals a rather consistent view of Jewish ethnic territory,[footnoteRef:3] at a time when Jews had no self-rule to speak of.[footnoteRef:4] In second century Roman Palestine, Tannaitic literature wove together necessary enactments and halakhot, rabbinic laws and religious instructions, addressing every condition of life in the Land of Israel, without Jewish coercive power. The rabbis demanded that Jews continue to live in the land even in the context of a gentile majority and a pagan atmosphere, in vast regions of the Land, and even in a particular places with gentile majorities.[footnoteRef:5] The rabbis thus placed Jewish presence in the Land  at a higher priority not only than material comforts but also spiritual ones. 	Comment by A G: Why is this italicized? It's annoying to read and it's an English formword [3: 	Sources composed and edited by Jews between the second and seventh centuries reflecting the world of “the sages”. Over the past decades, scholars have pondered the question of the degree to which such sources reveal the ethos of the sages or, alternatively, society at large. This question is connected to the question of the place and status of the sages in their society, likewise the question of how homogeneous Jewish society was after the destruction. See: Seth Schwartz, Imperialism and Jewish Society, 200 B.C.E TO 640 C.E, Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2001. Stuart S. Miller, “Sages and Jewish Society and Commoners in Late Antique” in Eretz Israel: A Philological Inquiry into Local Traditions in Talmud Yerushalmi, Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2006. Symposium: In the Wake of the Destruction: Was Rabbinic Judaism Normative? Hillel I. Newman: “The Normativity of Rabbinic Judaism: Obstacles on the Path to a New Consensus,” 165-171; Ze'ev Safrai and Chana Safrai: “To What Extent Did the Rabbis Determine Public Norms? The Internal Evidence”, 172-194. In Jewish Identities in Antiquity Studies in Memory of Menahem Stern. Lee I. Levine and Daniel R. Schwartz (eds.), Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2009. For a list of scholars and studies and the spectrum of their opinions see: David Levine, Between Leadership and Marginality: Models for Evaluating the Role of the Rabbis in the Early centuries CE, 194, n.1; Moshe David Herr, “The Jewish Identity of the Jewish People: Continuity or Change”, 213-219 in Jewish Identities in Antiquity Studies in Memory of Menahem Stern.  Lee I. Levine and Daniel R. Schwartz (eds.), Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2009. See also the survey in Ishaia M. Gafni, “A Generation of Scholarship on Eretz Israel in the Talmudic Era: Achievement and Reconsideration”, Cathedra 100, 2001, 222-226. 
However, particularly for the topic of discussion in this chapter, discovery of the Rehov inscription (see below), which deals explicitly with the boundaries of the land and the Beit Shean area, and especially on the walls of the synagogue, “removes” the source from the study house of the sages and transfers it to the synagogues, which is a popular space, as opposed to one reserved for the scholarly elite. It seems that this is a kind of blurring of the division between the sages and their society, or between the sage in his study house and the common Jew of the synagogue.     ]  [4: 	Except for the religious autonomy of Rabbi Judah Hanasi, which we learn of primarily in rabbinic literature. See M. Goodman, State and Society in Roman Galilee, A.D. 132 – 212, Totowa N.J: Rowman and Allanheld, 1983, 111-118. Along with the testimony of Origen, a contemporary of Rabbi Judah Hanasi, in his Epistle to Julius Africanus, on the authority held by the Jewish Nasi (Ethnarch) to judge capital cases. Origen, Ep. Ad Africanum de Hist. Susanne 14, Petrologia Greaeca, Migne, xi, cols. 82-84. ]  [5: 	See t.Av.Zar. 5:2. The proliferation of homilies and instructions on the issue of living in the land are connected to a crisis of Jewish settlement following the Bar Kokhba revolt. See Isaiah Gafni, “Reinternment in Land of Israel: Notes on the Origin and Development of the Custom,” The Jerusalem Cathedra 1.1981, 100-101. These pronouncements are also found in the Babylonian Talmud (Ketubot 110b-111b), but there some Babylonian sages present an alternative approach that forbids leaving Babylon for the Land of Israel. This is likely because they wanted to maintain the status of the Babylonian yeshivot, their welfare and freedom of action.] 

Galilean Jews still lived in what they considered "the Land of Israel." They inhabited a landscape and a space that, according to their sacred literature, was within the borders of “the land”. Their culture was marked by constant engagement with scripture, which determined identity, structured memory, and was the object of ritualized scholarship. Descriptions of the land and its borders in the Hebrew Bible, together with the memories of the defunct kingdoms of Judaea, Israel, and the Hasmonean state, were acutely present in Jewish memory and shaped their conception of the Land of Israel as a space. 	Comment by A G: "The Bible" in English includes *both* testaments. You clearly do not mean this
Scripture, as a foundation of identity and memory, was joined with a normative framework that structured daily life and defined the boundaries of the Land.[footnoteRef:6]   [6:  Although, engagement with territorial boundaries was not limited to halakhic purposes. Midrashic and aggadic literature testifies to the relevance of scriptureaccording to different perspectives.
 ] 


Rabbinic activity and its land
Over the first half of the first millennium of the Common Era, the sages of the Land of Israel operated within the boundaries of a province under Roman rule, eventually Christian Roman rule, ending with the Muslim conquest in 640 CE. The province extended across an expanse that, according to historical memory, was within the biblical Land of Israel, but its administrative boundaries were determined by Rome. Three principle sources shaped the space as a Jewish territory, i.e. “The Land of Israel”: collective memory based on scripture, demography, and its imperial administrative division.  
Collective Memory

The rabbis inhabited a world predicated on scripture. Their intimate familiarity with the Hebrew Bible meant that they were well aware of the fact that "The Land” in the Bible had several different border schemes. The borders promised to Abraham which referenced throughout the Hexateuch extend from the Wadi of Egypt to the Euphrates. The borders attributed to the “Land of Canaan” are described as extending from Lebo Hamath in the north to a line extending from the Dead Sea to the Mediterranean Sea in the south, with the eastern border being the Sea of Galilee. The area that Joshua divided among the twelve tribes included the inheritances of the tribes of Reuben, Gad, and half of Manasseh, which were east of the Jordan. Compared to The Land of Canaan, these were situated farther north. Ezra and Nehemiah address the area in which the returnees to Zion settled, which overlapped the Persian province of Yehud. Although there is no evidence for this, it is likely that the memory of the boundaries of the Hasmonean Kingdom was also present in the living memory of the rabbinic community for some time. 

Demographics
Demographics were, in my opinion, a central factor in the elasticity of the borders of the Land in rabbinic literature. The changes in Jewish demographics in the Land between 70 and 135 CE, especially in the aftermath of the Hadrianic revolt, were a salient backdrop for the redaction of Tannaitic literature. Roman suppression of the Great Revolt, which culminated in the conquest of Jerusalem in 70 CE, generated an intense crisis with regard to Jewish settlement in Judea. Nonetheless, Jews remained both in the area of Jerusalem and more generally throughout Judea.  According to rabbinic literature, the institutions of rabbinic leadership were relocated to the southern foothills. This move is related in a midrashic passage which describes the Sanhedrin moving “from Jerusalem to Yavneh”.  Those who remained in Judea were apparently the principle population from which Bar Kokhba recruited troops for his revolt, between 132 and 135/6 CE. But the suppression of this revolt, impressions of which are preserved both in rabbinic literature and in Roman authors such as Dio Cassius, was so cruel that Judea  was emptied of Jewish residents  and the main center of Jewish population shifted north, principally in the eastern Galilee and the Golan Heights. While the majority of the population was rural, Jews also settled in cities with mixed populations, such as Tiberias and Sepphoris, and Acre to the west. Samaria extended south of the Galilee, and was considered the region of Samaritan settlement. No significant concentration of Jews was found north of Acre along the coast. Rabbinic literature preserves sources that sketch out the arrival and establishment of sages in the Galilee, where they established themselves in Usha, a small town in the foothills of Mount Carmel, and in Shefaram and Beit Shearim, which were also small Jewish settlements. In the period of Rabbi Judah the Prince, the institutions of rabbinic leadership relocated from Beit Shearim to Sepphoris, which was a large and quite Romanized city with a mixed population in the center of the southern Galilee.  Rabbi Judah Hanasi’s student, Rabbi Yohanan, took up residence east of Sepphoris in Tiberias, on western shore of the Sea of Galilee. The demographic ramifications of the Christianization of the Roman Empire differed in Judea and the Galilee. Judea was already settled by Christians in the first half of the fourth century, a process that accelerated in the latter half of that century and and the beginning of the fifth century.[footnoteRef:7] In the Galilee, the Christian population took root approximately a century later.[footnoteRef:8] Fifth century Galilee was divided between a Jewish concentration in the East and a non-Jewish concentration in the West. (A significant exception was the area Around the Sea of Galilee, a significant locale in the gospel narratives, where Christians built churches and monasteries. They also settled on the shores of the Sea of Galilee.[footnoteRef:9]) [7:     Avi-Yonah, The Jews, 220-223]  [8:  Stemberger, Holy Land, 48-85. For ethnographic history of the fourth-seventh centuries CE see Zeev Safrai, The Missing Century: Palestine in the Fifth Century, Growth and Decline, Leuve: Peeters 1998, 51-82; Doron Bar, “The Christianization of the Rural Palestine”, Journal of  Ecclesiastical History, Vol. 54, No. 3, July 2003, 401-421.]  [9:  TIR, 18-19. See the also the "Ethnographic History" of Ze'ev Safrai, The Missing century, Palestine in the Fifth Century: Growth and Decline, Leuven: Peeters 1998, 51-82. M. Avi-Yonah, The Holy Land: Ahistorical Geography from the Persian to the Arab Conquests, 536 BC-640 AD. Jerusalem 2002, 218. ] 

3.The administrative Roman division of The Land 
The rabbis existed within the Roman oikoumene. Their conception of space, as Gil Klein recently showed, was in significant conversation with Roman conceptions.[footnoteRef:10] The kingdom of Herod, who was a “client king” under Roman authority, was divided among his three sons: Herod Archelaus, Herod Antipas, and Philipus. The area of his kingdom was the basis upon which the Roman province of Judea was established. After the deposition of Herod Archelaus, who held the title of Ethnarch, in 6 CE, Judea became a Roman province. In its inception, this province extended across what had been the kingdom of Herod Archelaus. With the deposition of his brother Herod Antipas in 39 CE, the Galilee and parts of Transjordan which he ruled, were annexed to the province. In the short period of Agrippa’s rule (41-44 CE), areas in the northeast of were annexed to his kingdom. At his death and the end of this brief episode the Roman province included the Golan and the Bashan. Adjacent territories to the east and north were included in the province of Syria. The Acre valley and the Carmel were included in the province of Phoenicia. The province of Judea included central Gilead and the area to its south, as well as the territory in Transjordan inhabited by Jews called ‘Peraea’, extending southward to Wadi Arnon. Southeast of the province was the Nabatean kingdom, where Trajan established the province of Arabia in 106 CE. There is significant overlap between provincial administrative borders and ethnic ones.  [10:  See: Gil P. Klein, “Torah in triclinia: the Rabbinic Banquet and the Significance of Architecture,” Jewish Quarterly Review, Vol. 102, No. 3 (Summer 2012) 325-370; “Squaring the City: Between Roman and Rabbinic Urban Geometry,” in Phenomenologies of the City: Studies in the History and Philosophy of Architecture, eds. Henriette Steiner and Maximilian Sternberg, Farnham, UK and Burlington, VT: Ashgate, 2015. 33-48.] 

	After suppressing the Bar Kokhba revolt, Hadrian changed the name of the province from Judea to Syria Palestina, built a Roman city called Aelia Capitolina over the ruins of Jerusalem, and prohibited Jews from entering the city or settling in its environs. He thus erased the Jewish name of the land in favor of the name employed by Greek writers, including Herodotus, Aristotle, and later Strabo, Philo, and Ovid.[footnoteRef:11] Initially, the full name Syria Palestina was employed, but afterward it was shortened to Palestina. Alexandrian Claudius Ptolemy (83-161 CE) records that the Province extended from the border of Syria in the north, the border of Arabia to the east and the south, and the Mediterranean Sea in the west. Nahal Taninim was its northwestern-most point, and Dor was included within the province of Phoenicia. In the southwest, it extended south of Rafah and somewhere north of Rhinocorura, known today as El-Arish. [11:  Stern, Writings I, 3-4, 7.] 

	At the end of the third century CE, Diocletian (283 - 305) instituted new administrative reforms that helped extract the empire from a general political and economic crisis that had lasted from 235 to 284 CE.[footnoteRef:12] As part of these reforms, in 358 CE broad areas to the south were transferred from the province of Arabia to Palestina, which now included Mount Edom in Transjordan and the Zoar, as well as the Negev and half of the Sinai deserts. These areas were now administered by the Governor of Palestina under the name Palestina Salutaris, and later Palestina Tertia.[footnoteRef:13] At the beginning of the fifth century, an imperial decree[footnoteRef:14] divided the province into three separate units. Palestina Prima included Judah, Samaria, the Mediterranean coast, and Perea. Palestina Secuda included the Jezreel Valley, the Galilee, the Golan, and northern Perea. Palestina Tertia was to the south and the east.[footnoteRef:15]   [12:  Fergus Millar, The Roman Near East 31 BC – 337 AD, Cambridge MA-London: Harvard University Press, 1993.; W. D. Ward, "In the Province Recently Called Palestine Salutaries" in Provincial Changes in Palestine and Arabia in the Late Third and Fourth Centuries CE, ZPE 181, 2020, 289-302. ]  [13:  Recently, Israel Shatzman suggested a later date for the establishment of Palestina Salutaris: 388-392 CE.  Israel Shatzman, “From Iudaea to the Three Provinces of Palaestina: The Framework of the Roman Administration in the Land of Israel from the First to the Early Fifth Century CE”, eds. Joseph Patrich, Orit Peleg-Barkat, Erez Ben-Yosef in Arise, Walk Through the Land. Studies in the Archaeology and History of the Land of Israel in Memory of Yizhar Hirschfeld on the Tenth Anniversary of his Decease (Hebrew Section). Jerusalem: The Israel Exploration Society, 2016, 1–16. ]  [14:  Notitia dignitatum et admininistrationum omnium tam civilium quam militarium, OIP I, 240-251.]  [15:  Günter Stemberger, Introduction to the Talmud and Midrash; Eyal Ben-eliyahu, Fergus Millar, and Yehudah Cohn, Handbook of Jewish Literature from Late Antiquity, 135-700 CE, Oxford: Oxford University Press/British Academy, 2013. ] 


The boundaries of the land in halakhah and rabbinic literature: Biblical heritage, demographics, and the delineation of provincial borders

	Halakhah required that the Land have defined borders. This was important so that Jews would know the area in which they were commanded to observe the sabbatical year and set aside tithes and other priestly gifts of produce. The land outside of these borders is itself impure.[footnoteRef:16]  [16: . This particular impurity is associated in the Talmud with ancient sages who were active in the Hasmonean period (y.Šabb. 1:4; 3:74; b.Šabb. 70b). The sages do not explain the rationale for their decree. Medieval scholars including Rashi and Maimonides explain this impurity with the rationale that the gentiles do not bury their deceased and therefore their land is impure. This is the position of Christine Hayes, Gentile Impurities and Jewish Identities: Intermarriage and Conversion from the Bible to the Talmud, Oxford: Oxford UP, 2002, 199-204. However, Gedalia Alon suggested that this concept dates to Ezra and Nehemiah’s efforts to enforce separation between Jews and gentiles, Jews, Judaism, and the Classical World: Studies in Jewish History in the Times of the Second Temple and Talmud, trans. Israel Abrahams, 147-144. In my opinion, these tannaitic halakhot demonstrate that the creation of continuity of Jewish settlement and ownership, from out Land of Israel which is pure, to abroad pure this region from the impurity of gentile Lands. In other words, there is no need to purify the roads and inspect them for the presence of gentile bones, not only continuity of Jewish presence or ownership (t.Ahil. 3:18). See also Midrash Tanaim, ed. Hoffmann, p. 112; m.Ahil. 18, 8The creation of territorial contiguity through purchase of land in the area adjacent to the Land of Israel purifies it of the impurity of the land of the gentiles, and this is with no requirement to purify the same area.] 

Cognizant of the the fact that the Hebrew Bible contains variegated perspectives on the question of the borders of the land, they produced fields in rabbinic literature that do not always match any biblical delineations, exacerbating the complexity of the question. 
As I will demonstrate, The rabbis expanded and constricted the borders of the Land for various halakhic purposes, based on the fluctuating presence of Jewish communities. This may be associated with the command given to Abraham in Genesis 13:14-17: "Raise your eyes now, and look from the place where you are, northward and southward and eastward and westward; for all the land that you see I will give to you and to your offspring forever […]Rise up, walk through the length and the breadth of the land, for I will give it to you.” They were also aware of Abraham’s willingness to divide the land promised him with Lot: “Is not the whole of the laand before you? Let us separate: if you go north, I will go south; and if you go south, I will go north” (Gen. 13:9).

The Babylonian Border and Demographics
The Mishnah defines two spaces as The Land of Israel. The broader definition is “the area held by those who came up from Egypt” and the more restricted definition addresses the area “held by those who came up from Babylon” (m.Ḥal. 4:8; m.Šeb. 6:1). These two delineations relate to two different extended historical stages described in the Hebrew Bible. The first area relates to those who initially entered the land at its conquest by Joshua, an expanse that reached its epitome with the conquests of David, who reached the Euphrates. The second area relates to those who returned from the Babylonian exile, whose descendants lived in the Land throughout the Second Temple period. The rabbinic usage of these schemata is not paired with an attempt to replicate any particular biblical border scheme with any precision.[footnoteRef:17]		Comment by A G: Your abbreviations are not consistent and I do not know which system to follow [17: . This is expressed in a homily in the tannaitic midrash to Deuteronmy, Sifre Deut 51. At the beginning of its discussion, it relates to the biblical land of Canaan (Num. 34), but the conclusion relates to “the border of those who came up from Babylon”, which is a smaller area than the biblical borders of Canaan.] 

	The Mishnah describes the Egyptian border as extending “from Chezib to the River to Amanah” (m.Ḥal 4:8). The Babylonian border, for comparison, extends in this source only until Chezib. A prevalent opinion in scholarship is that the “River” here is the Qasimiyeh, the southern tributary of the Litani, which flows from east to west and into the Mediterranean Sea.[footnoteRef:18] Others have proposed the Amanah (Barada) and Parpar rivers of Damascus.[footnoteRef:19] The most reasonable identification, in my opinion, is that “the River” refers to the Euphrates,[footnoteRef:20] which suggests that the Mishnah sets the border of the land at the farthest point reached by David in his conquests according to 2 Samuel.[footnoteRef:21] Either way, delineation of the area depends upon extended and continuous Jewish settlement. Delineation of the this area served halakhic requirements regarding agriculture and food production, particularly the sabbatical year[footnoteRef:22] and the dough offering. [18: Demsky, Amana, 73; Felix, Sheviit, vol 2, 15.]  [19: 	Albeck ad loc., 6:1.]  [20: 	This is the interpretation of several medieval commentators, including Nahmanides. Felix, Sheviit, vol. 2, 15]  [21: 	2 Sam. 8:3.]  [22: 	A double offering is taken from the the produce that grows in that area “one for the fire and one for the priest” (m.Ḥal. 4:8). ] 

The nucleus of the area was also delineated according to its residents.  The Babylonian border is “that part of the Land of Israel which they occupied that came up from Babylon” (m.Šeb 6:1). The determination of geographical boundaries discusses only its northwest corner in any detail. However, the sole geographical reference, Chezib, suggests that the rabbis, who were familiar with the Books of Ezra and Nehemiah, understood the gap between their own borders and the area Ezra and Nehemiah describe as settled by Babylonian returnees. Chezib is beyond this area . Accordingly, the best way to understate delineation of the area of “those who came up from Babylon” relates to the region that was settled by the descendants of the returnees to Zion throughout the Second Temple period and even after its destruction. This area extended by the end of the Second Temple period to the Galilee as well. The principle according to which the area was considered The Land of Israel for halakhic purposes was understood was both relatively expansive and independent of a particular point in time.[footnoteRef:23]  [23: 	y.Šeb. 36.] 

	The semantic delineation of the two areas determining the land, both the Babylonian and the Egyptian border, demonstrates the primacy of demographics over geography. However, though demographics are flexible they are rooted in living memory of the past.[footnoteRef:24]  [24: 	At least with regard to the area of “those who came up from Egypt”, according to the Books of Ezra and Nehemiah the farthest that those who came up from Babylon reached was not more than that of Judah. The fact that the Galilee was included up to Acre or Chezib demonstrates the view that the move into the Galilee, which began in the Hasmonean period, was the work of the descendents of the returnees from Babylon. This conception is the foundation of the Mishnah’s view that the residents of the Land of Israel were the descendents of those who returned with Ezra: “Ten family stocks came up from Babylon” (m.Qidd. 4:1).] 

Polis, Republic, and the connection between demographics and borders
The Greek polis, too, was predicated on the notion that a territory is defined according to its residents. The khora (place) precedes the polis (city). The andres (men) who settle the khora transform it into a polis, in other words into a territory.[footnoteRef:25] Nicole Loraux conceives of the Greek polis as a “group of citizens established on its territory”.[footnoteRef:26] Stuart Elden therefore determined the paradigm of Antigone as one in which the polis is “at the same time and season the place and the people populating it”. Foundation myths of the polis generally interweave a human story with a khora to create a polis.[footnoteRef:27] [25:  Elden, Territory, 21-96.]  [26:  Loraux, Nicole, Né de la terre: Mythe et politique à Athènes, Paris: Seuil, 49-50.  ]  [27:  Elden, Territory, 26-30.] 

[bookmark: firstHeading]	Athens and Thebes differed from most poleis in that their populations understood themselves as autochthonic. Thus the land reform of Kleisthenesalso employed the term demos (people) as polis with a double reference to the unique place and to its people. In many places, this communal perspective was emphasized over and above geography. Something like this is found in Aristotle, and as Thucydides says “people make the polis, not the walls, or ships without crews” (VII 77:7). Rome chose to represent itself on its coinage with the phrase Senatus Populusque Romanus, often indicated with the acronym SPQR, meaning ‘The Roman Senate and People’. As Elden has shown, this principle is common with Roman historians and thinkers, for instance with Cicero, who read Aristotle's polis into his ideas of the Republic.[footnoteRef:28] 	Comment by dell: לבדוק את הציטוט	Comment by A G: 	Comment by A G: This is imperial propaganda see Moatti, Claudia. “Res Publica, Forma Rei Publicae, and Spqr.” Bulletin of the Institute of Classical Studies 60, no. 1 (June 1, 2017): 34–48. doi:10.1111/2041-5370.12046.
The point of elevating the people and placing them next to the senate was to diminish the senate. There is no republican SPQR coinage  [28:  Elden, Territory, 53-96; Malkin, Colonization and Ethnicity ] 

	Naming border complexed after waves of migrations emphasizes arrival from abroad. Genesis itself describes Abraham as someone who reaches the land from outside of it. Sparta and the colonies it established in Taranto and Cyrene had a similar foundation myth. The demographic dimension of the delineation of The Land of Israel was fundamental to the idea of the impurity that the sages decreed with regard to space considered outside of it. This impurity is called “the impurity of the land of the gentiles”. The purification of space from the impurity of the land of the gentiles is accomplished according to tannaitic halakhah by acquisition and the creation of contiguity with the area of Jewish settlement.[footnoteRef:29]  [29:  See above n. 25] 

The Baraita di-tehumin and the Rehov inscription: the borders of the Land as a combination of demographics and collective memory.
	The Babylonian border is described most generally in the Mishnah as extending “from the Land of Israel until Chezib” (m.Šeb. 6:1; m.Ḥal. 4:2). A more specific delineation is found a tradition preserved in four tannaitic texts.[footnoteRef:30] One of these was incorporated into a mosaic that was uncovered in the 1970s in the fields of Kibbutz Ein Hanetziv, at the base of the biblical era Tel Rehov, a few kilometers from Beit Shean/Schythopolis. The inscription consists of 365 words and is the most ancient textual evidence of rabbinic literature that we possess.[footnoteRef:31]  [30:  Sifre Deut 51, two different textual traditions at t.Šeb. 4:5, y.Šeb. 6:1, 33c. ]  [31: The majority of the inscription has parallels in rabbinic literature, except the last passage, lines 26-29, relating to towns in the area of Sebastia. This passage does not appear in an inscription on the stucco walls of the building which has not yet been published. From this, together with analysis of the proximity between the ornamentation around the lines, remnants of which were preserved in the stucco, one can infer that the floor inscription post-dates the inscription on the walls. The passage relating to the permitted towns in the area of Sebastia, which was not inscribed on the walls, was added to the floor inscription, which is of a later date than that on the walls. Regarding the date of the inscription: Fanny Vitto, who excavated the synagogue dated the mosaic to the seventh century CE. Rehov 93-93. Zeev Weiss dated it even earlier, to the fourth century CE. Weiss, Pilei, 156. Sussman, Inscription, 153.    ] 


<I erased the picture, which was causing serious trouble to the file, and is not sufficiently hi-res to use anyway>
The inscription is part of a long collection of teachings regarding halakhot specific to the Land of Israel. The demographic principle appears in l. 26 of the inscription: "our rabbis are stringent regarding any place which Jews purchased." Any place adjacent to the Land owned by Jews is thus incorporated into the Babylonian border.[footnoteRef:32] The middle of the inscription, lines 14-19, present the baraita of the boundaries.  [32:  See y.Šeb. 6:1, 39b.] 

That the entire inscription[footnoteRef:33], along with the baraita of the boundaries, is oriented particularly to the north, in which Jewish settlement was concentrated after the Bar Kokhba revolt. The northern line is especially detailed between Acre and Caesarea. The delineation of the eastern and southern boundaries are more general and schematic, and the points of demarcation relate to biblical sites. Yaakov Sussman, in an in-depth and comprehensive study, argued that its purpose was to mark the northwestern border that indicates where one the commandments dependent upon the land apply. Furthermore, the rest of the border is nothing more than “description of the Land of Israel in the Writings,” intending here the third section of the Hebrew biblical canon.[footnoteRef:34] However, Sussman’s argument does not explain why the rabbis felt the need to complete the southern and eastern borders. [33: 	Ben-David, The Rehov Inscription.]  [34: 	Sussman, Baraita, 245.] 

Maurice Sartre suggested that this was a response to the gap between scriptural promise and the current Jewish are of settlement. The rabbis made an effort to translate scriptural borders into current realities.[footnoteRef:35] Similarly, Yoram Zafrir suggested that the murky southern and eastern borders are an attempt to conceal the fact that Jews did not inhabit Judaea, and especially Jerusalem, after the Hadrianic revolt.[footnoteRef:36] [35:  Maurice Sartre, The Middle East under Rome, Cambridge and London: The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press 2005, 323]  [36:  Y. Tsafrir, "The Provinces in the Land of Israel: Nomenclature, Boundaries and Borders." In Z. Baras et al (eds.,) The Land of Israel from the Destruction of the Second Temple to the Muslim Conquest, Jerusalem: Yad Ben Zvi, 1982, pp. 350-386.] 

The two kinds of border delineation in  Baraita di-tehumin show that the borders of the Land were a combination of demographics, which affected the northern border of the map, and ethnic identity and memory, which shaped the southern and eastern borders. The Land could not only consist of the Galilee and the coastal plane, where Jews lived; it could not, also, just be in Judaea, where they did not. 

The imperial administration and demography as structural components of the halakhic delineation of territory 
The rabbis employed the name Palestina minimally: it appears in rabbinic literature only three times. This phenomenon demonstrates a strong preference for traditional Hebrew nomenclature and a firm determination not to employ the Roman provincial name, with which they were confronted in daily life.[footnoteRef:37] This might be explained as a response to Hadrian’s replacement of Judea with Palestinaan erasure of the Jewish name of the land with one associated with the coastal pagan population. Nomenclature aside, however, the rabbis lived within the provincial boundaries under a Roman administrative, military, and civic framework. 	Comment by A G: Is this not true for other locales as well, such as Egypt or Greece? Or the names for bodies of water? Different languages hold on to geographic nomenclature [37: 	Feldman, Notes; Louis, Palestina. They stressed the political dimension of the use of the name Palestina by Hadrian. ] 

	The rabbis used the term "Syria" to describe the area between the Babylonian and the Egyptian borders.[footnoteRef:38] The use of Syria to refer to the area northwest of the land represents the adoption of a Greek name, not found in the scripture.[footnoteRef:39] The use of this name to refer to the area north and northeast of the Land of Israel is an example of how Roman administrative approaches seeped into the rabbis' halakhic framework. It also shows how the sages incorporated Roman administrative borders into their own territorial perspectives. Even though Syria in rabbinic literature refers to a region, nowhere is it delineated. This is a considerable lacuna, because there are specific rules regarding the halakhic status of the region, the status of those who live here, or those who visit here incurring the “impurity of the land of the gentiles”, and thus the determination of the status of the fruit that grows upon it. Therefore, it seems that the sages saw no reason to delineate the area of Syria, and they relied upon the imperial delineation of the province of Syria.[footnoteRef:40] [38: 	This is what appears from from a list of tannaitic sources. Such as Rabban Gamliel, who rules the dough offering obligatory frome the area of those who came up from Babylon to that of those who came up from Egypt, extending “from Chezib to Amanah” (m.Hal. 4:7). In other words, Rabban Gamliel identified the area between the border of those who came up from Babylon and Syria as part of Syria.]  [39: 	This area is called “Aram” in biblical literature.]  [40: 	The boundaries of the province of Syria went changed throughout the Roman and Byzantine periods. Even so, the way in which the first century CE Roman Strabo (Geography 16, 1:2), and after him the second century CE Claudius Ptolemy (The Geography V, 14) described the area of Syria was with the northwestern limit set at the ridge of the Amnos Towers, and the Euphrates in the northeast. This fit with the border of those who came up from Egypt, while according to my suggestion above, in rabbinic literature, the border of those who came up from Egypt is also the Syrian border. For the boundaries of the province of Syria, see Sarter, The Middle East, 2; and Miller, The Roman Middle East, 121-123, 423-424. ] 

	The imperial Roman division of the land into provinces took into account the demographic dispersion of its population. An example of this is the way in which the kingdom of Agrippas II, great-grandson of King Herod, was divided. It was northeast of the kingdom of Herod, who reigned over Susita in the south, the Golan, the area of the Panaeas northwest of the Golan, the Bashan, Horon, and Lajat. After Agrippas’ death in the beginning of the final decade of the first century CE, the kingdom was divided between the province of Syria, to which was added Lajat and the Bashan, while the Golan and Jewish Transjordan – Perea – were included in the province of Judea. Moshe Hartal explains this division as dividing between two different populations in two different areas. The Golan and Susita, which had been populated by a Jewish majority since the reign of the Hasmonean Alexander Yannai, a population that had later participated in the Great Revolt against the Romans, were included in Judea/Palestina. Moreover, the area of the Banias in the north was primarily populated by gentiles loyal to Rome, and was therefore included in the province of Syria.[footnoteRef:41] The argument that the Roman division of the land into provinces was influenced by demography explains the inclusion of Jewish Transjordan (Perea) in the province of Judea, even though the Jordan divided Judea proper from Perea, which extended from Nahal Arnon in the south to Machaerus in the northeast.[footnoteRef:42] [41: 	Hartal, Golan. 250.]  [42: 	According to Ben-David, Transjordan, 65 (Hebrew); Stern, A description of the Land of Israel, 218-219 (Hebrew). The area included in Perea, which was part of the province of Judea or Arabia, is the area that featured dense Jewish settlement.] 

	An inclusive perspective on the areas discussed in the ‘baraita of the boundaries’ and comparison to the boundaries of the provinces shows that the eastern border and the northern border of the province on one hand overlap with the eastern border of the baraita on the other. The northern border of this region is also the southern border of the province of Syria. The eastern border closely resembles the border of the province of Arabia. Likewise, there is a similar intersection of the southern borders of both schemes, with the exception of the western part of the southern border. In other words, there is a proximity and an intersection between the areas of the ‘baraita of the boundaries’ and those of the province, though they are not identical.
	The assumption here is that the sages the noticed the gap the southwestern border of the province of Palestina and the halakhic boundaries of the Land of Israel, which can explain the question posed in the Jerusalem Talmud regarding the area considered to carry the “impurity of the land of the gentiles”. The Talmud asks why the decree of the impurity of the land of the gentiles does not extend to the southwestern corner, given the gap between the southwestern halakhic border and the boundaries of the province. The explanation given is the desire to encourage Jews to settle in that area as it is part of the province. It is not included in the area in which one is obligated to fulfill the commandments dependent on the Land. But it is not impure. Therefore, whoever lives there is not obligated to observe the onerous commandment of the sabbatical year, the dough offering, and the donations and tithes on the one hand, but on the other, this area carries no ritual impurity as does the land of the gentiles. The Talmud thus actually explains the liminal status of the area found within the provincial border but not within the boundary that does not carry the “the impurity of the gentiles”. The sages did not cleave to any one of the biblical border schemes and saw the boundaries of the areas of Jewish settlement as determinative of what is ordained by the borders of the land. 
	According to the halakhic principles in rabbinic literature, the determining factor for including or excluding an area from the boundaries of the land in which one is obligated to fulfill those commandments dependent on the land, is contiguous settlement of the land. However, the map of the land described in the ‘baraita di-tehumin’ also includes areas in which there had been no continuous Jewish settlement. The potential intersection I pointed out above between the boundary line of the province and the boundaries of the land in which one is obligated to observe donations, tithes, is not impure with the impurity of the land of the gentiles. Thus, when the sages sought to define the boundaries of the land, they first confronted the Roman administrative boundaries and utilized them.[footnoteRef:43] [43: 	Tsafrir, The Provinces.] 


The elasticity of the halakhic boundaries 
Along with the border scheme of the boundaries of the land, an additional characteristic of the way in which the sages related to the land is through the principle of the “elasticity of the boundaries”. According to halakhic principles in rabbinic literature, the expansion of Jewish settlement brings with it an expansion of the area in which people are obligated to observe priestly gifts and tithes and which is not inherently impure.[footnoteRef:44] [44:  This is the import of a number of Tannaitic sources. See t.Kel. 1:5, m.Ḥal. 4:11, t.Ter. 2:9-11.] 

	For instance, Rabbi Judah the Prince exempted cities with mixed populations from the commandments dependent upon the land. The Jerusalem Talmud records the exemption Beit Shean, Caesarea, Beit Guvrin, and Kfar Zemah (y.Dem. 2:1; 24:73). Mishnah Ahilot 18:9 and the corresponding Tosefta 18:18  record the exemption of Ashkelon.[footnoteRef:45] Rabbinic literature provides no rationale for these exemptions. However, what is common to these places is a Jewish population living alongside a significant gentile population. Therefore the explanation accepted in scholarship is that the exemption is intended to encourage Jewish settlement in these cities.[footnoteRef:46] Aaron Oppenheimer and David Levine associated this with the process of urbanization of the Roman Empire and the land that occurred in the second and third centuries CE.[footnoteRef:47] [45: 	Suggested identifications of Keini are Caesarea or another place on the Mediterranean coast. Indeed, it is difficult to ground these suggestions. See Levin, Rabbi Yehuda Hanasi, 22.]  [46: 	Alon, The History of the Jews, 156.]  [47: 	Oppenheimer, Urbanization, 214. Levin, Rabbi Yehuda Hanasi, 27-32. The rationale of encouragement of Jewish settlement is explained by Oppenheiber with the fact that exemptions of cities such as Sepphoris, Tiberas, and Lod, all of which featured large Jewish populations and where there was therefore no need to encourage Jewish settlement, are not mentioned.] 

	Manville drew upon Aristotle’s claim that “the Greek polis was an autonomous community of people in a defined territory including a civic center and lands worthy of cultivation surrounding it”.[footnoteRef:48] Analysis of the "exempt" area of Beit Shean in the Rehov inscription suggests that the exemption was not only of the city but also the agricultural land in its vicinity. The halakkhic exemption extended by Rabbi Judah the Prine to these cities did not entail a change in their status with regard to the impurity of the land of the gentiles.[footnoteRef:49] Therefore the objective of encouraging settlement in mixed cities, most of which were on the periphery of the area where halakhic obligations dependent upon the land held, that is the “border of those who came up from Babylon”, is the objective that led to the lifting of the observance of the sabbatical year, the dough offering, donations and tithes in these cities and their agrarian environs.[footnoteRef:50] Rabbi Judah the prince may have been attempting to encourage settlement in mixed cities, and he may have been trying to ameliorate the living conditions of the Jewish inhabitants of those cities. Either way, he saw himself has having the authority to make changes to the borders. [48:   Philip B. Manville, Origins of Citizenship in Ancient Athens, Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1990. 5-6.]  [49:  t.Ahil. 18:4. See also Oppenheimer, Urbanization, 214.]  [50: 	This is what appears from the Rehov inscription, demonstrating that the exemption of Beit Shean from commandments dependent upon the land extends too the agrarian areas around the city.] 

The Sages of Babylonia
The earliest evidence we have of a Jewish community in Babylonia comes midway through the first century BCE. Most of our information about it begins at third century CE, with the first Amoraim, immediately following the editing of the Mishnah by Rabbi Judah the Prince. At this point, through the Babylonian Talmud, 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. If they so wished they could leave Babylon and move to the Land of Israel. 	Comment by Deena: My sense is that for this target audience you may prefer to go with the English version of the name. What do you think?
Part of the rabbinic leadership of Babylon expressed reservations about their students traveling to the Land of ISrael. 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,[footnoteRef:51] nor does it expound on much of the Mishnaic tractates grouped in the order Zera‘im which primarily addresses the commandments dependent upon the land. The absence of the material on the subject in the Babylonian tractates is conspicuous.[footnoteRef:52] Instead, the Babylonian Talmud 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 ensued 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 theological status of the Land.[footnoteRef:53] 	Comment by Deena: 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.נדבר על זה בעל פה 	Comment by Deena: Correct? [51:  Demsky, “Holy City and Holy Land,” 265–84.]  [52:  Isaiah M. Gafni, “How Babylonia Became ‘Zion’: Shifting Identities in Late Antiquity,” in Jewish Identities in Antiquity: Studies in Memory of Menahem Stern, ed. Lee I. Levine and Daniel R. Schwartz (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2009), 333–48.]  [53:  It is difficult to determine the scope of this reservation: in the Babylonian Talmud only Rav Judah is recorded as opposing the ascent of his student Rabbi Zeira (b.Ketub. 111a).] 

The Babylonian Amoraim recognize the land’s status in various statements—and occasionally even its superlative importance, as well as that of its rabbinic elite at the time.[footnoteRef:54] Babylonian sages even presented themselves as “agents” of the sages of the land of Israel.[footnoteRef:55] In contrast to Hellenistic Jewish literature, and certainly in contrast to later Christian writings, the Babylonian rabbis recognized the presence of the land and the importance of dwelling in it. They justified their dwelling in Babylon 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. Contrast this with the earlier example of Greek-Speaking Jewish communities, represented in the figure of Philo, which in effect replaced the religious requirement and obligation to dwell in the land of Israel with a heightened focus on Jerusalem. Ancient Christian writings go further, transforming Jerusalem into a celestial city, degrading the terrestrial Jerusalem by comparison. 	Comment by Deena: It seems to me that this note should be at the end of the next sentence. 	Comment by Deena: 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? [54:  Gafni, Land, 114, based on b.Bab.Qam. 84a–b: “We [in Babylonia] serve as their agents.”]  [55:  Describes the borders of the land with regard to tithes and priestly tithes.] 

Conclusion
Following scripture, the rabbis did not sketch a single border for the land. But they they did not adopt the border schemes they found in scripture as obligatory. Rather they presented several border schemes that differed from one another. The rabbis determined the borders of the land guided by demography with an eye to encourage contiguous Jewish settlement. Rabbi Judah the Prince famously and controversially excluded several cities from these borders.
The eastern and southern border hews closely to the boundary of the Roman province in which they lived. It seems that the rabbis, the majority of whom lived in the Galilee in the province of Palestina,[footnoteRef:56] expressed a desire and aspiration that the provincial area in which they lived, which included Jerusalem, would be considered, at least from a halakhic perspective, as part of the Land of Israel. Their motivation to describe this region, which was not restricted to the Galilee where they lived among the majority of the Jewish population, demonstrates the influence of the biblical memory regarding the areas of the Babylonian and Egyptian borders. In other words, to the demographic dimension and its intersection with the Roman provincial administrative borders, we must add the memory extended from the Bible, which is expressed in the nomenclature “those who came up from Egypt”. Indeed, their use of the characterization of the area as that of “those who came up from Babylon” for an area much larger than is described in the Bible demonstrates the impact of memory on the space in which Jews settled from the Hasmonean period until the Bar Kokhba revolt, including Judea and the Galilee.  [56: 	Indeed, the Galilee was part of Palestina Secunda, but the division of the province into two, and afterward into three, was a secondary division and Caesarea functioned as the overall capital of the entire province where sat the Duke, who was the military governor of the entire province. See Tsafrir, The Provinces, 32; and Israel Shatzman.] 

My discussion of the place of the Land in the Babylonian Talmud sharpens the distinctions between early Christian literature and the Babylonian rabbis. The latter, who lived in Babylonia by choice, did not turn the Land into an idea or a concept, and adhered to the rules about the status of the physical land.
