
neighbours (following Jas ́ Elsner), she then concludes by noting the community’s ties with its
surroundings and its apparent comfortableness within the larger Duran context. I would add that
the uniqueness of this synagogue’s art, unmatched in Jewish life throughout the ages and indeed
until today, is similarly evidenced at this time in the nearby church and mithraeum of Dura,
which, like their Jewish counterpart, used art to focus on the sacred history and heroes of each
tradition (L. I. Levine, Visual Judaism in Late Antiquity: Historical Contexts of Jewish Art (2012),
74–9).

Sacha Stern returns to a topic he has treated in the past: rabbinic attitudes toward pagan motifs in
Jewish art. Did the rabbis support such art, were they opposed or indifferent to it, or did they adopt
an approach of benign neglect? Stern claims that the diversity of the rabbis on such issues was
comparable to the diversity in attitudes toward images and their expression among the various
Jewish communities of Late Antiquity, from H ̣ammat Tiberias, Sepphoris and Bet Alpha on the
one hand, to Reḥov, Jericho and ‘En Gedi on the other.

Zeev Weiss focuses on the Jewish community in Sepphoris, describing the extent to which the Jews
adopted and adapted visual dimensions borrowed from the larger Roman society. While rst-century
Sepphoris appears to have been a fairly conservative Jewish city, by the second and third centuries
(and beyond) the Jewish population became rather acculturated, having absorbed many aspects of
Greco-Roman culture expressed, inter alia, by pagan motifs on the local coinage, by the Dionysus
villa that might have belonged to R. Judah I himself, and by the collection of sculptural images
found there.

The nal articles of the volume are devoted to textual analyses of two very different types of
literary sources. Laliv Clenman discusses several distinct rabbinic interpretations of Molech
worship, one which views this ritual as child sacrice to a faceless idol, the other as sexual
relations with a gentile woman. The last article, by Aron C. Sterk, discusses a presumed
fourth-century text embedded in a ninth-century manuscript, arguably written by Annas, a Jew
from Rome or Ravenna. Therein Annas invokes Seneca while polemicizing against paganism and
Christianity. Sterk concludes that Annas’ dialogue with Seneca ‘attempts to establish a
commonality of interest between the Jewish and pagan communities, a philosophical and political
alliance in the face of a growing Christian hegemony’ (181).

This volume is well edited and impressively produced. The illustrations are of very good quality,
the indices and bibliography are comprehensive, and the contributors are by and large leading
scholars in their elds. However, it would have been helpful for all readers had there been
footnotes and not the much more cumbersome endnotes. Moreover, given the wide chronological
and geographical scope of the topics and the relative brevity of the contributions, the reader is left
with a sense of diffuseness, a situation not helped by the fact that the supposed unifying theme
articulated by the editor is never fully carried out. Nevertheless, the wide scope of the articles in
this volume succeeds in addressing many basic issues in the study of ancient Jewish art and thus
presents the reader with information and insights regarding many of the major questions currently
under consideration.

The Hebrew University of Jerusalem Lee I. Levine

leei.levine@mail.huji.ac.il
doi:10.1017/S0075435815000660

A. APPELBAUM, THE DYNASTY OF THE JEWISH PATRIARCHS (Texte und Studien zum
antiken Judentum/Texts and Studies in Ancient Judaism 156). Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck,
2013. Pp. x + 246. ISBN 9783161529641. €89.00.

J. CHOI, JEWISH LEADERSHIP IN ROMAN PALESTINE FROM 70 C.E. TO 135 C.E. (Ancient
Judaism and Early Christianity 83). Leiden/Boston: Brill, 2013. Pp. 236. ISBN 9789004245167
(bound); 9789004245143 (e-book). €107.00/US$149.00.

The question of leadership of the Jews of Judaea/Palaestina after the fall of the Temple in 70 C.E. has
historically directed scholars towards two groups of interest: the rabbis of Yavneh and the nesi’im, the
latter clearly evident from the second century. Two recent doctoral dissertations (Oxford and Yale),
now published, seek to offer some new thinking on the character of that leadership.
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Junghwa Choi’s work takes its place among the recent challengers to the notion (which goes back
to Heinrich Graetz in the nineteenth century) of a straightforward post-70 transition of Jewish
leadership to the Rabbinate. The challenge requires an alternative, and this study undertakes an
exploration of the ‘leadership dynamics’ of the neglected period up to 135 C.E. Two areas in
particular are examined here: ‘biblically modelled’ leadership and the collectivity of second- and
rst-century types evident in the period leading up to 70. The engagement of Rome prompts
reection on Roman models of government in the same period (1). C. reviews current thinking on
the Patriarchate as envisaged by Goodman, Goodblatt and Schwartz (12–16) but he contends that
the pre-Patriarchal period has something to offer. The point is well made, and, taking the enquiry
further, C. identies seven Jewish ‘models’ of leadership and ve ‘Roman’. All cautious scholars
on the period must take a position on rabbinic testimony and C. does too: ‘Above all, every issue
or tradition should be dealt with separately from the others’ (21). The Jewish types follow: the
‘kingly’, ‘priestly’, ‘High Priestly’, ‘warrior’, ‘learned’, ‘prophetic’ and ‘messianic’. The ‘Roman’
models consist of the civic, the village, client kingship, coloniae and direct military rule. The
apparently discreet models intersect, however (see the gure on 114); the same evidence is
deployed repeatedly and some readers may lose condence in the interesting but rather
mechanistic taxonomy. Naturally, the exploration of the extent to which these types are detectable
in the period 70–135 C.E., to which C. turns at 153, reveals — where it can be glimpsed — hints
of most of those evident in the years before 70 (the Herods and the High Priests are notable
losers). The evidence is, of course, thin and problematic, and illumination is patchy or allusive:
C. rightly admits to the speculative character of the analysis (184): ‘Admittedly, this reconstruction
is based more on plausibility than concrete evidence, but when no concrete evidence is available,
sound speculation is a permissible exercise’ (183, cf. 190 on ‘prophetic leadership’ post-70). With
the nesi’im the ground is a little rmer and C. has important observations to make on the nasi as
deriving pre-eminence from indigenous structures of power rather than being assured legitimacy by
Rome (203–4 and contra Goodblatt). At the same time, the ubiquity of Roman law as a
problem-resolving resource is stressed, a vivid manifestation of the culmination of Rome’s
progression from ‘right person to right system’ in the pre- and post-70 period. The greatest threat
to the system, the revolt of Simeon bar Kokhba, saw the rebel leader claim what C. speculates as
a ‘pre-Temple’ interpretation of the title nasi (209–10).

The thrust of the book is directed towards the important contention that the fall of the Temple left
the Jews with a variety of concepts of leadership. In itself, this idea is an important one for
post-Graetzian scholarship. But one should have no illusions about the evidence. It hardly reveals
clear or persistent patterns, and in order to conduct his study C. has had to impose a conceptual
structure of his own, founded on signicant speculation that arguably does not always t well. It
is the unpredictability of leaders in claiming all kinds of legitimacy simultaneously that makes the
period so compelling.

In places, C.’s energy seems to ag a little: the reader is referred to E. P. Sanders, Judaism: Practice
and Belief (1992) in toto for priests owning land (58 n. 108) and at 60 n. 119: ‘For Josephus’ career
see Vita’. BJ 2.261–3 reports the intention of ‘the Egyptian’ to break into Jerusalem; not its
realization. Agrippa I did attend the so-called ‘conference of kings’; Marsus scattered a meeting
that was already underway (142, AJ 19.338–42).

Overall, the study poses a legitimate and intelligent question and is a very useful reminder that we
can leap too quickly to the identication of continuities, ignoring the débris of disaster.

Alan Appelbaum is more narrowly focused on the leadership of the Jewish Patriarch. Were the
nesi’im a dynamic phenomenon, expanding their power steadily over time (à la Seth Schwartz) or
were they only laterally powerful, emerging in the late third and early fourth centuries as Jewish
manifestations of the late Roman courtier (Martin Goodman)? A. offers a new perspective here by
examining them as a dynastic phenomenon. From the outset, he is prepared to challenge
orthodoxies: Goodblatt’s identication of Gamaliel I as the rst nasi and appointed by Rome is
repudiated (16–20); A.’s attention turns to R. Judah I by way of a courageous evaluation of
rabbinic literature as a resource for the modern historian where he is not shy of deploying the
‘criterion of dissimilarity’, enshrined in Patristics, to the material (29). His investigation, well
informed by the most recent scholarship, is careful and his judgements measured, and he
concludes that Judah I is indeed the Patriarch of the Jews but in the position’s earliest
manifestation as Patriarch of the Rabbis (49). What follows takes on a sharp diachronic character
as A. proceeds to advance his main thesis that the Patriarchs were a dynasty. He sees himself as
taking up Schwartz’s call for ‘a non-institutional history of the patriarchs’ and offers ‘both a
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narrative of continuity and change in the Patriarchate and insights into its structure to emerge in the
context of the lives and careers of real men’ (52). He seeks to go beyond Schwartz, however, in
revealing the Patriarchate to be far from an accidental dynasty but rather a more formalized one.
The nature of succession is explored, and a conceptualized ‘dynasty’ dened which transcends
primogeniture. The roll-call of Patriarchs that follows — some more speculatively identied than
others — locates in biographical context some of the most important episodes cited by the
‘institutional’ historians: the rst sending of apostoloi (73); Judah Nesiah’s claim to the succession
of kings and High Priests (86) and his expansion of the nancial resources of the position. This
rise brought contact with Rome and A. proceeds to the accommodation that Patriarch and
Emperor established (the investigation necessarily requires a softening of some of the strong
sceptical line adopted earlier towards rabbinic evidence, cf. 93 and 42–4). CJ 3.13.3 from 293 C.E.
attracts close analysis as an apparent imperial intervention in the jurisdiction of the Patriarch over
Jewish/rabbinical courts. The orthodox interpretation of the episode and the text as evidence of
Roman recognition of the Patriarch is overturned (109–10). In matters of law, A. is worth reading
closely, not least because he has thirty-ve years of professional legal practice behind him (122
n. 24). With the advent of a Christian emperor, the ‘lobbying’ talents of the dynasty acquired a
new importance with the Patriarchs — much as prominent pagans must have done — conceding
ground to some hostile laws and resisting or softening others. Under Hillel II, Davidic descent
now appeared in the Patriarch’s pedigree but evidence emerges, too, of diminishing Jewish loyalty
to him: unrest in Sepphoris, appeals to the pagan Libanius and the admonition of the emperor
Julian over the depredations of the apostole (147). With Gamaliel V the worldliest ambitions of
Judah Nesiah were realized, albeit only in the East drifting away from the West (163) but the
390s witnessed a faltering of the Patriarch’s inuence: the evidence shows highs of formal imperial
protection against insult (CTh 16.8.11), but a waning inuence with his own people. The most
enigmatic of the Patriarchs, and also the last, was Gamaliel VI. A. participates in the long-running
debate over the excessus of the Patriarch sometime between 415 and 429 and offers something
new in identifying one ‘Annas Didascalus’ (CTh 16.9.3 and 16.9.23) as ‘Rabbi Annas’/‘R.
Hananiah ‘II’’, as a candidate for leadership but one who did not win the status of Patriarch. The
apparent hiatus was never restored, leaving the Jews after 416 with less powerful voices at the
centre of power and the Patriarchate abrogated.

A.’s book is a sophisticated and well-researched study. He is refreshingly a man of the world (I
cannot think — or indeed imagine — Spinal Tap and L.A. Law being so well deployed in support
of academic argument anywhere else). Some may feel constricted by the narrowness of the study,
however. Its forensic discipline in drawing a distinction between itself and the ‘monarchic
principle’ of David Goodblatt keeps it from delving into broader issues. Having answered the call
of others and identied this Patriarchal ‘dynasty’, how should the discovery inuence our
understanding of Judaism much more generally? We get only a tantalizing paragraph on p. 186. If
A. is generous enough to pursue the question, his answers will be worth waiting for.

Queen’s University of Belfast John Curran
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P. A. BAKER, THE ARCHAEOLOGY OF MEDICINE IN THE GRECO-ROMAN WORLD.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2013. Pp. xv + 191, illus., plans. ISBN

9780521194327. £60.00/US$90.00.

In this very useful book, Baker makes the valid point (one of which most classicists are painfully
aware) that much of everyday life in antiquity remains undocumented and that, therefore, texts
can tell us only so much about past societies. While the idea that archaeology can provide
valuable insights is no longer new, this is the rst monograph to relate a beginner’s introduction
to archaeology directly to the history of medicine.

After a general chapter on archaeological theories and eld methods, including the ‘site report’ of
a ctional site to illustrate them, the remaining chapters are based on artefact classication: texts,
images, small nds and structures, as well as human, animal and environmental remains (under
the heading of ‘archaeological science’).
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