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Introduction

The family in classical antiquity has been the subject of intense study
in regent years. Severat dozen books and dozens of articles {many of
them cited in the essays below) have appeared on fathers, mothers, sons,
daughters, women, marriage, slaves, private life, demography, the
heusehold, the domestic economy, ete. ete. in classical antiquity. But this
scholarship has rot vet had an impact on the study of Jewish antiquity.*
! know of no monograph-length study of the subject. Even the number
of relevant articles is smalt.* The explanation for this scholarly reticence
is mot lack of evidence, because the evidence is relatively abundant.
There is literary evidence {most obviously the rabbinic corpora, which
freqquently treat family matters and family law), papyrological evidence,
epigraphical evidence (hundreds of epitaphs from Israel, notably Beth
Shearim, and the diaspora, notably Rome), and archaeclogical evidence
{the excavated remains of numerous ancient Jewish towns and houses).
Of these bodies of evidence, perhaps the epigraphic has been studied the
mast frequently for information about Jewish demography and famdly
fife, but even here the evidence has not yet been exhausled; when
confronted by new quesiions it will yield new data® The most important
Body of evidence concerning the ancient Jewish famity, the Babata
archive, has recently been published {in part); the publication of the
remainder of the archive 15 promased for the near fature (sec Kraemer’'s
essay for a brief discussion). | repeat: the explanation for the scholarly

Modern Jewish historians have realized the importance of the histary of the
Jewish (amily {witness the recenl works of Paula Hyman, Marios Kaplan, and
others), as have medieval Jewish historians {see especiadly 5.0, Goitein, A
Meditervanean Seciety B The Fapsly), but ancient Jewish historians have rof.
*Only two of the twelve essays in The Javish Fanily: Metaphoe and Menory, ed.
Travid Kraemer {New York: Ondord University Press, 1989) are devoted to jewish
antiquity. Some additional articles and esrays ure cited below by Yarbrough.
3See for example Pieter van der Horst, Ancient Jewish Epitaphs (Kampen: Kok
Pharos, 1991}, and the forthcoming work of Leonard Rutgers, cited below by
Maztin,

i



2 The Jewish Family in Anfiguity

reticence about the Jewish family in antiquity is not the lack of evidence,
The explanation, rather, is the lack of interest, and the purpese of this
volame s to stimulate interest in this underexplored field.

This volume consists of papers {or the offspring of the papers} that
were delivered at the Helienistic Judaism section of the 1990 and 1991
annual meefings of the Sodiety of Biblical Literature. I and my co-chairs
of the section, William Adler of North Carolina State University in 1990
and Benjamin Wright of Lehigh University in 1991, sclicited papers on
the generai topic “The Ancient Jewish Family.” In recognition of the fact
that so litfle work had been done on the subject, we did not ask the
presenters to answer a single set of questions, focus on a single body of
evidence, or attlize a single methodology. Rather we wanted to get somw
sense of the range of possibilities suggested by the topic. The variety in
this colection mirrors the variety of our evidence and the variety of
questions that can be asked of it. The singular noun and the definite
article in the title of the volume The Jewish Family shouid not be taken to
imply that any of the contributors believes that there was a single model
of what the (Jewish} family was or should have been in antiquity {see the
opening remarks of Pomeroy, and the discussion of this point by
Peskowitz). We are all aware of the elusiveness and varety of the
subject; “The Jewish Family” is a convenient way of referring to
“Varielies of Jewish Families” (just as the singular noun “Judatsm” does
not necessarily imply a the existence of a single unditferentiated system),

Our anthology opens with the wide-ranging paper of Miriam
Peskowitz (Duke University}, “"Family/ies’ in Antiquity: Evidence from
Tannaitic Literature and Roman Galilean Architecture.” Peskowitz
argues that “family” is a plural {that is, varied, meltiple} concept; that the
construction of, and the meanings imputed 1o, “the family” were varied
as well, because they were {and are!) determined by the perspective of
the observer and interpreter; that the distinction between “private” and
“public” space is often misleading in the context of discussions of the
family in antiquity; and that the family was (s large degree an economic
unit, a locus of production (on this paint see Fomeroy's essay). These
conclusions are supperted not only by contemporary theoretical
literature but also by the evidence of rabbinic literature and Gatilean
archagology,

The central portion of our anthology concerns “Parents, Children,
and Staves.” The striking conclusion that emerges from all four papers in
this section i5 that the Jewish {amily in antiquity scems not to have been
distinctive by the power of #s Jewishness; rather, its structure, ideals, and
dynamics seem to have been virfually identical with those of its ambient
culture(s). Lach paper in ils own way confitms this point. In his essay
“Parenis and Children in the Jewish Family of Antiquity,” O. Larry
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Yarbrough (Middiebury College} discusses the theoretical framework of
the relationships between parents and children. Jewish moralists and
jurists spelled out the chligations of parenfs to their children, and of
children fo their parents. Much of the evidence derives from Wisdom
literatare {Proverbs, Ben Sira), Philo, and rabbinic literature; all of the
evidence is prescriptive. How Jewish parents and their children related
to each other in reality, is another question entirely. The Jewish values
and expectations governing parent-child relationships were entively
consonant with, and almosi indistinguishable from, those of Greco-
Roman soctety.

‘The Philonic perspective on the relations of parents and children,
discussed in passing by Yarbrough, is the subject of sustained analysis by
Adele Reinhartz {McMaster University) in her “Parents and Children: A
Philonic Perspective,” Philo conceived of the relationship between
parents and children in hierarchical terms: parents create, hence are
superior o, their children. Bul parents also have a string of obligations
towards their children, just as children have a string of obligations
towards their parents. Like Yarbrough, Reinhartz, too, concludes that
Philo’s fandamental conception of the parent-child relationship is
consonant with, and almost indistinguishable from, that of Greco-Roman
society. It is precisely this pedestrian and unexceptional nature of Phile’s
comeeption that leads Reinhartz to suggest that perhaps Jewish famiiies
in Alexandria actually lived, or were expected to five, in accordance with
the ideals delineated by Philo, and that the various threats or challenggs
to family life excoriated by Philo were social ills that were real and
present dangers {dangers from Philo’s perspective) to Alexandrian Jews,

[ike most writers ol paraenetic literature in antiguity, Philo is more
interested in fathers and sons than in mothers and daoghters. Ross 5.
Kraemer (Universily of Pennsylvania) in her essay “Jewish Mothers and
Daughters in the Greco-Roman World” attempts to redress this
imbalance. The proverb “Like mother, like danghter” is at least as old as
the prophet Ezekiel (Exekiel 16:44), and was still current in rabbinic times
(Y. Sanhedrin 9 end {20d}}. The Babylonian Talioud assumes that a
daughier would learn from her mother how to observe the rituals of
purification after menstruation (serckh biteh, Niddah 67b). In condrast,
however, Kraemer argues that the bonds between Jewish mothers and
their daughters could not have been strong in antiquity, since family
structure, martage law, and the high mortality of both partutients and
infanis, militated against intimate bonding. In this resped, too, Jewish
familtes will have been virtually indistinguishable from those of general
Greco-Roman sodiety,

In "Slavery and the Andclent Jewish Famity,” Dale B. Martin (Duke
University) treats the slave members of the household. In antiquity there
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were Jewish slaves and Jewish slave owners. The rabbinic prescriptions
regarding slaves apparently had no bearing on real slaves and slave
owners (it is not clear that the rabbinic prescripHons were even intended
to have a bearing on real society); the status and fortunes of Jewish and
fewish cwned slaves were delermined, rather, by the norms of Greco-
Roman society, The bulk of the evidence surveyed by Martin is
epigraphical; clearly a major body of evidence on this topic yet to be
explored properly is the rabbinic iiterature beyond the Mishnah.

Cher last two essays breat other questions and other approaches,
“Reconstdering the Rabbinic ietubah Payment,” by Michael Satiow
{Jewish Theolgical Sermdnary), is a study of rabbinic law. Satlow argues
that the rabbis of the second century introduced the ketubals payment, the
obligation incumbent upon the husband or his estate to pay a stipulated
amount of money {o the wife should the marriage be dissolved either by
divorce or by the death of the husband. Satlow distinguishes the ketubah
payment from the biblical mohar, bride price, and from the Greek provx,
dowry. Other cultures of the ancient near east imposed financial
penalties upon the husband in the event of divorce, but these penalties
are neither identical with, nor the source of, the rabbinic ketubah
peyment. When and why Israelite {or Jewish} sodety shifted from the
bride price to the dowry, and why the rabbis, in tarp, introduced the
ketubnh payment, are guestions thal await investigalion.

The 1991 session of the Hellenistic Judaism Sechion was greatly
enhanced by the participation of Sarah B. Pomeroy (Funter College and
City University of New York]}, a prominent classicist and aunthority on
women and the family in antiquity. In her "Some Greek Families:
Production and Reproduction,” Pomeroy argues that in some
professions, notably medicine, sculpture, and the theatrical arts, the
family was not so much an agglomeration of relatives but a training
ground and a business center. Children inherited not only their parents’
talent but also their trade. We may presume that this phenomenon witl
have heen true aiso in the case of some Jewish [amilies in antiquity, but
the matter requires investigation. In his “The Sons of the Sages,”
Gedalyahn Alon argued that to some degree rabbinic society was
dynastic in character, with the sons of sages inheriting their fathezs’
status and prerogatives, but whether we may call “rabbinic status” a
profession is not clear?

iGedalyabu Alen, Jews, Judaism, and the Classical Werld, trans, I Abrahams
{Jerusaleny: Magnes, 34773 436-437,
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In conclusion, I woulid Jike to thank the contributers to this volume
and express the hope that their work will encourage others {o investigate
the Jewish family in antiquity,

Shaye [I). Cohen
Brown University
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ASSUMPTIONS AND PROBLEMS






1

‘Family/ies’ in Antiquity:
Evidence from Tannaitic Literature
and Roman Galilean Architecture:

Miriam Peskowitz

In Fredric Jameson’s now-famous turn of phrase, the family is
considered to be an always-already component of Jewish life.? Common
generalizations about “the synagogue and the family” envision these
institutions as paired stations of Jewish religious life, and at times even
construct “the fami}y” as the most crucial and central element of a
singularly defined, "Judaism”. The pairing oftent implies the gender
associated with each institution. The synagogue and study house —the
domain of masculine leadership— are to cownplement the feminine reabin

11 would like {0 thank these people for their critical help in formalating and
revising this essay at varions stages: Eric Meyers, Tolly Boatwright, Maxine
Grossman, Laura Levitt and Susan Shapiro, Cynthia Baker, and especially, David
Gutterman. 1 want to thank Shaye Cohen for spurting this topic of study, and the
Hellenistic Judaism section of the SBL for respoases to the initial oral
presentation of this paper.

*F. jameson, The Political Unconscious: Narrative as a Socially Sy jmbm:c Act {Ithaca:
Carnell Umvemty Press, 1981 9. The "atways- atrmd}r Tead” text s one
apprehended “through sedimented layers of previous inlerpretation” or
“throngh the sedimented reading habits and categories developed by those
inlwerited interpretive traditions.” The term “text’ of conrse is not limited to a
written document but would refer to any interpretable cultural object, document,
or artifact.

a
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of the home.? These gender coded realms, synagogue and family, public
and private, would synthesize Jewish life into a neat and harmonious
whole* The family would fuifili a role as an essential foundation of
everyday religious and social life and Jewish identity.” In Victorian
tinged perceptions, the family is the haven from the cruef social world
cutside its walls; in mid-to-late bwentieth century criticism, the family
would be the last bastion of Jewish ideniity against encroaching cultural
assimilation.

These popular generalizations and unexamined conceptions indform,
to a large degree, the scholarly presuppositions that have undergirded
and guided the reconstruction and interpretation of the past
Generalizations about “the family” as a concept, and as a cultural
consfruction, remain gnproblematized; “the family” is spoken of as
nearly timeless, historical, and as already understood. Furthermore, the
kind of totalizing language that imost often characterizes discussions of
“the Jewish family” incorporates similarly ahistorical and
unproblematized beliefs about the universai and unchanging roles of
women in {amilies; unexamined conceptions of “family” contain within
them an array of unexamined conceptions of women and gender.

Scholars of 1ate antique Judaism have written a good deal about the
development of the synagogue and other communal structures during
the Roman period; considerably less attention has been accorded studies
of families ® In part this may result from the historiographical noton that

3As in M. Meiselman, fewish Woman in Jewish Law (New York: Yeshiva University
Press and Kiav, 1978}, 16: “The family has always been the unit of Jewish
existence, and while the man has abways been the family's public representative,
the woman has been its spal.”

4As in LR, Wegner, “The Image and Status of Women in Classical Rabbinic
Judaisny,” i Jewish Womrent in Histurieal Perspective, ed. ). Baskin (Detroit: Wayne
State University Press, 1991), 83

A5 in the conceptualization of family in relation to constructed notions of
identity and ethnic/ religiouns survival by sociologists A. Dashefsky and LM,
Levine, “The Jewish Famidy: Continuity and Change,” in Families and Religions:
Conflict and Change im Modern Society, ed. WY, LV Antonio and |. Aldous (Beverty
Hills, CA: Sage Publications, 1983), 163-190, who note “the porsistence of Jewish
identity to which the family has been linked as the central institution” and cite
the description of Jewish family given by the Encyclopedia Judzica: "The constant
insistence upon the valuing of the family as a social unit for the propagation of
domestic and religious viviaes and the significant fact that the accepted Hebrew
word for marriage is kiddushin (sanctification) had the result of making the Jewish
home the most vital factor in the survival of Judaism and the preservatios: of the
lewish way of lite, much more than the synagogue or school.”

For example, L. Levine, ed., The Symagogue in Late Antiguity {Philadelphia, PA:
ASOR, 1987%; I. Gutlmann, Ancient Synagagnes: the State of Research (Chico, CA:
Scholans” Press, 1981); L. Levine, ed., Ancient Synayogues Revepled {Jerusalem:
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social change happens only in the public realn: “family,” in the Roman
context of Jewish religious history, is perceived as timeless, as not subject
to change, as a sturdy structure around which other aspects of life are
built. Alterrately, the partictdar stereotypes of the sedal relations of
gender that characterize contemporary Euro-American societies find
their way inio reconstuctions of jewish family life in the first few
centuries. Such is the case in a recent text on social history and daily life
in first century Palestine in which the reconstruction of the family was
constrited as centered around a male breadwinner and producer, and a
wile and children as unproductive consumers.” Reconstructions such as
these do little more than redeploy contemporary gender relations onto
the andent Jewish family. The family is less widely perceived as a social
institution in jtself, and less commonly studied as a site or focus of
specific and historically changing religious and ideological attention, As
a rule, research into “the family” in this period assumes that we know,
for the most part, what that famity was and what that family meant. In
fact, putting untested assumptions aside, we know very little ®

In the face of these popular netions and their scholarly conseguences,
it becomes the task of critical historians of Jewish religious lfe to pose
and pursuc questions about the cultural crealion and perpetuation of
“the Jewish family.” To begin such an inquiry, the Jewish family, in alt ifs
forms in Greco-Roman anfiguity, shouald not be construed as an essential,
timeless, unchanging or biologically determined entity, just as we no
longer constrye Greco-Roman Judaism as a singular, unified, unchanging

{srael Exploration Society, 1981% R. Hachlili, Ascient Symagogue Art and
Archasology in the Land of Tsrael {Leiden: Brill, 1988). These sources list the relevant
excavation reports,

0, Fiensy, The Sucial History of Palestine in the Herodiau Period: The Land is Ming
{Lewiston: Edwin Mellen Press, 1991), 95. Masculinist assumplions about sacial

“arrangements and orgamization predominate in the scholarly likerature on
Hellenistic and Roman periad Fsdaism; my dtziion of Fiensy 5 not meant &
single out ane scholar in parficular but b note a trend. '
*The introduction Lo D). Kertzer and R Sailer, The Family in HMaly from Anligeily to
the Present {New Haven: Yale University Press, 1991} is a pood exampie of the
inclusion of these concerns in the most recent volume on the family io
Rome/ltaly. Other recent studies on family and marriage i Romaon society
include B, Rawson, The Famidy in Ancient Rome: New Perspectives (lthaca: Cornell
Untversity Press, 1986% B, Rawson, Marriage, Divorce, and Childrent in Ancient Rome
{Oxford, 1991); M. Heruy, "Review Essays: Some Recent Work on Women and
the Harnily in Creek and Roman Antiquity,” Journal of Family History 14 {1989): 63-
77, & Dixon, The Roman Mother (Norman, OK; University of Oklahoma Press,
1988), and The Romun fomily (Baltimore: Johns Hopking University Press, 1992% T.
Wiedemann, Adalts and Childven m the Roman Empire {New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1989% | Gasdner and T. Wiedemann, The Roman Household: g
Saurcebook (New Yorle Routledge, 1991}
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entity. Instead, it is necessary to pose to the evidence from the Hellenistic
and Roman periods the question of how the Jewish family "got to be the
way it is.” It is the concerns signified by this question that this essay takes
up. | will examine some data for “the family,” and suggest some concepts
and frameworks for thinking about “family” and families in carly
Rabbinic Judaism, in the Jewish communities of the towns, villages and
cities of Roman Palestine. In doing so § am particelarty interested in two
things: a starting assumption of family that recognizes it as a site of male
and female activity and as a site for the ideplogtcal construction of
gender; and an expedition for evidence of the development of specific
rotions about what " family” was for and what “family” was to mean.,

The “family” to be investigated is situated in Palestine in the period
tust following the political and military events of the first Jewish-Roman
war, the destruction of the Jerusalem Temple, the second Jewish-Roman
war and the ensuing miliary changes in Roman control of Palestine. The
social, theological and ritual ramifications of these crises and the
resulting modifications to and reconstructions of Jewish life have been
treated from various perspectives.? These political changes also provide a
context for thinking about what changes might have transpired in local
understandings of family, and in the various roles that “family” as a
social and ideological entity might be called upon to play.

Such historicizing is not meant to provide any reduclionist argument
for the direct and causal relation of crises of political power upon
changing family structures and meanings. In fact, such change has yel to
be proven. Rather, by recalling this historical context in which “family”
might be viewed, 1 mean to raise the entire guestion of how the study of
family might be properly contextualized.

This paper is divided into five interrelated sections. The sections
include both methodological and theoretical eriticisms, and studies of
relevant ¢vidence for families in Roman Palestine and early Rabbinic
Judaism. The methodological reflections aim fo call attention to some
problems in the conceptual frameworks aften used to stady "the family;”
in pointing out these problems, I hope to suggest possible alternatives.

From “Eamily” to “Families”
Most scholars of “the family” in late antiquity have assumed that we

alteady know what the family is, and so have proceeded to catalogue
differences and anomalies among families, within the same cultare angd

*Le. economic effects (Biichler), changes in local leadership {Cohen),
modifications in ritual (Bokser), late first century eschatological lterature {Stane),
ang village lfe {Goodman)
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between different cultures. The family is often assumed to be a universal
human structure, with relatively superficial modifications that
nooetheless are worth noticing and explaining. This dominant approach
embodies an always-already perception of the family. This kind of study
~particularly as it has been manifested in the study of family and families
jn the Roman perind — should not be misleadingly stereotyped. The past
few years have scen a renewed inferest in "the {family” in the Roman
world, In general, the research strategy has been fo investigate the many
aspects of the social institution of “the family,” as if the categorical
existence and meaning of the cultural concept of “the family” were
already ascertained and understood. Thas, consideration of the family as
a social institution has been separated from consideration of the family as
a cultural concept. To be sure, one scholar of the Roman family noted
that "even at the level of ordinary discourse, family is an clusive term.”1¢
In practice, however, Bradley set aside the recognition of clusivity, at
Jeast temporarily, to allow for the collection of empirical data to detail
the various aspects of families of different classes.

To justify this project, Bradiey quotes L. Stone’s definition of an
agenda for research on {amily history, an agenda worth reviewing. "The
history of the family,” according to Stone,

grmibraves not only the demographic Bmits which constrain family
life bat alsa kinship ties, family and household structures, marriage
arrangements and conventions and their economic and social
casses and consequences, changing sex roles and their
differeniiation over time, changing attitudes toward and practice of
sexual relations, and changes in the affective ties binding hasband
and wife, and parents and children.!!

This approach has informed much study on families in Rome, Egypt,
Palestine and clsewhere during the Roman period, and the resuit has
been the proliferation of descriptive studies of specific aspects of family
life. This new scholarship includes methodological advances in:
demography and family size, marriage and divorce pattemns, ages at
marriage and death, Impertal legislation for and regulation of the family,
the refations between slaves, servants and household members related
both biologically, contractizally, and through marriage, as well as the
variations ¢f all these elements for families situated in different classes.
Scholars have studied the evidence for relationships between husbands

¥ Bradley, Discovering Hie Roman Family: Studies in Roman Social History (New
York: Oxiford University Press, 1991). 1 use Bradley as an exampie because he s in
my opinion one of the best and most careful scholars of Roman social antiquity.
My critique of the comceptual problems in his use of family is not meant lo
undercut my appreciation and use of his studies inn the social history of family,
Y, Stone, The Past and Presewd Revisited (London and New York, 1987).
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and wives, fathers and daughters, mothers and sons; the declining
importance of manus in contracting marriage, and the subsequent
emphasis on biological families; and the influence of family law and
custom in constraining the lives of female family members. This
generation of social historical and literary studies has greatly and
helpfully increased our knowledge about families in Roman antiquity.
But the new information about families has left out an array of important
questions about the functions that “the family” played in these sodeties,
and particularly about the varying kinds of meanings imposed upon “the
family.” The empirical details of families’ lives are often
decontextuatized from cultural meanings and power relations.

One particularly positive feature of this scholarship has been to point
out through empirical research that “the family” is not a singular entity.
The bulk of these studies have illustrated sufficiently that throughout the
provinces of the Roman empire, the entity commonly portrayed as “the
family” is more aptly expressed in the plural, The evidence from Roman
antiquity displays a variety of types of families and afiudes to the
dissimilarity {hat characterized the experience of a family by different
members, and by members of families in different classes. This plurality
has ramifications for future study. As Saller and Kertzer note in a recent
review of scholarship on Roman families, “The diversity has important
consequences for the historian: it may make the history of the ltalian
family impossible to write, but it may lead to a more complex and
sophisticated, and ultiimately more salisfying, understanding of family
1-“‘&»12

This leads to the first point: family is a plural concept. In Palestine in
the first few centuries CE, families would have taken various forms and
would have been characterized by varied arrangements and
configurations. While specific studies are lacking, we can surmise from
available written and archaeological evidence a varicty of diverse family
siluations. In Palestine, families — mother, father, their children and other
farnily members ~ may have lived in the same or adjacent househald
compounds; of, their family may have been structured around mates
who traveled away from home to find agricultural and other kinds of
work.}? Some families were certainly augmented by slaves, servanis, or
hired workers; other families may have sent male children away as
apprentices to learn trades.'® Some families may have been organized
around polygamous double marriages, in which one or more wives were

2R, Salfer and D. Kertzer, “Historical and Anthropological Perspeciives on
fralian Family Life,” in Saller and Kertzer {1931), 2

133, Sperber, Roman Palestine 200400 {Ramat Gam: Bar lan University, 1978)
radley (1991); suggested aiso by tannaitic references to slaves and servants.
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married to the same husband.’® Families lived vartously in villas, stone
buildings, caves, tents, wooden structures with thatched roofs.’ Families
were rich, or poor. Some families might align with other families in order
to pursue similar lrades. Families lived in a wide variety of bailt
envitonmenis— hamlets, villages, towns and cities; they iived in a variety
of different kinds of rooms and spaces.’” We must suppose that these
vartations would have made differences in what these families were and
what they did.

That families were different and thut regional variations of customs
made a difference in the evervday activities of families and family
members may sound like a truism. Bui it is a2 truism nof usually
incorporated by scholarly research, which has fended toward broad
generalizations about "the family,” The tannaitic Sages themselves
seemed to recognize regional culiural differences, and tried at least in
ane instance o account for the effects of these differences upon fanily
members and their roles. For instance, the articulation of a household
work code for wives in tKet 5.4 (7, 266) states that a husband cannot
force his wife to perform household labors prescribed by that code in
regional locations where such labors were not customarily done by
women and wives, Excavation and analysis of the material culture of
(alilee in the Roman and Byzantine periods has suggested even this very
small region, the heartland of early rabbinic activity, was characterized
by diverse relations to Greco-Roman culture, at least. Gush Halav, for
example, in the Upper Galilee, sports a culture that incorporates the
standards of Roman-Heilenistic cullitre, as witnessed by the evidence of
art, architecture and aesthetics, to a far lower degree than nearby Lower

tThe recent evidence for polygamous mardage ir the archive of Babatha,
publizshed in N. Lewis anwt L.C. Greenfield, eds., The Documents from the Bur Kok
Periog from the Cave of Letters {[erusalem: Tsrael Exploration Sodety, 1989} has
demanded re-evatuation of the role of polvgamy in Roman period families in
Palestine and Arabia. For an older view, see L. Jacobs, “The Exterd of Jewish
Polygamy in Talmadic Times,” Jowrnal of lewish Studizs 9 {1938} 115-138.

160 domestic architecture, see Y. Hirschield, Duweiting Houses in Romgn and
Byzantine Polestine (Jerasatem: Yad Hzhak Ben Zvi, 1987}, (Heb), Textile fragments
of tent cloth were reported found at Tell el-Full, see N. Lapp, ed., The Third
Camprnign at Tell el-Ful: The Excavations of 1964 (Cantbridyge, MA; American
Schools of Oriental Research, 1881, On cave dwetling, ses P.W. Lapp and N.
Lapp, Discoverics in the Wadi Ed-Daliyeh (Cambridge, MA: American Schools of
Criental Research, 1974) and Y. Yadin, The Finds from the Bar Kekbiba Period in the
Cave of Leiters (Jerusalenn: Israel Exploration Society, 1963).

TContra A. Killebrew and S. Fine, “Qatzrin: Reconstructing Village Life in
Talmudic Times,” Bibifeal Archaeologioal Review 17 (1991): 47.57, “The typical
nuciear family unit focused on a large room calted a fraglin in rabbinic Kterature.”
The supposition of “Iypicality” is problematic and in need of reformulation.
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Galilean aceas, The findings at Gush Flalav are in stark confrast to the
material culbare of sites. such as Sepphoris in Lower Galilee, with their
theater, villas, and numerous Roman and castern/ Imperial style mosiacs,
or coastal sites such as Caesarea.’ Any discussion of families in Roman
Palestine must start from the empirically grounded point that “families”
come in the phural; furthermore, recognizing that Galilean culture was
not menolithic, we might surmise that regional distinctions made
differences in family life, differences that must be acknowiedged, even as
more specific evidence for the ramifications of fthese differences is
lacking,

While descriptions of differences among and between families are
imteresting as such, this research strategy declines to investigate the
relations of families to other sodial institutions and to the production of
culture. This strategy perpetuates a notion of the family as a private
entity, detacied {rom social relations. The exclusive use of socivlogical
and social historical methods has meant that the stimulating questions
regarding the relationship between sociological and historical verities of
tamily life, on the one hand, and cultural notions about fareilies, on the
other, have remained at the sidelines of inguiry. This kind of research
also ignores guestions concerning the kinds of sodal meanings genecated
to explain the family and to explain its social meanings.

Muldtiple Perspectives, Multiple Meanings

The issue of how social meaning for families is produced has several
aspects. Perception of “family” depends on the location from which one
looks. Famnily tooks different from the perspective of the butal ha-bayit
than from the perspective of the wife than from the perspective of the
minor daughter. For example, tannaitic texts meniion several imes the
family of Rabban Gamaliel and his slave Tabi: since these two characters
oecupied such different sodial tocations and statures, we might suppase
with good reason that each would have experienced the same

W Meyers, “Galilean Regionalism as a Factor in Historical Reconstouction,”
Balletin of the American Scheols of Oriental Reseorch 221 (1976): 93-101; iid, “The
Cultural Setting of Caiileer the Case of Regionalism and Fazly Judaism,” ANRW
H, 19.1: 686-702, 2979; ibid, “CGalilean Regionakism: A Reappraisal,” Tn Approaches
to Ancient Judaism 3, ed. W.5. Green (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1985), 115-131. Un
Guash Halav, see B Meyers, and (. Meyers, with I. Strange. Excavations af fthe
Ancient Synagogue of Gush Helae. Winona Lake, IN: Bisenbrauns and American
Schoals of Oriental Reseapch, (990, The findings from Sepphoris are not yet
published in fnal form; my observations are based on pieliminary reporis,
excavation experience and discussion with the excavators.
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famity / household differently. Or, we may ask what “family” may have
meant to a hypothetical young widow whose husband died fighting
Roman soldiers during the Second Judean-Roman war and who was then
to reside at the residence of her deceased husband's family, awaiting
levirate remarriage or redemption. “Family” would have meant
something entirely different to members of the early Christian movement
in Palesting, whe to some extent may bave reconfigurcd notions of
family through the exigencies of conversion and the demands of new
religious community.*® However, our direct textual evidence for
perceptions of Jewish famities in Koman Galilee is limited to the written
perceptions of those men who numbered among the tannaitic sages or
whose words and views were recounted by them.

Second, family i3 not & natural eatity, but subject to intervention and
influence by those helding social powers. An example from Rome is
instractive. Augusius instituted laws aimed at regulating family sexual
moralities, the lex Julis de merdandis ordinibus (18 BCE) and the lex Papin
Poppaes (9 CE}. A portion of this Yaw, the fus frimn vel quatinor liherorum,
encouraged higher rates of familinl reproducidon, and exempted from
male guardianship any freeborn woman who gave birth to three
children, or any freed woman who gave birth te four children ' These
examples ot Imperial attempts to influence family palterns and behavior
show that the family was considered 1o be an appropriate site for legal
regulation; along these lines, we might ask how the religio-legal
documents of the fannaitic Sages similarly contain their visions of, and
interventions into the regulation of, family life.™ The tannaitic Sages
carefully molded systems of sodal rules; these included rules to regulate
the formation and dissolution of marriages, and rules to remand a wife's

Yy Suceah 2.1 and elsewhere. The honsebolds of R Gamatliel and of his father
appear repeatedly as a source of fradilion and custom (h.e. m Shekalsm 3.3,
m.Shabbat 1.9, . Eduyot 3.10), aad beckon further study.

a5 suggested by . Schiwsler-Fiotenza, In Memory of Her (New York: Crossroad,
1983}, and others. Newer rescarch on the commanity af Quriran also points to
the reconfiguration of “family.”

Hloidex ustinianus 566, 8.57, 8.58. See |, Gardner, Women in Roman Law and
Soriety {Londom Croom: Helm, 1986), For bricf synopses of this legislation see the
relevant entries in AL Derger, Encydopedic Dictionary of Reman Law (Philadelphia:
American Philosophicat Society, 1980;,

his is not fo suggest any specific conclusions about the power and influence of
the tannaitic sages in Roman Galillee, even in the second and third centuries; this
problem is fay from resolved, It is to emphaisize the innovation of even thinking
of the family as worthy of legal regulation and monitering. See 1. Colen, “The
Angustan Law on Aduitery: The Social and Cultural Context,” in Saller and
Kertzer {1991), 103-126. More generally on the historicity of regulation, see M.
Foucault, The History of Sexzatity, Volume 1 (New York: Vintage, 1590).
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or daughter’s earnings to the husband/father. Furthermore, tannaitic
texts confain remnants of debates over issues such as a father's
obligations to maintain and support his male and female children.® The
conjunction of so many debates over the policies that would organize
and regulate family life suggests that “family” comyprised a set of
significant, even problematic, issues to the tannaitic Sages.

The issue of gaze, of who describes the family, is related to the
multiplication of our perceptions of family, a multiplication
characterized in part by an overlay of ancieni notions of family. By
admitting the evidence of different perspectives, it becomes less and less
accurate to discuss “the family.” The family becomes not just plural, but
multiple. That is, whereas plural refers to the existence of various ways o
organize Jewish families in the sodial world of Roman Palestine, mudltipte
suggests that several simultaneous meanings may have been projected
onto the canvas of the social entity called the famity. If perceptions of
families differ from person to person, ruling class to ruling class, and if
descriptions of family life expand, "family” begins to multiply until it
would seem difficuit to pin down any specific concept of such a thing.
Yet, since "families” do histodically exist, if is necessary to examine the
mechanisms that slow the movement of {his ever proliferating “family”
and stabilize it into a more unified construct.

The Cultural Idea of Family

This question moves us to the nexi methodological and theoretical
point, “The tamily” is a cubtural concept, a socially covstructed notion of
what a group of connected individoals should be and how this group
should fanciion v saciety, This aspect of constructedness is what 1 have
meant to signify by placing the word family in guctation marks. Frorm
one perspective the family is a tangible entity which we can mark off by
descriptions of matriage practices, the demographics of family size, the
legatities of inheritance, and so forth. Simuitanecusly, “the family” is a
cujtural concept, a set of social values, a symbolic code for all sorts of

XA chapter of my dissertation, ‘The Work of Her Hards ™ Gendering Fveryday Life in
Raman-Period Judaissne in Romen Palestine (78-250 ¢e), Using Textile Production as a
Case Sindy, Puke, 1993, discusses the Roman period innovation of the laws
regarding the earned wages of a wife and daughter, and analyzes in depth the
debutes concerning maintenance of children, especially in light of the evidence of
Papyrus 18, of a jewish family whose marrage document appealed to “Greek
custom” {(hellenifos momos) to guarantee such support. See Lewis and Greentield,
80-81; N. Lewis, R. Katzoff, and §. Greenfield, “Papyrus Yadin 18" IF] 37 (1987):
229-250; A. Wasserstein, “A Marriage Contract from the Province of Arabia:
Motes on Papyrus Yadin 8, JOR B0 (1989): 93-130, and R. Katzolf, “Papyrus
Yadinr 18 Apaht: A Rejoinder,” JOR 82 (1991} 171-176.
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social relations.? As J. Casey reminds his readers in the conclusion to The
History of the Family:

The problem ultimately for the student of the family is that of
remernbering that he [sic] is dealing with & concept, a creation of
men's minds and of their culture, rather thant with a material
thing...To pretend that the family is something else, & biological
relationship or a houschold, Is to visk impoverishing the
investigation. It is natural that we shoold wanl to know a little moze
about where our Western family, centered round the conjugal
couple and it offspring, came from. Put to take the categories
familiar to us—the household, the husband-wife and parent-child
relatinnship—and order the data of the past round thew may be to
pre-empt the tersus of the enqudry, To understand the past demands
more of an effort on our part to understand it on its own terms, =

Casey’s insight that “the family” is a conceptual reality, in addition
to a sociological reality, suggests a more complex research path. If
“family” is & product of culture, then we might profitably ask how
vatious cultural notions of family serve sodal functons, arise from sovial
needs, create social needs, and/or allude to other kinds of relations, For
example, ideas about “the family” might encode concerns and beliefs
about other sorts of issues, One example of this kind of analysis from
Second Temple Studies comes from a treatment of the social and political
meanings for family, marriage and intermartiage in the Persian period,
during the establishment of the new jewish community in Yehud. A.
Segal argues that at the beginning of the Second Temple period, the
creation of families through intermarriage no longer served the “national
interest” of royal alliance making.

Instead, the old wdeat of national Family unity could be promulgated
without epposition from above, though it was chatlenged in a new
way, by the sheer number of intermarttiages that had taken place
among the ordinary people. Since the Second Commmonweallh was a
deliberate attemnpt to repatters the orginal kingdom without the
sinful practices that had led to destruciion, the new social
experiment was planted 1o allow only pure Istaclite marriages, The
result was an idealized conception of the people, resting on the

A5 1 write this paragraph I canaot help but think about the recent debate in our
own coundry over "family values.” The dynamics of this debate highlight the
tension between lhe plural realities of family lives and the ideological articulation
of notiens of those realities, Secund, debates aboot “lfamily” would seem w0
encode all sorts of nobons about the role of women as workers and as caretakers,
the copstruction of masculinity that casts men as breadwirmers, the primacy of
elite families as role models for all, and so on.

By, Casey, The Hislory of the Family {Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1989), 166
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most widely understood basis of national definition, family
straicture 28

Here, 2 concept of family serves as a visible emblem of a
community’s new conception of itself and it relation to other nations
and ethnic groups. The intricate relations of the conception of faraily to
natinnal interests of the elite should alert us to other ways that Jewish
statements about “family” might function. Granted, a family might be
composed of any number of members, pursue a set of daily and cyclical
activities, and so forth. But whal social meanings are to be ascribed to
this group? Studies on familics have shown empirically that the
culiuraily constritcted notion of “ihe family” also changes historically.
Situationally, “family” acquires different meanings from different social,
political, and religious contexts and desires, although these meanings
should not be seen as casily reducible to these contexts. To further
compiexify the problem at hand, multiple notions of and meanings about
the family will co-exisf: “the family” mayv mean many things ail at the
same time. In light of this approach to interpreting family by asking the
question “what is family for”, and investigating how notions of family
are crafted and fashioned to fit in with other social values and social
desires, I will look now at some textual evidence for how an idea of
family becomes Jinked with specific theclogical vajues in the Mishnaic
texts of the late second/early third century CE.

A perpetual answer tu the question of what the Jewish family in the
Roman pertod was for is fo say that family hife, usually conflated with
maxriage and the production of children, served to produce legitimate
heirs, to ensure a kind of geneological purity, and to perpetuate the
family line.”” Perpetuation refers not just to the reproduction of children,
but to reproduction on & grander scale: the reproduction of family fines,
family daims, and family estates. The reproductive aspect of families is
emphasized over all other aspects, such as the engoing work of daily
production of food, distribution and exchange of resources, transmission
of culture and the socalization/ education of the young, and providing a
structure by which individuals can ive together and can be linked to

A, Segal, Rebeccn's Children: Judaism and Christignity in the Roman Waorld
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1986), 20

Ulosephus, Ag A» 2.199-234 and Sir 26:19-21 are consistently cited as explanations
of the importance of Jewish family life during the Second Temple periad. Yet, the
passage from Josephus states that sexual relations between husband and wife are
sofely for the procreation of children. The portrait of the sober, conservative and
sexuaily restrained married couple seems to be part of josephus’ argument for
the social respectability, This begs the question of the purposes for which familigs
are represented in literary sources.
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Jarger groups.”® This answer stresses the aspect of family life which
manages and provides for the transmission of name and the ransmission
of property. These kinds of explanations follow a functonalist reasoning,
i.e, inheritance laws incumbent on Jewish families (zccording to
halakkah} function to fulfil a certain social need- the transmission of
family holdings. Butl the reasoning is somewhat circular: femilies exist to
fransmit family holdings and family pedigree. The very term family
remiing unproblematized: the explanation of the role {(fransmission)
serves fo bolster the family as a soclal institution. This kind of reasoning
ignores questions about why families, and which famnilies at that, would
hold a stake in transmitting wealth, or in policing the purity of their
lineage. It imagines these functons to be universal and natural needs and
fails to freat them as social constructs ®

A reading of m, Taanit 4.8 illustrates less funcienal and maore
obvicusly theological notions of family.

There wene no better days for Israel than Fifteenth Av and Yom
Kippur. For on those days, the daughters of Jernsalem go out in
white garments, barrowed so as not fo embarrass those who had
none. All the garments reguire ritual immersion.

#%This list of family fhousebold functions emulates R, Wilk and R.Nelsing,
“Hauseholds: Changing Forms and Fanctions,” in Houscholds: Comparative and
Histarical Studies of e Domestic Group, eds. R Netting, & Wik, and E, Arnould
{Herkeley: University of Cajifornia Press, 1984}, In principle | have tded {o limit
my recourse fo stetements and definitions avtharized by anthropologists of the
family. The field of ancient religions studies has become inundated with
references to anthropological medels as explanations for ancient phenomena,
often done withoul recognition of the conlested nature of various models in their
own disciplines. in truth, the outlines and practices of “family historyv,”
“anthropology of the family and howsehold” and other disciplinary stadies of
family are very much under debate. Another point is that mos! reseazch on
“family™ has been masculinist, and hence Is in need of review and revision, See
for example, B. Thorne and M. Yalon, eds,, Refliinking the Family: Some Feminist
Cuestions (New York: Longman, 1982}, which analyzes the effects of mascalinist
scholarghip in constructing family theory. 1 Herlihy, “Family,” Americen
Historical Rewieww 96 {19910 1-16 critigues historical practices. M. Poster, Critical
Theory of the Family (New York: Seabury Press, 1978) claims that social scientists
have no coherent thearetical analysis of the famnily. See alvo, DUP. Levine and 1.5,
Levine, "Froblems in the Marxist Theory of the Bamily,” Social Aualysis 15 (19843
5(-38; 5. Yanagisako, “Family and Household: the Analysis of Domestic groups,”
Amnpal Revizo of Anthropology 8 (1979): 161-205; and ].E. Smith, “Review Essay:
Family History and Femimist History,” Feminist Studies 17 (1901): 349364,

P The itique of functionalist explanations of family is discussed in J. Colliexr, M,
Rosaldo, and 5. Yanagisako, *[s There a Family? New Anthropological Views,” In
Rethinking the Family: Some Femindst QJuestions, ed. B, Thorne with M. Yalon (New
York: Longman, 1982}, 25-39,
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And the daughters of ferasalem go cut and dance in the
vineyards. And what did they say? Young men, please raise vour
eyes and see whom vou would choose for vourself, Do nof set
your eyes on ornamental beauty; set your eyes on family
(mishpahail,

Family lineage, {mishpahal}, is to be valued over fleeting gualities.
This value is perpetuated by the young women of the text. They not only
chant this reminder to the young men viewing themy; they exchange their
garments in order to disrupt easy identification of their individual
beauty, clothing, and ornamentation. This section of m. Ta%anit 4.8 is
most often read in isolation and interpreted at face value fo recount a
festival where young women and men meet in the vineyards, the young
women dance in their white dresses before the young men who will pick
out their brides. Safrai, for example, described this text as a “lifelike
example of a folk festival”®® and much discussion of this text had
centered around its possible accuracy and authenficity to ask whether
Jewish betrothal festivals of this sort did exist.¥! While these questions
are interesting, the text can be read differently when placed into ifs
textual confext. Whet read in context, the text produces a tanpaitic
notien that is more complicated than a mere reminder to forego
ephemeral aesthetic pleasure for lasting stability. The text composes a
more idealized role for “the family.,” Organizationally, m. Tatanif
concludes a tractate devoted to solving communal problems through the
ritnal nse of fasting. The passages that immediately precede 4.8 Hst the
multiple sorrows and destructions to be commemorated by the Fasts of
12 Tammuz and 9 Ab, These passages are filled with details about the
ascefic practices that would fill the enfire week of 9 Ab: the interruption
of common daily rootines by a refrain from haircuts and washing
clethes, and a restriction from food amd drink on the eve of the fast.
Amid this register of ascetic practices and the hints of past communal
pains and destructions, the youthful festival described in m. Ta®anit 4.8
does come as a readet’s surprise, with its seemingly ingenuous and

M5, Safrai, “Home and Fanily,” in The Jewish People in the First Century, Volume 2,
ed. 5§, Safrai and M. Stern (Philadeiphia: Fortress Press, 1976}, 728.792,

M As in L. Archer, Her Price is Beyord Rubies: the Jewtsk Woman in. Gracco-Roman
Palesting (Sheffield, LLX: Sheffield Academic Press, 1990}, 120, n5 and 151, who
claizns the ritual 10 be antiquated by this period. She writes that “the sentiment”
of the Mishnaic acconnt is pertinent, but decontextualizes "the sentiment” in
order to anatyze the passage as joining Second Temple and Babylonian Talmudic
traditions to pair “family” with soclal station and the perpetuation of rigid
siivisions in “gecial and religious purity.” Because she focused on perceiving
continuities with eardier and later Jewish texts, and because she stopped reading
afler the line which reads "set your eyes in family” she missed the text’s
producion of a new notion of family.
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joyous account of gidish camaraderie, nubility, and egalitarian solidarity,
all set amid a rustic shnplicity.

But the section that immediately follows this short passage, and the
section which brings the entire tractate to a c¢lose, provides some
suggestions for the treatment of this thematically interluding story of a
ritual. T will reproduce m. Ta%anit 4.8 once again, this time contextualized
by the {ines that follow it and that conclude the tractate.

Rabban Shimon ben Gamalie! said:

There were no better days for Israel than Fifteenth Ab and Yom
Kigpur, For on these days, the daughters of Jerusalem go out in
white garments, borrowed so0 as not to embarrass those who had
none. AH the gammends require ritual immersion.

And the daughters of Jerusalem go out and dance in the
vineyards., And what did they say? Young men, please raise your
eyes and see whom you would choose for yourself. Po not set
your eyes on ornamental beauty: set your eyes on family.

Grace is deceptive and beanly is itlnsory; a god-fearing woman, she
is to be praised. And it [referring to Scrpture] says: Gire her the
friits of her hands and praise her, according to ker works, at the
gates. And hence it says: Danghters of Zion, go out and view King
Solomon, views the crowm with which his mother crotened him on
kis wedding-day, awd on the day of his keartfelt joy. “On his
wedding-day” —~ this signifies the giving of the law {matan
tdrah)."And on the day of lris hearéfelt joy”-this signifies fhe
buildinf of the Temple. May it be rebuiit quickly in our days.
Amen.*

Texdually located between the recounting of past destruction and a
continuum streiching from the giving of Torah to hopes for the future
rebuilding of the Temple, the description of a festival that creates new
families takes on a different meaning, than interpreters usually perceive.
Fhe first proofiexts do seem to boild on the comparisen of beauty and

¥The transtation is my own. The biblical citations are (in order): Prov 31.30, Prov
3131 and Cant 3.11 [ ain aware of arguments concerning the post-Tannaitie
dating of portions of m.Taanit 4.8, [See Jacob N. Epstein, fnfroduction fo the Text of
the Mishuah (Jerusaleo Magnes, 1964) 686-687 {Hebrew).] | think that the
epistemologieal claims of some parts of traditionat scholarship on earty Rabbinic
texts need to be reconsidered in hight of critiques of positivist scholarship and
inherited interpretive tradifions {see my discussion of Jameson at the beginning
of thiz essay). In liew of any scholarly consensus, ! revognize the ambiguity of
dating this text to the Tannaitic period, but | refer readers to the ambiguities of
duting virtzally any of the Tannaitic texfs to the se-called Tannaitic period. We
must recognize the relative historical fictions that undergird our work. In sum: I
choose to use this passage as a source for Tannaitic culture, even while |
recognize that if ight devive from other times or places,
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ornamentation to mishpahat. But then the text takes a different turs; it
interprets Scripture to present a concept of family. The text's final words
hint at a new family, one linked not to lineage, contractual agreements,
details of economic exchanges between families, and the other socio-legal
mechanisms that structurve the beginning of new families. This new
family is tied to broader theological goals. Family is associated with
refigicus qualities of fearing God, socially productive work acis and
praiseworthy action. In a universalizing move, the “family”-signified by
the marital srdon of a man and a woman— becomes a foundation of, and
even inherent in, the giving of the Torah and the rebuilding of the
Femnple. “Family” is linked to Israel, to redemption, and to the rebuilt
Temple of the future. The genesis of a new "family” links the religious
past and the religious future. It js a novel “post-destruction” family: m.
Tatanit 4.8 moves family into a web of theological concerns and desires.
It ascribes meanings to “family” above and beyond the mundanities of
everyday life and the intestate secnrities of family legacies and traditions,
The priority of kinship is extended beyond the specific station of specific
families to include a kinship to all Israel and to the its central religious
institutions, Family is fo be associated with wholescale communal
religions survival, as suggested by this representation of a yearly,
continual festival that would create new marriages and new families,

This notion of family is not antithetical to the notion of the family as
an instrument of familial reprodiction. Rather, it would be anderstand
better as additional, simultanecus social idea. *Family” may function as &
medium of the social reproduction of stalus and station, and the
transmission of holdings, and it simultaneously may function as 2 means
of priorifizing and tying together religious values and desires in the
period of reconstruction following the destruction of the Jerusalem
Temple. These religious values becorne embedded in notions of family.
“Family” as a concept appears changed in this text, and the changes may
indicate tannaitic perceptions of a new social condition, and a subsequent
re~crafting and re-fashioning of ideas about families,

{Gendered] Families

The next point i now in order. The study of the family is in many
ways intimately conpected to the study of men, women, and gender
relations. As. B. Thorne potnts out, the underiying structures of the
family are closely related to the perpetuation of the sex/gender system
whereby two dichotomous genders are formed, labor is divided by sex
(in ways that emphasize and exacerbate the gender dichotomies) and
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sexuality is highly regulated. ¥ Gender relations are closely associated
with families, through the various laws of marita! contract, inheritance,
and through the daily experience of differential work assignments.
However, studies of families have in many cases ignored the
participation of women and the role of gender relations, instead speaking
of the abstraction of a gender~neutml family, 1 have chosen not to
investigate a topic called “women in the family.” Instead, I wish to
suggest o comprehension of the family that is always-already gendered.
This comprehension would recognize that “family” is embedded in
gender relations, and would seek to identify the relation of “the family”
to the perpetuation of specific kinds of gender systems. Moreover, 1 hope
to have taken these recognitions as a foundation for this paper, in effect
making the study of “the family” inta the 2 priori study of the [gendered)
family

One way to accomplish this is to re-examine the prevalent use of
distinctions between public and private space to explain ancient society.
Interpreters of this period have made extensive use of a model of society
that divides the world into two supposedly complementary ~ but
oppeosite — halves, Society is construed as divided into public and private,
or demestic, spheres; the public sphere - law, politics, institutions - are
coded masculine while private worlds ~ homes and families - are
conceived as feminine. This model comes from naturalized Western
stereotypes of gender and sociely; it comes as well from early feminist
attempts fo explain variances in women's status by using the division of
space into the domains of public and private/domestic as a testing
device to evalpate the relative oppressions of women in different
socleties ® Despite the barrage of critiques made against this scholarly

335, Thonw, ’Fem;mxt Rethmkmg of the Family,” in. B. Thorne and M. Yalon,
Rethinking the Fuarely {White Plains, New York: Seabury Press, 1482), 89, The
phuase sex/ gender system refers to the explanation of the culttral construction of
bigiagical sexusl difterences into cultural categories of gender, as artcalated by
G. Rubin, "The Traffic in Women: Notes on the “Political Bconomy’ of Sex,” in
Toward an Antaropology of Women, ed. R, Reiter {New York: Monthly Review
Press, 1975), 157-210,
3¥or this project applied to modern fewish families, see D.R. Kanfman,
"Engendering Family Theory: Toward a Feminist-Interpretive Framework,: in
Fashioning Famity Theary: New Agproaches, ed. |. Spray (Newbury Park, CA: Sage,
1990): 107-135.
WM, Z, Rosakda, “Woman, Culture, and Society: a Theoretical Overview,” in
Woman, Culture, and Soviety, ed. MZ, Rosalde and L, Lamphere (Stanford:
Stanford University Press, 1974), 23, The model was widely appropriated by
fernindst scholars in many disciplines.
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imposition of a particularly medern frame upon ancient society,” and
despite the feminist criticism and subsequent revision of the
public/ private model,” use of this paradigm continues almost unabated.

Contemporary scholarship has approached the study of ancient
religion and society by assuming a division of society inlo two spheres:
public and private. However, while the exact definitions of the social
instifutions designated as public and private vary, the general agreement
that family belongs in the private realm has remained constant.’®

A, Wallace-Hadnll, “The Social Structure of the Roman House,” Papers of the
Brifish Schoo! ai Rome 56 {1988): 43-97: “Post-industrial society has become
accustomed te a divorce belween home and place of work: status is generated at
work net home, s0 that the home becomes endowed with a "‘privacy” alien fo the
Roman.” Interesting in this regord is a look back at L. Epstein, Marrigge Laws in
the Bible and Talmnd (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 19423, vit: “Of ail
human relations, paradexicaliy enough, the marsiage refation is at once the most
private and the most public. On the one hand, society recognizes the inviolable
privacy of the homwe and affords it certain measures of protection against oulside
interferonce; but on the other, i takes unio itself the right to interfere in that
privacy by setting up rigid laws restricting the individunals in choosing their
mates for the establishment of a home.” The scholady tendency to rely on
public/private distinctions is itself historically situated and seerns much maore
prevalent in recent and current scholarshdp of Jewish religious history than in the
scholarship of past generations.

3 Rosalde herself reponded to mounting criticism and re-conceived the model.
M.Z. Rosalde, “The Use and Abuse of Anthrapology: Reflections on Feminism
and Cross-Cultaral Understanding,” SHINS 5 (1980 389-417: “Owr analytical
tradition, in short, has preserved the nineteenth-cenfury division into mherently
gendered spheres and, in doing 5o, has cast one presumably basic social fact not
in moral or relatinal terms but, ratber, in individualist ones, wherein the shape
of sodal institutions s implicitly understood as a reflection of individual needs,
resources, or biology.. Home versus public life appears to have a tranghistoric
sense, af least in part, because it corresponds fo our long-standing ideologicat
ferrns contrasting inner and cuter, love and inferest, natural and constructed
bonds, and men’s and women's natural activities and stytes. As we have seen,
there is some cause to think that our accepiance of these dichotomous terms
makes sense; bul at the same Hme, # would now appear that anderstandings
shaped by oppmltmuai modes of thought have been - and will most likely prove
themselves to be - inherently problematic for those of us whe hope to understand
Lhe Hves thal women lead within human societies. Bui if this account {[of
public/ private dichotomy] “makes sense” in universal terms, [ would go on to
clatm that when we turn to concrete cases, a mocde] based upon the opposition of
two spheres assumes~where it should rather help illnminate and cxplain - foo
much about how gender really works.” Seg alse DO, Helly and 5.M. Revesby,
Gendered Domains: Rethinking Public and Private in Wemen's History {(Ithaca; Commell
Untversity P'ress, 1992).

BEar examiple, |.R. Wegner, Chattel or Persen? The Status of Women i the Mishnch
{(New York: Oxford University Press, 1988) construes the public realm as the
svnagugue; hence work, market relations, economic transactions are all placed
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According fo this madel of society, the entire subject of this paper would
fall into a realm labeled “private”, and inte a realm understood as
somehow separate from the social relations of work and economy that
characterize the “public” realm. Because the two realms are gender
coded so that the public realm is predominantly male and the private
realin is predominantly female, “family” would appear to be the
preserve of women. This formulation, however, ignores and makes
invisible the presence and contribution of men in families and
households. It ignotes the role of male elites in ¢reating legal structures
that shape familics and Family life, and the role of both men and women
in creating, legitimating, and perpetuating certain nofions and practices
of family life. The assignment of family to a “private” realm distorts
Jewish family life in Roman antiquity by pre-delermining its position in
society, as well as its social and theological meanings. In doing so, such
an assignment removes from visibility some very important issues.

it is generally agreed that ancient societies entertained aotions of
private and public acts and activities, and that in some cases these were
coded as either and exclusively masculine or feminine ® [t is also
generally agreed that the pre-modern howsehold did not know the
stereotvped ideclogy that divides (public) work from (private) family
that is 50 pervasive in late-capitalist societies.®? Yet, the construction of
gendered space would vary by class. An historical review of the concept
of family by Herlihy suggested that late ancient peoples “came only
slowly to conceive of the domestic community as sharply separated from
the larger scciety.”®? In light of these combined challenges, Wallace-

inta the private realmy with the fomily and women. However. in a broader
cultural-historical perspective, inslitutions such as synagogues would be
construed as parl of a privatized sphere fiom the perspective of Roman
Hstitutons,

FThere is an extensive scholarly literotare on the question of the efficacy and
epistemotogy of the public/ private dicholomy. See for starters, {. Bose, “Tual
Spheres” in Anetyzing Gender: A Handbock of Socinl Science Research, ed. B, Hess
and M. Ferree (Newbury Park, CA: Sage, 1987} H. Moore, Feminism amd
Anthropolfogy (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1988) M.Z Rosaldo,
“Waoaman, Culture, and Society: a Theoretical Ovesview, in Women, Cullure, and
Society, ed. M. Rosaldo and L. Lamphere {Stanford: Stonford University Press,
1974); M. Resaldo, “The Use and Abuse of Anthropology: Reflections on
Feminism and Cross-Culturat Understanding™ SICNS 3 (1980 389417,

#For instance Philo, Spee Leg, T 169-177; Columella, Re Rus, XL

Ihe difference batween this ideology and historical realities must be reiterated,
See for example, A, Kessler-Harris, Womer Huve Afways Worked: A Historical
Cervizwe {Okd Westbury, New York: The Feminist Press, 1981) and the large
literature on women's working lves in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries
that produced this ideology of dual spheres.

D, Herlihy, “Family,” American Historical Review 96 {1991y 1-17,
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Hadrill’s suggestion that the dualistic conception of public and
private/ domestic be replaced by a framework of a “spectrum that ranges
from the completely public to the completely private” is move
appropriate as a starting point for a better view of how families worked
day-to-day.® In fact, a new focus on work activities of “the day-to-dav”
might take up the challenge of investigating the family and family tiving
space as a work environment shared by both male and female family
members.

Work and Inter-relationality

Most people in antiquity worked, and most people spent most of
their Hves working to produce and reproduce daily needs. Family cannot
be perceived as a feminine zone and it cannot be perceived separately
from work activities and work precincts. In |. Kelly's words: “Work and
home were bound together, and so were the daily work lives of women
and men, children and adults.”* Archaeological and archifectural
evidence from the excavated malerial culture of Roman Palestine are
particalarly iluminating here. After all, it is not sufficient to take the
broader historical conclusions as evidence for a new understanding of
lewish families in Roman Palestine. Rather, these may be used as guides
to find explanations that aye most particlarly accurate to Jewish families
in Roman Palestine. The {so-calied) residential aschitechrre of Meiron,
Upper Galilce witnesses the combination of work activities with the
cther activities of sustenance and production that we more typically
assoiciate with families. The excavations at Meiron reported several steata
of an extensive residential area, dated to the Middle and Late Roman
periods. These archaeclogical periods are coterminant with, and
continuing after, the activity of the tannaitic Sages. The findings from
these excavations and others provide data on everyday life in a Jewish
community at that Hme.#?

At Meiron, insula MY contains two adjacent residences.® In the larger
of these “bomes”, the ground floor consists of eight rooms and a

3 The Sacial Structure of the Roman House,” 43-97.

). Ketly, “Family and Society,” in Women, History, and Theory {Chicage:
University of Chicage, 1984), 128, See slso U, Meyers, Discovering Ever Anctent
Israclite Women ia Context {(New York: Oxford University Press, 1988).

WE. Meyers, | Strange, and C. Meyers, Excovations at Ancient Meiron, Upper
Galilee, Israel 1971-72, 197475, 1977 (Cambridge, MA: American Schools of
Criental Research, 1981 Also, (G, Foerster, “Excavations at Ancieni Meron
(Review Asticle).” Israe] Explorttion Jaurnal 37 {1987} 262-269.

The stratigraphy of insula Ml is complicated by piecemeal additions and
changes made to the struchire, but the strata of oceupation were Il (Middle
Romarn: 135-230) and 1V (Late Roman: 250-365). In the imterests of providing
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courtyard. The type and quantity of debris excavated in the four
rorthernmost reoms {Rooms AB,C and D)} suggest that over these rooms
was a second story which functioned as the sleeping quarters.¥ Insula
MT resembles in some ways residences excavated at other northern
Palestinian sites, such as Capernaum, Khorazin, and Qatzrip*®
According to the excavators, the population of Meiron was largely
Jewish; Insufa M1 would have housed a family of some economic
means. ¥

The materials excavated from M identify some functions of each of
the rooms. One room (Room B} contained a stone workbench (§005), a
semi-circular stone instaltation (807}, and an iron-handled bronze planer
or scraper. Such finds indicate that this room and the adjacent Room D
were workshop areas, The excavators of Meiron have suggested
tentatively that the workshop was 2 cooperage which produced wooden
barrels, perhaps for the Galilean plive and olive oil irades. Ancther room
(Room A} functioned as a kind of passage way from the entrance
couttyard to the inner courtvard. Along the northemn wall were low
benches for sitting. In this area was found a spindie whorl, which aliudes
to the preparation and spinning of thread ™ Additional rooms (Reoms F
and C} coniained stone grinders and artifacts necessary for the
production and preparation of food. In the same occupation levels, three
ovens were found. Additional evidence for the daily tasks of production
were found in the basalt food grinder and needies made of bone and
bronze excavated in the southern part of the courtyard (K}. These suggest

context for this building, strata IV contains the building of the synagogue at
Meiron, and the peak of village life there. The site is laggely abandored durleg
the Byzaniine period. The term insula bas several meanings for Roman petiod
architecture, At Meiron it refers to semi-contiguous residences contained by the
fonr sides of a block, Mare commonty it describes the mulh-family and malfz-
story buildings, exemphified in Ostia, Raly.

#Thick plasier excavated from rooms A and C wag extraneous to the walls of the
first level, henve is interpreted as the floar o1 wall covering of the upper fioor.
Many of the fine small objecis from M1 wuere found in these focl; these were taken
to suggest the sleeping or personal quarters of some restdents,

BV, Corbo, Cafarrue: Gii Ldifici defla Citta (Jerusalem: Franciscan Printing Press,
1975% Z, Yeivin, “Excavations al Khorazin,” Frefr fruel 11 (19631 144-157 (Heb):
Yizhar Hirschield, Dwelling Houses i Foman anud Byzankine Falestine {Jorusaleny
Yad Yizhak Ben-Tsvi, 1987) (Hehy.

“lcontc remains of other religious-sthnic groups were not found there, in,
contrast to say, Sepphoris or Beth Shean which show evidence of a2 more
religicusly and ethnically varied population.

Mspindle whorls move about easily and are often disptaced from the places
where spinning might have taken place. That spindle whorls were found in
Room A s suggestive but not conclusive evidence for {extile production in that
YOO,
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that the work of food preparation and sewing took place there.®* In the
smaller dwelling next doot, rooms contained an oven {Room G) and
various grinding tools (Room H}. In these rooms were also found four
bone needles.>

The number of different work projects found in residence Ml
iltustrates clearly that in the architecture of family, residential space and
work space overlapped.® This kind of overlap appears also in Tannaitic
passages that describe the production of clives inside the home (m. Toh
9.6). The interior of the home does not represent “private” space, as
distinct from work space, nor is it casy to discern which rooms and
spaces had public and/or private uses and meanings. This is not o say
that all “work” was done at “home.” Such a statement would certainly be
belied by ample archagological evidence for workshops and work areas
located at a remove from residential dwellings. Olive presses, pottery
kilns, and installations for wine making were often situated outside the
more built-up areas of a town or viliage’* And the smoke and odors
from some industrics would provide warrant their distance from
residences.® Rather, it is to argue that conceptualizations of distinet
public and private zones simply do not serve to describe meaningfully
nor accutately how membets of a household were organized into the
architecture of the household, Such dichotomous zones falsely militate

1t has beun suggested that perhaps the basalt grinder was not used for food but
perhaps for dye production or cosmetic production,

#n the commot entrance area, ML3, were found two spindle whorls, of ceramic
and glass. The loous (5002} is windblown rock and tumbile, and sits very close 1o
contaminated surface loct, 3002 is not considered a critical locus by the
excavators,

BSupraestad also by a building at Nabratein: a central courtyard is surrounded by
small chambers, and the excavators interpret the remains as indicating a trading
depot amid the household functions of the building. See C. and B Mevers,
“Tatmudic Village Life in the Galtlear Highlands,” Builetin of the Anglo-Tsrast
Archeologionl Sociefy (1982) 11-14. This kind of architectural and activity velated
overlap of work and restdential space may be seen as well at Qatzrin, as Ann
Killebrew and Steven Fine point out.

H8ep for example, Khitbet Shema, excavated by E. Meyers, AT, Kraabel, and .
Sirange, Ancient Synagogus Excavations af Khirbet Shema: Upper Galillce, Isracl 1970-
1972 (Drurham, NC: ASOR and Duke University Fress, 1976), At Khirbet Sumaqa,
12 workshops for tanning, dyeing, and some unidentifiable industries were
located arpund ihe site; 8. Dar, “Horval Sumags—~ Settlement from the Roman
Byzantine Periods,” Bullctia of the Anglo-fsrael Archarological Socwety & (1983-89%
34-48, Bui, note the wine press and oil press at the eatly Roman villa at Kh
Mansur el-Agab, Y. Hirschfeld and R, Birger-Calderon, “Early Roman and
Byzantine Hstates near Caesarea,” Israel Explorafion Journal 41 (1991} 81-101,

S9F. Vitto, “A Look into the Woskshop of a Late Roman Gatilean Potter,” Bullefin
of the Anglo-Tsrael Archacologicel Saciefy (1983-7984): 19-22,
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against seeing the household, family, and activities of daily life as central
facets of ancient society and religion.

The textual and archaeclogical evidence for this period suggest that
Jewish families in Galilee be characterized in part as a working group.
This characterization is strengthened by the representations in various
Tannaitic passages of the economic relations of daily family life. Work
and economy were very much a part of famnilial social relations, and very
much part of conceptualizations of families. Tannaitic texts dwell
repeatedly on wark done by husbands, wives, sons and daughlers, by
slaves, by those designated as “wortkers.” The marital economy of work
and wages was subiected to legal atfention and regulation, and
constituted by the principles ma'dseh yadéhi {the work of her hands} and
méxéndt {maindtenance). Thuse attentions provide witness io the Sage’s
quandaries about the ownership of the earned wages of wives and minor
daughters; the halnkhzh that would transfer their profits to the fiscal
control of the husband/ father,™ as well as the attention to the obligations
of women's unpaid househald work™ would suggest specific ways that
Sages meant to organize the relations of family members to one ancther,
as delineated through their work and economic activities. The Sages’
attentions witness not ounly the “problems” they discerned in female’s
work, but the very activity of girls’ and women's labors.” Because both
men and women performed work that was paid and unpaid, it is
particulazly incorrect to construe males as sole breadwinners for most
fantilies in most classes.” Men worked at a wide range of agricultural
and industrial tasks; the range of work poriraved by the Tannaitic fexts
as done by women is smalier, yet these porirayals incorporate aspects of
mercantile work, production of textiles and foodstuffs, service work
{wetnursing, midwifery, teaching, hairdressing and innkeeping} and
agricuitural labor. Significantly, several kinds of jobs were not assigned
rigidly to either men and women, particulatly tasks related to the
production of textiles,

S Kot 6.5 muKet 4.4 mKet 5.8 tKet 5.8, 5.9; t.Xet 5.2 m.Ket 5.9; £Ket 13.2
(124} m.Ket 5.4; t.Ket 5.3; m.Nid 5.7, and elsewlere.

YmXKet 5.5 1. Ket 54,

R discuss these issues in detail in my dissertation, cited above.

WS, Pomeray, Goddesses, Whores, Wives, and Slaves: Women in Classical Anliquily
(New York: Schocken, 1575}, 133, suggests that a wife and children are an
fmportant source of tabor for a poor free mran. The recent scholarship on women's
work in Roman antiguity demands a revision of our generalizations. See R,
Gunther, Frauenarbeif, Fravenbinding: Untersuchungen s vnfreien und freigelussenan
Lranen in der Stadh&nrischen Inschriften {Miinchen: W. Fink, 1987); E. Levv, ed. La
Femmnte dants [es Seciéiés Artigues (Strasbourg: Institut & Histoire Romaine, 1983).
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The existence of occupations that were not rigidly divided by gender
in the Tannaitic documents points to an important phenomenon in the
Roman world, one that would seem to have characterized Jewish
communities in Roman Palestine as well. Husbands and wives often
worked at the same trade, as indicated by inscriptional evidence.® The
textual evidence for such work practices in Palestine is {imited to one
reference to a husband and wife both engaged in selling olivest!
However the widespread evidence for family trades in Rome, as well as
in Egypt, and Asia Minor®® augments the evidence for Palestine: the
recoliections of family based artisans associations of Abtinas and Garmin
that produced showbread and frankincense for the Jerusalem Temple®s;
references to fathers teaching trades to their sons™ and Josephus’

608, Treggiar, “Lower Class Women in the Roman Fronemy,” Floritegium 1
(1979): 6580, bratiiariz and drallinrins (CUL vi, 9211, 64939% clavariz and dgunrius
(ClL v. 2023 condifaria and condifarins (CIL v3.9277); furnariz and furaarins {CIL
VIL2H78Y two pomarard (or perhaps read penarid), (CIE vi37819); two purpararil
{CHL viB8da), N. Kampen, fmage and Sfefus. Roman Working Women i Qstia
{Berlin: Mann, 1981), 1254 adds additional evidence for shared wife/husband
accupations: CIL #2117 {lead work) and CIL ».7023 {production of natls).
Tregetari interprets these few inscriptions (o suggest 4 more widespread scenario,
and given the close architectural proximity, in fact, averday, of shopfronts and
workshops to kving quarters in Rome, I would concur. She writess “The
frequency with which a wornan is patved with a man, useally & hashand, in the
same trade suggests that many of them worked alongside husbands, either
because they adopted the husband's trade after macriage, or because wen locked
for wives who were already in the same {or a related) trade, which ro doubt they
generally derived from their fathers and perbaps mothers.” Qecupational
choires, or lack of choices, for the non-ehite amd the non-slave, in the context of a
fairly stratified, fairly righd society, seems very determined by one’s family.

4 BO 117

Sin Roman Egypt both Bradley and Lewis argue that textile trades were handed
down generationally. Families might apprentice their sons to other weavers; the
soms woudd later return to the father’s family workshop, See P.Mich ILL17G
Padick LEI7Z; PP Wisc 4, cited in K.Bradley, “Child Labor i the Koman World,”
in Bradley, Discovering the Boman Femily (New York Oxford, 1991, HI8 N Lewds,
Life in Egypt Under Roman Rude (Oxfard: Clarendon Press, 1983), 135, Lewis does
not cite any evidence for this, but pressmably is referring to the papyri
apprenticeship conlracts. With regard 1o Asia Minot, consider the reference of
Acts 18.2-3 to the married couple Aquia and Priscilla who work together as feat
makers.

©3m Shek 3.1 m.Yoma 331

& Rduy 2.9; . Qidd 4.14. Tt is not specifically arficulated in this fext that fathers
are teaching their sons the family trade, but note Mark 1.2%: James and John
worked as fishermen with their father Zebedee. The tnscription for the arlisans
Mariancs and his son Aninas, reveals two generalions involved in the same trade.
See inseription no. 77 in B Lilshitz, Donalenrs ¢l Fondatewrs dans les Synagngues
Juives {Paris: Gabalda, 1567, 66.
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reference io quariers in Jerusalem devoted to the residences and shops of
pariicular kinds of artisans.® Gathered in this way, the ancient evidence
would suggest that the interconnections of work and famdly provided the
daily experiences of most free men and wornen.

The combined reading of material culture and religio-legal texts
suggest another facet of family life. Koman Galilean architecture is
characterized by tightly fit and overlapping architectural features.
Families Jliving next to each other in these residences shared walls,
courtvard workspaces, water cisterns, and common rooftop areas. These
interconnected architectural features and their shared common spaces
seem o assume, and to insure, that Galilean life would have inciuded a
certain interrelationship between families. The architecture itself would
have functioned as a nonwritten texi that conveyed meanings about
family life P resumptions of interfamily relationship are found as well in
tannaitic passages that describe the lending of tools, utensils, and jood
materials between households. For example, in m. Sheviit 5.2 and m.
Gitlin 5.9 a woman lends to her neighbor several items, including sieves,
handmills, ovens and vessels for grinding and sifiing corn.®?
Interrelationality secms ta be. the assumption of Erubin and the
regulaiion of the ways that members of families sharing a courtyard
might eal together during the Sabbath. The regulation of this sodal
practice presumes that families in adjacent and nearby houses ate

Sosephus, BJ, 2: 530. On the concentration of crafts in cettain districts of cities.
see R. Macmullen, Roman Socie! Relafions {(New Taven: Yale {niversity Press,
1974), 132-135.

®5n architecture as a text that conveys meaning, see essays in 8, Kent, Domestic
Architecture mnd the Use of Space: An Tnlardisciphinary Cross-Cultnral Approach (New
York: Camnbridge University Press, 1990, Alsq, sea 13, Fiensy, Thy Sovied History of
Palesting in the Herodign Perfod: The Land 1 Mine (Lewiston: Edwln Melen Press,
1991}, 145, points to a “retwork of social units: incorporating “the augciear family,
courtyard neighbors, neighbors of the same aliey, and fellow villagers.”

#7These practices are discussed in context of how daily waork acts might be
affected by the regulations of the Sabbatical Year. The lending of toods would also
be determined by the value of tools in Roman Galilean society, That is, could
evervone aflord 1o buy the ols required for the production of everyday Hie? Are
toods relatively scarce? Ave tools commonly borrowed and lend? And are the
boreowers and lenders perhaps asxious about the transfer of valuable objecls?
These questions were suggested to me by Prafessor MUT. Boatwright. | am not
aware of any subslantive and reliable research on this topic.

Anather example of interrelationatity might be seen in the phenomena of
several olive oil presses found in a single setiement in Roman-Byzantine Golan,
However, this is a difficult interprefive 1ssue, and it has not been defermined
whether these were communally or individually owned; see 1. Urman, The
Golan: A Profile of a Region During the Roman and Byzantine Periods {Oxford: British
Archaeological Reporis, 1985), 273.



34 Asgumptions and Problams

together with some regularity, and that it was necessary o find a way to
accommodate this social practice within the halakha for Sabbath and
holidays. ¢

If we set aside the presuppositions of public and private spheres,
then the economic family is not a discrete social unit characterized by
interpersonal reletionship and fostitutional marital markess. Instead, the
Jewish [amily emerges as a working group. The terms public and private
no longer explain “the family.” This working family was subject to and
part of the social relations of the economies and polities of Roman
Palestine. T replace the model of individual family units sheltered from
social relations, the conceplion of socio-economic interrelationality acks
as a starting point for reflections upon Jewish families, and hence about
fewish society, in Roman Galilee. %

Congclusions

This essay has intended to contribute some preliminary Gameworks
for the study of family, families, angd “family” in late apliguity, These
frameworks should be appropriate to the arguably complex project of
reconstructing the lives, gender relations, and ideological constructions
of fumilies identified as Jewish, Christian, or pagan; whether they live in
Rome, Asia Minor, Syria-FPalesline or elsewhere, Future study will need
to grapple with the points that families exdsted in plural sociological and
social historical forms; that perceptions of “family” depend on who is
perceiving, and on the social location and ideclogical conditions of the
pereeiver; that “family” is a coltural construction, often implicated in a
web of all sorts of social and religious concerns; and that families ave
inextricably connected to gender relations.

With regard to Jewish families in Roman Palestine and as portraved
in early Rabbinic texts, 1 have suggested that a passage in m. Ta®anit 4.8
works to secure new families to Israelite pasts and Jewish futures; and to

E'ﬁWhl]G the intricacy of ‘-pt‘(‘.!ﬁc coufigurations of courtyards in Evalin seems
more fantastic and reflective of Tannaitic imagination, 1 would argue that one
generative problem was the desire and practice of families to dine together, and
to produce and process the foods for these meals. In analyzing these toxts by
examining what they scem o assume, ¥ am adopting a methodological tactic
suggested by EP, Sanders, Jewish Law from Josus fo the Mishnah (Philadetphia:
Trimity Press International, 1990), espedally ch. 3, “Did the Pharisees Eat
Grdinary Food in Purity?”

A fter my initial suggestion of this mode of inter-relationality to characterize
families in Roman Palestine, | came across similar usages aud descriptions in I,
Oakman, Jesus and the Economic Questions of His Day {Lewiston, DE: Edwin
Mellens, 1986}, 23: “At the village level, there is sharing of common implements
and lapor between households on the basis of balanced reciprocity.”
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ensure Jewish futures specifically through the theology of families. This
post-70 idea of family is endowed with theologicel force as families
become part and parcel of new rabbinic visions. The rebuilding of the
ferusalem Temple, and all that this trope sigrufies in early rabbinic
Judaizm, becomes linked ic the this-worldly perpetuation of fewish
families. Furthermore, ihe built environment of domestic architecture is
another layer of evidence for, and of the ancient experience of, family.
The use of this kind of evidence refocuses schelarly eves on the
commaonplace realia of daily life in Jewish communities of late anfiquity.
As well, it serves doubly as evidence for another “text” that would have
provided notions of family hife. Domestic architecture and the artifacts of
everyday life would have shaped understandings and definitions of
family for Jewish inhabitants of Roman Palesting; for instance, class
distinctions apparent in residential building would have indicated class
and status differences among families. For the most part, these are
meanings whose specificity is lost to modern inferpreters; yet the
existence of such meanings inherent in the ‘texts of everyday life’ must at
feast be acknowledged. Finally, amid arguments for the plurality and
multiplicity of families, 1 have nonetheless chosen to emphasize the
material and economic relations of famities as an underpinning of family
life. My argument for socie-economic interrelationality bypasses the
more common but problematic application of the notions of public and
private space to explain family life in late antiquity. This exchange of one
framework for another should obscure fewer of the cultural dynamics of
family and gender. At the same time, the accuracy of the description of
interrelaticnality might have varied by class; we can speculale that a
more affluent or higher status family, or a family that owned iis own
household tools, might participate ditferently in an economy of
borrowing and trading than families more dependent on such an
economy.’

This study has argued that the project of family studies is more
complex than previously regarded. Broad references to “the Jewish
family in late antiquity” generally contain more unexamined stereotype
than arguable fact. “Family” is simuitaneously a socio-economic and
historical entity, a cultural idea, and more. The same families that

MHigher class and status seem to be major influences on the creation of notions of
privacy and segregation of women in the Roman world {and the related effects of
His on the organization and social construction of family life, as well as the
identities of higher status [amilies). Recognizing interrclationality and the Iack of
“privacy” as constitsent features of life in Raman Palestine provides a new
context for interpreting passages such as m.Ketubot 7.6, which seems then not to
"reflect” nottons about the privacy of the family/ marital couple, but o build a
performative argument for such 1 nedon of privacy.
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produce and distribuie and consume the material needs of daily life also
participate in, indeed are one focus of, the production and perpetuation
of religious and cultnral values. In sum, the categories we use to organize
and study the evidence for families and “family” in late antiquity need to
acknowledge the complexities of our subject. As Kaufman arficulates so
well in her study of modern Jewish families, we need to approach fuhare
studies of Jewish families and family in late antiquity with “analytic
categories as campiex as the lives people really ve. "7

TIDR. Kaufman, “Engendering Family Theory,” 125.
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Parents and Children in the Jewish
Family of Antiquity

Q. Larry Yarbrough

We have no idea what Amelius and Maria thought at the birth of
their son. We can only imagine what they might have felt when he died
two years, two months, and five days later. All we know is that they

named the child after his father and that when they placed his body i in
one of the fewish catacombs in the city of Rome, they described him as ”
very swect..innocent and pious child.”! Perhaps the elder Amelius had
hoped his son would follow in his footsteps and become archon of the
synagogue? Ferhaps, too, he intended for his son to carry on the family
business. I these were his dreams, however, they were shasttered by the
boy's early death.

About the same time, across the sea which the Romans boldly
claimed as theirs, another father's dreams for his son were being
shattered, though the circumstances were decidedly differéent. The
families themsebres were different, too. For whereas Amelius and his
namesake were in all Hikelihood of modest means and limited prospects,
this father, who also named his son after himself, was of considerable
means and almeost unfimited prospects.

TFor the text and franslation of the inscription (which is now Iost), see HJ Leon
The jews of Ancien! Rome {Phitadelphia: Jewish Poblication Society, 19605, 264,
*Other parenis had such hopes for their sops. The funerary inscription of Marcus
Cwyntus Alexos, erected most fikely by his parents, described the twelve.vear-old
as “ Archon-to-be of the Augustegians.” He had already attained the status of
"seribe.” (Leon, number 284, p 306).

iz
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The father was Alexander Eysimachus, alabarch of Alexandria.® As
chief customs officer of Egypt's eastern border, Alexander had many
opportunities {0 amass a fortune, and apparently took advantage of
them. The Jewish historian Josephus indicates that Alexander
“surpassed all his fellow citizens both in ancestry and in wealth,”® citing
as evidence his loan of 200,000 drachmas to the Jewish King Agrippa®
and his paying to have the nine gates of Jerusalem plated with silver and
gobd ® But Alexander’s wealth and status did nothing to prevent his
iosing a son. Indeed, they may have confributed to i, for he lost his son
not to death, bui to the Romans.

It is impogsible to say whether the son, Tiberius Iulius Alexander,
formally apostasized or simply neglected the ways of his people? in order
more readily 1o make his way in the Roman equesirian career he had
chosen for himself. 1t is akso impossible to say what the father may have
thought of his son’s career. Perhaps he viewed # with pride and even
used his own posttion to help further that of his son.® But if Josephus is
correct in stating that Alexander “was superior to kis son..in his
rcligions devetion,”™ he may well have had regrets at the turn Tiberius'
tife had taken, even i he did not regard him as “lost. "0

Whatever the father may have thought about his son’s neglect of kis
religious heritage, there can be little doubt about what his uncle must
have thought about it. For in one of his many treatises on the Jewish law,
“uncle Phile” wrote that any one who rejected the ways of the fathers
should be summarily execoted without benefit of trial?! Philo was of

30n the duties of LhL dlabarth see Eﬂc-;ciupeam ludaica 2307, Alexander adso

pversaw the Egyptian land holdings of the emperor Claudius’ mother-in-law.

See Artiguities 19.5.E (276).

*Antiguities 20.5.% (1001 According to Antigaities 19.5.1 (276), Alexander was a

friend of the emperor Claudius.

At the behest of Agrippa’s wife Cypros “because he marvelled at her Jove of her

husband and all her other good qualities.” Anliguifies 18.6.3 (159-160).

Sy 5.3 (203}

losephus repocts that Tiberius “did not stand by the practices of his people.”

{Antiqreiizs 2052 (200}, trans. Feldman).

Stiven if Alexander did nothing to help his san's carees, his status fand contacts}

doubtless provided opportunities which would otherwise have been unavailable,

FAnliquitics 20652 (100).

T hiring one of the riots in Alexandria, the Jews refused to listen to Tiberdus, who
was then prefect of Bgypt, Sug,;,reshng that e was not held in regard by the

popiiace, See losephus, War 2187 (4924933,

Usper, Leg. 1, 5456, See also 1, 313-318, where Philo writas, “But as for these

kinships, as we call them, which have come down from our ancesiors and are

based on blood-relationship, or these derived from intermasziage or other similar

causes, tet them all be cast aside if they do not seek emmnestly the same goal,
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course in no position to do anything about his nephew’s actions — the
Raman authorities would never have allowed so promising an officer to
be dispatched on such trivial grounds. But Tiberius’ career must have
cpused him deep pain and embarrassient.

There was, however, a poignancy to Philo’s pain bevond what he
might have felf as a “defender of the faith.” It derived from the fact that
Philo, more than any singie Jewish writer of antiquity, wrote of the
obligalions parents had in the rearing of their children and of the
respansibilities children had foward their parents. He must have
wondered what had gone wrong in the family of his own brother 1

Philo, howewver, was not the first Jewish writer ko treat the obligations
parents owe fo their children and the responsibilities children have
toward their parents. The two themes can be found in the earliest strata
of Israclite law and lore. It is not possible for us to ace here how and
why they became a part of these traditions. Tt is enough to survey them
in the forms in which they would have been known to Amelius,
Adexander and their namesakes. Moreover, we cannot limit onrselves ko,
or even focus on, the traditions of the Bible, for these traditions were
developed and expanded by many different writers both in the Jewish
homeland and scattered throughout the diaspora. Still, we must begin
with the Biblical material, for it formed the basis of later discussions. We
ook first al the obligations parents owed to their children and then turn
to those children owed their parents.

1. Parents” Obligations o their Children

Before examining specific obligations parents owe to their children,
we should note that having children was itself an pbligation, derived
from the commandment to “be fraitful ard multipiy” i Gen 1:28. The
question of when and how one had fuifilled it and on whom the
obligation rested was u matter of debate. The general consensus appears
tn have been that the requirement to be fruithid and multiply was for
men only, though this interpretation was chalienged by lohanan ben
Baroka (120-140 CELP To falfil the commandment to be fruitful and
multiply the rabbis decreed that a man must have two chijdrer. Here the

namelv, the honour of God, which is the indissoluble bond of all the affections
whiclt makes us one.” Trans. Colson, Loeb edition.

12The metaghor of the family is an fmportant one for Philo, evidenced by his
reference to some aspect of il in almost alt of his treatises. I hope tv freat this in a
separate essay. {Sew also the essay by Adele Reinbartz in this volume}.

BHe notes the rommandment in Gen 1:28 is addressed to “them.” The
discussion treated in this paragraph is found in w Yebare 6.6, See also wm. Bd
1.13 whicl cites I5 45:18,
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debate was whether he must have two sons {the school of Shamenai} or a
son and a daughier (the schoot of Hillel), '

The Taimud identifies three commandments in the Torah delineating
obligations parents owe to their children> The father should redeem his
son, ' circumcise him,’” and teach him the commandments.1® The first of
these pertains to the firstbora only; the others o all male children.
Qutside of rabbinic literature the obligation to redeem the firstborn and
to dreumcise male children receives little attention.’” But if the first two
obligations do not receive much attention, the last one certainly does, ™
Usually the emphasis is on what a father teaches his son, though there
are indications that a mother or grandmother would provide
instruction.?”  And on cccasion there are indications that a daughter
woutd be taught the commandments as well %

The home was the setting for the earliest education, and, as M, Pesoh
10.4 indicates, festivals must have been one of the primary occasions
when children were taught — both by instruction and observation. The
mishnah states thal at the mixing of the second cup during the passover
celebration,

the son asks his father (amd if the son has not enough
understanding his father instrects him (how fo ask]), "Why &2 this
night different from other nights? For on the other nights we eat
seasoned {ood once, butf this night twice; on other nights we eat
ieavenad or unleavened bread, but this night all is unleavened; on
ofher nights we cat flesh roast, stewed, ot conked, but this night all
is rpast’. And according to the understanding of the son his father

M a couple had no children after ten years, the husband was siill obligated to
seek to falfill ithe commandment, either by continuing Lo have sexual intercourse
or divorcing his wife and marrying another. ¥ she remarried, the seceond
haspand was allotted ten years also.

B8, {idd 29a.

1BEy 22:28b.

Teyv 12:1.8.

B0 49, 67, and 31:12-13.

T am not aware of any reference (o the redemption of the first-boen outside of
rabbinic literature, References to drcumcision as a paternal obligation are fow.
See, for exampde, Jub 20:3 where it is an obligation Abraham places on [shsuael,
Isaac, Keturah and their childrent. in 4 Macc 4:25 there is a reference to mathers’
beiry thrown frone ity wails alony with their infants who had been circamcised.

Hin all litevary traditions - the Bible, the apocrypha, the pseudepigrapha,
Josephus, Phado, and rabbink Hterature.

Uprov £:20-21 is Hlushrative of the mother’s role in providing instruction; Tob
1:71-8 refers to Tobit's grandmother Teborah teaching him since he was left an
arphan by his father.

MSee Susannah 3. See the debate regavding the advisability of teaching a
daughter in m. Sotu 3.4,
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instructs him, FHe begins with the disgrace and ends with the glony;
and he expounds from A wandering Argmean was my father...until he
finshes the whole section.

Here in the home, therefore, children first leayn the decisive stories which
shaped the Jewish community. The directive o the father to adapt the
story to his son’s ability to understand is noteworthy . Similar advice is
given in the instructions for the Day of Afonement. M. Yomag 8.4
indicates that although children are exemp from the fast set for this day,
parents should exercise their children in it one or two years before they
are of an age to participate fully, “that they may be versed in the
commandmenis. " According to m. Berskot 3.3 children, although
exempf from reciting the Shema and from wearing phylacteries, were
required to recite the Tefillah and the Benediction after mweals and to
observe the law of the Mezuzsh.

Typically, admonitions to teach a child are very general, as in the
well-known saying “Train up a child in the way he should go, and when
he is old he will not depart from it.”% Prov 4:1-4 is more expansive, But,
though it does tell us that instruction begins when the child is quite
young, it says little about what “precepts” were {o be tanght

Hear, O sons, a fathet’s instzoction, and be attentive, that you may
gain insight; for 1 give you good precepis: do not forsake my
teaching, When | wus a son with my father, tender, the ondy one in
the sight of my mother, he faught me, and said to me, ‘Let your
heart hold fast my words; keep my commandments, angd live; do

not forget, and do not. tum away from the words of my meuth, Get
wizdom; get ipsight.

Tobit 4 appears to provide some clues regarding what a father would
actually teach his son. Given in the form of a father's blessing before he
sends his son off {o oblain a wife, the passage lists a number of
admaonitions concerning everything from honoring his mother (vv 3-4) to
giving alms (v 7) to blessing the Lord God on every occasion (v 19). But
in reality this is more a lterary topos than a reflection of life. Like the
numerous other examples of the topos {from Genesis 49 to the Tesfament

BTrans. Danby,

MM Suk 318 offers similar advice with regard to the shaking of the Lufab.
According to b Kelubot B0a 2 boy was ready to observe 3 24-hour fast at the age of
13, a girl ak the age of 12.

BProv 22:6. {Unless otherwise indicated, all quotations are to the RSV.) Here
there is no indication of what is to be taught, though the whole collection of
proverbial sayings addresses this. Sirach provides numerous examples of this
idnd of admonition, The wisdom psalms provide a link between proverbial
wigdom and the commandrents, Tob, Qidd, Mz, Prov 22:6 1s taken a3 a reference
ter obtaining a wife for one’s son.
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of the Twelve Patriarchs ), it provides accasion o rehearse general ethical
teaching. Still, the issues treated in these blessings reflect the morality
that must have been taught to the young.

At first glance, 4 Macc 18:10-19 provides just the information we are
seeking. In this passage the mother of the seven sons about to be
martyred remsnds them of their father:

He, while he was still with you, taught you the Law and the
Prophets. He read to vou of Abel, slain by Cain, of Isaac, offered as
a burnt-offering, and of Joseph, in prison. He spoke o you of the
zeal of Phineas, and taught you about Hananiah, Azariah, and
Mishaet in the fire, He sang the praises of Danlel in the lion's den
and called him blessed. He reminded you of the scripture of Isaiah
which says, Even though vou walk through the fire, the flare shall
not burn you. He sang te you the psalm of David which says, Many
are the afflictions of the righteons. He recited the proverb of
Solemon which says, He is 2 free of life to these who do his will,
He affirmed the word of tzekiel, Shall these dry bones live? Nor
did he forget the song that Moses tanght which says, [ kill and 1
make alive, for this is your life and the length of your days, "%

This list of stories, psaims, and proverbs can hardly have been typical,
however, reflecting as it does the exiraordinary circumstances of 4
Maccabees ~ a call to faithfulness in the face of persecation. But in all
likelihood the passage is reflective ot fow a father would teach his
children and wimt Kinds of things he laught: He would teach “the law and
the propheis,” read stories about biblical heroes, sing psalms, and recite
proverhs,

At what age the [athey would begin to teach his children and for how
long is difficult to determine. Philo claims that jewish parents taught
their children to acknowledge the one God from the time they were in
swaddling clothes.¥ [t appears that for the later rabbis a child was ready
te study scriptare at age 6 and Mishnah at age 12.% This discussion,
however, focuses on the age at which 2 san was to be committed to the
care of a teacher, so that the issue is one of a father's providing for his

¥Trans, Anderson, in LHL. Charlesworth Tie Qid Testument Psendepigrapha 2.

T Embassy to Gains 115, See also 21¢, “For all men guard their own customs, but
this is especially true of the Jewish nation, Helding that the laws are oracles
vouchsafed by God and having been trained in this doctrine from their earliest
vears (e mpdeas finkiag), they carry the likemesses of the commandmaernts
enshirined in thelr souls.” {Trans. Colson, Loeb ed.) fosephus {Against Apion 2,18}
echoes this, claiming that Jews beyin to learn their Law as soon as they are able fo
understand anything (dwd iy wedrmg alalihoews).

28R, Ketubot 50a. See also m. Abot 5,21, where the ages of 5 and 10 ave given as
apgmopriate for the study of scriptuee and mishnah respectively. There is some
question about the date and source of the passage.
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son’s education and not teaching him himgelf.? Before schools were
established and where they did not exist, we should probably assume
that these were also the ages at which education in the commandments
began. There is no explicit evidence for this, but singe the rabbis’
determination of the appropriate age to begin a child’s education was
based, in part at least, un the advice given by a nurse who had raised one
of them, it must have been a widely held opinion based on practical
observations.®

Although most of the treatments of what a child was to be taught
emphasize the commandmenls and moral edncation, other malters are
mentioned from thne fo time.  As noted above, the rabbis considered it a
paternal obligation to teach a son a trade3! The author of fubilees
repeatedly mentions that the patriarchs taught their sons writing.* An
admonition to teach one’s children writing also appears in T. Lewi 13:2. In
Iubilecs no explicit reason for teaching writing is given; in the Testament of
Lew, however, children are to be taught so that they may ceaselessly
study Torah.

Apart from any reference to educational content, parents were to
discipline their children. This shows up especially in Proverbs®? and
Sirach,™ in both of which corporal punishment is the primary means of
discipline. The REB trapstatior of Proverbs 22:15 caphures the spirit welk:
“Folly is deep-rocled in the hearts of children; a good beating will drive
it out of them.” As a corollary of this dictum, the child should not be
spoiled or pampered. Tudeed, one should not even laugh with a child. ¥
The most often cited reason for this insistence on disciplining children is

“The relation between a young man and his father and teacher becomes the topic
of debate in me. B, Mes 2.17 and B. Qidd. 32b,

3B, Qidd 50a, Abbayye, a fourth generation amoraic scholar, was raised by a
nurse, his mother having died in childbirth. In addition o leaming from hey the
apprepriate age for teaching children, he learned such things as what & do for
scorpiv bites and bee stings,

IThey also discussed at some length relative merits of vatious trades.

287 11116; 19114, The last reference is especially intoresting since it indicates that
while Jacok: learned to write Esau did not "because he was a rustic man and a
hunter,” The ability 1o read and write, therefore, was a means to distinguish
between the rustic and the relined, In 8:2, learning to wrile appears to be
associaled with arban life,

13:24; 19:18; 22:15; 2%13-14; 2617,

s a5 2236 20810 28:10-1, 30:1-13; £2:9-11.

FGirach 311.13.
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that they are a reflection of their parents, so that *it is a disgrace to be the
father of an undisciplined son "3

Such comments are balanced somewhat by others which speak of the
jov of children. Ps 127, for example, refers to sons as “a heritage from the
Lord,” and compares them to “arrows in the hand of a warrior,”
conciuding that the man who has a quiver full of them is happy.
Similarly, one of the nine thoughis which gladdens the heart of fesus ben
Sirach is “a man rejoicing in his children.”"¥ He also advises the
householder not to be a "lion” in his own house? Jt is in Pseudo-
Phocylides, however, that one finds explicit warnings about too heavy a
hand in the disciplining of one’s children. “Do net be harsh with yeur
children,” the author advises, “but be gentie.” Indeed, fo insure good
relations between a father and his children, he adds that when a child
offends against the father, he should let the mother, the elders of the
family, or the chiefs of the people administer punishment.

There were, of course, other obligations which parents performed for
their children. Obviously, they fed and clothed them.® According to the
author of the Letfer of Aristeas, to fail to do so was the worst type of
neglect,*! For the rabbis, o0, providing maintenance for one’s children
was importani, Bui sinee there was no law mandating it, they spoke of it
as a moral duty and not a legal obligation 2 The passage from b Qidd
which listed the obligations mentioned in the Torah discusses two others
drawn from the scriptuves. From fer 29:6 the rabbis decreed that a man
should obtain a wife fox his son and from Eecl. 9:9 that he should teach
him a trade*® Some rabbis argued for a sixth obligation ~ teaching a son
to swint. No scriptural support for this responsibility is adduced. The
comment is simply made that “his lite might depend on it.” %

#Sirach 22:2. See also 42:11, "Keep strict wuteh over 2 headstrong daughter, lest
shie make you a langhingsteck to your enemies, a byword in the city and
netorious among the people, and put you to shanie before the great maititude.”
7257,

3430,

207209

N ursing an infant was seen as an obligation a wife owed her husband. Se¢ m.
Ned 5.5, Aceording to m (it 7.6, children were weaned between the 18th and
24th month,

243,

R, Kotubot 49ab. 1 . B, Qam 10.1 refers to a specific case {a father’s stealing to
feed his children), it shows the lengths to which some were forced to go to fulfil]
this moral obligation. The passage also indivates that a certain leniency obtained
iy such evernts, since the children were not obligated to make restitution for what
was stolen, unless it was mortgaged property.

BThere were extended discussions about which trades were mast appropriate.
g Qidd. 30b.
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The education and training of children also took place outside the
home. Though most of our knowledge -of schools comes from a later -
petiod, there are indications that they existed at the end of the Second
Temple period ¥ [t is beyond the scope of this essay to discuss these
schools, however, except to note that the obligation to teach a son Torah
came to incizde sending him to school or otherwise providing him with a
tutor.

We must also limif treatment of the place of children in the
synagogue and the Temple, though for a different reason - there is
precious little evidence even to specudate on . According o Deut 31:12
young children {t7f) were to be assembled along with the men and
women ta hear the law. Tt is not clear, however, precisely how this was
carried out. With regard to services in the temple, m, Hag 1.1 indicates
that afl male children who can ride on their father’s shoulders or hold his
hand as they walk up to the Temple Mount were obligated to attend the
three great festivals % Though the passage does not explicitly say so, itis
clear that the father bore responsibility for seeing that his son fulfilted
this duty. Aside from the festivals, however, minors were apparently not
atlowed to enter the Temple court, except when the Levites were singing,.
On such occasions, moreover, they were not permitied to play
instruments buf only tu sing - “to add spice to the music,"¥

There appears to have been greater latitude with regard to
synagogue services, According fo m. Meg 4.5-6 3 boy who was not of age
could read the Torah and give an interpretation but could not recite the
Shema and Benedictions. His father {or teacher) went before the Ark to
lead the prayers on his behalf. The performance, therefore, was as much
for the father as the son and in mwost instances must have been a source of
pride for the boy's parents. Indeed, if the Jewish inscriptions in Rome
which vefer o young children holding offices in the synagogues are an
indication that at least some positions weze passed down within 2 family
and if, as seems likely, the families in which this was the case heid special
status wiithin the congregation, o allow a minor to read would have been

Y. Meg 3. 73d. B. £, Bat 21a refers to a lime when children learned from their
fathers or not at all, then a Gme when the {ather would fake his son to Jerusalem
to study, and finally to the ilme when foshua ben Gamala {high priest from 63-63
CE) decreed that cvery town should establish a school. There are several defailed
treatments of education, See, for exarple, F.H. Swift, Education in Ancient Israe]
from Earliest Times to the Year 300; N. Drazin, History of Jewish Education from 515
B.C.£. to 226 C.E. For an overview, see 5. bafrat in The feprish Foople in the First
Century (Philadelphia, Fortress, 1976} 2, 945-970.

T he twa definitions belang to the schools of Shammai and Hillef respectively.
FSpe m. Arak 2.6.
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a way of honoring the parents and ensuring their continued beneficence
toward the synagogue.

Tn most tnstances, however, children in the synagogue were prabably
to be seen and not beard. Indeed, there seems to have been some
queskion about why one should bring children to the synagogue at all.
Commenting on Dewt 31:12, R. Eleazar ben Azariah (ca 90-130 CE) noted
that men came 10 legrn and women to hear, but wondered what the
children were there for. He conciuded that it was not for their own
benefit but “to acquire & reward for those who bring them.™® Just what
the reward was, however, he dees not say.

Now, what are we to make of all this? First, in almost all the sources
treating the obligations parents owe their children the emphasis is clearly
on morat and religicus education, Training a child in the way he should
go meant teaching him the scriptures, the law, and the moral code which
defined him as a jew. 1t also meant providing him with a trade by which
to support himself (and, as we shalf see later, to support his parents in
their old age). This training began when the child was quite young and
lasted until marriage, the point at which the ables were turned and the
emphasis is placed on what children owe their parents rather than what
parents owe their children. Even while in their parent’s household,
however, the children were hardly to be the focus of the family’s
attenlion. Children were there for the parenis, not the parents for the
children. To be sure, children might be a source of joy for the parents,
but they were always to be reminded of their proper place. They were to
be disciplined and kept at a distance, especially by the father. For
children were a refiection of their pareats, so that “bad” children
reflected poorly on their parents, “good” children reflecfed well on them.

Such af least was the “ideal.” What of the reality? Unfoiunately, we
have litfle evidence to torm an opinion. Our writers tell us only of what
lhey thought a child shouid be taught, not of what they actually were;
they tell us of how a child ought to behave, not how they actually did. In
picus households where the father was himself educated in the law,
children were no doubt given explicit instruction, being told not simply
what to do but why. Afler all the father was reminded of his obligation
to teach his children twice diily when he recited the Shema ¥ He would
certainly have been attendive to his daty during the celebration of
Passover, but may well have been equally invelved in teaching his
younger children to recite the prayers required of them and to learn to
observe lhe law of the Mezuzah. Inless observant houvseholds, especially
thase in which the {ather fand in many households the mother as well}

T, 50ia 7,9. Cited in George Foot Moore, Judatsm 3, 313,
#T am grateful to my colleague Robert Schine for pointing this out to me,
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was forced to work ong hours to support the tamily, there would have
been less time to devote o matters of mora! and religious instruction and
perhaps insutficient means (o provide for study outside the home, In
such househoids chitdren would have learned only the rudiments, if
anything at all® Af the same time, however, there were doubtless poor
households for which the training of children was of prime importance,
requiring great sacrifice on behalf of the parents. And there were surely
wealthy households in which the moral and religivus education of
children was neglected so that parents could pursue their own inferests
and welfare. -

Geography must have played a role as well. The literature we have
examined i3 reflective of values obtaining in the Jewish homeland and
the diaspora. So it is legitimate to speak of a Jewish perspective on the
raising of children. Bul there must certainly have becn differences
between households in Judea and those in the cities of the Greco-Roman
world. If nothing else, it would have been difficult for the poorer
fomilies in Rome, Alexandria, or any other of the major cities in which
there existed a Jewish community for families to make a pilgrimage to
Jerusalem so that a father might carry a young son on his shoulders up
the Temple mount to celebrate one of the festivals.

Still, the very survival of Judaism throughout the Grece-Roman
world is evidence enough that many Jewish parents took their
obligations seriously. Like the father in 4 Maccabees they faught their
children the law and the prophets, read them stories of biblical heroes,
sang to them from the psabms, and recited proverbs. Perhaps this is what
Amelius would have done had his son not died so young. Very likely, it
is what Alexander did for his before he came under the influence of the
Reman army. But i Alexander was unsuccessfid in training his son in
the way he should go, other parents, ke those whose names appear on
the inscriptions of the catacombs in Rome, were successful. And to no
small degree, it is due to the efforis of such parents that judaism
survived.

If. Chitdren's Obligations to Farents

in all the Hterature under examination, children’s obligations fo their
parents may be subsumed under one commandment, "Honor your father
and mother.” The commandment first appears in Ex 20012 and is

HRabbi Akiba was said to come from a poor family and had no time fo shedy as p
chil. See "Education and the Study of Torah” in 5. Safrai and M. Stern (eds)) The
Tewvish Peogle i Bhe First Contury 2, 949,
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repeated, in slightly different form, in Deut 5:16 and Lev 1932 Tn later
writings the commandment lo honor one's parents becomes a
commonplace. Sirach 3.2, for example, declares that “the Lord honored
the father above the children, and he confirmed the right of the mother
over her sons,” so that whoever honors his father and mother “atones for
sins,” “is like one who lays up treasure,” “will be gladdened by his own
children,” “will be heard when he prays,” and “will have long life.”>?

In Philo we find justification for the commandraent: children are to
honor parents because they share in the immortal act of oreation, stand
in relation o children as rulers to ruled,® and provide numerous
benefits.® Cansequently, Philo argues, parents are to be honored second
only to Cod,*® a judgment which is shared by Josephus for much the
same peason,

With regard 1o how children are to honor their parents, Sirach
informs us that it should be “in word and deed” (3:8). The examples he
cites are helping a father in his old age (v 12) and showing forbearance if
he is lacking in understanding (v 13). For Philo one honors one's parents
by “trying bath to be good and to seem good” {meipdueros dyalhs Te elvat
vai Goxely elvas), by showing courtesy to others of their generation,™ and
by ”repaying the debt” dyranodidéires) they owe for the benefits they have
received, which Philo interprets to mean taking care of one’s parents in

51In Leviticus fhe verb is yr' (LXX ¢oBeiaiul, which the RSV transtates “revere.”
Commentators note that in Leviticus the mother is mentioned before the father,
which was taken to mean that bolh were 1o be treated equally. Psewde-Fhilo 114
paraphrases the commandment: “Love your father and your mother, and you
shall honoz thorr, and then your light will tise, And I will comeand the heaven,
and it will give forth its rain, and the carth will give back fruit more gquickly. And
vou will Hive many days and dwell in your Jand, and vou wiil not be without
sons, for your seed will not be lacking in people to dwell in it.” (Trans.
HMarrington in Oid Testament Pseudepigrapho 2.}

*23ir 3:3-7. See also 727 and Fy Arist 228. Tob 4:3-4 speaks of honoring one's
maother,

BDee 167 and Spec Leg 2.225-228.

MSpec Leg 2.226. On this see Balch, Lef Wives be Subntissive, chap 4.

FDec 113-119 and Spec Log 2.229-232.

¥Gmec Leg 2.235. He is apparenily quoting here ome of the “bolder spirits”
{climokufrepn: } to which he had referred in Dec 1240, The reference is mout Ekely to
one of the Hellenistic moralists such as Hierocles, on whoin see helow.,

T Agninst Apion 2206, Interestingly enough, in Mekilta de Rabbi Ishmael {on Ex
20:12-14) the honor due Yo parents is equal to that due to Ged. This conchsion is
drawn by comparing passages which speak of honoring, fearing and cursing
parents and God {Ex 2012 and Prov 3:%; Lev 12:3 and Deul 5:13; Ex 2137 and Lev
24:17). Inn the Lauterbach edition (Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society, 1933),
see vol 3, 257-358.

#Specin] Laws 2.235 and 237.
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their old age.® B. Qidd 31b is even more specific with regard to this Jast
concern, stipulating that a son should honor his aged father by providing
him with food, clothing, and shelter, and by escorting hirn when he goes
ouk.

Closety related to the commandment to honor one’s parents was the
obligation to obey them. Consideration of this theme must begin with
Deut 21:18-21, a legal discussion of the obedience chitdren owe their
patenis:

H a man has a stubborn and rebellious son, who wil not obey (sm®:
LXX brocotuns) the voice of his father or the voice of his mother,
and, though they chostise him, will not give heed to them, then his
taiher and his mother shall take hold of him and bring him out to
the elders of his city al the gale of the place where he lives, and they
shail say to the elders of his city, This our son is stubborn and
rebelious, be will not chey our voice; he is a glutton and a
drunkard.” Then all the men of the city shall stope him to death
with stones; s0 you shall purge the evil from your midst; and at
Israel shail hear, and {ear,

M. Sanlr 8:1-3 indicates that the severity of this ponishment was
problematic for the sages and led them fo regulate its enactment
carefully. They ruled, for example, that the law did not apply to minors,
that there could be mitigating drcumstances should drunkenness be a
factor in the son's behavior, that both parents must make the accusation,
that the son must {irst be warned and punished by flogging, and that
only when he continued to bebave “evilly” could the capital punishment
be administered. Tndeed, it may well be, as Moore suggests, that the law
requiring death to a son who rebels against his parents was not even in
practice during the time under consideration and that the rabbis’
discussion was meant only "to impress God’'s abhorrence of the abuse of
parents.”® Whatever the case with regard to the tabbis, Philo considered
capital punishment preferable to cutting off the hand of one who
assanlis, disabuses, or dishenors his parents, since cutiing off the hand of
the offender renders him helpiess and consequently at the mercy of his
parents, so that the insult to them is only compounded, sinee they have
to take care of the very one whe offended them. 5

Concern with a child’s obligation to obey his or her parents is a major
theme in the wisdom lradition. Indeed, it can be said to undergird the
whole cotpus, for throughout it admonitions are presented as if from a
father to his children. But especially o the peint here are the

FDecalogue 117. Animals provide the model for Phile here,
liedaiom 2, 135,

515peciﬂi Laws 2, 247-248, Phito, as apparently the rabbis tog, appears to conflate
Dreat 27056, Bx 21515, and Lov 2408,
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admonitions explicitly referring to obeying one’s parents.5* Thas, for
example, Prov 1:8 admonishes;

Hear, my son. your father's instruction, and reject not your
mother's {eaching,

The same admonidon appears in 6:20 as:

My sun, keep your father's commandment and forsake not your
mother's waching...

In the Testaments of the Twelve Patviarchs, which, like the wisdom
traditions, takes the form of 2 father’s advice to his children, we also find
admoritions fo obey the father conunands.® Qutside of the rabbinic
corpus, however, it is in 4 Maccabees that we find the most extensive
reflection on the requivernent to obey one’s parents.® Here we have
consideration of the extent to which a child is obligated to obhey a parent.
“The law prevails even over affection for parents,” the author states in
2:10, “so that virtue {dpe} is not abandoned for their sakes.” The
premise of this statement is clear: Obedience to the law takes precedence
over obedience to parents. From it we may conclude that if a parent bids
a child to do something which is against one of the commandments, the
child is under no obligation to obey the parent. What is most siriking
ahout the discussion here in £ Maccabees is that “reason” {& Aoyiouds} is
the determining {actor, since “reason rules the emofions” {riv aobdy
dgamiv & Aoviouds xpatavy® For the author of 4 Maccabees, thay is, just
as reason rules over pleasure and pain (1:2{), so it rules over human
relations.5?

When the rabbis debated the extent to which one should obey one's
patents, the deciding factor was not reason but the unconditionality of
one’s obedience to God, Thus, If a parent tequests something which it is

%A in Deuteronomy 21018 the Hebrew idiom used in these admonitions refers to

“heating” {or “giving heed t07) the words (instructions, commandments, et} of
the father or mather,

¥Gee, for example, Prov 10:3; 131 15:5, 20,

&S, for exampie, T. Reyben 4:5 50 then, my children, observe all the things that

i command you” and T Issecher 41 “Now, Jisten to me, children, and live in

integrity of heart, for in it T have cbserved evervthing that is pleasing to the
Lord.” {Trans. Kee in The Ol Testument Psendepigrapha 1),

54 Maccabees is usually dated 1o the first century CB.

SThe discussion of reasor, which beging n 113, is concerned with “what reason
is and what emotion i3, how many kinds of emotions there are and whather

regson rules over all these” {v 14).

71n addition to ruling ever a child’s relations with its parents, reasun aiso rules
over a hushand's relations with his wife, a father's with his children, and over
refations between friends (2:13-13},
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not lawful to do, one disregards the request.® Even so, however, the
commandment to honor ene’s father and mother demands that one
refuse an jmproper request or point out its impropriety with appropdate
humility. s

From these examples, it is clear that the commandment to honor
one’s parents, and thus the discussions of obligations children owe thetr
parents, is addressed not to young children bul to adults.

111, The Jewish Family in Greco-Roman Seciety

Qur final consideration in {his survey of the obligations parents owe
theie children and children owe their parents is the extent to which they
may have distinguished Jewish families from others in the society
around them. [ere, too, we must Himit our observations primarily to
hiterary treatments of the themes and thus will describe the ideal rather
than the teal. But this in itself should be enlightening,

In almost every instance, the Hellenistie moralists provide parallels
to the discussion of honoring one’s parenis found in Jewish literature.
The neo-Pythagorean Pempelus is exemplary in numerous ways. In his
freatise “On Parents,” which is based on Plato’s Laws 931, Pempelus
speaks of honoring one’s parvents as demanded not only by nature but
also by the Gods. Thus, if one does not honor one’s parents one’s prayers
are not heard”™ Pempelus also argues that honor is due to one’s parents
because they have given lite and benefits and that these benefits should
be repaid in both word and deed, especially when parents are aged.”
The Stoic Hierocles™ provides a list of the berefits one is to repay to
one's parents whichuincludes all the things in the list found in Mekilte de
Rabbi Ishmael: food, a bed, clothing, and accompaniment when they go
out.™

Like Phile and Josephus, Hierocles is alse concerned with the proper
ardering of the honors due to the Gads and o one’s parents. He differs
from them, hawever, in arguing that to honor one's parenis ranks third,
coming after the honor due o the God's and the honor owed to one’s
country. Nonetheless, Hieracles states that “[hje..will not err who savs,

SExamples inm. B. Mes 210, b. Yebam. 5b-6u.

88 Oidd 32 end.

7¢ee Plato Laws 931 C. Compare Sir %5,

71See ghove on Sivach, Phile, and Jesephus.

“Gecond cemtury C.E,

FrAfter what manmer we ought o condwct ourssloss towards our parents R6-87 n the
Taylor edition (Thomas Taytoy, Pulitical Fragmenis of Archytes, Charondas, Zulewcns
and Other Anciest Pythagereans Preszroed by Stabacus and also Etcal Fragments of
Hierocles [London: C, Whattingham, 1822], 86877,
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that [parents] are certain secondary and terrestrial Gods” and that
parents are “{the] most stable images of the Gods,” since “they are the
guardian Gods of the house.””* Muore like Philo and Josephus in this
regard is Aristoxenus the Tarentine, who argues that “after divinity and
demons, the greatest attention should be paid to parents.”” We need not
resort to such lesser lights in the constelation of Greco-Roman maoralists
to establish the view that parents are to be honored like the Gods,
however, for no less a person than Flato spoke of parents as “images”
(eixdua) of the Gods, declaring that nothing is more worthy of honor than
they are.’¢ Thus, it is not surprising that in rumerous lists of maxims,
one governing honor due to parents follows immediately upon the
maxim ordaining the honoring of the Gods.”

Many of the same parallels between Jewish and Hellendstic maral
literature can be found in descriptions of children's abligation to obey
their parenls. The evidence is plentiful, for as Aulus Gellius™ informs us,
“whether a father should always be obeved, whatever the nature of his
commands” {gn semper ingue omnibus fussts patri parendum sit) was a
frequent topic of debate among both Greek and Roman philosophers.”™

Gellius identifies thiee responses to the question:

The first i3, that all fomran) a father's commands must be obeyed
{parendum); the second, that in some he is to be obeyed, in others
siot; the third, that it is nol necessary to vield to and obey one's
fathen in anything

The last opinion Gellius dismisses as “altogether shameful” (nimis
infamis}, since the reasoning behind it is “both sitly and foolish” {frivels et
inanig) M He rejects the frst also, since fathers do sometimes command
their children to do wrong.® The “intermediate way” (media sententia),
he concludes, is “the best and safest” {optima atque hutissima), warning,
however, that when a father commands one do something wrong, he

“Taylor 84-85.

Fraylor 3. Aristoxcuus {botn ca 370 B.C.E.) was a pupil of the Pythagorean
Xenaphilus and later of Aristotle,

8 aws 931A and DE.

"TSpe, for example, Isocrates Te Demonicus 13-14, and 16; ps, — Plutarch The
Education of Children 10 {Mortia 7E}.

72 123169 C.%.

7 Attic Nights 2.7.1. Trans, Rolfe. Loeb edition,

892.7.4-5.

B12.7.6-10. If a father commands one to do wrong, he should not be obeyed; if he
commands one to do right, one does nol obey becanse it is a command, but
because il is #ight. Although Gellius regards this argumient as a “mege quibbie”
{arguticls quippe), it is 1he only one he discusses at length.

822.7.11-12.
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must be denied “genily and respectfully, without excessive aversion or
bitter recrisination” (Jeniler et verecunde ac sine defestatione nimia sineque
opbprobrations acerbn reprefensionis). 8

Others, however, were not so quick {o dismiss the claim that one
should obey one’s father in all things. Epicietus, for example, declared
that one of the duties (v&@ rwulrovta) required of those who pursue the
philosophic life was “to give way [to one’s father] in all things”
{ropaxwpeiy dwdvror) and “to submit when he reviles or sirikes you."
This, Epictetus continues, was an obligation owed to all fathers
regardless of their moral qualities, since “nature” (plcis} gives ane a
father without making him either good or bad 3

The Neopythagoreans spell the argument out even fusther.
Perictyone, for example, states that one should obey one's parents
"whether their rank in life is small or great”; that ene should “never
oppose them in any thing they may say or do”; and that one should
“submit to them even when they are insane.” Such, he observes, is the
conduct of those who are * pious.”#

The most extensive treatment of Gellius' "intermediate way” of
addressing the question of obedience is Musonius Rufus’ treatise Must
One Qbey One's Parents Lnder All Cirocwmstances? (El wdvra weloteor
Toig yovebowu)¥ The question whicl appears in the title of this work
was put to Muosonius by a young man whaose father forbade him to siudy
philosophy. In his response, Musonius argues that while obedience
{metfeotiol) to one’s mother and father must be reckoned as “good”
{raxiv), 7 it is not disobedient to refuse to do something “wrong or unjust
or shameful” (xakd i d&ika fi alaypat® One is disgbedient ondy if one
“refuses to carry out good and honorable and useful orders” (ed xal
kaMds kal ovpdepbrrus)h® Obedience, however, is not simply obeving
orders to do good, Musonius continues, for since parenis desire what is

#2.7.13.

MEncheiridion 30, Trans. Oldfather, Losb edition.

8From the treatise On the Harmony of o Woman (14578 Thesleff, Trans. Taylor,
Ethival Fragments 63-64). See also Aristoxenus’ comment: “When parents,
therefore, are angry, it is requisite to yield to them, and to appease their anger,
whether it is shown in words or in deeds.” {O#r the Reverence Due fo Parents 4.
Trans. Taylor, Ethical Fragmenis 66).

$6Text and Translation in Cora E. Lutz Musonius Rufus: “The Roman Socraies”
(Wew Haven: Yale, 1947) 10-107, References are to page and Jine of the Greek
text of this edition,

A7 300,23-24.

83102,15. Musonius gives the example of a “money-loving” father ordering his
50m o steal,

*¥102,17-18.



56 Parents, Children, and Slates

good for their children, obedience is really a matter of doing good
whether the parents command it or not.% In lwming directly to the issue
at hand — whether the young man is to disobey his father and take up the
studty of philesophy - Musonius raises a further consideration. Children
cewe obedience not only to their own fathers, but aiso to Zeus, “the
common father of all men and gods” (6 wxopds dmdvrar wuThp
afpumae Te kot Seav)*? And i is to this father, Musonius declares, that
one owes the greater allegiance. Thus, he tells his inquirer, "If yvou obey
your father, you will follow the will (Lé\eg) of a man; i you choose the
philosopher’s life, the will of God.” '

Now, these treatments of honoring and obeying one’s parents are
wide-ranging, With regard to sooe, we can detect clear cultural, if not
Hterary, dependence. Josephus and Philo, for example, were certainky
aware of the moralists’ treatment of the theme and were probably
dependent on specific treatises addressing it. But what can we make of
the requirement that children honor their parenls found in Ixodus and
Plato? Neither is dependent on the other. They were both concerned
with creating an “ideal” legal system, but in this particular case we
probably have te do with nothing more than what most be an almost
universal component of worality and culture,® Similarly, in the Jewish
wisdom traditions, in Epictetus, and in Musonius, honoring and obeying
one’s parents are discussed in terms of what is “wise” and “good,” so
that fo bonor and obey one’s parents is one of the virtues characteristic ot
the life of the wiseman and the philosopher. But here again, the
eonnections between the traditions which they represent are loose.

Our concern in locking at these examples fromn the Hellenistic moral
fiterature has not been ta determine whether there was formal or literary
dependence in either direction, however, but to determine the exient o
which the Jewish descriptions of family life may have been a
distinguishing fealure of Jewish life. For the most part, we must
conciude that Jewish families were not dislinctive, at least with regard to
the ideal. For both Jewish and Hellenistic moralists argued that parents
had cbiigations to their children and children to their parents. And the
similarities on both scores are striking,

‘o mention these similarities is not to diminish the strong sense of
famnily that obtained in the social worlds of Judaism. It is simply to say
that the Jewish emphasis on the obligations parents owed to children and
children owed to parents was part and parcel of the ancient world, There

wWh0,27-37.

91704,31.

M 2ato in fact refers to lhe claim of parents to rule pver their children as
“universally just” {Laws 627A}.
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may well have been differences in the ways the ideal was brought to
reality. But we have few sources for testing this thesis. This is one of the
areas in which more work on the family in antiguily needs to be done,
Indeed, because of the infroductory nature of this essay, | conclude
by noting a number of other areas in which further research should
prove fruitful, for although most general works on fudaism in the first
centuries before and of the common era provide surveys dealing with the
family, there are no comprehensive treatments drawing on recent work,™

1.  Among the most important of the recent treatments of
parents, children, and related issues are Thomas
Wiedemann's Adults and Children in the Roman Empire® two
collections of essays edited by Beryl Rawson,® Keith
Bradley's Discovering the Roman Family: Studies in Roman
Social History,? and the more specialized work of Susan
Dixon, The Roman Mother®” Though none of these studies
deals exclusively, or even primarily, with the Jewish family,
they poscd questions in new ways and provide data and
analyses which will help to shape queslions whick may be
brought to bear in the study of Jewish texts. Since,
moreover, so many of the elements derived from Jewish
literature have parallels in the Hellenistic material, we
cannot dismiss these studies, though we must also think
carefully about how best to use them in examining the
Jewish family and to guide us when Jewish literature is
silent. There are competing methodologies, presuppasitions,
and approaches in recent work on children in antiquity so
that it is not simply a matter of which data are relevant but
als of which interpretations of the data are most cogent.

2. To attain a greater degree of precision in imagining the
living conditions of fewish families, recent work on fsraelite

1968) 2, 179-148; 8, Safrai, "Home and Family” in 5. Safrai and M. Stern (eds) The
Jewsish Peaple in the Pirat Century 2, 728.762

Hnlow Haven: Yale, 1988,

BMarriage. Diverce, and Children in Ancient Rome (Oxford: Clarendon, 1991} and
The Famely in Ancient Rome {lhaca: Cornell, 1986}, Rawson herself is working on
a major study of the family in andient Rome which will bring together her waork
aver the past few years.

Oxford: University Press, 1991, Bradley's work draws heavity on inscriptions
and should prove especially useful. The essays contained in this collection
provide a fascinating examination of Roman family life.

FNomnan: Olahoma, 1983,
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houses should be examined. The recent article in the Anchor
Bible Dictionary by john 5. Hoiladay, Jr*® and Yizhar
Hirschield’s Dwelling Houses in Roman and Byzantine
Palesting™ are good points of departure, Similar studies of
architecture and housing in Greco-Roman cities should also
be faken into account.?®® If Leon is correct in arguing that the
inscriptions of the jewish catacombs refiect a community of
modest means, we are probably to imagine Jewish families
living in insulse, which would have determined many things
about the way they coped with life in the city.

23

The economic role of the family in ancient society is also
important in determining the nature of relationships
between parents and children. As noted above, fathers were
obiigated ta teach their children a trade. in many instances
the trade was doubtless that of the father himself. But the
whote issue needs to be explored with our topic in mind,
Studies of work, trades, and the economy should be
examined, such as Moses Finley’s The Ancient Economy,¥!
and the chapter on child labor in Bradiey's eoliection of
essays on the Roman family just cited.

4. Though one can learn much {rom past siudics of Jewish
nscriptions, such as Leon's The Jews of Ancient Rome, looking
at this evidence more closely and in the light of new insights
should prove beneficial. Ross Kraemer's study of the
inscriptions of Rome and Egypt which attest to the lives of
lewish women shows what results might be expected from
further study.’® Though the focus of this work is elsewhere,
Kraemer provides a number of helpful observations about
the roles of jewish mothers - both what was and was not
said about them, '™

#See the entry under “House, Israelite” in 3, 308-318. His bibliography refersto s
forthcorning book on lsraelife House: A Case Study i Applied Archaeoelhnographic
Anglogical Reesnatruction,

Fleruaalem: Yad Yitzhaq benr Zvi, 1987 (Hicbrew). | am grateful to Shaye Cohen
for this reference.

W05ee, for axample, John Stambaugh's The Ancient Roman City (Baltimore: John
Hopking, 1985}

WBerkeley: University of California, 1973

W2 Ngn-Literary Bvidence for lewish Women in Rome and Egypt” in Helios 13
{14986}, 85101,

183The rote of the mother in Jewish families of antiguity warrants study. Though
most of this essay has focused on the obligations of fathers, there are numerous
seferences in the Bible, the apocrypha, the rabbinic corpus, and the inscriptions




Parents and Children in the fewish Family of Antiguily 28

5,

Finally, the use of imagery of parents and children in
apacalyptic literature warrants investigation. The most weli-
known passage is Mal 45-6 which refers to Elijah's turning
the hearts of fathers to their children and the hearts of
children to theilr fathers, lest the Lord conte and somite the
land with a curse. Other passages, however, reverse this
saying, listing as one of the signs of the end the dissclution
of relations between parents and children. 1 Enoch 100:1-2 is
exemplary:  “In those days..a man shall not be able to
withhold his hands from his sons nor from [his] son’s sons in
order to kill them.” The use of such imagery in apocatyptic
literature illustrates just how significant relations between
parents and children were in Jewish society. When
apocaiyptic writers sought to describe the woes of the last
days, they could think of nothing worse than strife within
the family; when they speak of the establishment of the new
order, they couldt think of nothing better than the turning of
tathers to their children and children to their fathers.

which should be examined systematically [see the essay by Ross S, Kraemer in

this volume].
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Parents and Children:
A Philonic Perspective

Adele Reinharty

Introduction

The literary records of the Greco-Boman world are replete with
portrayals of or references to parents and children. Tt is only recently,
however, that sach comments have been used as a resoucce for the
contemplation of parent-child relationships in Greco-Roman antiquity.
While there have appeared several studies of children and childhood in
classical Athens and imperial Rome? sarprisingly little scholarly
attention has been given to the Jewish family in the Greco-Roman
world.® Yel Hellenistic Jewish writers, like their gentile counterparts,

ISee, for example, Mark Golden, Chilidren and Childhood in Classical Athens
(Baltimere: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1990); Thomas Wiedemann, Adulls
and Cfeahdret it the Roman Eppive (London: Routledge, 1989 fanwe V. Gardner and
Thomas Wiedemann, The Roman Household: A Sourcebook {London and New York:
Roulledge, 1991). Of related interest are Suzanne Dixon, The Reman Meoiher
{London: Rowtledge, 1988) and Judith P. Hallett, Fathers and Daughters in Rowan
Society: Women and the Elfe Funuly (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1984},
‘Some aspects relevant to children and childhood have been touched on in
varivus introductory and specific works on Philo. See, for example, ER,
Goodencugh, An Introduction o Philo Judeeus, 2d ed. {Lanham: Univessity Press of
Amerjca, 186}, 127-28; Alan Mendelson, Secular Education in Phile of Alexandria
{Cincinnalk: Hebrew Unien Collepe Press, 1982), passiiy Dorothy Sly, Phile’s
Perception of Women (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1990}, passim.
61
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made much mention of those of “tender age,”* and the adults who
created and raised them. Pseudo-Phocylides, for example, whose work
stems from first-century Alexandria,® offers advice on guarding the
beauty — and the virginity - of one’s children,® while Josephus, the first-
century Jewish historian, expands upon some of the significant parent-
child relationships of biblical narrative ®

The present study will explore the relationships of Hellenistic Jewish
children and their parents by examining the work of one of the most
prolific Jewish writers of the Greco-Roman world, Phile of Alexandria.
Of course, Philo's primary concern is not io describe Jewish family life
but rather to develop an allegorical interpretation of scripture.’
Nevertheless, he devotes a series of freatises, entitled the Exposition of the
Law,® to a more literal explication of Jewish narrative and legal texis
which permits a glimpse, however blurry, into his social world,

Comumnents about children, and in particular, the parent-chiid
relationship, appear in every exiant treatise of the Exposition.® The Life of
Moses, which apparently serves as the introduction to the series!®

Fug. 39-40. The treatises of Philo are abbreviated according to the Hist in Studin
Philomica Ammand 3 (1991) 393-94. All citadions and quotations from Philo are from
Phife in Ten Velumes fund two supplementary volumes), English ranslation by FH.
Colson et af., Loeb Classical Library (London: Heinerrang, 1929-62).

gy discussion of date and provenance, see F.W. Van der IHorst, "Pseudo-
Phocvlides,” in The Ofd Testament Pseadepigraphs, ed. Jasves H, Charlesworth, vol.
2 (New York: Doubleday, 1985), 567-68; idem, Tiw Sentences of Pseudo-Phocylides
{Leiden: Bril}, 1678} 82; idem, *Pseudo-Phocylides Revisited,” 1SP 3 (1988): 13
*Pseudo-Phocylides, ines 210-17 {OT Apocrypiu, 581-82),

ESue. for example, Arnf 1.2153-219 on Sarah’s relationship with Ishoaed and Anf,
2.217-3% on the birth and childheod of Mases. All citations and quotations from
the work of josephus are from Josephus in Nine Volumes, ed. H. 5t J. Yhackeray et
al., Loelb Classical Library (London: Heinemann, 1926-65}).

“This is clear frot the strachire of many of his exegetical discusstans, in which
the literal exposition of a text is followed by ar allegorical interpretation which
explicates “an order of things which is not 5o apparent but is far superior tu the
order which is perceived by the senses” {Abr. 52), CF Harry Aostryn Wolfson,
Phife: Foundations of Keligions Philosophy in fudeism, Christignity, and Istam, vol. i
{Lambridge: Hacvard University Press, 1947), 116

¥The intended audience of the Expasifion has been a matter of some debate. ER.
Goodenongh argued that the Exposition, like Philo’s two-volume treatise De Vita
Mesis, was a missionary document addressed to Gentiles. T Goodenougl,
Introduction, 35; idem, "Philo’s Exposition of the Law and his De Vita Mosis,”
HTR 26 (1933) 109-25, Victor Tcherikover {"Jewish Apofogetic Literature
Reconsidered,” Eos 48 [1956] 178-73), however, argued that there is no evidence
that Gentiles read any Jewish writings at ajl, let alone these particular woiks,
*Treatises on Isaac and Jacob, apparently part of the original Expasition, ave not
extant. Goodenough, Infroduction, 40.

WSee Goodencugh, “Philo's Bxposition,” passim.
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contains Phila’s reconstruction of the sentiments and words of Moses’
parents on the gccasion of their infant’s “exposure” on the river Nile
{Mos. 1. 10-11}. The "ages of man,” as described by Solon and
Hippocrates, form part of Philo’s exposition of the number seven, in On
the Creation (Opif. 104-53,%1 In his treatise On Abraham, Philo discusses
various issees concerned with child sacrifice, in the context of Abzahany's
near sacrifice of his son fsaac {Abr. 167-199). In On Joseph Philo makes
some general comments on the nature of children and youth and
describes the strong love of Jacob {or the son of his old age {Jus. 4, 225).
Richest for onr purposes are the treatises On the Decalogue and On the
Special Laws, which treat in detail a variety of legal issues related to
parents and children, including the biblical commandment to hopor
one's parents (Dec. 106-20; Spec. 2.224-41) and the laws of inheritance
(Spec. 2. 125-39). The freatises which conclude the Exposition contain
further reflections on such diverse aspects as infanticide (Virt. 131-34)
and procreation (Praem. 108-9),

In the Exposition as a whole, Philo brings to bear on his interpretation
of scripture many extrabiblical considerations and assumptions that
apparently stern from his owa particular intellectual, cultural, and
political location in Alexandria at the hurn of the eras.’? This is trae alzo
of his discussions pertaining to pareni-child relationships. For example,
Phile’s discussion of Gen 22 goes beyond an explication of the text to a
compasison of Abraham's act with the various circumstances under
which children were sacrificed among “the barbarian nations” such as
India {Aks. 182). His detailed exposition of the fifth commandment
extends the meaning of “honoring one’s parenis” to inchide the courtesy
ard honor that young peopie should show to their elders in general, an
extension which, though not inconsistent with biblical morality, is
nevertheless not mentioned in Ex 20:12 or Deut 5161 His vigorous
condemnations of infanticide and exposure of infants, practices which
according to Philo are detested by the “holy law,” are attached to Ex
21:22 and l.ev 22:27, which do not mention these issues at ali. The fact
that Philo’s commenis on parent—child relationships appear as biblical

HHor discussion of the history of the idea of the “ages of man,” see Philippe
Ariés, Cenfuries of Childhood: A Social History of Family Life (New York: Knopi,
19623, 15-32.

12T his is the assumption behind the works of Heinemann and Goadenough, for
examyple, who try to determine where, when, and to what extent, Philo was
drawing from the nonJewish aspects of his cultural environment. 5ee ER.
Goodenaugh, The furispridence of the Jewish Courds in Eqypt (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1929} and Isaak Heinemann, Philons gricchische wnd pidische
Bildung (Brestau: M. and H. Marcus Verlag, 1932).

3508 Lev 19:32 and the rabbinic discussion in b, Qidd, 32b.
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exegesis precindes their use as a clear window into the everyday tives of
children and their parents in Jewish Alexandria. Nevertheless, his
discussions, drawing as they do from the sodlal, legal and inteliectual
world in which he lived, do shed light on his basic assumptions
regarding this fundamental relationship and itz social and legal
ramifications as he saw them.'*

Qur discussion of Phito’s views will begin with a brief suzvey of the
terminology he uses to refer to children and their parents theoughout the
Exposition. This will be followed by a treatment of four specific issues: 1}
the hierarchical structure of the parent-child relationship; 2} the
responsibilities of parents towards their children; 3) the duties of
chifdren fowards their parents; 4} love and affection between parents and
children, Also included will be some reflactions on related issucs such as
the role of the male-female hierarchy in the parent~child relationship, and
the possible influence of the Roman laws concerning patriarchal power
on Philo’s understanding of family life. Finally, we will consider the
hints provided by Philo’s comiments for our picture of the lives of Jewish
parents and children in Alexandria.

Philonic Terminoclogy

1. Childven

When referring to those “of tender age,” Philo uses either the neater
teknon (for example, Spec. 1.139) or, for infants, the neuter breghos (Spec,
3.3117). In the majority of cases in which the LCL franslation uses the
English term “child” or “children,” however, Philo uses the noun pais,'®
From the varted contexts in which this term occurs, 1t is apparent that
pais is nsed by Philo primarity {o refer not to the age of childhood, but
rather to the condition of being an offspring, that is, of being the inferior
party to the parent-child relationship. This is particularly striking in the
many passages in which Phito emphasizes the duty of children to care
for their aging parents, as theyv themselves were cared for in their youth

Y Goodenough, Jurisprudence, 13-14 and passim, whe argues that Philo's
interprefations of the special laws, in Spee, 1-4, reflect the actual prachices and
procedures of the [ewish courts in Bgypt. F.H. Colson, however, disagrees with
this theory, an the grounds that there is liftle evidence fo suggest that in fact Philn
is deviating from the biblical descriptions of these laws in such a way which
would suggest that he was attempting to accommdate and $o refiect the law as
practised in his own community. See Colson, Philo, vol. vii, xid-xii, note (g).

15 ess frequently, Phito will refer move generally to “those whom parents have
begotten,” as in Sper. 2.231: "parents havc. received authority over their
offspring” [eph” hots egermesan).
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{for example Dec. 113-18) ar the severe penalties prescribed by biblical
law for striking a parent (Spec. 2.243-48),

When speaking specifically of sons and/or daughters, Philo often
uses the mascoline hufos and/or the femvinine thugafer. In numerous
passages, however, the masculine forms of pais are used interchangeably
with Auios or its plural, to denote male children specifically.!® For
example, in Spec. 4.184, Philo advises that “the ruler should preside over
his subjects as a father over his children [paidon} so that he himself may
be honoured in return as by true-born sons Prupo gnesion huionl..” This
pattern of usage suggests that many of the passages which accordi ing to
the LCL branslation refer to a child or children, in fact speak of male
children solely or primarily unless daughters are specifically mentioned.

2. Parents

A similar situation exists with respect to the terminology that hilo
uses in reference to parents. In most discussions, Philo speaks genezally
of “parents” {hoi goneds, masculine pligal]. In some cases he speaks
specifically of the mother e meter], as in Virt, 128{t., which speaks of the
special bond between mothers and their infants, or of the father [l pafer,
as in Virl, 192, which speaks of the father disinheriting a disobedient son
in such cases it would seem that the more specific noun is used in a
situation in which the parent of the other sex is definitely exciuded.

[ some situations, koi goncis is indeed meant to be inclusive. This is
explicitly so, for example, in Dec. 51, in which Philo notes that the {ifth
commandment treais “the duty of honouring parents [peri goneonj, each
separately and both in common.”

in many other cases, however, the context indicates that in using this
term, Phifo has tin mind the male parent. in Spec. 3.153, for example,
Phito commends the biblical law according to which “tathers {paferas)
shauld not die for thelr sons nor sous for their parents [goncon]” That
these two terms {pater and goneus| are inlerchangeable is suggested by
Spec. 2,368 “He expressly forbade that sons should be slain instead of
fathers [goneon) or fathers [goreis] instead of sons.”V

From his usage of terminology it is clear that Philo does not refrain
from addressing issucs which relate to all parents and children in
general, as well as to daughters specifically. It would seem, however, that
the relationship which is of grealest interest and concern to Phile is that
between father and son. His remarks to “parents” and “children” are in
reality addressed primarily to males in their roles as fathers and sons,

¥Pais can in fact be either masculine or feminine, though Philo uses primarily the
mascuine forms,
17500 adso Spec. 2.243-48.
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although this does not always emerge dearly from the L.CL transiation.'®
The Philonic emphasis on the father-son relationship is consistent with
Phito’s general view on the superiority of male to female’ as well as with
the likelthood that men constituted Philo’s intended audience
throughout the Exposition.®

Issues

1. Parents and children: a hierarchical relationship

The basis for every Philonic discussion of family life is the
assumplion of the hierarchical nature of the parent-child retationship.
This principle is discussed explicitly and in detail in his conunents on the
fifth commandment;

In the {fifth commandmen{ og honouring paresnts we have a
suggestion of many necessary laws drawn up to deal with the
selations of old to young, rulers i subjects, benefactors to benefited,
slaves to masters. For parents belong to the superior class of the
above mentioned pairs, that which comprises seniors, relers,
benefactors and masters, while children cocupy the lower position
Wiiigl jurdors, subjects, receivers of benefits and slaves.(Dec. 165-
BE)A

Fhile greounds this hievarchical relationship in the definition of
parents as the creators of their children:
[ say..that the maker i3 always senior to the thing made and the

cause fo its effect, and the bagetters are in a sense the causes and the
creators of what they beget, (Spec. 2.228)

Furthermore, the yole of parents as creators makes thew similar in some
sense to God as creator: they “copy His nature by begetting particular
persons” (Dec. 51}, According to Philo this similarity accoumnts for the
place of the [ifth commardment in the Decalogue as the transition point
between the commandments deseribing the duties that human beings
owe to Gad and those they owe to fellow human beings:

WThe LCL often transiates pis and gonens in a general rather than gender-specific
way, though see Spec. 3,168, quoted above, in which guness is translated as
“fathers.”

YWeor a discussion of Phito’s views of male and female, see Judith Romney
Wegner, “Philo's Portrayal of Women - Hebraic or Helleniv,” in “Wamen Like
This™; New Perspeciives on Jewish Women Jn the Greco-Roman World, ed. Amy-1il
Levine {Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1991), 41-66; Richard A. Baer, Jr., Philp's Use of the
Categories Male ard Feraale (Leiden: Brill, 1970); Sly, Women,

The possibility that Phijo's intended readership for all of the treatises is male is
touched on by Sly, Women, 39-71,

ACE Spee, 2.226-27 for a similar formulation.
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..we see that parents by their nahure stand on the bordertine
between the mortal and the immortal side of existence, the mortal
because of thelr kinship with men and other animals through the
perishableness of the body; the immorial because the act of
generation assimilates them to God, the generator of the All. (Dec.

107y
For this reason, Philo insists, parents

are ta their children what God is to the world, since just as He
achieved existence for the nonexistent, so ey in imitation of His
power, as far as they are capable, immortalize the race. (Spec. 2.225)

These passages imply that the hierarchical relationship between
parents and children is grounded in and proceeds from the creative
activity which likens parents to God. There are hints, however, that for
Philo the idea of the superiority of parents to their children i3 in fact
separable from, prior to, and indeed more fundamental than its
philosophical rationale. One hint is to be found in the fact that elsewhere
Philo criticizes the very comparison between human parents and God
that he himself had emphasized in the passages quoted above. In Spec,
1.10-11, Philo warns his readers that

a man shouid know himself and banish from the sowd the grievous
malady of concelt. For there are some who have prided themselves
on their powey of fashiening as with a sculptor’s ennning the fairest
of creatures, man, and in their braggart pride assumed godship,
closing their eves fo the Cause of all that comes into being. though
they might find in their familiars a corrective for their detusion. For
in their midst are many men incapable of begetting and many
women barren, whose matings are ineffective and who grow old
childless. The evil belief, therefore, needs fo be excizsed from the
mind with any others that are not Ioyat te God.

This contradiction suggests that the philosophical rationale for this
particular hierarchy as stated in Dec 51, 107 and Spec. 2225 is oot
fundamental but rather utililarian. ks main function is to justify the
focation of the {ifth commandment at the transition point between the
commandments relating fo God and those to fellow human beings.®

227f, Spec. 2.224-25. Yeheshua Amir {“The Devcalogue according to Philo,” in The
Ten Commmandments in Histary gnd Tradition, ed. Ben-Zion Segat {Jerusalem;
Magnes Press, 19901}, 156-38) suggests that this peint reflects a knowledge of
Greek cosmolopy, since Plato also refers to divinity as the father who brings forth
fite.
HThis suspicion is strengthened by the ambivalence implied in the following
passage:

Some bolder spirits, glovifying the name of parenthood, say

that a father and a mother are in fact gods revealed to sight
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A second hint which points in the same direction is the fact that the
hierarchical refationship between parents and children is only one of the
many hierarchies which are operative in human society as Philo
understands it, In some cases, the parent-child refationship is itself secn
as a madel for other kinds of hierarchies, as in Spec, 4.184%

The ruler should preside over his subjects as a father over his
children so that he Mmself may be honeured in returm as by true.
born song, and thevefore good mlers may be truly called the parents
af states and natiops in comaon, since they show a fatherly and
sometimes more than fatherly affection,

These other hierarchical relationships cannot readily be explained by the
philosophical rationate of the innate superiority of the creator fo the
created. This would be the case with respect to the relationship between
the master and his servant, the benefactor and the benefited, the old and
the young (Spec. 2.226}. Philo does not provide a philosophical rationale
for these hierarchies; rather, he simply accepts them as setf-evident.
These obhservations suggest that Philo’s notlon of the hierarchical
relationship between parcnts and children is first and foremost an
expression of an essentially dualistic view of human society, and as only
one (albeit an importart oneg) of many hierarchies. One of the sources of
this notion is clearty biblical Ex 20:12 and Deut 5:16 express the divinely
given commandment to honor one’s parems, without even hinting at the
notion that parents should honor their children. Many other bibtical
passages imply the hierarchy between master and slave {for example, Bx
21:1-6) and the ruler and the ruled {for examnple, 1 Sam $:10-18). A
similariy hierarchical view of human society ts expressed in classical

who capy the Uncreated in Hhis work as the Framer of Bfe. He,
they say, is the god or Maker of the world, they of those oaly
whom they have begotten, and how can reverence be rendered
ti the invigible Cod by those who show Ereverence to the gods
who are near at hand and seen by the eve?” (Der. 1203

Here Philo is careful not to commit himself 1o the views expressed by the “botder
spirits.” {For brief discussion and Stoic paralla}q see Colson, Philo, vol, 7, p. 612).

Inideed, his repetition of the fact that these views helong, to athers implies that he
#s distancing himself from them, (Compare Philo's conclusion to De Opifi70-72,

in which he refers [o the views of others in a context which makes his rejection of
these views very clearl, In Dec., this rejection is not made explicit. Indeed, these
views are brought to support Philo's asaertinn that “parents are the servants of
God for the task of begetting children....” (Dee. 119} In this passage teo,

therefore, it would seem that the principle of hierarchy in the parent.child
relationship is fundamental, and is being rationalized by recourse o vartous
arguraents, not alf of which he would agree with under other drcumstances,
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literature®® as well as in Hellenistic literature such as the Stoic kathekon
and in the early Christian Haustafeln. The household relationships as
described in these texts clearly reflect the fundamenial acceptance of the
hierarchies of husbhands and wives, parents and children, masters and
slaves.®

Philo’s notions of hierarchy, therefore, have cbvious paraliels both in
biblical and Greco-Roman thought, and are clearly fundamental to his
descriptions of the responsibilities of parents towards children and vice
versa. It is to Philo's discussions of these responsibilities that we now
turn.

2. Farents’ Resporsibilities towards their Children

In Spec. 3111, Philo states that children are sent into the world in
order to “partake of the gifts of Nature.” According to Virf, 130, the first
two of these gifts are birth itself, “through which the nonexistent is
brought into existence,” and breastmilk, “the happily timed aliment
which flows so gently fostering the tender growth of every creature.”
These two gifts of natare in fact identify two of the most important
responsibilities of parents towards their children, namely, to bring them
into the world, and to nurture their growth,

a. Procreation

For Phile, procreation is the sole legitimate goal of the marital
refationship. He roundly condemns those “pleasure lovers {whaol mate
with Lheir wives, not to proceate children and perpetuate the race, bat
like pigs and goats in quest of the enjoyment which such inlercourse
gives” {5pec. 3.113). Similarly reviled ave “those who sue for marriage
with women whose sterility has already been proved with other
husbands, do but copulate like pigs or goals, and their names should be
inscribed in the lists of the impious as adversaries of God..."{Spec. 3.36).
The regulations governing permitted and forbidden marriages among
the priests “are intended to promote the generation of children” (Spec.
1.112); firstborn sons are to be “consecrated as a first fruzit, a thank.

Hee Anistotle (Nicomachean Ethics 1158a12), in which the relationship between
father and son, as well as that between husband and wife, ruler and mled, older
and younger, is exphicitly described as hierarchival.

“HFor discussion of the similarities and relationships among Stoic, Hellenistic
Jewish, and eatly Christian [ormulations, see James E. Crouch, The Origin and
Intention of the Colossian Haustafel {Githingen: Vandenhoeck and Ruprecht, i972),
74-101; Ehrhard Kamiah “Thilos Beitrag zur Anthellung der Geschichie der
Haustafeln,” e Wort und Wirklichkeit: Studien mur Afrikunistik wnd Oricrbadistik, Teid
J, ed. Brigiita Benzing ef al. (Meisenhetm am Glan: Hain, 1976}, 40-93,
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offering for the blessing of parenthood realized in the present and the
hopes of fruitful increase in the future” (Spec. 1.138).26

To breing children into the world is therefore not merely a privilege or
a right, but a responsibility of every adult. Although Philo speaks
generally of parents in the passages quoted above, it would seem that the
emphasis on procreation as the single justifiable reason for sexual
intercourse is addressed primarily to men, since they are warned not to
marry barren women whereas women are not similarly cautioned
regarding infertile men?” This responsibility, however, must be
exercised within the context of a legitimate marital relationship, because

anyone who has a harlot for his mother has no knowledge of, and
can claim po affiliation fo, his real father, but must accept the
paternity of most or practically all her lovers and patrons....(Spec.
1.332)

The paternity of such children is so difficuit to determine

becanse their begelting and their birth has been adulterated at the
fountain-head and reduced te confusion through the number of
their mather’s lovers, so that they cannot recognize or distinguish
theix reat father....(Spec. 1.326)

Similarly unfortunate are the children of an aduiterous relationship,
though in this case the principal victim is the cuckolded husband “who
will be forced to cherish the children of his deadlest foe as his own flesh
and Blood” (Dec. 129).

WSee alse Prasm. 108-10 and Mos, 114, The emphasis on procreation is also
present in the works of Roman writers such as Cassius Dio, who asserts: "It was
for this prrpose above all that the first and greatest of gods who fashioned us
divided the buman race info two, male and female, and inplanted into ws sexual
passion and the need for intercmarse, and made that intercowrse fruitful; so that
even moriality might become in a way immortal by the birth of new
generations...” (56.3). CF Gardner and Weldemann (Romurn Household, 967 who
comunent that Dio's thoughts on proecrealion are commonplaces nf Greek
philosophy. According fo Hleinemann {Bildung, 363-69), fertility is not seen as the
sole purpose of marriage in the Bible or in rabbinic tradition. For a recent and
detaited discussion of this point, see Jeremy Cohen, "Be Fertile and Mncrease, Fill the
Earth and Master 107 The Ancient and Medicval Career of a Biblicel Text (Bthaca:
Cornell University Press, 1985}, passim,

That Phile knew of the possibility of male infertility is indicated by Spec. 1.10-
11, in which Philo refers to the “many men incapable of begetting ” The yabbis of
the Mishnah and the Talmud explcitly interpreted Gen 1:28 as a commandment
devolving upon the male rather than the female, despite the biological necessity
of femate participation in the act of procreation. Por discussion, see Cohen, “Be
Fertile,” 124-44,
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b. Providing Nurture

Once a couple has brought a child into the world, their next
important responsibility is to nurture that child in an adequate and
appropriate manner. In the first place, this means making a commitment
to raising thar child. Philo condemns in very strong terms the practices
of exposure of infants and infanticide, which was apparently not
uncornmon in the Greco-Roman world as a method of population
control,?® Tf parents cut their children off from the biessings of nature,
Philo argues,

they must rest assured that they are breaking the laws of Nature
and stand self-condemned on the gravest charges, love of pleasure,
haired of men, murder and, the worst abomination of ali, murder of
theit own children. (Spec. 3.112)

Exposure of infants is no better than outright infanficide, since exposed
children “suffer the most distressing fate” as helpless victims of
carnivorous birds and “beasts that feast on human flesh” (Spec. 3. 115).%

The human mother and her infant are to remain together (Spec.
4.139). For huunan mothers as for animals, any separation would lead to
great disiress,

because of the maternal affection natural {o them, particularly at the
time of motherhood, when the breasts, whose fBowing fountain is
obstructed through lack of its suckling, grow indurated and
strained by the weight of the milk coagulated within them and
suffer a painful oppeession. {Virt, 128)

The importance of breasticeding is indicated by the absence of teeth in
the newborn, since teeth

would be a superfluous burden to the infant who would be fed on
milk, ard would alse bring serious trouble to the breasts, the
fountain through which the Houid sustenance flows, as they would
ke galled during the suction of the milk. [God] loaked forwazd,
therefore, to the proper time, that is, [0 when the infant is weaned
from the breast, and brought ouf that supplemenfary growth of
teeth, which He hitherto kept tn storage, only when the infant
waould refuse to take food in the form of milk and could bear the
more mature kind which requires the instruments which 1 have
mentioned. {Spec, 3.199-200y%

Plohn Boswelt, The Kindness of Strangers (New York: Vintage, 1988}, 139-152,
#Gee Spec, 3.110-19; Virt, 131-34; Mos, 1.10-14. For a more detailed discussion of
these passages, see Adele Reinhartz, “Philo on Infanticide,” Sindie Philonica
Arrucal 4 [1952) 4258,

MAccording to Gardner and Wiedemann (Roman Household, 102-3), it was
considered highly virtuous for a Roman mother to nurse her own child. See
Phutarch, Cato the Elder 20, 4-7. When wet-nurses were hived, special care was
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. Protection
Another important responsibility borne by the parents, specifically

the father, is that of protecting his family (Mos. 1.257, 330). For this
reason, notes Philo, God

provides for crphans and widows because they have lost their
profectors, i the first case parents, in the second husbands, and in
this desolation ao refuge remains that men can give; and therefore
they are not denied the hope thal is greatest of all, the hope in
God...{5pec. LM

On a practical level, the protection of orphans, particulariy of young
girls, becomes the responsibility of the head magistrate, who is given
the charge of protecting the girs left rthus desolaie and
superintending their development, and the expenses of providing

anything requited for their maintenance and education as befits
maidens, . (Spec. 1.1237%

d. Financial Support

Raising childeren, then as now, entailed considerabie financiat
expense. Mecessary expenses ranged from the redemption of the
firstborn (Spec, 4.139) to the providing of a dowry (Spec, 1.125). in
between, notes Philo,

parends pay out a sem many times the value of a slave on their
children and for them & nurses, tufors and teachers, apart from the
cast of their clethes, food and superinrendence in sickness and
heaimézfrom their earliest years untll they are [ull grown. {Spee,
2233y

fn sum, “chiidren have nothing of their own which dees not come from
their parents, either bestowed from their own resources or acquired by
means which originate from them” (e, 118).

Financial obligations do not end with the death of the fatker, who
must provide an inheritance for his children. Philo explicales the biblical
laws pertaining to inheritance {cf. Num 27:8-11), indicating that “lhe

taker to ascerviain their good character, since it was thought that infants imbiled
something of the characler of their nurses with their milk, The only evidence of
wet-nursing in a Hellenistic Jewish context concems the hiting of 2 wel-nurse for
a foundling infant (CPY ne. 146} and the annulmeni of an agrecment to hire 2 wet-
nurse for a stave-child {CP] no. 147}, For the tets and discussion of these papyti,
see {orpus Papyrovem Judaicarwn 1, ed, Victor A. Tcherikover and Alexander
Fuks {Cambridge, Mags.: Harvard University Press, 1960), 15-20,

3%ae Colsor, Philp, vol. 7, 826, for a discussion of the Attic law which he takes as
the basis for Phite’s discussion on this point,

LAristotle {Pofitics 1260a7-10} also sees similarities in the relationships between
master and slave, man and child, and male and female. See also Goodencugh,
Turisprudenee, 70,
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heirs of parents are to be sons, or failing sons, daughters” {Spec. 2.124).53
Although the daughters of Zelophehad are permitted by Moses to irnherit
their father’s property in the absence of any male siblings (Mos. 2.243-43),
Philo is carcfid to emphasize the exceplional natuye of this ruling:

For just as in nature men take precedence of women, so, tos, in the
scale of relationships they should take the first place in succeeding
to the property and filling the pesition of the departed.... (Spec.
2.124; of. Mos, 3.242.43}

Unmarried dasghters whose male siblings have received the inheritance,
however, must have a dowry provided for them from the esiate (Spec.
2.125).

In addifion to providing materially for the child, the father, or the
head magistrate if the father is deceased, must choose a suitable marriage
partrer for his daughters (Spec. 2.125). The husband was to be chosen on
his “merits,” although another important consideration was also
financial: the prospective mate

should be, of the same fandly a3 the gidds, or, if that cannot be, at
any rite of the same ward and tribe, in order that the portions
assigned as dowry should not be alienaled by intermarriage with

other tribes but should retain the place given to them in the
allotments originally made on the basis of tribes, {Spee. 1.126)%

. hnstruction
According ta Philo, parents, in addition to their various other roles,

are alsv in the position of Instructors because they impart 1o their

ehildron from their earliest years everything that they themselves

may happen o know, and give them instruction not only in the

various branches of knowiedge which they impress upon theis

young rinds, bat also on the most essential questions of what o

choose and avoid, pamely, o choose virtues and avoid vices and

the activities to which they lead. (Spec, 2228)
Such instruction includes both physical iraining ir a gymnasium,
through which the child “gains muscalar vigour and good condition and
the power to bear tiself and move with an ease marked by gracefulness
and elegance” as well as education of “the soul by means of letters and
arithmetic and geometry and music and philosophy as a wholg..” (Spec.
2.230). '

Although the passages quoted above speak generally of parents and

children, it would appear that Phile in fact perceives ihe father to the
primary provider of instruction. Spec, 2.29 describes the father as the one

FGee Mos, 2234-43 and Spec 2.125-139 for extended discussion of the laws of
inhertance, See also Goodenough, hoispradence, 35-65.
M Num 36.61f,
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whose nature it is “to beget good intentions and noble and worthy
actions, and then to foster {his] offspring with the water of the truths
which education and wisdom abundantly supply” (Spec. 2.28). The
infiuence of the mother on the moral and intellectual development of the
child, it any, is described as negative. Phile blames the misdeeds of
children on the

familiarity with falsehood which grows up with the children right
from their birth and from the cradle, fhe work of nurses and
mothers and the rest of the conpany, slaves and free, who belong o
the household, (Spec, 4.68)%

Similarty, the primary recipient of paternal education and instruction
would appear to be the male offspring. Although Spec. 2.230 speaks of
the physical and moral education of “children,” Sper, 3.176 explicitly
praises the debarring of women from the gymnasium, and Spec. 2.236
speaks of the virtuous instruction that a father will give his son.

f Discipline :
The kind and selfless ministrations of parents® do not always result

in virtuons and kind children. Philo warns pgainst the overindulgence of
one’s childyen,

For when parents cherish their children with odreme tenderness,
providing thern with good gifls from every guarter and shunning
a0 tolf or danger because they ave fast bound to them by the magnet
forees of affection, there are some who do not receive this exceeding
tender hearfedness in a way that profits them. They pursne gagerly
hwxury and voluptacusness, they appland the dissolute life, they
run ta waste both in body and soul, and suffer no part of either Lo
be kept crect by its proper faculties which they lay prostrate and
patalyzed wirhout a blush because they have never feared the
censors they possess in their Fathers and mothers but give into and
indutge their own husts. {Spec. 2.240} '

What is one fo do as the “good” parent of an “evil” child? Phio exhorts
such parents “to employ more active and severe admonitions {o cure the
wastage of {heir children..” (Sper. 2.241). After all, “parenis
have...received aathority over their offspring” which has been awarded
net by lot or by voting, but “by the most admirable and perfect ludgment

Fidhile this sounds like an ancient example of the “blame the mather” syndrame,
in fact it is in keeping with Philo’s assessment of woman as bringing
“blameworthy” behavior into the world {cf. Opif. 151). For an analysis of ths
svndrome in modern western society, see Paula ), Caplan, Don't Bleme Mother
{New York: Harper and Row, 1989).

(S Spec, 2.236.

¥Phife appears to be quite preoceupied with this particular sitnation, fudging by
the length of his discussion, T Virk 189, 198.227.
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of nature above us which governs with justice things both buman and
divine” {Spec. 2.231).
By this authority, asserts Philo,

fathers have the tight te upbraid their chiidren and admaonish them
severely and if they do not submit to threats conveved in words to
beat and degrade them and put them in bonds, (Spec. 2.232)°8

Some fathers “of the most affectionate kind,” notes Philo,

formally disinherit their sons and debar them from thelr hiome and
¥inship, when the depravity which they show overcomes the
peculiar and intense affection implanted in parents by rature, {Virf,
1923

In the case of truly rebeliious children,

the faw permits the parents to extend the purishment to death,
though here it requires more than the father alone or the mother
atome.... For it is not to be expected that both the parents would
agree to the execution of their son unless the weight of his offenses
depressed the scales strongly enough to nvercome the affection
which nature has firmly estabiished in them, {Spec, 2.232)

For the specHic otfense of striking one’s father or mother, Philo, in
accordance with Ex 21:15, prescribes the death penalty by stoning {Spec.
2.243). “This is quite just,” comments Philo, “for justice forbids that he
shouid live who maltreats the amthors of his fife.” The death penaity is
mare appropriate than the lesser penalties suggested by
some dignitaries and legisiators who had an eye t0 men’s opinfons
rather than to fruth {and] have decreed that striking a father should
be punished by cutting off the hands, a specious refinement due to
their wish to win the approval of the more careless or thoughtless,

wha think that the parts with which the offenders have siruck their
patents should be amputaied, (Spec. 2.244)

“But it is 5illy,” continaes Phile,

to visit displeasure on the servants rather than on the actual
authars, for the oulrage is not commitied by the hands but by the
persons who used their hands o cosunit it, and it is these persans
who must be punished.... (Spec. 2.245)

The death penalty should alse be meted out to any who,

¥Colson (Fhils vol. 7, 450) suggests that the reference to degradation in this
quotation may be to setting the children to degrading tasks, as in Plato, Laws 566,
Goodenough (urisprudence, 69-70) notes that in this case Philp goes beyond the
biblical text that he is explicating (Deut. 21:18-21}, Whereas biblical law refers to
beating as an initial form of discipline, Phile adds both imprisonment and
degradation, failing which the child should be stoned.
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even if while spaking no amsault with his hands..uses abusive
language to those fo whony good words are awed as a beunden
duty, ot in any other way does anything to dishonour his parenis....

™

(Spec. 2,248

‘The patriarchal focus of Philo’s discussion led Heinemann, followed
by Goodenough, to suggest that Philo’s views of parental discipline were
greatly influenced by Roman laws relating to patria potestas, that is, the
absoluie power that the patriarch held over all members of his household
until his death.® In his notes to Spec. 2.232, Heinemann argued that both
Philo and Josephus are assuming patria potestas, which had already in the
first century been anr aspect of Roman law and family life in Egypt.¢
Goodenough agreed with Heinemann on this point, and empbasized that
“the parent is described in Roman terms throughowt,” For Philo, ar for
the Romans, argued Goodenough, a father is the owner of his children,
since, like slaves, they are born into their parents’ household, and cost
their parenés money.®2 EH. Colson conceded that Heinemann and
Goodenough "may be right in acing here the influence of the Roman
patria polestas,” though he took issue with Goodenough on specific
points.®

Unnoticed by FHeinemann and Coodencugh is one additional hint
which supports their suggestion concerning the power of the Jewish pufer
famitins. This hint appears in Phiio’s discussions of infanticide. Although
he refers in general to the ‘puardians” {Spec. 3.112), *fathers and mothers’
{Spec. 3.116) and “parents’ {Virt. 131) who expose or kill their chiidren,
some of Philo’s statements against infanticide appear to be addressed
primarily fo men. He speaks sarcastically of the “good sirs,” wheo expose

1t may be significant that Philo pauses for so long on this point. Does this
indicate an apologetic motif in an effort o account for the appareut harshness of
the Taw on this point? Goodenough (Jurisprudence, 73) suggests that Philo in fact
makes the kaw stricter than in the plain meaning of the biblical text,

WL, for example, Diodorus of Sicdly, 1, 77, Por detatted discussion of patria
polestas in Roman faw, see | A, Crook, "Patria Potestas,” Classival Ounarierly 17
{1967y 113-22; WK, Lacey, “Patria Potestas,” in The Fanily in Ancient Rome, ed.
Beryl Rawson {London: Croom Helm, 1986), {2144 William V. Harris, “The
BEoman Father's Power of Lite and Death,” in Studies in Rosan Lewr in Memory of
A Arthur Schiller, ed. Roger 8. Bagnall and Willar V. Harris {Leiden: Brli, 1988),
81-95,

#saak Heinemann, ed., Die Werke Philos von Alexaidrin, vol. 2 (Breslan: M. and H.
Marcus, 1810% 173; idem, Bildung, 234,

RGoodenough, Jurisprudence, 70-76. This is ronsistent with his argament about
the influence of Roman law on Philo’s exposition of the Special Lawe,

Bior pxample, Colson disagrees with Goodenough’s assiunption that the Roman
penalty for siriking one's father was amputation of the hand. See Goodenough,
Jurisprudence, 74; Colson, Phily vol. 7, 629,
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their children (Virt, 133) and mate with their wives “like pigs and goats
in quest of...enjoyment” {Spec. 3,113}, While this may simply reflect the
intended male audience of his writings, it may also indicate a special
emphasis on men as the principal perpetrators of the crimes of
infanticide and exposure of infants. '

. Further support for this possibility is {found by the line of
argumentation in Virf. 129-33, According to Vit 129, Lev 22:27 prohibils
the sacrifice of a newborn animal since such separation from her
offspring would cause pain to the mother. From this law, Philo argues,
the ‘good sirs’ should learn the duty of family love, implying that they —
the fathers? — should not separate human infants from their mothers
{Virt. 133). This argmment suggests a similarity between the role of the
father in Alexandrian Jewish society and that of the Roman paterfamilias,
who apparently had the power, by picking up the newborn or refusing to
de 80, to decide whether that infant woutd live or die.™

These considerations suggest that Phito’s understanding of parent-

child relationships may indeed have been influenced by the Roman
concept of putria potestgs. 1t shouwid be noted, however, that the
hierarchiral potions upon which this concepl was based are nol foreign
tiy the biblical laws and narcatives which Philo was clucidating in the
Exposition.®® Furthermore, as we have noted throughout our discussion,
Fhilo’s comments are paralleled in Aristotle’s Nicomachean Eihics, in
which the superiority of the parent fo the child is scen as fundamental to
the parent-child relafionship. Hence it would seem that the notion of
hierarchy was deeply embedded in the religious, ethical and legal
traditions o which Phito was heir.

3. Responsibilibes of children towards their parents

Our survey of Phile on parenting emphasizes both the seniority of
parents in the parent-child hierarchy as well as the vadety of roles that
parents, as the “higher order,” must assume. TPhilo does not leave us
guessing as to the behavior requived of those in the “fower order.” Just
as the duties of parents towards their children span their entire parental

A3 Sarah Pomeroy {"infanticide,” 207), notes, infanticide was one form of
fanuly plaaning in the Greco-Roiman world that was most Hkely to involve the
tather, becavse of peiriz pofestas, This is disenssed in detat! regarding the Roman
father by Harrls, “The Roman Father's Power of Life and Death,” in Roman Law,
ed. Bagnall and Harrs, 8195, On the power of the peterfamilias in the Roman
{amily, see Eva Canlarella, Pandora’s Danghiers (Baltimore: Jehns Hopkins
University Press, 19873, 1516, and Sarah B. Pomeroy, Goddesses, Whores, Wipes,
amd Sluves: Womnen i Clussicat Antiguity (New York: behocken, 1575) 150-52

HBFor discussions of male-female hierarchies in the Hebrew Bible, see the azlicles
in The Women's Biple Commentary, ed. Carel A. Newsom and Sharon H. Ringe
{Lanisville, Ky.: Westminster/ fohn Knox Press, 1992).
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career, ¢, too, do the children themselves have clearly defined duties
and responsibilities towards their parents which extend long beyond the
pericd of childhood itself.?® This situation is in keeping with the
indissolubility of the parent-child bond, since “children,” Philo tells us,

are geparable parts of their parents, or rather to speak more truly,
inseparable purts, joined te them by kinship of biood, by the
thoughts and memeries of ancestors.., by the love ties of the
affection which unites them, by the indissoluble bonds of natare.
(Spec, 1.X379%

The responsibilities of offspring towards their parents are seen by
Phila as at least partial compensation for all the trouble that parents go to
or: behalf of their children, though such compensation can never be made
in fult® Furthermore, kind treatment of one’s parents is seen as basic to
other human relations, as Philo suggests in Der. 112:

For to whoin else will they show Kindness if they despise the closest
of their kinsfolk who have bestowed upon them the greatest boons,
some of them far exceeding any possibility of repayment? For how
could the begotten beget in his twrn those whose seed he is, since
nature has hestowed on parends in relation to their children an
gstate of a special kind which cannot be subject to the law of
“exchange” ¥ And thesefore the greatest indignation is justified if
children, because they are unable to make a complete return, refuse
to make even the slightest.

The primary context for discussion of the duties children owe their
parents is the fifth commandment, which enjoins children to honor their
fathers and mothers {Ex 20:12 {LXX]). Philo expounds at tength on the
necessity for children to honor thelr parents and on what it means to do
sQ.

4While it is not clear exactly to what age Philo would limit the period of
childhood, his ciiation of Solon’s periodization of eman life implies that infancy
persists for the first seven years and is followed by youth, both stages of which
may be considered “childhood.” See Opif. 104-5.

¥ Aristotle (Nicomachean Ethics 1161a16) comments that parents tove children as
part of themselves, The metaphor of the body is used in a similar, but more
explicit way to convey the aspects of participation and hierarchy, in such New
Testament texts as 1 Cor 12, Rom 124-5 and Eph 416, Al quotations fom the
works of Aristotie are from the LCL translations.

WThis seems to be a point of popular wisdom, and is also emphasized by
Josephus, in Ani. 4262, as well as in Wisdom of Ben Sira 7:28. See Aristotle,
Nicomachean Ethics 11630/ 17,

Faccording to Colson {(Philn, vol. 7, p. 64), Phily is here alluding to Attic law
{found in Demosthenes}, by which a cltizen nominated to perform a “leiturgia”
might call upon a person not so nominated whom he considered o be wealthier
than himself to exchange properties with hio.
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With alt these fadts before them [concerning the sums paid oat by
parents on behalf of their children), they do not do anything
deserving of praise who honour their parents, since any one of the
considerations mentioned is in jtself quite a sufficient call to show
severence. And on the contrary, they deserve blame and oblogay
and extreme punishment who do not respect them as seniors por
Hsten to them as instructors nox feel the duly of requiting them as
benefactors nox obey them as rulers nor fear them as master. (Spec,
2.234)

Fonor therefore entails respect, obedience, requital and fear. To this Hist,
Philo in Spec, 2.235 adds goodness and the seeking of virtue:

-in no way wilt thou honour them as well as by frying both to be
good and to seem goeod, to be good by seeking virtue simple and
unfeigned, to seem good by sceking it accompanied by a reputation
for warth and the praise of those around you,

Several of these duties, namely obedience, fear, courtesy, and nurture are
accorded special attention

a. Ohedicnee

To gain the high excellence which their parents desire for them,
states Philo,
the children will be witling to hearken to their commands and to
vhey them in everything that is just and profitable; for the true

father will %(i’ve no instructon o his son Lhat is foreign #o viriue,
{Spec. 2.236)

Although's explicit emphasis here is on obedience, this passage
raises the question of whether one is obligated to obey paternal
instruction which is foreign to virtue. Philo nowhere addresses this
question directly. In the context of Phile's worldview as a whole,
however, one suspects that in a conflict between virtue and filial
obedience, the former must prevail 3

b. Fear
In conjunction with the fifth commandmenl, Philo quotes Lev 19:3:
“Let each fear his father and his mother.”

Here he IMoses) sels fear before affection, not as beiter in every
way. butf as mure serviceable and profitable for the occasion which
he has before him. For..persons subject to instruction and

0 the importance of ebedience in the Roman family, see Gardner and
Wiademann, Remen Household, 64,

$1For rabbinic discussion on whal is entailed in honoring one’s parents, and the
limitations to this commandsment, see b {idd, 310-32h,
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admonition are in fact wanting in sense, and want of sense is only
cured by fear. (Spec. 22352

I this sease the relationship belween parents and children is similar to
that between masters and servants, since the inferior party in both cases
is to fear the superior party, and in particular the “active and severe
admonition” which atiend disobedience and dissolute behavior {Spex,
2.241).

¢ Courtesy

Another duty which children owe their parents is that of courtesy.
This duty extends beyond the parends to

persons who share the senfority of the parenis..One who pays
respect to an aged man or woman who is not of his kin may be
regarded as having remembrance of his father and mother...And
thesefore in the Holy Scriptures the young are coramanded not only
to wicld the chief seats to the aged, but also o give place fo them as
they pass... {Spec, 2237-33)%

Such courtesy is a “proof of filial piety” (Spec. 2.237) and expresses not
only the awe that children shonld feel for those who remind them of
their revered parenis but also respect for those who have atkained the oid
age to which the children themselves aspire (Spec, 2.238),

d. Care/Nuvture

The most important duty that children owe their parents is to care
for them in their old age. Like Acistotle, Philo emphasizes the duty of
children to “return benetit for benefis” (Dec. 113).5* This duty, encoded in
the law of aature itself (Der. 111) may be learned from the exampies set
by animals. For instance,

Among the storks the old birds stay in the nosts when they are
urnable o fiy, while their children fly...gathering from every quarter
provision for the needs of their parents; and so while they in the
inactivity justified by their age continue t enjoy sl sbundance of
Iuxury, the younger birds making light of the hardships sustained
in their quest for food, moved by piety and the expectation that the
saine treatment will be meted to them by their offspiing, repay lhe
debt which thevy may not refuse — a debt both incurred and
discharged at the proper time — namely that in which one ot ather
of the parties is unable o maindain itself, the children in e fizst
slate of thelr existence, the parents al the end of their lives. {Dec.
16-17)

S2CE, alser Fug 3.

SSee Lav 19:32; of. alse Dec. 167,

Savistotle (Nicomachean Fthics 1165a21-27) also emphasizes the necessity of
paying back our debt to our parents by supporting them.
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Tf the birds and land animals such as Hons and sheepdogs (Dec. 113-15)
do this “without any teacher but their natural instinet,” how much more
so should human beings who have the benefit of explicit instruction

The length, detail, and tone of Philo’s discussion of this point attest
ta its centrality in his view of the parent-child relationship. We can only
guess at the reasons that underlie this emphasis, We do not know, for
exanipie, whether the neglect or abuse of the elderly was a problem in
Philo’s community. What is clear, however, is that Thilo is addressing
those adult children of aging parents who consider themselves to have
outgrown the bonds of the filial relationship. Philo urges children of all
ages to see themselves as the “repayers of a due” (Dec. 118), who are to
honot, respect, fear, and obey those who gave them life, and to care for
parents in their old age as they themnselves were cared for in their youth,
To fail in doing so is not only a breach of human trust but also an affront
to God,

For parenis are ihe servanis of God for the task of begeiting
children, and he whe dishonours the servant dishonours also the
Lord. {Dec, 119)%

4, Famitly affection

From the passages which we have discussed above, one might
conchirde that Philo saw the parent-child relationship primarily in legal
terms, and was concerned solely with the obligations and tesponsibilities
owed one to another and the sanctions that might devolve upon those
who fail fo fulfill them. 1t must be remembered, however, that most of
the Philonic discussion of this relationship has its context in his
exposition of the relevant biblical laws. Even in the course of such
exposition, it is clear that love and affection, particularly of parenis
towards children, was considered by Philo to be not only a desideratum
bt in most cases a very powerful aspect of the state of parenthood.™

SCE a similar example in Virf, 131-34, in which Philo explicitly urges his reader
to refrain fom infardicide by learning from the examples of animals who care for
their offspring,

®eimilarly, Aristotle (Nicomachean Ethies 1165224} comments that “Honour alsa is
due to parents, as i is to the goads..” Philo’s formulation is reminiscent of the
chnstological statement in John 5:23, which assedts that “He who does not henour
the Son does not honowur the Father whe sent him,”

5TThe same point is apparent also in Philo’s allegorical work. It is appropriate,
suggests Philo, for the biblical matriarch Rebecea to call her son Jacob “child”
[Genesis 27:43 LXX: fekron], since this title is "2t the same time expressive of
kindiy feeling and suited o a tender age” {Fuy. 32-40). Philo’s comment, while
serving his allegorical nterpretation of Rebovwa as Patience and facob as the Man
of Practice {Fug.46-47), also implies a particular view of the parent-child
refalionship as one characterized by “kindly feeling” of the parent fowards fter
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in Spec. 2. 239 Philo brings to our attention the fact that the law does
not address the point of love between parent and child, since love of
parents is “learned and taught by instinct and requires no injunction”
{Spec. 2.240). H is not suitable, says Philo,

fo include in the emactments of a lawgiver an instruciion on the
duty of filial affection, for nalure has implanted this as an
fmperative instinct from the very cradle in the souls of those who
are thus undted by kinghip. (Spec. 2.2307%

In a similar vein, Philo explains why the law does not discuss
inheritances that parents might receive from their childrer:

..the faw, God-given as it is, and ever desirous & foilow the coume
of natare, held that no sinister thought should be infoduced
Parents pray that they may leave behind them alive the children
they have begotien o aucceed to thelr name, race and property, and
the imprecations of their implacable enemies are just the oppesite,
that t}lsne sons and daughters may die before their parenis, {Spec.
2.1299°

In these passages, Philo explicitly operates on the basis of the assumption
of an affectionate and loving relationship between parents and children,
and uses this assumption to account for the specific formulation of
particalar laws, and in pardcglar, the omission of any commandment
that children Iove their parents and vice versa,

In the course of other discussions, Philo reflects on the love of a
father towards his children. He waxes particularly cloquent on a father’s
love for the child of his old age. In Jes. 4 he comments that

child. Tt may be argued that what Phifo and his contemporaries actually meant
by “love and affection” differed significantly from aur own understanding of this
affective bond. But see Golden, {Childhood, 8266 who affirms that, condrary to
what manv scholars have argued, Athenian parents did love thely children in the
ways that modem pasents da, despite the high mortality rate and the practice of
infanticide in classical Greece,

¥Cee also Spec. 2.240. Whereas Philo’s discussions of family affection imply the
mutuality of this aspect of the parent-child relationship, Aristotle comments that
the affection of the parent exceeds that of the child both in quality and duration

"For parents love their childsen as part of themselves, whereas children love their
parents as the sonrce of their being. .and progenitor is more attached fo progeny
than progeny to progenitor...parents love their children as soon as they are born,
children their parents only when time has elapsed and they have acquired
understanding, or ab least perception” {Nicomachean Ethics 1181b17-26). Fer
similar reasons, Aristotle argues that “parental affoction iz stronger in the
mothor” (Nicemachean Ethics 1161b29).

¥ his possibility, however, is addressed by the law in a roundabout way, says
Philo, by declaring the father’s brothers to be the heirs of their nephews, "a
privitege doubtless given to the uncle for the sake of the father” {Spec. 2.132). Sex
alsa Mos. 2.245.
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ffacob’s} love for this chifd of his later years {foseph] —and nething
conduces to affection more than this — exceeded his love for his
other sons; by special and exceptional attentions he fostered the fhe
of the boy's nature in the hope that it would not merely smovkler
but burst rapidly into ame.

Similarly, the patriarch Abraham

had a most potent incentive {o love in that he had begotten the boy
in his old age and not in his vears of vigour. For parenls somehow
dote on their late-born chitdzen, efther because they have longed for
their birth for so many years or because they do not hope to have
any more, since nature comes {0 a halt af this point as its final and
furthermaost boundary. {Abr, 19550

‘Fhe love of father for son is particularly poignant in the face of maortal
danger to the life of the son, CGen 22, the biblical account of Abraham’s
near sacrifice of his son [saac, provides Philo with the opportunity for
further reflection on this point. He notes that although Abraham was

devoted to his son with a fondness which no words can express,
fhe] showed no change of colour nor weakening of soul fat being
asked by God to saerifice his sonl, but remained steadfast as ever
with a judgment that never beat norf wavered. Mastered by his love
for God, he mightily overcame all the fascination expressed in fhe
fond terms of family affection, . he went forth with his son..as
though to perform one of the ordinary rites. (Abr, 169-70)

Philo concludes his lengthy description of this event with a comparison
of Abraham’s act with similar sacrificial acts demanded of other fathers
by their countzy or gods.5t Abraham’s act is superior 1o theirs for several
reasons. [irst, he obeyed with alaerity, despite his personal anguish (Abr,
192). Second, he had no prior preparation for this possibility as human
sacrifice was not a custom in his couniry {Abr, 193}, Third, and perhaps
miost important judging by the length of Philo’s discussion of this point,
Abraham was to sacrifice lis only “true” son {Abr, 194). Philo expands:

For a father ko surrender one of a numerous family as a fithe to God
is nuthing extraordinary, since each of the survivors continues to
give him pleasare, and this is no small solace and mitigation of his
grief for the one who has been sacrificed. Bul one who gives his
nnl} darlmg son performs an action for which no language is

&’l'h? tone of these passages tmplies that Philo is here citing an aspect of popular
psychology. We do not have the information {o know whether thiz could reflect
his own personal expeitence. for a summary of the biographical facts known
about Phile, see Goodenough, niroduction, 1-8.

81%0or a more critical view of child sacrifice, see Spec. 1,312, The fact that Philo
does not directly cilticize this practice in Abr. testifies to an apologelic purpose,
Whatever bis views about child saaifice in the abstract, Philo must after all
defend Abraham who undertook his action in obedience to God's command,



84 Parents, Children, and Slaves
adequate, since he concedes nothing to the tie of relstionship, but
his whole weight is thrown into the scale on the side of secaptability
with God.... (Abr. 198}

Finally, Abraham, unlike other fathers, who avoid purticipating in or
even viewing the sacrificial act {(Abr. 197), began to perform the sacrifice
himself. “Perhaps too,” suggests Philo, warming to his topic, “following
the law of the burnt-offering, he would have dismembered his son and
offered him limb by Hmb” (Aby. 198).

Just as in this case Abraham’s obedience to God had to override his
love for his son, so, too, in other cases ¢id family affection have {o be set
aside as a basis for behavior. Philo speaks strongly in favour of the
“excellent ordinance” according to which

fathers should not die for their sens nor sons for their parents, but
each person who has committed deeds wm‘thy af death shoudd
suffer it alone and in his own person. (Spec. 3.133/™

To those who are overly influenced by family affection, and “in their
excessive and overwhelming devotion [are) willing and glad to sacrifice
their guiltless selves for the guilty and die in their stead” {Spec. 3.154;,
Philp answers:

your deveton is mistimed and the mistimed deserves cersure fust

as the rightly timed deserves praise....Those whom we call our

kinsfolk,. are turned into atiens by their misconduct when they go
astray. (Spec, 3.153)

Although Philo cleary assumes that love and affection are the norm
in family relationships, he is not ignorant of situations in which this
norm, and the domesticity to which it should lead, are not operative. He
laments that

there ave some who after marrying and begetting children unlesro
in their 1ater days whal they knew of self-restraint and are wrecked
o the reef of incontinence, Seized with a mad passion for other
women, they maltreal those who hitherto belonged to them and
behave to the children they have begotten by them as though they
wore uncles tather than fathers, copy the unrighteousness shewn by
stepmothers Lo the fiest famnily and altogether devote themselves
and ali they have fo the second wives and their children, overcome
by the vilest of passions, voluptuonsness, (Spec. 2.135)5

Although the law cannot “heal the frenzy goaded into savagery.” it does
attercept to make amends by forcing the father to provide the double

82CE Deut 24:16. For the full discussion, see Spec. 3.153-68.
$3Here Philo simply assames the “unrighteousness of stepmothers,” supgesting
perhaps that he is hieve expressing a popular stereotype,
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portion of his inheritance to his oldest son by his first wife {Spec. 2.136).
In this way, the jaw

shows mercy and pity for the victims of injusfice.. .For naturally we
may suppose that the gratification felt by the son at obtaining the
double portion i shared by the mother, encouraged as she s by the
humanity of the law which refuses to allow her and her family to lie
entively at the inercy of her enemies. {$pec. 2,138}

In describing the biblical legal response to a situation in which there is a
lack of affection on the part of the father, Phido is still assuming the
necessity and normative nature of family affection as the basis of
behavior of family members to one another.

Conclusions

In the foregoing pages we have considered Phile’s views on the
parent-child relationship as expressed in the treatises which comprise the
Exposition of the Law. It is now appropriale o retnrn o the question with
which we started, namely, what do Philo’s comments tell us about
Tewish parent-chiid relations in first-century Alexandsia?

The methodological obstacles to answering this question are serious
and numerous.t® Are we to regard Philo’s words as descriptive or
prescriptive?  Are Philo’s discussions of the Special Laws a direct
reflection of the legal practices and dicta of the Alexandrian fewish
communily, as Goodenough holds, or are they primarily apologetic and
exegetical without a strong basis in his immediate social werld? Do the
parallels to Philo's views in the works of non-Jewish classical and
Hellerdstic writers have any bearing on whether and to what extent
Jewish family life in the Roman Empire might have differed from ar
resembiled farmily life among non-Jews?

To answer these questions fully woudd require a broader study than
can be provided in these pages. Nevertheless, our survey permits us to
hazard a few guesses about the nature of Jewish family life in
Alexandria, These conjectures are based on the methedological
assumption that the essenltial and definitive characteristics of the parent-
child relationship as Philo describes if, as well as the specific areas
pertaining to family life that receive the greatest cmphasis in his

*For a discussion of similar methodological difficutties involved in the study of
children and childhowd in classical Rterature, see Wiedemann, Adulfs and
Children, 1-3 and passiny Golden, Childhood, xiit-xix, We can ounly agree
wholeheartedly with Golden's lament: “If only it were casier fo know when these
sourees speak [or others and when they speak just for themaelves!” {Childhood,
xvii}
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discussions are at least to some degree reflections of evervday life in
Jewish Alexandria.

According to Philo, the parent-child relationship is informed by three
fundamental features: the presence of an indissoluble bond of love and
kinship between parent and child; the inherent superiority of the parent
to the child; the hierarchy of male and fermale. What is striking about this
description of fanily life is not is uniqueness, but rather its
commonplace nature, Neither the readers of Aristotle nor the readers of
the “sacred books”™ of the Jewish commonwealth {cf. Mns. 2.45) would
have been startled by Phild’s views on parent-child relations.

While one should not assume a direct carrelation between these
views and the everyday reality of family relationships, it may be
suggested that these three lundamental and widely accepted features
may indeed have come to some expression in the experience of parents
and children. Behind Phile’s discussions of the many and complex
responsibilifies of parents towards their children, we can sense that
childrearing, then as now, required much effort and dedication. In a
cynical or perhaps frustrated moment, Philo suggests that “he
who..under the stress of najure makes his children his first care. has
passed from freedom into slavery” {Hypoth. 11.17). On the whole,
however, Philo accepts and condones the tendency of parents to “have
fitile thought for their own personal interests and find the consummation
of happiness in the high excellence of their children....” (Spec. 2236). One
might imagine that children bom within the marital relationship were
very much desired and loved, and were in general treated with affection
arul tenderness by parents who did their best to provide for and nurture
them, both physically and spiritually. The children, in turn, were
expected to reciprocate by showing honor, fear, concern and courtesy
towards their patents.

The male-female hierarchy, which associates women and the senses
on the one hand, and men and the mind on the other (cf. Spec. 1.200-1},
dictated different rofes to mothers and daughters than to fathers and
sons.®®  The physical nurturing of the child was primarily the

S5Phita’s description of the male as “closer akin to causal activity,” in Spec. 1.200-1
as well ag the connection he draws between the male, the rational and the mind
recall Phike’s account of the Creation of the weorld, which he attributes to “the
active Cause,” the “perfeclly pure and unsullied Mind of the universe,” namely,
“its Faiher and Maket” (Opif. 893, Nevertheless, the bierarchy of male and female
is not grounded in the oppogition of active and passive, rational and irrational,
mind and sense. Rather, it Is the selfevident superiority of male to female that is
poriraved as fundamental, The hierarchical relationship befween men and
waomen is of course most influential in Philo’s discussion of fhe relationship
between hisbands and wives, See Meinemann, Bildusy, 231-50. For discussions
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responsibility of the mother, who, after all, is the only one who can
provide breastmilk for her child, whereas the fask of educating the child
belongs to the father, who must provide academic, philosophical,
physical, as well as moral instruction and discipline (Spec. 2.29, 236).
Whereas sons were the recipients of a well-rounded education and their
father's estate, daughters were profected, trained for their role of
superintendence of and sectusion within the house, and provided with a
suitable husband as well as a respectable dowry 5

The three fundamental characteristics of the parent-child relationship
as described by Philo may have reflected the expectations regarding
family hife as well as its basic structure. In turn, the cases in which he
departs from or expands at length on the biblical passage he is discussing
may point to what he perceived to be exceptions or even threats to family
life. On this assumption, it may be that neglect of family members,
dissotute behavior, infanticide, adultery, “harlotry,” and various other
forms of nonprocreative sexuality®” were not unheard of among Jewish
adults and thetr offspring,

Finally, the many paralels in Greco-Roman literature, as well as the
tikely influence of such institutions as pefrig polesias on Philonic thought,
raise the possibility that, despite Philo's protestations to the contrary,
Jewish families were not fundamentally different either in structure or in
their problems from the non-jewish families in the Hellenistic world at
the turn of the eras. Where they would have differed is in their expecied
adherence to specific practices such as circumcision and the redemption
of the firstborn, for which Philo provides elaborate justification {ct. Spec.
1.1-11, 137-40).

QOur analysis of Philo’s views on parents and children has returned
us repeatedly to the slrict hierarchy of the begetter and the begotten
which provides the framework for the pareni-child relationship. Just as
men and women musi not break loose from the roles assigned to them by
“nature,”® sp, too, must children remain heholden to their parents even
after they themselves have reached adulthood ™ What distinguishes the
parent-child hierarchy from the male-fernale hierarchy, however, is the

of male-female relationships in classical Greece and Rome, see Cantarells,
Bundora’s Daughters, passim, and Pomeroy, Godidesses, passim.

%0n the secluston of women, see Spee. 3.169-74 and Heinemann, Rildunyg, 233-35,
#This wonld include the practice of homosexuality, against which Philo directs
many patagraphs in Spec, 2.50, 3.37.50.

% This is one of Phile’s arguments against homosexuality, in which the “male
type of nature” is debased and converted “into the feminine form, just to indulge
a palhitted and accursed passion” (Spec. 2,30),

#Undike the male-female hierarchy, of course, the parent-child bierarchy s
operative ondy until the death of the une of the parties to the relationship.
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fact that individuals can experience both sides of the relationship, as the
chuldren of their parents and as the parents of their children. Indeed,
when Philo addresses the “men” who should care for their parents as the
animals do (Dec. 114}, and the “good sirs” who need to value the Yves of
their newborn infants (Virt. 133), he may very well have in mind the
same segment of the population.

We may therefore tmagine the intended reader of Phile’s remarks on
family life as a member of the so-called “sandwich generation™ caught
between the competing demands of raising young children towards a life
of virtue and repaying the debis owed to their own aging parents. Add
to this the need to swim "in the ocean of dvil cares,” the desire on
occasion to contemplate “the universe and its contents” (Spec. 3.3-3), and
perhaps even the obligation to earn a lving, and we have an image of
Phila’s ancient reader as someone that many of us can recognize. Al the
same time, both the content of and the assumptions behind Philo’s
rerarks on parents and children more often than not only emphasize the
distance that we, his mwodern readers, must travel in arder to anderstand
him and the world in which he lived.
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Jewish Mothers and Daughters
in the Greco-Roman World

Ross &, Kraemer

Introduction

in a provacative essay on women in the book of Judges,! Mieke Bal
explores the absence of mothers o protest and protect the three
vicmized, murdered daughters in the book of Judges, conclnding that
the nurturing maternal qualities of murderous women reflect both
women's displaced anger and men's fear of retaliatory mothers, Mother~
daughter relationships have received relatively litile attention in
scholardy studies on family relationships In antiquity, including the
research on Jewish family relations. Whale Bal's compelling analysis of
the portrayals of motbers and daughters in Judges is not immediately
germane to the study of lewish family relationships in the Greco-Roman
period, it has prompted me to undertake this preliminary inquizy into
the representation of reother-daughter relationships in Hellendstic Jewish
SQUICRS.

Part One: Surveying the Evidence or its Absence

The extant evidence for mother-daughter relationships in Helienistic
Jewish sources is sparse. Jewish texts from the Greco-Roman period, as

ieke Bal, “Dealing/ With / Women: Daughters in the Houk of Judges,” in Regina
Schwarte, ed., The Bouk and the Text: The Bible and Literary Theory, (Cambridge, MA
and Oxford: B lackwell, 1998) 16-39, condensed from Bal, Death and Dissymmetry:
The Politics of Colwrence in the Book of Judges, {Chicago: Unijversity of Chlcam,o
Pregy, 19885,
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well as eaxlier biblical writings yield only the tiniest saippeis of
narratives about mother-daughter relationships.

The Hebrew Bibile

In the Hebrew Bible itself, Exndus 2:1-10 presents the coordinate
effort of the mother and sister of Moses, but the focus of the story is
clearly the dramatic salvation of the infant son and nothing is said about
the relation between the two women. Prominent Israelite mothers are
inevitably the mothers of sons, such as the four matriarchs of Tsrach,
Hannah the mother of Samuel, Bathsheba, mother of Solomon, other
mothers of kings and so forth. Inversely, the handful of prominent
women seem rarely to have mothers. The judge and propbet Deborah,
herself called 2 mother in Israel, has no parentage (aithough in Judges 4,
the later narrative arficudation of the poetic account in Judges 5, she
acquires a hushand}. Cenests 11:20 identifies the father, but not the
mother of the matriarch Sarah (here Sarai). 'The maftriarch Rebekah is
identified onty by the name of her father, Bethuel (Gen 24:15),% although
her mother does play a small part in the story heve. When Abraham’s
servant proposes marriage between Isaac and Kebekah, her mother,
whose own name is not given, appears as a minor figure in the mardage
negotiations. She receives gifts from Abraham’s envoy, and together
with Rebekah's brother, she requests that Rebekah not leave
immediately, but delay ten days. But the lext suggests that when
Rebekah consents to leave immediately, it is only her brothers and not
her mother who bless her and send her to marry Isaac:

&0 they sent away their sister Rebekah...
And they blessed Rebekah and said to her,

May you, our sister, become

thousands of myriads...
{Gen 24:39-60)

At best the text subsumes the mother's farewell in that of the
brothers. Lwven the biblical Esther ts an orphan bereft of mother and
{ather, under the care of her male kinsman, Mordecat {(Esther 2:7}.

The closest articulation of a mother-daughter relationship in Jewish
biblical texts is that between Naomi, Ruth and Orpah in the book of
Ruth. But Naomi is clearly a mother-surrogate, the mother of Ruth and
Orpah’s now dead husbands. One other intriguing example, oulside the

herself as the daughier of Bethuel, son of Nzhor, whom Milcah bore. Since Milcah
was the daughter of Nahor's brother Haran, the repeated reference 1o her
paternal grandmother appears {o snderscore the fact that Rebekah was Isaac's
ia both patrilineally and matrilineally.
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scope of my discussion, is the relationship between the narrator of Songs
of Songs and her mother, which is still given little articulation.

The Greelc Texts of Heilenistic fudaism

In the Greek texts of Hellonistic Judaism, mothers and daughters
receive a littte more notice, but not much, Judith is another example of
the motherless beroine, identified by her father's illustrious lineage, and
as her hushand’s wife (now widow).

In the perhaps less well-known tale of Susanna, the heroine’s mother
receives brief mention. In the opening verses, subsumed under the term
“parents,” she is credited with raising her daughter in the law of Moses.
Susanna’s parents, children and other relatives accompany her to her
trial on trumped-up charges of adultery, and at the end, Susanna’s
parents, here described as “Hiltkiah and his wife,” praise God for
Susanna’s vindication.

Mothers and daughtlers receive the briefest of mentions in 3
Maccabees 1:18. When Piolemy IV Philopaler attemapted to enter the
inner coucts of the Temple in Jerusalem, furmoil erupts in the city.
“Young women who had been secluded in their chambers rushed out
with their mothers, sprinkled their hair with dust, and filled the sizeets
with groans and lameniations.” But the imagery of secluded young
women and their mothers, women on the eve of marriage and even
nursing women all abandoning characterisiic modesty and rushing into
the city streets appears to be a literary device designed {o highlight the
severity of the crisis, and reveals virtually nothing about the nature of
mother-daughter refations.

The bonk of Tobit, where all the female characters have names of
their own, offers a few more interesting glimpses of mother-daughter
relationships. In Tobit 7:15-17 Sarah's mother Edna comes to prepare the
bridal chamber (actually just the “other” room) for Sarah and Tobias.
Bringing her daughter into the room, Edna weeps, bui ihen dries her
tears, and exhorts her daughter to take courage. Before she leaves lhe
room, Edna prays that God may grant Sarah joy instead of socrow, and
exhorts her again® Both Edaa's tears and her prayer make eminent sense
within the story, for Sarah has lost seven previous husbands to a lustful
demon whe kiils each of them before they can consummate the marriage.
But one may wonder whether this small scene between Edna and Sarah
reflects sodial reality: where mothers bring their daughters into the

is found in funerary inscriptions, both Jewish and nen-Jewish, urging the
daceusad to take camfort in the fact that no one is immortal. Perhaps this suggests
that for Edna, marrying off her daughter Is a little ltke burying hes!
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marriage chamber, weeping (for many reasons?) and praying for their
daughters’ welfare,

In a subsequent scene, after Tobias vanguishes the demon with the
aid of a magical potion from the angel Raphael, and he and Sarah are
about to depart for his {ather Tobit’s home, Edna and Raguel give
instructions to the bridal couple. Edna says to Tobias (10:12):

In the sight of the Lord, T entrust my daughter te vou; do nothing to
grieve her all the days of your life

In the version of the story found in the manuscripts Vaticanus and
Alexandrinus, both Raguel and Edna express to Tobias their hope that
they will have grandchildren from him and Sarah.? In Sinaiticus, only
Raguel expresses this hope: Edna does not express the desire for
descendants.’

The ties between Sarah and Edea are given a little more articulation
than usnal in Tobit, However, the whole book is generally unusual for
its detailed portrait of family life, including wedding celebrations,
funerals, meals, sleeping arrangements and other aspects usually
conspicaous by their absence in jewish texts of this period. The porirait
of deep affection between parents and their children, and the notion that
ties between in-aws are the equivalent of ties between parenis and their
biological children are both worth remarking.

While such details may point to the social world of Tobit's author, it
is also imporfant to note that both the structure and key elements of the
story are derived from Genesis 24. In the biblical narrative, Abvaham
seeks a wife for his son, Isaac, from his own kin, as does Tobit for Tobias.
in Genesis 24, the role of God's angel in guaranteeing the success of
Abraham's servant is mentioned (247,40} bui not developed. In Tobit,
the role of the angel is paramount. Both stories are characterized by
conicerns about foreign wives, reluctance on the part of the bride’s family
to let her leave, nuptial gifts, formal biessings and so forth.

Of course, there are significant differences between the two. in
particular, in Genesis 24, Isaac remains at home, while Abraham’s

“Tob 10:11 and 10:13 - NRSV as Hk1Z

SFergus Millar suznmarizes the arguments for the probable priorily of Sinaditcus
here {in il Schirer, The History of the Jewish People in the Age of Jesus Chrisl,
revised and edited by Geza Vermes, Fergus Millar, Martin Goedman et al,
[Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1986] 3:1, 228-229). While it is difficult {o determine the
significance of this seemingly small change, we may speculate that it suggests
differing views about whether women as well as men are conwerned to bave
descendants for their awn sake, pointing perhaps to differing views about
whether women as well as men are obligated to be fruithid and multiply.
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servant travels to Aram-naharaim, and negotiates for Rebekah, It may be
precisely those places where Tobit departs from the narrative in Genesis
24 that we may lock for clues to social reality, including the enhanced
attention o mother-daughter relations so sparingly noted in Genesis 24.

Perhaps the most interesting depiction of a mother-daughter
relationship comes from the anonymous, apparently first century CE.
writer known as Pseudo-Philo, whose Biblical Anfiguities contains some
fascinating interpretations of women in various biblical narratives.®
Among the many biblical tales the author retells is the fateful story of
Jephthah's nameless daughter {fudges 11:29-40), whom her father
sacrifices to God in fulfillment of his rash vow made on the eve of baitle
to sacrifice, if victorious, that which first comes out to greet him. In the
biblical narrative, as Mieke Bal points out, jephthah’s wife, the mother of
his daughter, is conspicuous by her absence and failure even to attempt
the rescue of her child. While the author of the Biblical Antiquities is
powerless to save Jephthah's daughter, he {or she?) imbues the daughter
with great wisdom, and provides her not only with her own name, Seila,”
but alse with both mother and nurse to mourn her death.

In a lengthy lamentation, Seila addresses her mother, recaliing ail the
bridal prepazations her mother and nurse have made for her in vain.

May all the biend of oil that you have prepared lor me be poured out,
and the white robe that my mother has woven, the moth will eat it,
atrd the crown of flowers that my nurse platted for me for the festival,
may it wither up, and the coverdet that she wove of hyacinth and
purple in my woman's chamber, may the worm devour it

Seila’s consignment of her robe and coverlet to moths and worms
siggests the transformation of bridal ceremonies inte funeral rites,
reinforced by ker lament that Sheol has become her bridal chamber,

The portrait of mother and daughier here, limited though it Is,
suggests several things., As in Tobit, mothers are particdarly associated
with the preparation of their daughters for marriage, which is the
fulfiiment of 2 woman's life. “In vain,” Seila tells her mother, “have vou
barne your only daughier, because Sheol has become my bridal
chamber,” Seila’s mother has prepared certain elements of her
daughier’'s nuptials, including special cintments, and a white robe. But
Seila is tended not only by her mother, but also by her nurse, who has

SNow analyzed by Cheryi Ante Brown, No Longer Be Silent: First Century Jowish
Porlraits of Biblical Women (Louisville: Westminster/John Knox, 1992). English
lranslation of the Latin by [1.]. Hamington in OTP 2:207-377.

"Harrington {353 n.b) derives this from the Hebrew meaning “to ask,” so that
Seika is the une "asked for.” '
SLAR 40:6.
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woven her garlands of flowers, and a blanket of hyacinth and purple,
calors which have priestly asscciations, Though Seila’s invocation of her
mother might be faken {p suggest sirong ties between the two, the
presence of the nurse points to a social setting of Pseudo-Philo in which
nurses play a major role in the rearing of daughters, particularly since
these elemenis are absent altogether from the narrative in Judges.
Another Greco-Roman tale of marriage, the story of the biblical
Joseph and his Egyptian wife Aseneth, contributes Hitle to the portrait of
mother-daughter relations.? Although the mother of Aseneth is roatinely
present with her husband, the Egyptian priest Pentephres, all the family
conversations take place between Aseneth and Pentephres. The mother,
who is unnamed, never speaks, either to her daughter or to her husband,
despite the fact that she sits next to her daughter during the crucial
opening dialogue where Pentephres proposes to marry Aseneth to
Joseph, and Asencth refuses (4:5-5:2).1% The mother plays an indirect role
in the story, to the extent that Aseneth fears the rejection of both of her
parents {12:17} for her destruction of their tdois. Af the resclution of the
story, patents and daughter are reconciled at the marriage (20:5) of
Aseneth and Joseph, But the mother’s only active role in the entire story
is to fetch her daughter from the upper rooms where Aseneth has
observed Joseph's entry into her father's courtyard, and bring her fo

*The ariginal Htle of the work is not knowr, and the manuscripts assign it various
tittes. The more common Jaseph ard Aseneth has been preferzed for ifts simifarity fo
the titles of ancient Hellenistic romances, but 1 distike it for its bias in [avor of
Joseph, who is in fact absent for much of the story. Two significantly different
reconstractions of the text have been proposed by Mare Philonenko, Joseph ef
Asencth: Inbroduction, texte eritique, fraduction, et notes, Studia Post Biblica (Leiden:
E.J. Brill, 1968} and Christoph Burchard, Joseph und sseneth, Jidische Schriften aus
hellenistiseh-rémische Zeit {Guiersioh, 1983). Burchard transiated his own
provisionat fext in OTP 2:377-247. English transtations of Philonenko's Lext may
be found in The Apacryphal Old Testament, od. FLEIL Sparks, {Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1984} 4658-502 (by D. Cook}; and in Ross 5. Kraemer, Macnads,
Martyrs, Matrons, Mowastics: A Sourcebook on Wowmen's Religions in the Greco-Roman
World (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1988} 203-79.

Asenteth was the topic for the 1991-92 Philadelphia Seminar on Christion Chigins,
chaired by myself and Robert A. Kraft: it was also the focus of Kieft's doctoral
seminar that same year. Although recent scholarship on Aseneth has tended to
accept Burchard’s provisienal reconstruction, our work, silf in progress, raised
significanl questions about this consensus. In cortespandence, Burchard
expressed his agreement with many of our coneerns. For a brief discussion of the
gendered dimensions of the diffevent reconstructions, see Ross 5. Kraemer, Her
Share of the Blessings: Women's Religions Among Pagans, Jews and Christigns in the
Greco-Raman World, (New Yark and Oxford: Oxford University Press, 19923 110-
113, .

¥ersification foltows the text uf Philonenko.
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greet Joseph (8:1). In contrast to Tobit, in Aserneth it is a male angelic
figure who prepares Aseneth for the bridal chamber, not 2 human
mother.

Finafly, a brief allusion to mothers and daughters occurs in the Latin
Assumption of Maoses 11:12, where Joshua, speaking to Moses, asks:

How then shadl { be able to gande thus people, as a father his only
01, OF a5 4 mustress {donina) her daughter, a virgin that i3 being
prepared to be given 1o o man, (z mistress) whe was careful to
protect her (daughter’sj body from the sun, and her feet that they
weve not unshod to walk on the ground. 1

This imagery provides additional confirmation of an image of the
mother-daughter relationship focused around the preparation of the
daughter for marriage. While this view is dearly androcentric, it may
also reflect social reality, and a self-understanding held by many women
themselves,

in many early Jewish texts, biblical and otherwise, intimate
relationships between women, if they are visible at all, are between
women and their servants, such as Judith and her steward; or women
an their female companions (who may also be servants/slaves), such as
Aseneth and the seven virgins with whom she was raised, This may also
be true for Seila in the Biblical Anfiguities, but there the virgin
companions are among the features taken directly from the narrative of
Judges, and so perhaps less an indication of the author’s expericnce of
intimate relationships between women.

Naon-literary Evidence: Inscriptions

Mother-daugbler bonds find only slight expression in Jewish
funcrary epitaphs. Rarely do mothers commemorate daughters, or
daughters their mothers. The prevailing absence of such inscriptions,
and their occasional presence both point to underiving social situations.
Most ancient funegary dedications, Jewish and non-Jewish, were made
by huskands for their wives, followed by wives for their husbands.
Inscriptions by children for a parent suggest the absence of a surviving
legitimate spouse,’? The handful of extant inscriptions between mothers
ond daughters offer only the most minimal clues to relafionships
between Jewish mothers and daughters. For instance, in CIJ 141, from
the Vigna Randanini catacomb on the Via Appis, a young woman named

11 am grateful to Professor Jan Willem van Henten for providiag me with this
reference, and with the ansiation.

“wWomen who are commemorated by their children rather than their husbands
may simply have been widowsed, bul the absence of a spouse may also sirggest
that the woman was enslaved,
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Prulcitia memorializes her mother, Melitium, who died at the age of 29.5
That a woman of such age could have a daughter old enough to
comnssion the inscription snggests much, as I shall develop below,

A few more literary burial inscriptions from the Jewish necropalis at
Tel el-Yehudieh in Egypt allude poignantly to ties between mothers and
daughters, although it is never easy to know when such inscriptions do
more than employ expected social conventions, In CI/CPJ 1509, a
woman named Horala commemorates the successive deaths of her
hushand and her daughter, Birene, lamenting that Eirere died
unmarried. Though this small detail accords well with the Jimited
iterary cvidence that mothers were espectally concerned te see their
daughters successfully married, we should note that at least one other
Jewish inscription from Egypt bemoans the fate of a young boy who dies
too young & have been married,' and that the fate of dying childless is
lamenied for both sexes. Sadly, Horala herself died two days after her
daughter, at the age of 30,

One other particularly poignant Jewish epitaph from Egypt, CIJ/CPF
1310, commemorates a young woman named Arsinoe, who lost her own
mother as a child, and who herself died giving birth {o her first child.
For these tragedies, the composer of her inscription calls her life hard and
terrible.

Non-Literary Evidence: Papyri

Although fewish papyri from Egypt iHhuminate various aspects of the
lives of Jewish women, including their legal status, their econemic roles
and certain aspecis of their social interactions, they shed virtually no
Lght on relationships between mothers and daughters. However, a small
number of non-fewish letters from Egypt do testify to ancieni seother-
daughter relations. Since theve are good reasons to think that the sodal
dynamics of Jewish mothers and daughters were not unique to Jews, we
should briefly discuss some of these papyri,

Fuks classified the first of these among the Jewlsh papyri, because
the writer of the letter, Eudaimonis, was the mother of a participant in
the suppression of the Jewish revolt of 115-117 C.E,, a sfrateges named
Apolionius.l® In this particular letter, which the editor dates to July 16,
117 C.E., Eudaimonis writes to Aline, her danghter, who is married to

Ppitaphs from methers to daughters include Cif 108; 213 678; 1509,

HCH/CE] 1512

BCPT 442, CP 2, sectivn 11, vovers the papyrelogical testimony to the revolt,
including a number of other papyri involving Eudaimonis, Apolionios and
Aline, the daughter of Eudaimonis and sister/wife of Apellonios,



Jewish Mothers and Daughters in the Greco-Roran World 97

Apollonius, thus providing evidence for what appears o be a trize sibling
marriage.1

The letter seems to be written several weeks after Aline has teft her
mother in Hermoupolis for Apollinopolis. Aline is currently pregnant,
and Budaimonis expresses her hope that the cutcome of the pregnancy
wiil be successful and that the child will be 4 boy, While this may reflect
general ancient preference for male children, it is Important to note that
Aline and Apollonios already have a daughter named Heraidous, who is
Eving with Eudaimonis.

Eudaimonis reports that she has resumed weaving vnder difficult
circumstances ~ it is hard to find help, and she is making do with Aline’s
slaves, Fuks takes this as evidence of the economic disruption caused by
the revolt. She writes that Aline’s sister Souerous has given birth, and
that Aline’s own daughter perseveres with her lessons, wpogwapTtepel
Tolg paffupam, an interesting allusion to the education of girls. She then
berates her daughter as follows: “Why did you send me 20 drachmai,
when | have no leisure? I already have the vision of being naked when
winter starts.” Foks takes this to mean that Eudaimonis considered the
money too small to make a difference under the circumstances, though it
seems not inconceivable that Eudaimonis here complains that she is so
busy attempling to prepare for the oncoming winter she has no time o
spend the money.

Eudaimonis’ description of har own life, and her impiicit assumption
that such affairs interest Aline, and reflect the realities of Aline’s life as
well, conform to recent feminist reconstructions of wamen's Hves in
Greco-Roman antiquity, Fudaimonis’ affairs are closely interwoven with
those of other women: the female slaves who weave with or for her; the
daughter recently delivered of a child; the granddaughter in her care;
and two other women, Teeus and the wile of Eudemos, whose exacl
relationship to Fudaimonis or Aline is not clear, but who are obvicusly
important. Teeus has written to Endaimonis that she has left her own
peopie and gone ¢ be with Aline, while the otherwise unnamed wite of
Endemos continues to be of support to Eudaimonis.

The letter also testities to women’s participation in the ancient
econtomy, here through the traditional activity of weaving, and to
women's relative antonomy in travel, as witnessed by the iourneys both
of Aline and Teeus. The fact that Aline sends her mother money again
suggests a measure of autonromy,

While the letler thus seems to accord well with our general
perceptions that women in antiquity spest much of their lives interacting
primarily with other women, it is also important fo remember that this

P 3227,
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Ietter was written in wartime, when many men, like Apollonios, were
away fighting {or had died in the battles), leaving women home to
manage the ordinary affairs of both the private and public spheres.
Many studies have shown that wartime {requently increases women’s
participation in public and communal affairs, and some of what we see
in this lefter may reflect the specific circumstances of the years around
the revall,

What may we say about the relationship between mother and
daughter manifest in this fotter? Clearly the two remain in close contact:
they visit, they write, Aline sends money to her mother, and Eudaimonis
cares for Aline’s daughter during a time of crisis. Eudairnonis expresses
ker concerns for Aline’s welfare, and carps about the money Aline has
sent, Stidl, it is almost impossible to infer much abount what we might
characterize as “the emotional tenor” of the tes between the two,

It is also difficuH to determine how representative their relstionship
might be for other motbers and daughters in similar socdial circles in early
second-ceniury Egypt, lel alone for the many other mothers and
daughters in the Greco-Roman period. T, as seems the case,
Eudaimenis’ children are married to each other, we may well need to
take into account how such marriages affected the nature of relations
between mothers and daughters,

Twa other papvri, both from Oxyrhynchus in the third century C.£,,
written by daughters to their mothers, document the minuvtiae of
ordinary life. In one,’” a daughier sends her mother oil, dried figs and
purple wool, asking that her mother make the wool into women’s
clothing. She asks that the mother send back her black veil and a shawl,
and urges her mother to shake out her other himation to prevent it from
spoiling. In the other,'® Apia writes to her mother, Sarapias, sending
clothing and greetings from & number of peaple. Interestingly, most of
the persons Apia greets, or whose greetings she canveys to her mother
are men, including her own brothers, and several whose relationships are
not specified. Both papyri suggest that adult daughters and their
mothers lived apart from onc ancther, but maintained contact and
continued to participaie in the mundane aspects of each other’s lives.
When Apia admonishes her mother nof to get all excited (7 perewplfou,
since “we are well,” it may be terapling for us fo imagine a familiar
dynamic between mother and daughter, but whether such language
points to family dynapics, or ancient conventions is difficult to say.

Finally, we should be cautious about extrapoiating from the
ciccamstances of women in Greco-Roman Egypt to women living

R Oxy, 2273.
8P, Oxy. 1679.



fewish Mothers and Dgushiters in the Greco-Roman Werld 9

elsewhere in the ancient Mediterranean. The percepiion of strong ties
between mothers and daughters in these three papyri may reflect the
specific culiural contexts of Greco-Roman Egypt, which has by this time
a long history of the relative autonomy of women.'?

Non-Literary Evidence; The Babatha Papyri

In 1961, a team of excavators Jed by Yigael Yadin discovered a cache
of personal papyri in the Cave of Letters in the Judean desert, which the
previous year had yielded imporiant finds from the Bar Kochba
rebellion. These papyri constituted the personal archives of a Jewish
woman named Babatha, whose precise association with the Bar Kochba
rebeliion remains a mystery. The majority are in Greek, with some
Aramaic portions, particularly the attestations of witnesses. The find
was reported in the Jsrael Exploration [ournel in 1962, with brief
descriptions of the contenis of the archive, but the papyri themselves
remained unpublished for more than a quarter century.” Unlike the
Dead Sea Scrolls, this delay in publishing the nwst significant find ever
to surface concerning a Jewish woman provoked no outcry, public or
scholarly,

{Unfortunately for the focus of this paper, Babatha's personal archive
contains no documents which pertain directly to mother-daughter
relations. From them, we know Babatlia to have had at least one son,
Jesus, by her first husband, also named Jesus. Tf she had other children,
we know nothing of them. However, after the death of her first husband,
when her son was still young enough fo require the appointment of
guardians, Babatha married a man named Judah, son of Eleazar, who
already had another wife named Miriam. Judah and Miriam had a
daughter, Shelammzion.

%0n the general subject of women in Hellenistie Egypt, see Sarah Pomeroy,
Women in Hellenésfic Egypl From Alnander o Cleopaira, (New York: Schocken,
1984).

WYigael Yadin, “Expedition D — The Cave of the Letters,” 1E] 12 (1962) 22757
H.}. Pelotsky, “The Greek Papyn from the Cave of the Letters,” in the same, 258-
62, The find is described i Yigael Yadin, Ber Kachby, {(New York: Random Hoase,
1971} The papyri wore published sporadically in Israch, American and German
journals over the next twenty-five years, including an assorlment by Yadin and
Polotsky in Frefz lsrael § (1907); Naphtalt Lewis, Ranon Katzoff, and Jonas
Greenfield, “Papyrus Yodin 18, Israel Explovation fournal 37 (1987} 4: 279-30; Lewis,
“Pwo Greek Docoments from Provineia Arabia” Rlirneis Classicaf Studies 3 (1978)
100-14, Some of these were also published in 5B, The majority of the papyiiwere
published in 1989 Naphtali Lewis, The Documents from the Bar Koctiba Period in the
Croe of Leffers: Greek Papyri, Judean Desert Studies 2, (Jorusalem: Israel
Exploration Soclety, Hebrew University, Shrine of the Book, 1989). Subsequent
references are to this volume.
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Among Babatha's papyri were several pertaining to Shelamzion,
including the contract for Shelamzion's marriage (o a man also named
Judah), a deed of gift dated eleven days after the marriage in which
Shelamzion’s father gives her half his property immediately, and cedes
her the remainder upon his death; and a third document pertaining to
disputes over that gift between Shelamzion and her male cousins®
Several weeks prior to Shelamzion's marriage, her father Judah
borrowed 300 denarii from Babatha, which turns out to be precisely the
cash portion of Shelamzion's dowry. Thus, as the editors sermize, it
seems quite likely that Babatha provided the money for her step-
daughter’s dowry, while Miriam, Shelamzion’s mother, was still verv
much alive.® That Babatha, and not Shelamzion's own mother, provided
the funds for Shelamzion’s dowry might also point to strong affective ties
between Babatha and her step-daughter, although the papyri do not teil
us why Babatha lent fudah the money, and perhaps the simplest
explanation is that she had it, while neither fudah nor Miriam did.

As the editors note, though, the very fact that Shelamzion's papers
were found together with those of Babatha suggests a close Lie between
the fwo women.® This may be all the more telling in light of the fact that
after fudah son of Eleazar died, sometime before the summer of 131 CE,
several papyri attest to a conflict between Babatha and Miriam over the
estate of their late husband. ™ Tn particular, it appears that Babatha took
contro) of date orchards belonging fo judah when the estate failed to
repay the fvan for Shelamzion's dowry, or to restore Babatha's own
dowry. In one document, Babatha accuses Miriam of cleaning out
Judal's house after his death, while Miriam replies that she had
previously warned Babatha to stay away from Judah's possessions, and
denies that Babatba has any claims on the estate.?> While we have little
evidence for the relationship between Babatha and Midiam during the
years they were co-wives, this document suggests that they were
unlikely ta have had a cordial relationship after they were widowed. In
light of this antagonism, the evidence pointing to ties between Babatha
and Miriam's daughter Shelamzion seems more significant. Perhaps

2P, Yadin 18, 19 and 20, respectively.

2} ewis, 24.

By ewis, 26. Interestingly, I think all the editors have assumed that the papyri
were brought to the cave by Babatha, who was also carrying papers belonging fo
Shelamzion. Since the vast majority of the papyri were clearly Babalha's and not
Shelamzion's, this seems reasonable, at it also seems possible that the opposite
Is the case: that Shelamaion was carrying her step-mother’s papers.

Hp Yadin 26; also the fragment in 34,

P, Yadin 26,
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Shelamzion sided with Babatha in the dispute, which was, after all, at
least partly based on the loan for Shelamzions own dowry. ™

Lacking any real information about the relationship between Miriam
and Shelamzion, we wight still consider some possible implications of
our livsied data. Strong affective ties between Babatha and Shelamzion
might also point to a poor reiationship between Miriam and her
daughter. We niight also wonder which, if esther, was the cause, and
which the effect: whether Shelamzion and Babatha were close because
Shelamzion and Miriam were not, or whether Babatha's entrance into the
family disrupted previcusly strong ties. While the Babatha papyri
illuminate a mother-daughter relationship indirectly at best, they do
afford us some glimpses into the fensions which complex family
relationships could have in this period.

Jewish Mothers and Daughters in the New Testament

Muother-daughter relationships have virtuaily no visibility in the
writings of the New Testament. As in the Hebrew Bible, prominent
mothers are routinely mothers of sons, and prominent women not
identified as mothers seem to kave no mothers of their own! The rare
exceptions are not much help. The gospels of Mark and Matthew
attribute the death of John the Baptist to the voung Salome, who acts at
the direcl behes! of her scheming mother Herodias.? These same two
gospels also contain ihe story of Jesus' interaction with a Gentile woman
whao besceches him to care her possessed daughter

Part Two: Accounting for the Evidence {and its Absence)

How might we account for the paudity of evidence for mother-
daughter relationships among Jews in the Greco-Roman period?
Obviously, we cannot conclude that mothers and daughters had no
refafionships, but we also shouid not assume that the absence of evidence
simply reflects the male distortion of women’s lives, or disinterest in
women's fives which is a major factor in the general absence of evidence
for women in the ancient workd, Rather, T suggest that this particular
lack reflects the extent to which mother-daughter relationships were
themselves devalued and discounted, even perhaps, by mothers and
daughters themselves.

%1t 15 also possible that by the time the archives were hidden in the cave, Miriam
was dead, although nothing in the papyrt allows us to establish this one way or
the other.

2TMK 6:17-29; Mt 141-12. The story is essentially absent in Luke, whe simply
reports that Herod shut fohn up in prison,

;ﬂuhg\ 724-30; Mt 13:21-28. It is inleresting thal here, 1o, the story is absent in
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Lacking much in the way of information about relations belween
jewish mothers and daughters, the evidence for such a conclusion must
be taken from what we know about mother-daughter relationships
among non-Jews in the same period. This raises also the guestion of to
what extent, if any, Jewish mother-daughter relations were likely to have
been signiticantly different than those of non-fews, especially given the
finclings of other papers in this volume that in many respects, Jewish
family structures (if not alse dynamics?) were remarkably similar to
those of non-jews,

In: the last fow years, a significant number of studies have appeared
on the family in antiquity, with particular emphasis on the Roman
period.® These studies identify a number of factors which would have
discouraged the development of strong affective ties between parents
and children in Roman society, including divoree; exogamy and
patrilocal martiage; child-bearing and child-rearing practices; and
maternal preference for sons. As we shall sce, some of these are miore
applicable to relations between mothers and daughters than others.
Many may be applicable equally to Jews and non-Jews. Some were
pertinent ondy {o free Roman citizens, while others affected slaves as
well, though perhaps somewhat differently.

Pivorce

Numerous Roman social historians have remarked on the relative
frequency of divorce in ancient Roman society.® Ruptured copjugal tes
Mane T. Gardner and Thomas Wiedemann, eds., The Roman Houschold: A
Sourcebock, (London and New York: Routledge, 1991} Keith R. Bradley,
Discovering tie Roman Family, (New York and Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1991); Suzanne Dixon, The Romen Mother, (Norman, OK: Okizhoma University
Press, 1988); idem, The Rowman Family, {Baltienove: The fohns Flopkins University
Press, 1992Y; Tane Gardner, Womeit {n Roman Law ard Sociely, {Bloominpton and
Indianapolis: indiana University Press, 1986} fudith Fallett, Fathers and Daughters
in Roman Society, {Princeton: Frinceton University Press, 1984); Aline Rousselle,
Pewneia. On Diestee gad the Budy in Antiguity, transl. Felicia Pheasand, {London:
Basil Blackwell, 1988); idem., “Body Politics 1o Ancient Rome,” i I%5. Panteli, wd.
A History of Women: 1. From Ancient Goddesses to Christian Satnds, transl, Acthur
Galdhammer, {Cambridge, MA, and London: The Belknap Press of Harvard
Unijversity Press, 1992}, 296-336; Beryl Rawson, ed., The Family in Ancient Rome:
New Perspectives, {ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1936); Beryl Rawson, od,,
Marriage, Diooree and Childrer i1 Ancient Rome, (Oxford: The Clarendon Press,
1991); Tim G. arkin, Demography and Roman Seciely, (Baltimore: The lohns
Hopking University Press, 1992).
HSusan Treggiart, "Divorce Roman Style: How Basy and how Frequent was 77
in Rawson, Marrizge, 3146, makes the telling observation that frequency is a
judgment of the modern scholar: “The suspicion arises that a writer who sees a
high incidence of divorce in Rome means it is high In refation to what he thinks it
should be or in refation o kis own time,” (44
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and the formation of subsequent alliances were common not only among
the citizen elite fwho were able to contract licit martiage) but also,
though perhaps for different reasons, among the rest of population, even
among those, such as slaves, who were not able fo contract licit marital
unions.®

For a woman legaily maried, divorce normally meant separation
from her children, since under Roman law, children from a licit marriage
essentially belonged fo their fathers. Although Treggiari wisely points
out that we cannot eslimate the actual frequency of Roman divorce, it
was frequent enough for us to surmise that it plaved a role in the
attachments formed between eiife Roman mothers and children, sons
and danghteys alike >

In this regard, ironically, easlaved mothers might be seen to have
had an advantage over their free counterparts, since the disselution of
their conjugal relationships did not {automatically) deptive them of their
children. But enslaved women had no rights to their children, either,
who belonged instead to the women's owners, and ensfaved women
were cqually if not more likely to be separated from their children
withont any say in the matter, 're¢ women whose children were born
culside Heit marriage were the only mothers whose children, in some
senses, belonged to them,™ and who were not Hkely to lose their children
as a result of the dissolution of a conjugal relationship.

1t is by no means clear which legal systems regulated the marital and
familisl arrangements of Jews in the Greco-Roman period, and it is not
my intention to engage in that debate here, except to note that few Jews
wonld have been bound by the laws regarding Roman dtirens. Still,
“traditional” Jewish regulation of marriage, divorce and child cusiody,
whether derived from the Bible or from subsequent ancient fewish
sources shares several salient features with Roman law. Divorce was
quite permissable, and children of legal marriages belonged to their
fathers in the event of 2 dissolution of the marriage. Thus, free Jewish
women, legaily married by whatever standard, were similardy vulnerable
ta the loss of their children through divorce.

The situation of enstaved Jewish women owned by non-Jows was
also similar to that of enslaved non-fewish women, since their owners

310n licit marriage, see Gardner, especially 31-65.

M8ee e, Rawson, "The Roman.Family,” in Rawson, Formily, 30, See also Bradley,
“Dislocation tn the Roman Family,” in Bradley, Koman Family 123-55, on the
general bapact of Rowan patterns of marriage, diverce and remarriage on Roman
family life and expectations,

Beryl Rowson, “Adult-Child Relationships in Roman Society,” in Rawsan,
Muarringe, 7-30; here p. 26, Such children, Rawson notes, were in fact legally
antomomairs, having neither 2 legal father, nor an owner.
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could separate them from their children at will. Because the vast
majority of jews enslaved in the Roman period were owned by non-Jews,
it is likely {o have been irrelevant whether or not the woman was
manied according to any form of jewish law.

The circumstances of Jewish methers differed from that of non-
Jewish Roman mothers only in one, interesting regard. Since Jewish law
allowed polygamy, Jewish men did no! have to divorce their wives to
contract a second licit marriage. Theoretically, then, Jewish mothers
might be slightly less valnerable to be divorced, and thus to losing their
children.  Untik recently, many scholars doubled that polygamy was
practiced wilh any frequency in the Greco-Roman period, but the
discovery of the Babatha papyri suggests otherwise?® By contrast,
bigamy was illegal in ancient Rome, and Roman men had to divorce their
wives ir order to contract a second licit marriage®

Exogamy and patrilocal marriage

Marriage in the Greco-Roman world separated mothers and
daughters. Regardless of the specific cultural and legal contexts, brides
were routinely expected to leave their natal homes at marriage and take
up residence with their husband’s family. just how long mothers lived
with thelr daugiters depended on the average age at first marriage for
girls, which seems to have varied in the Greco-Roman peripd. Aline
Rousselle claims, for example, that Roman gitls were rowtinely married
before or at the onset of puberty, whereas Greeks generally waited wntil
the evidence of puberty was firmily established, and that such differences
continued well into the Roman empire.® The modest epigraphical and
papyrological evidence suggests an average age at first marriage of about
15 for Jewish girls, althcugh rabbinic sources generally assume an earlier

“Lewxs, 23-24. The editors olfer the tentative suggeslion that e scarcity of suitable
husbands due to the elfects of the Bar Kochba rebellion might have increased the
practice of palygamyv in this pericd, and they speculate that “the statns of &
second wife was the best that a widow — even a young, well-to-do widow — could
expect in Babatha's situation,” 22, They do not consider the possibility that the
best Babatha mught have done was to remain single! Clearly, though, we know
nothing abour the motives of either Babatha or judah in contracting their
marziags.
S5ee Gardner 91-93.
*Rousselle, Porneia 32-33. Rousselle atiributes the anatomical errors made by
" Roman doctors, and coptested by Soranus, to the routine practice of marrying
and deflowering young, girls before first menses. See aiso Keith Hopkins, "The
Age of Roman Girls at Marriage,” Populntion Siwdics 18 (1963) 309-27 and Brent
Shaw, "“The Age of Rorman Girts at Martiage: Somme Beconsiderations,” foarnad of
Rovan Studies 7T (19873 3046
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age of 12, with betrothals even earlier®” Intersstingly, if 15 was
approximately the average age of menarche in the ancient world,® as
some research has suggested, this would make the epigraphic and
papyrological evidence consonant with Greek practice, while the rabbinic
mode! accords more closely with Roman costom.

Regardless of cultural ditferences, it seems guite clear that the age of
first marriage for givls was somewhere between twelve and eighieen.
The average age for men at frst marriage, again regardless of cultuzal
differeace, was significantly older: considerable evidence suggesis that
thirty was not unusual® Philo of Alexandria considered a man “ripe”
for marriage between the ages of 28 and 359

These demographic paiterns are likely to have been of great
significance for relations between free wmothers and their children.
Creco-Roman mothers, Jewish and otherwise, could expect to lose their
daughters fo marriage at an early age, often while those daughters were
essentially still children, and before the daughter had become a woman
in her own right. Sons, on the other hand, remained wnmarried for far
longer than daughters, and even when they married, were far more
likely to confinue living with or near their parents.

Judith Hallett and others have suggested that such realities
contributed to the creation of stronger bonds befween elite Roman
mothers and sons than between Roman mothers and daughters, 't and
there is no reason to think that the same would not have applied to
Jewish mothers as well, at 1east those of analogous social class. Mothers
would have done well not to become oo attached to daughters who
would leave them andl their houscholds at an early age,

The pervasive congern for the virginity of brides at first marriage
may zlso have created pressures on the mother-daughter relationship
which was without analogue in mother-son relationships. While a
daughter who lost her virginity prior to marriage shamed her father

¥Ross 5. Kraemer, “Jewish Women in the Paspora World of Lale Antiquity,” in
Judith Baskin, ed., Jewssh Women in Historical Perspective, (Detroit: Wayne State
University Press, 1991) 56-58, with references in the notes.

D, Amundsen and CJ. Diers, “The Age of Menarche in Classical Greece and
Rome,” Human Bislogy 41 (1969} 125-32. Rousselle concluzdes that “[ft would be
presumptuous 1o hazard a guess as to the average age at pubexty; it is betier to
accept the ancent physicians” own estimate of fourteen,” "Body Polities,” 303, See
also Parkin 123

¥gichard £. Saller, “Men's Ape at Marriage and its C(.msequences int the Roman
Family,” Classical Plhisdology 82 (1987) 21-34; see also Parkin 125.

Wreation 103. Philo explicitly quotes Solon for his schema. By contrast, the
Mishnah (Aot 5:21} gives 18 as the proper age for a voung man ko manry.
$Hallett 253,
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particularly, it seems apparent that it was mothers whao were responsible,
on a daily basis, for guarding the purity of their daughters. Since ancient
sources afford us only the most restricted understanding of how women .
expertenced. these constraints and concerns, it is difficult to say how this
affected mother-daughter velationships, but it seems quite feagible that it
provided one more incentive for a mether to be relieved when her
daughter left the house, stll a virgin on her wedding day.*

Littie of this discussion, of course, bears on the experience of
enslaved women whose children were also slaves, since such children
wete unlikely to contract Heir marriage. ¥

Chitd-bearing and child-rearing

It would be unwise to assume that ancient attitudes toward children
were essentially identical to those of twentieth century scholars., Recent
studies suggest precisely the opposile, some of them even calling into
question whether the idea of childhood itself as a distinct stage from
adulthood is not in fact & modern cultuzal constenct®

In her recent shudy of the Roman family, Suzanne Dixon conciudes
that for Roman citizens, “the great cultural emphasis was undoubtedly
on children as progeny who were able to continue the family name and
cult, supply labor, inherit and resintain the family, support their aged
parents, and supply them with proper funera] rites.”¥ While these tasks
may have been disproportionately the responsibilities of sens, rather
tan daughters, Dixon's desaiption wonld seemn reasopably accurate for
free Jewish families as weil *® with the probable exception of expectations

“Concers for a daughter's purity are expressed in such Jewish sources as Sir
42:9-14, and Ps. Phocylides 215-217, which precedes its admonition to guard
virgin daughiers in Jocked rooms with a warning to guard young bays from the
desires of adult men.

They could contract licit marriage if they were freed, of course.

HRousselle, Porncia 47-62; John Boswell, The Kindness of Strangers: The
Absadonment of Children in Western Enrope from Lale Antiquity to the Renaissance
{New York: Pantheon Books, 1988) 35.39, with extensive notes on the history of
the discussjon; 1. Wiedemann, Adudts and Chilidrent in the Roman Empire {London:
Rontledge, 1959),

“Pixon, Roman Family, 131

3t is a lithe more difficult to know whether and how to appiy Dixon's
observations about slave children to Jews, "Slave children could be absorbed inio
the network of sentiment and patronage, but were also treated as a shraight
LcomOorRic investment, to be developed or sofd in most cases,” 131, Divon asseris
that adults who reaved abandoned children generally had specific gains in mind,
Jews owned slaves in the Greco-Rotaan period, and apparentdy reared
abandoned children at least on occasion {on which, see Hoss 5. Kracmer, “On the
Meaning f the Term “Jew' in Greeo-Roman Inseriptions,” Hervard Theological
Rewieze 82 {198%91:1, 3843, in general, thouph, Jewish experience of slavery was
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about continuing household cults. Those expectations may easily have
had their counterparts in expectations about continuing participation in
fewish communal religious life,

Although children were expected to provide their parents and
tamilies with respect, deference, support and commmemoration, Dixon
observes that Roman society exhibited a general disregard for the welfare
of children. Children, both free and enslaved, were expected to work,
and corporate punishment was unremarkable. Enslaved children were
subject to harsher physical treatinent, o which should be added sexual
exploitation, for both girls and boys. All of this suggests that adults in
the Greco-Roman warld began with cultural assumptions about children
very different than our own.

Bul beyond such cultural gencralities, the specifics of bearing and
raising children in the Greco-Roman world may have aiso contributed to
a devaluing of the mother-daughter relationship. Some of these realities,
of course, applied to parent-child relationships, generally, while others
had a greater effect on mother-danghter tics,

Although actual figures are impossible to caleanlate reliably, it is
undeniable that the experience, not only of spontaneous abortion, but
also of infant and eardy childhood death was common, if not routing, in
the ancient world, Classicists have argued recently that high infant and
childhood mortality rates in general discouraged too much affection
between parents and children, as a kind of prophylactic against
inevitable grief.¥” Keith Bradiey has even suggested that elite Roman
parents gave their children to wetnarses, rather than having the mother
nurse the child herself, as a sirategy to distance the parents from the
child during the period when children were most likely to die.™® Bradley
does not discuss whether this would have worked differently for the
mother than for the father {whose closeness to the infant was never
dependent on nursing). Presumably, it is not simply the employment of
& wetnurse which distanced the parents from the child, but rather the fact
that the wetnurse kept the child with her, pethaps ever in her own
household, minimizing early contact between the patents and the child.

Many scholars believe that gizls were much more Lkely to be the
victims of infanticide and exposure at birth, Ironically, this might be the
p:roduct of a gem—:rai prefcrence for sons uver daughters which might

muore iﬂcelv to have been from the vantage point of the enstaved, especially in the
years from 63 BCE to the late second century Ck.

TBradley, “Wetnursing at Rome: A Study in Social Relations,” in Rawson, Family,
220; Distocation, 144; Dixon, Riswan Family 99, Both Bradley and Dixon cte earlier
work by L. Stone, The Family, Sex and Marriage in England, 1500-1800, (Londom:
Weidenfeld and Nicholson, 19771

“Bradiey, “Wetmusing.”
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then suggest that those daughters who were allowed to live were
particularly loved and valued® Several ancient sources claim, though,
that Jews did not practice abortion or infanticide, but rather raised all
their children (a practice considered quite odd by Greco-Roman
commentators)."0 While there is also some evidence ta the contrary, ™ if
is quite possible that infanticide and exposure were not routinely
practiced by Jews.

Regardless, Jews were equally likely to have experienced the pain of
infant and childhood mortality due to causes more “natural” than
infanticide. While the available demographic evidence does net permit
us to determine whether girls were more likely than boys to die in
infancy or childhood, other factors suggest this would be a reasonable
surmise, For instance, when food was scarce, women and givls were at
the bottom of the pricrity list for food, both at the citywide distribution
level, and probably within individual households as well, increasing
gitis” vulnerability to death from illness and starvation (at Hmes). If gitls
were less itkely to survive childhood, this might have provided further
incentive for mothers, Jewish and non-Jewish alike, ¥ minimize their
attachmenis to their daughters.

Maternal Preference for Sons

Like their non-fewish counterparts, Jewish mothers had ample
reasons to favor sons over daughters. While daughters could be
expected to leave their mothers at an early age, sons couid be connted on
to remain in the family sphere. They were expected to provide for their
mothers in old age, and to serve as their legal guardians and protectoss.
These roles were particularly important given the typical great age
discrepancy between Greco-Roman wives and their husbands, which
vastly increased the likelihood that women who survived childbireh and
avoided divorce were likely to end up as widows. Daughters, on the
other hand, coald be expected to provide little in the way of sustenance
and support for their aged mothers.

HRawson, “Roman Family,” in Faprily 11, n.7.

50E.g. Tacitas, Hisfories 5,5 Hecataeus of Abdera apud Diodoras Siculus, Library
40,3. For detailed discussion and references, along with text and translation, see
M. Stern, Greek and Latin Authors on Jews and Judaism (Jerusaleny: Israel Academy
of Seienves and Humanities, 1976-8431:26.35, especially 33 note to B for
Hecataeuas; 2:39, 26, 41 for Tacitus, Among the Jewish authors who affiem this ave
Philg {Sper. Laws 3110 Virk. 131); Josephus, Ag. Ap. 2202, Ps. Phoeylides 184-85
inveighs against abortion and the exposure of children to vultures and wild
animals, See commentary in Pieter W, van der Horst, The Sentences of Paeudo-
Phocytides (Leiden: BJ. Brall, 3978).

HZea tie introduction to CPY 421, a tax register from Arsinoe dated to 73 CE,
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Citing & nurmber of ancient authors such as Flutarch, Haliett suggests
that among elite Roman families, the mother-son tie was particularty
strong because sons were also able to provide mothers with considerable
indirect pofitical power and prestige”d It seems highly likely that the
same would have been true for mothers in elite Jewish families as well.™
While ancient authors tended to see this as a one way sfreet in which
maothets were dependent on thelr sons, Hallett suggests more of a mutual
interdependency, in which “elite Roman mothers coudd demand their
sons” help in recompense for their own labors in their sons’ rearing, and
for thelr own resourceful efforts, ofien with male kinsmen, in their sons’
interests.”>

Many of the factors discussed here are likely to have operated in a
spiraling fashion. Women whose maternal affecton for their dapghters
was consirained by a range of factors from marriage practices, to divorce
and infant and child mortality rates, might have insnlated themseives by
providing less love and affection and support to their daughters, thereby
enswring that their daughters would know litte of loving, effective
mothers, Unloved daughters themselves might make poorer mothers.
Further, given the high rate of ruternal mortality in antiguity, many
daughters must have lost their biological mothers at an early age, either
at their own birth, or at the birth of a subsequent sibling. Daughters born
inio slavery were also especiaily vuinerable to being separated from their
mothers at an early age.

Attempting to assess the impact of these factors draws us into
speculation about the psychological dynamics of persons in antiguity,
Jewish or otherwise, always a tricky business, Even if it is correct to
assume that patterns of parenting replicate themselves in subsequent
generations, we should not forget that children in the ancient world
could receive nurfuring from persons other than their parents, including
welnurses, “foster” parents, step-parents and others. 5

HPiutarch, Corug. Praec, 36, discussed, infer alin, in Flalett, 246-57. Hallett claims
that Ruman mothers and danghters enjoyed “a special closeness,” but she gives
little evidence in support of this clain, The bulk of her discussion of mother-child
relationships is devoted to that between mothers and sons, with ondy three pages
on mothers and daughters,

Hallett also suggests that Roman women would have been as close, if not
closer, in age to thelr sons than fo their husbands, and this might have generated
a sexual attraction betweem sons and mothers which contribwded lo their
clogeness. This seems difficulf to evalnate, snd difficult to apply to Jewish
farnities, lacking better information.

Milaflett 246.

S¥ee for examnple, Bradley, “Disiccation.”
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in addition to all these factors, there are others we should consider.
The relative powerlessness of most women in the Grece-Roman period
may have further lessened women's attachments to their daunghters,
precisely the dynamic whick Mieke Bal ifluminates in her work on
biblical texts, Women who feel powerless to protect their daughters
against patriarchal abuses such as repe, forced marriage, and forced
divorce among others, may well respond passively. Their inability to act
communicates precisely such passive strategies to their own daughfers,
who then perpetuate such dynamics in a vidons cycle.

This is not to suggest that all mothers were passive. Jane Phillips
identifies 2 handfu} of incidents in historical sources in which elite
Roman mothers ave veported o have manipulated the marital
arrangements of their danghters for complex political and personal
motives,  5till, such actions essentially replicate the far better
documented intervention of Roman fathers in the lives of their daughters
and soms, and do not contradict our general sense that mothers were
rarely able to protect their daughters.™

Conclusinns and Directions for Further Research

Hellenistic Jewish sources provide little attestation lo mother-
daughter relationships. Literary sources furnish only the most minimal
representations of mothers and daughiers, in contrasi to the depiction of
fathers and sons, mothers and sons, and even fathers and daughters.
Inscriptions and papyri offer scant lestimony to the relalionships
between real, hisiorical mothers and daughters, The extant evidence
suggests that Jewish mothers weve mare interested in their sons than in
their daughters, and that preparing davghters for licit marriage was the
focat puint of mother-daughter relationships among free Jewish families.
We have no divect evidence, literary or otherwise, for the nafure of
mother-daughter ties amonyg enslaved Jewish families,

One way to account for the paucity of evidence, as well as for the
image of the mother-daughter relationship as concerned primarily with
preparation for marriage, s as the product of male interests, authorship,
experience and so forth. In this view, the androcentric lenses through
which we are forced to see anliquity systematically distort the realities of
women's Hves, While Tdo not mean to disregard such an interpretation,
T have suggesied here that the spurces may refract some aspecis of social
reality more accurately than it might initially seem. { have proposed that
Jewish mothers, like their Greco-Roman counterparts, may well have had
less investment in their relationships with their daughters than with their

36T T, Philtips, “Roman Mothers and the Lives of theiv Adult Daughters,” Helios 6
(1978) 1 69-79,
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sons, and less attachment fo their daughters, Further, T have suggested
that the reasons for those diminished investments and attachments may
be found in factors common {o the experiences of women in the Greco-
Roman world generally, such as marital patterns; divorce; infant, child
and maternal mortality rates and general cultural expectations about
pareni-child refationships. I have also argued that we must take into
account whether mothers and their children were enslaved or free {and
sometimes citizens or nponcitizens). While ¥ am not arguing that the
experiences of Jewish mothers and daughters were identical to those of
their non-Jewish counterparts, 1 am arguing that their experiences are
more likely to have been similar than different.

The findings of this paper suggest numerous directions for further
research. 5ince it is by now well-demonstrated that women in many
cultures and societies parficipate in the perpetouation of patriarchal
systems which denigrate and constrain women, it would be vatuable to
explore how this might have affected the relationships of Jewish mofhers
and daughters in the Creco-Roman world.

It woudd also be interesting to examine the portrayal of mother-
daughter relationships in early Christian sources, to see whether, for
instance, in ascetic strands of Christianity, or gnostic communities, such
issues work themselves out differently, as a function of ascetic and/or
gnostic beliefs.

The story of Thecla, in the text conventionally known as the Acfs of
Paul and Thecla, but which T prefer to call simply The Acts of Thecla®
should prove particulazly fruitful. Thecla’s own mother, Theoclein, is
presented as a mother who atternpts to compel ber daughier's acceptance
of traditional, patriarchal culfure: wishing to see her married to the rich
and powerful Thamyris, instead of renouncing marriage and adopling an
ascefic, peripatetic life, Thecla’s deficient relationship with her natural
mother is contrasted with the relationship between Thecla and the
aristocratic Tryphaena of Antioch, who takes Thecla under her wing
when Thecla is condemned to die at Antioch (having rebuffed the
advances of the first man of Antioch, who attempted to rape Theda on
the city streets). On one level Tryphaena mervely does what any
conventional respectable mother was expected to do: she guards her
daughter’s chastity., But whereas most mothers preserved their
daughters’ virginity for marriage, Tryphaena guarantees Thecla's
virginity at death. Tryphaena does for Thecla what most ancient mothers
do not seem to have been able to de - she shickds her from sexual abuse.
In exchange, Thecla prays for the salvation of Tryphaena's own dead

“English translation in Kraemer, Maenads 380-88; bibliography 407-8; see also
Kraemar, Biessings 151-55.
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daughter Falconilla, who died without the salvation of Christ,
Tryphaena does for Thecla what Theocleia would {or could) not, while
Thecla takes the place of Falconilla, and assures her salvation in heaven.

Other interesting Christian examples might inciude the
mother/ daughter relationship between Eve and Norca in the Hypostatis
of e Archons, the absent mother of Perpetua in the Marfyrdom of Saints
Perpetua and Felicitas, and many others.

Finally, at the religious level, it should be interesting to consider
whether the minimization of affective bonds between mothers and
danghters might be reflected in the articulation and development of
feminine imagery for the divine, particularly maternal imagery. Such
imagery seems, in the Greco-Roman period, to have been strongest in
religious traditions emanating from Asia Minor {the cult of the Magra
Mater) and Egypt (the calt of Isis} - but in both cases, the divine mother
is the mother of a son: only in the cult of Demeter does the mother-
daughter bond receive religious recognition. Pivine mother imagery
within Judaism is a topic which clearly needs further research. Aside
from the Wisdom traditions, in which Wisdom is again a mother of sons,
two other contexts come to mind, Philo’s use of such imagery (but again,
as a mother of sons — as in the case of Rebekah comforting Isaac for the
loss of Sarah) and the figure of Meianoia, the mother of ail those who
repent, particularly in the story of Aseneth. Perbaps at the religions
level, diminished relationships between mothers and daughters deay or
impaverish the range of spivitual metaphors available to women,
reflecting their real social experiences.
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Slavery and the Ancient Jewish Family
frale B. Martin

The title of this essay may be misleading if it is taken to imply that
there is something particularly “Jewish” about slavery as practiced by
and among Jews of the Greco-Roman period.! In fact, the goal of this
essay is fo make the perhaps unremarkable paint that Jewishness ifself
had littte if any relevance for the structures of slavery among fews. Jews
both had slaves and freedpersony and were slaves and freedpersons.
Blavery among fews of the Greco-Roman period did not differ from the
slave structures of those people amang whom fews lived. The relevant
factors for stave structures and the existence of slavery itself were
geegraphical and socic-economic and had little if anything fo do with
ethaicity or religion.

The usual problems posed by recalcitrant sources in ancient
historiography are only compounded when dealing with Jewish slavery.
Social historians writing aboul ancient slavery must often rely on sketchy
or fragmentary evidence provided by sources like inscriptons and
papyri. As historians of Judatsm have noted, il is very difficult - offen
impossible — to tell from an inscription whether or not a persor is lewish.
Jews seem to have buried their dead, for example, in much the same way
as their neighbors? Using names in inscriptions to decide Jewish

11 am gratefu fo Leonard Rutpers and Fric Meyers for important references and

suggestions that have substantially improved this essay.

“Leonard Victor Rutgers, “ Archeological Evidence for the Interaction of fews and

Non-Jews in Late Antaquity,” American Journal of Archeology 96 (1992):101-118.

Por a particular example, see Ross Kraemer, “Hellenistie Jewish Women: The

Epigraphical Bvidence,” in Socioty of Biblical Literature 1986 Semingr Papers, od.
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identity is precarious (though not completely useless, as wili be apparent
below), since many Jews bore Greek or Roman names, and some names

assumed by previous scholars fo be Jewish are now acknowledped as
being bome by non-Jews as well, Therefore, unless jews say they are
Jews or place on their epitaphs (for example) some clear indicator of
ethnicity or religion, such as a menorah, lulab, or cther explicit symbol,
we have no way of recognizing them as jews? There are probably
hundreds of Jews, therefore, hidden among the thousands of Greek and
Latin inscriptions of antiquity.

Doubling cur ditemma, the situation with slaves is similar.- Classical
histortans have Ettle confidence that names on an epitaph can be used to
decide servile status. MNames once thought particularly “sexvile” are now
seen to carTy no formal status significance. Moreover, slaves and
freedpersons were not required by law, as far as we know, {o indicate
their status on a tombsione, and such people seldom figure in the
important social documenis that comprise the bulk of the epigraphical
sources. Many inscriptions and papyri, therefore, likely contain the
names of slaves and freedpersons — but unbeknownst {o us.* All this
leads to the realization that Jewish slaves and slave owners are doubly
invisible in many of our sources: we may know that they are slaves or
owners but not that they are Jews; we may know they ate Jews bus not
that they are slaves or owners. Persons about whom we can discern both
their legal status (slave, freed, or {ree and whether or not they owned
slaves themselvest and their ethnic status will be, die to the nature of the
SourCes, rare.

Kent Harold Richards (Atlante. Scholars Press, 1986), 183-200, at 194, According
ta a recent studv by Byron MeCane, however, Jewish secondary buriaf in
Palesting did sef them apart from non-Christian, non-jewish {Le. “pagan”}
neighbors, although MeCane is convinged that Cheistlan and Jewish burials conld
not be differentiated from one anofher until the fourth centurv. Sew “Jews,
Christians, and Burial in Roman Palesting,” (Fh.[, Dissertation, Duke Undversity,
1992},

$%eter W, van der Florst, “The Jews of Ancient Crete,” Journg] of Jenish Studies 39
{1988); 183-200, at 195-197; Rass 5. Kraemer, "Hellenistic Jewish Women,™ 187-
192; see also her “On the Meaning of the Term ‘lew’ in Greco-Roman
inscriptions,” Harowrd Theologiea! Reviero 82 (1989} 35-52.

1See my Stavery as Salvation: The Metaphor of Slavery in Panline Christionity (New
Haven: Yale University Press, 1990), 152; Argyro B. Tatald, Anciesd Beroca
Prosopagraphy and Society (Athens: Research Center for Greek and Roman
Antiguity, 1988}, 496, Helkki Solin, Beitrdge zor Kenninis der griechischen
Personenziamen in Rom {(Helsinki: Societas Scientisrum Fennica, 1971), 3947; for
iables that show how rare status indications in Roman epitaphs are: Pertti
[3uttuner, The Social Strate in the huperial City of Romer A Quankifative Stedy of the
Social Representation iu the Epituphs Published in the Corpus Inscripfionum Latinarum
Volureen VI (Quba: University of Ouiu: 1974).
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To compound the problem even further, both Jews and, even more
so, slaves were probably less likely to participate in that “Roman habit”
of epigraphy than some other inhabitants of the Roman Lmpire -
especially Romans themselves® Although we have thousands upan
thousands of Greek and Latin inscriptions from the Roman Empire, we
have only, according to a recent reckoning by Ross Kraemer, about 1,700
Jewish inscriptions.® This is partly due o the aforemeniioned problem of
discerning Jewish inscriptions, but it may also be due to a relative lack of
zeal among lews for the epigraphic immortalization so popular among
the Romans. Slaves, because of financial and other constraints, may have
been less likely than many free peopie to put up an inscription. Ia the
end, any statement we make about ancient Jewish slavery must be
tempered by recognition of these problems with the sources. We have, in
the final analysis, littte to go on.

In spite of the problems with aur sources, however, they are useful
for correciing a picture of fewish slavery derived purely from traditionat
literary resourves, scripture and rabbinic texts in particular, For example,
one sometimes hears a great deal made about the difference, found in
both scripture and the Mishnah, between the "Hebrew” slave and the
“Canaanite” slave. As Paul Flesher explains, “Hebrew servants are
[sraelites who have become indentured servants. They are not
permanent slaves. Despite the tie to their master, they stand
independent of him. Conversely, foreign slaves are mere chattels.
Legally, Scripture grants them a few maore rights than other forms of
propetty, but not as many as dependent persons.”” In some previous
scholarship these two categories of slaves found in the Mishnah have
been taker to reflect actual social practice of Jewish slavery, even in first-
cenfury Palestine. The corresponding hypuothetical social structure, then,
was taken to set Jewish slavery apart from other forms of slavery in
Mediterrancan societies. Indeed, if the Mishnaic system portrayed actual
slave structures in this regard, Jewish slavery would have differed
significantly from other forms of slavery in the Greco-Roman world.

The system, however, was probably never in practice among Jews of
the Greco-Roman period. For one thing, as Flesher has pointed out, the
category differentiation occurs in only six of the 129 passages in the
Mishnah that discuss slavery, and that oniy when the Mishnah is

*See Ramsay MacMulien, “The Epigraphic Habit in the Roman Empire,”
Amerioan Journel of Philology 103 (19823 233-246, who does not, however, make
this point about Jews.

5(On the Meaning of the Terrn Jew',” 37,

"Paul ¥. M. Flesher, Oxen, Wamen, or Citizens? Siaves i the Sustem of the Mishnah
{Atlanta: Schoelars Press, 1988), 54
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concerned to carry forward scripture’s own category distinction of nalive
and foreign slaves. When the Mishnah uses its own system of slavery,
with no desire to reflect the “Hebrow /Canaanite” categories of scripture,
it uses as its categorical system a simpler one of bondman and
freedmant This indicates, I believe, that the Mishnah's framers spoke of
Hebrew and Canaanite slaves only in order to remain true io the
scriptural categories and not because those categories reflected any
actual social struciures of their own time. The second point {6 be made
here, moreover, 1s that we have no evidence - from inscriptions, papyri,
or other texis — that this two-tiered slave structure ever actually existed
pufside the textual world of the rabbinic sources themselves, which are
notoriously problematic for historical reconstruction of first-century
Palestine.? The distinction between native and foreign born slaves, as
portrayed in scripture and the Mishnah, was probably never practiced in
Greco-Romas Judaism; it was certainly never widespread.

Another previous misconception about Jewish slavery has to do with
the very presenwe of slavery in Palestine. One used io come across the
claim that slavery did not exist among Jews - at least in Judea -~ in the
tirst century or thereabouts. The Encyclopedia Judaica, for example,
relating this point to the previously mentioned differendation between
Hebrew and Canaanite slaves, says, “There is a strong talmudic radition

Mishnah,” in The Lierature of Eeely Rabbinte fudatsne Isswes in Talnoedic Redaction
and Interpretation, vol. 4 of New Perspectives om Ancient Judaise, ed. Alan | Avery-
Peck (Lanham, Maryland: University Press of America, 1989, 101-109; David
Aaron, Review of Oxen, Women, or Cilizens?, Ioudaios Review 2.016 {1992}
{electronic medinm].

*According to Niels I'. Lemche, the scriptural laws concerning marumission of
staves, sabbatical years, and remission of debts were probably never actually
enforced “at the time of the Old Testament,” ang when some sort of attemnpt was
made to enact the sabbaticat year many vears later (1 Maccabees 6:42 53) the
resudt was economic catastrophe and famine, See “The Manumission of Slaves -
The Fallow Year — The Sabbatical Year - The Jobel Year,” Vefns Tesfumeniom 26
{19763 38-59; see also "The Hebrew Slave’: Comments on the Slave Law Bx. xxi
10,7 Vetus Testamentum 25 {(1975): 129-144. Lemche rejfects the reconstruction of
Nahum Sarma {"Zedekiah's Imancipation of Slaves and the Sabbatical Year,” in
Orieni and Occitent: Essays Presented fo Cyrns H Gordon on the Qiecasion of fiis Sixty-
Fifth Birthday, ed. Harry A. Hofiner, [r. {Neakirchener Verlag des
Brziehungsvereins. 1973}, 143-14%). In my opinion, Sarna takes both the biblical
and rabbinic texts rather uncritically as reflecting contemporary social practice.
For unconvincing atlempts fo harmonize later rabbinic statemnents about Jewish
slavery with first-cenlory wilnesses, such ag Philo, Josephus, and the New
Testament Gospels, see Solomon Zeitlin, “Slavery During the Second
Commonwealth and the Tannaiiic Period,” in Stwdies in the Early History of
Judasm {(New York: WTAY, 1978), 225.258.
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to the effect that all bondage of Hebrew slaves had ceased with the
cessation of jubilee years...., which would mean that from the period of
the Second Temple the practice of slavery was at any rate confined to
non-Hebrew slaves.”!% A similar article in The Standard Jewish
Encyclopedia claims that “Hebrew"” slaves were subject to only femporary
servitude and that “even this lmited form of slavery became npossible
after the Babylonian FExile.”!! Shimon Applebaum, commenting about
slaves in the Jewish community in Teucheira, Cyrene, in northern Africa,
says, “There is no evidence whether these slaves were Jews or Gentiles,
Jewish slavery had virtually disappeared in Judaea at this time [referzing
to inscriptions that are o later than 115 C.E. and mostly first century],
but not necessarily in the Diaspora.”™ To back up this claim, however,
Applebaum cites only a couple of references to the Babylonian Talmud
{Gitlin 65a; * Arvachin 25a).

As T have hinfed at already, the use of the Mishnzh, not to mention
the Talmud, to reconstruct social structures of tirsk-century Palestine is
highly problematic,. We may indeed sometimes see reflections of actual
social life in rabbinic texts. Feor example, there is a well-known
digcusston in the traciate Semchot ("On Motrndng ™} focusing on the death
of Tebi, the famous slave of Rabban Gamatliel: according to one point of
view, Tebi's death, like the death of any slave, should not be mourned,
contrary to Rabban Camaliel's statement that Tebi is special®® The
division of opinion about whether or not to accept condoelences for the
death of a slave occurs due to the fact that slaves in Jewish law
constifuted a problematic category, They were chattels, and therefore
not legally agents (human beings in the full, legal sense), but it was
recogiized that they had wills; as human beings they were capable of
volitional action Or, alternatively put, they were members of a man's
household, but they were nevertheless considered “heathen” or
“strangers” -~ and thus their deaths did not merit or necessitate

PHaim Hermann Cohn, “Slavery,” s.v., Encyclopedia fudaice (Jerasalem: Keter,
1972, 14.1657, citing, Gitkir 68a; Qiddushin 69a; “Arakhin 29a; Maimonides, Miskneh
Toval: (Yed Hozakeh} Avadim 2:18.

1Slaves and Stavery,” s.v., The Standard Jewish Encyclopedia, ed. Cedl Roth
{Garden City, New York: Doubleday, 195%), 1730,

Ueips and Greeks in Ancient Cyrene (Leiden: EJ. Brill, 1979), 158, Most recent
historians of fudaism seem to refect such views; see, for example, Martin
Goaodman, State and Socicty tn Roman Galilee, A D, 132-212 (Totowa, New Jersey:
Rowman and AHanheld, 1983}, 38

BSomahor 1.9-11; The Tractate *Mowrning”, Yale Judaica Serivs vol, 17, frans, Dov
Zlotpick {New Havene Yale University Press, 1968); see also the comments and
other teferences given by Zlotck, p. 99, 5. 16,

W his is studied in depth for the Mishoah by Flesher, Oxen, Women, or Citizens?
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condolences. The rabbis were here addressing the same kinds of
category problems as evidenced in Roman law in its attempt to classify
slaves as both res (a thing) and persona {a human being).> The rabbis, of
course, employ different mechanisms and a distinct discourse to deat
with this problem of categories, but the activity demonstrates the
similarity between the Jewish and Roman structures of slavery. In the
end, however, we must be wary of using rabbinic sources for the
reconsiruction of Jewish social institutions of the Roman period. It is
especially problematic to vse rabbinic materials to argue that Jewish
slavery did not exist in Palestine in this period.

We have firm evidence from other sources that slavery was indeed
an impaortant part of the household structures of Jewish families in Judea
andd elsewliere in the frst cenbury. Other sources suggest that jewish
structures of slavery reflect their immediate social and economic
environments, not necessarily the theoretical systems of the rabbis or
scripture. Akhough the evidence is sparse, we have instances of Jewish
slave owners from inscriptions and papyri from Transjordan, Egypt,
taly, Greece, and Asia Minor. The same kind of evidence showing that
fews were themselves slaves comes from Jerusalem, the Galilee, Egypt,
Italy, and Greece. The material presented below ranges in date from
before the third cenfury 8.C.E, to the third century CES

13Aaren Kirschenbaum, Sous, Slaves and Freedmen in Roman Commerce
{Washington, 2. C.; Cathelic University of America Press, 1987}, 15-15, n 48; for
Jewish and Near Bastern sources: Gillian Feeley-Harnik, “Is Historical
Anthropology Possible? The Case of the Runaway Slave,” in Hlumanizing
America’s Inorife Bogk, ed. Gene M. Tucker and Douglas A. Knight, 93-126 (Chico,
Calitornia: Scholars Press, 1982).

¥although it t5 outside the chronological confines of the period of my concern,
should mention the late antigne Roman laws concerning fewish ownership of
Christian slaves. Prom the fime of Constantine H (in a law of August 135, 339)
through the sixth century, various laws prohibited Jews from owning Christian
staves, converting their slaves io fudaisim, ot droumcdising their slaves. The laws
are not alt consistent with one another, and changes were made repeatedly. For
instance, in a law of 415, Honerius alowed Jews to keep Chrisdan slaves on
eondition that they be allowed to remain Christians. The general thrust of the
taws, however, was consistently to discourage Jewish ownership of Christan
slaves, presumably in order to discourage conversions by those staves to Judatsm.
These texts telf us several things: for one ihing, in lale antigoity jews did own
slaves, and often Christian slaves; secondly, since it appears that Jews converted
and circunicised their slaves without necessarily consequently manumitiing
them, Jews were thereby also owning staves who were (by having become)
themseives lews; finally, it {s clear that the laws were never compietely successful
in prohibiting fewish ownetship of Christian slaves and that the practice
continued thraughout Iate antiquity. See the coliection of these texts in Amnon
Linder, The frws in Roman Imperigl Legislation (Detrvit: Wayne State University
Press, 1987), and commentary on pp. 52-85.
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One papyrus document from Egypt (10 B.C.E.} records that a Jewish
freedwoman named Martha had to pay one-half a debt of a man named
Protarchos, who was probably her former owner. The editors of the text
specuiate, reasonably, that she probably inherited one-half his estate
while his son inherited the other half.?” A papyrus document from a
much later period (291 C.E.) records the mamumission of a Jewish slave
woman named Paramone aleng with her two {7) children. The
“synagogue of the Jews” pays the ransom for the woman to the brother
and sister who owned Paramone; the sypagogue, according to the
document, thus acquires paramené tights over the exshave, that is, she
must confinue to provide some services to the synagogue, as she
normaily would have to her “patron” (ex-owner) according to Greek and
Roman practices of manumission,'®

Two inseriptions from Delphi record the manwmission of Jewish
slaves. One liberates a mother and her two daughters, Antigonas,
Theodora, and Dorothea. 1t should be noted that here, as will be the case
most often, there is nothing “Jewish” about the names. The other
inscription records the manwmission, by sale to the god Apollo, of a man
named Joudaips. In this case the rest of the inscription confirms what we
would suspect on the basis of the name, that the man is Jewish. I believe
the man to have been a Jewish slave in a Greek household; his name
would have meant for them: something like “the Judean” or “the Jew."1
To move to Italy, in Naples {era of Claudius-Neroy a woman named
Claudia Aster, who says that she is “a Jerusalemite, a captive,” seems to
have responsibitity {or the care of a tomb belonging to a twenty-five year
old imperial freedman named Tiberius Claudius Masculos.  Aster is
probably a Jewish woman from Palestine. The man may also be jewish,
theugh we cannot tell from the inscription; they are both freedpersons of
the imperial house® An inscription from Aquileia, Italy records the

VP 148 {Abusi el-Meleg, 10 8CE).

WBOPY 473, Paramoné rights existed in Greek systems of slavery; operae were those
duties owed by ex-slaves in the Roman system. The fwo practices are different in
some ways, but similar in that they extend 3 somewhal servile relationship past
the time of manutaission, See the discussion of ihis and other “redemption”
instances by §. Albert Harrill, “Ignatius, Ad Polycarp 4.3 and the Corporate
Mansumission of Slaves,” Early Christinn Studies (forthcoming),

B 79 (Delphi, 170-157/6 Ber)y CIJ 71 (Delphi, 162 BCE). See atso the
manunussion of the Jew Moschos at Oropos, 3d century pCE: CIf (1975}, in the
“Frojegomenon” by Baruch Lifshitz, p. 82, mo. 711b.

ACIy 556,
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name of Luclas Ajacus Dama, a Jewish freedtnan, who also mentions
that he was a portor {“ferryman”?; Frey suggests the French batelier). 21
The situation in Rome presents its own problems, though they do not
greatly affect the concerns of this study. We know from hterary sources
that there must have been mary Jewish slaves and freedpersons in Rome.
josephus mentions in several places the thousands of Jews from Palestine
who were captured and sold into slavery throughout the Mediterranean;
certainly many of them must have ended up in Rome, though we cannot
tell how many from his accounts 2 Other writers also mention Jewish
freedpersons and slaves in Rome?* Some scholars have pointed out,
however, that among all the 500 or so Jewish funerary inscriptions from
Rome, none expliciily names a lewish slave or freedman. G, Fuks has
thaught of this as a curiosity needing explanation and suggested that
jewish freedpersons simply did not use the normal seif-designation (L. or
lib.} on their epitaphs when buried among other Jews due to the strong
Jewish {or specifically “Zealot”) ethic to “have no lord but God.”# What

LI 643 for another interpretation, however, se Jean Juster, Les juifs dans
Vemypive romadn: Irter condition juridique, écoromigue of sociple (Pards: Paul Geuthner,
19143, 2.256, g, 6. Other Insaiptions from Rome or Haly mention people who are
probably Jewish: CIT AP, 74%, 75%, 77+, Gtill others menton people who are passibly
lewish {judging on the basis of names that migh! be Jewish}: CIf 63%, 60, 717, 73%.
In many of these cases, Frey thought the rame Sabbatiz {or some vanatien on if)
probably indicated fewish status; others maintain that Sabbat- type names are not
particularly Jewish: Louis Jalabert and Rend Mowterde, eds., Inscviptions gregue of
fulines de la Syrie (Padis: Librairie prientalisle Paul Geuthner, 1939), 2.481; Naomi
G. Cohen, “fewish Names a2 Cullural Indicators in Antiquity,” Journal for thy
Study of Tudaism 7 (1976): 97-128, at 127 n. 136,

BGpe, for example, Josephas Wer 3.304-308, 540-542; 6,418,

%3Phila, Fmbassy to Gaius 155; Tacitus, Annals 2.85; Empress Livia had a Jewish
slave woman named Acme (Josephus, And. 17.5.7§141% Martial seems to have had
a Jewish slave (7.35.2-3); see also Caecilius of Calacte (F. Jacoby, Fragmente der
grivchischen Fiistoriker THH 183 T.1), whom Suda calls tén doxan Jondaios and aps
doton.

(5. Fuks, “Where Have Al the Freedmen Gone?: On an Anomaly in the Jewish
Grave-Inscriptions From Rome,” Journal of Jewish Studies 38 (1985): 35-32, Inan
unpublished paper, { Albert Harrill offers a new suggestion: “Jewish
commaunities in Rome were concerned about the dependence of faws (both
symbolic and legal} upon pagan patrons, and offered group patronage in fwo
major ways. First, Jews provided burjal space and funerary rites to fellow fews,
and avoided the feh. status indicator, as a symbeol of dependence upon pagans, in
tombstone commesnoratinons. Second, Roman symagogues engaged in an active
campalgn to redeem enslaved jews with money draws on common: chiests, thus
enabliag them to become tegally “independent” freedmen” {"The Social and
Economic Position of Jewish Freedmes in Rome,” paper presented Lo the SBL
Group on the Soctal World of Fornative Judaism and Christianity, Annual
Meeting of the Society of Biblical Literature, San Francisco, California, November
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Fuks thought of as a problem may be, however, no problem at all. As
other scholars have pointed cut, contrary to the beliefs of Frey, the
Jewish catacomb inscrptions are all from late antiquity, mostly from the
third and fovrth centuries® Non-fewish, Christian inseriptions dating
from the saine period also contain very few explicit references to freed
status {except for imperial freedpersons), even though we know thai
slavery was stil practiced at this time® Onomastic customs and
designations of servile stafus seemed to have gone through imporiant
changes during the second and third centuries, with the result that we
should expect the Jewish inscriptions to lack liberfus designations. One
therefore may need no explanation for the lack of freed and slave
designations among the Jewish inscriptions; here again, the Jews were
following the same practices as their Gentile neighbors.” The catacomb

2.3 E‘HZ} I"Iamil'q reconstruction is possxb]L, but it ot be admitted that the
evidence for redempbion of jewish slaves by syoagogues is scarce. There is none
for Rome or Italy. Harril] cites the papyrus document from third-century Lgypt
manumitting Paramone and her children (CPF 473 [=P. Oxp. 1205 and a bandiul
of inscriptions from fust- to second-century Bosporus ((_ I 683, 683a, 683, 690,
5%, &9{th, 69]) it seems to me doubtful that this evidence can be expanded to
porlray an “active campaign” by synpagogues throughout the Empire to redeem
Jews from stavery, inthe last resort, i the wark of other scholars on the dating of
the Jewish inscriptions and the practice of self-desipnation by slave or [reed
status is correct, as argued just below, the "anomaly” that Harrdll and Fuks seck
to explain is o abomaly in the first place,

2*For what follows in this paragraph 1 amn endebted to the work of Leonard
Rutgers, who is writing a disserfation at Duke University on the fewish
comnmunity at Rome. In an excursus be explicitly addresses Fuks's theory and
demonstrates why it s unnecessary.  See also his “Uberlegungen zu den
jiidischen Katakomben Roms,” Jukrbuck fiir Antike und Christeatun 33 (1990140~
157, al 142-154 for dating questions, See also A, Ferrua, “Sulla tomba dei
christian e su quella degly ebrei,” Ciodlta Caftolicn 87 (1936):298-311, at 309-310;
Heikki Solin, " Onomastica ed epigratia: Riflessioni sull’ esegesi onomastica delle
werizion romane,” Quadernl wrbingti di culturs classiog 18 (1974):105-132,

livo Kajanto, Onemastic Siudies in the Early Christian Inscriplions of Rome and
Carthage = Acta Instituti Rowart Finfandiae 2,1 (Helsinkd: Tilgmann, 1963): 1-141, at
6-9.

“Many Latin funerary inscriptions contain freedpersons with “Semitic”
sounding names, and surely at least some of these are fews. Some inscriptions
meniion a synagogue “of the Agrippesians,” “of the Augustesians,” or “of the
Vernaclesians.” Seme scholars believe these to be synagogues of fewish
{reedmen, as these designations may imply. See Nikolaus Matler, Die jiidische
Katakopbe am Monteverds zu Rom, dev dlieste bisher bekannt gewordene fidische
Priedhof des Abendlandes (Leipeig: G. Fock, 1912), 105; George La Plana, *Foreign
Groups in Rome during the First Conturies of the Bmpire,” Harvard Theological
Revtere 20 (1927): 352; Peter Lampe, Die stadrdmischen Ulirislen in den ersten beiden
falrhederten (Tibmgen: Mobhz-Slebock, 1989), 6667, Hamry . Leon, The Jrws of
Ancient Rome (Philadelphiz Jewish Publication Society, 1960) rejecis all such
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inscriptions, therefore, cannot be used as evidence against the presence
of slavery among fews in Rome.

We have some similar evidence for Jewish slaves in Palestine,
According to Acts 6:9, there was a “Synagogue of Freedmen” in
Jerusalem (the Greek for "freedmen” is here a transliteration of the Latin
Iibertini, with a Greek ending}. Historically, scholars have assumed that
these are Jews who returned to ferusalem from abroad, possibly Rome.
If they were freedmen of Roman citizens they would probably be citizens
themiselves, and thus may have enjoyed some of the "upward mobility”
that some slaves of Romans knew.® Shimon Applebaum cites CIf 1404
as providing an example of one such Jewish freedman. The inscription
honors a freedman who built a Roman bath connected to a synagogue;
according to Applebaum, he was a Jew returned from Roman slavery
and so now heid the enviable status of Roman citizenship.® We certainly
find such a case in the person of Theodotos, whose ossuary inscription
occupies a place among those of his rather large and apparently
important family in fericho. Thecdotos, whose “Jewish” name was
probably Nathanel, was a freedman of Agrippina the Younger (15-59
C.8.), wife of Claudius and mother of Nero. As Rachel Hachtili notes, "It
is likely that he was taken as a ‘political slave,” considering that he was
from a prominent and important family.” He later returned to his family
in Jericho, where he was buried. The inscription indicates that “the
evenis... were consideved by the family to be important, indicating
Theodotos” special stafus as o Roman citizen” - and, 1 woald add, as a
freedman of perhaps the most famous and powerful woman in the frst
century *0 On the subject of women, I should mention the Beth She’arim
tomb of Calliope, a freedwoman of a man named Procopios. According
to Louis Robert (interpreting the Greek word mizofera in the inscription),
Calliope ways the infendante, or manager of Procopios’s houschold, a
position of responstbifity most often held by male slaves or freedmen.
Calliope {or perhaps a friend oy relative making the artangements)

arguments, insisting {tos confidently, I believe) that there is no reason to take
these men 0 be freed.

“See Slavery as Salvation, 30-42, The freedperson of a Roman citizen often,
though not always, gained cilizenship gpon manumission. H seems to me
uncertain, though possible, that these freedmen had been slaves of Roman
citizens, as Applebaum assumes {Judren in Hellendstic and Roman Tanes, 156},
Brudaca in Hellenistic and Rowman Times, 148,

HRachel Hachiili, “The Goliath Family in Jericho: Funerary Inscriptions from a
First Century A DD fewish Monumental Tomb,” BASOR 235 (1979} 31-66, at 33
and 46,
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mentions i on her funerary inscription as something of a status
indicator.

We possess a tew inscriptions and papyri from diverse locations that
show Jews as slave owners themselves. The powerful Tobiad family, for
example, dealt in slaves. In 259 8,C.E. Nikanor, a member of the
househoid of Toubias, sold a seven vear old Sidonian stave girl to Zenon,
an official in the government of Ptolemy Tf Philadelphos. Two years
later, Toubias sent four slave boys and a eunuch to Apolionios, the
minister (dioikétés) of Ptolemy IL Two of the boys were circumcised and
thus may have been Jewish, though circumcision alone weould not
constitute adeguate proof. ¥ About 100 years later in Greece, Jews figure
in the Delphic inscriptions as slave owners. Joudatos, son of Pinderos,
sells a male slave, Amyntas, to Apoilo, with the consent of his son,
Pinderos.

The sands of Egypt have yielded several papyr documenting Jewish
slave owners.® In Edfu, on January 10, 182, Rafus, freedman of a
woman named Sarra, pays the wine tax; Sarra is probably Jewish.3®
Other docurments record payment of the “Jewish tax” by slaves. In the
years 73 and 80 freedmen of another Barra payed the tax. This woman
seams to have been a Roman citizen as well as Jewish, since her freedman
has the name Akyntas Kaikillias {Quintus Caecilius). In the year 107,
Sporos, stave of Aninios, payed the tax, and in 116, Thermouthos, slave
of a cenburion named Anindos, did so. In these cases of the fewish tax,

BMoshe Schwabe and Barach Lifshitz, Beth Shearim: Vol IT: The Greek [nscriptions
{(}erugaiem: Massada Press, 19743, pp. 185-186, #200; Lowis Kobert, Builetin
épigraphique, Bemee des fhnkes grecques 77 (1964) #303; " lnsariptions de 1antigoibé
et du Bas-Enpire a Corinthe,” Reowe des éfudes grecgues 79 (1966} 733-7R), at 767;
far femate managers: Robery, Hellenica 13 (1965): 105-108.

34Pf 1 {Transjordan, 259 B.C.E.); CPT 4 (Transjordan, 12 Mayv 257 B.C.E.}.

3BCH 711 Delpht, 119 B.CE).

MErom a period earlier than my concerns we have papyri from Elephantine
recording sales of sltaves by Jewish owners. In one, Ananiah buys a wonian,
Tamut, from Meshullam in erder to marry her. The marriage does not, however,
imply her autoniatic manssmission, for many vears later Tamut and her daughier
ane arain mentioned in a papyrus, this time as being manumitted. In another
document, a slave boy named Yedoniak is given by one Jewish man to ancther
for adoption, See E.G. Krasling, The Brooklyn Muscum Aramaic Pepyri {New
Haven: Brookiyr Museum, Yale University Press, 1953, papyrinos. 2, 5, 8, and .
144; according to Kraeling, siaves at Flephastine were usually Egyptian (3, 145}
For further discussion of these documents, see Zeev W. Falk, "The Deeds of
Manumission of Blephantine,” fournal of fewish Studies 5 {1954) 114-117;
“Manumission by Sale,” Journal of Sumiic Studiey 3 (1958) 127-128. Fer other
slavies of Jews at Elephantine, see A E. Cowley, Argmaic Papyri of the Fifth Cenlfury
B.C. {Oxford; Clarendon, 1923), #28.

BCI 378 (Edfu, 10 January 162).
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the editors of CPJ believe that the Jewish masters had to pay the tax for
their slaves even if those slaves were not themselves Jewish. Thus they
take all these cases to be Jewish owners with possibly non-Jewish slaves.
This may find support in the faci that in several cases the name of the
owner looks “Jewish” while those of the slaves and freedpersons do
not.

Finally, we may note inscriptions erected by Jewish heads of
househoids that follow typical funerary form in mentioning the members
of their househelds, including freedpersons and/or slaves. In ftaly,
Gaius Julius fustus, a gerousiarch, erects a monument for himself, his
unnamed. wife, his freedmen and freedwomen, and his descendants. 7
From Smytna in Asia Minor, an inscription survives in which Rufina, a
female head of a synagogue {archisynagogos), announces that she has built
the tomb for her freedpersons and fhremmata. In the abstract, the latter
term need not refer to slaves, since it can be equivalent to the Latin
alumni and mean something tike “foster children.” On the other hand, @
may refer to slaves, particularly “home bom™ slaves or those reared in
the household (Latin verna). In this context, coming immediately after
the term “freedpersons,” it almost certainly refers to slaves.® Here we
liave, then, a fewish woman wha, like a few Greek and Roman women of
het time and place, holds a role as the head of her own familia and
accordingty provides for the burial of her slaves and freedpersons.

Although it is a sticky issue, mention should be made of the ancient
category of persens known in our inscriplions as threptol, Repealedly,
especially in certain areas and times such as Asia Minor in the second
and third centuries C.E., one comes across inscriptions in which people
provide burials or commemoration for their threploi. The most “neutral”
translafion of the term is probably something like “those whom one has
reared,” and it has accordingly been translated as “foster children” or the
like. At times, it appears to be equivalent to the Latin verna, referring,

S6CPF 171 (Bdfu, 26 June 755, 179 (Bdfu, 23 May 80), 186 (Edfu, 15 June 80}, 212
(Fdfu, 20 December 107), 229 (Edfis, 18 May 116} see also 206, 207, 218, Names of
owners: Pesouris, Apanios Belaros, Anbipatros, Aninios, Sarra; names of slaves
and freedpersons: Zosime, Dekas, Kopreus, Sporos, Thermauthos, Akyntas
Katkilhas (Quintus Caecdiius), Rufus, This may be one of those cases in which
names can provide some evidence without being taken to constitute proof. On
the fewish tax: Michael 5. Ginsburg, *Fiscus Judaicus,” Jewish Quarterfy Review 21
(19300311 281-291. Other possiblz staves of lews: CP 450 (Side in Pamphyhia, B
huly, 151; the sale of a Phaygian slave gitl by a family that seems to be Jewish); 493
Fayam, 28 century CE).

VY 533 (near Ostia, no date but probably first half of the second century).

3CI 741 (Smyrna, ne date).
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that is, to slaves born and reared within the household® Another
possible Latin translation may be alumnus/a, which sometimes, though
certainly not always, refers to a person of servile status. The term
threplos/é, in any case, i8 so ubiguitous in some areas that i is quite
unkikely that it always refers to someone whe is legally a slave or
freedperson. [ndeed, it may be that at some times and in some places
there existed a “quasi-servile” status, something between actual stavery
and freedom, occupied by these threplol. Our information, however, is
too skimpy to be cerfain. At any rale, inscripfions exist that appear to
use the teym {or a similtar one) to refer to persons whao are actually staves,
though perhaps slaves occupying a spectal place in the househoid *

I have already noted the tomb built by Rufina, the Jewish
archisymagogos, for her freedpersomns and thremmata,  Thremma is
sometimes the equivalent of Hreptos, and here it probably refers to the
same sacial situation, that is, to slaves reared in the houschold of
Rufina4' Another fewish woman named Chresle in an inscription from
Panticapaeum {Cimmerian Bosphorus) fulfills a vow to manumit her
threptos Heraclas; here it is certain that the man is either a slave or
something very like a slave of the woman® Such instances suggest that
at Jeast some of the other inscriptions that mention threptoiiai of Jews are
thereby referring to slaves, such as the fanerary monument erected at
Rome by a Jewish “father” and “mother” for their threpté Birene, who
died at the age of three years, seven months, and one day ®

Vorng usually, but not necessarily, indicates servile status: PR.C. Weaver,
"Misplaced Ofhcials,” Anlichihion 13 (1979) 70-102, at 78 and n. 35; for a reference
o a aerng (possibly not Jewish), see CIf 35"

Wior discussion of these isgsies see A Cameron, “Threptor and Related Terms in
the inscriptions of Asia Minor,” in Awafolizn Studies Presented to W.H. Buckler, ed.
W.M. Calder and Josef Keil (New York: Longmans, Green, 1923}, 27.62; T. (.
Nani, “Threptal,” Epigraphica 5-6 (1943-44): 45.84; Martin, Slavery as Salvation, 10
and 185 n. 38,

HOJP 741; compare “Hremme” and “threptos,” s.v., Lidded-Scott-fones, Greek-
Englisk Lexicon

5317 683 see the similar, though {ragmentary, inscription CIf 684, Other
dedication/ manumission inscriptions: CIJ 690 (possible Jew releasing a slave
according to a vow; Gorgippia, 41 C.E.); 691 (pessible Jew dedicating a threpios,
and thereby probably effecting his manumission; Phanagoria, Cimmerian
Bosporus, 16 CE?). See also CIf 65% and 78* {possibie Jews, in the latter case a
brother and sister, releasing a slave-threpdé, Ciinmerian Bosporus, 2d-3d ceninry
CE

I 21 {Rome via Nomentana, no date); see the discassion of this inscription by
Ross Kraemer, “The Meaning of the tera Jew',” 38.41, Ser also CIF 3 (Rome via
Salaria, no datel arwd 144 (Rame via Appia, no date). CH o41 (Poly, Trady, ne dated
is the funerary inscription of an alemns whe died at age 27, erecled {probably) by
her foster-maother {oweer?). A “fhreplos of the most fHlustrions paitisechs” named
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This brief survey of inscriptions and papyri has yielded few
certainties about ancient Jewish slavery. Taken in sam, however, it
suggests that slavery among Jewish families differed little i at ail from
slavery among those non-Jewish families surrounding them. The
evidence for Palestine, however, has been thus far in my presentation
even more scarce than for Jews living elsewhere in the Roman Empire.
Fortonately, some literary evidence exists that may fill in the gaps,
Furthermore, it is on the basis of this literary evidence that we can get a
better idea not only of the existence of slavery in Palestine, but also of the
kinds of slavery that existed there and its function within sodiety as a
whole,

In this regard, Josephus proves to be an invatluable source, providing
evidence especially for the roles of slaves of the apper class, As is the
case for imperial Rome, the most visible slaves and freedpersons in Judea
were those of the royal family. At Herod's funeral 500 of his slaves and
freedmen were in atfendance, according o Josephus, and the Greek
suggests that these may have been only a part of his femilin {War 1,673},
Laler in the century, the freedmen of Agrippa, just like those of the
various important political families of Rome, are completely implicated
in the connivings and intrigues of royal machinations. The one we hear
the most about is Marsyas, who borrowed money for Agrippa in Rome
from Protoes, a [reedman of Berenice, Agrippa’s mother {Anf. 18.155).
Marsyas, of course, may not be a few, but we have no reason to believe he
s not. Affer all, he does speak Hebrew. ¥ Besides these, there are many
other references in josephus to slaves and freedmen involved in the
political maneuverings of the roval families.* '

The roval families, moreover, were not the only ones with slaves.
Philip, King Agrippa’s lieutenant (eparchos), sends messages by his
freedmen (Life 48 and 51} Justas, a pative of Tiberias, has a stave who is
killed in battle {Life 341}, One cannot pretend these are special cases or
that only “nen-Jewish Jews” had slaves. kven the high priests in
Jerusalem had slaves and sent them, according to Josephus, to collect the
tithes at the threshing floors, much to the offense of Josephus himself. %
Severus is mentioned in an inseription from Tiberius: Baruch Lifshitz, Donafeurs
el fondatenrs dans les synagogues juives répertoite des didicaces grecques relatives d la
conatruchion et & la refection des symagogues (Tazis: §. Gabalda, 1967), 63. For another
pussible cass, see Gert Lideritz, Corpus jidischen Zeugnisse aus der Cyrenaikn
{Wiesbaden: Dr. Ludwig Reichert, 1983}, no. 12.

At 18.228: for other references to Agrippa’s freedmen: 18,168, 203-205, 247,
W 1,233, 385, 620, 64%; 2.180; 3.373.

BAnt, 20.181, 206-207. The New Tesiament Gospels also mention slaves of the
high priest: Matthew 26:51; Mark 14:47; Luke 32:50; john 15:10, 18, It makes litdle
difference in this regard whether the gospel accounts are historical in themselves,
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Finally, josephus’s statement that the Hssenes did not keep wives or
slaves is evidence that what was considered remarkable was not that
there were Jews who had slaves but that there was a group of them who,
as a matter of principle, did nof (Anf. 18.21). The evidence seems clear:
definitely from the time of the Tobiads, when Arion served as slave
oikonomos for Joscph the Tobiad in Alexandsia, through the Jewish War
the slave structures of Jews in Palestine were not discernably different
from the slave siructures of oiher provincials in the eastern
Mediterranean.’” i was mainly the upper class families who had slaves
and freedpersons, and large slave farmiiige were maintained by those Jews
whose economic and social position enabled them to do so.

We may still be abile ta squeere a bit more material from our sources
and say something about the different activities of slaves in Roman
Palestine. As we would expect, many slaves probably worked as
personal servanis fo their owners. If they were slaves in smail, less
affluent houscholds, they might be expected to work alongside the
master in the fields or shepherding fiocks while also working as
household servanis, serving meals, for example, to the masier and his
immediate fawmily, a picture of slavery that emerges from a text in Lake’s
Gospel {1771, The Gospels also portray large houscholds, statfed by
many slaves in a variety of positions. In Matthew 18:23-35, for example,
the different slaves of a large household lend one apother money and
even maintain their own families. This picture reflects the same kind of

They certabidy veflect a Palestinian pre-history to the text as i stands, which in
turn indicates that it was at least quite believable that the high priest wonld have
had slaves wha acted in these ways, that is, as playing roles in something like his
own “bodyguard” or privale mifitia. Rabbinic sources also vefer to slaves of lhe
high priest, even to the exterd of neting that slaves In important positions, such as
Temple siaves, partook of a sort of "status-by-association” with thelr important
owners, in precisely the same way as experienced by their Roman counterparts,
As Gillian Feeley-Harnik savs, “Temple slaves in high positions could achieve
sich eminence that they feil into the category of those to whorn the saying was
applied ‘the King's slave is as the King" (Sebu, 47a)" (" s Historical Antheopology
Posgible?: The Case of the Runaway Stave,” in Huwmanizing Amorica's conie Book,
ed. Gene M. Tucker and Douglas A. Kpdght (Chico, California: Scholars Press,
1982), 93126, at 112, For “status-by-association,” see Martie, Slavery as Salvalion,
xxi, 22-26, 47-48,

¥ arion: josephus, Anl. 12199207, An exhaustive study of josephus’s stave
terminclogy demonstrates that everything about Jewish slavery in Josephus fits
with Greco-Rerran stavery in general. s particular, the authors conclude tiat
losephus never distinguishes in hiz terminology between Jewish and non-fewish
staves, lohin G. Gibbs and Lowis H. Feldman, “Josephus” Vocabulary for Slavery,”
Jenah Quigrierfy Reofero 76 (1986}, 281-314.
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sacial situation found among slaves in other parts of the Roman East®®
Alse — as was true especially of the large estates in Haly but also some
estates in the east — slaves would have been used as feld workers in
planting and hatvesting. This is the situation assumed by the parable
recorded in Matthew 13:24-30.%

[ have elsewhere emphasized the importance of slave managers or
business agents. The Gospels portray slaves working in a variety of such
roles, coliecting rents and produce from tenants on behalf of their
masters (Matthew 21:34), functioning as ofkonomoi, that is, “household
managers” who disburse funds and food to other members of the foriiia
{Matthew 24:45; <f. Mark 13:34), investing money and conducting
independent businesses for the master’s ultimate benefit (Matthew 25:14-
30). Rabbinic sources also know of such sifuations: slaves hired out for
profit and slaves who work as agents for theilr ownezs™® Again, the
picture that emerges porirays Jewish forms of slavery functioning
precisely like the slave structures of the peoples among whom Jews
fived,

Of conrse, thers ts more that could be said about slaves and the
Jewish family. One might point oui, for example, that Jewish slaves
spon manumission did not avtomatically gain any kind of citizenship or
attain the status of their previous owners; but the same would be true of
slaves of any group except the Romans, Furtherniore, freedpersons of
jews were not necessartly required to render the same kinds of operae to
their patrons as were Roman freedpersons {(except when some kind of
agreement was stipulated in the manumission document, as is the case
with the paramone clause of CFf 473); but again, this would be true of
other ethnic groups also, excepting the Romans themscives.®! Finally,

$For slave families in Greco-Roman houscholds ~ indeed, maintaining thelr own
howseholds - see Martin, Slavery as Saliwtion, 2-7. For rabbinic references to slave
families, wee Yu. A. Solodukhe, "Slavery in the Hebrew Society of Trag and Syria
in the Second through Fifth Centuries AL, in Sovdet Vicws of Talmudic Judatsm
{Leiden: Brill, 1973), 1-9, at & Zeittin, “Slavery during the Second Commonwealth
and the Tannaitic Period,” 250-25%; Ephraim B Uthach, “The Laws Regarding
Slavery as a Source for Secial History of the Period of the Second Temple, the
Mishnah, and the Talowd,” i Papers of the Dutifule of fewish Shudies, Institute of
Jewish Studies, vol. i, ed. |. G, Weiss {ferusalemy:; Magnes, 1964), 194, at 1516
¥0n the debate about the importance of slaves in agriculture in the Roman
Empire, see Ramsay MacMnien, “T.ate Roman Slavery,” Histariz 36 {19871 359-
383,

Moo Urbach, “Laws,” 28; Flesher, Oven, Women, or Shroes?, 38, 127-131. For stave
mranagers in general, see Sloery as Salvation, 15-22.

But see Peter Garnsey, “Independent Freedmen and the Bconomy of Roman
ltaly,” Klip 63 {1981} 359-371 for “independerst freedmen” even in the Roman
system. Flesher points ont that according to the Mishnah (unlike Roman law)
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one could argue, though I have little confidence in the evidence, that
stave labor was nol responsible for a great amount of agriculiural
production in Judea; but it appears the same could be said of other areas
of the Meditorranean, except for laly and the large imperial estates in
Asta Minor.™ In other words, the things that make Jewish slavery look
different from Roman slavery have to do with the peculiarities of Roman
social structures. Slavery among Jews seems to have looked like those
sfave slructures prominent in the time and place of the particular jews
under investigation. In the end, the decisive factors for the structures of
stavery were not those of religion or ethnicity but geography and soco-
economic position,

frecdpersons do not samain under the honseholder’s control or conrtinue 0 owe
obligations (soch as the Koman operge or the Greek paramoné duties) to the farmer
owner. Furihermore ihe freedman’s legal stajues iz not inked fo the tegal status of
the former awner; that is, the status of a former owner does not attach o hig
freedmen {(Oxen, Women. or Slaves, 38, 140-141}. It showld be remembered, in the
first place, that Flesher is speaking of the fextual world of the rabbis and makes
1o clabm about whether or not these structures reflect aclual social sitiations of
Jewish slave stroctures. In the second place, Flesher 13 speaking of leval status,
not informal fomms of status attribation; it is quite Ukely that the informal status
of an owneer “rubbed B on his or hey ex-slaves in social perception regardloss of
the legal situation. In the third place, it should be remembered that Roman law
was rather aoasual in the andent workd for so explicitly fying the freedperson’s
legal status (such as citizenship) to that of the patron. Slaves of Greeks, for
example, did not become citizens upon manumission. For ather comparisons of
Jewish rabbinic codes with Roman legal aspects of siavery see Boaz Cohen, Jew/sh
and Roman Law: A Comparative Stredy (New York: Jewish Theological Seminary,
1966), esp, 122-275; Z. W, Fatk, “Jewish Private Law,” in The Jewish Prople in the
First Century, ed, 5. Safrat and M. Stern (Assen: Netherlands: Van Gorcum, 1974),
504-534.

viacMullen, *Late Roman Stavery.”






Part Three

RABBINIC LAW






6

Reconsidering the Rabbinic
ketubah Payment:

Michael Satiow

In rabbivic literature, the word ketubah carries several meanings. Itis
maost often used to designate the Jewish marriage contract, a pecuniary
document that specities the rights and obligations of the spouses. Within
this document another “ketubah”™ is specified (whence the decument
probably derives ils name}, a marriage settlement or sum of money
payable by the husband or his estate to his wife on the dissolution of the
marriage. This is distinct from two other payments specified in the
document, the dowry (nedunia} and the “dowry addition”, an
averappraisal of the worth of the wife's dowry. All of these monetary
stipulations are distinct from the biblical mohar, or bride price, a sum
paid by the husband or his family to the family {usually father} ot the
prospective bride. The word "kefubah” can, in rabbinic Hterature, mean
any of these payments (see befow). This has been a source of confusion
of, Iwill argue, great inport.

'This project was begun under the guidance of the late Prof, Baruch M. Bokser, to
whom this paper 15 dedicated, ! profited greatly from the comments and
discussion of the participants of the SBE. session at which this paper was read.
Professors MLA, Triedman and 1 Greenfield offered many useful criticisms of the
ideas expressed in this paper, Tam especially grateful to Prof. Shave LD, Cohen,
whose extensive cormments improved this paper immeasutably. Mueh of the
work on this paper was conducted with the support from the Lady Davis
Fellowship Trast the Hebrew University, ferusalem,
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Most scholazs who have studied the history of the kefubzk as a
marriage setilement have based their reconstruction on the evidence of a
single tannaitic tradition:

At first, when the kefubah used to be at the home of her father, #
wotdd be easy in his eyes to send her away {=divorce her]. Simeon
ben Shetak legislated that her ketubal should remain with her
husband, and he would write tor her, "All of my possessions are
surety and guaranties for your kefubah, "2

Based on {his radition {and especially its fuller version in the Bavlhi)
and biblical evidence {considered below), scholars have argued that the
original Jewish marriage paymen{ was the bride price {mohar), a payment
made to the father of the bride. Araund the time of the first century BCE,
because it was easy for the husband to divorce his wife, Simeon ben
Shetah changed the primary jewish marriage payment to a marriage
settiement. This marriage settlement, what became known as the rabbinic
“kefubnh”, was a sum given from the husband’s estate to his wife at the
dissolution of the marrdage® Other schojars have discussed an
intermediate stage of development, hinted at by traditions paralle! to the

i Rcmb L" i {iicbermart 95}, '{'he other versions ave . Ketub, $32b-c and k.

Ketub, 82b {there are two slightly different versions on this page).

*Many of the scholarly reconstructions are based on the other versions of this
tradition. The literature on this i vast. Among the more impor{ant works are:
A, Gulak, Das Lrkundempesen i Tabinud (Jerasalem: R, Mass, 1933) 53-5 LA,
Epstein, The Jawish Marviage Contract: A Study in Hhe Status of the Woman th Jewish
Law (New York: Jewish Theological Seminary of America, 1927 10-24, 193-206,
236-254; M.A, Priedman, "The Minbmuem Mokar Payment as Reflected in the
Geniza Decunents: Marriage Gift or Endowment Medge,” PAAJR 43 (1976) 15-25%
7. Falk, Introduction te the Jewish Law of the Second Commonnpenith (2 Vols; Leidem;

EJ3. Brill, 1978) 2.295-304; M.A. Friedman, Jewish Marriage in Palestine: A Cairo
Genizah Study {2 vels,; New York and Tel Aviv: Jewish Theological Seminary of
Awerica, 1980) L 236.288, esp. 257-238; ML, Geller, " Nesw Sources for the Origins
of the Rabbinic Ketubah” HLICA 49 (1978) 227-245; M.A. Friedman, “Marrtage
and the Family in the Talmud ~ From Mohar to Ketubba,” Yod ly-Talmud -
Selected Chaplers (ed., E.E. Urbach; Jerusaleny: Yad la-Talmud, 1983} 29.36, 99-100;
I Fauptman, “An Alternative Sotution to the Redundancy Associzted with the
Phrase Tonya Nami Halhi™ PAAJR 51 (1984} 86.95; |. Hauptman, Dewlopment of the
Tabnudic Sugya (Lanham: University Press of America, 1988) 149-157; M. Elon,
Jerpisk Law: History, Sources, Principlss (reprinted ferusalem: Magnes Press, 1988),
1.458-460 (Heb.). Friedman states, "In the final anatysis these fexts musi be seon
as contalring partial reminiscences of ancient practives which cannot be fully
undersiond without some reading between the lines.” (*The Minimum Mohar
Payment,” p. 25}, This is the closest that | have seen to an expression of
skeplicism regarding these historical claims.
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one cited above, in which the primary Jewish marriage settlement shifted
from mohar to dowry.*

In this paper [ will argue that this methadology is faulty, because {1)
it ignores evidence that the marriage settlement was not known in fewish
commmnities before the rabbinic period; (2) it fails to contend with the
possibility that the word “ketubah” might mean something other than
“matriage setitement”; and {3} it is based on a tradition whose historical
validity is at best dubious. After historically reexamining the issue of the
Jewish marriage settlement, T will return to lannatitic tradition that led to
previous reconstraciions, and attempt to show how the tradition might
have crystatlized and why it is historically misleading,

Sources for the History of Marriage Payments

A. The Bible

Several marriage payments appear in the Hebrew Bible, though the
dominant one is the bride price, or molar, This is laid out dearly in the
legal texts: “If a man seduces a virgin for whom the bride price has not
been paid, and lies with her, he must make her his wife by payment of a
bride price,” (Exod 22:15).° Nonlegal texts assume this institution.
Hamor offers Jacob a bride price for his davghter, and Saul demands a
bride price of 100 Philistine foreskins from David for his daughters All
of these paymenis were made by the groom to his bride’s father.

In addition to a bride price, there is evidence that a form of indirect
dowry is known in the Flebrew Bible, When Eliezer, Abraham's servant,
finds Rebekah and brings her back as a wife for Isaac, he gives her
several pieces of jewelry” These probably were “returned” to Isaac,
being accounted as part of her dowry. It is possibie, however, that these
gifis were simply part of the couriship ritual and had ne role in the
marriage payments.

3The need for such a study was pointed out by 8. Baron, A Sociaf and Religious
Hisiory of the Joos (18 vols; 2nd edition; New York: Columina University Press,
1952) 2.40% n. 5. See EJ, Bickerman, “Two Legal Interpretations of the
Septuagint,” Reoue infernationate des drodfs de Uantignité 3rd series, 3 (1956) 51-104
{reprinted in B[, Bickerman, Studies in fewish and Christion Hisfory (3 vols; Leiden:
2] Beill, 1976) 1.201-215]. On this article, see B AL Levine, "Comparative
Perspectives on Jewish and Chrisfian History,” JAOS 99 (1979) #5-86.

SGee also, Bx. 22:16, 21:32; Deut. 22:28-29,

Cen 3:12; 1 Sam 1825, See also, Gen 29:315-30, Jacob’s work for Laban ts most
likely to be consitdered a bride price. On the biblical mohar generaily, see, 8.
Lewinstam, “Mohar,” Encyclopaedia Biblicn (1962) 4.702-706 [Heb.L

7Gen 24:22, 30, 53
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B. Literature of the Second Temple Period

In this body of literature there are several references to marriage and
marriage payments, bul not a single reference to anvthing similar to a
ketubah payment. A transfer of property accompanies Sarah in her
marriage to Tobias in Tobit, 921, Although it is not clear whether this is
a dowry or a pre-mortem inheritance, there is no sign of payment or
pledge from the groom.® The Sepluagint consistently translates mohar
with the Greek word for dowry, pherne, reflecting the transition from a
bride price system {mokar) to a dowry based system.” The dowry
appears repeatedly in Jewish literature of this period® Most references
to the dowry in this literature echo the view found in non-Jewish sources
from classical Greece o Rome, that a woman's dowry can entice and frap
a man 1 This is pithily stated by Pseudo-Phoeylides, living around the
turn of the mitlenia: “Do not bring as a wife into your home a bad and
wealthy woman/ for yow will be a slave of your wife because of the
risinous dowry.”H

Philo, too, repeatedly refers to a dowry with no mention of anything
resembling a ketubah, Thas, Philo talks of the goad of amply dowering 2
bride and of the relationship of the dowry and inheritance.”® Another
passage lends more support to the idea that Philo not only does not
mention the kefubah, but ackually does not know about it. Philo states
that the law of double inheritance for the firstborm (Deut 21:15-17) is

8n this incident in Tobit, see Bickerman, "Two Legal Interpretations,” 208.

e, Bickerman, “Two Legal [nterpretations,” 210-211 and levine,
"Comparative Perspectives”.  Bitkerman uses the rabbinic material to {ry to
understand this shift. This is methodologically problematic. The Septuagint
cauld have used terminelogy for bride price found alveady in Flomer. That it did
nol is indicative of 20 interpretation of the term, but to identify that interpretation
with the rabbinic kefulgh is nof necessary. It may well have been that the
Epyptian Jews of this period, like their Greek cantemporaries, used only dowries
for marriage paymenls.

Waee, for two Greek examples, T Judah 13:4; T, Jos. 183 The Jewish origin of
these works is debated.

1S, Sir 25:21 and B, Colen, “Dowry in fewish and Roman Law,” Melanges
Isidore Luy {1953) 64 [reprinted B. Cohen, Jeuish and Roman Law: A Comparative
Study (2 vols; New York: Jewish Theological Serninary of America, 1922) 1,348
I76].

V2 Psaudo-Phocylides ve, 199200 {Charlesworth, 2.381).

B3ee, Philo Fug. 29 Spec. Leg, 2.125. s use of the term proix in this regard might
aot be consistent. In dpec, Leg 3.70 he apparently uses the word to translale the
mohar referted to in Exod 22:16-17 and Deut 22:28-29. This, though, should be
expected: profx is the eguivalent at that time for the Septuagini translation of the
word, pherne. See, O Vatin, Recherches sur le mariage ot la condition de la femme
marié o Vépoque helfénistigue (Paris: E. de Boocard, 1970) 180-206 on this linguistic
shift,
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intended o remedy the case in which after fathering legitimate children a
man leaves his family for another woman (Spec. Leg, 2.135-136}). Had
Philo known about a marriage payment made by the husband on the
digsolution of the marsage, that is, the rabbinic ketubak, e could have
used this as a betier example. Even if it is argued that Philfo comments
expressty in order to explain this sirange inheritance law, it is hard to
imagine why had he known about it he would not feel compelied to
explain the kefubah, a law or custom that to his readers would have
appeared equalty as bizarre,

Almost all of the examples of marriage that Josephus presents deal
with royalty. Tn these, as could be expected, dowries appear, with no
reference to a ketubsh payment. Otherwise, Josephus mentions marrage
payments only once: “It [the Law] commands that we marry not being
influenced by the dowry,” (Ag. Ap. 2.2005

L. Papyni

More important than the silence of the literary evidence is the silence
of the documentary evidence., In the fragments of Jewish marriage
contracts daling from the early second cendury CE discovered in the
Judaean desert, theve appears not a single unambigrous reference to the
ketubah payment. fere is strong evidence that ketubah payments were
not known in Judaca even in early rabbinic times. Because of the
fragmentary nature of the papyri, and the controversy surrounding
them, I will briefly review each of the eight relevani papyri.

1. P, Mur. 244 This document is thought, by the editors, to date to
117 CE, and is written in Aramaic. It is quite fragmentary. Lines 4-5
speak of the martiage payment, though only the first few words of each
hne survive. The editor views these lines as referring fo the dowry,
although a few scholars, based on parallels from Elephantine and
rablbinic sousces, prefer to see them as referring to a kefubah payment.’
While any reconstruction of these lines is highly speculative, it seems
more likely that these fines refer to a dowry.* In any case, it would be

M 2,109.134. On this document, see also, $.A. Birnbaum, The Bar Menasheh
Marringe Degd: M5 Relstion with other Jerish Marrviage Peeds (Istanbul: Nedertand
Historisch-Axchaelogisch Instituat In het Nedife Oosten, 1962}

W5 DI 2111, and notes ad. Joe. 112, Herve # i clear that their usage of “dot” is
unclear, as their notes appeal to parallels that use the word mehar. For the view
of this contract as referring to a ketubah, see especially Birnbaum, Bar Mangssch
Marriage Contract 19, and L. Archer, Her Price & Beyond Rubies: The Jewish Woman
in Graceo-Roman Palesting (1507 Sup 60; Shefiield: Sheffield Academic Prexs, 199G)
291-2.

A5 Friedman poirds out, i is striking that this decuiment contains no mention of
a dowry, which is known to have been an established institution {fewish Marriage
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difficult to see this document as containing a clause referring to the
ketubeh payment.

4. P. Mur. 21:'¥ This is another fragmentary Aramaic marriage
contract, though of uncertain date {probably close to that of P. Mur. 26},
This is the Hrst text, to my kmowiedge, that actually uses the word kefubah
{lines 10), 13, 16). Ibelieve that “ketubuk”™ here simply refers to the dowry.
In hine 10, kefubah serves as the object of the verb, [4] mansy, “and I will
return”. The clause is most easily interpreted as referring to money that
has already changed hands and is in possession of the groom, namely,
the dowry. The other references are vaguer, referring to a sum of money
that the husband pledges to give to the wife or her heirs. In these cases,
too, ketubah can easily be interpreted as dowry, 1 will return later in this
paper {o the use of the kefubal as meaning dowry.

3. P. Mur. 115:% This is a Greek marriage contract, in falrly good
condition, from 124 CE The sum of the marriage payment is 200 denars,
and is termed a proix. The word simply means “dowry”, and there is no
reason not to construe it that way in this document. Lines 5-6 make it
clear thal this marriage payment was made frony the bride, or her family,
to the groom. ¥ This seems to contradict the inferpretation that this could
be referring to a donation on the part of the groom.

4. P. Mur. 1363 A very fragmentary Greek marriage contract
probably contermporaneous with the other documents, The relevant
lines, -6, if reconstructed properly, mention a marriage paymendt as a
pherne.  The document is too fragmentary to identify this as either a
ketubah or a dowry, Whatever this means, the pherne was apparently
quite large, if this is the antecedent of the reference to 2,080 denars in line
12.4

5. P, Yad, 1&% This is the most complete Jewish marriage docoment
from this period published to date. It was written in Greek in 128 CE.
The relevant lines read:

292.293). 1f the lines in question, though, are taken to refer to o dowry instead of
a ketwbah, this problem vanishes.

DI 2.114-117. Also published in Archer, Her Price, 292-294.

181D 2.243-254; Archer, Her Price 294-295.

9The proix is mentioned in lines 5, 6, and 12, In all these places, the meaning
“dowty” again makes perfect sense.

A2 2.254-256.

#Bor the problems in reconstracting lines 53-8, see DI 2.255, note ad, foc. If the
identification of the pherne and the 2,000 dewars is correct, i would be almost
impossible to conceive of this as anything other than a dowry. A sum this large is
unparalleled as a ketubah payment.

¥On the Pabata aychive generally, see, Y. Yadin, “Expedition D- The Cave of the
Letters,” [E] 12 {1942} 235-248; H]. Polotsky, "The Greek Papyri from the Cave of
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.she bringing to him on account of bridal gift feminine adorment
in silver and gold and dothing appraised by matua) agreement.. o
be worth two hundred denarii of silver, which appraised vahae the
bridegroom Judab calted Cimber acknowledged thai he has
teceived from her by hand forthowith from fudah her father and that
he owes to the raid Shelamzion his wife together with another three
hundred denarii which he promised to give to her in addition to thg
sum of her aforesaid bridal gift, all accounted toward her dowry.. ™

In this text, her contribution is termed the prosphora, to which the groom
adds three hundred demars, the resulting sum being called her proix. This
is the first papyri surveyed here that seems to record any coniribution
from the groom. Although there is a disagreement as to the exact nature
of this contribution, it dees appear that it cannot be considered a
keinbakh* Tt is interesting to note that the combined sum, the prolx, is
translated in the Aramaic subscription as phern, a term that primarily
denotes dowry, but is vague encugh to include other types of marnage
payments as well.? Here again, thoagh, because phern s used to denote
the entire sum, bride’s family’s plus groom’s contribution, # does nct
reter to the kefubak payment.

i‘ne Letters,” {Ef 12 (1962) 358-262. P. Yad. 18 was flrsl. puhliq}ted w 1tl1
commentary, as N. Lewis, R, Katzoif, |.C. Greenfield, " Fapyrus Yadin 18" 5] 37
{1987 229-230 and s now also found in The Documents from the Bar Kokhba Period
in the Cave of Letters {pd. ™. Lewts, 1. Greenfield; 2 vols; Jeruzalem: Tsrael
Exploration Soclety, 1989) 2.76-82.
Plines 8-18. Translation from Lewis, Dovuments 80,
UThe question hinges on the subject of the phrase (lines 14-15): 4 dpordynaey
Solvar alviin wpds TA T Tpoveypmupévns Apoddopis alrrfim,  Lewis,
Docwments 82, node ad. loc, seeins (0 be suggesting that this was a suzn trat she or
her father agreed to add to the sum already paid. Katzoff, in his legal
commentary, considers this sum io be a dowry addition {Lewis, "Tapyrus Yadin
18,” 242). In eithey case, neither schalar here considers this to be a ketubgh. On
Katzoff's view, see, A. Wasserstein, “A Marriage Contract from the Province of
Arabia Nova: Motes on Papyrus Yadin 18, JOR 80 (1989) 113.115. Wasserslein
sees the instiludion as a dowry addition of the sort common in anticuity. In his
broader argument Wasserstein atgues for the non-Jewish nature of this decument
{1U5-124). Cddly, in his reply to Wasserstein, Katzoff states that P. Yadin 1§
“cleardy set out” a ketubah payment. See, R. Katzoff, “Papyrus Yadin 18 Agatn: A
Rejoinder,” JOR 82 {199}} 176. Katzoff himself has offered fine discussions of
dowry additions, one of which this appears 1o be. See, R, Katzoff, “Donutio aste
npplias and Jewish Dowry Additions,” Papyrology {ed. N, Lewis; Yale Classical
Studies 28; Cambridge and New York: Cambridge University Pressj 231-244; R.
Katzoff, “Comment on Gulak's Article,” Shemstor ha-Aishpat bo-toriz Anvinal of the
tnstitute for Research i Jewish Law 910 (1982-83) 15-28, esp, 15-20 {Feb.|.
¥gee the note by Greenfleld in Documents 342-143. See alsa, T Sperber, 4
Dictiarary of Greek and Latin Legal Terms in Rabbinte Literature (Ramat Gar: Bar llan
University Press, 1984) 161-163 and the sources dted there,
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6. P Yad 372 A fragmentary Greek marriage contract from 131 CE.
Lines 67 record the dowry (proix) of 96 denars. As in the other contracls,
the groom acknowiedges having received this sum. Once again, there is
no sign of a ketubsh payment.2”

7. P. Mur. 19 This is a divorce document, written in Aramaie ¢, 113
CE, found at Masada. The part of the line (8} dealing with the Hnancial
arrangements, is quite fragmentary. In the editors’ reconstruction, this
refers to the return of the dowry: “Puis, [a dojf, je (fe fa) rends.”??
Although there are some problems with this reconstruction and
interpretation, it cannot in any case be taken as evidence of a ketubah
payment.

8. For the sake of completeness, in this survey of papyri | include a
marriage contract found in Egypt and written in Aramaic in 417 CE
The contract has a detailed list of the bride’s dowry; the groom's
donation is made on line 21, Having already been transmitted o the
bride and accounted as part of her dowry, this payment is a dowry
addition, not a kefubah 32

*Lewis, Documents 130-133,

"fhe editors of this text nake a case for this being a “Jewish” text, though how
far this can be stretched is debatable {136}, As with P. Yadin 18, we might be
dealing here with a comtract between Jews, combining legal terminology and
concepts from a numbier of differerd sources,

B0 2.104-109; Archer, FHer Prige 297-299, On this document, see A M. Rabello,
“Divaree of Jews in the Roman Eupire” The Jrwish Law Annuct 4 {19813 65-97. He
is inclined to follow Yaren's dating of 71 (5.

POID 2.106. ltalics are the editors,

atThe relevant part of the line reads woar wpl |1z, The editors reconstruct the
missing word as pas or P 2108, note ad. lae). The probdem is that neither
ts attested as being synepymous with “dowry”. Although, as indicated in the
note, Kerauss, Griechische wnd {ateinische Lehmwdrier im Tabned, Midraseh oand
Targum {reprinted 2 Vols; Geerg Obms, 1898) 2.178 franslates one meaning of the
former as "Morgengabe,” and H.L. Strack and . Billberbeck, Das Evangelium nach
Muarkus, Lukas und Johannes und dic Apostelgeschichie Erlfniert aus Talmond und
Midrasch (b vols Munich: CH. Beck'sche, 1924, 2.384 transiates po as a semantic
equivalent to gep), it is not clear how they arrive at these meanings. pm is used
only in late lexts, and even in those texts Is never used to desaribe 2 monetary
settlement- only a written contract. See M. Jastrow, A Dictionary of the Targumim,
the Talmud Bablf and Yerushabmi, ond the Midrashic Liferature (2 voly; Lonow Lazac
New York: G.P. Puinam’s, 1903) 3.253 ad, e, Sperber, Dictionary 74-75.
Moreaver, the verb 5+ can mean “to give”, but never means "to return”. See, M.
Sokotoff, A Dictionary of Jewish Palestinian Aramaic {Ramat Gan: Bar Han
Utiversity Press, 19903 235-236, p» {5 unattested,

M. sirat, P. Cuderlier, M. Dukan, M.A. Briedman, La Ketouba de Cologne
(Opladen: Westdeutscher, 1986),

BFar the text and translation, see, thid. 2022, For discussion of this line, see, 12-
13, 54
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MNone of the extant Jewish marriage contracts from the rabbinic
period shows any familiarity with the rabbinic ketubeh payment. Some
of the coniracts refer to payments made by the groom, bul these are
dowry additions, not ketwbah payments. The word kelubah appears
several times in these documents, and seems to mean “dowry™.»

I Rabbinic Literature

1 furn now to the rabbinic evidence onthe ketubah payment. The only
direct evidence in rabbinic literature for the establishment of the ketabah
payment is the tannaitic fradition, cited at the beginning of this article,
anel its parallels. Regarding all the parallels as containing a germ of true
historical development, Friedman writes:

in the late fannaitic period there were twao raditions which existed,
side by stde, as the social motivation for the takkansh, According to
one of these, one was unable to matiy 2 woman ynless he patd a
wadiar of 2(4) zuz or a mina [sic], and those who could not afford this
would grow old without marrying. According to the second
tradition, ali men could marry. But since there was no need for any
further payment at the time of divoree, there was na deterrent to
divorce. The fabkungl of Simeon b, Shatah aﬂived both problems; it
made matriage easier and divorce more difficult,

The evidence clearly supporis Friedman's claim that there were two
tannpaitic traditions sbout the motivation for Simeon b, Shetah's
enactment. Yet to move from the traditions’ understanding of history to
history itself is a logicat leap not justified by the evidence. In fact, there
are several reasons to doubt the veradity of these traditions.

a) Aftributions lo Simeon b. Shetah: As a number of eractments were
atiributed to Simeon b. Shetah in his legendary role as a founder of the
rabbinic movement, any historical claims in these legends must be
carefully examined. Analyzing a tradition that assigns the institution of
the kelubalh and the impurity of metal vessels {o Simeon 1. Shetah,®
Goodblatt has shown that at least the latter enactment occorred in the

3] will return to this use of the word ketubeh, 1t should be noted that Yadin,
“Expedition 13,7 244-245, describes the still unpublizhed matriage contract of
Babatha as containing a kelubah payment. As | will argue that the ketubah
payment is probably an early tannaitic innovation, even if the clanse does ap

it will not invalidate the thesis of this paper. Rather, it would indicate that ﬂp
were some people following rabbinic advice or legislation in this area,
HPriedman, “Marriage and Family,” 34.

h. Sablr. 14b, 16k & Ketub. 82b, According to y. Ketub. 8.320: “Simeon ben Shetah
legislated three things: that a man does business with the ketabuh of his wife; and
that children showld go 1o school; and he legislated impurity for glass vessels.”
The flest elause refers, apparently, o the ability of a man to uss s wite's kefubalt
urii! the end of the marriage.
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tannaitic period, well after Simeon b, Shetah.® This throws into Joubt
the attribution of the rabbinic kefubeh payment to Simeon b. Shetah.
b} The form of the takkanah: The form of these traditions, as well as iis
association with Simeon b. Shefah, is cause for caution. Often later
rabbinic legal institutions were retrojected onto mythelogical founder
figures. faffee has noted this tendency especially in the Tosefta: “In the
Tosefta, as in the halakhic midrashim...where it is possible to compare
recensions of comparable traditions we find compelling reason to
conclude that the post-mishnaic tagganah is a literary frope and little
more, a creation of juzisprudence and exegesis rather than a record of the
legislative pronouncements of Israelite legal institutions.” Although
the evidence regarding the kefubnl is not fit for such an approach, Jaffee's
observation does indicate that the historical claims made in these sources
should not be accepted uncritically.
<) The meaning of "ketubah™ in rabbinic lterature: As mentioned, the
term “ketubah” in rabbinic Hterature can have a number of meanings. If
the ketubah, that is, 2 marriage settlement payable cn dissolution of the
marriage, was enacted by Simeon b. Shetah, we would expect that when
the word “ketubah” appears in dicta attributed to early rabbinic figures, it
would carry this meaning. In fact, the word kefubah does appear in these
dicta: in each, a meaning of “dowry” is possible,*®
Several traditions ascribed io the Houses of Hillel and Shammai

mention the kefuwbah, but the meaning of the term is not clear. For
example:

One waiting levirzie marrage...{jwho| died, what is dene with her

kefrbah and with the property which enters and leaves with her?

The House of Shammai says: The heirs of the husband divide it

wilh the heirs of the [Le, her} father. And the House of Hillel says:

Property [stays] in their possession! {ie.] the ketubah is in the

possession of the heirs of the husband [so it remains there, and)

#See, I, Goodblatt, “The Talmudic Scurces on the Origins of Organized Jewish
Bducation,” Studies in the History of the Jewish People and the Land of Isracl 5 {1980}
86-90 [Heb L 1. Neasner, The Rabbinic Tradifions about the Pharisees before 70, {3
vols; beiden: B.]. Brill, 1971) 1.110-111%.

57M. Iafice, “The Taqgenah in Tannaitic Literatore: Jurisprudence and the
Constraction of Rabbinic Memory,” J]5 41 (1990) 233

BThe nse of “ketubah” for “dowry” in rabbinic [iterature is well known. See,
Friedman, Jewizh Marrioge 1.310-311; B. Cohen, "Diovery in fewish and Roman
Law,” 62-63, 65-66. This is a distinction that ig, strangely enough, ignored by the
dictionaries- see ad. Joe, Arukh Completum {ed. A. Kohut; 8 vols; Berdin: Menorah,
1926),and in the Addiumenia ad [ibrum Aruck Completum (ed. §. Krauss; Vienna:
Alexander Kehat Memoral Foundation, 1937); M. lastrow, Dictionary, | Levy,
Wartertmeh ber die Talmudim wnd Midraschim {4 vols; Berlin and Vienna: Benjamin
Farz, 1924) ; Sokoloff, Dictionary.
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property which enters and leaves wilth her is in the possession of
the heirs of the father {50 i vemains thers]

In this mishnah there is a clear contrast between the kelubah and the
“property which enters and leaves with hey”, corresponding to the well-
known division of a woman's property into “iron sheep property” — that
which constitutes her dowry and is given over to her husband for his use
until the dissciution of the marriage, and “plucked property” — her
independent property, the nsufruct only of which the husband is allowed
te enjoy during the marriage. Ai the very least, the word “ketubak” in
this passage might refer to the woman’s dowry plus the rabbinic ketuboh
payment, but a simple meaning of dowry is the easiest and most fitting,
Halivni cites other examples of this usage. ¥ The same ambiguity applies
also to the other traditions attributed to the Houses that mention the
ketubah f' These are the only {raditions regarding the kefubah that are
attributed to pre-70 CE figures.

The earliest explicit attestation of the kefubah payment appears in a
statement attributed to R Hleazer b, Azariah of Yavneh;

A M she is widowed, or diverced, whether after Betrothal or after
marriage - she colfects all of it [that is, the statutory amount of her
marrage setflement plus any additional money pledged (o her by
her hrasband].

B. Rabld Eleazar ben Azariah says: After marriage —she collecis alt of
ity after betrothal — a v;rgm cottects 200 [denars], and a widow a
marich [=100 denars]. 4

The discussion is over whether o woman collects her entive kefubah or just
a part of it if she is widowed or divorced in the time between her
befrothal and her marriage. Rabbi Eleazar ben Azariah's statement, that
she collects only the statutory amount and not any additional money that
the husband may have pledged, is predicated on the idea of a rabbinic
ketubal payment, though he himself does not use that term. A least one

Y. Yebam 4:3= m. Ketub, &6, m. B, Bei. 989 are clearly based on this principle,
although they arc more laconic, and fess useful in this context. See, Neusner,
Rabbinic Traditions 2.237.

0. Hativni, Sewrces and Traditions: Nashim {Tel Aviv: Dvir, 19683 44 [Heh.]. Bul
see, LN, Epstein, Mavo le-Nusak hg-Mishnah {ferusalem: Magnes Press, 1964) 1099
1101. Friedman states that it is “annecessaty” to interpret ketubah as dowry here,
though he does not advance any argument {fewish Murriage 1.311).

N8ee, m. Yebam. 15:3; m. Git. &3; m, Sot. 3:2. Both 2, Arak, £5 [Zuck, 347} and ¢,
Kefub, 5:6 [Lieberman 73] mention both the Houses and the kefubgh, bat {15 it is
not clear in either case what is mesnt by “ketubeh”™, and {2) in neither instance is it
clear that the Houses are comamenting on the kefubgh itself and not other issues
raised in the pericopes.

%o Ketub. 521,
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other statement ascribed to a Yavnean figure also seemis to presume the
existence of a kefubah payment.® Other statements ascribed to other
Yavnean sages may refer to ketubsll payments, but the meaning of the
term in those statements is ambiguous.®

Post-Yavnean anthorities frequently refer to and discuss the kefubah
payment. Although Rabbis Akiba and Ishmael seem to take no great
interest in the institution, those from the following generation do,
especiatly Rabbi Meir and Rabban Simeon ben Gamtiel (11).% Most of the
legal traditions in the Mishnah and Tosefta regarding the ketubak are
anonvinous and perhaps derive from a relatively late date,

Continuity or Inngvatien

I have demonstrated above that Jewish sources do not mention or
presume the existence of the kefubah payment before the Yavnean layer in
the Mishnah. This facl suggesis thai the kefubuh payment may have been
a rabbinic tnnovation, perhaps of the Yavnean rabbis themselves. A
potential objection to this suggestion is the fact that other legal systems of
the ancient Near East required payrents very similar to the ketubah
payment.

According to Hammurabi's Code, for example:

137: ¥ & raan sats his face to divorce a lay sister who has borne him sons
or a priestess who has provided him with sons, they shall render
her dowry to her and shail give her a half.portion of field plantation
or chattels and she shall bring up her sons after she has then
brought up her sons, they shall give her a share Hke (that of) a

s, Kefub, 2:1.

. Yebam, 1317, and see the strange interpretation of this source by Rabbi
Simeon bernr Bleazer in t. Yebant 14:2 {Lieberman 53-31), and comments by 5.
Licherman, Tosefle Ki-shufuk (10 vols; New York: Jewish Theologieal Seintaary of
Americe, 19677 6,169 [Feb.]. While it is almost certain that the ketrbwh referved to
here is not a dowry, the next example adduced in this saurce suggests that this
clause, oo, should be referring to something which the man received from the
woman, See also, #, Amk 61, with parallel at £, Argk. 45 [Fuck. 3471

“This, of course, might be 3 function of source preservation, R, Akiba's few
ctatements on the kefubgl, though clearly showing familiarity with the rabbinic
tnstitafion, add very litlle to the statements on which he s commenting. See the
sources cited in I Konovitz, Rabbi Akibe {Jerusalem: Mosad ha-Rav Kook,
1955/ 36) 325-327 [Heb.|. Rabbi Ishmael's interest in the kefvbah, aside from the
singrte traditton cited above, is confined o a single, awkward passage, £, Ketub.
12:3 {Liebernan 971, {n this, see, G. Porton, The Traditions of Ralibi Ishmae! 4 vols;
Laidery B.L Brill, 1976) 1.107-108 and the sources cited there. Fora collection of B.
Meir's statements concerning the kefubah, see. 1. Konovitz, Rabbi Moir (Jerusalem:
Muosad ha-Kav Kook, 1967) 158-162 {Heb L
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single heir in anything that has been given {to her} for her sons, and
& husband after her heart may marry hﬂ'

138: [f a man wishes to divorce his first [chosen] wife who has net borne
him sons, he shall give her money to the value of her bridal gift and
shall make goad to her dowry which she has brought frem her
father's house and (so) divorce her,

139: [f there is no bridal giff, he shall give her 1 maneh of silver for
divorce money.

140: I {he is) a villein, he shall give her 1/3 maneh of silver.®

The law clearly penalizes a man who divorces his wife, especially if she
has borne him children. These stipulations find many paraliels
throughout the ancient Near Bast.¥

A similar instilution is found in the Jewish meariage contracts from
Elephantine:

Tommrrow v {the} next day, should Anuniah stand up in an
assembly and say: ] hated myv wife Jehaishma; she shall not be my
wife,” silver of hajtrjed is on bis head. All that she brought into his
house he shall give her ~ her money and her garments, valoed {in)
silver tal) seven karsly, {eight] shiekels, 4411 {5} [hatlurs}, and the
rest of the goods which are written {abpver®®

In this document the purpose and sum of the “silver of hatred” are not
specified. Paraliel uses of this term in other marriage contracts from
Elephantine indicate that this was a penalty assessed on the initiator of
the divorce ¥ The similarity of these clauses to the ketubuh payment has
been loag noted, and as a result these contracts have been seen by
acholars as one stage of the legal development from mohar to ketubah.™

The tramaiafmn i5 Emm G.K. Driver and J.R. Mills, The Bebylonian Laws. {2 vols;
Oxford Clarendon Press, 1955) 1.55. See also the commentary, 1952} 2.290-306.
Far examples, see, R, Yaron, Tae Laws of Eshaanna (reprinted Jerusalem: Magnes
Press, 1988) 211.222,
B racling 7+15+18/1,3,8,13,18,19,22,26,30 = B. Porien, A. Yardent, Textbook of
Aramaic Docunents from Ancient Egypl (2 vols; lerusalem: Hebrew University,
Dept. of the History of the Jewish People; Winena Lake, IN. US.A. Ristributed
by Hisenbrauns, 1989} B3.8 (2.78-83). Tramsiation is from Porten and Yorden,
lines 31-23, p. 82 The text is from 420 pCE,
Mo, Cowley [5=3ayce-Cowley G= B. Porten, A. Yardeni, Texthook of Aramaic
Documents B2.6 (2.30-33). The document is from 458 BCE or 445 BCE. See ajso,
Kraeling 2= Porten and Yardent, 83.3 (2.60-63), from 449 £CT.
*See, for examples, FLE. Ginsberg, “The Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri”
FA05 74 (1954} 153-163; B, Yaron, "Aramaic Marriage Contracts from
Elephantine,” J8S 3 {1938} 1-3% 1. Fitzmver, “A Re-Study of an Elephaniine
Aramaic Marriage Confract (AP 15),” Near Eqstern Studies in Honor of William
Foxwelf Albright, (ed. H, Guedicke; Ballimore: Johns Hupkins Press, 1571) 137-168;
B. Porten, Archives from Elephantine {Berkeley: University of California, 1968) 221
231, For excellent examples of harmonizing these documents with mbbinic faw,
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Demotic marriage documents from Egypt, also have a clause that is
nearly identical with the rabbinic kefubah. These documents date from
approximately the third century BCES

That there are strong parallels to the rabbinic ketubak payment in
these three groups of documents is undeniable. Therefore many scholars
have suggested that the rabbinic kefubah 1s a continnation of this legal
tradition; in this perspective, the ketubalt is not a rabbinic innovation but
an age-old institution that happens, because of our inadequate
decumentalion to be attested securely for the first fime only in the
Mishmah. But this argument is weak, Parallelism dues not prove
continuity. Regarding the Elephanline documents, Yaron wrote:
“...although there is some rejationship between Elephantine and the
sources of the Talmudic period — they may, for instance, be following
common prototypes - there is no direct line leading from the former to
the latfer,”** The same caution applies to the Demotic contracts, and all
the more so to the material from the ancient Near Fast. This evidence
then, like the rabbinic traditiens and the papyrt surveyed above, cannot
bear the burden ef proving an unbroken legal tradition from mghar to
ketubuah.

The ancient Near Eastern documents do prove the antiguity of 2
monetary penalty for the initiation of divorce. Although some rabbis
later saw the purpose of the Lefubah as discouraging divorce on the part
of the man, the ketubeh payment itself differs in two important respects
from these ancient Near Eastern penalties: the ketubnh paywment is made
only by the husband fwho alse, in rabbanic law, s the only spouse who
can initiate a divorce) and it is due to the wife in cases of both divorce
and death of the husband. It is not surprising that aspecis of this idea
penalizing the initiator of a divorce, current in the ancient Near East. are
also present in rabbinic law and lore, Such a presence, however, proves
neither that the rabbinic ketubeh payment was a codification of an
existing practice nor that # was a logical continuation of a pre-existent
legal tradition.

The evidence, then, aside from a tradition that seems to date from the
third or fourth centuries CE, indicates that the rabbinic kefubah payment
was a rabbinic innovation of around the late tirst century CE. Elements
tor this innovation may have been taken from several legal traditions,
see, JN. Bpstein, “Notizen zu den jidisch-araméischen Papyri von Assuan”
fakhirbuch der Jiidisch-Literarischen Gegellschaft & {19083 389-373, esp. 365-373; L.
Freund, Zum semitischen Ehegdterrecht bei Aufidsung der Ehe (Vienna Alfred
Hiyder, 19175
¥5ee especially, I Rabinowitz, Jewish Law: Its Influence ot the Development of Legl
Institutions, (New York: Bloch, 1956} 39-47; ML} Geller, “New Sources”,

IR, Yaron, The Laws of the Aramaic Papyri (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1961} 128,
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Although the legal tradition recorded in the Egyphian contracts appears
to have fallen into disuse before the advent of the Roman period, its
memory may have somehow been preserved and transinitted 1o the
Rabhis in Palestine years later. Possible models for this fransmission are
many (for example, preservation in popular consciousness or the
transmission of legal documents or codes} but entirely speculative,”
Using antique, and occasionally contemporaneous, tegal concepts and
phrases as building blocks, the rabbis constructed an entirely new
institation,™

An exampie of how a contemporaneous legal practice might have
been reworked by the rabbis is the sum of the sunimum ketubak
payment, As Jewish marriage contracts from the Dead Sea area show,
the sum of 200, and sometimes 100, zuz was a standard dowry payment.
It is possible that because this sum was used as a standard marriage
payment it was adopted, undler the guise of biblical justification, as the
minitum sum of the rabbinic ketubah payment.5® Although the swin is
the same, the use is entirely different: instead of this sum moving from
the bride or her family to ber hushand, it becomes an endowment pledge
payable to the wife on dissolution of the marriage. Thas, it is possible
thai a familiar custom was integrated into the creafion of a new legal
institution, in the process being radically transformed

¥3Perhaps these legal instilwtions were transmitted 1o Palestine via Alexandria.
See the story at y. Ketub, 4.28d (= y. Yebam. 15.14d).

*4Geller ends his article by saying, “..it is no longer possible to discern the
develommant of fewish law in the period of the Mishnah without reference to the
legal practices of Prolemaic Egypt,” (243} He is nol the first 1o neglect the
possibility that a shared corpus of law stands behind many of the ancient Near
Eastern law cudes, including both the Demotic and rabbimic. This issue was
recently raised for the rabbinic faw concerning 2 woman who has two husbands,
a case that might be a parailel phenomenon 10 the develepment of the ketubsh in
rabbinic law, Bee, 5. Friecinan, “The Case of the Woman with Two Husbands in
Talmudic arul Ancient Near Enstern Law,” Shenaton hn-Mishpat ha-Tork: Annual of
the Institute for Research m Jewish Lowo 2 (1975) 360-382 [Heb .}

*Rabbinic sources link the swm of the ketubzh payment to the biblical fine for the
seducer (Deot 22:29). See, Mekhilta 4'Rabii Ishmge! [Hovovitz-Rabin 309k 3. Keiuh,
1.250h,

3Tt might be that 200 zuz conveyed some type of legal “message” in the Near
Fast, See, 5 Goiteln, A Medifermuenn Sociely Vol 3: The Fannly (Berkeley and Los
Aongeles: Unbversity of Califormia Press, 1978) 119, 451 . 7. This might also be the
reason behind the phrase s 5o % aom. On this phrase, dateable to the
Gaonic pertod, sev, Pricdman, Jewish Marrigge 1.241-244. The tendency of the
rabbis of antiquity to claim continuity for innovative acts is not uncommon. See,
B. Bokser, The Origing of the Seder: The Passover Rife and Early Rabbinic Juduism
(Berkeley: University of California Pregs, 1954) 89-100.
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Nor would this be the fivst fime that the Rabbis innovated family
taw. G. Cohen has shown that they fook on the far more fundamental
question of "Who 1s a Jew,” changing de fure, in the process, the very
definition of what it meant to be a Jew.™ There would have been far
fewer ramifications in legistating a kefubah payment than those caused by
creation of the “matrimonial principle”,

Uniike the matrimonial principle, though, the ketubak payment did
not succeed in becoming a normative institution. The marriage contracts
surveyed above, written contemporaneously with the first attestation of
the institution, show no familiarity with it. Bven the Jewish marriage
contract from fifth-century CH. Egypt does not have a kefubak clause!
This should not be too surprising. The dowry remained important to
both the Greeks and Romans of this period, both as a sign of the
legitinuacy of the union and of the status of the bride.® To some degree,
this attitude is also found among the rabbis, and would no doubt be
found in the society in which they worked® Because the dowry is a
payment from the bride to the groom, and the kefubah payment, like the
biblical mohar, a payment (though delayed} from the husband o the wile,

Y55 D. Cohen, “The Origins of the Matrilineal Principle in Rabbinic Law,” AJS
Repiew 10 (3985} 19-53. (f, L. Schiffman, Who Was a Jeur Rabbinie and Halakhic
Perspectives on the Jewish Christian Schisgm (Holboken: Ktav, 1985} 8-17.

*I'he Gresk orators harped on dowry size as the mark of a legitimate marriage.
it was assuraed that 0o respectful man would marey his daughler endowered
unless it was as 2 concubine.  See, Demosthenes, “Agatnst Nearera,” 113 and
Tsaeus, L. Though clder, these sources were current through the H-altmzbtie age.
See, 5. Pomeroy, Women i Hellemistic Egypt: From Alexander fo Cleopabra (New
York: Schocken, 1984) 86-89, 91-93, 136; Vatin, Recherches 18(.200. Fﬂr Rome, see,
12, Daube, Roman Law: Linguistic, Socigl and Philosophical Aspects (Edinburgh;
University Press, 1960 102-116; P. Corbett, The Ronaw Law of Marriage (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1930} 147-204.

5For rabbinic attitudes regarding the importance of the dowry, see, £. Kefub. 6:3
[Licherman 73} y. Kefub, 4295 b, Kefub. 52b; Sipra B 'iinkolai 53 [Weiss 118dY. £
Ketub. 64 flicberman 75] hints at the importance of honor as a consideration in
dowry size. n Ketub, 6:5 8 Jess subtle. Anthropological studies predict the same:
Goody has argued that stratified societies with advanced agriculuzal systems
tend toward a dotal systemrn, See, [0 Goody, Production and Reproduction: A
Cormparative Study of e Domestic Domain {Cambridge and New York: Cambridge
University Press, 1970 20, Cf, [ Comaroff, “Introduction,” The Meaning of
Marriage Payments (ed. ]. Comaroff; London and New York: Avademic Pross,
1980) 9-11; D. Rhenbotiom, “Dowry and Wedding Celebrations in Yugoslav
Macedonia,” in Comazoff, 221-249; 8. Harrell and S. Dickey, "Dowry Systems in
Complex Societies,” Etinology 24 (1985) 105-120. Talestine was apparently
agriculiuratty rich and quite stratified. See, D. Sperber, Rowar Palestine 200-400:
Fhie Lamed (Ramat-Gan: Bar Tlan University Press, 1978} 33-34, Josephus altributes
the Great Revolt fo (among other things) e highly stratified nature of Judea
(W, 7, 260-201)
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the two payments are somewhat in tension. Hence, in a society that
traditionally valued the dowry, the kefubgh payment would have
difficulty finding acceptance. In Babylania the ketubsh was made into
little more than a legal formality, and in the Palestinian tradition
preserved in the Genizah it resembled the mahr {or mofurr) of their Islapsic
neighbors.® This will set the stage for the way in which the elements of
the systemn of Jewish marriage payments are played out throughout
history: in environments in which a bride price {(usually Arab countries)
is emphasized, the kefubnh (that is, a payment from the husband {o the
wife) is emphasized, but in thase emphasizing dowries the practical force
of the ketubah becomes negligible 5

The Literary Question

i, as T have argued, the ketubeh payment is a rabbinic legal
irmovation ol around the first century CE, the rabbinic fradition ascribing
its inpovation 1o Simeon ben Shetah remains to be explained. On the one
hand, the rabbinic tendency toward “creative historiography” has long
been noted.®* By attributing aa innovative practice to a founder figure
and fracing its historical development from the Bible, the framers of this
tradition may have hoped to give the institution a legitimacy felt to be
lacking.

On. the other hand, there may also be a historical “kernel” in this
tradition, I suggest that if there is a "kernel”, it is the legistation of the
clause in the Jewish marriage contract that holds ail of the husband’s
property as surely for the return of the wife’s ketubah, This is a clause
found in nearly all of the Jewish marriage documents surveyed above,
and is frequently attested in confemporaneous Greek and Demotic
marriage contracts.®™ Perhaps the rabbis received a tradition that
e, Encyclopaedin of Islam, s.v. mahr, 3.137-8; Goitein, Family 120, 451 . 1%
Friedman, ferwish Marrigge 1.283-285. [t is worth noting that although the
minimum Lefubah payment of 200 zur would have been a healthy but aot
insurmountable amount of meney at the end of the second century, perbaps by
the third and certainly by the fourth century this sum would have been
Insignificant,

70 my knowledge, no one has vet stadied the interaction of Jewish law relating
to marriage payments and its application with its environment,

2See, 1. Heineman, Darke ha-Ageedah {Jerasalem: Masada, 1954) 7-13, and the
biblivgraphical note in K. Kalmin, “Saiids or Sinmers, Schotars or Ignoramuses?
Stories about the Rabbis a5 Bvidence for the Composite Natare of the Babylonian
Tairnud,” AFS Rewviear 15 (1590) 203-2035.

Gor the non-fewish parallels in Greek and Dethotic marriage documents, see, A.
Galak, Das Urkundermvesem 37-538 R. Taobenschiag, The Law of Grecr-Roman Egypt
in the Light of the Papyri 33% 5c-640 aD (Newr York: Herald Squarc, 1944) 94; 1.1,
Rabinowite, Javwsh Law 43; Geller, "New Sources,” p, 243,
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identified Simeon ben Shetah with the introduction of this clause into the
Jewish marriage documents.5* But, as is clear from comparing this clause to
those found in the Greek and Denotic documents, i o2 original meaning in this
clause kelubah stood for nothing mare than “dowry”. Later, against the
background of the shift of meaning of “kefubgh” from dowry to delayed
endowment payment, the received tradition associating Simeon ben
Shetah with this clause was read as the first reference to the rabbinic
ketubah. From this misunderstanding the clause “Simeon ben Shetah
legisiated that her kefubah should remain with her husband” (t. Ketub.
12:1) flowed easily, as with the other explanations offered in the
traditions that survive in the talmudim. Al of these traditions, then,
must be considered as rabbinic historiography rather than as reliable
reporis of historical reality.

Sumanary and Conclusions

In this article, T bave argued that the kefubah payment is a rabbinic
innovation datable fo around the late first century CE. No pre-rabbinic
documents either mention or refer to the kefubel; other legal systemss of
the ancient Near Hast are familiar with legal stipulations paralleling the
kefubgh, but there is no evidence that the rabbinic kefuboh derives from
pre-rabbinic times or is continuous with the practices of previous
generations. The rabbinic traditions that ascribe the ketubah to pre-
rabbinic tites are historiographical compositions in which a received
tradition might have been interpreted anachronistically to yiekd a
coherent histarical explanation for a rabbinic legal institution.

A serious methodological issue, that of continuity vs. innovation in
rabbinic law, has been raised. As work continues (as it hopefully will)
exploring the relationship of rabbinic fo other ancient Near Eastern law
codes, we must always be sensitive (o the possibility that the rabbis used
legal ideas and phrases, and popular practices, in a very selective
tashion. The presence of parallels does not prove that there was
continuity.

I have left unexplored the question of motivation for this innovation.
A proper study of this issue, which involves an analysis of both the
rabbinic law and evidence concerning all marriage payments and the
rabbinic perception of divorce, goes beyond the scope of this paper.®

M. Friedman thinks that “it may be assumed that the pledging of one’s goods
was already used in promissory notes” in Palestine in the time of Simeon ben
Shetah (“Marriage and the Family,” 34}, Geller thinks that the introduction of
this clanse indo Jewish legal documents might have originated with Simeon ben
Shetah ("New Sources” 235}

1 will return to this issue in fubure work.
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Ultimately, i will be in the exploration of this issue, in light of the
canclusions reacked in this paper, that wiil help us to begin exploring
marriage and divorce among Jews during the rabbinic period.
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Some Greek Families:
Production and Reproduction

Sarah B. Pomeroy

The English word “family” has no exact ancient Greek equivalent.!
The Greek word oikvs may be transiated as “family,” or “household,” or
“estate.” The oikos was a larger entity than what we think of as a family,
for it embraced the members of the family, and movable and immovable
property including slaves, animals, the house itself, land, and all that was
produced, consumed and disbursed by its members. This definition of
oikos which emphasizes property, and ignores affective relationships,
makes clear the great difference between the Greek concept of family and
the modern western version. _

In this paper I will look at some Greek families in the Classical and
Hellenistic period, and use these examples as the basis of some general
remarks about the economic foundation of the family, the relationship
between generations, congruences and conflicts between family law and

The text of this paper is presented here, with minor changes, as delivered at the
1991 annual meeting of the American Academy of Relipion and Society for the
Study of Biblical Literature. Por extensive discussion of the oikos wilh Ruller
documentation see Sarah B, Pomeroy, A Social and Historicel Commentary on
Xenophon's Ovconomicus (Oxford, 1994). For the Greek family see eadem, The
Family in Classicel and Hellenistic Greece {Oxford, o be published),

With a few abvious exceptions, journal titles are abbreviaied according io the
form in L'Année plilofogigue. Accepted abbreviations will be used for standard
works. Lists of such abbreviations may be found in reference books such as the
Oaford Classical Dictionary, 2nd edn,, and in the major Greek and Latin
dictionaties.
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family histoty, demographic and onomastic issues, and matrilineal and
patrilineal structures in a patriarchal society.

All the known lawcodes of Greek states in the Archaic period
inciuded regulations governing family refationships. The polis did not
hesitate to intrude In some areas that many contemparary societies
consider private. Solon’s laws were the first in Athens to regulate
families. One of his laws was that a father must teach bis son a trade, or
give him some means of sipport so that, in return, the son could look
after his parents when they became old (Plut,, Sol. 22, Galen, Protrept. 8,
DL, 1.55, Aesch. 1.28, of. Aelian, Hist. An. 9.1}, Ctherwise, a son was not
obliged to maintain his parents. Like so many of Solon's laws, this one
codified what must have been normal behavior, not only in Athens, but
throughout the Greek world - at least under the pressure of peers, or as a
result of comamon sense.

How this system works among families whose economy is based on
agriculiure is obvipus. For the details about the family farm and the
domestic economy we can read Xenophor's Ceconortiicus, 4 *Treatise on
the Skills of Fstate Manegement.”? Consistent with Solow's law and
Greek custom, Xenophon mentions that children will be the support and
atlies of their aged parents {Oec, 712}, Furthermore, as Xenophon states,
fanming requires no special knowledge. All a man needed fo do was
iook around and see how his father and neighbors did it (Qec. 6.9,
154,10, 16.3}.

In the present brief survey we will look at some Greek families
whose economuc foundation was not agriculture, but rather skilled labor,
where children inherited from their parents the materials and tools of the
trade, thelr reputation, their long-time castomers, and perhaps their
native talent. In the Greek world, these practitioners of the bberal aris
and skilled professions were not at the bottom of the social and economic
scale, nor slaves {as some of them were at Rome}, but they were not
usnally members of the top class® Landowners were the highest class
socially and econcmically. However, most of the families we will
examine were wealthy and importand enough fo have left monumenis
bearing their names and to have gotten into the historical records.

Famiilies of physicians are probably the most obvious example, They
are well attested in the Greek world, many in Cos, the birthplace of

*See Sarah B. Pomeroy, Xemophon's Oeconemicus: A Social and Historical
Commentary, Chapter 5.

*Pheidias, for example, was a friend of Pericles, In contrast to the Greek world
ariists and sculptors who worked in Bome were not regarded highly. See RRR.
Smith, “Greeks, Foreigaers, and Roman Republican Portraiis,” JRS, 71 {1941}, 24-
a8,
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Hippocrates and a center of medicine, The Hipppocratic oath enjoins the
physician to transmit his knowledge to his sons.® A pupil who was not a
blood relative of his teacher swore to treat his teacher as though he were
his father, fo maintain him and share his life, and to teach the art of
medicine to Bis teacher’s sans, if they so wished. But this prescriphion
was not necessary. The oath is more likely to bave described the
ordinary situation. A physician’s son was his father's natural
apprentice.? The Greeks had no compunctions aboust putting young
chitdren to work, The Canon and Decorum conlain some suggestions that
training in medicine should begin in childhood. Moreover, the
profession was attractive, for it was both prestigious and lucrative, so0
much so that inscriptions from Cos include physidans in lists of public
benefactors.®

Biographical traditions about Hippocrates himself allude to a family
of doctors that endured for at least seven generations. There are several
versions of the biography of Hippocrates, with most of the variations
occurming among ihe earliest generations. According to the Spda, the
famous Hippocrates, the second one by this name, was the son of a
physician, the grandson of the first Hippocrates, who was a physician,
and was descended from a certain Chrysus {"The Golden One”} and
Elaphus ("The Ivory One”) who were also physicians, The family tree as
reported by the Suda is given in Figure 17

IFar the text and commentary see Ludwig Bdelstein, The Hippocratic Cabh
{Supplements to the Bulletin of the History of Medicine, 1; Baldimore, 1943},
*Plato, Laws 4.7208, Prolagorss 3118, Galen 2.1 p. 280 (K.},

%Gee note 11 on Hippocrates Tl below,

"The Suda (Adler} s.v, Hippocrates, paras. 564-69.
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Figure It
Chrysus
/
Flaphus
/
Gnosidicus
/
Hippocrates §
/
Heracleides
/
Hippocrates It
/
Thessalus  Draco
/ !
Hippocrates [l Hippocrates TV

Thymbraeus
/
Hippocrates V. Hippocrates VI

Praxdanax
/
Hippocrates VI

Twa sons of Hippocrates, Thessahss and Diraco, became physicians,
and their soms, in turn, both named Hippocrates were physicians. The
Sudn mentions three more physicians named Hippocrates who were
members of the same family. Other ancient biographical sources provide
a few additional details.?

Mast ancient biographies are a blend of fact and fiction. Modern
scholars may summarily reject the gods, “the Golden One,” and “the
Ivory One,” although the biographers and their andience probably

Stior example, Soranus, Life of Hippocrates in . Iiberg, CMG, 4, pp. 175-78, gives an
abbreviated genealogy, but he does name the father, mother (Phaenarete), and
sans of Hippocrates 11, and adds that Hippocrates traced his apoesiry back to
Heracles and Asdepius. See also Litteé 2314 = Wesley D, Smith, Hippocrates.
Peeudepigraphic Writimgs (Leiden, 1990, pp. 48-50, number Z: Paitus to Artaxerxes;
the pseud-epigraphic “Embassy,” attributed to Thessalus, son of Hippocrates:
Litire 9.403 = Smith, Hippocrates. Pseadepigraphic Writings, p. 118, 27.1; Arist., HA
35120; Galen, CMG 591, pp. 7-% and Hipp.: Littré 9.426.
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would have placed credence in them as they did in the mythical
ancestors of heroes. It is less easy to dismiss or te corroborate the
existence of the human ancestors whom the biographers name, but this is
not the proper place to discuss the notorious scholarly crux of the
biographical tradition of Hippocrates.® However, the general picture the
Suda and other sources give of men in each generation of a family
practicing medicine is credible. Epigraphical evidence for such families
begins to appear in the Hellenistic period.™¥ Hippocrates T, son of
Thessalus, is attested in two inscriptions, 1!

Striking examples of career continuity through as many as five or six
generations appear among the families of tragic and comic poets
including Aeschylus, Sophocles, and Euripides.*? Dyads of father and
son who were actors are common. The work was highly spedalized.
There was no crossing over between genres: some families worked
exclusively in tragedy, others in comedy. The longest sequence appears
in the family of Aeschylus. These kinsmen are shown in Figure 2.

For source criticism see now Jody Rubin Pismanlt, Hippocratic Lives and Legenids
{Leidem, 1992). See also Wesley Dr. Smith, “Notes on ancient medical
historiography,” Bulletin of Hhe History of Medicing, 63 (1939}, pp. 73-1%. Smith
{pp- 1W5-06) does nut totally reject the traditions about the genealogy of the family
of Hippocrates, but suggests that the biographies contain “the remains of a
genuine insular succession.” Because of ambiguities in the text of the Suda,
Smith's genealogical table differs shightly from my ewn. For g oriticel view of the
blographical tradition, especially as it concemms the attribution of anthorship of
parts of the Hippocrafic corpas to members of Hippocrates' family, see Wesley D.

Smnith, Hippocrates. Psewdvprgraphic Writtngs, and The Hippocratic Tradition {Ithaca
and London, 1979, esp. pp. 221-22.

Wear a family of physicians in Cos, se, e.g. Jost Benedure, “Inscriptions grec ues
de Cos refatives & des médecins hippocratiques of Cos Astypalais,” in
Hippooratica, Acles du coflogue hippocraifque de Paris (49 seplembre 1978} ed. M1

Grmek (Pagis, 1980), pp. 25-43, esp. pp. 36-37.

1A man named Hippecrates fent money to Catymnus in the middle of the fourth
century. 1. Cos 103, line 51 (end of third cenfury 8.C.E} records that a Hippocrates,
son of Thessalus contributed money around 200 B.C.E. Louis Cohn-Haft, The
Public Physicians of Ancient Greece (Northampton, Mass,, 1956), p. 20, n. 58, ne. 5,
identifies him as a prvsician and a descendant of Hippocrates 1. Jost Benedum,
“Griechische Arztinschriften aus Kos,” ZPE, 25 (1977), 26474, esp. pp. 27373,
confirms Cohr-Haft's identification and gives the text of an inscription recording
honots awarded to a physician named Hippocrates, son of Thessalus asound 260
BAE. See also Susan Sherwin-White, Ancient Cos {Hypomnesata 51, Gottingen,
1978}, p, 262, note 33, p. 265, n. 51, and p. 271 1, 832

2Gee Pana Ferrin Sutton, "“The Theatrical Families of Athens,” AJP, 108 {1987),
pp- 9-26.
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Figure 2:¥
Euphorion |
/ / /
"Aeschylus I Cynegeirus  deughter=Philopeithes
/ / /

*Euphorion Il *Euaeon  Aeschylus I *Philocles I

/ !
Morsimuas  “Melanthius §

/
*Astydamaos |
/ /

*Philocles I "Astydamas I

*Aeschytus [1I{7)  *Astydamas 17}

In this family continuity is achieved through the descerdants of
Aeschylus’ sister among whom appear Melanthius I, who also wrote
tragedy, and Aeschylus B, who was a tragic actor. Legally, children
belonged to the oikos of their father, but this stemma illustrates that
confact with the maternal family was often retained - especially when
such a family had some property or renown, or a child avatlable to adopt
or to receive an inheritance.!* Matrilineal siceession is found also among
philosophers. In the family of Plato we start perhaps with his mother
Perictione who was repuled to have studied with Pythagoras, and note
with more certainty that inasmuch as Plato did not have children the
leadership of the Academy passed to Speusippus who was a son of
Mato’s sister. Aristippus, grandson of Socrates’ assoctate Aristippus and
founder of the Cyrenaic school, was called “Mother’s Disciple,”!®
Intelfectual and vocational capital, as it were, was sometimes trarsmitted
through women, and matrilineal naming advertised connections to the
mother's {amily, but such traditions were not sustained for as many
generations as when they were transmitted through men.

For respoctable women in Classical Athens the only desirable
profession was that of priestess. The position of priestess of Athena
Polias was hereditary. When a new priestess was required, the office

1 Adapted from Sution, “The Theatrical Famities of Athens,” p. 108. The names of
the men who were invelved in. the tragic theater are preceded by an asterisk.
WThere are many athers, for example the fradition about Polybus, son-in-law of
Hippocrates ii, mentioned just above,

13%pa further Sarah B. Pomeroy, “Technikai kai Mousikai: The Bducation of
Women in the Fourth Centary and in the Hellenistic Period,” AJAH, 2 (1977}, pp.
5368,
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passed 1o the eldest daughter of the eldest male. The tenure of the office
by Theodote Polycuktou H between 208 and 130 indicates that sometime
between 255/ 254 and her inauguration into the priestesshood. there were
ne descendants in the male line and the office passed directly to the
eldest fernale. Names of some of the women who held the post over a
period of seven centuries, starting in the fifth century B.C.E. are known.
The genealogy of some of the priestesses is shown in Figure 3.

Figure 3.6
Pracontides
! /
Lysicles  *Lysimache |
/

Anakof..?] Polyeuctosl

f/ /
*Phanostrate Lysistratos
/ !
Polyeuctos If  *Lysimache 11
/

Archesiratos Il = *Lysistrate

s
§

Futhycrates IV Archestratou it
/

Folyeuctos 1f Euthycratou [V
/

”‘Ihebdote

Not very many women could become priestesses. In the Classical
period, far more wamen followed the lucrative career of prostifufion.
From a speech attributed to Demosthenes (59.18-19, 50, 67) we learn that
the skills necessary for working as an expensive helaira were {ransmifted
through three generations beginning with an adoptive mother Nicarete
who raised and trained seven girls. She referred to the young prostitutes
whom she owned as “daughters” so that she could charge higher fees for
them. One of these gitls was the infamous Neaera who, in tum,
allegedly exploited her own daughter Phano as a prostitute, In a society

¥Adapted from judy Ann Turner, Hiereloi: Acquisition of Feminine Priesthoods in
Anctent Greece {PhuD. Diss. Univessity of California, Santa Barbara, 1983), p. 250,
to show only the family members effeclive in the kaasmission of the
priestesshood. The names of the womien who held the priestesshaod are preceded
by an asterisk.
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lacking social mobility, it was extremely difficuli for the daughter of a
prostitite fo ascend to a higher status than her mother.™

No women scalptors are known by name. But sculpiures endure,
especially the bases on which the artists’ signatures appear. Thus it is
amony sculptors that we can trace the largest number of generations in a
single family practicing the same profession. The names of members of
the family of Praxiteles, son of Cephisoedotus, and the artistic works they
produced over a period of five centuries are known. These appear in
Figure 4. Pliny seems to have credited the success of some of the
descendants to inherited talent, rather than instruction, Praxiteles had
three sons, bul Piny comments that his son Cephisedotus was the heir of
his father’s art {NH 36.24),

Figare 4,78
Cephisodotus 1
/
Praxiteles !
/

Cephisodotus 1T Timarchus I ? Timarchus I1

! / /

/  Timarchus 111 Praxiteles [

/ 7 /

/  Praxiteles 1V /

/ /

/ /

Praxiteles V !

! /

/ Cephisodotus il Timarchus IV
Pradteles VI
Cephisodotus 1V

There are many examples of the continuity of the family even where
the principal source of itwome is not immovables, The family that is
economically successful reproduces itself in each generation: the same
names and the same economic activities occur. This repetition can make
the primary sources difficult to interpret: it s not always possible to

T7Rut in the Hellenistic period we have some respectable female professionals,
incleding some antists. Pliny names pairs of fathers and danghters whose
paintings were famous (NH 35.347). See further Sarah B, Pomeroy, “Technikai
kaj Mousikai”

B A dapted from LK. Davies, Athenian Properticd Families (Oxford, 1973), p. 289, o
show the recurzence and refative chronclogy of the scuiptors’ names:
Cephisodoius, Praxiteles, and Timarchus,
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determine to which Praxiteles, son of Cephisodotos, a particular
scuipture should be attributed. Some people deliberately created a
fictitious genealogy. Although they were not related to the famous
bearers of the name, they assumed it or bestowed it upon their children,
expecting to enjoy the fame and fortune of the earlier hemonymous
practiioner. A name might be chosen for a baby in anticipation of the
job that child was destined to perform. So, for example, Athenian parenis
whao expected their daughter fo serve as a priestess named her Theano,
after a priestess of Athena in Miad 6.300.1%

Scattered bits of information indicate that even among less exalted
families, the same economic dynamic appears. Thus, for exampie,
Patrocles, a sculptor, named his son Daedalus (Paus. 6.2.4-5). Socrates
inherited his trade as stonemason from his father. His abandonment of
his trade in favor of philosophy probably precipitated his fall inte
poverty ® Hellenistic mercenaries bequeathed their horses and anmor to
their sons.?® Sometimes the state itself obliged sons of soldiers to assume
military responsibilities.®* It is clear that few children in such families
would face the risks and pleasures ours do in selecting a career. A
society composed of such familics wowld be characterized by
conservatism, and little change aver time, despite political chonges in the
farger society.

MPriestesses named Theane are mentioned in Plut, Al 22; 1G 112 1514.36;
1315.30; 1516.14; 18178,11.142; 1524811 22; 153; 5164, 3634, and see further Blaise
Nagy, “The Naming of Athenian Girts: A Case in Point,” C] 74 {1579): 60-64,
W0 L. 2.18-19; Libanius, Apol. 17-18. By the time the second version of
Aristephanes’ Clouds was produced, he was poor, {ca, 420-417 B.C.E.: see Clouds
103, 175, 362.)

NwWilly Clarysse, The Petrie Papyri, 2nd ed., §: The Wills (Collectanea Hellenistica,
2, Brossels, 1991}, passim, and Drvton's will (F. Grenfeli L 21, 1. 3-4 = Select Papryri
1.83).

Z¢m the inheritance of stathemoi and klerof (houses and land allotted to soldiers) in
Prolemaic Lgypt see Clarysse, The Petrie Papyri, 2nd od., 1, pp. 37-39,
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