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Arina Starikova

THE STATUS OF IDUMEA
IN EARLY HELLENISM
(DIOD. 19. 95. 2; 19. 98. 1)

Describing the Dead Sea, Diodorus situated it in the Nabataean country
(Diod. 2. 48. 6) and in Idumea (Diod. 19. 98. 1):

‘0 pév obv Anpitpiloc AaPodv dunpovg kol tac oporoyndsicac Swpedg
avélevéev amd  tilg métpag dlateivag O6¢ otadiovg TPLOKOGIOLG
KOTEGTPATOTESEVGE TANGioV Thic AcpuAtitidog AMuvng, fig TV GVGLY ovK
d&lov  mapadpopely  AvemoNUOvTOV. KEITOl Yap KOTQ HEOTV TRV
catpaneioav g Tdovpaiag, T@ HEV UAKEL TOPEKTEIVOVGH GTASIOVG
HEAOTA TOL TEVTAKOGIOVG, T(® 6¢ TAdTEL el £ENKovTa. TO & VOWp Exel
Sumkpov kol kaf’ vmepPoAnv dvoddeg, dote pnt’ ixOLV SvvacHon
Tpépey uiT’ dAN0 TdV kaO’ BdoTog elwfoTwV {Hov sivo.

Demetrius received hostages and the gifts that had been agreed upon and
departed from the rock. After marching for three hundred stades, he
camped near the Asphalt Lake [i.e., the Dead Sea], the nature of which
ought not to be passed over without remark. It lies along the middle of
the satrapy of Idumea, extending in length about five hundred stades and
in width about sixty. Its water is very bitter and of exceedingly foul odor,
so that it cannot support fish or any of the other animals that commonly
live in water.!

In this passage, Diodorus called Idumea a satrapy (xoatd péonv tnv
catpomeiov the Tdovpaiag); however, just before, he had denoted Idumea
as an eparchy (Diod. 19. 95. 2):

...otvooavteg &’ amod tig Toovpaiog Exapyiog £v Nuépaig tpiol Kol voéi
Taig ioaig otadiovg dioythiovg Kol d1aKoGiovg. ..

...covering the twenty-two hundred stades from the eparchy of Idumea in
three days and the same number of nights.. .2

I Transl. R. M. Geer (Loeb edition), slightly modified (Geer 1954, 99—101).
2 Transl. R. M. Geer, slightly modified: in Geer “district of Idumaea” (Geer
1954, 91).
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R. M. Geer remarked only the mistake in Idumea’s length and did
not comment on the difference in the status of Idumea.> Referring to
H. Bengtson, F. Biziére said that instead of émapyia, the text should
have had Omapyio,* an administrative unit smaller than érnapyia, and, in
addition, that Bengtson supposed that the use of the term satrapy testifies
to two different sources, one of which is earlier than the other. Besides,
in Diod. 19. 98. 1 there is the word tfic Idovpaiag only in the manuscript
F (Laurentianus 70, 12, saec. XV); it is absent in the earlier manuscript
R (Parisinus gr. 1665, saec. XI).> From this, H. Bengtson concluded
that tnv catpanciov ti|¢ Idovuaiog was a gloss of the manuscript F.¢ As
M. Stern assumed in the edition of ancient texts on Jews and Judaism,
the designation of Idumea as an eparchy could go back to Hieronymus of
Cardia, one of Diodorus’ sources, and Diodorus himself called Idumea
a satrapy, a later Seleucid term.” In a similar publication of ancient texts
about Jews, T. Reinach understood the term “satrapy of Idumea” in the
broad sense of Idumea proper, Judea, Moab, and Perea.® In addition,
Diodorus is the only ancient author who pointed to the status of Idumea
expressis verbis, and his testimony is contradictory. There are also no

3 Geer 1954, 91; 99.

4 Biziére 2002, 166 (Collection Budé edition): “Bengtson <...> pense que le term
officiel devrait étre vmapyia, c.-a-d. la subdivision d’une satrapie”. However, this is
a misunderstanding because H. Bengtson remarked that in Diod. 19. 95. 2, érnapyio
was not used as an official term. He did not propose to correct the reading énopyio to
vropyio (Bengtson 1944, 35-36).

5 Biziére 2002, 133.

6 “Il considére, d’autre part, que, si I’on trouve tnv catpaneiov tiic Tdovpaiog
en 19, 98, 1, il faut plutdt y voir une glose de F que ’indice de I’existence de deux
sources, dont I’une serait trés postérieure, I’ ldumée n’étant devenue une satrapie qu’en
198 a.C.” (Biziere 2002, 166). “...die Charakteristik [dumaéas als Satrapie ist ndmlich
hochstwahrscheinlich nichts als eine spéter in den Diodortext gedrungene Glosse;
lassen doch die Handschriften R und X, m.E. mit Recht, tfig Tdovpaiog hinter v
catpamneiov tiberhaupt fort; denn mit der bei Diodor erscheinenden Satrapie kann doch
wohl nur das iibrigens c. 94, 1 genannte Xvpia kai Powikn als Ganzes gemeint sein,
nicht die Landschaft Idumé&a” (Bengtson 1944, 35-36).

7 “But how are we to account for the fact that Diodorus, after having called
Idumaea an eparchy, calls it a satrapy? It may be that the explanation lies in Diodorus’
indifference to exact administrative nomenclature. Still, much is to be said for Tarn’s
view, that the term in 95:2 derives directly from Hieronymus, while here [19. 98. 1]
we have Diodorus’ own remark... In that case, Diodorus would reflect later Seleucid
terminology” (Stern 1976, 178—179). M. Marciak retells Stern’s opinion erroneously:
“Stern suggested that the idea of Idumea as a satrapy may go back to Diodorus’ source
(Hieronymus of Cardia, who took part in the campaigns against Petra), while the
status of Idumea as an eparchy may be Diodorus’ own remark, which reflects the later
Seleucid terminology” (Marciak 2018, 881).

8 Reinach 1895, 73.
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mentions of Idumea in Greek inscriptions. In Latin authors, Idumea occurs
in Pliny (5. 67; 5. 68; 6. 213), also in the form /dume in Lucan. 3. 216,
Val. Flacc. 1. 12, Serv. Comm. in Georg. 3. 12, and as Idyme in Stat. Silv.
1. 6. 13; 3. 2. 138; 3. 3. 140; 5. 2. 139, in Sil. Ital. 3. 600, in the form
Idymaea in Iuv. 8. 160; however, Latin authors (except Pliny) often used
the toponym “Idumaea” instead of “Iudaea”.’

As we see, there are paleographic problems, the question of Diodorus’
source, and the diverse and unclear administrative division of the Seleucid
Empire. Let’s begin with its administrative units and the history of Idumea
(Edom).

According to Assyrian inscriptions, in the seventh and the sixth cen-
turies BC, the Edomite kingdom was situated south of the Dead Sea.!?
In 552 BC, it was abolished by Nabonidus. It is not known what status
Edom had in the Persian period; there are two versions. On the one hand,
it could be a part of Arabia and under the control of the Qedarite Arabs;!!
at the same time, according to another opinion, Edom was a district of the
Achaemenid Empire.'? However, Edom probably was not an administrative

9 Appelbaum 2009, 8-9; Marciak 2018, 897-903.

10 Levin 2007, 240-241. Flavius described the Idumean land so (Ant. fud. 5. 81—
82): kKimpwoavtog 8¢ avtod, N puev Todvda Aayodoa micav aipeitorl Tv kabvTEPOeV
ISovpoiav mapateivovsoy piv dyprtdv Ilepocordpmy, 10 8 edpog Emg tiig Zodopitidog
Muvng kadfkovooy: év 88 6 KAp® To0Te TOAES foov AckdAwmv kai ['ale. Zepsnvic
3¢, Sevtépa yap fv, Eloye tiic Tdovpaiag v Alydmte te kol i Apapia mpoécopov
ovoav — “When, then, he had cast lots, that of Judah obtained for its lot the whole of
upper Idumea, extending (in length) to Jerusalem and in breadth reaching down to the
lake of Sodom [the Dead Sea]; within this allotment were the cities of Ascalon and
Gaza. That of Simeon, being the second, obtained the portion of Idumea bordering on
Egypt and Arabia” (transl. Thackeray—Marcus 1950, 39). Cf. Ptol. Geogr: 5. 16. 10:
<Idovpaiog>, fitig éoti mica amd dvoemg Tod Topddvov ToTopod.

11 Levin 2007, 244-246; 249-251.

12 This version is based on Diodorus’ designation of Idumea as a satrapy and
eparchy: “Idumea is still called both an eparchy and a satrapy by Diodorus (19. 95. 2
and 98. 1) in the Hellenistic era, suggesting that it was a former administrative district
of the Persian Achaemenid Empire” (Graf 1997, 142). Similar Eph‘al: “Though
Diodorus deals with the beginning of the Hellenistic period, it is possible to assume
from his words an identical administrative unit during the Achaemenid period, by what
name we do not know” (Eph‘al 1984, 199). Beliaev and Merpert said that the province
of Idumea was included in the Persian administrative system (Beliaev—Merpert 2007
[JI. A. BensieB, H. SI. Mepuept, Om 6ubnetickux OpesHocmell K XpUCUAHCKUM),
21; 59). A. Kindler also talked about the satrapy and the hyparchy in this passage
of Diodorus’ (“Only Diodorus mentions Idumea as a satrapy or hyparchy during the
reign of Antigonus I <...> It is also likely that the division of this area into districts in
the Persian period was taken over in the division of the country into hyparchies under
the Ptolemies” (Kindler 1974, 74-75).
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unit in the Persian period, because neither stamps nor coins emitted by
the province have been found.!3 The population in Edom of the late
Persian period was mixed: Arab, Idumean, West Semitic, Judahite, and
Phoenician names have been found on ostraca.!# The Qedarite Arabs were
replaced in their turn by the Nabatacans.'> The Edomites were perhaps
partly assimilated by the Nabataeans:!¢ cf. the fragment of Hieronymus of
Cardia, who placed the Dead Sea in the Nabataean land (FGrHist 154 FS5,
Diod. 2. 48. 6: £o11 8" v Ti] Yope t@V Napataiov [...] AMuvn te pueydin
Qépovoa ToAAYV dogaltov); Strabo (16. 2. 34) even calls the Idumeans
Nabataeans.!” The territory of the “so-called satrapy” of Idumea/Edom in
the Persian and Hellenistic periods differed from the area of Late Iron Age
Edom (see Fig. 1).!8

Testimonies on Idumea from Hellenistic times are also meager. In 332
BC, Alexander the Great besieged Gaza and destroyed it (Arr. Anab. 2.
25-27); after his death in 323 BC, territory of Syria and Phoenicia (and
perhaps Idumea) changed hands many times during the Syrian wars:
Phoenicia and Coele-Syria were under the control of Ptolemy I (Diod. 18.
43; 19. 80. 3-4; 19. 84. 8; 19. 85. 4; 19. 93; App. Syr. 52; Paus. 1. 6. 4;
Flav. Ant. Iud. 12. 1) and Antigonus Monophthalmus (Diod. 19. 94-95;
App. Syr. 53; Paus. 1. 6. 5), who tried to stop the Nabataean asphalt trade
with Egypt in 312 BC (it was entrusted to Hieronymus of Cardia: Diod.
19. 100. 1-3). At that time, according to Y. Levin, Idumea appeared
as an administrative unit; he bases this only on Diodorus’ definition of

3 Levin 2020, 4.
4 Kloner-Stern 2007, 141-143; Stern 2007, 212.
5 Levin 2020, 3.
¢ Levin 2007, 244-245.
7 Strab. 16. 2. 34: NoaPatoiot 6 €iciv ot Tdovpaiot, Katd 6TAoY & EKTEGOVTES
ékelbev mpooeydpnoav toic Tovdaiolg kol T@V VOOV TAOV o0T®V EKeivolg
éxowavnoav — “The Idumaeans are Nabataeans, but owing to a sedition they were
banished from there, joined the Judaeans, and shared the same customs with them”
(transl. Jones 1954, 281).

18 Edom is the trans-Jordan land of the Edomites, and the Greek-Roman Idumaea
“is generally located in the inland of southern Palestine. The region, according to the
consensual view, is bordered by the Negebite desert on the south, Philistia on the west,
Judah on the north, and the Dead Sea and the trans-Jordanian mountain ridge on the
cast” (Fantalkin—Tal 2012, 134-135). The Septuagint uses both terms, “Edom” and
“Idumaea” (Levin 2020, 1). Flavius (4nt. Iud. 2. 1; 2. 3) used the term ’Adwog instead
of Edom (Marciak 2017, 172). On the broken continuity of the Edomite settlements
during the Persian period, see Levin 2015, 188—189.
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Fig. 1. The Idumaean and Arab penetration during the Persian period
(64 centuries BC)!?

19 The map from Kasher 1988, 5.
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Idumea as a satrapy and eparchy/hyparchy.?® Then Idumea seems to come
to Seleucus I (App. Syr. 55).2! Later, in 112/111-108/107, Idumea was
taken over by John Hyrcanus, who converted its inhabitants to Judaism
(Flav. Ant. Iud. 13. 257; Bell. Iud. 1. 63).22 In 63 BC, Idumea and Judea
were conquered by Rome and became parts of the province of Syria under
the Hasmoneans (Flav. 4Ant. Tud. 14. 4. 4; Bell. Iud. 1. 156).23 After the
destruction of Jerusalem in 70 AD, Idumea was included in Judea.?*

Some have assumed, based on Zenon papyri, that Idumea was
a toparchy of Ptolemaic Egypt in the 3™ century.?> The Ptolemaic tax
collector Zenon traveled from Gaza to Maresha (Greek Marisa) and Adora
(Adoreon) in 259 BC (see Fig. 2).26

Y. Levin thinks that Idumea was first mentioned as an administrative
unit in the Zenon papyri,?’” however, [dumea actually appears in P. Cair.
Zen. 1 59015 V without an administrative status. At the same time,
Flavius mentions the toparchies of Samaria, Galilee, Perea (Flav. Ant.
Iud. 13. 50), Jaffa (4nt. Iud. 13. 125), and Idumea (Bell. Iud. 3. 54-56);%3

20 “The new order was in place: the Qedarites had been replaced by the Naba-
tacans, and the province of Idumea had been born” (Levin 2007, 252). In another
paper, Levin calls Idumea a hyparchy: “When the Qedarites lost their control of the
region, it was the ‘Idumean’ identity that prevailed — when the area was organized
as a ‘hyparchy’ in the early Hellenistic period, the name that appears in multiple
sources is Idumea” (Levin 2020, 18; see also Levin 2012, 37). Cf. Levin 2015, 192:
“Antigonus, in reaction, mounted an expedition ‘from the eparchia of Idumea’ to the
land of the ‘Arabs who are called Nabataeans’. Since the Qedarites had disappeared
from the area, the southern hills and the Shephelah were now re-organized as an
eparchia or hyparchia”. Similar Fantalkin and Tal: “...it is worthwhile to remember
that the creation of the Idumean provincial district cannot be traced before the fourth
century BCE” (Fantalkin—Tal 2012, 148; see also Kasher 1988, 6).

21 Cherikover 2010 [B. YepukoBep, Dmiunucmuieckas yuguiuzayus u espeu],
77-84.

22 Levin 2007, 244; Graf 1997, 142; Marciak 2017, 181.

3 Levin 2015, 200; Hiibner 1992, 3819.

4 Hiibner 1992, 3820.

> Bryce 2009, 329: “In C3 Idumaea was one of the toparchies (external admi-
nistrative districts) of the Ptolemaic empire, and in 40 it became a toparchy of Herod
the Great, whose father Antipater had been a prominent Idumaean”; see also Graf
1997, 142.

26 Levin 2015, 189; Cherikover 2010, 93-97. See the map of Zenon’s trip in
Harrison 1994, 104.

27 “The earliest reference to Idumea as an administrative unit can be found in the
Zenon papyri from Cairo” (Levin 2015, 189; Levin 2012, 25).

28 ..ol Aowmoi 8¢ pet’ oty duipnvtar T0¢ Tomapyiag. [oeva devtépo kol
petd Tty Akpafetd, Gapva tpoc tavtolg Kol Avdda, Appoodg kol [TEAAN kai
Tdovpaio kai ‘Evyaddai kai Hpddetov kai Tepryovs, pued’ g Tapveln kol Toémmn tédv
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Fig. 2. Idumea in 312 BC?
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so, Idumea was a toparchy in the Roman period.?® In post-Herodian times,
Idumea was divided into two units: the upper, or greater Idumea (Flav.
Bell. Iud. 4. 552; 4. 511) and the eastern Idumea, or the toparchy Ein-
Gedi (Flav. Bell. Iud. 3. 55).31 However, Pliny (5. 14) omitted Idumea
in the list of the toparchies of Judea; Flavius is assumed to describe the

meploikmv aenyodvtal, kami tavtong 1 te¢ FopoAitikn kol Tavdovitig Botovaio te
kai Tpaywvitig, ol kol tfig Aypinma Bacireiog eioi poipal — “The others were divided
into toparchies: Gophna was the second and after it Akrabatta, after them Thamna,
and Lydda, and Emmaus, and Pella, and Idumea, and Engaddi, and Herodium, and
Jericho; and after them came Jamnia and Joppa, as presiding over the neighboring
people; and besides these there was the region of Gamala, and Gaulonitis, and
Batanea, and Trachonitis, which are also parts of the kingdom of Agrippa” (transl.

W. Whiston, 1830, slightly modified).
29 The map from Levin 2007, 252.
30 Hiibner 1992, 3819.
31 Hiibner 1992, 3819; Graf 1997, 142.
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administrative division before 70 BC, and Pliny, on the contrary, after
70 BC.32 According to Z. Safrai, Idumea was not a regular toparchy,
but consisted of several toparchies: Beth-Zur, Nezib, Hebron, Adoraim
(Adoreon), Daroma, and perhaps something else.33 The term tomapyio
occurs very often in Flavius, also once in an excerpt from Diodorus (Exc.
Escor. p. 11 F., p. VIII M. = Diod. 7. 14. 1), once in Strabo (17. 1. 3), in
Maccabees I (Mach. 1. 11. 28), in Eusebius (Demonstr. ev. 8. prooem. 3;
Comm. in Isaiam 1. 26; 1. 62; 1. 72; De laud. Const. 16. 2; 16. 3; Comm. in
psalm. 23. 412), and in other Christian authors. In inscriptions, Torapyia is
found only in Egypt (OGIS 654, OGIS 669, SB 14: 11938, 1).34 On papyri,
the term is also found very often.

As regards the administrative units, according to W. W. Tarn, the Se-
leucid Empire was divided into satrapies (the largest administrative units),
which were divided into eparchies, and eparchies in turn into hyparchies.
In time, the satrapies gave up the leading position to the eparchies.
W. W. Tarn also speaks of the using of the term “eparchy” in later sources:
“...the Alexander-historians know nothing about eparchies; they do very
occasionally use an eparchy name, but that again is probably only the
common case of late writers using the accustomed nomenclature of a later
day”.3% Hence, the satrapy in Diod. 19. 98. 1 could have been borrowed from
Diodorus’ source, and the eparchy could have originated with Diodorus (as
M. Marciak considers, see n. 7, M. Stern supposed conversely).

M. Marciak noted that Seleucid satrapies were large administrative
units, which Idumea had never been; but the term “satrapy” could have
been used not technically, but rather “metaphorically” or “colloquially”.3¢
Thus, Posidonius mentioned four satrapies in Coele-Syria (FGrHist 87
F 65; Strab. 16. 2. 4):

oikelwg 08¢ Tfj TeTpamdAel Kol €ig oatpameiog O\pNTo TETTOPOG
N ZeAevkic, dg enot [ocewddviog, gic 6cag kai 1 Koiin Zvpia...

Appropriately to the Tetrapolis, Seleucis was also divided into four
satrapies, as Poseidonius says, the same number into which Coele-Syria
was divided...?’

32 Bourgel-Porat 2019, 195-196.

33 Safrai 1981, 34; Bourgel-Porat 2019, 198.

3 OGIS 654 is a Greek-Latin inscription, in which there is not an equivalent for
the term tomapyia in the Latin part.

35 Tarn 1938, 1-2.

36 Marciak 2018, 881.

37 Transl. H. L. Jones (Jones 1954, 241).
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By “satrapies”, Posidonius means the smaller provinces, among them
possibly Idumea.3® L. R. Shehadeh assumed that the satrapal system was
introduced and perhaps these satrapies were Phoenicia, Coele-Syria proper,
Idumea, and an unknown province in the place of Palestine.?® E. Bikerman,
on the contrary, considered that Posidonius used the term “satrapy” by
mistake instead of meris, a smaller administrative unit (uepic).*® M. Stern
tried to reconcile both versions and named two Idumeas, Idumea proper
as a meris and a larger area as a satrapy.*' J. Bourgel and R. Porat suppose
that meris of Idumea was divided into two toparchies, Idumea and Ein-
Gedi, which were added to the meris of Judea.*? Besides, satrapies were
divided into different units in different parts; so, into hyparchies in Asia
Minor, merides in Coele-Syria, and eparchies in Asia, which in turn
included topoi, nomoi, and other units, depending on the region.*?

In the different periods, perhaps satrapies were administrative units of
different status and size. The sources often confuse administrative units;
thus, Suda equates satrapy with eparchy (o 153: <Xatpaneio > Enoapyia).
Appian reported about 72 satrapies under Seleucus I (Syr. 62: Zatpameion
8¢ foav O’ avtd Svo kai ERdounkoviar tocavtng &Paciteve Yiig),
since he confused satrapies and smaller units — apparently hyparchies.**

38 Similarly Stern: “It would not be too far-fetched to suppose that Idumaea was
among the four satrapies alluded to by Posidonius” (Stern 1976, 179).

39 Shehadeh 2011, 20.

40 Bikerman, 1985, 200.

41 Stern 1976, 179: “Some difficulty is still attached to the statement that the
Dead Sea was situated in the middle of the satrapy of Idumaea. We may explain it as
an inaccuracy on the part of Diodorus, but it is equally possible that, according to the
Seleucid division, the satrapy of Hellenistic Idumaea included the eastern shore of
the Dead Sea, though we have no information to that effect from other sources. Thus,
the satrapy of Idumaea was a much larger unit than the meris of Idumaea proper. This
conjecture obviates the necessity for Bengtson’s suggestion [Bengtson 1944, 35-36]
that we omit the words g Tdovpaiog after katda péonv v catpaneiov, in accordance
with MSS R and X, where it is implied that the satrapy included the entire province of
Yupia koi Powikr, mentioned before in 94:1”.

42 Bourgel-Porat 2019, 197-198.

4 Smirnov 2013 [C. B. CmupuoB, Iocyoapcmeo Ceneska I (nonumuxa, 3KoHO-
Mmuka, obugecmeo)], 162—164.

4 Tarn 1927, 111: “The thickly-peopled Northern Syria became four satrapies,
with four later for southern Syria, probably Damascus and the Lebanon with Phoenicia,
Samaria and Galilee with the coast, Transjordania, and Idumaea, the arrangement
perhaps fluctuating; Judaea was a tributary priest-state under Seleucid suzerainty. Some
25-28 satrapies can be made out, including the farther east; Appian’s statement that
there were 72 is a confusion with the hyparchies, for each satrapy for administrative
purposes divided into several districts under hyparchs, subordinate to the general,
which possibly represented the Persian chiliarchies”. See also Bengtson 1944, 19-20.
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S. V. Smirnov supposes that it is impossible to ascertain the exact number
of Seleucus’ satrapies, because of differences in terms and changes of
borders, and the 72 satrapies mentioned by Appian probably were the
smaller territories that appeared later, under Antiochus III1.4

Besides, Idumea was governed by a strategos (Flav. Bell. Iud. 2. 566),%
meaning that it was a smaller administrative unit than “normal” satrapy.*’

What is also focused on is a disposition of the Dead Sea in the middle
of the satrapy of Idumea (Diod. 19. 98. 1). Y. Levin, like M. Stern, sup-
posed that the term “satrapy” in this passage was a geographical reference,
not an administrative unit.*®

In our opinion, the “satrapy” of Idumea was not an official, but a col-
loquial usage of the term: the territory of Idumea was not included in either
the Persian or the Hellenistic list of satrapies. The designation of Idumea
as a satrapy can go back to one of Diodorus’ sources, but to Posidonius,
not to Hieronymus of Cardia (as M. Stern and M. Marciak think). In
Hieronymus’ fragments, the term catponeioa does not occur, and when
describing the Dead Sea, Hieronymus located it in the Nabataean land. On
the other hand, Posidonius, although he did not mention Idumea, reported
on the satrapies in Coele-Syria, which must have been rather small, one
of them being Idumea. Even if these administrative units were called
merides or hyparchies officially, Posidonius’ fragment preserves the term
cotpomneio in relation to the territory adjacent to the Dead Sea. Besides,
the description of the Dead Sea in Diodorus (19. 98-99), in the passage
where the satrapy of Idumea is mentioned, goes back to Posidonius. The
descriptions of the Dead Sea in Diodorus and in Posidonius (his fragment
was preserved by Strabo, FGrHist 87 F 80 = Strab. 16. 2. 42) display
many common traits, and they are in the same order (the length of the
Dead Sea, the asphalt eruption, the comparison of asphalt to a hill/island,
metals tarnishing because of fumes from the Dead Sea, the description of
the process of asphalt extraction).*

As for the second administrative unit mentioned by Diodorus in 19. 95,
énopyia, this term occurs many times in Diodorus (4. 71. 2; 17. 65. 2; 19.

4 Smirnov 2013, 160-161.

46 Graf 1997, 142.

47 Bikerman 1985, 188—189.

48 Levin 2007, 244: “One should note that the second reference [19. 98. 1] is
geographical, meant to elucidate the position of the ‘Asphaltic Lake’ (the Dead Sea),
and cannot be taken as a positive evidence that the political unit of Idumea already
existed at this time”; see also Levin 2012, 25; Levin 2015, 189; Levin 2020, 3.

49 Starikova 2021, 305-306.
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44. 4; 19. 95. 2; 22. 10. 6; 31. 19. 1; 33. 2. 1; 34/35. 2. 3; 34/35. 2. 31;
34/35.25.1,36.3.2;36.3.5,37.2.6;37.3.5;,37.5.1-2,37.8. 1, 37. 8.
3; 37. 10. 3; 37. 29. 2; 38/39. 8. 4; 40. 4. 1) and also in other authors (very
often in Plutarch, Strabo, Flavius, in fragments of Posidonius, in Eusebius,
Epiphanius, John Malalas, John Lydus, and in Constantine Porphyrogenitus;
fewer in Dio Cassius, Polybius, Aeclius Herodianus, and others). In
inscriptions, €nopyia also occurs often, and is meant to include the regions
of Syria, Phoenicia, Palestine, and Arabia (SEG 7: 327; 27: 1019; 30: 1711,
30: 1713; 35: 1586; IGLSyr 13, 1: 9417; 13, 1: 9418; 21, 2: 74; 21, 2: 119;
21, 2: 156; 21, 5.1: 2; 21, 5.1: 699).5° The word is also found in the form
énopyeia, for example, in a bilingual Greek-Nabataean inscription from
Madaba, 125 AD,’! and in the Babatha archive from the Dead Sea region
(P. Babatha 16 and 17).52 H. Bengtson suggested that énapyia in Diod. 19.
95. 2 and elsewhere is a Greek synonym for Latin provincia.>3

But the word bmapyio occurs only in John of Damascus, in Epistula
ad Theophilum imperatorem de sanctis et venerandis imaginibus.>* In
inscriptions, the word occurs twice, in St. Pont. III 66 (from Pontus) and
in BCH 15 (1891) 556, 38 (from Phrygia). It is also used in the form
vrapyeia in two inscriptions from Media, in IK Estremo Oriente 454 and
455. The term does not occur on papyri.

50 Nevertheless, M. Stern considered that this term did not occur in connection
with any part of Hellenistic Palestine (Stern 1976, 179). Moreover, M. Marciak
remarks that the term €mapyia is not attested epigraphically (Marciak 2018, 882).

51 The inscription mentions the eparchy (HPRK) of Bosra: t0 pvijpa / énoincev
grovg Tpitov émapyeiag — BSNT TLT LHPRK BSR’ — “in the 3t year of the eparchy of
Bosra” (Milik 1958, 243-246).

32 Bukharin 2021 [Becmuux Cankm-Ilemep6ypeckozo Ynusepcumema. Hcmopus),
440.

53 Bengtson 1944, 35: “So kann énapyio hier bei Strabo [Strab. 16. 2. 3] nichts
anderes bedeuten als provincia, d.h. es ist als das griechische Aquivalent dieses
romischen Terminus aufzufassen. Diese Feststellung legt jedenfalls die Vermutung
nahe, dass auch die fiir die Elymais von Strabo bezeugten Bezirke, die émapyiot, nicht
mit ihrem offiziellen Namen, sondern nur im allgemeinen Sinne von ‘Bezirk’, ‘Provinz’
in dieser Weise bezeichnet worden sind. Nicht anders steht es bei Diodor mit dem
Begriff émapyia. Auch dieser nennt eine Landschaft wie die Rhagiane eine émapyio
von Medien; hier ist also mit énapyio gewiss die Unterabteilung einer Satrapie, wie
ich glaube, eine pepic, gemeint”. Ibid. 36: “...dass die Rhagiane und Iduméa zu den
Zeiten des Antigonos Monophthalmos verwaltungstechnische Einheiten, und zwar
Unterbezirke gebildet haben; ob fiir diese aber die Bezeichnung ‘énapyia’ die offizielle
gewesen ist, erscheint mir jedenfalls sehr fraglich”.

34 Patrologia Graeca 95. 368 Migne: Kai 61 Aéovtog Totpikiov koi oTtpatnyod
TG T®V AvatoMk®dv vropyiag. ..
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As for paleographic problems, M. Marciak proposes to correct éxapyio
in Diod. 19. 95. 2 with vmopyia. He points to the possible paleographic
mistake.>? In fact, this corruption could have happened because of itacism.
Y. Levin, M. Hengel, and I. R. Tantlevsky also call Idumea a hyparchy.>°
However, it seems preferable to keep the reading €napyia, because this
term is much more common, both in Diodorus and in inscriptions. If
the designation of Idumea as cotpameio. goes back to Posidonius, the
determination as a émapyio could belong to Diodorus himself. U. Hiibner
included Idumea in the Seleucid satrapy Syria-Phoenicia,’” and it could be
a part of satrapy in the status of an eparchy.

As regards the expression katd péonyv v cotpaneiov tiic Toovuaiog,
in which Bengtson supposed a gloss, since the word tf|¢ Tdovuaiag does
not appear in the earlier manuscript R, it seems possible to preserve this
reading. Omitting the word tfi¢c Idovuaiag could be a scribal mistake,
because a scribe could doubt if I[dumea was a satrapy. This reading is
a lectio difficilior. As we have already noted, M. Stern also did not take up
Bengtson’s idea, because he believed that there were two Idumeas, a satrapy
and a meris (n. 41). If the “satrapy of Idumea” is a colloquial use of term
(as in Appian’s 72 satrapies), it is not necessary to omit the word Idumea.

According to stemma, Laurentianus 70.12 (F), which mentions
Idumea, goes back to the lost prototype ®, to Marcianus Gr. 375 (M), and
to Parisinus Gr. 1665 (R). M contains books 11-15, R books 16-20, and
F books 11-20. As the manuscript R omits Idumea in Diod. 19. 98. 1, and
the manuscript M does not have the book 19, the expression kot péonv
v catpaneiav tig Téovpaiog in F could go back to the prototype ®.58

In conclusion, Idumea was presumably an eparchy in early Hellenism,
but it could be also called a satrapy colloquially. A toparchy, according to
Flavius, was a later administrative status of Idumea. Two different desig-
nations of Idumea in Diodorus are caused by Posidonius’ usage, to whom the

55 Marciak 2018, 882: “It should also be noted that, in paleographical terms, the
words vmapyio and énapyio can be relatively easily confused”.

56 Levin 2007, 239; Hengel 1974, 21; Tantlevsky 2013 [U. P. TantneBckuii, Ac-
mopus Mzpauns u Hydeu oo 70 2. . 3.], 227.

57 Hiibner 1992, 3819.

58 Chamoux—Bertrac 1993, 101-105, 121. “Les livres XVII-XX sont issus d’une
source indépendante contenant les livres XVII-XX (nous appellerons @ ce prototype
perdu qui fait suite a P comme R fait suite & M) et ont été corrigés ensuite a 1’aide de
R. En bref, le Laurentianus, résultat d’un travail philologique tardif, n’est prototype,
a proprement parler, que pour les livres XVII-XX, mais 1’importance des variantes et
des corrections qui se rencontrent dans les autres livres, ou des sources extérieures ont
pu étre utilisées, interdisent de le négliger” (Chamoux—Bertrac 1993, 104-105).
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term “satrapy” goes back, whereas the designation of Idumea as an eparchy
belongs to Diodorus himself. It seems possible to keep the reading tiig
‘Tdovpaiog Erapyioag in Diod. 19. 95. 2 and not to change érapyia to vVropyia,
because the latter term is testified rather rarely in literary and epigraphic
sources, unlike énapyia, and there are no arguments for considering Idumea
to be a hyparchy. In the second passage, Diod. 19. 98. 1, it is also possible
to preserve the reading of the MS Laurentianus 70.12 (F) kota péonv myv
coatpaneiov Tiic Tdovuaiag, because it could go back to the lost proto-
type @, and the term catponeio could refer to smaller administrative units.

Arina Starikova
State Academic University of Humanities, Moscow
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Diodorus mentions Idumea twice, but pointing to its different administrative-
territorial statuses: an eparchy in 19. 95. 2 and a satrapy in 19. 98. 1. The paper
shows that Diodorus borrowed the term catpaneio from his source, perhaps from
Posidonius (not Hieronymus of Cardia, as usually supposed), and the second term
énopyio is Diodorus’ own. This conclusion is based on the usage of the term
catpaneio. by Posidonius and on the fact that a passage in which Idumea is
mentioned is included in the account of the Dead Sea, which probably goes back to
Posidonius. Besides, arguments are given for keeping the manuscript reading
émapyio without changing to vmapyio (Diod. 19. 95. 2) and for preserving the
expression trv catponeiov tig Toovpaiag (Diod. 19. 98. 1), in which H. Bengtson
supposed a gloss. It is possible to preserve the manuscript reading in these two
cases, because the words énapyio and catpaneio were used not only as an indication
of an official administrative unit, but also as a colloquial designation of a certain
region. This explains Appian’s testimony about 72 satrapies under Seleucus I, as
well as many cases of the use of the word €mapyia in the sense of “region” (not as
a term of administrative unit). Such a usage of terms makes it difficult to ascertain
the official status of Idumea. It can be clarified by the rare testimonies of other
authors (thus, Flavius designates Idumea as a toparchy).

Juonop nBaxkasl ynomuHaer Maymero, OlHaKO yKa3blBas pa3Hblil aiMUHHMCTPA-
THBHO-TEPPUTOPHAIBHBIN cTaryc: emapxus B 19. 95. 2 u carpamus B 19. 98. 1.
B crarbe nokazaHo, 4TO OJMH TEPMHH — “carpanus’ — JAHOAOp B3sUI U3 CBOETO
UCTOYHUKA, THo-BuauMoMmy, Ilocumonus (a He HMeponuma Kapmumanckoro, kax
0OBIYHO MTPENOIATaIoT), a BTOPOH — “‘emapxus’ — MpHHAIICKHUT camoMy Jluomopy.
Takol BBIBOJ JienaeTcst UCX0sl U3 ynoTpeoneHus [locuionnemM TepMuHa GoTpo-
meiol M U3 TOTO, UTO Maccak, Iyie yroMuHaercs Miaymes, BXoauT B pacckas o Mept-
BOM MOpE, KOTOPBII, BEPOATHO, BocxonuT K ITocunonuto. Kpome Toro, npuBogst-
Csl apryMEHTHI B T10JIb3y COXPAaHEHMSI PYKOIIMCHOTO YTeHHMs &napyio 6e3 3aMeHBbI
Ha vrapyio (Diod. 19. 95. 2), a Tarke 3a cOXpaHeHHE BBIPAXEHHS TIV COTPATELOV
g Téovpaiog (Diod. 19. 98. 1), B kotopom I'. Benrtcon Buaen moccy. CoxpaHe-
HHUE PYKOIMCHOTO YTCHHUS B 3THX JIBYX CIy4asX BO3MOXKHO Oiaronapsi XOKJICHUIO
CJIOB £TOPYI0L U COTPOTELD HE TOIBKO KaK O(UIIHANBHBIX aIMUHUCTPATUBHO-TEP-
PUTOPHAIBHBIX E€IWHUI], HO U KAaK PasTOBOPHBIX OOO3HAYEHUH HEKOW 00IacTH.
Tak, HanpuMep, 0OBSICHACTCSA M CBUAETENHCTBO Annuana o 72 carpanusx mpu Ce-
JeBKe |, 1 MHOTOUMCIICHHBIE yIOTPEOICHUs ClI0Ba EN0Pyic B 3HAUEHHUH “00acTh”,
a HEe KaKk TEPMHMH aJMHHHCTPAaTHBHO-TEPPUTOPUANIBHOTO JesieHus. Takoe yrmo-
TpeOsIeHne TEPMUHOB 3aTPyAHSET Olpe/iesieHne opuInanbpHoro craryca Uymen,
KOTOPBIA MOTYT MPOSICHUTH PEIKKUE CBUICTEILCTBA JPYyTUX aBTOPOB (Tak, Mocud
O®nasuit Ha3pIBaeT Maymero Tonapxuei).
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