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OLIVER HOOVER

THE DATED COINAGE OF GAZA IN HISTORICAL CONTEXT

264/3 bc - ad 241/2)*

Plates 8-10

In general, the coins of Gaza produced in the Hellenistic and Roman periods are
all relatively unassuming and give little hint of their importance for interpreting
the political and financial history of the city. They usually either follow patterns
imposed by external rulers, as in the case of the Ptolemaic kings, or they tend to
repeat similar types related to the local cults of the city especially those of Tyche,
Marnas, Heracles-Azon, and Io). There are no obvious historical types and no clear
advertisements of triumphs, games, or imperial visits, such as can be found on
other provincial coinages, despite the fact that we know the city to have had all of
these things.The money of Gaza becomesa tool forpoliticalhistory largelythrough
its use of dates and several dating eras, indicative of the city’s relationship vis-à-vis
its Ptolemaic, Seleucid and Roman overlords. The dates are especially important
for understanding the city’s financial history, for as is well known, most ancient
cities did not mint coins on a regular annual basis, but rather sporadically in
response to local need.1 Thanks to the consistently dated coinage of Gaza, it is
possible to see when precisely the city felt a need for new money and interpret it
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against the backdrop of the surviving textual evidence for the history of the city,
the surrounding region and the wider Hellenistic and Roman worlds.

The following survey of the dates that appear on Gazaean coinage in the Roman
period shows that the city primarily produced its money, or supplemented its usual
emissions in the Antonine and Severan periods), in response to the stimuli of
military events and, to a somewhat lesser extent, by celebratory occasions. This
pattern at Roman Gaza is consistent with that shown by other provincial coinages,2

but appears to have been inherited from practices of the Hellenistic period, as

evidenced by theprecedingdated issuesof the Ptolemaic,Seleucid and autonomous
periods.

Ptolemaic Gaza

Although the numismatic history of Gaza actually begins with its Philistian silver
coinage of the fifth and fourth centuries bc, none of it was dated and therefore is
not of interest here.3 No coinage appears to have been struck by the city following
the Macedonian conquest, but during the long Ptolemaic domination of Coele
Syria 281-198 bc), the mint of Gaza struck coins octadrachms, tetradrachms, and
bronzes) under Ptolemy II Philopator 281-246 bc) and Ptolemy III Euergetes
246-222 bc). The regnal years 25 262/1 bc), 28-33 259/8-254/3 bc), and 36-38
251/0-249/8 bc) that date the Gazaean silver Pl. 8, 1) and the year 29 that dates

the gold of Ptolemy II suggest that these coins were produced largely to support
military operations against the Seleucids during the Second Syrian War 261-253
bc), as well as to pay the expenses of the peace agreement that ended the conflict.4

As part of the settlement, Ptolemy married his daughter, Berenice Syrus, to Antiochus
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II Theos and sent her to her new husband along with so much gold and silver
that she received the popular epithet, Phernophoros «Dowry-bringer» 5

2 Harl supra, n. 1), p. 19; C. Howgego, Greek Imperial Countermarks London 1985),
pp. 24-31 and 90-91.

3 See now, H. Gitler / O. Tal,The Coinageof Philistia in theFifth andFourth Centuries
bc Milano 2006), pp. 41-42 and 114-132.

4 Svoronos, 822-833. For the years 28 and 29 see A. Davesne / G. Le Rider, Le trésor de
Meydancikkale Paris 1989), 4011-4012, and Classical Numismatic Auctions 20 March
1991, 247, respectively. – Svoronos also attributed bronzes bearing club and double
cornucopiae symbols to Gaza, but there is little find evidence to support this. They may
be issues of Tyre Catharine Lorber, personal communication). A. Davesne, La
deuxième guerre de Syrie ca. 261-255 avant J.-C.) et les témoignages numismatiques, in:
M. Amandry / S. Hurter, eds., Travaux de numismatique grecque offerts à Georges
Le Rider London 1999), p. 124, cautions against assuming that the new Ptolemaic
mints at Ake-Ptolemaïs, Joppa, and Gaza were all opened in261/0 bc specifically for the
Second Syrian War, but it seems remarkably coincidental that these mints should all
open at precisely the same time that the war erupted. The continuation of the series
following the conclusion of hostilities can be explained by expenses incurred during
the course of the fighting and especially the cost of securing the peace.

5 FGrHist 260 F43 ; E. Will, Histoire politique du monde hellénistique I Nancy 1979),
pp. 242-243 with n. 1.



THE DATED COINAGE OF GAZA IN HISTORICAL CONTEXT

The regnal year 2 245/4 bc) that appears on tetradrachms of Gaza under
Ptolemy III also points to a military connection for his coinage Pl. 8, 2).6 In 246
bc, the murder of his sister, Berenice and her infant son by agents of Seleucus II
caused theoutbreak of the Third Syrian War 246-241 bc), which involved multiple
punitive campaigns by the armies of Ptolemy III in Syria and the wider Seleucid
Empire.7 It is very likely that the mint of Gaza reopened at this time to provide
funds for the conflict. Coins marked with regnal year 23, formerly thought to be
issues of Ptolemy II,8 are now believed to have been struck under Ptolemy III and
thereforemustdate to224/3bc.9 With sucha date theymay represent the financing
of a military response to the intensified Seleucid activity on the northern frontier
of Ptolemaic Phoenicia in 225/4 bc. In this year, the north Phoenician city of
Simyra suddenly struck tetradrachms for Seleucus II, while the neighbouring cities
ofAradus, Gabala,Carne, and Marathus issuedAlexandrine tetradrachms, probably
also in support of the Seleucid king.10 These Seleucid emissions were probably
struck in order to underwrite the cost of a new campaign against Ptolemaic
possessions in Phoenicia and Coele Syria that never materialized because of the
sudden death of Seleucus II in early 225/4 bc.11

Following this emission in the twenty-third year of Ptolemy III, the mint of Gaza
appears to have shut down for more than eight decades. Coin production only
resumed again in the later second century bc – years after Ptolemaic Phoeniciaand
Coele Syria had fallen to the Seleucids under Antiochus III in the Fifth Syrian War
202-198 bc).

6 Svoronos, 1045.
7 Plyaen. 8.50; App. Syr. 65; Just. 27.1.6-10; OGIS 54; I. Finkel / R. van der Spek, Babylo¬

nian Chronicles of the Hellenistic Period forthcoming), no. 11 preliminary version
available online at http://www.livius.org/cg-cm/chronicles/bchp-ptolemy_iii/bchp_
ptolemy_iii_01.html).

8 Svoronos 821; SNG Cop. Suppl. 1283-1284.
9 O. Mørkholm, A Group of Ptolemaic Coins from Phoenicia and Palestine, INJ 4, 1980,
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pp. 4-7.
10 SC 927-930; Price, Alexander 3380; F. Duyrat, Les ateliers monétaires de Phénicie du

Nord à l’époque hellénistique, in: C. Augé / F. Duyrat, eds., Les monnayages syriens.
Quel apport pour l’histoire du Proche-Orient hellénistique et romain? Actes de la table
ronde de Damas, 10-12 novembre 1999 Beirut 2000), pp. 26 with nos. 77-78, p. 38 with
nos. 35-38, and p. 43 with nos. 7-9.

11 For the reattribution of the issues of 225/4 to Seleucus II, see O. Hoover, A Second
Look at the Aradian Bronze Coinage Attributed to Seleucus I SC 72-73), AJN 18, 2006,
pp. 43-50. Such a planned campaign is attributed to Seleucus III by Porphyry FGrHist
260 F44) and accepted by H. Seyrig, Monnaies hellénistiques XVIII. Séleucus III et
Simyra, RN 1971, pp. 10-11. However, the association of military preparations with
Seleucus III, rather than Seleucus II may have been caused by Porphyry’s defective
regnal chronology, which placed the reign of Seleucus II in 246/5-227/6 bc. Cuneiform
evidence, which was unavailable to both Porphyry and Seyrig, shows that Seleucus III
did not succeed his father until December/January of 225/4 bc. See A.K. Grayson,
Assyrian and Babylonian Chronicles Locust Valley, N.Y. 1975), no. 13; I. Finkel/van
der Spek supra, n. 7), no. 10. preliminary version available online at http://www.
livius.org/cg-cm/chronicles(bchp-dynastic/dynastic_01.html).
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Seleucid Gaza

Although Gaza struck its first Seleucid coins under the pretender Alexander I Balas
150-145 bc),12 its first dated coinage under the new regime was actually civic in

nature Pl. 8, 3).13 The types feature the head of Tyche and a standing figure of
Zeus holding a wreath with an inscription naming the Demos of the Gazaeans,
rather than the king as the minting authority. The only evidence of Seleucid
influence is to be found in the somewhat generic Zeus-type, which is derived from
contemporary quasi-municipal issues produced under Alexander I, and in the
Seleucid Era se) date of 165 148/7 bc).14 This dated series and another of se 166
produced at nearby Ascalon should probably be connected to the conflict between
Alexander and Demetrius II Nicator which broke out in 148/7 bc. The year se 166
147/6) saw the destruction of Gaza’s neighbour, Azotus, the capitulation of

Ascalon and the occupation of the coastal cities by the forcesof Alexander’s patron,
Ptolemy VI Philometor.15 If the date is correctly read as se 166, it is tempting to
think that this civic issue of Gaza, which makes no direct reference to Alexander,
might have been struck after Ptolemy took control of the southern coast.16 The
clear presence of foreign and local armies in the region around Gaza is likely to
have prompted the production of coinage in order to make change in the city’s
market. Likewise, the coinage may have been deemed necessary to deal with
wartime expenses incurred by the city.

In SE 171 142/1 bc), Gaza also struck a dated coinage for Alexander’s nemesis,

Demetrius II 145-139 bc) Pl. 8, 4).17 Because these coins were struck in such a
brief period, after which the mint of Gaza appears to have closed for another
period of decades, it is most likely that their production was motivated by some
special circumstances at the city. A review of the city’s history in the late 140s bc
suggests a probable military motive for this coin series as well.

In 143/2 bc, disaster struck the Hasmonaean Jews when through trickery
Diodotus Tryphon, the power behind the throne of the Seleucid king Antiochus
VI Dionysus, captured and killed their high priest, Jonathan Apphus.18 The blow
was felt even harder when Tryphon followed up this bloody act in 142/1, with the

12 SNG Spaer 1560-1560A and 1573-1575. For the reattribution of SNG Spaer 1561-1571
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to Marisa on the basis of excavation finds, see A. Houghton/ C. Lorber/O. Hoover,
Seleucid Coins Part 2: Seleucus IV through Antiochus XIII forthcoming), 1850-1851.

13 SNG ANS 6, 905-906; Rosenberger II Gaza) 32.
14 It is not absolutely clear from the known examples whether the initial digit of the date is

epsilon 5) or digamma 6). For the Seleucidquasi-municipalcomparanda,seeSNG Spaer
1495 Laodicea by the Sea), 1496 Cyrrhus), 1556 Ascalon), 1560-1560A Gaza).

15 I Macc. 10:67-11:8; Jos. AJ 13.86-105.
16 An undated civic series employing identical types, but naming the Demos of the

Se[leucians] in Gaza Rosenberger II [Gaza], 27; BMC Palestine [Gaza] 4) is likely to
be contemporary with the issue of SE 165/166. For the related issues of the Seleucians
in Gaza, see also Sofaer Coll. Gaza), 29-28.

17 SNG Spaer 1738-1745; E. Babelon, Les rois de Syrie, d’Arménie et de Commagène
Paris 1890), 979 where the date is misread as SE 173).

18 For Jonathan’s death followed by his replacement as high priest by Simon in SE 170
142/1 bc by the Jewish/Babylonian reckoning), see 1 Macc. 13:23-41. St. Jerome er-
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secret murder of Antiochus VI and his assumption of the kingship.19 This crisis is
almost certain to have had an impact on Gaza, because under Antiochus VI,
Jonathan had been recognized as the Seleucid strategos of the territory from the
Ladder of Tyre to the borders of Egypt, a region that included Gaza. Indeed, the
city received somewhat unwanted attention during Jonathan’s tenure as strategos,

when its citizens initially refused to recognize the authority of Antiochus or his
Jewish official. In response, Jonathan ravaged Gaza’s hinterland and lay siege to the
city until its citizens, having given up hope of rescue by Demetrius II, sued for
peace. According to Josephus and I Maccabees, in return for ending the siege,
Jonathan required Gaza to enter into an alliance s.µµa. a) with him and to give
hostages to be held in Jerusalem.20

Upon the death of Jonathan, the Jews chose his brother Simon Thassi to be the
new highpriest. Hisfirst order ofbusiness was to repudiate the former Hasmonaean
recognitionofAntiochus VIandTryphon,andto renew the old friendly relationship
with Demetrius II.21 Since Gaza was technically an ally of the Hasmonaeans and
probably still concerned for the safety of the hostages given to Jonathan, a return
to the city’s former allegiance to Demetrius II makes perfect sense at this time. Not
only had this king been preferred by the Gazaeans before the usurpation of
Antiochus VI and Tryphon, but it would have been an unwise political move to
back Tryphon while Simon still had hostages and remained within striking distance
of the city.22 Thus, it seems likely that the close yet coerced relationship between
Gaza and the Hasmonaeans at the end of the 140s bc accounts for the city’s return
to the fold of Demetrius II at a time when neighbouring cities like Ascalon and
Dora had recognized Tryphon willingly or by force.23

Likewise, the personal animosity between Simon and Tryphon, as well as their
conflicting desires to control southern Coele Syria, made renewed warfare in the
region virtually certain and the involvement of Gaza almost inescapable. In such
an atmosphere we might expect the city to produce coinage in order to cover the

roneously places Tryphon’s murder of Jonathan in the fourth year of Olympiad 159
141/0 bc).

19 Jos. AJ 13.219 indicates thathewaskilled in 143/2, although hisdated coinage continued
into SE 171 142/1 bc). I Macc. 13:23-41 implies that Antiochus VI was killed in 143/2,
since the event is placed before Simon’s assumption of the high priesthood in SE 170
142/1 bc by the Jewish/Babylonian). St. Jerome erroneously places the death of

Antiochus VI in the first year of Olympiad 160 140/39 bc) because he does not
recognize the reign of Tryphon. For the suspicious death of Antiochus VI, see also, Livy,
Epit. 55; App. Syr. 68; Just. 36.1.7.

20 Jos. AJ 13.151-153; I Macc. 11:61-62.
21 I Macc. 13:21-40. Jos. AJ 13.213-214, however, gives the false impression that Simon
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claimed unilateral autonomy for Judaea without reference to Demetrius II.
22 Early in his tenure as high priest, Simon made some inroads into the south, capturing

the cities of Joppa, Jamneia, and Gazara: Jos. AJ 13.215; BJ 1.50; I Macc. 13:43. Textual
variants of AJ and I Macc. give Gaza for Gazara, but this is almost certainly an error.

23 Ascalon issued coinage in the name of Tryphon for every year of his reign CSE 816;
SNG Spaer 1843-1844)and Dora served as the usurper’s stronghold during the war with
Antiochus VII Jos. AJ 13.223-224; I Macc. 15.11; D. Gera, Tryphon’s Sling Bullet from
Dor, IEJ 35, 1985, pp. 157-158).



OLIVER HOOVER

costs of improving the city’s defences or to pay soldiers stationed within its walls,
whether citizens, hired mercenaries, or Hasmonaean garrison troops. Although
there isno textual evidence to indicate thatGaza wasgarrisonedafter itscapitulation
to Jonathan, Simon may very well have sent soldiers to hold it following the break
with Tryphon. The coinage may also have been required for small change in the
markets that would have appeared along with any influx of foreign troops.

That the issue of se 171 was probably motivated by the military threat posed by
Tryphon is also supported by the fact that no Seleucid coinage was struck at Gaza

for Demetrius or Tryphon in se 172 or 173, nor was any issued in SE 174 139/8
bc), the year in which the brother of Demetrius II, Antiochus VII Sidetes, landed
in Syria and hounded Tryphon to his death.24 Gaza’s coinage ceased once the
threat of Tryphon had been lifted, any mercenaries hired to defend against him
hadbeen released from theircontracts,and anygarrison troops had been removed.
The mint did not reopen for another thirty-four years, when another extraordinary
occurrence made a local coinage necessary at Gaza.25

Our reconstruction of the Demetrius II series of Gaza as a coinage struck for
essentially civic purposes is supported by its use of a tripod type that is reprised on
the autonomous coinage of se 205 108/7 bc) Pl. 8, 5),26 and a prominent dual
mintmark, which advertises the name of the city in the form of a monogram (‹),
and that of its chief deity, Marnas, by the initial letter of his name in Phoenician

The general inability of these coins to circulate far beyond the territory of
Gaza also strongly points to civic use.27 In these regards, the Demetrius II issues,
like other quasi-municipal series struck under the Seleucids,28 seem to prefigure
the many provincial coinages of the Roman imperial period struck to meet the
needs of the cities, but which feature the names and portraits of emperors as well
as city ethnics and emblems see below).29

24 Jos. AJ 13.222-224; I Macc. 1510-14 and 25-37.
25 The dated Athena/owl issues ofSE 177-178 SNG Spaer 2113-2127) formerly attributed
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to Gaza under Antiochus VII are now thought to be probable issues of Ake-Ptolemaïs
on the basis of control marks and fabric, while the undated cornucopiae and Tyche
types of Antiochus VII formerly attributed to Gaza SNG Spaer 2101-2112) are now
attributed to Marisa on the basis of extensive finds at the site of that city. See SC 2119
and 2125.

26 A. Kushnir-Stein, Late Hellenistic Coins of Gaza and the Date of the Hasmonaean
Conquest of the City, SM 198, June 2000, p. 23, no. 2.

27 Two examples are known from a commercial source in Sebaste SNG Spaer nos. 1744-
1745). Three Gazaean issues of Alexander I also occurred in the Northern Israel 2002
hoard CH X, forthcoming) and a single specimen of the same king was found in the
excavations of Hellenistic Marisa.

28 For the civic qualities of quasi-municipal bronze coinage and the Phoenician weight
silver, see O. Hoover, Ceci n’est pas l’autonomie: The Coinage of Seleucid Phoenicia
as Royal and Civic Power Discourse, Topoi Suppl. 6, 2004, pp. 485-507. See P. Iossif,
The Seleucid Mints ofSidon and Tyre forthcoming) for the view that the silver coinage
of the Phoenician mints was generally produced to meet civic and regional in the case
of Tyre) requirements, rather than royal needs.

29 For thedecision to place the royal portraiton the quasi-municipalcoinage as originating
with the city, following the Roman provincial paradigm, seeV. Heuchert, TheChrono-
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Autonomous Gaza

When the mint of Gaza resumed production of dated coinage in SE 205 108/7
bc), it no longer carried the name or portrait of a Seleucid king, but instead
employed civic types and the ethnic of the Gazaeans.30 Gaza may have received a
grant of autonomy in 108/7 bc, or perhaps shortly before, as part of a spate of such
grants that Antiochus VIII gave out in the late second century. In 111/10 bc, Sidon
received its autonomy from the king, as did Seleucia in Pieria in 109 bc, and
Ascalon in 104/3 bc.31 The fact that all of these important coastal cities received
their freedom in very close succession tends to suggest that Antiochus VIII used
grants of autonomy as a means to deny – or at least complicate – the use of these
citiesasbases byAntiochus IX and his Ptolemaic allies, without going to theexpense
of garrisoning them himself.32 If we are correct in viewing the autonomy of the
coastal cities as a strategic policy, it would make sense for Gaza to have received
its freedom in the same period. It would also make sense of the apparent absence
of Seleucid authority in c. 104/3 bc, which compelled the Gazaeans to seek aid
on their own behalf from Ptolemy Lathyrus against the depredations of the
Hasmonaean priest-king, Alexander Jannaeus.33

logical Development of Roman Provincial Coin Iconography, in: C. Howgego /
V. Heuchert / A. Burnett, eds., Coinage and Identity in the Roman Provinces
Oxford 2005), p. 44. This is contrary to the longstanding but less compelling in light

of the Roman provincial model) interpretation of the quasi-municipal coinages as

imposed by theking for thebenefit of thecity, rather thanascity coinages that recognized
the king. See O. Mørkholm, Antiochus IV of Syria Gyldendal 1966), pp. 129-130;
A. Meadows, Money, Freedom, and Empire in the Hellenistic World, in: A. Meadows /
K. Shipton, eds., Money and its Uses in the Ancient Greek World Oxford 2004),
pp. 59-61.

30 An undated issue with the types of Zeus and parallel double cornucopiae struck in the
name of the Demos of the Gazaeans is likely to have closely preceded the dated issue of
108/7 bc: Sofaer Coll. Gaza), 30-31; Rosenberger II Gaza), 26-27; BMC Palestine
Gaza), 1-2.

31 Sidon: CSE, p. 71;Seleucia:RC71/72; Ascalon:Chron. Paschale 448’B; A. Spaer,Ascalon:
From Royal Mint to Autonomy, in: A. Houghton et al., eds., Festschrift für Leo
Mildenberg Wetteren 1984), pp. 229-231. Berytus received a grant of asylia from
Antiochus VIII in 110/09 bc, but only became autonomous in 81/0 bc. H. Seyrig,
Notes on Syrian Coins, ANSNM 119 New York 1950), p. 19 has suggested that a similar
policy may underlie the grant of asylia to Tyre by Demetrius II in 141/0 bc. Tripolis
received its autonomybetween105/4 and 95bc,probably fromAntiochus IX:H. Seyrig,
Antiquités syriennes 42. Sur les ères de quelques villes de Syrie: Antioche, Apamée,
Aréthuse, Balanée, Épiphanie, Laodicée, Rhosos, Damas, Béryte, Tripolis, l’ére de
Cléopâtre, Chalcis du Liban, Doliché, Syria 27, 1950, pp. 39-42.

32 That the expense was becoming a real concern for Antiochus VII in this period is
suggested by the reduction in both his die usage and in the weight of the tetradrachm
at Antioch. See O. Hoover, A Revised Chronology for the Late Seleucids at Antioch
121/0-64/3 bc), Historia 55.3 2007), pp. 280-301. For the general exhaustion of both

kings, see Jos. AJ 13.327.
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33 Jos. AJ 13.348.
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Following this issue, the mint of Gaza appears to have ceased to produce dated
coinage for thirty years. Operating under the assumption that SE 205 108/7 bc)
represents theearliest possible year inwhich thecitycouldhave gained its autonomy,
Alla Kushnir-Stein has argued that a civic era counting from this date was used on
typologically related issues dated Year 13 misread by earlier authors as Year 205 or
Year 16) and Year 14 Pl. 8, 6-7).34 Counting from 108/7, these coins must then
date to 96/5and 95/4 bc, respectively, which might then connect themto expenses
related to the war against the Hasmonaean Alexander Jannaeus, which ultimately
resulted in the siege and destruction of the city.35

The purpose of a previously unknown lead series of 78/7 bc that resurrects
dating by the Seleucid Era Pl. 8, 8) is obscure, not least because Gaza is believed
to have been destroyed at the end of the second century and lain in ruin until its
refoundation was ordered by Pompey the Great.36 Following this enigmatic lead
emission, the mint of Gaza again ceased production, this time for 26 years. Gaza’s
next issues of coinage, dated Year 10 52/1 bc) Pl. 8, 9), 16 46/5 bc), and 19
43/2 bc) Pl. 8, 10) are much cruder in style and represent the first numismatic

appearance of the ‘Pompeian’ Era of Gaza, counting from 61/0 bc.37 As in the
cases of the earlier autonomous, Seleucid, and Ptolemaic issues, the primary
motivation for the production of bronzes in these two years seems to have been the
cost of war. It is surely no coincidence that the coins of Year 10 52/1 bc) should
have appeared in the same year that C. Cassius Longinus, serving as proquaestor,
expelled the Parthians from Syria following the disastrous eastern campaign of the
consul, M. Licinius Crassus. Those of Year 16 46/5 bc) were struck precisely when
the rebellious Pompeian cavalry officer, Q. Caecilius Bassus and the Caesarean
quaestor pro praetore, C. Antistius Vetus, were at war over the control of Syria, while
those of Year 19 43/2 bc) were produced when Cassius was preparing armies in
Syria for his war with the proconsular governor P. Cornelius Dolabella and for the
final showdown with Antony and Octavian.38

Julio-Claudian Gaza

The pattern of striking coinage in order to meet emergency expenses, rather than
to regularly maintain a local circulating medium continued without change at
Gaza under the Roman Empire. Following the coinage of Year 19, the mint closed

34 Hill read LIC with square sigma, Year 210) with difficulty in BMC Palestine Gaza),
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p. lix and no. 6 and his reading was followed at SNG ANS 6, no. 908. However, a close
inspection of the well-preserved specimens reveals that the date should be read as LIG
Year 13). See A. Kushnir-Stein, Gaza Coinage Dated LIC: A Reappraisal, SNR 74,

1995, pp. 50-51 with pl. 2.1a; ead., supra, n. 26), pp. 22-24.
35 For the chronology, see O. Hoover, A Late Hellenistic Lead Coinage from Gaza, INR

1, 2006, pp. 28-29.
36 Hoover supra, n. 35), pp. 25-36; Sofaer Coll. Gaza), nos. 33-35.
37 Year 10: Rosenberger II Gaza), 31; Kushnir-Stein supra, n. 34), nos. 2A-3B Year

16:BMC Palestine Gaza),no. 9; Kushnir-Stein n. 34),4 and5B Year19: Kushnir-
Stein supra, n. 34), nos. 5A-5B (?); Rosenberger II Gaza), no. 37.

38 Jos. AJ 14.272-277 and 280.
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down for 46 years, reopening again only in Year 66 ad 5/6) with the issue of two
bronze series, one of which depicted the city Tyche on the obverse and the other a

portrait of Augustus Pl. 8, 11).39 This was an important year for Gaza because it
saw the annexation of Judaea to the Roman provincia Syria, much to the delight of
the region’s non-Jewish inhabitants. The Gazaeans, whose city had been attached
to Herod the Great’s Judaean kingdom since 30 bc,40 must have been among those
with special cause to celebrate the absorption of Judaea into Syria. Gaza had and
still has) a long and often violent history of conflict with its Jewish neighbours
going back to the second half of the second millennium bc. It is probably in the
contextof celebrations or expenses associated with the annexation that the coinage
of Year 66 was struck.

A Gazaean bronze issue with an illegible date has also been attributed to
Augustus’ successor, Tiberius, by Ya’akov Meshorer.41 However, the close similarity
of the obverse portrait and Tyche Marnas?) reverse type to those used for the Year

130 ad 69/70) half denominations of Vespasian Titus?) makes it seem likely that
this coin is simply a standard issue of Year 130 and not a specimen of a coinage
struck under Tiberius.42 If this view is correct, then after the issue of Year 66 the
mint of Gaza again fell silent for some sixty-three years before striking any new
coinage, and once again the goad to produce appears to stem from regional
military developments.

Flavian Gaza

The next series to appear after that of Augustus is dated Year 130 ad 69/70) and
bears the laureate portrait of either Vespasian or Titus Pl. 8,12).43 The date
suggests that they may have been issued in part to celebrate the acclamation of
Vespasian as emperor by his troops in July of ad 69. However, it is even more likely
that they were struck to defray expenses and promote commerce when Vespasian’s
son Titusencampedwith theEgyptian legions atGazaduringthemarch toCaesarea
Maritima in the spring of ad 70.44 Change would have been needed for the markets
that must have appeared at Gaza to cater to the needs of the soldiery, as well as for
any costs i.e. of foodstuffs, materiel, billeting, etc.) that might have been
downloaded onto the city by the commanders. If the coinage was still being
produced in the late summer and early autumn of ad 70 it may also have served to
fund celebrations of the Roman capture and destruction of Jerusalem, which took
place in August of that year.

39 Tyche: Kushnir-Stein supra,n. 34), 6; RPC I,4895; BMC Palestine Gaza),7. Augustus:
RPC I, 4894 and 4896; SNG ANS 6, 910-911; Rosenberger II Gaza), 44; BMC Palestine
Gaza), 10-11. Sofaer Coll. Gaza), 46, for a previously unpublished ad 5/6 issue with

the types of Augustus and a club.
40 Jos. AJ 15.217; BJ 1.396.
41 Sofaer Coll. Gaza), no. 47.
42 Cf. Sofaer Coll. Gaza), 47; RPC II, 2202; SNG ANS 6, 912; Rosenberger II Gaza),
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50-51.
43 RPC II, 2201; Rosenberger II Gaza), 48; BMC Palestine Gaza), 12.
44 Jos. BJ 4.662.
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Considering Gaza’s frequent pattern of producing coinage during periods of
military crisis, it may seem a little surprising that the city issued no coins for any of
the other years of the Jewish Revolt ad 66-72), when nearby Ascalon is known to
have struck coinage Pl. 8, 13) at the start of the conflict in ad 66/7 and 67/8, as

well as in ad 72/3, the year celebrating its conclusion.45 Presumably the damage
done to Gaza by the Jewish rebels in ad 66 was extensive enough to keep the mint
closed until the arrival of Titus made coinage a necessity.46 On the other hand,
Ascalon is reported to have been burned to the ground p..p in the same
year, and yet in the next it managed to produce a bronze coinage before falling
silent for the remainder of the war.47

Antonine Gaza

Following the visit of Titus to the city, another long coining hiatus ensued at Gaza

for a period of sixty years, which was only ended by a new coinage in Year 191 ad
130/1) struck to commemorate the emperor Hadrian’s visit to the city in ad
129/30. As with all of Gaza’s money, the reverse typology, which features local
deities,gives no indication of itscelebratory purpose, but it is implied bythesudden
introduction of double dates, one of which is based on the old Pompeian Era of
Gaza and the other, a new Era of the Visit, introduced on the coins by the
abbreviation While the commemorative and celebratory aspect of
the Year 191 Pl. 9, 14) issues seems to be assured by the introduction of this new
Hadrianic era, one suspects that the coinage also served an emergency financial
purpose. It cannot have been cheap to host a Roman emperor with his entourage
and military escort, or to found games in his honour the panegyris Hadriana) and
possibly to renew the work of rebuilding the city’s Marneion.48

It is notable that under Hadrian, Gaza’s coinage did not end with the issues of
Year 191 ad 130/1), but instead continued to be produced annually up to and
including Year 197 ad 136/7).49 The explanation for this development may be
found in the Bar Kokhba War, which broke out in the late summer of ad 132 late
Year 192 at Gaza) and was at last crushed in autumn of ad 135 end of Year 195 at
Gaza).50 This bloody Jewish rebellion, centred in southern Judaea, would have
brought elements of Legio X Fretensis and Legio VI Ferrata from their more northerly

45 RPC I, 4889-4892; RPC II, 2203; Sofaer Coll. Ascalon), 62-64.
46 According to Jos. BJ 2.460, the city was actually razed .ates. pt
47 Jos. BJ 2.460.
48 For the panegyris, see Chron. Pasch., p. 474, where it is mistakenly dated to the second
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year of Olympiad 224 ad 118/19). The rebuilding of the Marneion has been implied,
probably wrongly, by the types depicting Marnas and Artemis within a distyle temple
used for issues of Year 192/Year 3 ad 131/2) and Year 195/Year 6 ad 134/5).

49 Sofaer Coll. Gaza), 116-132; SNG ANS6, 914-923; Rosenberger II Gaza), 52-69;BMC
Palestine Gaza), 14-55.

50 For the chronology, see L. Mildenberg, The Coinage of the Bar Kokhba War, TYPOS
VI Aarau 1984), p. 82.






































