In the article ‘Forced Circumcision and the Shifting Role of Gentiles in Hasmonean Ideology’ by Steven Weitzman, the study concerns the social, political, and ideological context in which the forced circumcision reports in the Hasmonean period could have occurred. In examining various biblical texts and ancient Jewish sources, Weitzman argues that the reports of forced circumcision are not the result of anti-Hasmonean propaganda but are instead authentic Hasmonean accounts.  He argues that in 1 Maccabees forced circumcision was used on Jews to solidify the ethnic and social boundaries between the Jews and Gentiles. However, Weitzman argues this ideology was later adapted by John Hyrcanus and his successor Judas Aristobulus I, who forcefully circumcised Gentiles and converted them to Jews. He argues this was to account for the Hasmoneans’ loss of Jewish support, resulting in the conversion of Gentiles to help continue the Hasmonean dynasty.   
The article begins with Weitzman noting how circumcision in antiquity was generally seen as a sign ‘‘distinguishing Jews from others’’ (p.39) but also could ‘‘serve as a right of domination marking Jewish power over Gentile bodies’’ (p.39). He argues this can be seen in the ancient accounts of forced circumcision of Gentiles in the first and second centuries by Jewish rulers. He notes the reports that the Hasmonean ruler Hyrcanus forcefully circumcised the Idumeans (Josephus Ant. 13.257-58; Ptolemy) and his son Aristobulus followed suit, by forcefully circumcising the Itureans (AJ 13.11.3).  
Weitzman questions what led to the practice of forced circumcision by the Hasmoneans, arguing that before the Maccabean period there is no evidence of it in Israelite history (Sam 18: 25, Gen 34, Gen 17:13). In doing so, Weitzman rejects the claims that forced circumcision never took place or that the assimilation of Gentiles into the Hasmonean state was voluntary. Furthermore, he argues the forced circumcision accounts are not a result of anti-Hasmonean propaganda to discredit Hyrcanus and his successors or to appease the Romans, in Josephus’ case. Instead, using textual sources (Ptolemy, Josephus, 1 Mac 2:46, 2 Bar. 66.5), he argues that forced circumcision is presented as having been a legitimate Jewish practice.   
In the section titled, ‘Forced Circumcision and the Maccabean Revolt’, Weitzman discusses whether 1 Mac 2:46 refers to Jews or both Jews and Gentiles being circumcised. Weitzman argues that it refers to only Jews, using the Codex Sinaiticus’ translation of ‘among the sons of Israel’ (p. 45). He argues this is because it fits better with the overall rhetoric of 1 Maccabees, arguing that there is no warrant for wanting to covert Gentiles. Weitzman argues that instead 1 Maccabees shows the aim of wanting to retake Judea for themselves and cast out Gentiles from the land.  
In the next section of the article titled, ‘Forced Circumcision and the Adaptation of Hasmonean Ideology’, Weitzman argues that this ideology changed under the reigns of Hyrcanus and Aristobulus, who used forced circumcision on Gentiles to convert them to Jews and assimilate them into the Hasmonean state. Weitzman argues this was because the Hasmoneans needed more human capital, due to their loss of support from Jewish subjects. For evidence, he argues that the Hasmoneans relied heavily on Gentiles in their ‘‘political culture, court, and army’’ (p.52). Weitzman argues this dissolution of the policy to separate Jews and Gentiles, as seen in 1 Maccabees, resulted in Jewish resistance. He notes how Hyrcanus endured opposition from the Pharisees. Furthermore, he notes how in Hyrcanus making a treaty with Antiochus VII, Jews did not want to mix with the Gentile garrison. Weitzman argues this led Hyrcanus to the route of relying on Gentiles to maintain the dynasty. In doing so, Hyrcanus and his successors used forced circumcision on Gentiles and converted them to Jews to mask the use of Gentile reliance.  
Weitzman’s article gives valuable insight into the role of forced circumcision during the Hasmonean period, and the political, social and ideological reasons that possibly led to the Hasmoneans using forced circumcision on Gentiles. His study proposes an exciting question as to how the Hasmoneans saw forced circumcision themselves. However, Weitzman’s overall argument is not evidently defined, and only seems to be clearly noted in his conclusion (p.59). Proposing his argument at the beginning of his article, as well as using more subheadings, would have made for a more thorough, and engaging study. Despite this, the textual variety that the article uses is impressive, using an array of biblical texts, Jewish sources, scholarly literature as well as archaeological data.  
Weitzman convincingly argues that 1 Maccabees presents Jews as having been forcefully circumcised. This seems plausible, especially within the context that Jews had reversed their circumcision (1 Mac 1:15; 1:48). It seems probable that forced circumcision was used, alongside the purification of the temple (1 Mac 4:36), to reinforce the social and ethnic boundaries between the Jews and Gentiles. The use of archaeological data from Gezer is particularly beneficial and helps to convey how before Hyrcanus, the Jews wanted to exclude the Gentiles from the land (p.48). However, for evidence of the segregation between Jews and Gentiles, Weitzman refers to pottery found in Jerusalem as signs of economic segregation (p.49). However, Weitzman fails to mention how the pottery was most likely produced in Judea due to purity reasons (Regev, 2021; Trampedach, 2012: 75). This would have strengthened Weitzman’s argument that the Jews wanted to keep separate from Gentiles.   
However, despite the forced circumcision in 1 Maccabees, Weitzman’s argument that that other Jewish sources present forced circumcision as having been a legitimate practice seems unconvincing. He refers to 2 Bar 66.5, yet it does not explicitly refer to the coercive act of forced circumcision, but to restoring the rite of circumcision as an act of implementing the law (T. Soon, 2020: no). Furthermore, Esther also does not explicitly refer to forced circumcision (Est 8:17). Weitzman himself admits he has little evidence to substantiate his argument (p.44).   
Furthermore, Weitzman's argument that Josephus removed forced circumcision from his account of 1 Maccabees because he did not want to portray the Hasmoneans negatively seems to be flawed. If this were the case, Josephus would have likely also omitted the element of forced circumcision in his accounts of Hyrcanus and Aristobulus. Instead, Weitzman’s argument would have been more convincing if he argued that Josephus removed forced circumcision from his account as he did not see anything wrong with forcefully circumcising Jews, who had already chosen their God (J. Vit. 113). However, Josephus later recorded that forced circumcisions of Hyrcanus and Aristobulus as Josephus did not believe in forcefully circumcising Gentiles, as he did not see Judaism as a missionary religion (Cohen, 1987:123).  
Moreover, Weitzman argument that the Book of Judith was written during the reign of Hyrcanus to validate how Jews actively sought to convert Gentiles (p.59) is plausible, with there being many similarities between the texts (e.g. 1 Mac 7:47; Judith 13:8).  However, more recent research suggests that the Book of Judith could also be seen as disapproving of the Hasmoneans. Rather than trying to validate the conversion of Gentiles, the circumcision of Achior seems to present a critical attitude towards forced circumcision, with conversion being presented as voluntary (Roddy, 2008; Eckhart, 2009: 259).  However, whether the Book of Judith supports or disagrees with forced circumcision, it helps to validate Weitzman’s argument that texts during the period were responding to the Hasmoneans use of forced circumcision on Gentiles. 
Weitzman advances the argument that the Hasmoneans needed more human capital, by arguing it was due to loss of Jewish support, such as the Pharisees. This is convincing. It is noted that this period gave rise to the various Jewish sects such as the Pharisees, Sadducees and Essenes (Hadley, 2023, 3). The Dead Sea Scrolls also seem to present the Qumran sect (Essenes) as being critical of the Hasmoneans’ leadership (Sievers, 1990: 88) due to them not having Zadokite lineage. The Pharisees also opposed the Hasmoneans leadership, with the Pharisees telling Hyrcanus, as well as Alexander Jannaeus to give up being high priests and Kings (Ant. 13.288-97; Geller, 1979: 202). However, Weitzman’s argument is not without its weaknesses, as he relies heavily on Josephus for his evidence, whose credibility he admits is disputed (p.52).  Despite this, later Jewish reliance on Gentiles in the court is shown with Antipater (A.J.14.10), and most prominently Herod (Ekhardt, 2012: 92). Overall, it seems reasonable to argue that the Hasmoneans relied on the conversion of Gentiles to continue the Hasmonean dynasty. This article would be beneficial for anyone interested in the political, social and ideological context which could have led to the rise in forced circumcision during the Hasmonean period.   
This article gives an interesting insight into how forced circumcision arose during the Hasmonean period. It argues that forced circumcision reports are authentically Hasmonean. It suggests the Hasmoneans adapted the forced circumcision of Jews seen in 1 Maccabees, by forcefully circumcising Gentiles to mask their loss of Jewish support. This is a topic that will continue to be discussed and debated by scholars, and Weitzman’s article is a valuable edition. However, the premise of his argument needs to be more clearly defined at the start of his article, and a more critical examination of textual sources will develop its contribution to the field of study. The article leaves room for further discussion as to what extent were the Gentiles considered Jews after being circumcised. Further research also on circumcision from a gender perspective could help give more insight into how the Hasmoneans perceived the role of forced circumcision.   
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