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The original proposal for this thesis was entitied

- - STt .
“Factors in the Appearance and Disappearance of Representational

)

“

Art. in S&nagdques of the Second-to Seventh Centuries." 'By referfing
to the t#rle page, it yill be .noticed that tﬁé fécus of this wprk
has chanééd from the phenomena of art, to the problems of metho-
dology bJ’ which we study it. This charfge r«erfle“cts th? difficulties
T encoun%ered in myvatfempfs to ﬁndersta?d the grt of ancient
synaﬁbgu%s.

Lo . :
argumentgthat figurative art appeared for a short period in the

ﬁ My original hypothesis involved acceptahce of Sukenik's

third a@h foufth centqries, a périod which wag’folIowed by;an
hiatus in which figurative a;t,was actively discouraged, and
subseq@ently, the figu}es eﬁérged again for a final:time before
the medieval peridﬁ;‘ This h?ﬁothésis was overwhelmingly dispraved
Do - N
by the quantity of archaeological data which did not fit easily
iﬁto‘the scheme. The problems méunted, as is shown in the first
part of thenghesis, as 1 attempted to answer what seemed at Eirst
" a very simple question: What was Helids doing in the zodiac of
the synagogue floor at Hammath Teverya? Answers in thé l%&e;ature
proved to be confusing and often cénttadictory and I eyengpally
realized that it was not the art itself which was problematjc, but

4 /
the apparatus by which I was attempting to understand it. ] *
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The thesis begins by looking at some of the methodo-
loqicél problems which confﬁsed and obstructed myrown:attempts to
interpret the material. Those pr&blems ranged from the mechanical
and technical to the major weaknesses of ;ccepted interpfetive
structures. Many of £hose.problems are detailed in the first half
of the‘the;}s, but I ‘concentrated on the implications raised by
Sukenik's tension-laxity theory., In short, that the rabbis were
regsponsiblie for regulating the alleged "appearance" and |
"Eisappearance" of figﬁratfﬁe art, by enforcing or relaxing their
'aﬁthdrativé stance in relation to Halakhic law. From a criticism
of Sukenik's theory, and of the&stylistic architectural typologiés,
I show that the habit of usinq evidence from a few major sites has

provided false security as aivalid&interpretive framework for the

art traditions of Palestinian Judaism. Without a complete. inven-

' —
¥ .

tory of the materiéi culture, our dependence on a limited number of
. i - . I}
well known sites biases our interpretation in favour of a mono-

lithic, generalized portrait of sfnagogue art traditioﬁ that‘obsﬁres'
local differences in selection patterns. -
The thesis examines the current literature on syhagogue
" art and concentrates on exposing the dis£ance between thevhature
_of literary—historical intefpretations, and art-historical studies.
This Qép has contributed to,iﬁeffectiveuanSQers for my original .
queétion: What was Helios doing in #hers§£ag g‘é?{ I séemed’on

_ g ) -
one hand to have the art forms, on the other the talmudic

]

‘adfionitions against their use.

al
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wWhen faced with this impasse, I turned to the eplgraphlc
evidence forg new perspectives on the role of authortfubvetlgures‘
in synaquue,llte‘ The llterature presents us w1th two dlfferent
portraits of the rabbi in Jewish 11fe in this period: the academlc
and pious recluse, and the public figure, a duality which seems to
be born out in a prellmlnary look at the tltleddonOrs. The
conclu51ons rearhed by this analysis remain speculatlve 1h view
of the incomplete evidence., but they clarlfy and eqhance the hypo-

@
the51s that the synagogue Judalsm of Palestine must be spoken of

in the plural - that we . have Judaisms belonglng to particular
places,fand perhaps tlmes, who generated meanings pecullar to
thelr owh geographical and cultural context.: N

The culture reglon“ formed the foundatlon for a method
whlch eould begin from the’ art forns themselves, and 1nteqrated w1th
other artlfacts of a cultural system, they could lllumlnate the

b351c conflquratlons of the thought forms - Wthh motlvated thelr L a
-production, Boundarles, both geographlcal and cultural vestabllshed
the unlts of comparlson, after the local site, and the. thesisg’
discusses, Several dlfterent types -of reglons w1th1n whlch sites

can be grouped /

The- major problem of an’ 1ncomplete 1nventory of synagogue

a!"forms 1s then addressed 1n terms of a mono&het1c cla551flcat10n

system of art motlfs and thelr archaeologlcal provenance.* Thlrteen

prlmary types were establlshed and glven computegereadable ‘notation.

From thls codlng, varlatlons wrth%n the prlmary types - ¢can- potentlally
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be fethhreugh a computef,progﬁam of multi-variate analysis to -

L4 -

- »
detEKMLne whether*thefe are patterns of Selectlon. When those

patterns can be COrrelated w1th thought forms found in the’ 11tera~

ture, we have managed-to brldge “the gap between tze tltenaryJand
‘the archaeologltal evldence.

& : L
’ Althouqh the full multl-varlate andlysls was not under -

- »

B

»

' taken,~the analjsms of prlmary types was helptul in determlnlng‘

- a geographlc dlstrlbutlon tor _each motlf that wvaried in frequency o

of selectlon frOm one&reglon to another. Although not every Varl-

o -

ation proved—to be 51gn;f1cant, nontheless it was determlned that -

while some groups ofasiteefpart1c1pated in a full' range of motifs

v

Selected from Jewish and Helienlstlc env1ronments, ‘other communi-

-ties seemed to have depended on a narrow ranqeaot a few hlghiy

selected and domlnant types. —The content' lntenSltY of selectlon,,

,and range ofg;electlon 1n,the art mot;fs changed trom one reqlon,

to anothe}, t’proved CQHSLStent enough to- suqqest a typlcal

az $

pattern for any one, feglon.ri A . “, ",fi_ o

=y

I see the contrlbutlon of thlS the31s 1n the toliowmng

-

ways —= in relatlon to the study of post blbllcal synaqogue art,

Tthe reglonal approach to -the study of artamotlfs prov1des the

. 1mportapt»founddtlon)of~the 100a1 envxronment from Wthh mearungr'~

b

. Y
is deri&ed _ The 51te catalogue is 1ntended to prdv1de practlcal

ﬁ“ dlrectlon 1n terms oﬁ the reglonal presentatlon of each site.
The smte and ltS mot1fs,‘w1th the eplgraphlc data, is presentcd

both dlScrediy and w1th~lts.nelqhb0ur$‘1n order’that communities

o
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-sharing a common ecclogical experience can be seenotogether.,‘

<

‘Unlike many,otesentationsyof syﬁagoquetart every attempt has‘ o
- %
been made to prov1de clear detall for all decoratlve formst on "%

“ M

each 81te, accordlnq to, the ev1dence WhLCh is presently avallable.ﬁ

Fipally, the motlfs and 1nscr1ptlons form the pr1nc¢ple content
» K

-of thlS 1nvestLgatlon, but the medlum is suf?dblently flex1bh§
that it can be adapted,ko a broad range of archaeologlcal and

cultural data in a 51m11ar computer- readable code far - multl- - .

varlate analys1s. S o ?ﬂ o :; : .
L9 ) '
~ > Thls the51s is an attem@t to brldge thé gap to prOVLde L
. . .

the prellmlnary orqanlzatlon f?r a sound~1nterpretatlon of the -

data. ‘1t empha51zed the need to reCOgnlze the role of the local

<

env1ronment in shaplnq "meanlnq" for any partlcular set of symbollc‘

2

forms.‘ If these art forms were symbollc, then 1t 1s at thls level

that the 1nterpret1ve process must begin.”’ The method can be

adapted to any_ partlcular set oE cultural artlfacts, but thlS the51s

LT

"*1s(de51gned to apply the monothet;c=pr1nctp1es of class1flcatlon

~to synagoque'art; In éo doing,yit is hoped that new’reséérch is

stlmulated 1n the areas ot the soc1al structures and symbollc
: L3
thought forms which were expressed in synagogue_ art forms._ ’

<

' CIT L - g
. ,

‘Methodological Problems
"~ A brief desofiption of the types of art_founo in aSSooia~

tion with the synagogues of-thé‘ﬁomaﬁ‘proyinces‘of:Palaestinae Prima

—

M
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and Secunda would be an impossible‘taiﬁ. Excavations and- surveys 1 .
since the vearsﬂwhen Goodenough encountered sﬁiffvresistenee3 ;6
the idea of any form of’Jed‘sh art, have demonstrated that synago-
gue Constructlon and decoratlon constltute a substantlﬁl collectlon
of material remains{

‘Koh1l and Wat21nger (1916) attempted to systematlze the
archaeoloqlcal materlal of the synagogue accordlng to the type of
‘floor plan. Thelr efforts rebresent the ba51c work in synagogue
ardhaeology; and«they have prov1ded the foundatlon f:; an archi-"
tectural'typology which Has been used to set the structures in a
chronoloqioal framework‘ Sukenik’ and Av1 Yonah were resp0n51ble
for establlshlng three basic types of” floor plans, and the latter
set those plans into a chronologlcal development. Av1~¥onah has- ; o -

1

'been equally responsible for criticizing and eveﬁtually discarding

ois own theory. Meanwhlle, modern scholars have used th1sﬁfypolog

to, show relatlonshlps between 51tes, and to postulate social rela-—i
tlonshlps Wthh may have ex1sted throughout the period. Av1~Yonah'
archltectural and styllstlc criteria have been used to set the

date for a considerable number of sites, which in turnihave provided"
dafes for further inference.‘

“ - ’Floor plah typology' has provided thevchronological basis‘
for lnterpretatlons about changes in archltectural forms. Before S
1 Av1—Yonah Sukenlk &1934 :65). suggested that in the perlods wthh

show only a llmlted range of art motifs, and especrally figural

motifs, rabbinic authorlty was strongly enforced, dand in the periods
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yhen "forbidden" figures appear in profusion, that aﬁthority was
relaxed  in favour‘of leﬁientrenforcement. Sukenlk based his’ theory'.’i
on a survey of.a few 1mportant 51tes, “and it has remalned an

accepted theory to explain chanqes in the selection of figured *
’ X : . :

v
-

motifs during the Late Boman period. - Recent excavations since
%hen, howevef,‘have brought tollighfsnew evidenée which,ca;not
be fitted easily,into his,scheme;. The patterns of use were not
consistgnt'or uniform within each -period of tensioo or 1axi%§,
and therefore the theory that the enforcement of Halakhlc pro-
crlptlons alterna;ed between liberal or conservatlve admlnlstra-

tion mdst be re-evaluated. At"the very least, it is necessary to

reJexamine the archaeological data to determine whether the

~7relatlonsh1ps, which have been assumed to exist betwéen sites, can

LY

. *Be supported from the evidence. ) o : —
e T
\l ~ '
Lack of a Systematic Inventory . o
3L L When I attempted to brlng together the archaeologlcal

evidence for the materlal culture gf the synagogue, I was faced
—

" with, enormous gaps in the amount and type of data available betweén

Sites 1n the given regzon. »When the ‘frame of reference was narroweéi*
to 1nclude only those 51tes within the borders of Roman Palestlne ire
300‘C.E. (Av1~Yonah 1976) 1 was Stlll unable to draw together

oomplete and con51s§ent datau in addition to -detailed draw;ngs and - 4

explanations of motifs in use, I needed ceramic, numismatic and
K B 2 :

'afchi{ectural profiles, which would provide a context that could be
. . . . . ¢

o
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L) .
compared and contrasted from one site to another. Many sites are

) . ) » } -,
mere ruins; others have disappearf®d, except frow memory; and only

"a limited rhmber have been excatated. When the reports on sites

were published, it was difficult to obtain clear and usable illust-
rations. Vague and inconiplete verbal descriptions compounded the

piyblens . :
Frevious archaeological study of the synajoyue has tended

to concentrate ¢g the architectural remains, and osher than

Goq&enough's massive treatise- {1953-68), there has been no systewm—

_atic attempt to qes'@‘ﬁkie~ and catalogae the decorative elements

which are associated whth -those remains . . The-work of ;Hut‘t’ejijneis‘ter
and Reeg . (1977) and wore recently, Chiat (1979) were similar in that
they concentrated on‘aspécts of synagoéjué archaeology other than the

de

2

orative forms. Huttenmeister and Reeqg provided no illustrations
at all, while CHiat's final plates were photo‘/c"opie"s, and freguently

poor, guality.. The bulk of her catalogue desScription was made
-~ - o
£

up of di:Cflit‘!.ECtuf}:ll and geographical details, while the decoration

r

0

w - -

and art represented a minor aspect of each yite. Without a sysﬁ«tem‘-
! ~ :

PRI i A .. N . . 7 - v v .
atic description of the wisual aspects of the deéorative forms, it
is_impossible to foym any concept of sdimilarity between different

motifs, conbinations of motifs,; or the sites to which. they belony.

One is left with a generalized, sedmless "arf" of the synagogue, a

«
" .

concept which masks the many vdriations. within the genre.

In orde®to develop seme idea of the variations hidden by

this sort o\ifrwl‘ithic generality, thb systematic inventory of

-

- oo - ) ‘ N : 7)‘1

A
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synagyogue art forms must be specifically designed to provide
independent treatmefit of each site within the sample. Each site

in the specific region must be treated individually, and yet it -
3 , . ‘
wust be placed within the context of the social. entity (Judaisni)

in which the synagogue developed as a venerated institution.

There are obstacles to such & treatment, but some of the material

L

is available, scattered in short reports, throujhout a wide area’

of scholarly pursuit. Much of the information is accompanied by
visual representations thet are few, and of poor gﬁality. In

mgny cases, essential primary research has not been carried out.

R 3

A M - o '
Any discussion of meaning to be assigned to synayogue
decoration is dependent upon an understanding of just what mater-
ials do exist. " Neusner has'said it most emphatically:

First, we have to interpret the restricted
symbolic vocabulary of the synagogue by finding
out, as best we can, how these particular items , .- -
have been chosen out of a much longer list of
available forms and representations.... When
- we grasp what might have been used, we shall
. have a more accurate notion of why what has been
used has .been chosen. We shall be able to dis-
cover the principles of selection, and the key
. to the-system as-a whole. This proceduke must
lead us to confront the entire corpus of ancient
Jewish writings. (1981:9) - k

7 !

};ﬁeSe materials of synagogue art occur in a social environment..

Their selection (or avoidance) is based on specific, sacially
determined principles inherent to the fabri¢ of the synagogue
institution.® To understand the meaning of these motifs in their

specific, ancient environment, we must have some understanding of
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«

its social structure, and the qeographical, economic and political
restraints under which it operated“. The” function and use of the
bu\dlnq is babu_ to how lt may have been (.onr:e_lved by partlnlpants

in synagoque Judalsm, and when that context is different between

Kl

two 51tes, we must be prepared to take account of those differences.

Once we ‘have established a decorative "voca{bulary" for specific
. “ ﬁ o
sites, we can -fix in our minds some idea &f thé specific social

context in which these motifs occured. Only then can we begin to

IS

. 7 -
discuss the different types of meaning which may be applied to

.these motifs. Without the deﬁailed, systematic inventory, we have

no basis of comparis:;ﬁn between sites. With nothing other than an
““ - 1
occasional parallel”™ we have only a feeble understanding of how

specific . motifs were used, " in what combinations, and on what sites
- s £ = " -
in any. spe01flc time period. We are unable to construct a detailed

portrait. of a "synagogue art", even less are we able to determine

"

‘the - variety of configurations and patterns which -make up -the selec-

tions which adorn the synagogue. This failure rests on the lack of

data available in a concise, consistent form.

Faculty Architectural Chronology

Our picture of a generalized, seamless art of the synagogue

"is derived in pért from the view that Judaism in Late Antiquity

represented a seamless uniformity in practi_cex This view, that a
uniform, religious behaviour provided the cohesive force amony the

Jewish people during the period after the Hadrianic wars, has long
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*

been the guiding principle of the study of post-biblical Judaism.
Sukenik (1934:64f) found a chronological seriation in \

the use and non-use of figures in Palestinian synagogue arg. In \\\

his view, two stages in the development of interior design. could be

distinguished. ‘The cCalilean fype of synagogue contained a portable

ark of the Law, while the New Galilean type had a permanent bema
upon which the ark was statiohary. Sukenik characterized the New
Galilean synagogue by a Byzantine date, a mosaic pavement, and a
apse or niche located in the wall closest to Jeérusalem, the site
of the now-destroyed temple. The New Galilean type synagogyues were
exemplified at Beth Alpha, Na'aran and Hammath Gadar. Sukenik pro-
posed that the exercise of a prohibition against the use of fiqures
can be detected in the“decorative scheme of chronologically arranged
sites. In his view, the pefbeLUthn and misery of the Jewish popq—
lation motivated the rejection ot two dlan810naII&ﬁnb and thures.
The only rational explanation of the situation i
found in the ancient synagogues is therefore that p
pictorial art had its ups and downs in Jewish -
history, a period of yreater laxity being followed
by a reaction...the Talmudic literature distingu-
ishes degrees of qﬂavlty in the offénce of .
iconography, and from it we may imagine, though we
cannot prove, that the Palestinian authorities
first set their faces against sculpture, but still
tolerated wall paintings and mosaic; then, with
_1ncrea51nq persecution and misery, also vented
their bitterness upon two dimensional representations
of animals and human beings. (1934:65)
His first phase of lax enforcement, after the Wars, is represented

by the Kefar Nahum s&nagogue, and the second by the synagogue at

'Ain Duk, where the! "zodiac was deliberately smashed (in the mosiac

g -

i
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floor) while the accompanying ihscriptions were spared." Korazim,
(given a fourth century date) is taken as the end of the early

reaction against sculpture, on the basis of statements by Eusebius

~and Jerome, that it was already uninhabited at the time that they

lived in Palestine. Since Beth Alpha was already paved with a

zodiac, seasons and the Akedah, the sixth century date was put

forward as the end of the later reaction against fidures.

A . ' . - » ) -
. /A figural chronoloyy of this sort is necessarily depengent

upon the accurate dating of the material which is being described.

o

Since Suﬁénik, however, Avi-Yonah has rejected the stylistic chrono-
logy of arc%itectural developmentfi The categories have proven to
be poorly defined and the few éefinite dates which are‘available are
based on limited archaeological evidénce. ‘fhose dates which are
derived from’inscriptions do not necessafily coincide with thé.date
of building construction, énd the stylistic dating system is

unreliable.

There are less than a dozen excavated sites to which

definite dates can be assigned. Important sites are still the centre

| 7 .
of controversial discussion. The date of the inscription at Beth

Alpha commemorates a renovation of the étructure in the sixth cen-
tury. Date of the original construdtioﬁ iS'Uncertain. kéhiate
1979:279) Only recently has the date of the Kefar Nahum synagogue
been fixed to the late fourth and early fifth centugé. (T%afggia,

1983:203) - Meiron wasrabandonedhin 350 C.E. according to the

excavator, and Khirbet Shema, nearby, was occupied in two phases
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from 284 C.E. to 419 C.E.fE.Meyers in Levine, 1981:70-74)  The

'Nébratéin inéﬁriptﬁ 1s fixed t? 565 C.E.; Gaza has an inscrip-
tion which is established at 508*509\C.E. A church was buiig
~over the'éynagoque at Gerasa, in Traﬁsjordan, in 530 C.E. -
(Avi-Yonah, 1981:279)., These six sites constitute the only
stratigrgphically*verified dates in the arcﬁaeéloqical record of
" over one hundred synaéogue sitesfﬂ ‘All other 'sites whiﬁh have
been dated, haveybeeq on the basis of the stylistic typology;

That stylistic typology has béén readjusted in the case
of .Gush Halav,vwhefe new excayation,revé@}ed that Kohl and
Watzinger had. assigned the site to the w;iﬁg'type of floor plan.
‘When new excavation uneagﬁhéd fﬁrther details of'£he plan,‘itvwas
discovered that the pian»tﬁouqht to be square (bfoadhopsé or tran-
sitional. type) Qas in fact a basilica Qith a ‘complex of adjécént”
rooms which gave thé sqhare.appearancgfto the -structure. )As a
result, the synagogue -was moved back in tlme to. the earlier, basi-

lical type If someth1ng,as~51mple as a re-excavation can

drastically adjust the typology, then it’follows‘tﬁat dating pro-

cedures must be based oh somethlng more. substantlal than a styllstlc.'

'uhlonology. The orlglnal chronology of" two categorles, wifhwthe
thlrd added by Avi- Yonah was based on .a llmlted number of well—
known gsites. glthough $uken1k made reference to other 51tes, his
éfgument fér'a téngio%-iaﬁﬁty chrqnology;was ﬁaSed on only half a
dgzenvscat;e:ed gsites. As a~result of this Aependenée on.’ a

" stylistic Chronoloéy‘derived frémﬂa limited number of sites, the

1

-1
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monolithic, uniform view of Jewish practice Qas reinforced ahd
supporteéyby archaeological argﬁmentsz Since more sites have been
excavated and‘surQeyed, and the body‘of evidence-has.béen inwv
Qréasedz;these theories have been ceiled into duestion ana fheqe is
greet need to re-evaluete the material in light of its incémpati«
bility with the old syntheses. . * .
"Thére rare other facts whlch mltlgate against the use of
‘an archltectural typology as a ba51s for the chronologlcal alranqe-
ment of”flgural e;t. “Little is known_of the Orlglnyof the
arehiteetufal structure, or its function in‘the community, prior
to ﬁhe‘thirdgcentur§. Fﬁrther‘te‘that, our knewledge‘of.synagogue
Judaism, and thevmanner in whicﬂ its architecture censtituted'a ‘
'theelogical statement isilimited. ? ‘Thefeforé, we canpet separate
‘tﬁoee elemenﬁs which may be symbolic from thpse»whicﬁ mey have been
added for aestﬁetié pieaeure.V Further, so few of the sites'have
been flrmly dated that any theoxy of proeess ahd change in the use
or non-use of figures cannot be rellably checked agalnst the

‘evolutlcna:y developments in architecture. In-the final analysis, .

any scheme of classification. which is dependent upon an a priori

assumption about the ehfdnologibal‘felationship-betWeen ditferent
sites, is flawed and therefore-unsatisfactory for~infefence about

symbolic function and’meaningl without the chronoloqical

.- i
typology, T we are’ unable to postulate hlstorleal contlnultles or

developments in the use or perception of thoSe mOtlfS. There may

yet prove to be sequentlal and reglonal contlnultles 1n the_

i -

selectlon of motlfs, but we cannot begln from the archltectural
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Distance .Between Literary and Archaeological Evidence
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éypology Below we shall assume the relative independehce of each
51te, and whert the site has been fully catalogued brlng lt into
elatlonshlp 1n a scheme w1thout reference to a stylistically

assigned date, -

W

From a survey of‘mpdern intevpretations (pp.22£f) of
ancient synagogue art, the observation can be made that there is-a

speClallzed emphd51b on partlcular bodxes of ev1dence. Literary

_historians tend to concentrate on rabbinic and relaped materials, -

.while art historians study the graphic details of the art forms.

As a result, these two ‘fields of study’ remain separate and disﬁinct,

further divided by contradictions between ‘our expectation and ancient practice.
In a superficial encounter with the 1iteratufe, we are led to
) ol :
. . o N .

believe that art traditions exis#ed.oﬁly in an uneasy alliance with

Halakhic authorities, and yet the~archaeblogical yemainé show a

-profuse, figural.;;gdition which is not explained byﬁrefefence to

the Talmud. .
The reconc1llat10n of the "COntradlCthH" is delayed by

“our 1nab111ty to 1nteqrate the literary and archaeologlcal evidence. . .
We suf€er from a pau01€;ﬂof reglonal studles in whlch SpeClth FI
personalltles,'rabblnlc and othe;s, have been pleced_ln thelr”his;
torical and~spatial context. As a result, thefe is no ditectvevidence

for, the effective exercise of Halakhlc authorlty in.a sgpecified

locatlon. Its corollary, that a rabbi who may have tried to exercise

‘47 -

. .
.
LS -
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a judgement was openly defied, is also unproveﬁ;u Levine (1975}

has pegun this important’ task of regional analysis at Caesarea, a

city where Rabbi Abbahu exercised considerable infiqénce in the
11 ' -

‘ L}

In addition to- the technical problems of- juxtaposing

contemporary sites and personalitieﬁ, we are unable to compare the

conceptualvframéwork of these two bodies of evidence. Without the

systematic inventory of synagogue motifs, we cannof corfelat? domi~

nant motifs_to important éonceptstﬁn the literature. It is-a

logical questionm to ask who the parties were that built the - synagogues.
in question. - If the Roman authorities were imposing:én'unwantéd:

gift on a solidly—reluctantipopglétion (Howarth 1950:142-3) then

the "meaning" of those figures is derived from their origin outside

. the Jewishvmilieu. On the other hand, if the rabbinic leadéfs"

2

- designed the synagogueé,VWe would expect the selection of motifs

to reflect their thinking. However, we have yet tolbegin the

process of discovering categories in rabbinic thought whiéh can be

comgared to the archaeological material.

The meﬁhodological pfobléms whicﬁ handicap the study of
syqagogue art forms in their local>contextvcan~be summarige& in
hree technical areas. Different amounts of information have been
:lllected about theAsynagogue sités, séme have not been searched
at all, while others have been incompletely and inadequately
repé%ﬁed; Our understanding of post-biblical Judéism relies on

an assumption that Jewish practice was essentially the same through=
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“out a broad, geographlcal reglon,,an assumptlon relnforced by a

stylistic’ typology and the further assumptlon that ‘the rabblnlc
&1‘116 wasgdirt ctly 1nVolved in synagogue degoratlon B The 1n1t1a1
assumptlons are unsupportea by new evldence, and we are facéd with
the need to rejevaluate the materlal. Flnally; the.reiationship
between théksynagbgue, its‘aré forms and Ehe aeadgmic tréhltion

-

of the Talmud is uncertainly understood. Due to the specialized

. naturg ofhart and literature studies to this point in—timé,»%e

jhave two bddies of évidence which can only be linked by surnise

and .assumption. 'Clearly,‘our,expectations about what these forms

may have‘indicated to their creators’must be réformed, and new

directions"mdstibe taken'té cast thévevidence in,différent 1igﬁt.
- ‘ < -ILI

The Inadequacy of Traditional ‘Approaches: . The Literary Foundation

" In order to discover what meaning may have been attached

" to the_use of figures in ancient synagogues, we must return to the

"assertion that the context in~which'soﬁething occurs provides the -

detlnltlon. Ap.2£1) To detérmine. the social context then, we
can refer to the various appelations by whlch it is’ detlned

In the llterature, several_term%_can be found to refer

to Judaismtin,the Late HNoman period. Most familiarly, Talmudic

Judaism refers to a tradition of study and observante according
to proscrlptlons recorded in Talmudic literature. Accordingly,
Moore s study of Judalsm concéntrates on this literary materlal

apparently without reference to the archaecloegical material. He
- B ,

J . ) .‘ ’- ' ' -



reflects~£he literary and pﬁilogicdl apprQQ?h which has'charQCE
<terizeﬂ'§he traditional view of post-biblical Ju&aism-since Moore:

Three main subjects dealt with in works of post-
biblical times are: religion, literature,
martyrology to which a little philosophy . with a
little sprlnkllng of culture history is added.
(Ginzbery, 1928 111)

In contrast, Goodenoughrhas dismissed the rabbinic’
material as a suitable seedbed for the inspiration of gynagogué
art- forms, and turned wholeheartedly to. the archaeological evidence.

The hypothesis on which [ am proceeding is that

later rabbinical tradition has always correctly
interpreted the Tannaim and Amoraim as deeply
disliking figural representation and allowing .
their .use only in exceptional instances, if &t

all, 1If that is so, and yet we see that Jews of
their own day commonly made such representations,
then we cannot take without scrutiny the claim

that those who.made them were under strict

rabbinic contract. (Goéﬁenuugh 1953:13)

We have no trace of the rabbis controlling Jewish
thinking or observance outside the academics. It

. does not prove they had no control, but it remains

. that our only test of rabbinic control over the
centres which produced the art is the way in which
that art squares with the major rabbinic traditions
and positions. It meant accepting ideas which did
not come from or generally please: the rabbis.
(Goodenough, 1953:Vol.1,13)

On the basis of a neéative conclusion, GCoodenough has éostulated»
the existence of a férm of "Hglienized“ Jﬁda;sm which expressed’ .
religious aspirations in the language of Philonic mystery and

meﬁaphysics. The "Hellenistic Jew".differed frém the "Talmudic"
‘or "Rabbinic" égw in that the hellenized Jew apéropriated pagan

iconographic forms and vocabulary to express his own mystic

experience. Members of this group of Jews found the.symbolic

(;’"
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.- VOcabulafy'of later' Greco~Roman art suitable to their thinking.A .
tn Goodenough's‘view, tHeyrremained ”Téréh»true” and ﬂid not

* - - . ) ' ,
give allegience tGo any other deity than Yahweh; nonetheless, they

astribed to Him characteristics derived from pagapn tradifion. He
asserts that these Hellenized Jews were loyal to»thelethnic community

and the Holy Writings, insofar-as their Judaism was.based on the sanic

RS

Torah and proof texts as the rabbis were using, and their ritual

&

behaviour confurmed to Halakhic proscr%ptionf (qudenbugh,'1968:|97)

lmudi;,—ﬁzﬁlenistic and Syn;gogup

-

We have in addition to Ta

" Judaism, that Judaism which was practiced outside the land of

- Palestine among the far-fluné Diaspora @fmmunities. These Jews

. X - . - < . ) . .
lived outside the tand, but directed their eschatological and territorial .

12

- - . - - »
dllegience to it. Beth Se'arim became the central focus for the

final return in that it provided a massive burial ground for individuals

L

“who were brought frém far and wide. (Maser, 1973, Avigad, 1976) Talmudic

Judaism is further defined by its ]iterafy phases of development. The
Amoraim followed the closure of the canon of the Mishnahy and were followed

in turn by the Tannaim and the Gaonim. These watersheds in time have

provided the structure for our basic knowledge of the social forms of

post-biblical Judaism. These types of Judaism, however, do not provide for
. - : . . ] P

the nuances of variation which*may occur withinlthe massive territorial

areas they include. ~ The chtéxt’of the discussion has been literary and

historiographical, -and based on traditional{g;bbinic materials, rather

than local -and regional.\
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In order to use these terr1t011ally amblguous deflnltlons

to cla551ﬁy or 1nterpret figural motifs, we mu‘: assume that the

*

" population which desigﬁed, built,'énd~used t

i

-

_idonic proscqxptlons were consistently applled by Halakhic aqupri—

ties who intérpreted their "meaning" without regard to local

- variation. We know frem the -tradition itself, that the policy on

permitted figures was neither uniform nor clearly defined, We may
know that a partlcular motif was elther permltted or gon51dered
1dolatrous, and sometlmes we m’ even know why, but we cannot place
that motlvatlon in a paTtlcular req10nal context of specific materj

ial remains. The field of - reference must be/narrowed to determine

the local context in which "meaning"” can be applied. By foausing

onh the material remains and the individual site, such a goal can

x

be met. "Synagogue Judaism" in this thesis will refer to.that ®

- EY

.se buildingss our

evidence points to this population13 and i€ remains to some other

study £o>investigate the relationships tween the forms of Jewish

‘practice which are expressed in other/appellations. The literary

watersheds in ‘the Talmudic tradition are, by thefr nature, genera-

-lized rather than- terrltorlally specific. We cahnot as51gn specific

i
aspects of that tradition to specific sites with any degree of

consistency or certainty.

- . 1

. The Myth of Normative Judaism

Moore ﬁosited the existence of a "normative Judaism”, a

concept which he developed into a systematic framework in reference
- ;\xb#

to the Talmudic literature: “

» .

A
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" Through the study of the scriptures and the‘ -
discussions of generations of scholars (Judaism)
-defined_ its religious conceptions, its moral .
-principles, its forms of worship, and‘'its dis- |
‘tinctive type of piety, as well as the rules of -
law and observance which became authoritive for
all suceeeding time....the great’ achievement of
these centuries was the creation of a normative
type of Judaism and its establishment in undis-
puted supremacy throughout the Wwide JerSh

world. (1927 3) .

u -

"7 The redomlnant concerns of "normative Judalsm centred around ritual .
The p ) Epal

~observance in a rlgld and mainly ethical® framework whlch "had no
“place in its structure for rellqlous symbollsm or’ ldeas of the -~
Hellenlstlc world: {Neusner, 1979-230)

”g However, the Talmudlc llterature from whlch Moore developed

“his syﬁthe51s is a 1lteraturé which stemmed frém the academlc actl-ﬁ

V}ty of the Beth Mld:qgh. It records the minutiae of exer01ses in ..
jufiSpurpdencéxénd;ritdal Qbée£vancek rather than their practical ..

o

°app1icatibn: o ) e . -

The ‘bulk of early rabbinic. exposition has no
-apparent end save the ekposition itself, is

‘.. .- - devoted to the. exact determination of the sense

“."-of the: partlcular laws, deals with regular sets
of questions asked in regular succession about .

- each successive law, -and deals with them in ;
fixed- 1egal formulae recurring-again and agaln.v B
Such mhterial owes its content to the school
and its form to memorlzatlon. ~(Sm1th 1963 197)

The llfe of the Bet Mldrash preserts us Wlth an entlrely dlfferent

-

context-from than of an assembly of full~ -time lab urers, craftSmen 7

and merchants. There ‘is ev1dence that although they supported

,Q\‘

themselves wiﬁh such trades; the rabblnlc gu11d kept to itself,

maintained -an ethnic identity apart frem the -average Jews and ‘main-
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tained their own place of assemblp There were disparaning remarks

about the synagogque, and sqme r‘éjected the institution altoqethei‘.l
‘j‘f;é point ¥s that th; literature of the school presents unl} um,
aspect of Jewish 1ife in the Late Rowman perind. I@Ctic andi
legal cciuAcer ns cvlored the L_{lellt\' of the historical info.rmation
whiéh was preserved, so that we are presented with a "fﬁliy howo=

geffived and intellectually seanless form™ which masks the Jocal
= « a . . %
ferences iw opinion which may have

&

titerature.

9]

pelled out simply and rapidly, Neusner esplaing:
E : . -

First, as to the axioms of schélarghip,’ﬂall the
rabbinic sources are treated as representatives of
a single, seawmless world view and as expressions

ol a bllllple, esgsentially united, group, either the
Jews as a whole, or, among the enlightened, the
rabbis as a waroup. While some wore critical souls
conceded there may have been distinctions between
the first-—cehtury rabbis' thought and that of
those of the ‘fourth, the distinctions make no
material difference in accounts of 'the rabbis®
ani their thought. - - Whether in anthologies or

e dllthuloglb 1 easay {Moore, Montefiore, and Loewa,
Bons 1rv~n, Urbach) ,- the rabbis are reprebente:d in

«, their views on cod, world, and redemption, as though
all rabbis for seven hundred years had the same

thing to say. (Neushner, 1979:403)

what has not been progen is that the synagogue with its decorative

and liturgical forms be lnuqs eutlrelv within the thought system -of

]

‘rabbinic tradition.

Just as the rabbinic tradition assumes a seanless unit el

tradition the architectural typology developed by Sukenik and
requires the assun

~

L d

contributed o this expository

nption that the categories of description



can be applied unirurudy across, the wh l of synajogue architecture

in Palestine. The ¢ orollary is thdt cunceptlonu about thesE build-

ings were also unltorm.

The acceptanee of a uniformity in date ;;;til .
characteristics for these buildings confivms the
long-held belief that a certain conformity exis-

ted within Judaism during the Rowman and Byzdntluu
‘periods.  Jews may have igqnored some of the tenets

of their faith, such&as e prohibitiop of figqura-

tive art, but the fact remains, that Eﬁéigir this
Judaism be normative, rabbinic or Goodenoteth's |
controversial mystic, the Galilean type syhadjogue
supports the premise that it was a uniform ]
religion, proving a cohesiveness among the Jdewish

people during this important period in their

history. fThis thesis (of uniformity}...can no - -
longer be supported. (Chiat, 1979:768)

Simply put, the thesls of u?ﬁfarﬁ£&y implies that the rigid anti-

figural traditions suspedte% at the northern site of Meiron in 360

C.E. (E. Meyers, Strange and Groh, 1978:75—92) ;teﬁ fr@m the sawme ¢
set of COnQthions and accompanying absolute prohibition, as the

fourth century sites of Esthenoca and-Khirbet Susiya in Eleutheropolis.

(Yelvin, 1971:174-5) The non-use of fiqures, or the peostulated

anti-iconic reagtion of rabbinic fundamentalisw, is explained in &

wimilarly generalized manner. ‘'he Sepphoris rebellion, which £. Meyers

calls a "minor ingident of no importance," sgseems to have excited no
corresponding-iconoclastic reaction in the neighbouring regioﬁs of
Liberias and Scythopolis, (E.vMeyers, Stfangé and Grghv 1978: 201
Con;émporary sites in Tiberias had figures in their decorative
scheme. LWé'have {if- we trust the dating procedure) sites in which

figures do exist, and sigﬁé from the same period in which figures

»



- Y

v

have been mutilated, or have been avoided in decorated schemes.

The igonpcléstic, or aniconic model cannot be applied uniformly
to the whole of Romaﬁ Palestiﬁe in any single period. Each site,
then, becomes an individual, recognized by its own character as a
product of a local environment. ’ ’ - I
If & rigiﬁ aniconic prohibition were adheréd to in all
cases, we would expect that no figures at all would be found. Lf
the rabbis exercised a final veto, Lﬁ accordance with>a unified
policy, we would expect a similar uniformity in selecfion- On the
other haﬁd, if Goodenough was correct in;insisting that the wmoti-
vation for the use of figures could not have arisen in rabbinic
c%fcles, then we must assume that the synagbgues are remains of
another tfpe\of Judaigm. Tﬁe fallacy occurs whenbwe assume that
all rabbis were part of a‘unified aniconic attitude on the use of
figures, and involved themselves in decisions of synagogue decora-
tion, dictated according to the proscribed forms. There is more—
evidencé to 9uqqeét that qifferént rabbis held different opinioqs

as to the metaphysical and theological impliéations in the use of |
figures. We cannot assume a unifqrmfty in the eﬁ#rcise'of rabbinic .
guthority; ény more than we can assume that each mofif éarried a
consisteﬁ£ méaning froﬁ one end ofnthe country to the dther. © To
assert ﬁhat the eagle spread on' the hndersi@e of +the lintel at Gus

o L .
Halav, in the north, carried the same implications as the -eagle s
flaunting itself above the human” head in’ the Na'aran mosaic floor
is to ignore the*individual,situafion of each site. The local
P ’ ;
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environment supplies its specffic_and iﬁdividual tension? and
social forges which éhape and influence the structure and opera-
tion of th;w;ocial group in each plac¢e. Individual-rabbis
functioned within the contextuofgiﬁagé local tensions, and there-
fore mustgbe considered in that context. ”

. In thé "normative" counception of post-biblical Judaism,
the geperal, monolithic theory masks the $u1tufa1 diversity
appSreni in the variety‘-of the syﬁagégue art motifs. The concept.
of "normative" Jewish practice leans hegvily upon a unified tradi-
tion of practice which is implicitl% theoloéical, intellectual and
philOsophicai. Goodenouqﬁ, on the other hand, collects a

. philosophical definition of Judaism which rests on "normative”
behaviour. but is motivatéd by a mystical, alieqorica; form of

thought.l5

It is premature to assume 6ne set of éoncéptions
entirely sﬁpplanted the othef as the’dominantjinterprefation of
all forms of art found in all synagogues in which Jews assembled,
wWe do not know the degree to which individual rabbis, in local

-situations, were igvolved in the design and construction of the

synagogues for which we have material evidence. Nor do we know

the extent to which the rabbinic guild, as a social graup, -and
: - a4 -

theracademiéé, as a political fgrc%i were able to direct and shape
the -attitudes of the synagogue popﬁﬁatiqg. 1Unti1 these matters

are better understobd, the literature provides only supplementary
information to our interpretation of meaning in- ancient synagogue-

art. The integration of rabbinic and archaeological evidence
o ‘

| Aoy -
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‘emerges as a methodolagicégabrﬁﬁlem which inhibits our ‘understanding

o 1 -

. . . s .. T
of ancient Judaism. The’ﬂ%th ot)“noymatlve" practice obscures the

local variation which ma?ihaQe emerged in responge to fgréés‘aciiVE‘
within and around the éo;mﬁnity.:j)V o >" -

There are 1érgé yaps in’tﬂe fabricrwhich binds liﬁerafufe
to the archééological evidencéi Individual hab;£s of d;sagreemeﬁt
and non-conformity have been iﬁmersed in an hisﬁoriogyébhic tradi—
tion which derives its authority from'its esgentig?'unity. As a

. = B i
result, we do not ungderstand Eﬁe social relationshifs between the

’ ’ 4

various forms of Judaism which are implied by the different‘apélla-

tions we use. Moore's theory of "normative Jucduism” has been

discreditedl6 (Neﬁsner, 1966:230) but no%hing has emerged to take
its place. As a theory of social structure, it lacked sensitivityv
4
to the variations which may have existed at the local- level, in
contrast to an approach which béqins from the local site. When
individual sites.are placed in relationship to each other, ané to
specific personalities remembered in’the rabbinic tradition, it may .
be possible to shape bodies of evidence into an integrated whole.
The material focus of the local site and its Eultural ané material
artifacts provide an important,‘empirical data Eaée from which we

[

can interpret the selection patterns of synagogue art motifs.

Traditional Approaches
Traditional attempts to explain synagogue art have been

two different forms. The morphological-historical approach has .
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Been_utiliZeG,Ey art historiéns, who tend to lean heavily oé the
étyfisﬁic and aesthetic criteria. The literary-historical 4
approach is generaily taken by those who draw from the rabbinic

. Iibrarﬁ.with promineht refereﬁce to the writtenrdocdﬁents»of the
period,‘f‘atﬁcé than the art forms. ilt would be inaccurate to
say that art~historiqhs ignore thé‘literary evidence, or that
literary studies show blindnessﬁtoraesthetic considerations. it
is a matter of emphasis. Each inveétigator naturally draws on that
body of evidence with which he or she is most familiar, to the
detriment of the less-familiar speciali!ﬁticn. It is commom to—
find references which reach into the other specialty, but those~
cross-disciplinary tnéétméﬁts are frgquentiy beset by a lack of &
“critical understandihg of the other material. ;

To illustrate Ehe paint, we ﬁight glance 4t a coilectioq
of_éome»of‘the studiesfwhich a;errepeaﬁedly)referred to in scholarly
discussion éboutAsynagogue art, and in particular about the problews
of figures. Beginning with an art-history approach; Appelbaum
(1961;225*252) defines a Jewish art object as an object which bears
a Jewish symbol and is discovered in association with remains
“assumed to be‘Jewish.“ The eQidence from which he works represents
the synagogue sites of Hamman Lif in Africa, several sites in the
Aegina and the site of Naveh 1in Palestine.’7 Consideratibn of the
fune?ary art scratched onrtherBeth Se'arim catacombs comple?es his
discus;ion of the Palestinian material. His\discqssion of style

proceeds in a social vacuum, except for one or two sentences about



possible different perceptions which ﬁay have been shared‘aﬁout

public and, private art, and is briefly supported from the litera-

ture.

_ The longer work of Avi-Yonah (1981) is basic to -any

. : . - £ R
. study of the morphological.and styﬂgstic art traditions of .Roman

Pélestine. He wasvpaftic&larly concerned about the Orién%al
details whighninfuged the popular art 'in Palestine. For Avi-
Yonah, ért is "the resu;t of any activity directed towarq gatis~
faction of the éestheticisensé and exercised by those trained in
it.™ (1981:9) He rarely alludes-to possible meaniﬁgs of symbols
and limits himseifAto morpholoqi;ﬁf developments. The intimate
social environments of particular sites are not his concern. The
Clagsificaﬁioné which he has aeveloped, however, are. encouraging .
steps in a uséful and detailedrﬂesc;iption of thevevidence.
fBickermaﬁ‘(l965£127~151)\ériticizés éoodenough on the
basis ofJaft‘historical arquments of style, composition and motif
adaptation aéross cultural boundaries. He admits to the boséibility
that isolated fragments of ideas“méykhave been unconsciously
assimilated but goes no further in suggesting how this may have
come about. He poiﬁts out‘pOSSible aifferences ;ver time in rabbinie
%ﬁles, but,his outline of the -social situation, for any one éiée,
in which those ideaé‘ma§ have been *"assimilated", is vague aﬁd
unsubstantiated. 4

Goldman, in an article published in 1961, is preoccupied

4
with the task of praving the existence 5} a "Jewish art", but .only
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. because "the existence of a true Judaic art tradition with care-*
fully defined charécteristics woqld provide deep insights into.-the -
fogndation of Christian art.ﬁ “The articié focuées on“the‘aésﬁhetic
aspects of style‘and his frame of reference is the Classical art
tradition. In his view, the "provincial arts" of the Jewish
tradition occurred durizgwan hiaéus in majof.art traditions and was
constrained by rabbinic proscfiptioﬁ, roots fn a nomadic pastoral

- ~ T L1

- culture and the general lack of a figured art tradition. (1961:303)
This."social" explanation is not pursued, but he does suggest that
the ér£ is ideographic in content and serves a purpose of communica-
tion that isV”typicél of the oriental aesthetic." In his view,
the art at Du?a—Europos~summafized the spiritual history of the -
Jews, and a scene ihrwh;ch a series of‘motifs formed a conceptual
‘unit was designed as a theoiogipal statement. That statement,
however, is defined in a few sentences without substantiaﬁign from

S
literary sources.

Talmudists and historians have discussed the issue iﬂﬁg
yariety,of forums and the most prominent thrust among serious attempts
to bring the literary material ¢o<the art is theological and philoso-
phical in éontent. Here the art seems to take a bhack seat to the
problem its existence poses.

Baumgarten's concise treatment of rabbinic theought
(197%:79~89) on the subject of art ranges across the whole field

therr

- of pdebate: from circumstances of public rather than private use,

to judgyements of leniency rather than strict censure. Essentially
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the rabbis dealt with the issue by not rdtsing it at all, condi-

tionaly condoning the use of figures, or vocally opposing the use
L )
of any figures designed with special censure as doubtful or

[®

forbidden. . Baumyarten is careful té hypothesize "contacts” with
the Hellenistic world, but it would be too easy(éﬁpm his discussien
to assume that thérfabbis spoke‘for the whole of the Jewish popula-
tion. Here the reéégipnship og synagogue art (and synagogue
Judaism)j}q the larger social environment is described in wvague
generalities. - The literary’material is the focus of his treatment
while the art exists as a generalized and undefined entity. K

Cohen“g'tl954:165-176) historical survey of the chaﬁging
attitudes of Jewish legal authorities toward répresentational forms
is thorough Lalthoﬁgh he does rnot pfoviderfootnbtes to the Talmudic
literature), and he carefully points out the ambiguity in.the
literature between‘proséription and practice. rﬂéiﬁighligpts the
rabbinic efforts to reinterpret the Torah for a\ﬂew age. His
. reflections on the social environmént, coupled w&th the literary
comﬁentary, are useful, but the art receiveé'sho&tshrift because of
: S I :
hig concentration on the literary evidence. The incompleteness of
this treatment léaves'the reader to assume a prSVincial uniformity
to‘the“arﬁ tradition.

Urbach (1959) has worked primarily fmem first century and
biblical sources in a "single-format" argumené; that the neeé“fdr

Jewish craftsmen and scrap dealers to survive the economic turmoil

of the third century provided the whole motivation for the use of
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tigures in the synagogue art éradiﬁion. Vlt was, in his view, the
economic function of thehért that pressed rabbinic judges (who, _
like the craftsmen, "were not impressed by the idols themselvesh)f p
to relax the severity qf their legal jpdgement. ‘Stringentrcontfol

N

in mattgrs which infringéd upon the imperial cult or pagan festivi-
ties r8mained outside the fixed limit. HLSeéonomic'interpg@tatign
" of the liﬁerary sources omits an examination of the‘argrﬁﬁéifs apdp
his undefined "allegorical" mechanism becomes a simplistic answer
for what ﬁas proven to be complicated process of communication in -
the public arena. B ) - .

There 1s a strikingwshortaqe of detailed art or historical
studies of synagogue decoration which run to any length, or pretend
A T
to any measure of completeness. The studies which attempt to fill

the gap are post-Goodenough and reflect his concern with symbolic,

interpretations.

o

o Goldman, in an in-depth studx (1966) researched a central
iconogréphic motif in synagogue art. 1In his view, the Sacred Doér,
represented by the double doors of the Torah Shriné, serves to
communicate a "consistent coﬁﬁl x‘of‘felateé conceptions.” Thes¢
conceptions are relatéd pq‘thres£ ds and sacred space; ideas which
are rooted in the religious life of the community.: The burden of
his evidence falls in the camp of art history as he draws on sur-
rounding cultures for possible symbblic'associatiéhs. The careful,
restrained argument is marved by a disconéerting tendency to revert

to vague generalities about the manner in which the motif was
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understood by the audience ag a symbol, or the character of the

<

~Tgommunity in which the motif, as a symbol, would have been
important. Regarding the Akedah motif at Beth Alpha, he states:

In the figures of the Patriarch we see indicated
the covenant asﬂéct of Judaism.... The binding
of Isaac can stand for Israel in its bondage...
and Isaac is also the Jew is bondage to othet
nations. ‘(1966:38) '

His -detailed discussion of the iconography draws ideas from the

- rabbinic literature in an uncritical and limited fashion, and he
seems hesitant ‘to work out the social implications of any possiblke
interpretations to which he alludes. Thus he gives us-possibili-
ties without delineating the probabilities. This is‘in keeping

with his stated purpose,

...concentration on the character of the art,

why this particular set of motifs, what are the

sources of symbol and how they are used, factors

that shaped the context and style of its

° appearance at this time and plagg in history.
. {(Goldman, 1966:15)

§; In his illumination of the synagogue art tradition, Goldman defines

the beliefs and concepts of the culture in terms of rabbinic

literature.
i Réch;l Wischnitzer's brief treatment of figured’art
(1961:191-224) is stylistic and descriptive in tone, and she draws
on biblical and rabbiPic literature, as well as fﬁe‘art of manuscript
~iL1umiﬁat;bn in the early medie&al period, to sﬁp§ort the théory
Atgéf the use of po;tra@turé.was écceptable ip Jéwish circles.: Tﬁé ,
archaeological f%ame of reference is the synagogue site at Dura-

Europe in Syria. The conceptual arrangement of the biblicai-theméticA
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content is discussed, but one is discomforted by the question as to
whether tﬁOSe vie&s were‘shared by artist, teacher and general )
1;§burer alike. Wischnitzer has suggested that homogeneity of content
and strong papular appeal are ‘the main features of synagogue art.
(1961:92) Basing herself on a brief survey of materiais from
synagogues at Dura, Beth Alpha, Na'aran and Hamman Lif, wiéchnitzer
has érgﬁed that the motifs reflé?t a systematic arra?gement of a.
selected repertoire based on biblical story cycles (chronelogical
events as well as ideological themes, some of whith are derived from
Rabbinic and Midrashic legend) and liturgical elements (temple,
menorah and increments, torah shrine). ,Ié her view, synagogue art
.is evidencé of the development of a piétorial language, that employed
a series of figures a§d othertmotifstinspired by the Bible, and’
formed g;ignceptual whole. She does not include a possiblé reper-
toire of '?@gan':motifs atd understands Ehe zodiac as a calendric
device adjusted to the gelébrétion of Jewish festivals. (1961:89-90)
Her tﬁebrywdoes not easily account for the use of the ﬁythically
derived forms evf%ent on some of the éites} 7At Kérazim,“a hegd is
thoughtvto bé a MeGUSa,vand~é centaur shown on the screen froﬁ
‘Bar'am. These are two of tﬂ%&flght sltes in my analYSlS'g which

show mythlc forms. Nor does her theory account for the prevalence
of lion and eaqle figures whlch occur .in predictable arrangements
~(flank1nq palrs, wreaths or qarlands, and frequent location on

lintels or entrance facades). For Wlschnltzer, the "homogeneity"

of the content of synagogue art, occurring in mediums&conventional



to the age, suggeéts that'the paqan>implicatiohs @ave been
'displaced’ and the Jewish pépulation has applied new meanings to
a standard pictorial vgcabulary.‘,Thus‘the arranqgment of selected
motifs, and their assigned"?anings; are not haphazérd’bu{ system-
atic and determined by concépts based on Torah and on the litur-
gical Service. In her view, the'symbolé and motifs were rélated
to a common_ symbolic dictionary understandable to the entire’

. community and based on Biblical, rabbinic, and liturgical ideolgéy.

. 4
i J -
. Tawil (1979) discusses the Purim panel gt Dura in a

similar fashion, but draws meaning from a specific iconographic

order conventional to Parthian art. In particular, the inyespure,
triumgh and enthronement motifs form part of‘Partﬂian imperial
iconography and therefore are symbolic expressions‘of the "imperial
right of kin§§." The meaningais»derived from the de}iberate éélec-
tion, by the designer, of iconographic motifs which .fitted together
to from a complete éoncepﬁ. The significance lies, not in the use .

. - .
of individual components, but in the ideological arrangement of a

)

‘meaningful aggregate of motifsy ) T

~———
[y

The morphological-ﬁistorical approach taken by ‘Appelbaum,

Aﬁi—Yonah, Bi¢kerman, and Goldman, represents stylistic studies, in

~

whic¢h they attempt to relate the -motifs to known art traditions.

From this basis, each scholar begins*to'draw’inferenqgs‘about possi-

‘ble meanings which may haée_been taken from the employment of a

particular motif. Parallels are drawn from the literature, often

in the nature of a proof text, and examples of similar motifs in

«
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adjacent cultures provide the data base Ffrom wiich eonclysiops~are

drawn about influences, effects and so forth. To my mind, such an
approachfseémsrto~lead ﬁo'qeneraiiZed and superficial Cencluéions

‘about the‘social entity involved, a practice which leads, in turn,

. v
to monollthlc cultural assumptlons about a/group of mOtlfS from

dlfferent eHV1ronments. These assumptions smooth away differences

and -variations between dissenting and "unorthodox" parties within,

L4

and on the fringes of, theAlarger ethnic unit.
The abeVe treatments.sﬁow approachee'which tend to confirm

and support the myth ‘that the practlce of Palestlnlan Judals% exlstéﬁ

ol

-in.a sort.- of conformlst cultural monol&th. This view of a Jew1sh,
ﬂ &u’

orthadox, normatlve practlce, has been outmoded by the profu51on of
evidence that decorative‘styles were varied and did not conform to
Halakhic regglatlons. Many of the treatments described in this

survey chose thelr eV1dence from a limited number of well~known

51tes.” Their authors seem content to generallze f0r the entlre area -

¢

from the ev1dence of a few 51tes Those sites can be w1dely scat—

wered , both in space and time. Hence we lose the specialjcharegter

of 1nd1VLdua1 selectlons of art motlfs, and their "meaning" is

‘watered down.‘ In the artlcles dlscussed above, we have only the

@

.vaguest notlon about the SOClal mllleu in Wthh the motif may have

perated as a dlscur51ve symbol ana no idea at all what hlstorlcal

-

:events or SOClal forces affected the p0551b1e range of meanlnqs a

‘motlf may have engendered 1n-any partlcular situation. Frpom-the-

- 4 ~

11terary~hlstor1ans, we are given a reasonably clear idea of how

ey } A
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of practice, evident in the archaeclogical record, s |
icanve in .

4

tive "unfixed language of poetry."  His inter-

pretation was based on agwodel of psychological archetypes, that ‘
developed into a personal definition of the universal drive for 1ife, .
hope of lnmortality and treedGN from frustration., 7(1953:49)° .- Y,
Although his work has prowven to be both lasting and controversiall,
. , -
it ig flaw ed by the chaotic presentation of the individual artifacts.
Funerary sarcophagai, frowm Beth Shean, ceiling meosalcs frém Rome,
and floor mosaics frowm Hawmman Lif are presented side by side or
- - 0 ) A ~ ’ - & . 5 -
provenance of each piecg, and only by tedicus cowparison with the -
- - ) _ //__/_/.___—————*——j‘“
'indeg can we Jdeterwine an item's source. [t is impossible to N
determine how any one area may have unifori or contrasting selection
paPterns in comparison to its neighbour, or to a region more distant. -~
We must assume that Jews in Paleéstine, and in’the Dia SpOLEU_bhdf ed
'J -y v » o o 7 3 ] PR - ~ » :\\\‘
a compon art tradition, aund took tﬁe'same or similar significance _
- e N I
_ . . - e .
from its-use. The art hlstarianﬁ, Appelbaun and Goldwman, showed the -
G —— S N - - o -
sawe tendency to select and jcompare sites from geographically distant
sites. In short, Soodenough, alony with Appelbauw: and Goldman,
- ) ‘
/:W
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depended upon a wmonolithie as sunwmiun ot gimilar ideas about motifs
foom di ferent, distinctive.’ LquOHb. Certainly if the context was

- - res . -

. uompdrablu between these sit

;..(.
®©

&, then we can suggest a similar

@

"n@aﬁinq" nay havé been attached to tthe motifs, but evidence will
be introduced, thdt the contexts even in nearby areas like Upper and

Lower Galilee were not siwmilar, either in lifestyle or in the decora-

tion of §{ynagogyues. Therefore these approaches have Nglled to

provide an adequate explanation which can account for the full range

| - - -

' - -

of "meaning” which is called upon in the use of the variety of aotifs

on‘all'bfwthe synagogue sites in Roman Palestine. -
. The dgfiéiencies of tradltlondl LM&fPIh&UMﬁMﬂbCuurzeldtea
) - to the‘th}ee'areas in which methuduloulcal probfpmb occur. A system-
) R _atic inventory of synagogue art forms has not been produced, gnd -

. therefore scholars are dependent upon a small selection of motifs

[

from well-known sites”whichfare widely dispersed in different cultural
We are unable to date sites with

. cerEatnty Or conéiétency, and that problem weakens our interpretation.

S e

) »4
and g¢Bgraphic environmen

It has been the praptlue to deVElop theories of process and develop-

I v

e » * 3 . s . =
- went between sites which are uncertainly related in time. We are

unable to integqrate the literature and the archaeolo 1 ridence,
e Land’ are trustrated wher? we tLy toJu%xDbe the literary historians'
W_»‘#aﬂfwﬂrﬂ_jangllth%u Aeont01mlbtmi?§YLot Jewish behav1obr$%;ai;}denge which
o is more remarkable in its variety than in its uni ormity. - .
Q & el e . 2
- > -
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The Use of Figures in Rabbinic eaching -
DT ‘ , . )
. I have'encountered two very different positions in the

. - k J
‘Eiscusagon of the rabbinic attitudes to figures. Both are extreme

in that the literature is accepted as the sole source of information,
as in a "normative" approach, or it is rejected (except when it

suits .the purpose of the-writerk. There may be another approach

which strikes a balance between these two views by referring to a

M)

third body of evidence -- the inscriptions. Synagoyue Judaismn

may have been composed of a wide’variety of theological positions
on the use of figureslishd oﬁ any one site, tﬁe enforcement of
.Halakhi§ authqrity may‘prove to be a local express@on within the
natiééal, ethnic idepfity. The inscriptions provide some evidence

for;the involvement of the various offjicers of.the synagogue as
donors and noted personalities. The question is the degree to
which thosevdonors, and imagrtant personalities were rabpis, or
members of the academic guild. More precisely, we:need!Zo investi-
gaté the issue of their influential involvement ih SYNagouNg |
-governmenﬁ. . h
'“ The Talmudic tradition provides s&ﬁe informationlog the
iﬁvplvement‘of theurabbinate in the community, but thereris also

some evidence that. gsome of its members preferred to remain within

<//,thezécademic milieu. Alon describes a spécialization of interest

Qithin the guild. (1980:88) Some trabbis became scholars who
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disdained public responsibility (Toratem 'Umanutam) while others

embraced the role of aAnshei Ma'aser (Men of Actioq/in public
atfairs).(see also Neusner, 1975:66, Baron, 1952:202)

Evidence for the invdlvement of members Qf>rabbinic circles
in the larger iife of the Community‘stems from the accounts of
individuals remembered in the tradition. Rabbi Abbahu was a well-
knowsi leader of the¥Jewish Community_in Caesarea. lle cane from a

%
wealthy fahily, functioned in the prestigious role of market commis-~
sioner, and had considerable influence in Patriarchal and diplomatic

circles. He took an active role in the management of synagogue

- o

liturgy and preaéhing, made changes to set prayers and readings, and
took part in polemic wranglihgs with Gentile and Christiail factions
in Caesarea. R. Abbahu was directly igvolved with the decoration of
synagogue furnishings in that he offered dedications ohwthose items
commissioned by wealthy patrons. (Brumgarten, 1975:82) According
to Levine, the rabbinic professionals, lﬂke Rabbi. Abbahu, were
particularly active coﬁmunity leaders and participated in banking
andwcommercial ventures., This group apparently rejected gnostic
extrendstg,'although.they tolerated mystic speculation in their own
ranks_so lonyg as tradi£onal axioms were observed and accepted;
(Levine, 1975:65-77, Mgntel, 1965:201-2)

“

At the same time that the rabbis were involved in community

PR~ (ress, separate

M., fron the [;
z

community at large, the support of their poor, tax exemptions,

e
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privilegeé of ursury, and marketing of goods, as well as excep-
tional rights in court proceedings.' They regarded thelr tax
concessions and gfantsas&&c]ass privileges of an intellectual
elite. Levine (1975:103) cautions‘gg‘that Caesaréa is unique,
with an eqdally balanced ethnic popﬁiation of* Jews, Christians
and Hellegistic adherents in a cosmopdlitan getting. W& have,
however, for this city, a detailed pgrtrait of the'status enjoyed.
by rabbinic professionals. With such an aetiée rabbinic guild,

we would expect that the art traditions in the synagogue would
reflect their influen?e. Therefore we are not surpfised to dis-
cover that the synagogue art at Caesarea does not contain any
elements which would be disturbing to proper observanée of

ﬁalakah. uye pist be aware, however, that Rabbi Abbahu was active
in the thir{/i:;tury, while the stratum in which we find the non-
figureduornamamtation ié dated approvimately two centuries later.
The descript;on of the third century cémmunity in Caesarea provides

il . -
us with one example of an active rabbinate“! who took on the role

" of the ZAnshei Ma'aser. Their influence extended deep into the

daildly affairs of synagogugﬁlife.

‘This solid pict;fe of orthodoxy is tempered by evidence
that some members of the Palestinian rabbinate revealed.a penchant
for mystic sﬁéEﬁT%tion. The disciples of R. Johannan ben Zakkai
were involved in esoteric speculation, and Haggadiatic éales.

They were céufioned not to enguire about things.beyond their reach.

Baron {1954:314~316) describes this interest as the "esbtéric
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Midrash of an intellecgual elite;“ and the preocecupation of a
small circle of students of secret lore. 7The offical attitude
tended to keep-mystical speculation to a minimum. Baron concludes
that apocalyptic and Merkabah mystic traditions were relegated to
folklore rather than to official rabbinic thought. The Merkabaﬁ
traditions, with th¢ gnostic tendencies, datéyprimariiy from the
fourth and fifth centuries; and the hymns from the third. They
are marked by monotheistic concepts, Halakhic ritual elements,vand
proscriptiéns which generally do not conflict with central Jewish
axioms. I£s borrowings tended £o be from Hellenistic tﬁought
rather than Christian ideas. (Scholem, 1935:é4) Géodenough a#’
cautions his readers against a close identification between the
mystic traditiogs, described by Scholém, and the Judaism of the.
ordinary folk-which he has attempted to elucidate in his investi-
gatién of symbolic meaning in ancient synagogue art. (Goodenough

'
1968:12:190)

-

n addition to these Junorthodox“ rabbis who dabbled -in
esoteric mysticism, there”were otﬁer fabbis -~ the Toratem ﬂl
'Umanutam who avcided’confrontation with the daily affairs of the
community and retreated into academic study. Their 1anlty to the

Beth Midrash, rather than to the institufion éf the‘;ynagogue, ié

shown by the rejection, by some, of thg synagogue as a place of

prayer. ‘ﬁ. Oshaya criticized the‘lavish éxpéndituré on ornéte ‘ o ﬁ
synagogyes at the expénse of funding to scholars. R. Abun and é.

Mani disputed over the, same issue from the-late third orvfourth“
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century. (Baron, 1954:283. Ber. 8a) Some wanted nothing to do
M ‘
with the synagogue:
.although there were thirteen synagoygues in
leerlas R. Amni and R. Asgsi prayshl between the
#pillars, in the place where they studied.

(B.T. Berakhot 30b, Y Peah 21b)
They criticized lavish expendigures on synagogues, which they felt
were made to the detriment of 'souls saved, Torah study and the needs
of scholars., kEaumgarten, 1975:202) . In light of the attitude of
these exclusivists, Neusner has conéﬁuded that the rabbdis, as a
;roup, did ‘not play a central role in synagogue life, since they did
not conduct ‘services, or parﬁicipaté in public'reading,‘a reéponsi;'
bility'which was fulfilled by the lay leadershib in the community.
(Neusner, 1975:56;6, also Levine, 1975:102) )

Clearly, some care must be taken if we aré to .use rabbinic

materials to interpret synagogue decorative motifs, We have seen

_evidence of at least two different attitudes toward the central

element of &ewish life. Some felt that the community and its life

in the world provided the central focus for the ethical observance

of Judaism, while others preferred to emphasize the value of
scholérship_an& Torah “study asyg'mgans of Sakﬁitipn{ In any case.
some rabbis were involved in syhagogue affairs,‘%hile others
décidedly were not. These differenc%pibetween the\perspective of
difﬁerengipersmnalities may provide us with some clﬁ; to the relative
aiffefences.in figural ju@éé%enté which seem‘tQ ha?e occurred from -

one place to "another.
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Rabbinic Traditions and Figures

The first denials that a figured art tfaditién actually
existed in Judaism daﬁe primarily from those who applied a strict
interpretation of the Decalogue. According to this view, rabbinic
authorifies applied sanctions against the use of figures in ordeyr
to preserve the community against blasphewmy and apbstasy.21 The

-

discussions recorded 1in the Talmudic literature reflect the opini-

ons of those who Cbmmifted,themselves to this strict opservance,

but detailed rulings ére also recorded that determined when figures
were prenitted. Indeed the enumeration of Spécial circumstances
forms a substantial part of the éontent in the arguments and dis- .

cussions which concentrate on the matter of.images. (safrai,

The strict degree of the becalogue has been demonstrably
modified in the Targum version of Lev. 26:1, in which grudging
allowance is-made for figured motifs in mosaic patterns.

A figured stone you shall not put in the ground
to worship thereto but a colonade with pictures.
and likenessges yogrumy have in vour synagogues,
but not to worship. (Targum Joaathan Lev.26:1,
in Baumgarten, 1975:80) . ‘

So in the days of R. Jonathan, they began to -~
paint on walls and they did not prevent them. In R
the days of R. Abun they bk gan to depict designs
on mosaics and they did not prevent them.

{Abodah Zara 414, in Sukenik 1934:3)

o

Baumgartéh‘has made the following distinctions in the purpose“and
functioq'for whiéh.a fiqured object was ruled permissible; figst,
there was a careful distinctién between decorative intent, and
utilitarian purpose.it(So long as the object was needed for a prac-

tical purpose, the figure did not detract from its usefulness. The
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conditions are epumerated in this fuling.); second, public opporthity

and private possession came under separate sets of requlaﬁién and‘
observance. (When proper observance hindered the necessary partici- -

pation in public affaifs, the ruling was mOdified.a; third, the

intgnﬁror action of worship made any figured object off limits to .

~—

the observant Jews. (Baumgarten, 1975:81f) (This laltter motivation
provided the focus for much 4 the discussion about figures.)

~ Tractates wﬁich preserve the discussions about idolatrj
show that -angels, human figures (particulaply parts of the anatomy),
astronomical figures and thewcreatufeg of the ;Heavénly Chariot"
were considered especially dangérOus. The Abodah Zara tractate
gives special reference to the @stfonomical modéis which were adopted
'By Patriarch Rabbi Gamaliel. Evidently, he uéed them as a pedago-
gical device to establish the calendar and mark ﬁhe festivals;‘ He
also visited’the bath of Aphrodite, and found a ready answer for
those who questioned him. (Abodah zara 42b)  Although his careless-
ness 'of “forbidden" images surprised both Babylonian and Palestinian®
authorities, no objeétions were preserved in t%e tfadition of the
‘Jerusalem Talmﬁd; The Babylonian Talmud goes to some lengths to
legitimize the use of_tﬁé model. (Barén, 1952:119y

‘The discovery 5f figures frequently used in the adornment

of synagogUes h?s rendered obsolete the idea ghat there was an
effect;ve, blanket prohibition against the use of figurés,_uninformed

and simplistic. On the other hand, sites like Caesarea and Melron

seem to’%omply with the prohibition, and flgures Ave notlbeably
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absent.’ We héve-been presented with two very different and con-
Tlicﬁinq pictures of the response to Halagahic authority among
Late-Bomanviews.‘

On the one- hand, rabbinic literature shows us

" the rabbis exercising a wide influence, and its

evidence is confirmed by that of Roman Law. -6n-—

.the other hand, the preserved archaeological

material shows us details which look very differ-

ent from what the rabbinic literature would lead

us té expect. (Smith, 1958:492)
Smith is correct in his statement that a great deal of the relevant
literature may not have survived, and that missing material may.
provide the information for a potential reconciliation of these
conflictipg'phenomenau That material may take the form of epi-
graphic evidence which has been available for some %ime,‘but has
not been applied to the question of the use of figures.

‘Analysis of Gift-Giving in the Synagogue

We have been con;idering‘the questioh.of rabbinic
involvement in s?nagoque affairs, and the féllowing analysis should
bring. new informatioﬁ to that discussion. Two éipecﬁs of the-record
- of gifthiﬁihg will be considered. Firét, the language in-which the
inscripfion is written and, second, the social étafus ofwthoée who
contributed to the community treasury or to the building itéelf in -
the forﬁpof patronage aﬁé gifts. The assumption is thét'th?se who
dbnéted fhrnishings, funds, or architectural iieﬁseweré prominent
members in the communitf, who could affordiﬁo make'a:donaiion,-gﬁd

thereby preserve and ing;ease their authoritative weight among local -

E

“ A ~



decision-makers.  Thirty-give sites were e.xamined“3 and the content 2

&

-of inscriptions was analyzed'according to two aspects of the inscrip>-

1

. tioms, in relation to the gift-giving proceéss.

The first aépect nyour anaiysis is the lanqhége in which
the inscription,was written. Wé find inscriptions in_Greek, Aramaic
and Hebrew; with some bilingual inscriptions on several sites.. Each

3
inscription can be indicated on the site map fMap 1) to indicate the
predominant language wﬁich pccurréd in any one region. h )

A striking pattern of distribution can be observed. The
non—éamaritan insériptions frgm the—territor%es of Gé%a! Ascalon,,:
Azotus, and Lyada Diospolis in the Judean Hills, are in either-
Greek or Hebrew. Aramaic inscriptions were'found in jamnia and in
Jericho, as well as in Eleutherdpolis; Aramaic inscriptions are ‘u
consistently-found in Galilee, and along the North Coastal Plain.
Those regions which we might c&ll trilingual are concentrated-in
the urbanized territories of Sepphoris, Tiberias; and Caesaréaﬂ
These are areas of cosmopolitan Setflement-in which crass~cu1tural
influences would have been particularly active. The district of
Tetracomia does not have any Greek inscriptions in those synagogues

which are included in this sample, and this causes us to look more

-

~closely at the local peculiarities of a culture which leaves no

record that it used Greek. This simple exercise demonstrates
regionai patterns‘in the use of specific languages. The details of

language differences have been pointed out more thoroughiy by the

Meiron excavation team. (Meyers§'Strange;aMeyers, 1981:62-91)

P
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According to their study ofriﬁscriptions in Gélilee, the Greek.
inscriptions (Map 3) are tightly clustered'around the shores of
the Sea of Galilee and the Valley of Jezreel. The Hebrew inscrip-
tions (Map_é), howéJéyr, are found west of the Rift ﬁalley, and

north of the Meiron -massif. Aramaic inscriptions are scattered

Ehrouqhout the whole area (Map 2).'-Althoughtthis distribution ié

—-—interesting in itself, it can be used to cast light on the involve-

ment of the rabbis among the synagOgde population.

~nge*of the Greek inscriptions in the sample prdvided“

" titles which could be used to establish WQFther a donor was both

4

an officer and a rabbi. Those inscriptions which used that title
were exclusively in either Aramaic or Hebrew. Other titles
included in the Aramaic and Hebrew inscriptions were "scholar”,

r‘ e

"priest” and "parnas". /Bilingual inscriptions in Greek and Aramaic
mention that, among the donofs, was an "archisynagogos,"zq
individuals referred to as’ "kyrios” énd individualslwithout specifiq
titles. One inscription in Greek and Hebrew commemorated a crafﬁs~
man. The title "rabbi" is mentioned in relation to donations to

the synagégues at Na'aran, Hammath Gadar, Beth Alpha, En Geddi,
Khirbet Susiya, Ar-Rdma, Beth Shearim and ﬁﬁ%ifah; The Rabbis apel
commemorated by namg; as individual dbﬁorg, in the sites of thé*
southern territories (En"Geédi, Khirbet Susivya, Na'aran), but in

the Galilean communities, and at Hﬂsifaﬁ, the rabbis are commem-

orated in collective donations along with the entire community.

Ar-Rama seenis to be an exception, but the donation is for. a "guest-
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house,. rather than for synagodgue furnishings. As a socilal

°

group, the rabbis do not seen to be important people in the roster

of donors, particularly in the northern sites. Although this

professional group is commemorated more often than any other pro-

fessional yroup, there are considerably more inscriptions which

Py

' have untitled and anonymous donors. A mosaic and wall plaster

were Qajor Jbﬂ&tions by the son of Rabbi Yohanan to the synégcgue
"at Khirbet Susiya. In the north, the donation of a tremissis (a
.
émqll gold qoin) to the treasury at Hammath Gadar, in the Rift
Valley, warranted prestigious vrecognition by an inscription near
the bema. ‘The rabbis of Galilee, then, were not neérly so involved
in the synagogue support as those who lived in {he southern
tefritories: when they did become involved, as at Hammath Cadar,
Jtheir contribution was acknowledged aménq the rest of the
commenorations., Thege are ouf anily Galilean inscerilptions about. rabbia, .
When the references to thé title "rabbi" are correlated
fibﬁtion1 the following pattern

emerges for the social pyofile of synagoyue donors. 'The rabbis
i : ‘

- - 3
were formally rdwembered as important personalities who gave major

*

contributions to The synagogue building, in the souther communities

to ianguaqe and ggoyravhical- dist

¢
of Palestine. wWh#n they are commemorated by.inscription, the
1 )
‘inscriptions arg in Aramaic or Hebrew. The language selection

remained'cénsistent~in.£he Aorth, but individual rabbis-do not

seem to be as directly involved in the economic support of the

- synagogue.
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. LI am,‘of course, unablé to date‘many_of Ehese inscrip- .
’ Ations, or their ‘sites, with any degree of certainty. ‘there are
too few sites, or inscripfions,~to do more than suygest a hypo—l
thesis. However, where a correlation exists between the use of
the title "Rabbi", the use of Hebrew or Aramaic, and thé pattern
of economic support; and that correlation corresponds to patterns
in thé use, or non-use, of any combination of (especially figural)
motifs, it may be possiéle to hjpathsize that Halakhic proscrip-
tions have influenced thg'selection of decorative motifs.
Further‘pétterns suggested by a detailed study of the
inscriptions can provide a comparative base, against which, the
analysis of motifs can be set. The inscriptions, and their
regional characteristics can function as another factor iﬁ the
larger composite oi{%he "cultural region." Clearly we can not
maie a blanket statement that the rabbis controlled the selection .
of motifs in all synagogues,runless we look more carefully at ‘the
nature of the relationships between individual rabbis and the
local synagogue populations.
Inference about "meaning" and the enforcement of Halakhic
authority, at any specified site; is a product of a compquqSe;iés“

»

of inter-related factors which may vary from one place to another.

In the same way that regional variations are evident in' the content
of the inscriptions, a selective patterniﬁg can be discovered in -
the geographic distribution of art motifs. The practice proves to A

be neither conformist, nor uniform. Each site presents its local . -



Vand‘specific configuration of'sécial éactofs. when Ehosé facférs
ére shared between adjacent-sites, “%éaniﬁ@" may also be shared, .
and tﬁis becomes the basis for a "culture regioﬁ" in thch siéeé
can Be grouped Eogether. Furthér speéulatiOn on the éxact nature
:of‘thaé meaning is beyond thé scope of Eﬁis paper, but thenloé;i
definitions implied by the motifs répfesent the scaffoldiné of
any general theorg‘éboqt the symbol. systems which may emerge from
behind the varying patterns of selection.
Some rabbinic authoritief Qiewed the figure as an image
' which p01nted to. a 51gn1f1cant metaphys;cal entlty. »At angther
level oi meaning, the flgure may have heen less a, meﬁéphy51cal
sacramént; than a socially fupctlonal representgtlonot dominance
or éoeréion; By Qorking at different levels of symbolicnmeéﬁing,
individual rabbis could sort éuﬁ caféful distinctions béfweén"the
different uses of particular figures. 1In a pﬁblic context, the
motif may point to somethlng other than that to whi®h it points
in a prlvate setting. The same applies to the dlstlnctlon between
utllltarlan purpose and decorat1Ve intent, and ﬁo the problem of
worship and idolatry. When we can isolate the aggregatés of
mbtifé~wﬁich fépresenf *tomponents in the local symbol systems, it
ﬁay be poééible to identify these aggregates with individual,
' rabbinic, perqualities and their teachings. Prior to any attehpt
to link motif and literary tradition, however, the careful and
detailed inventory of the whoié‘rangéAof motifsqfouﬁdfin ancient

-

g§§§ synagogues must be undertaken.



Groundwork for a synthetic Method . 'L

o |

the art motif, as an artifact, is material and tangible,

-

and occupies measurable sgpace. The sites te which these artifacts
bélohg can be defined in yeographical space and plotted on a map

7
by standard co-ordinates.“b From this beginning in commonly shared

'geographical space, we can hypothesize that a careful analysis of

W37

differeHEn“types of motifs in relation fo their geographical -

.

~arrangement will demonstrate coherent patterns of occurrerce.

Those patterns yill“be.called'"motif«preferedce_patterns," and

.represent-particular motifs, or motifPadgreqates which are con-

51dered favorite, and therefore” OCCUl nore 0tten in any spec1tled

set—of sltes.' in le&thH to architectural types, Seager notes

B -

that: ' U, ‘ ' ’ ¢

a N “
.
4

The Galilean "type of syﬁagogue oécurs in a - ¥ =7
relatively small area rising from .the Golan
Heights through Galilee and perhaps over to.
.Mount Carmel. No clear examples have come to
light elsewhere..  The "Apsidal" synagogue,
those in the Holy Land at any rate, occur
further south. Their ranges meet at Hammath
leeflas, but they do not overlap as far a 1
can determlne.« (Seager, 19481: 31) :

Meyers and btrange have taken the lead in adopting ‘the regional
hypothesis in thelr study of synagogue artifacts in Gallleg. Lhey "

found a similar regiohal range of hlghly ‘ornate synagogues - (which |

- l

1nu1ude tlgules) in theusouthern area of Gal11ee, a prcfprenbe

'

pattern that differs Sanlflcantly from the more restrained

'

<F
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- decoration of sites in‘nérthefn.éalilee. That restrained decora-
tion was more similar to selection patterns to the east: «
In general Upper Galilee was less affectéd by an
increasingly developed aesthetic from the south.
The evidence from Golan places it closer to the
cultural continuum of Upper Galilee, with eastern
"Golan being more like sites along Lake Tiberias.
{(Meyers, 1976:99) -
In this manner, we ian beygin .to map the preference pattern of
specific aggregates of motifs. Some motifs occur more frequently
in some areas than in othérs, and only when the preferréd motif
pat£ern bears similarity to patterns in adjacent &areas can we link

A )

-sites together to form a compqsite'"meaning"._

. ‘ In a recent stud? éf Galilee and the Golan, E. Meyérs
(19%6'99f) noted that the Upper Galllee region was characteélzed

by a conservatlve use of representatlonal art as wg}l as an aCthE
tradition 1nvolV1ng»geometrlc‘des%gns, gagles and menorot. Although
ﬁhe éraftsmanship nay nbtyﬁaVe beenrdf £he highest imperial standard,
the indiQidual-featurésgof ﬁhe-yarious motifsfﬁbnetheiess“"reflect
skilled artistfy.“ dIn Contrast, the Jdréan-véliey and Lower
‘Galllee communltles show a, synaquue tradition of decorat10g}and
colour To' Meyers, this is clear evidence of sync1etlst1c libera-
lity" and‘“boirowigg_of motifs" in a "completely Jewish context led
‘ by’a Helleﬁiéed rébbihage." Tn ea@gh case, Meyers was able to discérn
'e1ear differencés in the types of motifs selected. fhe implication

is that\Whefe the prefgrende_patterﬁ was different, the motivation

for that .selection differéd. For whatever reason, certain motifs

R NP
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were selected over others, and that selection process resulted

in a different preference pattern.

The Provenance Study of Material Culture - . . “ -

According to the principles of regional studies, there

“are recognized limitations to soctial dnity imposed by geoyraphic

distance and topographic features in the natural landécape.
(whitt1e$ey,vl967:35—37)V,Thése‘limitafions are contribﬁting

factors in thé inténsitonf regional éélf;awérenesé, and the deyree
of economic and politicéi\selé~sufficiency which the region can
maintain, Iﬁ‘regiopal aqalysis, Mphénomena are“sgudied and rglate@
simply because they converge in a given area to affeéﬁ the economy -.
and culturé of the particulap societies in the area." (WhittleSéy,
1367:31) i
Thé provenance study of synagogpe can be initiateé~b§ é;
emphasis bnvreéicnal foci. All the factors Qﬂich contribute to a
regqion's local character éan be studied as an integra?ed system:

The whole range of phenomena may includevtépogrﬁphic features,

N

. - : . R
natural boundaties or mountain barriers, administrative and supply

i : - . - B
patterns, transportation corridors, and subsistence resources.
Bach site represents-a convergence of these factors in a unique mix

) ,

that bears relationship to néarby sites, and yet retains its own

distinet character. In relatior to the social structure of six .

Diaspora gynagogues, Kraabel concluded that:

N



'

idea of how any pattern bf motif selection may relate to other

58

The archaeological data reviewed here suggest
that the most important factors shaping a
Dlasporan synhagocugue bulldlnq are local: loca-
+ion, size, decoration, archlteqtural features
and even symbolism depend in large part on the
forces at work an the "patterns available in a
particular gentile city or town.

(Kraabel, 1981:87)

Any ;nterpretation‘of the art motifs 'must be able to account for
their varied and chaniiﬁg character over space and time. Mapping

their ‘occurtregre as a geographical "range" provides us with a clearer

-

o

cultural phenomena. .

) o

Regional analysis provides a socialucqntext'iniwhich to

determine the possibie range of "meanings" engendered by the.use' -
of a motif. The Meiron team was éble to ‘detect differences in the
seleﬁtibn patterns’ of é @hole,series §f artifacts, and progided
eﬁough information to map*theq;eg§onél cqntinuities in style and
selection. The "ﬁeaning" of any one typévof ér&ifacf was, tﬁen,“
dependent .upon the énﬁire System of "selection in the Eontéxt of a
complete cultural profile, 4

The term “cultural reqion" has been suggested as a "useful

term in spatial'analysis (DOhlS, 1967:487) that deflnes areas with

a high degree of homogenelty.‘ It 1slfau1ted by the massive gener=-
ality of it —- the term encloses the whole dlver51ty of culture
ffom agrlcultural practice tb rellglous belief ﬂ)It ﬂl‘bu1lt up
from a series of studies focused on selected_phenomena,*and it is

the correspondence between the individual profiles which lend-
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credibility to the concept. The term emphasizes the essential

unity between different aspectsuof collective human behavior.

.

whittlesey defines "cultural region" as
an important heuristic device for defining a -
region which is sufficiently limited to have
" a consciousness of its custom and ideals...
a sense of its own distinct identity...a we-
riess that sets it apart from other distinct :
groups. (Whittlesey, 1967:35) ’ .

We know that in some areas, culture groups which_ shared a sense

of identity tended to settle in recognizable "quarters” or con-

.

centrations which took distinctive ethnic .characteristics,
5 c . - o )

(Strange, 1982:85-87) The degree to whi¢h that ethnic character
was isolated’or assimilated debended in part on the rural or urban’ .

setting of the community. ‘In‘ordef to discuss "meaning", then, .

we must be able to.recognize the degree of social distance-between
‘ . - L : : .

‘ethnic communities and surrounding cultures, and between regional

concentrations-of the same ethnic groupf The extént of the , .

interaction between different groups prgvided‘the vehicle qu - ’
shared concépéions about the varioﬁs'elements of their syubel-
s?stém. . ‘ ~
. The regional hypotheéi;,ﬂtheh, will make it possible to
sort out the archaeological @até into groups of preferred motifs
a%cgrding to their qeogréphicai location.
Thé @egfeés of social similarity of’dissimilarity between

sites can be measured by using several differnt' sets of houndaries.

Chiat (1979) has provided a spatial definition, on the basis of

€



Roman administrative boundaries, but it remains to be proven, as
. 4

to what extent the gentile pelitical boundaries corresponded to

.

s

the cultural limits of soclal fnteraction among the Jewish popu-
lation. It may be pointeé out .that culture boundaries are seldom

fixed in either time or space. Rather than a sharp %}scontingity,
a . i .
social boundaries  arej more accurately understood as transitional
\

dltferences in the degree of 1nten51ﬁy in which a phenomenon OCCUrs.
(Whlttlesey, 1967:31)‘R On the question of the culturql patterns

which mark Galilee, E, Meyers comments: : - ) S
. Both Avi- Yona (1966, The Holy Land) and Baly.

- (1957 ‘Geoyraphy of the Bible) have arqgued that
only Lower Galilee remained under the effective
control of Rome during the Roman periad, whereas
Upper Galilee remained less affected-by foreign
politics and urbanization in particular. The

o _question thus arises as to whefher the cultural
patterns of the people of.the Roman périod might
have divided along regiopal lines. Further, )
might there be continuity in pattern between the
north and the Golan Heights...the answer to both
these questlons s atflrmatlve. (Meyers, 1976:95)

The political boundary system used by Chiat (MapKG) corresponds to
the recognized @dministrative structure of the day. Her assertion

that theseboundaries "reflect more acéurately the religioué,‘éocialh

v

and cultural configuration of Palestine during the Roman and _. ) ,
_Byzantine periods" (Chiat} 1976:4) has not been bEOVen; Tt implies -

a sharp dlscontlnulty in the cultural phenomena, demarcated by an’

arbltrary political line. that v1olates the tran51t10nal nature of

cultural bOundarles.ag_r o ) - . . o X i

The boundaries of the land of Israel (Eretz Israel) - .

ta



aCtordlng to Talmudic sources included lands which were to adhere

to prbCertionS of Halakah in the observance of offerlngs,‘tlthes
end agrlcultutet practices. These boundarles have not been
estebiished with any certainty (Chiat, 1979 800" and are therefore

unable to provide an adequate basis for us to select sites for

regional analysis. In addition, Eretz Israel expressly encompassed

a Leglon whlch was populated by those returnlng from Babylon and
dellberately exluded non-Jewish areas, like the CLty of Ascalon.

Since many of the synagogues- were located within ewcluded urban
- . n " i

areas, ‘the application of Talmudic boundaries eliminates many of

the sites which we need to.%gnsider. This mey be an important

-

point in-itself, but it certainly eliminates the Talmudic criteria

as a basis for eetablishing boundaries in synagoqué motif selection.

A thlrd set lof bOundarles is created by.the topographlc
t

features Wthh represemted barrlers to communication between
djfferent groups of people {(Map 8, p.64). These features are ‘
rugged mountain ranges, water barrlers (or chaneels of communica—
tlon), or other natural features which requ1re some effort to cross.
Unlike the polltlcal ‘boundaries, these features remain. relatlvelyr b

3

‘constant and lose thelr effectlveness slowly in th%%fate of technq-
Y

logical chqllenqe.ln,EMeyer's study (1976) he was able to note
cultu;a; differences which oorresponded,‘roughlj, to geograéhical;
‘;endfotms. .(Map 7, p.63 and #Table W;, p.135 ) The actual boundafies
arerlese abrupt tﬁan the poiiticalvdefinition, and therefore

represent aicloser analogy to the sort of cultural behavior we may. -

»
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expect in the regional analysis of social phenomena. The maps
which have been‘ptovided are -drawh so that'they»can be overlaid

~ and compared in relation to the sammple of sites used in later

o "

“© . analysis in this thesis.- That analysis will provide first steps

in the development of a preferred motif profile, that can be

* e a ‘ 5

e

- : L 4 ; ’ .
to other regional phenomena to increase our knowledge of

e

added

local variations in the practice of synagogue Judaiswm.
A cultural region, then, is an integrated concept which
i ’ -1 1 - - - - + - -
sees . the region, and human behaviour within it, as related parts

in a dynamic system. It takes advantage of geographical proximity

¢

“to define degrees of similarity or difference in-the occurence of

- phenowmena. In relation to the preferred selection of motif types,
we are able to work within a reyionally defined context to

$ .
interpret the artistic repertoire of a single site.

The Classification of Material Culture

Inference about meaning must begin with as much raw data

as possible. The ideal classificationﬁgllows the data to be
collected $y5teﬁatically, in ordéf that any combi#étion of sites

. o may bekcomparéd; on the basis of similar phénomena. At the same
time, eaéﬁ sfte mus£ be recognized as an inéividual, with its oﬁﬁ'
Set,of'dﬁiqhe environﬁental'andqsoéial forces. The basierfﬁ
comparison mﬁst‘be simila¥r. To avoid cémparing apples to o?anqes,

it is essential to collect the same categories of information about

the ar£ motifs, the site, its place in chronoleogical time and
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»

space, and th@ nature of its architectural features. ﬁeaning
becomes a product of comparisons of the archaeological record
of'differeﬁt sites, on the assumption that a relationship exists
between ﬁhe discovery of the motif, the use of that motif in the
ancient~§etﬁingf and the various symbol systems which provide
the ;ﬁructural‘unify in the society which left these remains.
The detailed inventory -then $hst be‘set up in such a way thaﬁ
the combafison of any specified set of variables (in the aft, the
a;chitecture,for the site location) can be accomplished quickiy
and easily.
*  1In order tQ find a method in which the variables can be
‘set within a social context, we may begin from those elements
yhich all artifacts hold in common -- their material nature;
Their relationships to each other and to the site on which they
were found provide a nucleus of empirically verifiaple relation-
- ships from which we can develop a cénsgruct of a cultural région.
For our purposes, the discovery of tﬁe same types of motifs in a
similar cultural context, on two different\sites, constitutes

sufficient cause to assume similar understandings.of how a motif

- may have been interpreted. The work done by E. Me;érs implies that
\

the concept of regionalism, and regional patterning of artifacts,
can be applied to the decorative motifs. When the patk¥erns of

. L
various types of artifacts converge, it is possible to wap those

patterns in a "cultural region." The’ ﬁiqnment of a co@mon

social environment amonyg sites with a common selection oé%mopifs

. ~. \\
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may provide us with the céntext iﬁ‘which we can speculate on
méaning. '

In order to determine the possibilities of "meaning"
which may haﬁé been aﬁtaéhed, in a specific socgial context, to
any given gombination of motifs, I.have adopted £he stages o£.
.iconologicgl anélysis proposed by Panofsky (1939:5-7). He dis-
t}qguishes three strata gf subject mattéf which can inform or .
give meaning to distinctive confiéﬁfations of line and colour'
in Renaissance art. 1In the initial stage of “pre~iconographic
‘

description," pure form ts analyzed in terms of configurations

of line, colour and shape whig% represént cbijects common\%o ‘
empirical sense experience. This primdry, or natural &eaning
involves the identification of'ﬁotif types -~ animals, plants,
objects -- andgéhe expféss;&e qualities which are immediately
recognif%ble and common to human experience. Panofsky makeé
a distinctiog betwéen form, which is the empirical data, and
subject matter or meaning, which is implied by the form, but is
less direct. The pre-~iconographical descriptioA is dependent -
upon the correét interpre£ation of fotrm, and that in turn pro-
vides the basis for the secondary or conventional level of
meaning. The analysis of the subject matter of a form interprets

. .
it in terms of shared networks of symbolic communication. This
includes gestures, customs and othe; culturally qond’tioned, |

non-verbal forms of communication. He includes the possibility

that an individual may have his own variation in tﬁe understanding,

. ’ ~..
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but the purpose is to determine the Social mean-around which
those individual meanings circulate.- Motifs, and combinations

of ‘motifs become, therefore, carriers of secondary meaning_ -

" -when their themes and concepts are understood‘agksymbols which

~beyond themselves. The secondaly level- corresponds to the

point by heans of imaqes, storieq or allegory, to meaninqs e .

¢

"disclrsive symbol" (Rader, - 1960 238) which employs conventlonal ) .
shaled neanlngs, and to Wthh sympols, polnt 1n a corporate 5001a1

body. The correct 1dent1f1catlon of the concepts whlch detlnu

" the discursive symbol QresuppOSes a familiari;y’%ith specific

. , . Lk :
thémes or concepts as they are transmitted through literary
Sources and oral tradition. The thifd level of‘iconographic anal-
ysis inwvolves the search for

cnderlying principles which reveal the basic

attitude of a-nation, period ~elass, religious

or” philosophical persuasion... unconsciously

qualified by one personality (the artist) and ]
condensed into one work. - (Panofsky, 1939:46)

Tn all of these levels, the context in which the symbols are -

" interpreted is corporate aﬁd‘shared The symbol is a brldge by

whlchsome meaning is. carrled from one person to another as an
agreéd-upon set of forms and shapes. The investigation of the
symbol begins, tﬁen,’at the le§e1 of'form; The systcmatic‘adapta-f
tion of séecific forms, as‘they are detected in the‘matérial culture,
provides the fouqdafion for interpretation of the secondary,

conventional meanings of the form as symbol.



) The material presently available for synagogue ert can
be orgaﬂized on the first level of pre-iconographic analysis.
These ertifacts represent méteria{ objeofs with disﬁinctiVe morphoé'
lOJ‘C&l characteristics that are reaéily identifiable, and empirical
verification can be aeeompl;ehed easily. The initial step in |
ciaseifiéation, then,~reguires that the‘data be organized according
to a primaf& definition ef morphological type. s
The problem of a classification sys%em may be'approaohed
-by presenting the mateLlal in a reglOnal format (p.55ff) and
adopting a notatlon code b01rowed from erllth monothetlc cate-
gorLes, 51mllar to those developed for North American artifact
typoloqles. In a monothetlc system (Wllllams and Dale, 1965:38);
the data are coded 1nto categorles on the "basis ofylte presence of-
absenee in the artlfact assemblage.. Translated into 1eonogfaph1galjr’
terms, we either have a human flgure‘(or animal, plant,...}, or we
do not. Degrees of presence or absence are not indicated. Either
another category is created to account'for ‘the cross-over of types,
or the detail is relegated to a notevlh the analy51s, is considered

'

11relevant to the typology as a whole, and therefore is” "lost.

‘In the case where a thlrd category can be created, this course is
preferred;vfor example, a.centaur 15 neither human nor<an1mal.- The“
form, however, is familiar- from the\}iterature of the perlod and

we can therefore.adopt another categor% of "mythlc forms.29 in
thlS manner, all the datahafe classified in types which are mutually

exclusive, and goted as present or absent in the repertoire of the

[ h



-typés. The'sysﬁem must be based on the careful morphologipai*f

site. In my_classifiqation, this‘system was modified te account

for the less-than~perfect péndition of archaeological remains by

including-a "degree<Qf damage" column, in.which I have provided

- ! . . ~ o

a means to indicate that a form is incomplete, or cannot be further
| T - N °

identified. all forms, however, .must be indicated within the pre-

_iéondgraphical t}peé, which T qul'"priﬁary types." ‘'he finer

distinctions in forms are sub<types, in which an "other” category
4 . ,

i
| -

) S . . _—
- permitis the unidentified forms to be included in analysis.- The

result'is a- numerical notation which can be fed into a computer .

" 1

‘for analysis of circumstances of presence or 'absence for any number

of sSites, arranged in any specified manner.

© The problem, however, is to find clear ‘types ih'which N

critgrion are mutually exclugive and do'nqt cross between pgimary
f N - » . “

. description of artifacts, grouped into types accdﬁﬂing"to‘simflafity

of form. - Those upiform types can be fu;thef‘refined,épc&%ding to.

.

variation -within the broader tybe; “The subtypes will béibng‘_ o

exclusively to their own brimary tybe. The first. level of- icono=- -

K3

‘graphic classification, then, involvésthe'sort}ng of iconic

!

materials according to general, or primary types. ‘These caredgries -
. st " . " . . N i . I . .
are then successively compartmentalized into a variety of sub-types.

All these categories can be translated into computer-read notation

through which analysis is undertaken. i
The development of & typology represents innumerable

prbblems because of the‘complexit? of classification theory by

w i

. which analysis of multiple variables ("multivariéte“analysisBO)

I

>
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. can be performed‘; The relatlonshlps w1th1n the complex of data

" can be elucidated:when the' 1nformatlon is- translated 1nto a coher-

*-ent body by -the use oE degmrlptlve_numepbcal.languages. .The analysis

of the data, however, is dependent~ﬁpon the initial selection of

- relevant criteria for ¢ategories of description. It is essential

that the Selectioh criteria be explicitly stated, that types be

-

‘mutually ex1u51ve, and that descrlptlve UnltS be meaningful to the

b

_ population, and to the nature of the data (Read, 1974:216)

At first Slght the problem is straight- -
forward; related units must be simply grouped - i
together into classes o6f types and these ‘ ~
elements are used as the basis for subsequent

discussion. {Doran, 1975:158).

The term, "related units," however, proves to be.frustratingly

4_§llppe£yLWMlnhalchaeologisal,ter&s,'it‘is“necessary to give careful

g I ’ » - ' 3 . )
consideration to what is mean by'"aSSOC1at10n," and on what grounds,
onelunit‘ is "related to" another. The basic unlty of description
is of fuudamental lmportance to. the validlty of the entire classifi-

Catlon scheme. For example, the vague, .stylistic categories of the

~architectural typologies were weakened andconfused by the imprecise |

| I

nature of their criteria (Seager, 1981:42) It is: hoped that the
classification- prov1ded in this the51s may contrlbute to fa more
complete typology of‘synagOgue archaeologlcal materials, and in

doing so, illuminate the order which the collapsed architectural
o K

‘typologies have failed to show. Accordiﬁg the North American arti=—

fact typologies, artifact units must be tangible, with dimensions

directlyAmeasurableand recorded as present or absent. This method



takes - advantage of the materlal natdre of the.artlfact. We can . e

‘con51der artifacts of synagogue art ln this mannex, since:

in order to exist at all, a'work of art must be

tangible. It must renounce thought, must become .
dimensional and must both measure and qual;fy - - N
space. (C. Meyers, 1976:3) : ) . 4

The selection of unit categories for classification is further
governed by their relevance to the "target population."” our study

is difected toward the population associated with synagogue remains.
(

That- populatlon may have- been composed of a mixture ot dlrterent

occupational and polltlcal groups, but the common elemegt of their

‘expe?gence is their contribution to our involvement in the de51gn,
construction and use- of synagogue buildings:

Table A (p.75) shows a claséificafion of the art>fofms

~accordlng to thirteen prlmary types. For our purposes, art-ds’
deflned as any decorathe element Wthh is not normally part of
the functlonlng archltectural orders For example a Capltal of

the Corinthian order is not considered decorative, but the 1amp-

’

stand and horn carved on its surface are treated as ‘decorative.
These elements may be 10cated on trlezes, columns, capitals, mosalc

floors, on walls, pediments and facades. "Synagogue" refers to the

-«

" hall proper and roomsimmediately adjacent toithe central hall. We:

do not have clear knowledge about the use of other rooms in the
&

building complex, and therefore have exluded those rooms from this

oy

analysis. Régarding the use of outlying rooms, E. Meyers and Strange

(1981:60) suggest that:
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It is not always clear that they are an -integral
part of the synagogue complex. Indeed it is some-
times obvious that a room is used for synagogue
purposes in one period and not in another. ’

'since we do not know the function of these rooms, and frequently

even the- dimensions remain uh@efgypgnd, it is necessary to narrow
our reference té thé synagoguerpropeé. >, ) ) o
When.a motif has been so damaged as to make identification
doubtful , a éategqu labelled "other" may be sufficient to include
the motif, without requiring further identificagion.i In addition,
a distinction can be made in a degree-of-damage column as to the
extent'ana‘ﬁature of thé defacement; The damage is cqns;dered
systeméﬁic, if certgin aspécts (the face, head, the figure) have
been obliterated but the Surrounding field is untouched. This systemd-
fie wattern is particularly nod‘;eab}e at Na'ararn, where the Hebrew
lettering on the zodiac was untouched, while the figures have been
systématicall§’remgved from theimosaic floo% (Avi-Yonéb.vlgﬁo)

4 -
rRandom damage is indicated where such a pattern cannot~bé determined,

T _ i

and the conditioﬁ of the artifact is a product of the ravages of
time, rather than any specifip:intent to dqmage.“ our conce}p is that
the categories ar?vemgiriEaily‘definable—i? a visual sense, in ?
manner which resists the subjectiviti of the individual observer.
This is the only aspect of pre-iconographic description iniwhich the
subjective judgement of the archaeblogiét is required. The argument

can be added to the supplementd®y discussion of the code for the

particular site in quesgtion. In most cases, the nature of the



damage will be obvious from the illustration of the motif and its

artifact.

,‘ VI .

Data Gatheringigpd Organization

|
ot
!

b
]

s Lo - i
Selection of Thirteen Primary Types

The f%rst column of Table A (p.75) identifies thirteen

!

- ) g : . . & - C e s
primary types oq motifs found i synagogue art. The motif is
treated as an ar%ifact‘type defined as "any recurring combination
of attributes which can be shown to have historical or spatial

i . - R .

meaning. " (Whali,n,_1971:6)‘ The categories are derived from

)

recognizable forms which correspond to concepts in literature

contemporary to “the peiiod.y

The ritual forms are enduring symbols in Jewidh tradition.

They .can be divided into three.types. The brahched lampstand is a
lang-lasting motif that has been identified by Jewish tradition with

the Solomonic Temple, and was one of the three famous cult objects

in ﬁgrod's Temple. . (Goodenough, 1954:72)  That strong association

L

continued through the Second Temple period and rabbinic regulations

exist on its form and its use. 8Significantly, those requlations
forbid its use in the synagogue, (COO%éhough, 1954:7711)

A man may not make...a candelabrum after the design

of its (the Temple) candelabrum. He may however. .
make one with five? six or eight branches, -but with -
seven he may not make it even though it be of other
metals. (Abodah Zara 43a; also. see. BT Menahoth 28b;
Rosh Ha~Shanah 24a,b) : )



CTassificatiun,tode for M#tifs

Primary Type

Menorah/Lampstand

“Increments

oo

Table A’ %

f

Variations and sub-types

(number of menorot)
B. not applicable
1. single

2. pair, linear
(number of branches)
"@. not applicable

1. four branches aﬁd_ceﬁfre stand
2. six branches and centre stand
3. eight branches and centre stand

%. other -
{shape of base)

. shot applicable
solid block
two footed

.

not base

AU W -

. dther

-(shofar, ram's horn)
1. present ’
0. absent
P. not applicable

(lulav, palm brangh)-

‘B. not applicable
1. present
0. absent .

three footed, clas base
base type is not clear

stepped. block base

AN B N S

" 2-
X. other

o

(Variations) ~

not appticable i

. single, to left of menorah
. single, to right of menorah
paired, symmetrical left
paired, symhetrical right
paired, assymetrical

. other ;

-

(variations)

B. not applidable -

1. branch -
< stylized roll



Torah Shrine
1.
0.

present
absent

76

~ {Etrog, citrugAfruit)

- B. not applicablé
1. present-

0. absent

“{incense shovel)
8. not applicable
1. present

- 0. absent .
(Aron Kodesh)

(Curtain)

f. not applicable
1. present

0. ébﬁent

1 B

(doors) .
"@. not applicable

1. present

0. absent

(pitasters)

. not applicable ¢
1. present. i ’
.0. absent

(foundation)

B. not applicable
1. present

0. absent -

(acroteria on gahle)
B. not applicable
1. present

0. absent

(Variations)

B#. not applicable
1. pomegranate

2, circle

X, other.

{arrangement)

§. not applicable.
b, fastened open
2. drawn closed

(description)

f#. not applicable

1. columns only

2. columns/base -
3. columns/capital

4, columns/capital/base -

VTN
(description)
not applicable
simple box .
stepped .
wheeled -
. other

o N — S

(ornament)

f. not applicable
b, birds

2. geometric

X. other



Despite thls prohlbltlon,“the candelabrum has been one of the-«

prlmary 1nd1cators Wthh scholars have used to 1dent1fy a- synagogue.

In Hevron, it is the only 1ndrcat10n that a synagogue may have

-~ s

ex1sted (see-site cataloge, p. & ).‘ The subtypes, or varlatlons
in form, whlch are glven 1nnthe*5econd and third columns of the
classaflcat;on prOVlde detalled descrlptlve criteria for the sub-

’ types of the prlmary category “These detalls anlude the arrangement

<

of more than .one “menorah 1n a group, the_number*ef branches, and the

shape of the base. AS ‘we' can see from the quotation of Abodah Zara

)

‘43a, these.detalls are 1mportant 1n_v1ew of the Talmudlc mlnutlae

E 4. -

'glven in these regulatlons.'

" The ritual forms frequently presented adjacent to the
"menorah areycalled rpcrements ~1n ‘this tvlassification, They have -
assoclatlons-w1th biblical tradition ard temple liturgy. The.
soundlng of the shofar, or .ram*s horn, is tradltlonally associated
‘w1th the celebration of the ngh Holy Days. In syhagogue art, it
appears with the. candelabrumn, and is frequently palred w1th the
. ,lﬂliﬁr or palm branch. The palm branch_ls assoc1ated with the
celebratlon of the "Feast of Sukkoth The etroa, ;r citrus fruit, -
- and the anense shovel complete the rltual aggreqate whlch is fre-

P

'quently composed ln a complementary arrangement, then enclosed

v

w1th1n a wreath or 01rcle. S ‘ jf : -
"f‘JThe Torah shrlne functloned as a central symbol in’ Jewish
worshlp. The»rabblnlc tradition felt the "sanctltyaof the shrine -

almost entlrely 1n ‘terms -of the sacred scrolls within it." (Goodenough,



14Sd:u9) ‘ GOLdmam {14966) has dewons Lrated the u'lltlllu.l.uu{ use of

* .

the sacred cabinet, aund thé power tul u}lllbollulll of the threshold. :

The [ncrewents are re memhelw,l in the Elbllcal and Mishnaic
first mentioned in ,uJle 19:¥6. 1t i

i
!

[0}

literature. he shofar is

used to proclaim the Jubilee year of "freedot throughouf the lapd."”

4
o -

-~ {Lev, 25:9) Tt was to be gsounded during festivals and ug‘éd as

Y

(Jos

[iz]

musical instrueent (Fs, 98:6), in pros t—'bbLL\l’ld]}

.‘:F“

- bhidfY as-a
gignal (Josh. E-:lrﬂtt,ll' Sam. 15:10), as a clarion call in war
tad, 3:27r and in order to induce fegr (Amos 3:6). . In the Tewple,

the whape and
i N R

ot €
(i}
u

the Shofar was use d with thw thuupet Regnu

>

waterial frow which the sl’of r should bL made are reco dx—;d in the

Talwwdic tragtate Rosh Ha-gS hqndhmt..,d, 26b, 3:2, 33b) . ‘The lulav-

v v

. - (shootl i a term applied inn the Mishnah te all trees (Shev 7:5,

Or 1:7).  Its use, however, was particularly confined to the palm |

branch, one of the components of the Fodr L»pe civs (Suk. 3,4, JIts
use in Jewish ritual is on the?Feast of Sukkot. The etroy is a

couspleuoas ornamental motif among the Jews during the Second Tenple

peciod and appeared on’ coins of Simon and other Hasmoneans. “he .
Bible describes this fruit as "the fruit of the goodly tree {Lev.. .
23401, and it may have been a relatively new lwport to Palestine in

’ | the {503 iod atrter Alexander (E:rwvblopedia Judaica," 1971, 6:948). all

. these increments are derived from symbols used in the lituragy ~and

- . remewbered in the rabbinic traditon. They represent continudities )
L 1 .
in synagogue tradition throughout this period, and are therefore
. : . . . ) 3

1d categdries of cl ification of synagogue decorative motifs.

«
ﬁ_ﬁ
—
I
!Q
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o > [l a



‘T'he lack of a vocabulary for these shapes which ls readily under-.

79

Geometric motifs (lable B, p.80) can be classitfied according

to motifs used in mosdaics, In a classification originally developed by

Avi-vonah (1981:44~52). Although that repertoive has differences in

its selection of individual forms from thosge gdopted in synagogue
. . . .

art, it provided a useful fouhdation which could be supplemented
during the course of my investigation. Among geometric shapes, the

lack of a common vocabulary for the dindividual shépe§ is a consistent
and vexiny problem. All too éften, descriptions are made vaéue by
the lack of full description. When "sgulares énd geometgic formé”

constitute the entire deseription of the forms o a site, it is not

.

surprising that a detailed classification cannot be carried out,

gfandable from one scholar te another is particulavly frustrating.
T'o, aveid this problem altOgethér, I have cast the geometric.classifi-
cation criteria in graphic form (Table C, p.83) using the categories

initiateq by Avi-vonah, and further supplemented during this

imvestigation. Although I have provided a verbal déscription,\J )
9 - v . -
able C

authoritive reﬁgreuce must be made to the visual glossary of T
; - "
to determine the category into which 4 form belonys. )

The vegétable categories in Table D (p.96) h&xg been derived,

from their biological counterparts,. and include vine scrolls, trees,
A t ‘ 3 : "

S s . . 2 . . .
the individual aspects of isolated leaf forms, and various types of
- - s -
fruit. ‘he floral decorations have been classified according %o

their biological counterparts, and for both types, a viéual glossary

o
o

has been included to, clarify ambiguous forms. »

- ool
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Geometric
1. present
0. absent
{rectiltinear) -
#. not applicable
l. present :
0.absent -
: ) ‘ #. not applicable
: a. parallel mouldings
b. multi-parallel wouldings
e. dentil, Teft of moulding
‘ f. dentil, right of moulding
, - o ; v d. squared dentil
_— . , . triangular dentil )

n. tine of squares

y. linked swastika fret
x. lintel moulding

0. double squared dentil
w. key-hole linked fret
) q. gable moulding

9 - - . _ s. bent swastika fret

‘ ’ ‘ _ t. stretcher-heading blocks

ot

(curvilinear)

. not applicable
1. present

2. abgent P. not applicable

d. three strand guilloche

b. one strand twised s
a. one strand twiskd within frame

g. linear wavelets to right

h. linear wavelets to left .

m. tongue & circle guilloche

w. one strand twised, no border

. tongued double reverse guilloche

t. rope-like torus -

u. egg and dart

v. linear W#ve with circles

f. four strand guilloche
c. roll and circle

s. interlaced scroll

) y. double volutes
(circles) e. eyelet '

§. not applicable - z. double scoop

l. present :

0. absent.

@ not applicable
a. circle within circle
b. crossed circle
~ t c. bouy cirecle
d. single box within circle
e. crossed circle, squared core
f. fret within square enclosed
- 'by circle. »

42



{(Geometric) - continued

+

Y

_ 81
(circles) - continued
q.
h.
s
k.
.,
u.
0.
} o
{crosslets)
#. not applicable
1. present
0. absent ’ .
8.
a.
- b.
C.
L
f.
g.
h.
j-
(tozenges) :
§. not applicable
1. present
0. absent
) a.
‘a.
b.
c.
d.

(rectilinear field I1)
. not applicable

1. present

0. absent

)
a
b.
c.
e.
3 d.
(rectilinear field |I)
B. not applicable
1. present
0.~absent

back-to~back fret within box,
enclosed by circle i
ovaid

zodiac wheel

whorl with plain core
intertwined medallion
six*pointed convex with
circle core -

whorl

plain circle

not applicable

. simple crosslet

x crosslet

five-cube crosstet

four-cube crosslet

elongated, horizontal diamond
with three divisions. :
elongated horizontal diamond
with inner circle, two divisions.
linked horizdntal lozenges
interlaced weave knot

not appliéable

“multi-cube diamond

indented square

multi-block lozehge »
multi-block lozenge with three
divisions. ‘

not applicable

alterpate checkerboard
linear chechkboard
multi-colour checkerboard
solid checkerboard
double~border checkerboard
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Table B - cont inued

(Geometric) - continued

‘e

(Rectilinear Field-continued)

(Ornamental Field)
. not applicable
I. present
0. absent

S — —

)

) (Curvilinear Field
. . B. not applicable’
1. present
0. absent

.a o

9.
f.
a
b

[}
.

= gita}

-0 o= T TS

~
..

=

('o‘
A

[STa)

not appiicable

star-burst triangles
dentilated square blocks
dentilated x underlying
framed, square, interlaced
dentilated octagon with
square core, interlaced
triangle-square pattern with
plain centre square )
inter-1inked polygons
five-pointed star
six-pointed stair

not applicable -~ ~ .
interlaced circle and square

.g. scaltop, fan

interlaced angles
amphora ’
bow knot
"hercules knot'f
"double granny' knot
simple line ribbon
* tabbed x with square core
P» - .

not applicable

offset semi-circles

circles interlaced with

continuous pattern

semi-cirgle., square x

toothed ' . '
stylized leaffets in symmetrical
arrangement . . ‘ :
triple igtertwined figure of eigpt

Ty
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™ VEGETABLE

presént
absent

o,
Ve

FLORAL -

1.

0.

present
absent

—

r
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Table D

(vine scroll)

#. not applicable

1. present
0. absent

(tree)

#. not applicable

1. present
0. absent

(fruit)

P.-not applicable

1. present
0. absent

(1eéf)

@. not applicable

1. present
0. absent

(type) -
1. rosette
X. other

f. not applicable

2. blossom .

DL R = S

{arrangement )

net applicable

trellis robted in amphora -
meander rooted in amphora -

. tendril and vine without root
. garland

other

(species)

. not _applicable
palm tree

sheaf

. stalk ’
."other

Mo N — T
.

(species)

nat applicable.

. citrus {without menorah)
berry cluster -
. other - '

2 PO =

¥
(spettes)

1. broad leaf’

2. acanthus .

3. grape

X. other -
B. not applicable

" (form)

#. not applicable .

1. broad petalléd, floral

2. narrow petalled, daisy

3. petal and Jeaf.combination
X. other

L. 1ily
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The "circle- surround" .has no counterpart in the natural
realm but occurs frequently in synaqoguq‘art. The cirle is seen in
- L

t

‘the form of a stylizediWraath (whiph is‘not_classified ashglveqe-

At

table type or an undecorated ‘circle -- tlipeus). rIt is a£s£andard
leifmotif on stone ossuaries, catacdmb‘doors, and other funérary
motifs, apd isufrequeﬁtly flanked, in sfnagogue art{’by other motifs‘
“in the form of“wiﬁged figu{es;*menorotlror other figures. (Goldman,
1966£6T) A sebaragg‘coiumn accounts for the internal motif. -

(Table|E) -

N - o . Table E

CIRCLE SURROUND

1. present - . -
0. - absent o ; ’ . - e
: (Type of Circle) )
1. . wreath ’ ) ‘
2. medalllon (cllpeus) ) “' ‘ -
‘. (Internal Motlf) T : T
ST 0.. not applicable - .
1. present )
0. absent

(Type of‘Motlf)
not applicable
menoraht
incréments
Torah shrine
geometric )
vegetable

. floral’ ’

" marine
reptile

. mythic
10. fowl.

11. animal

.12, human .

¢ e,

L
©C®IAUE WSO
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- 7 Animal figures are zoologically identified-in Table G.

4p;101)‘» The species“are féﬁiliar'and‘recoqnizableHWIthouE‘iurther»‘

ekpranetion.“ This applies to marine, fowi and reptil? motifs as
well.. PR I o

The themetio sﬁbt?peé which cléssify human fiqores:
{Table H, p. 102) represent conceptual categorles, and emerge from
the secondary 1evel of 1conographlc c1a531flcatlon. LThe categorles

&

T have used are derlved from,llterary concepts avallable in blbllcal
and ;abblnlc llterature, as well‘as 1ﬁ‘the gyeneral art, llterary,
and mythologlcal tradltlons %n the Near East. These themes may
constitute comblnatlons ofg&at%fs, rather than 1nd1v;dualﬁf1gures,
since it is the posture andferranqement'of those figures which pro-
vyide<thersiénif£cancet |

It: is at this level that many ,0f the studles of synagogue
art have developed.v The zodiac 'wheel and 1ts varlous components
constltute a recurrent theme ‘in synagogue decoratlon. The zodlac ;
Awas the\Subjéctiof Kramer's WQrk (1965) , and Hachili {1978) has‘ ‘
taken up theumatteg mofe fecentlyf jhemafic ideas of enthronement_
<form’ﬁhe“substance>of Téwil‘s‘ihterpfetatioo of the'Dure synagoque[
and’ Wlschnltzer uses the same site to suqqest a.full range of b1b11*
cal, talmudlc, and mldrashlc themes. The remalnder of the themes -

‘ére common to the art of the Near East, and have beén dlscussed more

~thoroughly in Goddenough's Symbols of the Greco-Roman Period.

"< All the other primary types are classlfled accordlng to

. . 3 , R ) N
pré#iconogg?phic_critefia. The forms are empirically verifiable-
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Reptil

" Fowl

e

€.

1. present. -
0. absent

l. present
0. absent .
1. present”’
2. absent

}
Lo
\-’#j
‘

- 101

Table G. °

~ 1. snake-

\J0\U1£‘u)m)—*Eifs5<uDOQ\J6\U1cﬂ»tv'ﬂis

N OV W — S

TN

(species) ) - R .

N il
*7.

X. other
@. not applicabte

(stance)
not appl:cable e
full profile - ) -
full profile facte to ftont ’
full figure facing, head turned to side + *
. head only, in profile - -
. head only, -facing .
~full figure in active stance .
full figure head turned over back
sculpture in round
too fragmentary for Certannty
other
arrangement)
not applicable
isolated figure : ) . : *
heraldic
flanklng
assymetrical group
linear repitition
‘theme-zodiac
theme-other
other
(species)
#. not applicable
1. centaur
2. griffin
X. other

v

“- ¥

.

[

>
.

‘(arrangement}

. not applicable

heraldic (flanking, face t0 face, rearing up)
J isolated figure ‘

flanking, standnng on ground

assymetrlcal group

Tinear repitition Follownng archltectural ]nne
theme-zodi ac o

theme-other

other

-

%
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Fowl-cont inued R . . ; ] . : ‘ ’ v‘;;f
o ’ : Aspecies) . ST I
f. not applicabbe‘ o :
- ‘ ) 1. cock o
) ) 2. hen/dove/quanl/paﬂ‘l ldge T
3. peacock R 7
b, eagle o T
5. heron ! - - N
D . X. other ‘
“Animal i o
1. present :
0. absent arrangement) )
- . hot app]ncable -t L,
isolated flgure ) ’
_heraldic (flanking face to Face, rear:ng up)
flanking face to face, on ground o
assymetrieal group )
linear repitition follownng archltectural }
line. . - . :
theme=zodiac I
theme-ather - -
sculpture in round, fragments thereof
) S circle surround (wuthun circle)
P : ‘ (pos»tlon) . not applicable .
T ’ : l full figure in proflle
2. full figure, facing
3. full figure, faceé in proflle _
L. head only, in profile. N
5. head only, face to front )
6. full-figure-in active stance
‘ . 7. full figure head turned over hack )
7 (species) 8. not appl4cable :
- o
2.
3
L
5
X

.

K

*

-
oo~ W WO e S~

@

. antelfope

. bul1/ox/calf/buffalo

. goat/ram/sheep
lioh/lionness

. other large cats

\ o - X. other :

o ~ _Table'H —_— s

-Human i - Lo
1. present o B P .
0. absent .. -.o (arrangement) - .-
: ’ c ‘ not applicable.'.
single figure
enclosed within medal 1 ion or wreath
heraldlclflankung -
linear repitition
“theme , ) . .
8. not tapplicable’
_ 1. her/warrior/rider
..2. constellations. :
3. solar/Hellosfsun charlot

Ty

P

.
(S EE~AVEE S R Y
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. whole comolement~of 2.4.6)
g. Enthronement
9. Musician
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aﬁd.COmmon to- human experience. The code notatlon 1nd1cates that

a, motlf does, or does not, occur in the repert01re of a spec1flc

“

. site.” In a complete code, each.attlféct.ls treated 1ndﬁv1dua;1y

_in the context of the site. For exaﬁple,‘a capital is taken as
N & - -

- the basic unit to be described, and is coded according to thefull

set ofrmotié categories. The basic unit of description can be ,
reddced (i.e. to a paneI in a mosaic fioor) or expanded (i.e. to
the full facade) whenever necessary, so that the full range of
motlf selectlon can be 1ncluded in the code.~ In thls system, the
degree of ;tesence or “absence of a motlf 1s not Lndlcated and the
rlgldlty of that requ1rement is tempered.only by the recognltlon
that theapond%tlen of the artlfact has some bearlng onsthe\flnal

concldsion."TheAdegree-of—damage coluﬁh provides the information,

coded as ahother varlable, 1h the full. ana1y51s of motif varlat;on.

T

L once the bas1c set of prlmary types (first column of - 7

K

) Tables A—H) has been determlned the sub-types or varla%les within

-

the prlmary categorles cah be translated 1nto numérlcal notatlone
The 1Afermatlen then ian be 1ntroduced to multLVarlate technlques.90
The data requlred to classxfy sltes by Q}lmary types are generally “
avallable but subsequent classxflcat}on in the secondary types
cannot be con51stent1y accomplmshed at thlS time, It is. regt;table

that th& state in. whlch we find the lnventory process 1s one of
neglect and deflciency. Theslnadequate publlcatlon ofvdata; and T

other deficiencies in the'rebofting process hinder the analysis.

3

o fIn this thesis, I have therefore restricted my analysis to



the general, primaxy typeu, for which we havu sufficient s:.‘iéta.
These types are vex:‘iy general LateL{DlleS oL motifs w}uch can be

furth

T

r refined into-.subtypes when the data becomes qvallable.

-~

In any event,wthe method develaoped in- this thesis must necessdrily
‘”represen‘t a provisional analysis, until the information, upon L 4
which a complete data base can be established, is gathered and
inventoried. .
e .
The c¢lass lfl ation which T have :developed suymmarizes the

seomplex mass of &ata for comparative purposes; " The des::rip\tiv’e

categorie:}\can be used to establish gounts of the number of times
a particular motif has been used. 'The "numerical=frequency counts"

&
-

can be comparelﬂ frlom one region to another.” The a_ssumption is that
if a mothif is bomehow more important, or more "SLintlcant"‘ tQ therg
symbol system of a local community, it is more likely to occur often
#nd methodically in the repertoire of the sites, i;hat share the same -

system. ‘Those sites which consistently share a particulat pattern

of motif selection can be said to constitute a région of motif
preference, a construct that- ‘can be Lompared to other regional pro-
files. ‘rhe nonunal digit code permits a comp#ker to perform the

- initial sorting of gites according to p.}fiinar}f types. The refine@
comparison of variableg:, and theﬁ measurement of the frequeh_cy of
combinations of sub-types, further co}:rélatéd to g‘eographicai location
and aichitecturalv plan, is a task best left to the technological
capabilities of a computer designed for multivariate .prbgrafué.. It

‘% done by hand, but the addition of mofe than twelve to fifteen



Wt

vériébles‘inc£eases the mathematical calculations aécofdinély.
(éowgill, 1958:369) For our purposeg{ tﬂe thirteen primary types
provide‘a sufficient number of variéble to illustrate the concept‘
of regional variat}énxin the selection of'motifs;

The,coﬁpafison of a wide variety of profiles from differ=-
‘ent types of evidence (numismatic, ceramaic, folkloric) presented
" in the torm of LultUle reqlons pLov1des us w1th a compxé%e551ve view
ofvthe local environment in which the "meaning® of synagogue motifs
cah Be eétablished The clas;1f1Catlonvsystem, by which the matellal
culture of the synagoque can be 1nventorled thus, contr1butes~t0
the r&yional construct “through which we interpret motlfvmeanlnq. In .
Lomblnatlon with other regional protlles, the motif region then
becomes a "means of qeneratlng fru1tful hypotheses" (Doran, 1975 :158)
about,the possible reasons behind the clustering observed }n the
sé;écticn of mQtifﬁ. The cémpléxity of methods which cén be applied
'tb measureicbrrélaﬁion is limited only by thé kno&ledge and creati-
vity of'kﬁe anaiyét, bpt the h?potheses, solﬁenerated, must be
) bqouqhﬁ.back to the archaeological tésﬁ}ﬂg ground in;order—td prove
theig h{étoricai*uéefulness. ‘If-ﬁhe rgsults of a complete inventory
ofvSynégogueugrt~motifs do nét produce fesulﬁg similar to the pre-
liminary énalysis,df primary'gypes, then we must adjust our conclusions
and our.method accordingly. '

| The goal of ciassificaﬁion‘should not be considered -
one of finding the typology. Rathe? it is the exis-
tence of different classifications of the same data

from different cxiteria that is critical for making
sophisticated inferences about the data. (Read, 1974:220)

w



v

The systematicjclassificationvof—SYnagogue decoration provides an .

7empirically'baséd profile of one aspect of material culture. It

allows motifs ‘to be comparéd and cogrelated in relation to theif
local environment. When 1mportant motifs are shown to be part of
a reglonally shared symbol system, they can be lnterpreted as a

plOduLt of the unlque combihation of’ 500181, p@lltlcal,ﬁand eCOnomic
—

forces which give the site its character, and the motif, its meaning.

"Classification of Additional Site Information

The alpha-numerical digit notatlon, used in the classifi-

) catlon of motif types, expresses the data in a. system which can be

o
i
i

expanded or contracted to take account of whatever variables the

analyst would like to consider. In a statistical package written

3

 for the social sciences (8rs8)”' . the digits represent nominal

categories.ofvinformation wﬁicb can be seiected from the larger data
base accgrding to the particular set bf;variableé which will be
compared. In'relation to the §a£terning of motif selection, inéi—ﬁ
vidual sub-types can be correlated £o a whole variety of other
archaeological or social data, so long as the data are sultably
coded into the system. Architecture, for example, provides seven
Caﬁegéries of data: plan, typé,of flooring, the character EE the
faéad, and four individual featyres of the interior furﬂishings
(the beam, gallery, chair of M:S;s~cathedra, bencﬁesf, either

present or absent. (Table 2, Appendix, p. 163) The different

sets of regional bouftdaries can be coded, .just as the information

v
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ffoh~the enaiysis of in8criptiens"has beenvincluded‘ Specific
cateqorles for asse581ng the reliability of 1nf01matlon can be
1ncluded in categorles which deflne the extentﬁef excavatlon,>and
nature and rellablllty of datlng 1nformat10nﬂ and the identifica~
tion status of the slte (as a synagegue) The ClaSSlficathH has
been provided for these (Appendlx, Table 2, p. |63) but the pursuit
of theSe varlables lies beyond the SCOpe of this thesis. x ;
Much of the d1500551on up to this p01nt has concentrated
on the theorehlcal aspects of a ‘method Of classification and
1nventory of synagoque art forms. The many complekltles of the
detalled study of synagOgue motlfs have. prevented me from establlshlng

——

a solid basis for 1nference, and therefore I have‘not‘lndulged in

" speculation on the nature of -"meanings" which may have been under-

stbod'fromithe meﬁifs, The theory must be—sgpporteanbi evidenee if -
it is fo’be-pr0venkvalid,gand this wiljkge our preoccupation in the
next section of thls thesis. It must be empheeized howevetr, that
thlS analysis will be based on prlmary types, and willy therefore

miss much of the detail whlch is intrinsic to the lnterpretatlon of ~
ST ; ) ‘ )

symbols. 1In view of this, the quantitative analysis of primary

motif selection is provisional and tentative because of the uneven

quality of data available.’

Quantitative Patterns of MOtlf Selection on Synagogue SlteS“

4

kf we aSsume, for the present that the information

s T
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‘/ regions w1th1n Roman Palestine., - ‘ . S e
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currently available -for a\seleéted‘gtoup Qf:syﬁqéOgué sites.écmptigés
a reasonéble representatiOn of the decé?ative taéges df's§nagbgue
Judalsm, then it 15 p0551b1e.to use this data to. determlne the most
51gn1f1cant" motlfs in the repert01re. The valldlty of the results.
as a ‘basis for inference about symbol systems is llmlted by the
def101ené1es in the data, but we can demonstrate that there are.

81gnlficant dlfferences in the Selectlon patterns of dlffereﬁt

For that test purpOSES, the, selection»pa%tefn for the

" whole of Palestine provides the "norm“ or pattern of "normatlve“ .

Y
"y
practlce. "In a major generalization, then, the synaqogue art 1s

described in these terms.' Howevetr, we .can demonstfate that the
. s ;
distribution of particular motif typesrls not :andom throughout the -

v , . B , C Y

‘area. The motifs can, in fact, be clustered according to_théi;vtype,'

in -a regional pattern. -In some areas, certain motifs were preferred

- over others, and these'motifs constitﬁte fhe dominant selection for’

.
a regional concentratlon of sites. :

The first test is designed to prove that the motlts occur
in organlzed patterns, and that certaln motlfs;are cqmmon tQ SOmef
ré&gional clusters, whlle ln other reglons those motifs are used
rarely‘or not at all. The method by whlch frequenples of 5e1ectlon*
were obtalned (see summary, Appendlx, P. 168) was tested on forty- -
elght sites within Roman Palestlne. These 51tes, -in the sample,

can be set within the four centurles -of the Second to 51xth cen-

turies C.E. with some degree of certalnty. The dlfferences in motlf

-



.have not been included. as a factor in our analy31s of

' that seiéctlon. The original selectlon of- 51tes was random, from
tﬁe a&ailable literature. I 1ncluded whatever 51tes I came across
~except for those 51tes whlch had no deccratlon,‘accordlnq to the - |
scant reports avallable, and informatlon was very llmlted rhese

-

were ellmlnated from con51derat10n prior to analy51s.

%

_ ’ By chance, rather than deslgn, the sites were'eveﬁlyx
distributed acréss the whole of Pélestine. Table J (p;lll) lists -
fthe sample 51tes accordlng to thelr geographlcal locatlon w1th1n
,seVeral sets of reg10na1 boundarles. Detalled quormatlon on each -
. o .
site“is available in the Site catalogue, and a‘érOSS—refe¥ence:name
indéx‘has been included in thre éppgndixp ;The Iatﬁeriié to dissolve
~ some of the frqstratioh which is caused by the use of a variety of
names for the same site. Vv B o | oo

In Table J, the first column Lists all the sites in Roman
‘IPaiestine which wete used in my sample. As a qroup, théy constitute
the b391s for establishing the "normatlve" pattern of motif selection.
‘These sltes have then been divided into the provinces .of Palaest;nae .
_ prima ana Palaestinae Secunda.‘ These two pfb%&ﬁ;es4Can thus ‘be
compared*toveach_other, and_to the "norm." The secbnd~column \
identifies the géo%pol;tical region (Chiat, 1979:9-11), while the
thifd indicétes‘the topoqgaphic region, in which’the site is locatéd,
Regretably, I could not use Chlat s regional classlflcatlon for a

: detalled analySLS, since cla531flcatlon of the motlfs reduced the

]
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T
‘ -

~

the number of sites in-each area beyond the point of statistical e

usefulness. Map 9'(p.1123.has been included to establish the -

actual locations of thefsite,]'uﬁpe"G,-7 andlS-(pp.6§~54)‘j can - -
‘be overlaid against this maptto clarify the geographical relatith:,

- . . . ‘e . . .-
ships between these regional boundaries. 1In Table J (p.111), an
asterisk (*) indicafes that the identity of the site is disputed.

For an explanatlon of Chiat's code, see Appendlx, Tablesll&p. 192?)

I
T

- In order -to test the randomhess of motlf selectlon, all

.the sites Wthh had deceratlve elements were analyzed for the
presence or absence of the thlrteen prlmary types.ijheseu81tes E

. were’ llsted by prlmary types.d Each s¢te was then qrouped accordlng—
‘to its 1ocat10n in three sets of reglonal boundarles. “The 1argest ;"

groupr contalned all the SLtes of’ Palestlne. The second and thlrd

groups contained those same 51tes, divided into prov1nc1a1 terrl- o ' '

s torles of Palaestlnae Prlma and Palaestlnae Secunds. "~ The borders_

of those terrlpprles were those establlshed by Av1—Yonah to apply e

‘o

in 300 C.E. (1976)‘- Three sets of calculatlons were then prepared.

The number of‘eiteé, in each of the three reglons, which showed the

motifs, were Summed up and transformed ‘into a percentage of the
total 81tes within each;reglonal boundary Those frequenc1e5<
were then’ llsted in descendlng order to establlsh a rank order of i

preference. Those sites Whlch were found most frequently on the -

V51tes W1th1n the region showed the hlghest ranklng, whlle the

motif which-was less frequent recelved the lower ranking, .
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- - Location Key to Sample Sites - o -

\ e o—

LRANGE N

Paléctine .+ Geo-Political Regions - T0popraphic Regions‘
- Prlsestinse Prima ‘ D -

1. Fahma b1 (no réference) - uamaritan Hiphlands
2. Imwag - "E1 (no referemce . - Samaritan Highlands
. Natana B2 22 o R * Samaritsn Highlands
. Satalevim - E211 ) © Samaritsn-Highlands
. Fhirbet Abn lerv D1 - (no reference) ' - Samaritan Highlands

Beth GuvFin - ., _ BE 4 271 ‘ , © Judean Hille
. Esthemoa ™ LE 412 . - Judean Hills
. Fhirbet <§nsiY‘a EL13 - R Judean Hills - .
Hevron . F 2 (no reference) - Jndean Hills
10 Fhirbet Karmil F 2 (no reference) - Judean Hills
A 11.5110 T D2 - (no reference) . Judean Hills. .
?.Maton - . Fra1i1v - o Jouth Coastal Plain
,13eGa?8 A ¢c2 11 - South Coastal Plain -
1k, Asdod c7a1 o . -South Coasztal Plain
15 Aeauelon ¢e% 2% - .- .. ' _South Cosstal Plain
1f.Coesarea ‘ cC2 31 ik Worth Coastal Plain
17.¥hirbet Sumang* ~° cC2z*1 - ..+ North.Coastal Plain
1%, ¥hirbet Devela EL 11 o . .- Borth Coastal Plain-
"19:En Geddi : L E 41 2 S Rift Valley. -(south)
°n.Jericho’ - ) : C . " -Rift Valley {south

i

X ?I Natsran ‘Rift Valley (south)

Palaeqtinae C'ec:uﬁda

Rift Valley (north)

AULCESY AN

3 2 koo -
.

1. ¥orarinm R 1 2
7. Kefor Nahum BZ11 ' - Rift Valley (north)
" Arbela . . BR211 - . Rift Valley (north)
Khirbet Ammudim. ‘ "B 212 - Rift Valley (north)
. Hammath Teverya B %17 - Rift Valley (north)
- Afea - GL 21 Rift Valley (north)-
" Bemmath Gadar . @912 ‘Rift Valley -(north)
« Reth Shean , "B k17 - Rift Valley (north)
: Beth Alpha B4yl " Rift Valley (north)

- 10.Kokav -ha~Yarden "B ? 21 Rift Valley (north)
,ll.Reh?v B LA Rift Valley (north)
Ali .Bar'am . B112 “North Galilee/Golan

1%.0us Hal:vg BR111. ‘North Galilee/Golan
14, 8ifsufa . B % 7B 11 - . North Galilee/Golan
%Eﬂga}tOQ R "B123 North Galilee/Golan
f evorava S B115 North Galilee/Golan .
.17 .Meron B B114 - North Galilee/Golan
19, Khirhethema* » B1.13 ! North Galilee/Golan -
19.Horyat Rafid* 62 (mo reference) ~ North Galilee/Golan.
20. Ad~Dikka* G221 - L :North Galilee/Golan -
?1.A1—Ahmed}yeh ‘ G221 - .. " .. - North Galilee/Golan
??.Ar-Pana ..~ Bl127 - ' - - Nerth Gslilee/Golan
27 Thmm a% Qa9atir - G L 3B 2- -, North Galilee/Golan
;3 §§gu1‘1n _ B1 27 - North Galilee/Golan
2" Ppt;vg o €212 . West Gslilee/Jerreel -
S e'arim’ B212 " West Galilee/Jezreel ..
Yafk} B213 " West Galilee/Jezregl
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deeGaluate the‘fﬁnking,‘s£OWn in Table K'ﬁbelow), Ii
;Lbéga‘"from thi null hypotbésis thaE th«i frequency distributibn of
—primary types ocqﬁrs rapdomly thfoughoﬁt Pélestine;» If the diétri-
:bution couldrbe‘proben regioﬁallf Vafiable (and not rahdom), thenil(
“could infer that the motif Selectlon on thesa sites was Influenced

by the local factorsw The counter hypoth951s, that the abseﬁée»éf )
one or more art- mot1fs lmplles that they~ dldlﬂgx exist on that site,
is rendered unreliahle by the weakness of archaeologlcal sample '
data. For the purpose of this test, I have assumed that the mﬁtif
repertoife‘found‘dn~the_site is characterggékc‘of thersite in
question. ‘ ,
v Cla531flcatlon of the decoratlve repert01re of the forty~
- eight sites®in’ the sample showed the following: frequency dlstrlbutlon-
‘>when these s1tes were treated as an homoqeneous‘group‘ The 1nformab 4
tlon is derived from th Aisting of sites by motlf type. '(Appenaix,

Table 3, p.lbﬂ

Table K

Occurence of Motif Types in Palestine

_ " Motif Type T No. of Sites " 2 frequency '«
" Geometric™ : ‘ 42 . 87.5
Meporah - o - 29 60.4
Vegetable 25 = 52.1
Aninmal _ ' . 24 - i 50.0
Floral - © 23 . . 42,9
Circle Surround 19 ‘ 39.6.
Increments ' 15 31.2
Fowl .. - 13 27.0
~ Human | ) 9 .18.8
~—Mythic : , 8 \ 16.7
77 Marineg, , * .6 12.5
Torah Shrine 6 12.5
Reptilé 2 4.2



- C R . e "
Clearly, for this sample, "the geometric motifs occur most frequently

and represent the déminant motif in,synégOgue art.. The menorah
occurs in the éeéoﬁd<position,'<Since-thé menorah has been used as
~an_index to confirm the identification of a site as a synagogue;,

this is not uheXpecte6; It is interesting to note that the Torah

shrlne oocurs at only $ix s1tes, in eleventh rank,’ whlch stands at -

odds to Goldman s assertion that 1t should be considered a "dominant

motlf“ in synaqoque art- (1966:3). It may prove to be a dominant

concept in rabbinic tradition, but for these sites, all the other

types 1n the cla551f1catlon, with the exceptlon of the!reptlle torms,
occur more frequently We can 1nfer that the Torah shrine was not a

‘popu&ar motlf in comparlson to other motif types, Further, from the

. . : 4.
ranklng, we can 1nfer g%at the synagogue populatlon selected from

‘within the motif categories we call flgural and that of all-those -

types, they preferred animal and human figures. Mythic, marine and

&

reptile ﬁorms are found in less abundance, and are therefore further

down the rank-order.

when all the figgral types are combined,‘the following
distribution was caioulated.: Thirty sites, or 6$2.5% of the sites
'iﬂ Palesfine had fi@ures of one type or another. The freouéncy‘
. distributions sﬁown in Table K ‘(p 113), and the calcuiation of
sites w1th flgural motlfs, constitute a pat%ern of "normatlve“
‘selection against Wthh wWe can compare de81gnated groups of sites.

. When motif selection is ranked, we can observe that spﬁgific motif

types emerge as dominant 'in the selecticn-pattern.

S‘v
*

&



‘Variation in“tﬁe "normative"” pattern can be detected.by
qrouplng the sites 1nto smaller reglons' SOme of. the varlety can
,be detected by adoptlng the reglonal cla551f1catlons of the pro—
,“Vlnces of Palaestlnae Prima aﬁd Palaestlnae Secunda. The~same smteS‘

efe grouped w1th1n these boundarles, and frequency dlstrlbutlons

were calculated. Table L Lbelow) and Table K (p 116) show the

-

‘results. ' o .
. K]
Table L S
Paldestinae Prima ke
. . Total - 21 sites
"Motif Typefy ‘ " No. of Sites p fregueney
‘Geometric S - 19 S 90.5
Menorah 14 . S 66.7
- Floral ) ' o "1k o - 52.3
Circle Surround - R -47.6
Vegetable . . - 9. - - 42.9
Increments v 6 28.6
Animal 5 -23.8.
Torah Shrine 4 - 19.0
Hunian 3 14.3
Fowl 3 14.3-
Marine 1. 11.8
Reptile 1 11.8
Mythic 1 1.8
R = ! FaE

Among the sites of Paléestinae ?rimé, geometric and menorah motifs
3 _ | - . -0
dominate the repertoire; as they did in ﬁhe "normative" ranklng for

all Palestine. The thlrd and fourth level motlfs (vegetable, c1rc1e
. e
surround) are in an inverted order, compared to the norm, ‘but floral,

motifs retain a comparable rank. This also applies to the circle



Surround, 1ncrements and fowl types,w Mythlc and human\motlfs occur
1n*lnverse der, but rank compairbly last in the pO$Slble ch01ces

of motlfs. FSr the reglon as a- whole, the Torah shrlne is ranked

-~ -

’ second to last (6 51tes) but we'flnd mast of thé‘31tes 1n Palaestlnae“

_Prlma. The motlf\remalns 1n ‘the - lower half of the ranklnq,
In Palaestlnae Secunda, the rank-order 1s dlfferent, as

this table demonstrates,‘

e ) I -  \ L o
o Table M - : ST
1) v N - ; T v‘ - . A
Palaestinae Secunda e o oo
e .27 sites : .
Motif Type . - -  , NS. of -Sites ; ‘>,, . %ﬁfrééuency ..
Geoﬁeﬁric o ' 230 0 85,2 ‘
Menorah ' ) ) 15. . Lo w71.4
- Animal i . i ., T 70047
Vegetable. . . 14 ’ .. 44,4 .
Floral - o 2. - . < 5.8 . -
‘Circle. SurroundH 11 T T 40,7 - -
" Increments -9 : - 33.3
Fowl . : 8 ' 29.6
Mythic 7 ... 25,9
Human = ° 6 - CoT22.20,
Marine ‘ 5 ’ - - 18.5
Torah Shrine SR AN 2 - L 7.4
Reptile o - 1 PN ’ 3.7

. : R "

P -

‘Thé geometric and menoréh mbtifs remain dominant , but thevthird
ranked motlf in Palaestlnae Secunda is the flgural motlf, animal,
in contrast to the floral motlf 1n thlrd rank in Palaestlnae Prlma‘
There- are other dlfferences 1n the ranklng, but the most dramatlc
‘dkiference‘can Qe observgd when all figured motifs are combined,

" .and their frequencies Galculated? . S o CL

»

.
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i ' g -
o Table 8 .- . - : IR
15 ‘ o - Frequency Dlstrlbutlon of :
L ST . FlgUred Sltes
_ . Q ] PP, PS .. Paléstine-.
Figured Sites | 33.32°  81:5% . 62.5%
Torah Shrine - - o 19.0% 7.4% S 12.5%
- . o - K s “ ) -

" hidden in the relatlvely high frequency"for the whole‘gf.Palestlneu‘

'loWer~rapkedvTorah_shrlne occure most‘ﬁrequently 19 Palaestlneé '

. - IO

Clearly, flgures are ranked hlgher in Palaestlna'Secunda o

(Ps), than in’ Palaestlna Prlma (PP) The dramatlc dlfference 1s.

%.ﬁ

]

When the frequency distribution for flgures 1s paired WIth the

occurrence frequency of . another motlf - the "Torah shrlne, we-can see

PRI
that these two motifs tend to oceur in dlfferent proportlons. {The

-

Prima,«andébccﬁrs in only tﬁo sites'(7.4%)kof the northerﬁ}region.

Flgures domlnate 1n the repertolre of the northern region, ‘after

"the standard geometrlc and menorah types, whlle the Torah shire*

b -

.QoCccurs more frequently in the south Both .types occur 1n both

regions but the proportlon of thelr occurence is- 51qn1frcant and

¥

.noteworthy ' *“‘ a ;“"f S | S L:;‘ LT

A sxmllarly varied selectlon of motlﬂ types can be seen' .

when sub—type and aggreqate groups of motif types are compared. o o

The zodiac wheel, for example, represents a recognlzable agqregate

e

‘of flgural and geometric motrfs. I 1nc1udes human, reptile, marlne—

and mythlcftypes. ‘The eagle—as a sub*type of" the fowl category has"
been<requﬁi2ed by E. Meyers*(19?6w99) as. an element antGalrleen

’ ) R - . .

wr



synagogue art. The frequency of these motifs can be calculated and

compared in a‘*table. ‘'the valculations are based oh material collated
. - -

able 4 (p.‘?L). ’ 1 } i

T o

in Appendix

«

Table P
. - %
Palaestinae Prima ‘Palaestinae Secunda Palestine
sodiac” gheel (2 sites) 4.5%¢ g {4 siteg) 14.8: {6 sites) 12.5¢
“fayle (3 sites) 14.3% .

(5 sites) 18.5%

t
X

(8 sites) 16.7¢

>

Since the quantity of the sample in each region is different, wé

cannot compare the actual number of’%ites, but the percentile pfo-

. R - " . . ~ !
vides a‘basis of comparison. We can observe from the above table,

that in Palaestinae Prima, the zodiac is to be. found in a very léw
percentage of sitesg, and it is more likely to occur in sites in
Falaestinae Secunda than in the former. The "normative” percentiie ﬁ”
obscures the variation. In any case, it can hardly be considereda

"ubiguitous." Nor is it a dominant type, in that it is used-on orly

a small percentage of sites in each region. -

In this pair, the eagle occurs more oftgn than the zodia?
wheel."lu Palaestinae Prima, the eagle occurs on fewer sites, in
comparison to Palaestinae Secunda. The percentage-« frequency indicites
a negligyible dﬁffgrence; with the higher ranking gaing to Palaestiﬁbe
Secunda. The zodiac wheel occurs more frequently iﬁ the north aaﬂﬂ%ll,
but in no way can we call either of these motifs a dgminaﬁt theme'i%
comparison to other motifs in the repertoire. Both types rank wéllt
- .
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into the bottom half of the "normative" sgcale. These differences
between thesge two weyions would go unnoticed, when Palestine is

. ¢ 0
" treated as an homoyeneous whole.

0 Inference about meéning mus;“;;;ln with a thorough prepava-

=¥

tion of the data. "his classification system, which is dependent
Upoen the systematic col%ection of data, is designed to permit the

comparison of any designated set of S%tes, with any designated com-

bination of motifs and variables. 'The same categories of information
are applied to each site, to its decorative scheme, and to any

combination of other. variables which may be relevant to the guestion

which -the anal g is intended to answer. It is particularly
ameﬁabie to thparison of qroups of gites, and pair§ of primary
types. . The ranking of the most popular pairs, rather than single
types,.which dominate the Selectioﬂ of motifs somewhat more sensitive

to the collective nature of symbol selection. Symbols bear meaning

-

in relation to each other; and when motifs are paired, those relation-

sbips can be given closer examination.

Comparison of Motif Pairs

Similarity of motif selection-patterns within a region can
be measured by ranking sites according to their dominant motif pairs.
when a large number of sites within a regioﬁ*sharé a distinet group
of dominant %otifs, or pairs of motifs, we can infer a similar or
shared pfiﬂgiple of selection. 1In a rank-scale, the higher ranks

of motifs are more frequent and occur on more sites within the region.

P~
,w



tion., The éloser the similarity, the more cochesive is the cﬁ tural
system which binds themhto each oﬁher! In a reqi0ﬁ<wheré gite afe
ma;kedly dissimilar,,tﬁe hypotﬁesis of cultural cohesion is dis-
proven. . . ~ |

The rank-order of ﬁotif selectioﬁ is oﬁtéined in a step-by~

step pfoceés of c¢lagsification in which each motif type is assigned

- * & ) 4 B . 3
-an arbitrary, nominal number. The assignment of those numbers is

shown in the following key.

Table R

o

Nominal Assignment of Motif Types

. Menorah » 8.  Marine

1

2. Increments - 9.  Reptile
3. Torah Shrine - 10, Mythic
4. Geometric ’ 1. Fowl

5. Cirecle Surround 12. Animal
6. Veyetable 13. Human
7. Floral

) -

Using the more convenient identification numbers, all possible com-

binations of these motifs are listed. 1In this analysis, I lave
worked wiéh pairs, but it is éohceivablejthat combinations of three,

four or more motif types ¢ould be illuminating.
. o i 4
The following test is performed to show that when sites

are clqssifiediby topographic region,- they will show clustered“selec;

'tion—patterns. Sites in a region can be shown to have similar

Ll
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|

! ‘
patterns of selectlon whlch demOnstrate the relat1ve cohe51on of .

the art traditions. That. SlMllathy will be most notheable when'
- - w
topographic region§'001nc1de with culture regions. 51m11ar1ty is =

- measured by frequencies of* motif preferences, and by the ranked:

1

order of motif pair selection.

[ We hegln by sortlng the sample 51tes into llStS aCCOldlng
i

- : ' J
to the p0991b1e pair comblnatlons. Talzile § (p.lZZ) shows the sample

sites within their reglonal boundaries. - FEach regional unit consti-
tutes a comparable unit in thls test Thevfrequeﬁciéé of péir
T occurrence are calculdted by correlatlng the 51tes in” each reglon

T to the palr Comblnatlon whlch are found on those 51tes. This can
. ’ be accompllshed by usinyg the 1lsts of sites accordlng to primary‘
type (Appendix} Table 3, p.‘lbg) and‘cémﬁafing them‘to possible ﬁair
combinatibns. It is v1ta1 that thls data be éross checked and spot—-
checked frequently Usable results depend on the ‘proper calculatlon
of frequencies from each pair, and,when the Sample 1s<small, an -Q
omitted*site from one of thé_lists could render the anaiysis
inackurate. Table & shows, in addition to the names of the sites,
the level ofﬂéxcavation which has been undertaken at the sitg. In
those areas where there are few sites, this becomes‘an‘important
‘,j - -

factor. ) , - -

feg

To determine the rank order of fréquency,7th§ pairs are
. " . & ) . -
grouped in descending order of occurrence. The nuamber of sites on

- whicH a pair occurs is used-as.an. assignment of rank in Table U

(p.- 124 ). In each region, the sum total of sites which have the

X

SN f
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**gi&vﬁx Table S

(B2 ﬁ%st of Sites by Topographic Reglon

Palaestlnae Pglmq . . Excavated . Unexcavated Numbe r of Rrimary
T ] ‘ Types
Samarntan H:ghlaqu . o .- ] — ) CL
.Fahma e ‘ - X - ] -
' lawas - - ” ) . x ‘ 2
- 'Na'ana N ) - ‘ X “ I
Sa'alevim - i L% . - ) 3
Khirbet Abu Amir ~ . ' x A 5
Siter - ¥ ‘ 2
dudean Hills ' » - ) - ¢
Beth Guvrin e - x 3
Ebthemoa . - X 7
Khirbet Sugiya : x - - L.
Hevron - < < N T x 1
“Khirbet Karmil- : T & - X 2
South Coastal Plain - - ’ \, '
Ma'on - ) ’ . 3 T x ) 7
Gaza . : s ) X 3 CY 9
Asdod: - , ‘ " i x 5
Asquelon _— . T % 6
North Coastal vlain ’ :
~ Caesarea o x - ) 3
Khirbet Devela . 0 ; . x 5
Khirbet Sumaqg ) x 2
Rift Valley ) .
En Geddi ’ . X 5
Jericho X 5
Na'aran * x 9

_Palaestinae Secunda
Rift Valley (Scythopolis and Tiberias
- Karazim -
Kefar Nahum
Arbel ’ x
Khirbet Ammudim | i . —
" Hammath Teverya
Afeq
Hammath Gadar
Beth Shean - -
Beth Alpha
© Kokay Ha-Yarden
Rehov ,
West Galilee/dezreel Valley
"1sfiva . T . X
Beth Se'arim . . LuX
Yafita- - TLox
Northern Galilee/Golan
- Bar'am X
Gus Halav %
Sifsufa ’ ) - . *
Balton . . ’ X
Nevoraya . - . o X,

x X

¥

R S L B R UT RV, N gy RV T N

KX X X X X X
¢

foo
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Excavated Unexcavated  Number of Primary
S i ~ Types. a
North Galilee/Golan
Meron
Khirbet Sema
"Horvat Rafid
Ad-Dikka
Al-Ahmediyeh
Ar-Rama
Umm Al-Qanatir.
Peqgi'in .

X X X X

A O e e —

X X X X
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Tablie U,

Ranking ‘of Dominant Pairs Within Regions

Topographic® - - . Number of Sites in Region
Samaritan Highlands N ’ 6

2. 4/735/7:4/5 ’ , , . N
. 1/3 1/4; 1754 1/6/1/7 ‘K ‘ T

Judean Hills ’ ' ) . 5

3. 1/6:4/6 - : : o P
2. 647 .
i. 1/3 1/4; 1/12; 1/13 3/4; 3/6 3/7 3/11 3/ 2 4/11 h/lz

South Coastal. Plain’ - ' 4

b, 1/2 1/3 zfu 2/5; u/5 T ) -

3. 1/4 ’

2. 1/6/1/751712;2/6; 2/7; 2;41 L76,4/738/11:4/¥3; 5/13;6/756/11
6/12:6/13:7/11; 7/12 . ) .

~ North Coabtal Plain - . ] 3
1. /b b/550/655/7:6/10 h/lZ 6/7 6/11;5/6; 5/7

Rift Valley (south) T 3.

3. 1/5:4/5
2. 1/2:174:1/6:476; 5/6
1. 1/3; 117/1/8 1/13;:1/10;1/1151/2; 2!3 2/6;2/7:;2/12:2/13;3/5
©3/633/7:3/5:3/1053/12:3/13:4/7;4/8;4/10; 4/1/4713:8/10:8711 .
5/7:5/8:6/1035/11;5/12;5/13;9/11:9/12:9/3 . : ’

let Va1ley (north) . ' o ll )
3. 6/11/6/13/7 10; 9/13, 0/12;1/10; 217 2/10 2/]1 /41, B/13; 5765
5/7.5/12; 12/13
2. 1/55:11/71259/11; 1/8;1/13:2/5;2/9;2/13; 4/8 6/87 7/13 11/13 8/10: 8/12
1..1/331/95273:;3/433/653/7:3/1053/1153/125 b/9 5/10; S/II 5/13:;6/9
’ 7/8 8/11;8/13:9/10:10411
1. 1/3:;1/9; 3/& 3/6: 3/7 3/10;3/11;3/12; 4/9 5/10; 5/1] 5/]3 6/9:;7/8;
8/11 8/}3 9/10;10/11

‘wgst Galilee/Jezreel Valley o 3
2. /11, 1/12 /12 10/12

Vo ¥/2:1/451/7:17852/7852/12; 2/V3/47554/7;4/11:8/12;4/1355/11
5712, 4/]3 6/11;7/12;7/13;8/11;8/12:8/13; IO/ 1.11/12 12/13



Northern Galifee/ﬁg{an

.
— PO WU N

- R 1 l'lg, )
: ., ‘ ' Table U *‘coﬁtfhuéd

/e

h/12

h/5:h/7:5/7:6/12:7/02. - - -
SO/ 6/1055/655/1256/7 0 L -

1/5:4/8:4/13;5/10;6/8;6/11511/12
1/2:1/331/651/7:2/6;5/13;6/13;12/13; 9/13 9/12; 7/8; 7/10
7;13 . 8/1078#12:9/1 o 9/11

13 sitet .



_from one site’ to another.
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~mot1fs serves as an 1dent1f1cat1bn of rank as well as a measure of

dOmlnance in the_motlf repert01re for that reglon. Thus in the
topographlc reqlon of the Samaritan Hllls, the - motlf palrs f4/7)

ggomgtrlc/floral, (5/7) 01rc1e surround/floral andﬂ(4/5) qeometric/

) éircle‘surround are shared by two-of the six sites in the region. ‘

gThere are other motlf palrs in- thﬂfreglon, but these palrs represent

',the domlnant palrs‘, The relatlvelg llmlted sharlng of motlﬁ)selec~

tlon patterns im thls qroup contrasts with the pattern in the northern/

Rift- Valley where flfteén palrs dre shared by only three of the

_"eleven 51tes.‘ The regxonal selectlon in the Samarltan Hllls is.

diverse, but the selection~patterns are not dbv1ously shared The

South Coastal Plain represents a third contrast in that all four

gites share a selectlon-pattern of five domlnant palrs, in a full
repertOLre‘ofstwenty-three pairs. The relative cohes10n of these‘
different areas can be measured accordlnq to the sharl ng observed

in the selectlon~of motlfs. The 81tes in the South ébastal Plaln ‘

~and the Rift Valley (south) are more similar, ‘within their areas,

;than are the sites on the‘Judean Hillé;‘Qr the North Coastal Plain.

These share few motifs and 'are therefore less likely to be selecting -
from a shared system.
- In the %ollowing rank ‘order  of motif pair occurrence, the

topographic regions'areilarge enough to have a statisfically'rele~

" vant selection of siteé,Aand yef'sﬁall ‘enough that eight regions can.

be‘compared Each topographic region is rooted im a 51m11ar land- -,

form reglon, ln Wthh resources and séttlement patterns are 51m11ar

iz o -
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. gircle sdmoud is shared ifh both regions. . : " : -

127

* Table 'T}[ -

Motif Pair OQccurwace-by Topoqraﬁhib Region

#.0f sites .which show # of sites degree of
dominant  pairs . - - similarity
in region

South Coastal Plain 4 4 1.00
Rift Valley (South) 3 3 1.00
West Galilee 2 3 .67 S
- Judean Hills 3 5 .60 -
‘North Galilee/Golan 6 13 .46, R
~Samaritan ' 2 6 .30 & '
North Coastal Plain 1 3 .30 ’
Rift Vvalley (North) 3 11

e

.27

e S
- "

The rank order . in this table, then, becomes a measure from .

whi?h we can Qetermiﬁe that a region shares a.similar pattern of

‘selection. Thus the sites in the SouihACoasfai Plain and the Rift .

Valley (South) are similar and cohesive in»theif‘Seiectibﬁ*patterﬁé

while the North Galilee /VGolanivsites are mdré markedly dissimilar..

-1

The five motif pairs in the reéertoire of theiSouth'Coaétal Plain,

however, are different from the.two dominant .pairs which emerge in

4

~ the southern Rift Valley. The motif pairs (1/5) menorah/circle .

&

surround, and (4/5) géométric/circlé surround constitute the only

dominant pairs in the SQuthern Rift Valley. The pair (4/5) geometric/

An argument can be made, then, for a shared sy@bol_system‘

for this pair. Any discussion of meéhfﬁq for these primary types,

and.tﬁe aggregaté pair must take into account- their relative;sighifi—

_cance for the communities in these regions. Both regions lie in

i
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vy
D

geographlcal prox1m1ty to each other. Singe they are located close
to each other, 1ocal communltles probably established forms of
: soc1al lntercourse. Therefore, the-"meanlnq" attached to these

- motlfs in both settlngs would bear "some 51m11arlty In ‘areas where
. )
51m11ar)ty is reduced, the same arqnment cannot be made. Only in

those areas whlch share some aSpect of therr motlf selectaon, can

‘e

it be argued that these sites also shared aspects of their symbol

- system. -

The similarity between the 31tes in the gther topOgraphlc -
reglon is less marked, and the number of domlnant types wh1ch are
shared in the motlf repert01re is redUCEd The sites in West

Galilee are 1es5751m11er, in that) " out of Four sites’ show the
dOmihaht pairs f1/11~1/12~1/13;10212). In these srtes, the menorah
(L) represents the domlnant prlmary type. In the Judean Hllls, h n
three of- flV@.Sltes showed two domlnant palrs (1/6‘4/6) and the
domlnant typerls vegetable (6). Northern Gal1lee and’ the Golan show
- a msrkedrdegree of dissimilarity in that only slx of the thirteen Q
sites showed shared characteristicsin’their:motrf seleetion. Onlty
one paiv (4/6) emerged as a-déminent~motif "Translated, the geometricy
vegetable palr represents the enly shared aggregate in the North
Galilee/Golan reqlon? The 'sites of“the North Coastal Plaln are so

3

dissimilar that not one pair is shared by more than one 51te. Thls

i would 1éad ne to question whether these three sites can be considered

hpart of the same’ cultural region..

The analy51s of motif pair, selectlon, by topographlc



"to have kept their distance from economic supportwofvthe'sznagogﬁe
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reégion, ieads to the coﬁpiusion that the sites in the southern
regions tend to,Be morevcohesive,>and more likely to share similarr
seléctioﬁFpattetns, than the sites of the ﬁorthern reqioné;~'Wher¢:
the gsimilarity is especially noticeable, aé in;themgouthr(it is '
possiblevto treat these sites éé an homogeneous uﬂit. In-the
nérthenn regionsg, hoWever, care must be taken when qenergi;tieé aré
applied to sites of different‘geogfapg}cal'iocations. The common -
adopﬁicn of similar motifs,‘selectéd_ﬁfbm the larger repérfdine,
wouldfguggesf it:; concéptions about the "meaning" of these motifs
‘would also be he™ in common. Cerﬁainly; an awareneés of the range
of interpretations‘attéched to the motif, or motif combinétion,‘l
wquia be alive within the cultural milieu. 1In the north, however,
inferences about meaning must be applied more carefully when sites
o?;regiohs are being compared. ‘Where the selectionland use of
motif’péirs differs so widely from sité>to site; even Qiﬁhin,&
shared_geogfaphigal region, care‘ﬁust be taken -to avoid qeneralizé;
tions betWeén dissimilar sites. |

e In my discussions of the rabbinic involvement in the

synagogue, I referred to the éeographic dissimilarities of references

to rabbis in*synagogﬁé inscriptions (p.42£9 Améng the inscriptions
from the Judean Hills, and the South Coastal Plain, the rdbbis are

commemcrated principally as iﬁdividual”aongrs._ In the northern .

+

y i “ . ‘., - . ' " . .
- areas, however, there is little evidence of donatiens by an 1nd1V1d~

-ual rabbi, to a synagogue. The rabbis in the latter region, seem

-

s

*
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© in a-manner whlch would have earmed them spe01flc commendatlon.n

'When the lnc1dence of" flgured art 15 compared.to thls dlstrlbutlon,'

there is further evidence that

the factlons of the rabblnlc qulld

which 1ns¢sted on strlct observance of antl flgural Halakah spoke
»

more popular, but the wealth and power iﬁpiledeln the _pemembrance S

© with less authog&ty in northern Pa}estlne. Not only are flgures

of-the individual donor was }eSS'likely to be fiom thé strictly

observant rabbi - (the Toratem Umanutamf'see paqé 39f Jv The communi-

) tles ln the south,seemed to have been t}ght—knlt sooqal unlts,

whlch remembered their rabbls in thelf,synaqogues as 1nd1v1duals

and donors’ worthy of the tltle;

is dissimilar from one site to

S~

In the north, where moglf selection

another, the rabbis do:not seem to

be particularly important people on their roster of donors;;:From

the high incidence of figural motifs, T am led to conclude that -the

-

conservative element of the rabbinic guild kept its distance from

the financial reSpOHSlbllltleS

1tself.

of the donor, and from the synaquue

- -

d <

The extent and varlety ot the motlf palrs can be further

b

detalled by comparlng the frequenc1es of palrs in the context. of

the full-regional repert01re.

2

The number of domlnant palrs in each

regioﬁhie ranked, 1n Table v (p 131) accordlng to the extent of“

its repert01re {(the motlfs which are shared as well as the total

selection of p0551ble palrs), within the fpll range of one hundred '~

~and fifty six possible choices.
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P . .
. fable V
. Ao PR
R T of domlnant palrs : #uoﬁﬁsites in # of possible
CoLoIm reglon ! - .7  region "pairs found -in
) N _ i . repertoire
Rift valley (North) ~ 45 - i ] 40 ,
North Galilee/Golan . 1- --- - . 13 - . 37. o
-South Coastal Plain - 5 - < 4 - 3gp-
West Galilee/Jezreel ~ 4 s o3, - 28, S
.Samaritah Hills 3 T 6 ’ 8 .
~Judean’ Hills 2 . 5 B - 23 -~
let Valley (South) 2., - 3 T - 42 .

LR ~ - - - .
- - B - - ~

Bach area seems to have selected a distinct repertoire of -possible
primary métlf~péirs-from the larger range of prSible péirg.‘ The f"

3

let Valley (North) shows the greatestﬁarlety, in both the extent
“,(U'~ %
of 1ts repert01re (forty motlf pairs) and in the selectlon of

“

domlnant’palrsx(flfteen) . This varlety is seen on’a total of eleven’

E

SLtes,ln the entire reglon. :Jn contrast, the thlrteen 51tes of the

_Golan/North Galllee show only ‘one shared palr.: The full repert01re,>

however, LS Varledrand on thlrteen srres, thlrty=seVen palrs emerge

w - - g s

-"The. relatlvely meager nature of the art remalns attested 1n Upper

“ T

[Galllee suggests a kand of conservatlsm rather than a llmlted ,t_b

{/~repertolre of symbols."w (E Meyers, 1980 106) The art tradltlen

in the northern reglons is var&ed .complex and lsolationlst . Sltes

- are hlghly d1551m11ar, but carry a broad range of selected motif -

- >

xpalrs throughout “the reglon. -Almost as many palrs oceur 1n~Northern -

“®

‘Galllee/Golan as in the let Valley (North) but_only one palr 1s T

cormmon between more than one-~site. (Table U, page. 124) . “,'

1)
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In the rema‘i'ﬁing regions which are arrayed in the lower

half of Table V (p.131), the number of possible pairs remains within
the ramge' of twenty-tk pe:-é: to forty—two. Only a limited nuber of
. > 1] "

those pairs are shared characteristics, when this regional pattern
ig compared to motif pair oecurence (lable 1, p.127 and Table U,p.124)

we can see that the domdnant wotifs are consistent within regional

a

]

. boundaries, but beyorxd"'thésé our regions, the sgsimilarity is less

. .
consistent, and selection_of pairs i$ local and individualistic.
There is cause, then, to surmise that these pairs béear sone ‘relation:-
ship in th;ir regions to“a locally shared symbol systen.

he Sawaritan Hills.show a reduced range of selection, but
e ' - 0

there wmay be another factor involved here. 'The sites in this region‘
"have not been e}:c.avated ansl are known only from brief reports. Since
the number of sites is also“l,imitegi; it is 'wiservtm ex¢lude this
area from analysis until more information is available.

- It is clear, from this preliminary analysis, tvﬁat‘ sites
in different regions reflect a wide variety in their selection of

motits. That variety comes nowhere near the possible limits of
the choice produced by pair combinations. We do not know how this

pattern, in each region, cowmpares to the total cultural pattern,
but we can infer that where specific dominant types emerge in a

. i 4" e
region, these types ¢an be expected to have "significance" to the

.
»

synagogue population in that ared.
7 .

We have been discussing the variations which exist within

the “homogengity of synagogue art" and have discovered a pattern of |
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selection based on sites grouped into topographic regions. The

= N

wider range of motif cﬁoices found in these regions has been fur£her
redaced to a selected number of dominant pairs. These dominant
pairs are shared by more than one site in the region, and sometimes
by more than half of the total number of sites in the area. ‘The
nuuber of dominant pairs differs from region to¢ region, as does the
\\\‘//ﬂiotal nunber of sites in each area. Théﬂregional selection of domi~

nant pairs can be discovered within this differentiation. Fach
region seems to have created an individual reperéoire in which
elemnents of the thirteen primary types are differvemtially combined.
Cle;rly, where dissimilarityuis indicated (as in North Coastal Plain),
~the region.must be understood to be less cohesive than’ areas where

most sites share many dominant motif pairs. Each region must be

recognized fgr its individual character, and the picture of a

monolithic, gonformist practice, at least in the decoration of

syhagogues, eS an even more remote popssibility.

Selection Patterns Within Galilee

The séme mgthod of frequency analysis can be used tpA
determine the confiquratian of the seleétion—patterns within a
reqion. E. Meyers has found eyidence for a division of cultural
) éontinuity in Galilee, based q§>am§gggg%aphic subdivision. He
defines: )
...Lower Galilee as the territory whose western
boundary is defined by the slopes of Mt. Carmel

. and whose eastern boundary is marked mainly by
the Sea of Galilee. 0On the south, the line

Ny ]
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follows the Nazareth Fault to Mt. Tabor, where

it turns north to the southern tip of the Sea

of Galilee. The northern boundary is fixed by

the southern slopes of thé Mt. Meiron massi#¥

at the sites of Kefar Hananiah (Kefaryinan) and - .
Beersheba North ~(Bersabe) in the Beth ha-Kerem
Valley...the Lower Galilee contains around 470%°
square miles,..Upper Galilee, referred to as
“Tetracomia" (four villages) by Josephus, 1is a
self-enclosed area defined by the awesome slopes

of the Meiron massif. The territory extends
northwards into the foothills of the Lebanon

range, reaching westward to Peul'in or the boun-
dary with Akko-Ptolemais. Its eastern region
contains approximately 180 square miles. S
(1976:95) “ -

within these boundaries_(Mép 7, p.63f there are nine sitéé (Table W,
p.135) er;)our sample in Upper .Calilee, and thirteen sités in Lower
Galilee. It should be noted that the ﬁuantitative~analysié”abqut to
be explained is based on difﬁefent sites from thése which were used
to eiuéidate the general patterns of'selection. The same methbé,‘
however, is used to rank motif pairs according to th@ir»seléctién.'
The popular types (T@ble X, p.136) are placed high in the rank order.
In Galilee, the geometric forms r maiﬁ the dominant motif;“
as is the éase for the whole of'Palestine. lThhggecond rank, whichJ
indicates the number of sites that share the indicated motif péirs,
is different in each regiot. In Uppér Galilee; the second rank is .
the menorah; in the Golan, it is .the mythic (figural) forms.‘ Tn
Lower Galilee, the eqyﬂlf ranked forms of animals, and geometric.
uforms dominate while vegetable motifs take the second rank;« In both

Lower Galilee and the Golan, the menorah falls to the lower end of

«
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7 Samp}g éites in §a1ileei
 Lower Galilee

“Lower Galilee (i) the territory whose western
boundary is defined by jthe slopes of Mt. Carmel and

- whose easteérn boundary 1s marked mainly by the Sea of
Galilee. On the south the line follows the Nazareth
fault to Mt. Tabo¥, where it turns north to the southern
tip of the Sea of Galilee. The northern boundary

is fixed by the southern slopes of the Mt. Meiron
massif at the sites of Kefar Hananiah (Kefa:® Inan)
and Beersheba North (Bersabe) in the Beth ha=Kerem
Valley...the Lower Galilee contains around 470 square
miles.,'' |

(E. Meyers, 1976:95 after Avanonah,‘1966:l33-35)

Upper G”]:lee .

"Upper Galilee, referred to as 'Tetracomia' (four d‘1lages)
by Josephus, is a self-enclosed area defined by the- awesome
slopes of the Meiron massif. The tervitory. extends north-
wards into the foothills of the Lébanon range, reaching -
westwards to Peqi'in, or the boundary with, Akko=Ptolemais.-
lts eastern extremity extends to the Jordan Valley.

This regiom contains . approxtmately ISO square ml]es "
(E. Meyers, 1976:95) ~

Golan : ) 7 _: )t

’ L E
%djacent to Upper Galilee is the Golan Heights or ancient
Gaulinitis, which is bordered by the territory of Caesarea
Philippi (Banias) on the north, and by Hlppos Susith on the
south."

(E. Meyers, 1976:95)

Sites

Korazim
Kefar Nahum

-Arbel

Khirbet Ammudim -

Hammath Teverya
Beth Shean
Beth Alpha
Kokav Ha-Yarden

- Rehov

"15fiya
Beth Se'arim -
Yafia .

Bar'am -

Gus ﬁ”ﬁav

TSifsufa o

Dalton -
Nevoraya
Khirbet Séema
Meron -

Afeq
Peqltin

-Horvat Rafid
Ad-Dikka .
Al-Ahmediyeh
Ar-Raina .
-Umm Al-Qanatir
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“the selection sCaleL I1f the selectlon for- any motif pair Can be
construed as a measure of the sxgnlflcance of tha pair to the 51gn
or symbol system of its respectlve local group, then clearly, these
popula?ions assegsed the menorah’ in a different 1ight. "The menorah
is rarelyvseleetea, and seldom shared by more than one site in ‘
these regions of Palaestinae Prima andASecunda. Although diréct
comparisoq is not possible,- certdlnly the lanklnq order represents
é vast difference. Thére are gimitar dlfferences 1p;the ranking of-
mythlc forms, between the Ga11iee, and the Golan.r The Golan<synego- .
gue populatlons seem to have been more wllllng to adapt myt“hic'~
forms to their Gopebuléry, than were the_communities who lived west
of the Sea of\ﬁalilee:r | 7 ’ J
Further comﬁarieons shoeld be tfeated withycautiqn, since
;ﬁhere wefe.enly fiveAeiﬁes in the‘Golaﬁ,‘while the semple from
A,‘Galilee,was more than double }n size. The date‘from the rank ofdef,ﬂ

however, can serve to qualify EQ‘Meyer'S'statement that the "Jewish .

art" of northern Galilee "is, in the main, limited to menorahs,

eagles and simple decorative elements." (1976:99) - If the "decora-
tive elements" are geometric, then certainly the statement applies.
However we flnd in addition tO\these forms, vegetable mOtlfS, the

LY
c1rCle surround floral anlmal, marlne, human and mythlc types

A

Again the dlfferences Li.the smaller cultural reglons are.hidden
w1thQut a detailed ana1y51s“of‘thepmot1fs. .The cultural dlfference$ '
)./J @ . .

between these reglons have been noted by E. Meyers (1976) ‘The™

Lower Galilee had access to the trade and commerce of the let Valley -

S
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Table X
- - Number of site5~whiéh

share characteristics

i
13

Upper Galilee (nine“sifes)
Geometric ; -

‘

e TR N

Mendrah
Vegetable
Circle Surround
Floral
Animal -
',@arine
Human ' - o -
Mythic _
Fowl ) LT
Increments
‘. Terah Shrine ~

Lower Galilee (thirteen sites)
Animal o, 11
Geometric )

Vegetable
Increments,
Circle Surround
Floral )
Fowl’

"Human

Menorah

Mythic

Marine ~ i
Torah Shrine
Reptile

.

— W SR A O —

Golan (fivdlsites)
Geometric
Mythic
Fowl
Animal
Circle Surround
Menorah
Floral )
Vegetable - ‘
Marine [ . -
Human, Torah Shrine, lncrements, Reptile, do not weceur—

n

— e M R R

— T~

_—e R EFTn N

D

— £ U U
‘ .

V. % ’
Sites as a percentage

of total in region
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- Valle .7 -7
and the channel from the JezreelAt the sea. The harsh rugqed

backlands of Northern Galllee seem. to be msolated from the comlngs

and golngs of w1dnly dlfferent, cosmopolitan urbanltes. It weuld
be naxve to assume that1the local populatlons, in elther region,

understood the same symbols 1n an 1dentlcal fashlon, in splte of

/—-—/ ™.

the . lncongruenc1es and cultural d%fferences

The differences 1n;pnact1ce, among gbe selecfion~pattefns
’bof‘synégogué art:motifs, are c;ear“ffom an analysis'of‘its forms.
A?he fﬁll yaﬁety in the reperﬁoire of motif forms~is demonstrated»iﬁ

Table Y (p;l40). The data are derlved £ rom the lists in Appendlx

. Table 6A and 6B (p 130,!93)

Table Y
R : o
"Range of Motif Selection in Galilee =

"

# of dominant pairs 4 of sites # of possible

- . in region ) in region - pairs in repertoire
Upper Galilee 2. L 20 -
Lower Galilee - 13 - 66
- Golan 1

[ ’ . N 3 ' 14’

Predictably,'the motif selec£ions (third columnf afe,highl§ varied_
-and’ take llberally from the full number of motlf ch01ces avallable
to the repert01re. Only one or. two domlnant palrs emerqe, in Lower S
Galllee, from a full vocabulary that exceeds anythlng we have seen

- .so far; It should be noted that the Lower Galilee includes the

topographlc reglons of the let Valley (north) and“the West Gal;lée/



Jezreel Valley area. We noticed eafliergfp.lls) that bheﬂsites in

the North Coastal Plaln werevmarkedly dlSSlmllar, a pattern whlch

e -

dlssappears when two of its three 81tes are combined w1th the

Gal}lean profile.. Table Z (below) shows the similarity pattern.
. . )

Table 2

ot ‘ Comparison of .Similarity: Dominant Pairs

# of sites which total # of sites 2 of similarity
share dominant . © in region . - o
motif pairs.. K - o .
. Lower Galilee 11 13 .85
- Upper Galllee . 4 9 : .40

Golan: ) ) 3 ) 3 - . l 00

jhe sites of'the‘LQwerrGalilee, Eomposed of the three topoqraphic'
" regions (Rift Valiey,'wesﬁ Gaiilee and part of my North Galilee)
show a higher deqree of 51m11ar1ty than that which occurs when' each
reglon is treated separately, (Table T, p 127) TherefOre, we
have sufficient reason to treat the 51tes in Lower Gall ee as a -
cohesive region. The s¢m11ar1ty of . 51tes w1th1n Upper zzz;lee and
the Golan is less distinct " Certalnly the pzirs which occur >ig
common (two domlnant palrs are shared amoné nine s&tee) ig Upper
Galilee, may form the ba51s for an argument that the;r meaning is
shared among its sites, but it ;s clear that there‘ére manj motif
pairsthich'afe’notrcommen betWeen,s}tes. With two exceptions,
then, these sites followed individual ﬁaﬂits of eeléction‘ It

- should be“emphasized that none of the sites in the Golan sample has

«
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_been excaéatéd Slnce the ‘entire sample is small, an“e;ror, of a
new dlscovery could chanqé the ranking and cause us taq re—adjust

the conclusions we havehreached. Fr0m~thls pnellmlnary analysis,
:however, it is'peesible ‘to reach eomgtentative conclueiohs about‘/ >
the variation-whiehroccurs in ﬁhe*selection-pétterns of different
'regions.i ; ( o ‘ - '_ ) .

Throgghout our anaiysie} some patte%ns have remained

consistent. The geometric and menorah types remain a dominant

-

v

form thrbqgﬁout synegogﬁe,artﬂéfaditiop. The selecfion of the

rest of the,fofms in‘tﬁe~repertoire is *highly varied from'one site -
to another'end~from<bne_regien to\anotherl Within regienal boun-
_&aries,_prefegréd motifs can be identified in~doﬁcentratiensi
selected from the full repertoire of synaqogue art eElements of

the patterns frequently overlap from one region to another, but ;
selection in each region seems to lllustgeteva coherent group of

!

preferred md%ifs.

The Role of Excavation in Sample Reliability

- I have relled on samples of archaeologlcal data to deter-
mine the frequency dlstrlbutlons of motif pairs at several groups

of 81tes in Roman Palestlne. The rellablllty of that sample is -

reduced by the fact that many of the sites have not been excavated

4

TO determlne whether the frequenc1es are more llkely to be a functlon :
of the level of exeavatlon, rather,then of the preferred patterns -

of phellocal ébmmuqﬁty,'l compared the information in a seriatioﬂ

@



|
diagram.> Table 63,(?.144) Prﬁvides the‘individUal-status$éfreachh
sité, and Table Anyﬁbeloﬁ) shows the correlation £o the number Of
priméfyutypes whiph are repfesénted in each case. Those without T -
'decorative €lements wgre elimin§ted~frqm the sample prior to anal-
ysis. oOf the decorated sites, ﬁhejmaximum range waé’nine'typés, oz

and the minimum, oge. Those sites which have not been worked siﬁcéﬁﬁ

the survey of Kohl and Watzinger in 1905 arg¢ counted as unexcavated,
since the Cerman team:was not consistent.in uncovering the whole
_ floor plan of the sité. This practice has proven misleading to

»” S ) - .
their classification of Gush Halav, and there may be others,

. - Table AN - i

Seriation of sites according to their level of Excavation
- - - {each dot stands for.oné site jp the sample)

. £ £l
% of primary types ! _ Bxcavated ’ Unexcavated
9 ) .
8’ L T B » i
7 ..
. 6 . : <
5 . : PN
4 R . e w s
3 *« % o8 - LN
, "2 ceeens
J 1 . ) .o
o - % :
&£ach site contained an average repertoire of five primary types.
) - » : - ,

Those éites théh‘show’a larger number of primary‘types tend to be
é?cava;éay,while thé uqéxcavated sites are clustered below the
average.! Cleérly( more excavation is needed beéfore we can use
frequency counts as a reliaﬁle meaéure of éiénificanf “typeé}"

+
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Site

Fahma

'lmwas

Na'ana
Sa'alevim
Khirbet Abu Amir
Beth Guvrin
Esthemoa
Khirbet Susiya
Hevron

Khirbet Karmil
Silo

Gaza

Asdod

Ma‘on

Asquelon
Caesarea
Khivrbet Sumaq

Khirbet Devela
En Geddi

Jericho
Na'aran

Korazim

Kefar Nahum

Arbel
Khirbet Ammudim

Afeq

Hammath Weverya
Hammath Gadar
Beth Shean

Beth Alpha

Kokav Ha=-Yarden
Rehov

Bar'am

" Gus Halav

Sifsufa
Dalton
Nevoraya
Meron

o~ LT -
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Table BB - Level of Excavation

Number of Primary
Types

PO OV (WVTRO PN — QO P R —

v an

T o

Unexcavated, Brief
Reports Available

x

Latest Excavation
and Name of Excavator

i

L

toh9 - Sukenik -

L3

1969-1970 - Yeivin
1970-1971 —_Yeiyiq

1976 - Ovadiah. .
1957 - I95§ji Levy
1945 -- 1962-Avi-Yonah

1905 - Kohl, and "

Watzinger

1970-1972 - Barag,
~ Yeivin

1936 - Baramki
1921,1932,1961
Vincent
1926 - Makhouty,
Ory -
1905~1921, continuous
Orfali, Corbo,
Loffreda.
1905 ~ Kohl:and.
Watzinger
1905 - Kohl and
Watzinger

1921 - Slouschz

1932 - Sukenik
1950 ~ Tsori
1929 - Sukenik

1974 on - Vitto
1950 - Hiram .
1977- 1978 - Meyers

- 1980 ~ 1981 - Méyers

1974 - 1975 - Meyers
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Sitq

Khirbet Sema
Horvat Rafid .

' - Ad-Dikka -

)Al-Ahmédieh
Ar-Rama
Umm Al-Qanatir

Peqi'in i
Isfivya /_y
PER "~ _ .
Beth &# arim
Yafia )
]
I hors

. L]
‘—A/a)f - - to-
145 ” .
. . B .

Nomber- of Primary Unexcavated, Brief ~ Latest Excavation

Types Reports Agailable -  and Name of fxcavator
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The weakness introduced by the differing levels of excavation is

offset, in part, by the general nature of our primary tyg‘?r:s, but

it is a factor which-must f>e kept in the forefront of analysis in
b M
regions which have a swall number os sites. -

- In order to find a method which will provide the social
context for a detailed range of artistic motifs, we began from that
element which all artifacts hold in common =- thelr material nature.

Their relationships with each other, and the site on which they were

) o . . ~ a -\

ased by a particular comuunity provide us with a nucleus of empiri-
i o

cally verifiable relationships frowm which to develop a construct,of

L

a cultural region. We could see Seme clear differences in the
selection of primary types in the .archaeological record, when
daffferent groups of gites ave analyzed, but we are halted from more
detaileé variable analysis by the a—ppall"ing gaps in épe data. BY
g‘foupif’lg sites ac«;:(jrdin-g to known cultural regions, we can begin to

f

make inferences about the context .in which these motifs occurred,

and suggest some of the ideas which these motifs, as symbols,
expressed. Although‘vfle are fojjrce% to be tentative about “"meaning"
of these motifs, it has been possible to deteruiine, in an empir“ical
manner, the range of primary motif types which occur on particular
sety of gites, and (;blllpafe the selection patterns from one regional
set to another. The ingvidual identity of the site,is respected
by this method, which uses the local site for the I;asic unit of
description. When the sites are grouped together, according to

geographical or cultural boundaries, the regional composite forms



the frameWe’f/k for determining a typical decorative wmotif pattern.

The content, intensity of selection, and range of selection in the

]

art motifs éhangéd from one region to ano;;her‘bukt prox;reci_consistent
enouyh to suggest that shared concepts undergirded the motif reper-—
toire on similar and geoyraphically proximété gites. This ;aias the
case in the regions of the South Coastal Plan and the Rift ’\f:z{lley
(North) where the content and rangebf selection wavs dif ferent ‘
between the reglons, bu£ sites within t;hese,regions— reflevcted“a

high degree of ' similarity. 'In tihe same way ti’xat similarity could

be méasul:ed, dissimilarity was demonstrated in thé Noﬁrthu Coastal
Plain sites and in the Northern Galilee and Golan reqions. For

these we must re-evaluate the grouping of these sites. ‘“The classifi-
cation ‘of the material c‘ullture, and especially of the decorative
elements of the synagogue, is the beginning of an immense task of
interpretatgon, a beg:{nning which cannot be successfully short?ned

by quick generations or hasty speculation. Only when tﬂe sites

have been g‘?ﬁsistently inventoried and placed within their local

~context will we be able to determine some of the ideas to which

these "symbols" speak. &

Limitations of the Method /

The analytical method developed in this thesis must
necessarily represent a provisional analysis, since the data upon
which a complete work would be based are still'incomplete and [

scattered. The sample of forty-eight sites (of over two hundred

—~ @ .
’ /)



- possible sites) has not been differentiated, here, by the level ot

excavation. Those sites. abou£ which we have been informed througH
scientific exca&ation, are not weiéhted,ih»comparison with‘those'
sites for which only a few fragments have been reported. A number
of important and elaborate sites are stratified, and represent’
several levels of ogccupation. "o reduce the mathematics (which
would hagg been f#hsible by computer, but which T had to gb by
hand)‘i treated these sites as a single unitq Many of the sites
have ‘been excavated, but have not been fuliy qulished. The lack
‘'of data prevents the analyst from achieving'the"completeness of
data which is crucial to the reliability of statistical 1nference.

-

The criteria by which we identify a site as a "synagogue" and

- "Jéwish," is as imprecise as the architectural typology which is
uséd to fix ityinrchronoldéical time. Many of the sites cannot be
firmly dated.- Epigraphic evidence is plaéuedvby the imprecise
translatién of impoftant tefms33 and the literar§ evidence remains
a mystery in view o§ the E;;E?%y of critical and regional LesearéEtA
There ‘are many obstructions to the continuation of this study, but

it 15 hoped that Q&e intense study ot synagogue art motifs may

prov1de the first steps in-new directions.

ViII

New Directions for Research

The obstacles to a statistical analysis of the art motifs

present areas in which new research must be continued. They can
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be summarized in four méjorjareaé. L. v

. Inadégﬁate publication and document@tion—presistenf;yr
cause frustration, aﬁd prevent the~comparisgn of the guantities -
and categories of data across_the—reqions; Vague descriptions of-
the details of-mo£ifs éabqtage the attempg‘tb classify materiai by
precise, empirical criteria. Something as simple as a glossary OfJ

-

terms becomes a major undertaking., Illustrations are f;equently

of poor guality,-and verbal descriptions are occasionally misleading

-

and contradictory. My site catalogue, With line drawings, has been

a partial answer testhese dilemmas, although the nomenéiature pro- .

blem. persists; The reliability of- inference, based on the

incomplete data, is reduced by the shortcomings of these tools of

study.

<, | Samplingvreliability is also affected by gaps -in our
knowledge about archéeological sites._ The identification of sites
as synaqoques, £heir identification with that which is "Jewish,"
and the relationship of architécture to function is imperfectly
understoed. The architectural development, which has beén thrown
out, takes along with it a méster thpnology‘which has been the
foundation ﬁor a whole complex of interpretatjons. Without the
master ﬁhroﬁology, we' cannot arrange sites'in/time, and therefore
cénnot establish relationships of prﬁcess and change. These gaps
in the synthesis prevent the de&elopmentkof firm conclusions aﬁgut
the "méaning" of syﬁaqo@ue‘afﬁ f0rm§;“ 8
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The third_major weakness in synagogue art- studies is the

3

shortaqé‘of regional investigationéjwhich provide details éboutrﬁhe
lécal égvironment~ih'WhiCh a synaépgue-ﬁaé:built. This egpecially
; aéplies to the study of the iiteiéry eviden¢e¢ Trylng -to 1dent1fy
51tes with spe01flc personalltle;, and thélr teachings, is an
exercise in frustratlon. As a result, there is no dlrect evidence
for the effective exercise of Halékhic authority by ;nyone, rabbinic
or otherwise. - ~ o
Finaily,-the‘épcial dyhami&swupdn which the auﬁhority of
any‘personaiity or group ;gsted is,uné}ear: -Thése are‘obviously
ulocal<in ¢haracter, and aééin we face probléms in relation torthel,
" lack of regional data. This invéstiggtion has been, seen as a
beginning in the systematic sfudj of synagogﬁe art motifs. There

are a number of directions for furbher research, based on-the

patterning of motif selection, which may add new dimensions %o our

understahﬁing of the Judaism of Late Antiquity. Study of the ‘manner

in which symbolic codes coincide with similar concepts;in the
fabbinic literature; the:funétionél dimensions of symboli& codéé,
and the 1nvest1gatlon of the forms and exer01se of authorlty in the
1nst1tut16n all may prove to Pe frultful dlrectlons of new 1nvest1—~
gation. - When a COmplete 1nventory of the archaeological reCOrd has
'been establlshed, and the handlcaps descr1bed above’ have been
addressadh it may be’ p0551ble to create a new synthesis, based on

inferences from.the data.

- It follows from the disgcussion of 'motif selection~patterns

N
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that gﬁéfe.are a number of‘directions inm which art forms lead us
towafd an understaﬁdinq of‘thevstruéture‘and fuﬁctioning'oflﬁhe'
synagoéue institution. KI have éssumed'that a rela!&onshipvekists
betwéén the discovery of a priﬁary motif, thé site, its"placé in
chronological times, and the use of that motif in an ancient
setting. Thatj;se is related to the various symbolwsystemé which-
provide the unifyinq structure of-aﬁcient syhaquue populatioqs.
This is based on a "well-known theorﬁ of Cestalt psychology r; that
there may -be 'a similarity of form between different fields of
expérience." (Rader, 1960:238) The congruence of motif preference-
patterns with symbolicdgodés in the seménpic structures of rabbinié
-materials may. prove to be an interesting area of investigation. It
,woulé be eépecially fruitful for thése elements of>rabbinic bitera-A : .
ture which can be direétlyyrela&eé to synagogue experience. —
The corporate, shared dimensions in symbofic art -may be
pursued in terms of a functional model of s’bialvstructure.i Some -
éspeéts of the "meaning" may have been coﬁesive, whiléyequally -
meéniﬁgful aspects may h£§e prern to he contentious. In particular,
the exercige of authority in the social group may have émerged in
the.boérc;ye establishment of pérticplar sym@ols as central themes
Vin the insfiﬁutiqpal 1ife.— Inrsuch % manner, Torah'stud? may have

been moved into the synagogue life in order to establish and confirm

| the final, absolute religious -and political authority of the rab-

binic guild. This is sheer speculation at this point, but it could

" prove to be a fascinating question.

<«
¢
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The third direétion} to which the motif preference

patterns point, islthe process By which power was distributed in

‘ the syﬁaqqgue institution. The forms of authority' may be designaﬁed
~by a study of status in relation to occupational titles, the use of

active forms of social control, and the,rolé'of Torah étudy in mdin+
taining a cohesive social identity. This latter idea may be pursued
in terms of the mechanisms of that social unity, tﬁé manner in thch “"

authortative office was reinforced, and: the manner. in which a distinc-

f

~tive ethnic ideﬁtity:was~formed and preserved.
Another tﬁeme; which emerges froﬁrth? stgdy of afi for&ﬁ,
is the‘gueétipq of the fole of figures as éyﬁbols inrsynaqogue art.
' “If these symbols reﬁresentnfunctional aspects of the synagaﬁue symbol
system,‘at,whaf,p@int'did those same figufes threaten sociél;unipy- %<
and become ﬁnwanted and discaféed motifs? The study &fAth? éniconic |
and iconoclastic fofcés in Jewish tradition, and the évi&?ﬁCe for
systeméticjdamage to fiqures; may prévide'us with additiogal insight
into this aspect éf synagogue“ért. C

Finally, ﬁhe intense study of tﬁe occurrence of motifs may
‘start us on - the long jo;;ney to a descripfioh of the varieties Qf
Judaism which populated Palestine in the Late ﬁoman’and Early Byianﬁiné
periéds;' The dévelopmentﬁéf 10cai foci, in-the form of cul£ural’ ~
régions, will assistjzhe schoiar to éstablish patterns of ethnic aﬁd

‘cdktura;,identities within the social entity we call Judaism.

\_
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) Lonclu51ons

The primary focus of thls theSlS has been - on methodology.
It is a critique of the theoretical;appargtus by which we have
attempted té undersﬁand and interpret aﬁcient sfnaqéguevart. As a
re;dltAI’have put forth new ideaé fof the orqanizatioﬁ of the bodies
of'evidence; - The epiéréphié é&ideACe‘has‘héi tfaditionally been
used to determlne the role of the rabbl in the synagogue community,
and the correlatlon of these data to the detalled -motif selection-’
pgtterns repreggnts new work Qut31derthe standard theoretlcal frame-

works.. Thé work iseessentially preliminary- and tentative, since

mich excavation has yet to be‘aone.”

,Anélysis‘of the epigraphical data from the synagogue =~ .

- inscriptions suggestsAthét the rabbis were iess_inyolved and of

lesser status, in their contributions to the synagogue treasury

than were the rabbis in‘the_southern—communities."Investigétion of

the role of the rabbis in the synagogue-by means of a correlation
bl - 1

Bepween regional gelection patterns of primary types, and the

’épigraﬁhic analysis of donors representslanother departure from

t%aditional metﬁods. ilt permits the scholar to reméiﬁ“sensitive to.
local variétion’within the regional\éetting. ‘

| The prellmlnary work or organization also 1nvolved the
development of a monothetic cla551f1catlon of synaqogue decoratlve
motifs. Thlrteenaﬁrlmary types were establlshed and although ‘the

varlatlons W1th1n these types were not utlllzed in thls study, their

cla551f1cat10n has been;sncluded in -the appendix. Thls‘pr0v1des the

b | ¢



éirst stgpé'in tﬁebprécess of a complete and’systematic inventory’
of the repertoifé. ‘

'Thé site catalogue tregtes<ﬁﬂéploééf%;éra discrété unit'_
Qiéhin'thé éonﬁext of g§ographicailyfasséciaﬁéd sitesz‘ All of the
‘decorative eplgraphlc material avallable to thls author has been -

* included.’ Most 1mportantly every attempt has been made to prov1de
clear line drawznqs which show, in a VLSual, emplrlcally—verlflable
manner, the detalls of the motlfs observed op each 51te.- \

This is therefore a prellmlnary work.~ I have av01ded
séeculatipn‘on the "meaniﬁgé“ to which these moglfs may point

because I have been unable to deﬁermine»;nAwhat»way»thefconstitute“ -

éYmbois for the sjnagdgué,COmmunitiesJ<<The emphasis has beéntdn7

gatherlng the 1nformatlon requlred for such a task in the form of .

Car reference source Whlch can be used to develop hypotheSes about the

ldeas, and the synagoque communltles, from whlch and to whlch these «-

decoratlve forms speak,
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v

(p '6) .in Sukenik's view {1934:63) the two stages in the development
of the synagogue were marked by changes in interior design. The
Galitean type was thought to-contain a portable ark of the Law, while
the New Galilean type'(a development from the original Galilean

“suggested by Kohl and Watzinger) had a permanent Bema upon which

the Torah'shrlne was st3tionary. Sukenik gave the e New Galilean
synagogue a Byzantine date, and characterized it by
its mosaic floor, and an apse or niche
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located in the wall closest tof Jerusalem. ' The New Calilean -
types were exempliad . at Beth Alpha, Na'aran. and Hammath
Gadar. i

Avi~Yonah's archltectural types can be described succ1nctly
in relatibn fo their nomenclature and criteria.

The Calilean/Basilica/Early synagogues featured an ela-
borate triple entry portal, flagstone pavements, a rectangular
- plan with two.interiot colonades, and an entrance in the wall
facing Jgrusalem. The interior was furnished with stone
benches, a portable shrine and (hypothetlcally) a galler.
(Meyers, 1981: 43)- ' +

Byzantlne/Ap81dal/Later synaqoques featured a permanent
shrine in the wall facing Jerusalem, when the centre of the
triple portal was evidently blocked up. The entrance was
opposite the apse in which the shrine was placed, and the
floor was mosaic. Many had a permanent bema, and the Torah __
shrine was closed.-off from the larger hall with a decorative
screen.

The Tran51tlonal/Broadhouse category served as a catch-all
for those synagogues which did not fit into either of the
above types. Avi-Yonah suggested that this category fit
chronologlcally between the other types, "and was evidence for
a period of experimentation in architectural design. The floor
plans of this type are varied, although there is usually a
fixed receptacle for the Torah scrolls, and a bema.
(Avi~Yonah in Gutmanny -1975:32f, Seager, 1981:39f)

(p.9) It is-a fundamental axiom of modern anthropology that
"every detail of custom is seen as part of a complex; it is
recognized that details, considered in isolation, are as
‘meaningless as isolated letters of the alphabet." (Leach,
"1976:1) - When the selection of art forms is considered in the
context of a socially prescribed set of behavioral patterns,
the study of art forms may lead us back to the central -rules
of normal and -acceptable behavior which gbVerned its - choice.

(p.10) I am referring here to levels of symbolic meaning,

which I define at three levels. The sign refers to the 51mple
~transf0rmation'oﬁ natural or conventional motion, gesture,
sound, -or image to convey conventionally understood information.
The symbol, in this thesis, refers to the level of meaning
beyond itself- to 'which an image points. The symbol is taken

as a conventional mark, standing for a wider concept. The
sacrament brings in the metaphy51cal dimensions which are
incurred when symbols become religious symbols. In addition

to their conventional definitions, the religious symbol
~embodies a role of channel or gateway through which the
Ineffable penetrates flnlte human experlence.
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" the sixth century will have te be reconsidered....
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t

.{p.10) "For example, the lintel from Khirbet Kanef bears.
resemblance to the material from Fahma. The eagle at Gus
Halav resembles a similar emblem at Baalbek in Syria. - The
manner -in which these forms constitute symbols with similar -

‘"meanlng" has not be contextually bxplored

.

(p.12) For detalls on these 51tes,refer to the site cata-

logue, and to the relevant pdges in Chiat. She provides
a full discussion of the criteria by which dating was esta-

" blished for -these sites. (also, Sukenik, 1943:65)

(p.12) ' Avi-Yonah described the "bewildering variety of
plans" which "precludes any attempt to use them as a basis
to determine chronology."” 1In effect, the "whole question
of the development of synagogal plans from the third to

1"

(Avi-Yonah in Gutmann, 1975:107) ) ,

(p.12) Caesarea has proven to be contentious, as has the

" synagogue at Kefar Nahum. (Levine, 1952460)

{(p.13) Chlat lists one hundred and ‘twenty seven sites

»’1nclud1ng‘many sites which are disputed or dombtful. Although

they map 106 synagogues, Huttenmeister and Reeg include law
courts and academies for a total of two hundred and twenty
seven. There is no comprehensive definition by which we can .
identify a-site as a synagogue, so that, of the currently
known sites, we cannot determine’a definitive total.

}

(p.ﬂ4l - for é diécussion see Chiat, 19?9:777-787.

(p.14) for turther details refer to Seager, 1981, .Chiat, 1981
and Gﬂtmann, 1975.

(p.16) The synagogue at Caesarea occupies the upper two
strata of the site. These strata belong to the fourth and
fifth- century, based on the monogram of Patrlclus, who was

'consulate in 459 C.E. (Chiat, 1979:375)

(p.19) It became an 1ssue of pi y to be burleg in Eretz
Israel, and thé céntral territoridl appeal -of tke "chosen
land" remained a- central image in rabbinic thought.
(p. 20) On the occupatational aspects of synagogue deflnltlons
see further, Landsburger, 1941:332. Meg. 26a.

. ~ .
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(p.22)
....although there were thirteen synagogues in
Tiberias, R. Ammi and’ R.-Assi prayed only between
the pillars, the place where they studied. (Ber 3OB)

- see further, Goodenough, 1958:22, Y Peah 21b, and
. - Baumgartern in Gutmann, 1975:202f,

"See how much money my ancestors 1nvestea here,

(R. Hana b. Hanina) Hama obseérved proudly. R. Osha' ya
countered, "How many souls did- your forefathers sink -
here were there are no people to study Torah?

(Y. Shegalim 49b)

(p. 25) The*mystlcal form of Hellenlzed Judaism Wthh
Goodenough espoused was developed from the works of Philo,
in the pattern of allegor1éal adaptations of meaning. "He:
searched out the meaning that each symbol universally had,
indicating its specific denotative wvalue in the respective
cultures which used it, as well as its broader connotative
value emerging in all cultures. Such symbols evoke in man ,
not merely among spe01flc groups of men, a broader, psycho-
loglcally oriented meaning." (Neusner, 1981:8)

" The meaning, in Goodenough's sense of "value" is emotive,

presentatiohal, and sensory, rather than discursive and

logically coherent. (Vol. 4:26f)

(p.26) for a furthgf'diSGussion see Neusner, in Gutﬁann, t

1981:7-15.

(p 27) Naveh is locdted 45 kilometers ENE of Tiberias. It

_1s a broadhouse synagogue, dated styllstlcally, by Mayer and

Reifenberg who visited the site in 1923. No plan has survived
sinte then, although some stones are in Secondary use in thq
immediate grea. (Chlat, 1979:673) ] )

* (p.30) Regarding a cup with a painted figure of the Goddess
Tyche: '

...since the water is flow1ng over the figure of
the Goddess, the vestel is considered as an object
with practical 'import and hence 1is permltted
(Cohen, 1954:166~170) ) »
"where the public is concerned it is dlfferent,"
(Rosh ha-Shanah 24b) ) ﬁ
Regarding a flgure in the Nehardea (Babylonlan)synagogue
"That which is public cannot be fOrbldder " (Bildstein,

1974:154F)
. !
PThat whlch is treated as divine is forbidden, but
. that which is not treated as divine is allowed."

{Abodah Zara 3:1-3)
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"Make for. your, elves no idols, idolatrous images
or columns befgxgaghich you would prostrate ~
yourself..." (Abodah Zara 42A)

-"One may not make "Any manner of likeness whether
incised or in the-round, of wood, stone, copper,
iron, tin or lead.  HNo animate creatures whatever
are to be represented in any of these ways, whether
cattle or fowl, fish, locust, unclean animal or
reptile.. No images are to be made of the sun, the
moon, the stars or other planet or of angels, cherublm;
orphanim or of anything under the earth which
- dncludes aﬁythlng reflected in water. (Mekilta:. S
- Bahodesh vi:6-85, quoted in Goodenough, 1958: 13)

(p.33) For the 1list of sites, see ‘Table J’(p 111), and the'
analysis in sectlon VIiT. : ) ‘ .
(p 38) Translatlons of the 1nscr1pt10ns have been included
in the site catalogue. .

(p. 40) A shift from dlscouragement of ambitious office

séekers to an emphasis on everyone s communal responsibility
under the burfién of Roman taxes is evmdent during the period.
(Neusner, 1971:42, Baron, 1954:201,270) "You-are all.

responsible for one another. If there be anly one righteous
marn among you, you'will all profit from hisvmerit;f.but if -~
one of you sins the whole generation will suffer." (M. Abot

. l 9 Tanhuma Mlshaptum 11, homlly guoted in Baron, 1954-200)

(p.43) (Cohen, 1954 168) see n.21. Also Batron, 1954:200f
Bxodus 20:3,4 .

(p.46) see Map 1 (p.47) and Table J (p.111) for key to -
location of districts on map. For the inscriptions, see the
site catalogque. ‘

“

{p.48) "Archisynagogos" occurs in inscriptions at Caesarea, -
Sepphoris, Jderusalem (in an early inscriptiom), and at Beth
Shearim. The exact function of this office is uncertain,
althoughf it has generally been translated as "overséer" or .

" "administrator." It is interesting to note thit~wach of these

gites are major urban centres, and the title does not appear
at all in northern Galilee beyond the Jezreel Valley. 1In the
Diaspora, the term‘ls more fregquent. (Kraabel, 1981:84)

?p.Sz) The fbllowiﬁg sites are arranged by titles mentioned
in their inscriptions. For translations, refer to the site
catalogue. ’



Rabbi - Donor-En-Geddi, rhirbet Susiya, Beth Alpha
T - Commenorative-Beth Se'afim, Ar-Ramah
— Blegsing-(wife of) Husifah Y
Scholar - Blesshing-(wife of) Isfivah
Friest - Don:i‘;iye~Na”a“réin, Eghtemoa, Jerusalem
= Comhemorative-Khirbet Susiya
Craftsman - Donative-Gaza .
- Commemorative-peth, Alpha, hefar Baram, Beth She'an .
- Blessing-Tiberias )
Parnas - Commuemcrative-Na'aran
L Haczan -~ bonative-ghirbet Ammudim
= Fragmeatary-EBn Geddi
Founders - Fragmentary,Blessing?-Huldah
"Office of..." « Fragmentary-Nabratein
Named Donors Without Title - Donative .
Husifah, Caesarea, Ascalon, Caza, Ma'on, Gush Halav, v
Sepphoris, Refar Hahum, Korazim, Hammath Tiberias’
’ - Commemorative

3

Beth Guvrin E . -
Community - Donatiye-Rehov, Husifah, Beth Alpha, Hammath
tiberias, RKhirbet Susiva, En Geddi, Huldah, Na'aran,
Ma'on, Caesarea. e ’
-7 = FragMmentary-Beth Shean

26 fp.55) Refer tu Table J (pdH) for list of sites. The site catalogue
gives the details, to be further analyzed in section VIL. The specific
© o sites, and the material from sites used for the analysis of inscriptions
are ot identical, and therefore not directly comparable. The epigraphical
data for synagogues js scattered, and |.used whatever material was avallable. -
JFor the wost part, the sites are used for both sets of analysis where possible,

7. 1p.58) "Type" is defined as a "recurring combination of attributes which
- Zan be shown to have historical or spatial meaning. (Krieger, 1944%271)

28, 1p.b0) Refer tu Table J Ip. 1)) for spccific'?lsites in each region. Map
b fp. bl ) shows the political boundatries for ‘Chiat's regions. A location kév.
usiny her coding systew has been inciuded in the Appendix, Table 1. (P]lﬂ)

29, ip el The velatively few mythic forms ih the synagogue motif repeftoirve
are here deseribed according to their familiar name. 1n Greek mythology.
the centapr's crigin stews from the unlawful passion of Ixion for the éoddesg
Hera. The torm itself probably emerges from-the equestrian mytholegy ot the
horse.  {Stapletun, A Dictionary of Greek and Roman Mythology, 1978:58)
The griffin iy a creature with an cagle's head and wings, and a lion's body.
Stmilar types of compusite creatures are familjar throughout the art .
traditions of the Near East.

30. {p.103) Multivariate analySis is defined as Ythe study and interpretation
of complex intererelationships among @ multiplicity of characteristics."
ISelvin, "'Durhkheim’s Suicide: Further Thoughts on a Methodological Classic!
American Journsl of Sociclogy 63:607-619. 1958). )




&

*

3l.

32
33'

sl -
! \

(p. 10%) This particular classification was designed for use with the
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS). It is a simple.,

consistent computer language which is easy to learn and does not

require extensive knowledge about Lumputers See further Klecka, 1975 and
N!e. 1970). .

(b, 120) see the discussion beginning p. 57

(p. tqib Particularly problematic is the translation of the hebrew verb
AWH, which can be translated "made" as a craftsman-fashions an object,
or "donate" as & contribution. See further, Hestrin, 1960:66f) ;



Appendix Table 1

“

Key to Location Codes for Chiat's -
Geo-Political Regions

Regiaon A. Phoenician Citles B

) B, Gafilee o ) . , - -
€. CLoastal Citles, 7 il - ;

p. Samaria :

E. Judea )

F. Limes, Palaestinae {district)

6. East of the Jordan River

City/District

. A, 1. Tyre
o - 2. Ptolemais -
o B. 1. Tetracomia
2. "Seppharis/Diocaesarea
3. Tiberias T
L, Béth She'an/Scythopolis
5. Legio/Maximianopalis )
€. 1. Dora ’
2.  Caesarea i
3. Apollenia
L. Antipatris
5. Joppa
6. Janmnia
7. Azotus . .
8. Ascalon
9. Gaza
10. Raphia
D. 1. “Sebaste
2. Neapolis
£. 1. Aelia Capitolina (Jerusalem)
2. Lydda/Diospolis -
3. Nicopolis/Emmaus, . .
4. Bethgabra/Eledtherpolis o -
F. 1. Saltus.Constantiaces | ’
2. Sycamazon
3. Saltus Gerarticus : ‘ .
L, Jericho .’ - - . ‘.
G. 1. Caesarea Philippia/Paneas
2. Gaulenitis (district)
Ko 3. Batanea ) o .
b. Hippos/Susitha .
5. Trachonitis «
6. Auranitis
7. Dium '
8. Gadara/Umm Qeis .
9, Abila ’ : - o
a.! Pella ) :
b. Gerasa
c. Philadelphia/Amman



c. Philadelphia/Amman
d. Heshbon
e. Medeba
f. Peraea (district)
y. Rabbath Moab/Areopolis
h. Charachmaba -
» Appendix Table 2
~ Classification of Other Site Information
(Geographic Region) -
A. Phoenician cities
B. - Galilee -
C. Coastal Cities
D. Samaria
E. Judea
F. Limes Palaestinae (District)
G.

(City, District)
A.

B.

3
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East of the Jordan River -

Tyre

Ptolemais.
Tetracomia (district)
Sepphoris/Diacaesarea
Tiberias

Beth She'an/Scythopolis
Legio/Maximianpolis
Dora .
Caesarea

Apollonia

Antipatris

Joppa ‘
Jamnia - . Tr
Azotus

Ascalon

Gaza

Raphia

Sebaste .

Neapolis ‘

Aelia Capitolina (Jerusalem) U
Lydda/Diospelis,

Nicopolis/Emmaus
‘Bethgabra/Eleutherpolis

Saltus Constanticus

Sycomazon

Saltus Gerarticus

Jericho

. Laesarea Phillipi/Paneas o

Gaulanitis (district)
Batanea ’
Hipposs/Sus i tha

v



Trachonitis
Auranitis
Dium . -
Gadara/Umm Qeis
Abila - -
Pella
Gerasa
Philadelphia/Amman
Heshbon
Medeba
- Peraea (district).
Rabbath Moab/Areopolis
Charachmaba . t

.

.

.

PR

.

F@ 0 0 DA O YT

{topographic regions) .

1. South Coasta] Plain
2. Rift Valley {(south),
3. West Galilee

L. Judean Hills - _

5. HNorth Galilee/Golan .
6. Samaritan L]

7 * -
8

. North Coastal Plain A - : o

. Rift vatley {South)

tGalilee) C
: 1. * Lower Galilee R ‘ . 7 ) : )
2. Upper Galilee o oo ) ‘ .
3. Golan S o > '
(Identlfrcatlon pategory-—trom Chiat, 1979 9-11) -
. 1. Validated: Ruin uf a bu!idnng bearing JeW|5h lthFlpthﬂS andiuf
matifs. }q - &
2. Attested: “Architectural ot decor ive fragments bearing Jewi sh
) _motifs or inscriptions fron & 5ynagogue ., Location of
the building is uncertain.
3. Disputed: A, Attributed:  Jewish Lnechptions or, motifs but
identified as remaxns of a synbgdgue by the cohncensus
of scholars.
“B. Not accepted: Ruin of a builé4ng, ‘or fragments
lacking Jewish inscriptions and/or notifs, making
attrlbuthn questnénable on the basvs of present evtdence.

(tevel of excavation)
1. _unexcavated/ surveyed by Kohl and WatZlnger
2. excavated according to scientifice technigues.

(source of dating information)

I, inscription

2 site stratigraphy

3. structure stratigraphy from sea1ed layers-
- b architectural style
' 5. literary references

X date unknown



(date-degree of certainy)
1. probable date, site excavated

from literéry Feferences‘

2. generally accepted, without excavation,
3. no empirical LVldence other than style
-4, firm date by agreemeht Uf excavation and 1|terary refereﬂce5
X. 'date unkriown
(date of construction) -

“When approxnmate dates range across several categor1e55 take

the earliest date possible.)}

#. not applicable

U. unknown

1. before 220 C.E.

2. 220 C.E. - 300 C.E.

3. 300 - 350 C.t. (early fourth Lentury)
4, 350 - 400 C.E. (late fourth century)
5. 400 - 450 C'E‘ (early fifth century)
6. Lgo - 500 C.E. (late fifth century)

7. 500.- 550 C.E. (early sixth century) .
8. 550 - 600 C.E. Tlate'sixth century)
9. 600 - 650 C.E (early seventh century)
X. after 650 C.E ’

(stage of re-building)
@. not applicable
1 First renovation - ,
2, Second renovation
3 third renovation

fdate of renovation

#. not applicable

+, Y. unknown
1. before 220 C.E.
2. 220 C.E. .- 300 C.E.
3, 300 - 350 C.E. (early fourth century)
4. 350 - 400 C.E. (late fourth century)
5. LOO - 450 C.E. (early fifth century)
6. 450 - 500 C.E. (late fifth century)
7. 500 - 550 C.E. (early sixth century)
8. 550 - 600 C.E. (late sixth century)
9. 600 - 650 C.E. (early seventh century)
X, after 650 C.E. ‘

(5tage of abandoment or destruction)

#. not applicable
U. unknown

l. 'Abandoned

2. ‘Destroyed

3.

Re-used by another cultural group.

(dare of abandonment/ destruction)
(used above categories for date)

Degree of Damage of Art wotif
, . SyStematic
2. random .
3. not relevant,

13

[ A
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e

(inscriptions)- ‘ o ’ p . - i

I'. present

2. inscription is fragmentary, rebults uncertaln _

0. absent

{(type of blesstng

(donors)

0. absent . : - .
h. Literary (biblical, talmudic, midrashic, Titurgical)-
1. present ©o
0. absent
T B..not appleabie o =

(titie) "

. Donative
1. present
0. absent
2. Blessing
I, present
0. absent
3. Salvatory
1. present

1. titled 'individual or family (name given})

2. name given without title
© 3. anonymous

L. title without name

8. not applicable

t. rabbi/scholar/teacher”

2. arhicsynagogos o - o
3. Kyria/Kyrlos ' o Sy
L, priest / : ‘
5. parnas i
6. hazzan
7. merchant/craftsman
. B. levite 7
9. scribe

(nature of donation)

(gift)

(Language)

‘3. mosaic

B. not applicable
1. sum of money.
2. furnishings

3. architecture

f. not applkzablé ’

1. "'gate of heaven'!

2. stoa/colonade

#. not applicable

©U.7 unknown

H. unilingual Hebrew

A. unilfngual Aramaic

G. unilingmal Greek :
-1, bilingual Hebrew/Aramaic
2. bitingual Greek/Aramaic
.3. bilingoal’ Hebrew/Greek
T. trilingual Hebrew/Greek/Aramaic

X. other



i 3
B

(gallery)

(Archltectural features)

(Plan)”

.

-

{natufe of

.

.

(Ffboring)

-

-

P = O

(phase)
1.
2.
~ 3.

(fiooring chronology)

B
1.
. 2.
{(bema)
i.
2.

(frong facade)

-0.
"l_o
2.

LW N O

.

(caghedra ''ch

0.

1. ‘
..carries inscription and/or decoration -

{benches)

WM ~mY X —O

K3

no ‘eV|dence.

basilica

broadhouse

absidal

other ) -
oof) ¥ ) : . .
not applicable ; ) .o
surveys . - - )
excavation, part|al )

.Vexcavatton,~complete-

controversial

no evidence . .

flagstone/stone slab . - .
mosaic . o, ) :
other _ - - -

single occupation L o
several phases, consistent.type - o :
several phases, type changes . o -

not -applicable )

flagstone to-later mosaic . ©

nwsaic to later flagstone . : S

%*ﬂ~>"ﬂ~“n© evidence

present as-stone structure/feature .
hiche construed as a bema by the concensus of scho]arshlp

no evidence
triple portal
single entrance way
no evidence ' ’ -
suggested by architectural fragments and scholarly concensus
controversial

definite evidence of its existence | .
air of Moses') - ; _— ‘ ) ’ -
not' evidence -
pla:n stone

A

not evidence

. suggested by fragments "> ST ] I

confirmed in situ ‘ . i
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-Objectives:

Amalysis of Primary Types ) v .
- ‘ Summary of Method - : o

I . _ N [0

1.~ to prove. that the frequency wuth which motifs occur at synagogue sites is

not random.
~that wmotif types occur 5ystemat|ca-ly distributed across geographical space
-that the distribution can be correlated ‘to ather regnona]ly defined phenomena.

2. to prove that when sites’ ‘are classified by topugtaphlc region, sites within a R T
region will show similarity to each ather, and the’ degree of similarity is not
the same in each region. Similarity is measured by the number of motif pairs
which are .held in common by sites in the redion, and by the range of possible
pacr& whlch are used in a local repertoire, v
3. to prove that the sites of Lower Galilee are more similar to eauh other than are
_ the Slteb of Upper Ga]llee ot the Golan. : - ‘
L, to determine whether the numbéw of motif ‘pairs at any one site is correlated to
the level of excavation. This provides a measure-of sampte rellability. ’ <
Method: . - -
1. -A. classification of decorative artifacts according to thirteen primary types. -
B. classification of sites according to their location within the regional
boundary sets: Palestine, Palaestinae Prima, Palaestinae- Secunda. - *
C. rank of primary types in descending order of frequency. Frequency is defined . ’
as the number of sites which Include a designated motif in its repertaire.
L1, list of sample sites by primary motif, and region
2. calculation of total sum of sites which show each motif, and the percentage . -
) Fraquency of sites in each region which show the motif types. - -
D. comparison of frequency distributions  within the regaonal buundarleb B
1. Palestine ("norm'') to Palaestinae Prima - -
2. Palastine {‘norm') to Palaestinae Secunda
3. Palaestlnae Secunda to Palaestinae Prima v
£. comparison of selected sub-types, speCIfncally the zodiac whell the eagle,
and figures on sites across the different régional sets.
1. list of sites which show an eagle in their repertaire
2‘.Ca|CU|athﬂ of the number. of sites and percentage - Frequency
" 3. . list of sites which show-a zodiac wheel
b.-calculation of the number of sites and percentage Frequenuy
5. list of sites whlch show flgured (anlmal,ﬁhuman, mythic,’ reptlle, marine.
fowl) types .
o 6. calcualtion of the number of sites and percéntage freqUency - .
2. Similarity in motif selectlon, between ltes. within-a regnon, is méasured by

the. ranked correlation of motif pair combinations.

A, list of possible pair combinations which could ocecur among the ‘thirteen

primary types.. (156 posslble Pan« comblnattonS}. Cross check this date for v
accuracy, : : . i

B. tlassification of sample sites accordcng to motdif palrs Cross check ihis data

for accuracy.
¢. calcdlation of .the number of sites in ‘each reglon which show motif pairs:
- 1. list by topographic region
2. Galilee, Upper and Lower
3. Golan - ’ -
Cross chech this  data for accuracy



Appendix Table. 3

. -Sample Sites By Primary Type

Menorah . ’ ) Number of " Percentage of
: Sites ) -total for region

Khirbet Abu Amir -
Na'ana ‘
Beth Guvrin

Esthemoa

Hevron g

Khirbet Susiya

Asdod

Asqaelon

Gaza

Ma'on . .
Caesarea . . -

En Geddi : : |
~Jericho -

Na'aran “ - 14 - . 66.7

Afeq - , \ o ‘ -
Beth Alpha : L - ) ‘
Beth Shean A#%: : ‘ R ‘ - R
Dalton - '

Hammath Gadar - - -
tHammath Teverya o

Kefar Nahum . - o
Kokav He-Yarden - s -
Nevoraya : - o - .~ Palaestinae Secunda
Rehov : - L ‘ - ’
Peqi'in
Al-Ahmediyeh . . :
Khirbet Sema o I ‘ o o
Visfiyal o - " 4 :
vafia =~ s T : AR

Palaestinae Prima -

Total number of sites with menorot 29 - I - 60.42—‘



Increments.

"~ Asdod

Asquelon

Gaza

Ma'on

Jericho
Na'aran

Afeq

Betth Alpha
Beth Sheans
Hammatb Gadar
Ketar Nahum
Kokav Ha-Yarden
Al~Ahmediyeh
”lsfiya

Hammath Teverya’

i
f
!

Tota}. number of sites

I
|
Torah Shrine
i ﬁ ‘
Fahﬁa
Na'ana

Khitbet Su va
Na'aran =~ @

Kefar Nahum
Peqi'in

with lncrements

L8

J

Number of
Sites

15

- 2 N

Total number of sites with Torah Shrine 6

Circle Surround

Na'ana
Sa'alevim
Asdod

Asquelomn

Gaza®

Ma‘on )
Khirbet Devela
En Geddi
Jericho
Na'aran

' Percentage of

total for region

Palaestinae Prima

28.6

Pa1éestinae'Secunda

33.3

31.2%

Palaest inae: Prima

19.0
Palaestinde Secunds

7.4

12.5

Palaestinae Prima -

“47.6



Circle Surround - continued ‘% Nymber of Sites - Percentage of\\

' , ‘ v total for region
. Afeq ) 4 ’ ' -

Khirbet Ammudim S ; ) -
Beth Shean¥® .

Korazim - : L ’ . ’ -

Rehov ) ’ -

‘Bar ' amd* ’

Nevoraya

Ar-Rama S : - Palaestinae Secunda
"Khirbet Sema .
Yafia ’ ’ "L =y
Sifgufa - ! o - 4o.7

Total # of sites with circle surround 19 ' | o -39.6%
floral '

' Hwas . 2F
-Na'ana -

Sa'alevime

Esthemoa L . , ] ]
Khirbet Karmil - B Palaestinge Prima
Khirbet Susiva

Silo , . L o

Asquelon . ’ - o - . -
Ma'on - - - .

Khirbet Deyeﬂa

Na'aréE:A ’ - 1 - _ : - © 52:3 Y

Khirbet Ammudim ) o - . o
Hammath Gadar : - e .

Hammath Teverya

Kefar Nahum

Korazim - .

Rehov ) -
Al-Ahmediyeh . S
Bar!am*

Nevoraya

‘Khirbet Sema.

Yafia ) : . T : , .

Sifgefa - : 12 - TR

Total number of sites with floral motif 23 T ) S 47.97



i

Geometric.

Fahma

' limwas

Khirbet Abu Amir

Sa'alevim

Beth Guvrin . -
Esthemoa .

Khirbet Karmil

Khirbet Susiya

Silo_ ’ -
Asdod )

Asquelon -
Gaza¥

Caesarea

Khirbet Devela

Khirbet Sumagq

En Geddi

Jericho

Natarvan - -

Khirbet Ammudim S
Arbel

. Beth Alpha

Beth Shean#
kKefar Nahum
Kokav Ha=~Yarden
Korazim

Rehov

Dalton
Ad-Dikka
Ai~Ahmediyeh
Gus Halay
Meron

Nevoraya
Pegi'in

Horvat Rafid
Ar-~Rama 'l
Umm al-Qanatir
vatia -
Sifsufa

. Total number of sites with geometric

motifs.

Ndmber of

Sites

23

42

" Percentage of total )
within region

!
3

1
3

Palaestinae Prima

g0.5 -

Palaestinae Secunda

»

85,2

87.52



" Mythic

Vegetable

Khirbet Abu Amir

Beth Guvrin
Esthemoa .
Khirbet Susiya
Asquelion
Gaza®#

Khirbet Devela
Jericho .

. Na'aran = .

Beth Alpha-

"Beth Shean®* ~

Hammath Gadar

Hammath Teveryas#
- Kefar Naham ‘

Korazim
Rehov

" Ad-Dikka

Bar'am
Dalton

“Gus Halav
Nevoraya .
Horvat Rafid

Sifsufa

Total number of sites with vegetable

motifs
Reptile
Gaza*

Beth Alpha

Totat number oF sites wlth reptn]e

motif

Na'aran

Betﬁ Alpha’

Hammath Teverya -

Kefar Nahum
Korazim (7).
Ad Dikka
Bar'am® -
Ar-Rama

Total number of sites with mythlc

motifs

ﬁqmber’of

-sites

14

25

s g

ﬁPa]ée§£ihae Securida

Percénfggevof total

3

sites within region

. Palaestinae Prima

k2.9 ©

v

51.8
52.1%

Pa]aestlnae Prima

Y

Palaest inae Secunda

3.7 .

423

.

i

" Palaestinaeé Prima

’ }6._7% - v i ;

259 3

4.8



&

 Na'taran

Fowl
‘» ¢
Khirbet Susiva
Gaza~
Ma'on ) 4
[

Fhirbet Devela
En Geddi

Beth Alpha

Beth Sheanw®: co
kefar Nahun

Ad-billta

Gus Halav

Unin At=Qanatir

Isfiya
Yatia

“

Total number of sites with fowl

motif

&
Marine

Na'aran

Beth Alpha - .
Bar'am¥*

Hanmath Teverya™
Horvat Rafid

'I‘Sfi s
ya 3

Total number of sites with marine

motif

Human

Khirbet‘gusiya
Gaza™

Beth Alpha
Hammath Teverva
kKorazim

Bar'tams -

M sfiya

e

Yafia

Total number of sites with human

motifs

o
17y

Nuiber of
sites

“Percentagc of total

sites i1t region

Palaestinae Prina
+

23.8

1

“Palaestinae Secunda

Palaestinae Prima

4.8

. &
Palasetinae Secunda
18!

12.5% )
)
el ' ,\“
¥
. ) .
I !

. f +
Palaestinae Prima A
14,3 "
Palaestinae Secunda
22.2°

‘3

) r

18.8%, —
}?



Animal

Khirbet Susiya
Gaza™

Ma'on

Khirbet Sumaz
Na'aran

Khitbet Ammudim
Arbel

Beth Alpha

Beth Sheans=
Hammath Gadar
Hammath Teverya
Kefar Nahum
Kokav Ha-Yarden
Korazim

Rehov
Al-Ahmediyeh
Bar'am*
Al-Ahmediyeh
Bar'am™
Nevoraya

. Horvat Rafid
Umm al-Qanatir
Beth Se'arim-
"isfiya®

Yatia

Sifsufa

0 Number of
sites

19

Total number of sites with animal wotif 24 : \)

Percentage of total
sites within region

Palaestinae Prima

23.8

2

! Palaestinae_ Secunda

. &

70. 4

50.5%



Appendix Table 4

Sub-types - List of Sites

.Eagle . ‘ ~ Number of Sites Percentage of total .

Khirbet Devela
Khirbet Susiya

sites within region

Palgestinae Erima

Na'aran 14.3

Yafia

Nevoraya

Ketfar. Nahum Palaestinae Secunda
Gus Halav .

Khirbet Sema . 18.5

Total number of sites with eagles 16.7%

Zodiac Wheel

khirbet Susiya

Hammath Teverya
Kefar Nahum
Korazim

Ad Dikka
Bar ! am
Ar-Rama

vNa'aran Palaestinae Prima
g 9.5
Beth Alpha
Hammath Teverya )
- Yaf fas=— ‘Pataestinae Secunda
"sfiya ) 14,8
|
Total number of sites With zodiacs 12.5%
Figures -
Marine Palaestinae Prima
Nalaran- L.8 .
Beth Alpha
Bar'am* o
Hammath Teverya™
Horvat Rafid wﬁ Palaestinae Secunda
. "Isfiya ' 18.5
Reptite Palaestinae Prima
Gaza™ 5.8
: © Palaestinae Secunda
Beth Alpha 3.7
Mythic . Palaestinae Prima
‘ Na'aran 4.8
Beth Alpha Palaestinae Secunda

25.9



Animal - continued

Human

Fowl

Khirbet Susiya
Gaza*

Ma'on

Khirbet Sumaq
Na'aran

Khirbet Ammudim
Arbel

Beth Alpha
Beth Sheanw i
Hammath Gadar
Hammath Teverya
Kefar Nahum
Kokav Ha-Yarden
Kérazim

Rehov
Al=Ahmediyehi
Bar'am:
Nevoraya

Horvat Rafid

Umm Al-Qanatir

Begsh Se'arim
Yatia

1sfiva
Khirbet Susiya

Khirbet Susiya
Gaza
Na'aran

Beth Alpha

Hammath Teverya .

Korazim
Bar'am
"Isfiya
Yafia

Khirbet Susiya
Gaza*

Ma'on

Khirbeét Devela
En Geddi

Beth Alpha
Betﬁ}Shean**
Kefar Nahum
Ad-Dikka

Gus Hatav

Unm Al-Qanatir
'Isfiya

~Yafia

177

number of sites

20

percentage of total
sites within region

"Palaestinae Prima

e
oy

23.8

© Palaestinage Secunda

741

Palaestinae Prima

14.3

Palaestinae Secunda

22.2

Palaestinae Prima

23.8

-
It

Pataestinae Secunda

29.6



Total Number of Figured Sites:

(includes Marine, Reptile, Mythic, Animal,

Palaestinae Prima 7
Palaest iriae Secunda 23
Palestine ‘ 30
| -
2
¢ .
L 3

Human and Fowl)

%

33.3% of total sites -
81.5% of total sites .
62.5% of total sites

in region

in‘region:

in regicy
e



1/2

Asdod

Asquelon

Gaza

-Ma'on

Jericho

Na'aran

Afeq ;

Beth Alpha

Beth Shean
“.Hammath Gadar

Kefar Nahum

Kokav Ha-Yarden

Al-Ahmediyeh

*1sfivya
QHammath Teverya

- «

1/3

Na'ana .
Khirbet Sus??a
Na'aran

Kefar Nahum
Peqi'in

<
/4

Khirbet Abu Amir

Beth Guvrin
Esthemoa
Khirbet Susivya
Asdod .
Asquelon
Ma'on
Caesares
En Geddi
Jericho
Na'aran
.Beth Alphs
Beth Shean
Dalton
Hanimath Gadar
Hammath Teverya
Kefar Nahum
Kokav Ha-Yarden
~Rehov .
. Peqi'in

Al-Ahmgdiyeh
Yafiamzi

173,

. Appendix Table §

6 = 28.6%
9 = 33.3
5 = 31.3
3 = 14.3
2 = 7.4
5 = 10
1= 52.4
N = ho.8
22 = 45.8

* Correlation of $ites by’Mptif Pair

1713
Khirbet
Gaza
Nataran
Beth Alpha

Hammath Tevervya-

'tsfiya
Yafia

176

Beth Guwvrin
Esthemoa
Khirbet Susiya
Asquelon

Gaza

Jericho
Na'aran

Beth Alpha

~ Beth Shean

Dalton

Hammath Gadar
Hammath Teverya
Kefdr Nahum
Nevoraya

Rehov

177

Na'ana

Khirbet Susiya
Asquelon

Ma'on

Na'aran
Hammath Gadar
Hammath Teverya
Kefar Nahum
Hevoraya '
Rehov

Khirbet Sema -
Yafia .- .

/8

Na'aran

. Beth Alpha
- Hammath Teverya

YIsfiya

Khirbet Abu Amir

. 3= 143
b= 148
7= b

8= 38.1
Ny
8= 29.6
6 - 33.3
5 = 23.8
7= .259
12 25.0
1= 4.8

ftou

‘unLr

<.



1/9
Gaza
Beth Alpha

o

il
FoRVCEN. S
LA NS o

r:){-—- —_

1/11
Gaza. -
Ma'on, .
En Geddi 3 = 14.3

“Beth Alpha
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Khirbet Susiya
Na'aran - 3 = 14.3
Kefar Nahum
Peqi'in 2 = 7.h
5 =-10.5 -
3/5
Na'aha .
Na'aran 2 = 9.5 .
7 = 4.2
3/6
Khirbet Susiya )
Na'aran 2 = 9.5 - .
Kefar -Nahum 1 = 3.7 .
S T - 6.3 V
3/7. o . .
Na'ana . .
Khirbet Susiya )
Na'aran 3 = 14.3 .
Kefar Nahum 1 = 3.7
L = 8.3 .
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Na'aran . -~ 1 = 4.8
| A
3/9 . 0.0
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“3/10 ) :
Na'aran I = 4.8
Kefar Nahum 1 = 3.7 '
: 7 = k.2
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Khirbet Susiya | = 4.8
~ Kefar Nahum 1= 3.7
’ 2 ="6,3
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Appendix Table 6A

~Samp1e Sites By Primary Types

.

Upper Galilee

Menorah K
Dalton’ ‘b 4
Nevoraya . o
Khirbet Sema " : : ‘ )
“Afeq

. Peqi'in ) |

Increments .

Afeq B ® .

Torah Shrine
Peqi'in

Geome??ic . ’ Ranking (9 sites)
Peqi'in a
g:;?gn ) - - -Geometric.
Nevoraya Menorah
Sifsufa - ' . Vggetable
Gus Halav \\ Circle Surround
Bar'am Fl?ra1 -

Circte Surround ) : Anl@a]
Afeq . ) Marine
Nevoraya Human
Sifsufa ’ ’ Mythic
Bar'am V ) Fowl

Floral . Reptile

Bar'am -
Sifsufa -
Nevoraya
« . Khirbet Sema
Vegetable
Bar'am
" Dalton
Gus Halav
- Nevoraya W
Sifsufa ‘ i - - _ ‘

Mythic : bl ‘ ) . .

Bar'am

71.7%
55.5
55.5

Ly,

1.
1.
1.
11.

O = = =

[
= w
Q..{_.'.._.w_‘_-_b

. Fowl ‘
Gus Halav
Marine -
Bar'am . b
Animal ~~
Bar'am ‘ .o
Nevoraya . o €
Sifsufa . . ] . )
Human - “ o o Tt
Bar'am ) 4 | ﬁ ;



Merorah
Kefar Nahum
Hammath Teverya
Kokav Ha-Yarden -
Rehov
Increments
Kefar Nahum
Hammath Teverya
Hammath Gadar
Beth Shean
Beth Alpha
"Msfiya
Torah Shrine
Kefar Nahum
Geometric
Korazim
kefar Nahum
Kokav H3-Yarden
Arbel
Khirbet Ammudim
Hammath Teverya
. Hammath Gadar
Beth Shean
Beth Alpha
* Rehov
Yafia
Circle Surround
Khirbet Ammudim
Beth Shean
Korazim
Rehov
Yafia
Floral . ’
Khirbet Ammudim
Hammath Teverya
Hammath Gadar
Rehov
Yifia
Vegetable
Korazim
Kefar Nahum ~
Hammath Teverya
Hammath Gadar
Beth Shean
Beth Alpha
Rehov . =~ *
Reptile
- Beth Alpha

[

B i{?l \‘Hu

v Samﬁle Sites by Primary Type
.f Lower Galilee

Fowl .

' -

\ Beth Alpha
Beth Shean
Kefar Nahum
Ylafia
"tsfiya

Marine C .

! Beth Alpha

i Hammath Teverya

"Isfiva
Animal
‘Arbel
Khirbet Ammudim
Kefar Nahum

Hammath Teverya

Hammath Gadar
Beth Shean
Beth Alpha
Kokav Ha-Yarden
Rehov
. Beth Se'arim

tsfiva . _

3 Yafia

~ Human .

Beth- Alpha’
.Hammath Teverya
Korazim

" t1sfiva

-~ " Yafia

-

Ranking - thirteen.siteés

Animafv H
Geometric 11
Vegetable ~7
lmcrements 6
¥ - 3 Circle Surround 5
. . Flaral
' ~ Human
‘ Menorah
*$ -~ Mythic
. ‘ Marine
| . *" Torah Shrine
I ‘ Reptile

v
_.T.w_;.-.r:-\.nm

84.6
84.6- .
53.7
46.2
38.7
38.7
38.7

oo

el W O O
NN = OO
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, -
Menorah .

Al-Abmediyeh
lmcrements

(non )
Torah Shfine .

(none)
Geometric

Al-Ahmediyeh

Ad-Dikka

x Umm-Al-Qanatirc

Circle Surround

Ar-Rama
Floral .

Ad-Bi kka

Al-Ahmediyeh
Reptile

© (none)

Mythic

Ar~Rama

Ad-Dikka
Fowl -

- Ad-Dikka

Umm-At-Quanatir

Marine
Horvat Rafid
Animal
Horvat Rafid
At-Ahmediyeh
Human | .
(nonez

W%

. 192

-

R s 193

Sample'Sites By
Primary Type

iy

Ranking - five sites

Geometric
Mythic
Fowl
Animal
Circle Su
Menorah
Florat
Vegetable
Marine

rroynd

J—— = DO AT R W

60.0%

k9.0
ko.0
40.0
20.0

"20.0

20.0
20.0-

0 20,9

Hdman, Torah Shrine, Increments,
Reptile forms do not occur
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APPENDIX . TABLE 6B

- . )
Galilee ~
Lower Galilee 13 sites .
11, 4/12 - . . ' .,
8. 1/4;¥/12 o , S .

7. 4/6:;6/12;7/12
6. 1/2:1/6;2/4;2/12;4/7
5. 1/7:1/11:;2/6:;4/5:4/10;4/13;5/12;6/7"
4. 1/13;4/11;5/7:4/5;4/14;4/13;5/12;6/7
3. 1/8:1/10:2/7;2/8;2/10;9/13:7/13;2/113;2/13;5/6:6/11; 6/13 7/10
& 2. 1/5;4/8;5/11;5/13;6/8;7/11;8/10;8/11;8/13:9/10; 9/11 7/8;6/9;
: 5/10;4/9:3/12;3/11;3/10:1/3:1/9;2/3;2/5;2/9:3/4:3/6:3/7 :

+ Upper Galilee ‘ ) 9 sites
*4. 5/7:4/6 , T '
¢ 3. 6/12;6/7;5/12;5/6;4/12;1/5
2. 7/12:11/12:4/5;4/7;1/4;:1/6
1. 7/8;7/10;7/13;8/10;8/12;9/11; 9/12 9/13 11/13 12/13 6/13:6/11
- 6/10:;5/13;5/10;5/8;3/4;4/8;4/10; 4/11:;4/13;1/2:;1/3;1/7; 1/12;2/5

- Golan . : : 3 sites ) .
© 3. 4712 o )

2.0 4/11; 4/10
l. 4/8 4/7 4/6; 4/5 2/4:1/4; 11/12 5/10 6/11:7/12; 9/10

»
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.

Akedah blb]lcal account of the “blndlng“ of 1%aac, descrtblng God'
command t& Abraham to offer lsaffc, the son of his old age, as a SaCrlfICe.
Divine intervention prevented: nsumation at the last moment .

B

L Amoraim: .sée\l.ludai'sm',' Amora : ) o 4

Aron Kodesh. {heb; '"holy ark) In the temple, and in the tabernacle,-it is
referred to as a ''chest' of "box", meaning the cupboard for the
storage of revered objects. |In the synagogue, the chest was used for
the storage of the Torah scrolls when they were no in use. . The
‘Septuagint, and. John Chrysostom, use the greek "kibotos" for the
Torah shrine. (Goodenough l?Sh:l1S, Yoma v,1; Y. Berakhot iv, 8;

Genesis Rabbah 55) : . ) 3 ) .
. N - : : s
Art: . Tused here O the decorative features which are not mormally part
s of the Functlonang architectural orders. e , o

T
[

"Beth Din:. (heb. “house of Judgement“) in rabblnlc sources, the Jewlsh COurt
. of Taw. , - . ) .

- ' B . h -

Beth Knesset:  (heb. "house of assembly') " The building . for public assembly
- commonly associated with prayer and reading. They were common before the
.destruction of the Second Temple' in J0 C.E. although we do not have

firm archaeologlcal evidence, and the primary source i# literary. After
the destruction, it became the focus of Jéwish communal life.” It is
usually synonmous with the gregk term “synagoge'' which means

"to hring togetH,''assembly', 'meetin’g " (Chiat 1979, 802ff)

Beth Mldrash (heb. “hou5e of lnterp etatlon”) academy in which mudrashlc study
, took plaCe - - ;

Beth Tef:llah, (heb Y'house of prayer*) Is. 56 7. .. L o
.these I will bri to my holy mountaln I will make. them joyfyl
ln my house of pray, r,“ oL ) o

chre]atlon . haVIng ‘mutual reTatlonshtp t&e state in which two-variables
correspond to each other and are regularly used together.

, . L .
cultural reglon. term in regional studles used to dnstnngutsh between. larger areas -
of commonality, if fiot homogeneity. An area having a unique cyltural
ethronment readily visible fo the geographer rn the field,, and perhaps

“even more evident when plotted on a map.:

¢

cyma: Ogeg mouLdjﬁg of cornice in a‘double ¢cont inuous curve, concabe beTow,
" passing into convex above: ah S-shaped moulding. N - .

Qeoniii’ sge Judaism,. Gaonic -~ =~ ‘ . S oot

‘Galilean: see Jﬁdpigm, Géﬂilgan ‘ .- I
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-Haggldah Aggadah Haggadiatic: Referring to those sections of Talmud ‘and
' ) Migrash which contain homiletic explositions of Bible storues, Tegends,
Fo]k]ore anecdktes or maxims. Includes homiletic additions to Bible
- storles as well ay old Tegends prefereved among the peoplev

‘Halakah HaTakh|C' (heb.‘“law practice,,adopted opinion, rule').
. Referring to-sections of Talmud and Midrash which deal with praCttcal ;
- " legal exposition of Mosaic law. A traditional law or traditional
' -interpretation of Torah, im which the results are.not necessarily stated
in, Scrlpture, but are dernved from it and gnven Bibtlical authornty
—

-

»
-Hellen|stIC' sée Juda:sm; ﬂe])ganttc

w®

: «lndekai in: commuh&catxon theory, & static, descrtptlve meSSage in which meaning .
T ,~:~: Zis generally accepted _and more or Tess fixed, Sub-categories of an
"v.. - 7 -index are the- natural indices (“Smoke -means fire') and the-signs, or "

srgns wuth with cultural” and.conventlonal associations. . =~ c

~ -

-~ - Institution: An tnstltutlon is defaned by Webster's Third New Internatnon chtlonary

- as;:.

T oo Y a SWQn|f1canE~and persustent element (as a practlce, reiat:onshnp—*an

e - organization) in the life of a cultpre that.centers on a fundamental, - )
© human need, acttv;ty or value; occup1esyan enduring and cardinal

- 7. _position within the society and’ s usual]y maintained and’ stabclnzed - “
- e . through social™ regulatory agencxes. : :

- 1!

. gudgism: In a rellglous sense, thls term- connotawes belief in ethical monothelsm

T R and its precepts. As '3 civilization," it encompasses common experiences

shared by Jewush .peoplte involving historical and national elements - -as well as:

- o “religious. Further defined in thé -following terms:

- Amora: (ara.”! spokesmen“l title used originally for those whq\anterpreied
Tessons of the rabbi.for his pupils; Later used for Jewish scholars whe-

. -~ taught in Eretz lsrael and especially Babylonia (3rd*7th centuries) in the

-» = period after the conclusion of the Mishnah, Thear work is comprised
) of the Gemara. .
~+ “Galilean: Judaism deflned by cultural ldaosyncrac1es found in the
T . ‘northernmost region of Eretz. Israel, considered a stronghoid of Judalsm in -
“Mishnaic and Talmudic periods (see further, p. ) ‘ . :
. Gaonic: formal title of heads of academies of Sura and Pumhedita in-
"Babylon (6th - 11th centuries). .-Also used for a - time in Eretzulsrael
Hellenistic: defined by Goodenough as that Judaism which appropriated
“pagan icohography to express Philonic mystic ideas while retainin:
.~ proper observance and ethical monothelsm according to the Torah.
Rabbinic: Ethical monotheism and obseéryanCe as defined by rabbinic .
tradition‘ usually in terms of Halkhic requirements for ritual practice. .
. Xnagogue Synagogue Judaism defines that population whlch desugned,, ‘
buitt, and: used the synagogue .buildings.
’Tanna* “term applied to academy reader of tannaat\c texts, $erved as
»teacher of Mishnah and Baraita during the first two centurnes C.E. S

,—“(“ 7, 7_ J,“:‘_“ . ‘ ) é ‘.‘
' v -
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v © Lulav/lulab: (heb. “shoot") paln branch, one of the "four species" wsed on Sukkot.

Menorah: (heb. j'Tampst;and") branched lampstand used in the tabernacle aud temple to
A holtd the cgndies used in rltu.ﬂ’l oRservances. It was later applied to the
~ Hanukkah Ldndeldblum

&
‘ Merkabah mysticism: (heh "Ma'aseh Merkavah") Mishnaic name given tu the 'rnst chdgter
' of Ezekial. Terw used by the rabbis to ignate a complex of spesylations,
howitetics and visions -commected with thie Throne of God and the tharjot
("Merkavah'') which bears it and 411 which is embtﬂied by this symbol .
; . N s e
Monothetic typology: Monothetic” methods of classification used only a wuqlc dttlibute
to detertineg menbership of an lpecul in one or ancther sub-group of a -
- ¢, typolegy (Whallon, 1971:1) - ) N .
Motif: inm artistic composition » an ornament, form or shape used in decuration.
Mutltivariate analysis: Thc 5tudy and mterpretatlun of Cump]ux Intel’lt‘]dtlﬁnbhlﬂ’b
amorg a mu!tnplluty of Lharactetlstlu
. Null Hypothesis: a suppos.ttionused as a ;s.»tarti?pg point tor inVestigation.‘f
Rabbi: an expounder ur inte.r'pr'etér uf the Bible or Oral Law. From the Middle -
Ages onward, "a teacher, preacher aid spiritual head of a comurity
in which his Tivetihood was aften derived from his function vy cfter
’ derived from hic turcticr av rabbi. (Everyman's Juddice, 1975.h45% -~
Regionalism: "that }”undamen:tai elenren{t of - modern geogl:aphy that takes inte account the
s . . A - . _ R
existence within larger geographic territories of smaller ur more detailed f’_‘
= .. units in which the characteristic features of geo-morpholoyy and climate,
- thus tand use, dutmguwhed these units ope from another." (C. Meyers,
) 1983:52)
" . .
Sacrament: The rekigious symbol which incorporates within itself the role of ) .
- channel or gateway thruuqh which . the Ineffable penetrates finite human o

experience, - v .

Seriation: af ar‘ranqement ofidata it the form-of a series, in an orderly sequance,*

o

© Signg ln communication theufy,,an index “having approximately fixed, Log’iventiunal
y , phunetn, values.- Signs donot occur in isolation: @ sign is-always.-a
’ menber of a set uf contrasted signs which function within a specific
. cultural context. onveys inforwation only when it is wcombined with Uthel
I signs and symbols fhxqm he sane context. (leach, 1976 '13) : ‘
m'

‘ Symbol: A thing regarded by general ‘consent as natura‘l“f? typifying or
Tepresenting or recalling something by possession of analogue qualities
- oF by association in fact or thought." (Concise Ox¥ord Dictionary)

Goodenough uses Ovid's .definition: “Erede mihit-plus est, guam quod
videatur, mggo,"- translated: "an image or design with a significance; to

the one who “uses it, quite beyond its manifest context." (Goodenough, 1954:28)
see furfher n. 6. ' - . g

v



“Tanna: see Judaism, Tanna
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A .
Talmudic Judaism: $ee Judaism, Talmudic 5

f

Type: 'a récur’ring combination of attributes which can be shown to have historical
or spatial meanimg." Ckrieger, 1944:271), N
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;"3;3“ ‘fi_i ‘Aﬁbreviatién-s Used

Perioaich,s mﬁﬂ R ’ ’ )
-AASOR Annu'ai"jl"‘, of the Amet‘fCi;n Schools of Oriental Resg-arch

BA lBlbl;cal Archaeoioglst

BAS(?R Bulletnn of the Amertcan Schools of Orlental Research
“-,éJPES ' Bulletm o’rthe Jewish Palestmlan Expleratmn SUClety

éii‘IS Bul]etin of the tsrael Exp}oratJon Socuety

lEJ Israel Exploratisn Journal Ny

JPOS Journal of the Palestinian Erxpylorat &? ngciety

PEI;'Q - P;alestinian Explbration Fund Quarter—l’!y' V

PEFQS Palestinian Egp]or:at-iq'n Fund Quarterly, Statement

RB Revue Biblique | _ “ E

QAD Qadmoniot | : - .

QDAP ~ Quarterly of .the Department of Antiquit’leé of Palestine

Symbols Used

/7 parallel or similar motif from-another site

{p) source provides illustration or picture
‘ ) I
-"Symbois'* Goodenough, E.R. Jewish Symbols in _the-Greco Roman Period.
' Bollingen Series. New York: Pantheon Books: Vols. 1-XIII.

disputed identification of the site as a synagogue
- ' - . - ~
disputed site, identification as a synagogue is controversial

% site not accepted (by Chiat) as a synagogue
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Cuint: -no reference (k1)

Unexcavated o - : : . “i‘
“drimars Types Hepresented - “Provenance, Leserintive unlt
Jeometrlc ’ ' - caéital, #¥th inscription on

- reverse o '
Floral . S stylized, “oroad petallei rb*ettes

iset In. an arch o
“gairal-lines ¥ollowing volutes -
. oI ivanlie type capital

4

”Euscription . .
thn is a hero in war Yhwh o 0
—is nls name Yhwh, you have driveu turou*h . : ] .
‘Come, Dlessin5s af Yhwh - - ‘
. No one is llke tne»uod Jeschrun
s gamaritan, from Exo 1%&3,13
S St ) . Gen. 23%1 -
Sl o T Deut. 33125
Ynwh is wvlctor ‘ S " S g
of war, Pralsed Is vnwn CT bamaritan‘Ta?gum; Ex. 15:% -

Two . ataer 1nser13ti0ns are Irarmentary, and untranslated.

»SAmaTitan, breek . - -
Refsrencess = - I 'WY - -
Huttenmeister and Reeg, 1979: 005 509
Laller, 1G66G:#9
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- “Horvat. Abu Amlr . » S
mwat Amir' "
Juuean Hills : )
Chiat: ng refereqce (D 1) : . L :
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Pr*mary Types Represented ' Provpnaﬂbe, Descriptive nit
ueametric'J ‘; q o friezé- geometric, vine medgllion,
T “curvilinear and rectllinear
“- ST e ‘patterns
- Vegetablé- T capital,. stylized acanthus 1eaves
e o o - with the tip shaped to fonn the ‘
LT s . “ - top. of the menonah S (,
; Ci}éIG'Su;rbﬁndi o ;*",4 S Carved gtones with whorl ‘and
SR j:;S‘tjli.} sd petals inside zrgedallions
[neeriotions” . . o ST -
—— i ¢
; ~ §
_;j ‘
References-‘u T

Goodenough, Symbols 111 552, 5§7 559 (n) o ‘
saller, 1969:#66 _ S : . .
Huttenmeister and Reeg, 1977 1. - : ‘ .
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552, Carved stones, svnagogucm Khirbet abu Amu-. Palcsune (1, 21¢)
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A alld

Judran Hills
shiats yida/Jlospalis E2e2e
possioly oamsritan

Primury Types Represented RTOVGHQMCQ,~LQ3cPiptiVE unit
sircels ourround ar a;fue place--rim ‘ifft_,bfdtt‘j witrn
) projectiug besads, r'ollowed Uy ur
Ploéal ) interluced vine rincesu ontaLning
rosettes, Withln one vine
Hensreh ' medalilon ls- & seven braached
, menorah mn a tripsd base wita s
Tara Shrine harlzontel ecrossbar jolning - the
v, ‘ © braanches., To the menoras's right
‘ ¢ wlthin a second medallon 1s &

sabled Torah’ oirine. Center. of
plute is dlvided Into jquarters
by four plants with curling
tendrils. Between thewm 1n euach

. ‘ . of the tour openimss, a »air of
- palm brauches emérge Irom an
.auphora,
) ‘ Cepitaly-squared, ivy plaat with .
- two braaches terminating in heart

stiaped lesves, deCDnd‘racé is
. . decorated with an acanthus leat,
flunked by & small trefoll.

INGCR LT TOkS “ | , S . =

hels Thos = (dne God) sukenik, 1932s23-l -
‘ - pargllsl st 'Imwas (B 3 2 1)
- E , - . Suggests a syoagvgue, the
t ) L " nphrase is also posular in
J 2, Christian use. Located o
RelerﬂnCeS.

ﬂ§=_:5;0ﬁd capltal . T
N 1 | e
Chiat, 1979:L33-L15

Huttenmelster and Keeg, 1977 6&1
sukenik, 1@22-9?-h

-



225)

. ':T '}‘ lcix’l
;n.!nm.,-‘ ms i
SR

A

”“u u\ gf‘br *’,;}:‘3}'.‘. Qe

501. Gapital, synagogue, Naaneh (J, 225)
#

SO0URCE: Goodenough, 1952,

III:figs.



SATALEVIM
ohaalbim ’ ¥
oaloim ’
waloit

Palaesuinae 'Prima

Chiat NiOOpolis/bmmaus B511
1o 1h19
(% kme H. bﬁ.'lmwas, 12 kn 5. Ramalla, Ww of Latrun)
gplmary Types HRepresented <Provenancp Descriotive Unit
Uireln surround : MOsaic Iloor -with squares and

’ . = diamonds, netalled flowers are
Floral stylized, wreath, vith greek

) '1nscription, four‘petallea )
e xie brle - " rosettes, medalllon 1n centre
- ” : ] encloses mountaln (Mt, derazlmy)

border. of cheévrons and four .
— petqllgd flowers frame u (

reﬂtangglar panel., mggdallion

endloses last two lines of

Sk 1nscriation‘ Below, the

, mountain 1s "awkwardly" tlanked
by two menorot, one larger than

the otner.:

Frajmentary upper penel contains

geowetric and floral patterns

in&crtptloﬁ

s : ) fPagmentaPy, in med&liijn, two
cee . lines, ip greek
...eukterian.,. : ) : tals word frequently found .
. in Christlan lanscriptions
The Lord shall feign f)rexer and s . "
_ ever - : vamaritan, in . hHeorsw letters
: ' . followed by Exodus 15219 in-
vamaritan letters
eve S ' fragmeutary, pamaritan, tqree

; ﬁlines

-Pel'=iwines:
ghiat, 1979:492-496
HuttenmelsLer and Reeg, 1Q77 625
saller, 1969:59 # 96 (p)
ukenm 1991% 26 30 pl. 1416 :
Qadnuaueh, oymbols 1111661 ,HB%, 665 (p)
Goodenough, Symbols I:262«2
Tod, M.N. 1951 27f, pl. 19



N (UK




5ILY :
zellung '

i . S . -

Judean Hills . ‘ “
Chiat: no reference (D 2) ’
1770 121 (1o km NNE Hamalla

Primary ‘Pypes Kepresented Uescristive Unlt, Provenance
— ploral N N Lintel-amphora flanked vy

broad petalled rosettes
geometrlc . o -

1.

Insarintions:

[l

References:

Huttenmelster and Reeg, 1977 596
- Baller, 1969:#99 (p)
»uoodenough, bymbols III 556 (0)

'j+ﬁidk‘:“
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CepTh UVEIN L ,
: . opet Glorln :
T .. Bet Jibrin
“ seth Gouvrim
kl-Mageryesh

Judesn H11ls - - . ' '
Palaestinae Prima o . S
shilats dudgan}Betbgabra/hleutherpofis,h L el .
1L 12 ) . (R ’

Briﬁarf Types Bepresentedrir‘ 'grqvénance, Deécriqtgﬂe unlit
Vegetable\ VJ ‘ " ~' three mdéalb floors |
Men orah

Je Dfﬂe’* tr Lé :

T _ A

. an
frscriptions:

Remenbered be/Lor good fyris/ce. aramalec

. .epeace upon his soul, the son - ~ on ¢ olumn drum
5f Auxentios/ who bullt.thls column/ ] g

in honeor of the synagogues’

Pesce

Remeﬂ%eredgoe for good/ severus (7) son of
Jo(na)tnan/ son Of wee - aramalc, on marble -
) ' ) goalonette ’

" References:

Abel; B YARIT1:509-h0L. 192k

Yarag, LEJ 22:147-9. 1972

3eyer, ZDPV, 1922: 50 :
Huttenmelster and Reeg,*l@??:%l<53
Kirk, 2By, 1OLT:97-98

Catat, 1979:531-523 S
 saller, 1969:#1l e
Foodenough, §ymbols.;11;53ib5h2»(p)
sukenli, 193L:72



‘\ \\‘ (/f \ .
%42 Capital, synagogue, “Beit ijrin (I, 212)
4




© BESTHEMOA
Bstepmoa - ) ) L4
Esthemos -
kshtemim . - ‘
Seougita
vamo o : C e

udean Hills
Cnlats uetngabra/mlwutherooclis EL 12

15nl 0c9s -
Primary Types hRepresented . Lescriptive Unit, Provenance
Merorsal ‘ V dobaic—multicolaured three

- ) lnscriptions, floral beometric
#loral. . - osrnagents, menorah, rosettes

) silx polnted star, grape vine -
Geometric R - T : \
s ornesmented stones in village
Vecetabls . o ) housess {These have disappeared,
' : ) %lons with the stones »f toe
lower niche, sometime between®
- . 19%s-and 1967)

iazeriptions

'Hemembered“bj {or good Eleazar tne Priest -
and his three sons who donated sne tremisses -

1n the synagogue...
-aramai ¢, on narthe*\fifement

‘Rererenﬁes

Avi-Yonah, anJClOpedia 1976-257

Buseblus, Onemasticon 26:11;36320.

“hiat, 1979:510:52%

ulein, history of Jewish settlement in Israel. Tel Aviv. 19‘5
soocenough, bymbols I;23%6 -

yoodenough, bymbols III 1€0b=-61l o

Mayer and Reifenber& JP0S 19:31L-326. pl. xx1l-xxx. 1939-LO.
Yelvin RB [7:L01-3. pIxxiv., 1970.

Ieivfn IEJ-21:17h-5. 1971
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HEROLIUM

Judean Hills . -
~ Chiat: B L 3A-2
1721 1192

" Primary Types Hepresented

Insdniptfpns v

Referencé@g ‘
Avi-Yonah, 1975:509 ..
‘Foerster, IEJ 19:12%-L., 1969

“koerster, 4ad zb-h2. 1972 (heb

ocaller, 19569:t# 30
_segal, IEJ.2%:27-29.-1973.
Shanks; 1979:26-7 (p)

4




urce: Shanks s 1979:29
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J"/ ’
HEVEUN -
_Hebtron
» al-Hualil

Judeun Hills'

TR e e e, e S

thiat:s no refervuce (E.1)
#1 Km SoW Jerusalem

Primary Types Represented

Meuorah

Tuseriptions

<

helerences

CHuttenmelster and Keey, . 1t ?9. HUH=509

- frovenuance, Desceriptive Unit

: stones re-~used in modern

.

R

e

soodenougn, Symbols lu o9 {p)

baller, 1969 ﬁB

oullaling as part oF a lintel



e lpeks -

" 585, Three stones-from synagogue; 'ch;on I, 22¢) S

4
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. HULLKH

© Hulda

forvat Ar-Haqailyah

Horvat Ar-Rugqadlyah
Jucean Hills
Shiat, Lvdia/biospolis<

1374 1235
posuibl] bamaritan \

£rlmary Types hepresented

Meyoruh

Increnents
Cirecle surroaund |

uelmetric

<z

Ingerintions:

._Blessing to the pesple..,.

1

Descriptive Unlt, pProvenance

Worth room=-tesserse pavewent set
4n the form of three squarss, one

within -the other.

south rooum-tesserae pavement,
facing entrance ls an oblong pavewment
panel of t'iner tesserae, oin;le
lire of vlack tesserae frames n
menorah, flanked on rilght by
shofar and left by lulab, ethrog
und Incense shovel, East of thils
panel i1s & square border
enclosing a circle which frames

a wreath, - Greek inscrlption

" within wreatn.

greek, menorah paneil

Sood Intk So/ Eustachios and Hesychlos/

and Euagrios/ the founders

Reierences-

Avi-Yonah, l9b0 27
Chlat, 1979:478-Lb1"

greek, witnin wreath.

-



Jerusalem -

o fellia Capitolina
- 1725 1%13% -

Chist: E 12 1L

Judﬁqn ﬁills

Eramapy fjpes hepxeaented ) Lescriptive Unit, Provensnce
) ] . . ] * ) -

- T une o6 & group of nilled ana
. . storea llmestone blocks found

by welll, during excavation

~ of the urphel ;

INSCRLPT IJNo ) R §

Theodotus, son of Ouettenos (Vettenos) priest

ani erchisynagdogus, son of an arﬂhisyna*oéus,
grandson of an archlsynagogus, bmdlt tnis
s¥nY, OLue for the readlng of the «~uw and for
the teaching of the Commondments, anc the
hostel and the cnacibers sna tne water fittings
for the aocomodation of those wno (coming) from e
abriad have need of 1t, of walcn- (the synagopue) .

the founvlations were 1d1d by his tathers and :

by the wlders and slmonlaes. .

4 < _

"Heterences:

<“niat 1979:462-16%
Pitzgerala PEF%& 1621:175- ldl : o :
Huttenmelster and Keeg, 1977: 925,192~ 5 : s

sukenik, 193L:A0-70 T .
#elill, H. La Clte de David, Conpte rendu des foullles -

executees a Jerusalemw, sur 18 site de Ia ville
primitive. Campagne de 191%-1%5., Paris 1920.



Halk ‘1‘ RARMIL
Harvat harmil
. ) Yatta
. _ Judean H1ills .
Chiats no reference 1t %)
{11 Km 5. Hevron)

Primary Types Represented

g }Lor‘al
27 Geomatrle

¢

“Lescriptive init, Provenanﬁe‘

~Arched Liﬁtel‘

1

Inscriptions .

¢ g .

- ’ s ¥

References ] » ) ‘

oodenough, bymbols II1: 55H {p) B S g
’ saller, 1969,:112 -
Huttenmelster and Reeg; 1977: 25% )
. .
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KHIKEET sublYA
' -Khirbet susiyye
- Khirbet busiyeh
kKhirbet bousieh
Horvat busliyse .
1595 0995 - .
Judegn- Hills
uhiats & L 12
‘Primary Types Hepresented
GéOmetPiQH,'
Men or ah
V&gétabie
7 Animél
Fowl -
Tarah.ahrine
Human

. Floral

‘EPIVPﬂaPeS"
Levine, 1961:123%- 1&6

 gorner of floor.

& n

. 4odla¢ eircle later 1

D6SéP1ptiﬁe‘Unit, Prbvgnagé? N

Orisinal plain white mosale

floor overlain by mosale floor
with dedicatory .inseription
on south sortico. Later
multi-nolored scenes of hunt,
musiclan, figure in llon's uen,.
reslaced oy
geometric, osettes, pird and
plant motifs,."
bmall bema: Torah. shrine, menorah
ram, geometrlic panels in north
Ornamernted
doorposts and lintel

iosalc Iloox in three panels:

a. Torah shrine . facade/tree :

b. West aisle: hunt scene, lion"sjen

¢. oorder: alternate swastlkas and-
‘squares, sultisolored spoked

wiht 311 : . ¢ .

Huttenmelster and Reeg, 1977: h22 h§2

Chiat, 1979:52L-5%20

'uutman, Netzer,Yeivin, gadmoniot 5 4‘-62. lj?Z (heb)

Yelvin, IEJ 24'531 209, 197h

f{‘~
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249

- RRIRORT SLS1YA
¢£n§criptipn§ ‘

Nay ne be remembered for good the saintly master
and teacher/ isi the priest tae honored the eminaent
" scholar made/ thls mosalc and covered its walls/ with
plaster-as he vowed at the feast o Rabbi Yochanan/ the
eminant orliest scrioe/ His son. Peace upon Israel.
Amen ’
-Melegait and pertect
hebrew" )
=k corner of nortico
#ith tabula ensata

"Remembered be for good andc for blessing/

who donated and made.../In the second

year of the sabbatical.../in the year -

40904, o /oince the.world was created. Shalom :

- J I Hebrew, fraguentary =

% lnside central entry of
main hall

temembered. . .Yoshua.,.Yehudan,. . (Mena )huma. ., ‘
Aranmaic
mlddle of narthex pavement
#ell remembered Menahem {(?)...Yeshua that - ‘ .
«.denahem that Zeas . Arama iec, frajmentary
- ) o north end of narthex®

Remewbered -Le 1or cood LaZar and Isal sons

of bimeon son of Lazar. J , . screen
: .- v . . martle fragments

aramalc
Yudan' the Levite son of olmeon made the... i E o
. . Hebrew, fraguwentary

Rewembered be for good all tne peonle of- )
the town who endesgvored » -

“(day’ the kin)g of tne warld glive nls blessing)
\ .- Tragaentary. When fragments
- .are comblned, the followlng
o reading {s possibles :
(Rebb)1i Yudan tne Levite, son of oimeon...

(May the kin)g of the world g(ive his blessing

+«(Rabb)l Yudan the Levite sou of Sime{on;
. - (may be the ssme Yudan referred toé . .
in aramaic inscription " Hebrew, upper edge of
‘ ) marble slab )
and. Lazar/donation of.../sons of... carved on.two adjacent E
_ ) ‘ . sides of'a chancel screen

{
,
!

>



KHIRBET SUSIYA

Inseriptions-continued

.o -built' .
s e38VEsws,

[3




-

MASADA
F 4 .
.
1927 0507 - A L
Chatat: P 1 I1A 1 (saltus derartleus)

-k
Primary -Types Represented . - Deseriptive Unlt, Provenance
@ ,
" )
. - } r‘
Inseriptions ‘

Ret'erences.

. Chiat, 1979:561-567 o L
_ Huttenmelster and Heeg, 1977:31L-315
Foerster, Gideon. JJA 3/l 6411, 1977 ] -
Yadin, Ylgael Masada. Hendom House, New York, 1966

.



- 2'3

- First plan at right )

Masada—A plan of the syna-
gogue as built by Hered. An
outer room served as an en-
-trance hall. Inside the syna-
gogue were columns.

Second plan at right
Masada—A plan of the syna-
gogue 3§ modified by the
Zealots. Removing-the wall
which stood betweert the en-
trance hall and the synagogue .
in Herod's thme, the Zealots-
replaced it with two columns,
to provide the roof support .
previogfly supplied by the wall.
They also added the room in the
cqrner of the synagogue The
walls of this room supported

the toof, so two of the columns

from Herod's synagogue
(which were now inside the
corner room} could be sately
removed. thus allowiny fult
utilization of the corner room

-
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JUOES

\_

© ASDOD ‘:\ ‘ - : oL

Isdud -

Ashdod

Azotus

Nesogaeiusfﬁlupenus
bouth Coastal 2lain

Cniat~ Azotus Mesoqaeus/ﬁippenus c7121

Dr*mary Tyges Representea
© Menorah
increments
’ iqeOﬂetrie ("lesbian cyma" )
Cir 1e aurround

~Vegetable

‘Insgriptiohé:d

~ Lord fe@émbefed be far good and bless...Peace -

@
[

Descrliptive bnit,.?rovenagce

marble screen-wreath encloses a
1B meworah, shofar, lulab.

" Hercul®&an knot trails lines from

wreath to flanking acanthus leaves.
Geometrlc moulding runs parallel

to edge of screen. Upper border

is incised with greek Inscription’

greek, chancel
screen -

‘Let thembe for aoad and for biesaing on the...

Ueace,
.4 1

[
3

;
Rgrerehces

at 1979:%52-254

TAvVi- Vanah 1950369-70, )l.lh#h

Goodenough, Symbols [:210
shanks,1979:115

alternate reading

]

Huttenmeister and Keeg,l977:19~ 21¢

baller, 1969:12

Lo
s
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L4
| o \
H T
» . L»-.A’ . . o
Asgrelon , o .
. " Asnkelon '
Ascalaon
hegoe g o .
Tell Asgquelon
. - - i
l”‘ 1w S . :
soauth Coustul Plaln i :
'”11&@, C o<l
Primary ‘lypes Hepresented Leserlontive Init, Provensace
enorat ‘ murvle pedestal-with 78 m&mx'an,
. increments
lnerenents : . screen-four clusters of 1P€1\8d,

medallions eiclose various tloral
irosettes, petal-and leafjmotll's.
twou menorot are . f'lanked by lulwmbo

Glrele surround

‘Ploral . T . - and snofar. Tx'iém}:le and clreley -
' ) S . lipe the ton 217 the sereen snd
geometrle . lesves line the bLottom .
: ‘ screen-wreabh, erwlosin; 4 mer orah
Vegetaole ’ framed Ly parallel mouldlings - .
I ’

msor!ptions

Kemewvered be for go od. . +WHO o,t I er- ed. od

Toar tne plory of heaven o . hetrew

For the salvatlon of Mepahem und nls wite 7 greek

Malr ong ana thelr son samuel . . ; an ¢ oluann
-~ i\ ‘

T. the felsing sod, we Kyria .)OI:IHS., daughter

‘at. Julllaay) and h:fl‘iﬁ)b karl, son ot Nonnos,

in gratitude present Kyr ios...thé sou Of's . the

grapdson ot Hellkios...

nes presented to God and to the Holy Place for

nis salvatlon...Kyrios Commosdus -has presented

tor his aalvatlon...liie.' Year U9 - preeis,

Heferenees

sukenlk, 1995, J208: 1524..1% = _

Chiat, 1979.&051 -
Huttenmeibter and Reey, 1977:21-26 ‘
saller,.1969:#11 -
_uuodenou&h Symbols IIL:575, 5?6 (n)

A.vi Yonah, 1960 161 11. xi.

ix
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banis, 147

[t

el

NIk Yol

.
Ll it¥i

-n

llert

i

]
LA,

e
e

NN

-4






“Chiat: ¢ 9w 1 1

 é93 .

- - .

UAZA A ‘ ‘ o - : ]
"Tell nuruabe. :
S Gutrza .

southh Coastdl Plaln
IR VES!

{.

Primary Types Represented ‘Degeriptive Unit, Provenance
Human - . : : - Mosalc floor, show!ng.aanlmals
- o ' ] AJYellnes, <iruffe, birds,. :
Animal : ) » peacocks, btHer tronical svenies)
- . - withh vine trellis medallions
Fowl o : . issulny from amphora. deometric -
* ) : . - border., ’ *
Veeetable o - liosaic Jrauuents~naVe, later
i ' A ¢covered with marble slavs,
deometric : musician playing in front of = «
. . 1ion, irafie, bﬂqu, geometric
Cirele surround o ’ DJPder. -
. ‘ ‘ © eolumn-reller .of menorah, wresth
Menorah _ ) circle surround. (Gazg B phase]
. ; ‘ screen fragment-mei;orah, snotar
Reptlie ) ) ) oa left, lulab on'right
Inc reusnts o ’
Inscriptions: o ) g
David . SRR . - hebrew, above musiclan

Nenahemn wmdnfeshua/”the gons of tie late Isses {Jesse)
wood merchants . (K.De 500/9) mccording the the era of Gaza

- o ureex, south aisle pavement

' .

Menahem and. Yeshua the sons or the late Isses-,

wpod merchants, as a sign of respect for a most -
Holy 2Place, have donated this masaic in ‘the month

of Loas, 569 ‘ greek o
“For the salvation of Roubelos and lsses -

&md Denjamin o ) . greek on marble vasln
References | ” .

voodenough, mebols 1:22%,129= 152 Ir1:584,5

ovactiah, 1hJ 19:19%-198, 1969 o f

Avi-bnah“"r?% sh12 ‘
Chiat, 1979: 414-1&9 . : “ 4
shanus, 1979:2L,30-7 (p) L o : '
Levine,. 19b1: 129 -122, pl. L-iv -

Huttenmelster and Heey, 197? t130- 1/9

uoallér 198G:420 - 5
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¢ Pavement 509 C.n.

Mogal




262 IR

Maton - S
Horvat al-ka' in
Hirim ‘

U9/’4‘ J*’é) H

wouth Coastal Plain, dl ko uou' daza

.U n*at: 1 1 1 B

Primary Types Represented ‘ Descriptive bnlt, Provensuce
Animals ~ Toos layer o>f two shases of mosailc
T ) . o Davewent-«uorder O £ lowvers R
Jircele surround - - alternates faclng inward and outward
» ' 'ﬂ . frawes a leld of vine trellis .
Menorah ' . ) forwin, Fif'ty five medallions
. o {(five per row) Lighteen are -~
Inerements ) . D&PtiallJ or completelv’debtr)yed.
o ‘ E - ,Vine emerges I1om amphora framed
“Powl i o by peacocss. Ton medallions Ilame -
, ) o ) ‘ . .a 7b menoranh op llon claw oase,
Geometric - ‘ Flanked by ethrog, shofar, and
) : Ctwo "stylistically distimilar
‘Floral o 1!ons

(similar to shellal church mosaie)

) Inéﬁriptions: : IR

R

Hemembe{redj for ,o0d be the whole conure5atiou/
“{wh) ha)ve contrituted this mobaic/ {and furtner)
more Leisin and Thoma ana Judah? who have donated ?
\the) siin. (of ) two denarii. . " ’
- : arauglic, )
diTectly in tront of beas

Refervnces

-Avi-Yonah, lynu:l9~‘o \o; .
Chniat, lj?9 556 - ) - o -
ﬁﬂuttenmeibter and Reeg, 1977 202-206 . o
saller, 1969:#7hL : -
Shanks, 1979:12L (p)

Levine, 1951¢17 (p)
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CaboARRR - -

1,2z 2125 . - : .
uquth Plaln : ‘ ‘
Cniat:y ¢ 21 1.

57 ki, ‘5. of halfa

Pfimary‘Types Regresented-

Mesorah T 0%

bescriptive QH&B,

‘Provenance

Capltal with three menorot lncised

o . unuerside. T8 »ith.claw base, -
Jeometric flanxing menorot with damaged

~ base,

CPObSbaP
. brauches.,

does not mest all

-

" losale ‘Tlooresimsle guillscie
and stepoed blocks, with blocks
o ) T . “of circles, knots, lozenges,
A ‘ © greek inscriptlion. in centre

Inscrintions

Ne/wmilah/ Nazaretn/ Aknlah/ (Hl)gdal

. . )' I3 T -
The git't of Theoldorus son of dlymous for
the aalxation of his daughter Matrona

*erfllss the head of the synabobue (1) and
the sdamlnlstrator, son of Iu(s)tus,_made
tne mosalc work ot the tricliptum frow his
Cown méans. ’ ST )
-God help usl
of Msrutha T S -

roulic in fulfillment

of a voew made
.o sfect {of mosalce)

Amos son of Gabrilel
danated the semi circular stoa

R

(# of feet eontributed by mpmbers ol
the community)

‘gneek'
Gif; 5f the péOOIéﬂin the time

-greek
Vpa?ement?

-
L:;-A

1ist of priestly courses
winilar to (now lost)
- fscalor.

I Chr. 25:7- -1lc,

greek -
on.marble columi

o

n%ptnex‘gavement

gn@ek
block of stone wi tn

"hole in centre

second -hase

greek

'badly'daméged,'from

book of Isalah,



w«

.. Sukenik, 191;9 16-19, (p)-

JOSephus, Wars II'255-2

«.+Patriclus, consuli... monograms, on capitals~ . .
S o ) ‘ ‘ﬁ\\\\_qufdf

Lifshit:, l9629}6 66 ) L i g
Cnlat, 1979:% 276 ’ T

bukenik 1951 29 .
Av*-Yonah 1978:277-8

Hef e“ences~ ’

Avi-Ycnsah, IkJ 6(1956) 1260~ ?61 ' ) c- o . s
Avi-Yonsah, 1kJ 12{1963) b1l 7. o : ‘

Levine, 19?5
‘Huttenmeister ard Reeg, 1977 9-@0

Saller; 1969:#20 .
Avi~Yonasah, 1960 pl. Ix-xi (% - _
Joodenoubh Symbols II1: 90? 998, 996

— T L - «
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Source: Goodenough, -ymbols III:996
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KHIRBLT LEVELA .

gfhirbet Luocll
1tLe 2328
North Plain, nesr Lt, Carmel .
Chiat: ¢ 2 2B 1 J— ’ 1 +
Primaﬁy Tynes Represented ~ Lescriptive Unit, Provenance
Vegetavle Lintel-motifs in llnear

- arrangement, with circles and

Geometric : : wreath, with Iinternal calsye-

: . ) tyne rosettes, tree and spread-
Circle burround ] _ winged eagle (head to r ‘ght)

- .Other motlifs are not identified.
Floral * Kectangular aad triengular forms
flank rosette.
Fowl :
Ihscriptions
*
}

References - ‘

Goodenough, Symbols:596,598

Saller, 1969:46% ,

Huttenmelster and Heeg, 1977:102-105

Chiat, 1979:366-285 - .
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KHIRBET oUMAG
Kkhirbet Summaka
Sumaka
Horvat Sumaqe .

1538 2207
North 2lalin
Chlat: C 2 2 Al

-

iPrimary Types'Represénted . Descript1Vé unit : -
Animal . _Lintel-two lions(?) flurk an
, P amphora, or goblet, carved on
tabuly ansata .

Geosmetric
sukentik refers to s zodiacv
(19%L:06)
" : | -
v, - .o
! * :
_ - . - ‘\\. )

Inseriptions

¥

Reterences ‘ . -
Huttennelster and Reeg, 1977:L19-420 ; L e
saller, 1969:66 )

Goodenough, Symbols 13208, I11:53%6,529 (o)
Avi-Yonah, 1378:1136

sukenik, 193lL:86

Oliphgnt, PEGQ lo8l:kl

Chiat} 19797 382-206k ; i

Meyers, 1980:97-108 ) o

¥ * T_—o/ ’ ’
: o
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En Gedai- .
kn Gedl

Bin Gaddl g

167L 0965 . :
Rift valley ‘ A :
Chiat° E 11

~Primary Types Repreaented ' o Descriptive.Unitf‘Brovenance
Geometric - o josalc floor in two phases- .
: , . -harly mosale has a large swastika
Fowl ‘ ~ on whlte fleld, Later mossic
) ) ) - . has peacot«s arranged within
Ve, etacle - . e . & circle. Two gff-set squares
. . enclose the cirgle with shell
Menorah- ) ) T and square heom%thic motifs
o c .+~ 1in each of the 6lght corners.
. Circle osurround - : The' corners of the floor outsliae!

the squares present pairs.of
peacocks flanking frult, prooscly
srape buncnes. Other frults are
scattered across the fdeld just
.cutside the centre circle.
Bronze<menorah found in s tu,
shows scorch marke assvciated
-with use, . T
Western alsle-sertes af five
inscriptions

Mosale floor of narthez to the® -
vest of the sanctuary.

Ref eremces H

- Huttenmelster and héeg,)lq?? lOb-llL _ ‘ . . : .

shanxs), 1373 1122416 (1) -
Mazar Tk 1L (1 bh) 121-1%0, 17 (1967) 133-43.

Ussishkin: BA 34,(1971):12%2-39 .
Kempinskl TEJ 22(1972) . 102 15 o - -

- ‘shenks, 1979:126 . . .

Chiat, 1979 :510-516 R - o
-Levine, 1981 116 119,1&1 (p)



Inseriptions O o

Remembered be for good . . ) T
all the peonle of thils elty - aranale ’

&mam, beth_ mr.oshy Kenan, ‘mahalelel, vared .

knoch, Methuseléh Lamech, Noalf, shem, Ham and Japheth hebrew
Aries, Taurus, uemini Cancer, Leo, Virbo o )
Libra, scornio, babittariua, Capricorn, and uquarius, Pisces
. Nisen, Iyar, Sivan, Temmuz, Av, Elul

Tishrel, Narheshvan, Kislev, Tevet, Shevat

and Adar Abrahsam isasc Jdacob. Peace - -
'Hananlah, kishael and 'Reariah. Peace unto’ lsrael oo hebrew
‘Muy they be remeuvered for Zgood: Yose and 'Ezron’ -

and Hizzliqlyu the sons of H1lf1i

Anyone causing & controversy cetween a man and his Iriend . o
* or whoever slanders his frien@ vefore the &entiles or’ ’
hoeyer steals . ' . -
the property of his fr*end or whoever revealc the secret , ’
of -the town L

to the uentiles-ﬁe whose eyes range. through.the whole, earth

and who sees hidden things, He wlll set hils face on that - :
man and on his seed and will uproot him from under. the heavens ot

.Ahd all the peoole saio' Amen ‘and Amen. seleh o aranaic
:faboi Yosa- thl;son of Hilfi and hizzimiyyo cotto e

the son -of HI1fi of blessed memory/ - S :

The upper (great?) stépewas made by them 1n tﬂe ' - o
_name of tne Merciful. - - ) aramel ¢

. Remempered to the 5ood all . the peoole oI this city X S -
’.. HAZan .. _ o - ‘ ) aramalc

.

ﬁ ] . | - e T .
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Sﬁapks ) 1979:'138

<«

¢

Later Building

Earlier Buildix@g-—-l’h;s: [

. 1;1.1

, . O EarlierlBuxldin —Phase [T
£ - g

. . : .
i - -
r . -t

- ¥ At a later dafe, a new synagogue was built on top of the old one and the
r peacock mosaic floor was laid atop the old swastika floor. In addition,
%e portico was closed in and a narthex, or entrance hall was added on the
western side of the synagogue. The narthex was entered by a door at either

end..But the most important change was in the Torah shrine. In this later
" building, a new Torah shrine was built out from, and in front of, the north

wall. In the side of the Torah shrine facing the congregation was a niche for
the Ark of the Law. Behind this was an area for storage—a genizah*—in the

_charred’ ruins'of which were found the ashes of numerous Torah parch-

ments and the disc which once formed part of the Torah roller. In front of
the .niche for the Torah ark was a bema containing its ‘own mosaic floor.
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Jericho | o
Tell es sultan
1020 1L2u
Hift Valley . . . T
Chitat: F- Ll 11 \’ T ’ : ) : S
(I km. NL of Tell es nultan) ‘ A
Primary lyjres Hesresented - Lescriptive unit, Drovenance
Geometric 4 <ot “ mosale naverent with stjlized
) ) ) geometric and floral patterns
Circle surround o with gulllsche %order, Twa .
o “reglsters: lozenges, 1lvy, rhombus;
©. Menorsah “ A o interwoven square ¢« circle, alsgle .
’ between plllars has simole 5eometric
increments o forms.
' ‘ - ‘south end 5f nave shows pobsvtle
Vegetatle S rendition of Torah Shrine w th
o . dauole'dqors,?stylized conch
3. . . .- - Centre mecdallion' snows 78 menoran
North panel contains sranalc lulao and snofar with inscriotion,
inscription, framed ty grape : '
vine. and po Xorih panel contains aramsle

Inscriptlons, framed by grape vines
and pomegranates. Centre panel has
sixty four alternatihg squares

and .circles, lozenges. - oouth panel
has lozenges divided by floral
shapes in the form of a maltese
crass.,

-~

3

Insc»‘ptions

Ma : -they ve well remembered, may their memirt be for

good all (the) holy community, its elcers and its youth,
whom \'hejxinb of (the) Worlc helped and wno exerted- ‘
themselves ana who made the mogalc. he wh»> knows their
names and the names of their children and the names of
the people of  thelr households, shall write them 1n the
sook of Life tojrther with the justs. They are assoclates
with all israel. Peace (Amen. Selsh) ;

References

Avi-Yonah, 1576:571-3

uoodenoubh, Symbols “1: 262 II1: 657 659 666 -
.ohanxs, 1579:40,109- . .
“Chiat, 1979:579=5b2 . ' :
saller, 1969:#lL2 ‘ .

bukenik 1949: plvil,
ba“amﬁi QDAP 6{1935): 75 717
Avl-fonah 1960235

fovry, §5 15(1952):22

£
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N
¢
JAY RN
P Aln Luk
Y . . wn Lok
lesrah
) 17U£ 1,0
Rith Valley, 5 «m N# Jerusalem
Cnist: ¢ L 1 & «

srimar; Tyres Renrggénped

' Animal )
- .
Circle surrpund ~
»
Menorah
= Incre{ue’nts
w B
«Torah oShrine
" -

geumetric
Floral
Vepetatle

»

Lerine

Inscriotions:
. g Remembered be for gSood the pries
gave the price of the mosalc and

gcumebered be for pood
: texkkah, wife of rFhilehas

Remeabered be far ,oot/denjamin
sont of Jose./ Hewemtered be tor

b

Leseristive unit, Provensnce
H - \

Eosaic pavement in four nanels,

1. »nolypopns, circles and seml
clrcles bound by bands of
gulllocae, lotus flowers, bands
of enlor. These frame images
of antmals (hare, Jjackal,

bird) "fru’ts and vegetable.motifs,

2. zodlac clirele set within a
square frame., Flgures are
rewoved, out Hetrew letters
intact. Lisirtentation HF
slgns has parallels at keth
Alnha and Luslrah.,
2. Human'1ti_ure flanu~<d bty 1llons,
Inscriotlon "Lanlel." Toran

"shrine flansked oy menorot, clirele

acraterla on root, lamns hsave-

sarallels at Zeth Alohs.
Nerthex pavement-stylized menorsh
with floral motifs, stem decirnted
with julllsoche, sase hus three
serilecircular cnapes (mountaln on
nills¢) Fianked by inseriptlon.
L. palr of antelope/ibex? tlank'm,

tree

t Philehss son HOf Justa who
the laver. ,
aramalc, above menorah

’

~beslde nranorsah

the Sarnas/ the
;ood any une/

that ehall lend his supsort and ¢lve, or/ has given/

precious tning/ whatsoever; ar a
thelr contrioution/ to this Holy

~ to this Holy Place/ either pgold or/ silver or any

ny that have brougat

lace. &Amen
e aramalc
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3

Femewpered be/ tor ;;ond/ Hﬁvxeh/ the }1fé/ of Philehas

aramalc, narthex *

»

Rererbered be for good/ denjanin the Parnas/ the son of Jose

aramale, banie% Panel
Kemewcered ve 10r oood, marubli...fetlina
anG Jacob his son who, donated to thls slace, Amen .

«
'
[

arasalc
(karuthflordship, honored"
name at goesaresa
» )

Kemencered be for good, kear...son of Chrospedah
wno braought ‘thelr share to tnlc noly pluce, hnern

arama e
Remembered be for jood Hallfu ﬁaubhter f rabbl
Saphra who gave (to} this holy place. Amen

\\ ) aramalc

Feferences-~

Av-¥onah, 167t:c9l

sukentk, 1733L:7%2, pl. 1-iv, v,

Soodenougch, Symboals 1:255

Cohen, 16543170

sukenik, 1G4L9:9ff, »l i-1i1

Avi-Yonah, wii? ?(193L);:67f ' :
Joodenougn, osymbols ITii252-25G, IV 0,2-6,999 -
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KIFT VALobY

3

. {NOKTH)

A
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" - . o C ‘ R | - t
. o A . . . ’ﬁ » ,
Afeq ' o ‘ — v ‘ ) :
klq - . - .
ik . ) ‘ oo o . ’
Anhex : . S » !
. yS
Aphgca . oo \ o da ..
2100 aiel, o T .
Chiet: G L 21l ’ s ‘ '
Hift Yalley. ‘ ' '
(kast side, 1) km NiE of Hemmata Gagar)
Primary Types Keoresented V, pescriptive Unit, crovensnce
_ lenorah - omall column-sever branched
. menorah with inseription, basslt,
Circle surround y Lintel, sasalt,-circle eaclosing
& menorah flanked by an ethrog anc

L)
Increments sholar. t v
) stone fragpment v:%xh flve branched

menorah, stone fragment W tirfive

i 4 o brenched menorah,
‘ -(There 1s some confnslo as to ,
. ) ‘exactly how many.examsles of the
i ** megorot were on this site.)
Tnscriation:
[ Judah the Hazzan ¢ . granslc .
, .
&’I *
oy
- ' !

Referenceés:

Goodenough, oymbols I11:579,500 (p) = @
buttenmelster and Reeg, 1977:2+l

saller, 1969: # 29 .

Avi-Yonah, 1900:62 . »
Chiat, 1979:6E5 ) Y e
puchler, PEFQS 160L:1B1 . :
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KRIHZET AMMULIM . {
’ Unm el 'amed ' | ~

Horvat Amadin

*

Rift Yalley ) d

Chtat: 3 2 1-1 . .

9&2.5 xm MW Tiberias, edge > Befh setopha Vailey]
[ ]

frimary Types Hepre%z;ted sescriptive Uﬁits, 3rovenance/
N _Lintels, re-usec, and danaged
figures:
veogetric . -7 i. two lions with oaws on-
. calf's head, flanding a
rloral - two-handlea amphora over
b : 3 central entrance,
c'lrele SurrounG 2. Lintel with three panels,
. wreath flanxked £ty rosettes
2. Friezeéfloral ornanents
, ) i.”Blain mosalic pavement in
‘ ) area D, Area b has mosalce
. witn aramalc inscription,
enclosed by double circle of
1ilies, squares, fragmentary’
= plain mosal~s floor over
older floor of flagstones.
‘ . .

Gnimal

'S

\} - .
Insaristions: - ] - : ' .

vatezer the Hazzan/ and 3himeony hils
brother madg/ this Gate of the Lord/
st Heaven - |
P stane block bullt into
' - 8ynagogue wall -
: ) Galilean araaaic. ‘
. ' : {Avi~Yonah, 1978:37. buggests
: : . that this ¢ mmPnorates the
waole buillding rataer than a
Just ‘doorway.) “ ‘

Kefererices:- ' . ‘ - L o
voodenough, bymbols 1[I:507,509 . - -
Avi-Yonah, 1978:1137 .

sukenik, 193L:27 . . g
Avigad, 1960:62:6l, - : “ e

Chiat, 1979:150-15L ’ , : ‘
quttenmelster and Reeg, 1977:12-1l° ’

. 7 ‘ » '1‘ I

.
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" KHIKBET AMMUDIM

B O,

From Levine, 1981:180



Arbtel

Aruelda

Iri;il

Llieohet Irvil
. fhirtet Arvel

Primary Tspes Hepresented

veometric

Anntmal

Inscriation

References

Avi-Yonah, 1970¢s 113

Lescriptive uUnit,  Provenagce

£able with shel® motif and
parallel mouldings.

Caiat descrines a "wulvipated
frleze" with vine sc~olls, ani
ifonic caplital :‘tq egs sad dart
Jouluinb (1979:2L2)

Goodenou,:ih refers to the latter
85 a cyma reverse, with egg and
dart ornament, triglyph fra.uaent,

T¥> lZons flank an "object" found
in nearby wall.

on corner ot hearteshaped c¢olumn
near east entrance. (no furt.epr
information),

woodensugh,symbols I:19¢, T11:508
dut*eﬂmeister and Reeg, 1977 15417

Saller, 1969 #3b:
Chiat, 1979:240«- 245

Aviegad, 3a50R 22%:55-70. 1976.

-
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200
. I3
th Alpha : " =
nibbutz Heohzlbah ) ’
199% 2129 .- .
Kif't Valley , ‘
catst: 8L 11
Primary Types Kepresented bescriptive Lnit, Provenance
Henoran Two phases af construct” n:
‘ 1. fracmerts »f moisa's t1ioor
Therements - - ©owith gullloche, snake (%)
slmple geometric foras,
Human . 2. elaporate mosale covers the
. . whole comnalex. oorders show
A Tl ’ trapezolds with Inrernal matl?
- ‘ {hen, Homegranate tree, grapes
sl f<sh, vine orsnches with fox
o ) eating grapes, hare goblet,
N PR AT Y : lion, buffalon (). Squares
. frame frult bHasyét xith bundhes
larine - of ,ranes, :
) Three panels:
Vesetuble o 1. owseritlce ¥ Issac :
) N * 2. zodlac. wheel, seasons, witn

apHrosrlate Lon) rans.
<. Toran shrine {lanked oy 11 ons
/ end rmenorot, shorar, lulac,
o ' lawo flank esch menorot,
2irds rest on acroterls of
Torah chrine, Surtsing are
i irawn onen.

-

fhscriptions:

liey the craftsmen wno carried out tals worx
Larianos und his son Han"na be held in
remeibrance. greek-north border within

fFark

" tabules ansatae

This mosalc was lald down ln the...year
“of the relgn of Justinfan...hundred,..wheat -
~ The eontribution of all the members/ the conbre*stiou...
-+ rabbl/ remembered ve for good «11/...amen.
ara.alcw "f1l-formed, uneven"

Heferences

Avi-¥Ysnah, 19735190 C .
Catat, 1979:2 0-250 “
Goruenomgh, oymbols [L1:632-6L1
Hitteamelster and keeg, 1977: qu~50
saller, 1969:20 4 19 ,
shanks , lel llu"ll '
WANXQR, 192[ s LL sukenik, 1951:26
\ :
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Source: Goodenough, SvmbolsIII:é32
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SOURCE

Goodenough, Symbols IIT
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bBoTh sHEAN &
dgeth oean
besan
Pelsan
Tell Isteba
Mastaba -
- 1yey 21eb
" Rift vValley .
Cniat: 3 L e
Primary. Hotlr's kepresented
idenorah
. Ihgrehents
Fowl.
Anlmals ’
Quéametric‘k

Yegetable -

Inscrintions: ) .

Yeal . ..month Jenuary...

The work of Merianos and his
son Hanlna

God held Afray, gaﬁay, tAnan

north alsle, four lines in

Ny

Feferances-

ﬂut*enme;ster and Peeg, 1977 58« 67

Goodenough, gmbols I:62
Chiat, 1979:281-287
Lev*ne, 19b1 va-85

aaller, 196G:%17
Sukzqnlix, 1 gﬁ 2l xit.

Deseriptlve 4nit

Two phases:

I. mosale paveaert

ITy.
panéls within a torder of wave
ard sulllochqe

1.
o

e

5

¢
v
L
s

5.

mosalic pavement with flve

srapes, [reeg ’nscﬁiptinn
intersecting clreles framlng
fruits ,

aquares, lorzenges, iram‘ng
fruits, olsns,; central sctagon
trinle zircle within rectangle
star motlf In cerntre.

Torah shr;ne in front of bema
similar to Reth Alsha.
geosmetrie vine scroll,

_double shrine with S”allOO
“curtain.elosed, aenorot
flanging, with ghsfar, lanps,

’

presk, aave by entrance

¢

pr.eek, room seven

samaritan, - room eight

greek, fragmentary.
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’ BETH SHEAN A ’ '

-th Shean—~This mosaic con-
wins two Torah arks, one with-
.n the other. The outer one is
zapped by a triangular ped-

ument. From the topmost point :

of the pediment 3 lamp original-
ly hung, but only a few tes-
serae of the lamp and the chain
from which the lamp hung te-
mains. The inner Torah ark is
capped by a semi-circular ped-
umenit housing a shell. A
paroket or curtain hangs in
front of the ark, rather than
the panelled doors which we
usually see. On eithar side of

. the ark is a menorah and a

realistically depicted shofar and
incense shovel.

’K"Qi‘z

AN\ 2 ﬁ\?,/g\ tawm.

+
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Ed - ' v
3eth Sheun B .
Heth orean
Fesan i .
Jelsan ‘ :
eTell Tstuown ~ o
fastaba . ) )
l‘;c‘ P IR I ' \—V"
Rift Valley :
Shlut: B4 1 7 -
Priuvey Types Heonrescuted Descriotlive bnlt, Frovenstce
) N ‘
loenporan nayer, roum, (not dibtinguiﬁléu
. : N from "syne-2-ue' ta sshut's
C'recle surround - resavrt. ¢ : .
’ wos ¢ loor wlth wide torder |
Fowl ©osnewing trees, llons, tin-ds,
) - : frult, baskets. Lions tlanking
aimal ¥ | ’ 23sglble mencran, fleurons
) o ard torus form torder. Amphors
geonetirlic ‘ 1s I'laakec by arawsic inscription,
. ‘ Vine mecdallims encloses an‘mal
Vepetaole T ormd. -
Inscriotionss: )
Lemar vered for ood all the meupers of the ‘ ﬁ )
anly cormunity, who eoatributed £ repalr the _— ¢
plece’ the holy: peare upon them arnd blessing, )
Aen ‘o, . Peace, gyece In neace aranaie, south border »f
s ’ onsale.

-

Bepeahered/ be for gold the artist/
who mere/ trlswork, aramsalc, ty asrtn
} entrance.,
o8l Im. e o Peace upon Israel... hebrew, a209e wenorah
The s1ft of those whom the Lord . .
knows 'the nemes, he snall guara them gsreek, east entrance
in tidsdee. -

S
f < " -

Hemembersd for / good and for/ fame...of Kyrlos LeoMi.s’
vasket...slnce he tor nls recsvery and 'sr his orother
Jdonathan/ who made thls motale/ trom hic >wn wealth/ sbility...

greek, praver room
"

T

2
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heferencess

Chlat, 1979:291

Huttenmelster and Reey, 19{7 -7
seller, 969317 _
udoodenough, Symbols I[13525 |
ohanks, 1379:15, 129

Levine, 1951:o2«55 . '\L

o,

o
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BETH SHE'AN

SOURCE: Shanks, 197
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HAARATH TADAR
° Hammat Gacer )
Tell zani
elaHammeh
eleHaums
Gaciara
Haminath Gadara

1565 2269
Kift, Valley,
Chiat: 3 5 1 2
past of J s lan Hiver
_ S
Primary Types Represented
Rumsan L 4
karline
JAnlmsl 'Y
e orai
Dy reeats
Yeletavle
R .
Geometrie .o
Floral

Iascriptions:

Descrintivebnit, Provensance

Entire hall is pavec with

mosaies. aiy'es: veometflc
squares, tlowers, clreles,
intersectin: svillocne.near

bema: lozen,jes, flanme, fipures

and plants in ¢orners, borders

are geometric-dentil, gullloche,
wave, Wave: flankin: lions, wreath
*ith Iasecrinsntion, tree.

Marble screen: wreatn enclosing
menorah flenked by lions,

cypress trees., Intersecting )
squares with -f'lorsl, pomegranates,

superstritcture aestroyec oy flre.

And remewderei ve for .oud/ Kyris Hoples and ryra/ -
Protone, and Kyrls sallustius/ nls son-in-law, and
GComes 2nroros his son/ ana Kyris Photolos his son-
‘n-law, and ayris/ Heninah his son---they ara thetr
childrene--/whose acts of charity are constant
~verywnere/ (and) who have gilven flve denarit/ (»f)
¢old. May the King of the Unlverse bestow the blessing/

upon thelr work. Amen. Amen. Amen.

-

aramale, witnin wreath in
south panel.

and r(ewemiered Je for) ;554 Web Tanhum the

Levite, the s{on »f Hal)lipha, who has donated

e tremlssis: and remempered be for pood Monilkos

of Gusitha (¥) the bSewphorite/ and (Kyros Pa...)
Losltheus, of Caperusuam, ,#ho hsve, all three, donated
three scruples., sy the King/ of the Un(lverse

bestjow the blessing unon tnelir vork, Amen! Amen! Selanl
Peace! Ant repemoered he tor good Yudln...of.,.who has
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I
»*
{n dﬁ%iﬂ%;d
'q¢H§»Wm : g
v:&gated three -{ ¢)/ an@ 1emvmbpreu_be for good the .

gevﬁlp of Arbela vho have dinated ot thelr clotnes.

Mey tne King of -the unlverse bestow\qless4nb npon

thelr horx, Amen! Amen! uelaﬁ{ .
within tabuls
ansata ¥

: ) »
fnd réﬁembered be for gopd Kyrlos Leontios and

Fyra Kelonige, 'who have donated...denaril in

ho)nor of tne synagogue. ./ May the King of the
Jriiverse bestow blessine upon his work. Ameén. Amen,
selah, Peace. And remermderdd be for rood one woman/
Anstolla (who heard donate)d pne denarlus in honor

of the synacogue. May the mNng of the Un'verse vestow |
blessing unon her work. / amfn. Amen. (selan) Pesce.
(Aand re.emvered te for good”the "wakefule"™ -{or inhabitsnts
of the town)) who have donated one tr{em)lisses.

+

(a1 remempered for) good oe Ada the s on of Tenhum/

the gson of (konl)koss, *ho has contrifuted

one tremlssis, and YoSe/ tne son of warosah (?)

anc ponikos, who have contributed (one) half

denalrus toward th(is mossaljc. May theirs be/

the blessing. Amien. sel)an. feace,

with aboves
4

«++3°1821 Pare: drious . sreex, fraguent
. ) of martle screen

Yelerencess

Avi-Yonah, 1970 L2

3aron, 1954 175,472 .

Chist, 1979:717-72l

F90de nauah symbols I:241,111:522 -~
dattenmelster and Keeg, 197? lh6 1 .
Levine, gbl 1 75-77.138 )

oaller, 1B569:4L8 .
Shanks, 1379:116,117

Sukenik, 192L:81,82 )
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Hammath Gadar

FROM: Shanks: 1979 From: Goodenough, Symbbls III:574

§ oagpburs e Y
1] ‘

L1

From: Goodenough, Symbols II1:626
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HAWMATH TRVEHYA o ~
k1l ~Hamma
Hammath by Tiberlas
Al-Hamma

Z01s 241k

Rift valley .

Cniat: 8331 %2 , 33% 1 I

s mary Types Hepresented Lesceriptive unit, Provenance
Metiorah . A limestone renorah frag.ent
Human Capital-corinthian style with
- 73 aenHrot on three faces.
Animal
) Japital #lth cross in nlace of
Mar ' ne i penorot.
deometrle . Marble chancel screen, fragrented
marble columgp crowned by a
¥lorsl lotus canital,
Yegsetable , oblony slao decorated with 7B
' menoran tlanked by shofar.
Increments
. marble slab decorsted with
Mzthic ’ vine scroll

munble fragaent decorated witn
- risn floral scroll besaring
: . pome%rfpatésvand £rapes.

DX

- 5 mosulc pavement In three panels,
) » 1. z2uilloche border enclosing an
image of Torah Shrine tlanked
by seven-branched nenorot.
zabled roof, conzhe shell
pediment., Gurtaln, clasped in
middle hangs before closea
doors. Lulab, etaroy, shotar,
Incense snovel.
2. zoalac wheel with seasons.
Nude figure is unclrcumcised.
"3, ireek inscriptlion flanked oy
two ' lions, floral motifs scattered
through vackground.
Alsles:; fish scale patterns,
quadrefoils, geometric notifs.
Other nhases of mosalc:
"unimayginative" geometric
patterns interspersed with
plant motifs.
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luanrlptlions:.

severus, the pupil of the most 1llustrious
Patriarchs, hes mace thisblessing. Amen ‘ :
greek, onart of n'ne sgquares
wnich 1ist names of ¢oanors.

Peace upon everyone whd nes fulflllea the
commancue nt in thls holggmlace and who will
tulfill thecommandmert. 1wy the blessing be
his. amen. hmen. welan, ﬁg]‘unto me. WHerl.
o galllear argmﬁlv
'
ee.Profuturos, whoe..
...made odne of the halls for -this Holy 2flace
..o eace ’
creek, tilve Lives from
eastern alsle.

ket erences:

saller, 13569:27 :
Avie7onah, 1978:11%21,11H1 ’
Elsenierg, 197L:506 - '
Chiat, 1979:3a22-227
sukenlk 192L:Appendlx, 02
Lvi-gad, 1976272
Huttéenmeister and Neeg, 1G77:162-71 ,
Lévine, 150L1:0,62-69 — ) ¢
shanks, 1979:16, 12/-13%0 :
Goolenough, symbols I:21ly, T11:561-%
Lothan, IEJ 12:15%-4
Renov, Ikd 5 (1355):262-2567
L*rshitz, "Le Ancienne synagogue de klverlasde, Losalque dt

) ses Inscriptions."” Journal for the btudy of Judalsm

v July, iz75=h5‘55-

11 ’
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girt valted 8

Primury Tyoes Hepresented

r

IRCETI1adle!

veomvtric

snsceriptions:

"Reman bered e 1'or o3 (ve./
son of +.e)/ who gained merit (by
rakling / this gute. -

¥

Lnmea. vShal om

- Hetereuces:

“ Tcnlut, 1979:172-2 -
© Huttenmelster, [EJ ZF(1-/C ;

)
Huttenmelster and seey, 1977

Lesceriptlive ualt, Provenance

Tvo lintels. Jne wuy used as
4 step Tor the vllla;e
uarecls Orthodox Cimarceh.
secoutd Mutel Lrowen, srawmu ¢

inscer®otion sithin u rectangulur

fianked Ly & hexagram within
a clrcle,

‘

i

wrame ic, lintel

V4

S
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. PESCTIPTIVE UNET, PPOVENANCE
e 4?2-frieze with "carriage: part of
475, scanthus stalks with boxed
boaseline. Wheel carriage shewn in
perapective, deudble winged deors -
scallep cable,
L73~-frieze similar to t;'?h but net
sgme niece. Solomon's sezl, leaf
within garlands in linear arra_ngenent
- Fall and chain, bexed baselines
follew acanthus leaves 910119 ton.
L7Y-Frisce.rocetiteas in acanthus
wreaths run lineprir, ocett s are

mlti-petalled, Xlorsl, 1o on s
teal. hexarran,
47 - Carnice.  relief of hy *m

hnyem, two 22 leg 'nwiding garlr.ud.

. WPRefresent noesiiole froo aedienls ’

enoreh (Laek oratey)d

3
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T B T R L T N ALY S
R L -E URINTIN B8 17 “rlede,
bt b ron "f Ao, o < et A !
Tty C o fogeat o, 'f"lu\f"“ arel,

sy [ 1 e, T F Tooftf
el gl e o) goatre-t g
- “-‘"'“‘ e eigedlo s dderT v e omer b ne
1 s rl IS AR -1 I oue e 73#—«. B
coudionsnr Tl o f o131 ac,
biFwr frar [ ocdagd o omrel, pesptone
“rec il b [N Frerlo Tt g ! s
Sonlio-a, SR N TS R A O R SN
Lrng vped s digr-r arv o b of

- "‘1?‘!7)“‘,50 : ;
TSRS RN , orhl sl 1 ot MI’(’MHI:«] el
ot Al L, e e L se e syl 8,

seattor, e,

T SR S A (Y 1750 'O L IPE S B T Y

Aoecr Tt - m31 5 court.  three
Meifs: v sy fhagted b Sheaf o f
semtbne, e v = elinin edrele voopp
Lorhe pelow, cogegte plagl-ed oo nean e,
L9 gigtel  foumin oan Py cast % S
court., three ficlds: crave vine and
tendril frieve, acantbus, e and dart
.on supportine colnmn/capital.
Yyl-cide dror, east lintel , central
amphora and grape vine. f1lanking fi
nefnced,

L71-centre coor, south wall of court
lintel and pediwent. 1orah shrine -
facade tlanked by rosette, on right and
wreath, acanthus oranch on - left, frieze:
egg and dart, acanthus,

urees
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"

Léurr otiwe unit, P”ovpnance fbg§ntinued)

L. fr*eae, apnora with grap® vine, praoge clubterb, eoy and .
dart, box md:ldings, stylizeu scroll, acantnus leaves

i {o. cap‘tal~corintqian, witn menorah, s hofar, lncense bhOu&l
L 9. facade. double torus columns sth cori n*hiqn capitsals

” bUpp)‘t lintel ana pediment. sculbop shell. frieve soove
¢ winuows shows®acanthus leaves, (aefaced) 1 ons, e
) " and dart wouldings, cox mouldinys on cornife.
capital, acuntaus leaves superficially carved, hexs_ram.

‘canital., different symbol ln each face-0llve ﬁvancn /oomen“qnate,

wreath, /73 menoral,/snglar /incense/ahonl
inscri)tions-

Herod, -son of ho(ni)/mos and dUutOb/ his son
tmgethwr vith tava/ﬂhildrel‘.. erec../ted/ this
ool unmn . .
greex, on solumn.

Halphal, son of webedee, son Johanan/
made this column/ ‘Nay blessing be nls
‘ ‘ aramalce,on column

Keferences:

“vi Yonah, IkJ S%01972):L7-iy5 ) . ' N
Sotat, 19(9:200-212 J
roerater, Ihd 21(1671) 2y =21l

Gooaenough, bymvols III: Erwenbb, 512,459,074, 460,07k

Huttenmelster anu heeyg, 1977 Ztl 270

nonl anc Watzinger, 1516:4-L1 - .

Levine, 19E1: ?,lL .

Litshixz, 197:61 o T

Lotfreda, (kJ 2%(197%2):1ck -

orfall, JePow 126:159

seller, 1969 17105, 6L-£7

shanxs, 1979:%7-62,60

bukenik, 19 h 9,71

ouaeqik, 59 (1LY
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A=rial view of Capernaum svnagogue environs. Note
/ synagogue remains in foreground and By zantine church
in background 4
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KEFAR NAHUM .
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AOKAV HA YARLEN v o
zelvolir
Kokav al-fHawa
¥ ,
Yift Valley
199k 2210
Cnlat: 5 2 2 1

(22 km &. Tlberias)
' *

Primary Types Représented
Hlenorahn

Geometric

Increments

Animal

mnsariptions:

Y

332 ]

x

Descriptive Unilt, Provensance

basalt lintel beartng wotif of
Torah shrine and 73 menosrah
Scallop rests on pillars and
flank menorah with shofar on
lefto ' ’

L]

{Blessea oe the mermory of.../ and his.../) .
who have donated (7)/ this lintel (Y)}/ .../
the for.iver {(gave) tnelr work (?) Amen, Amen, oelsn,

Heferences:

Avi-Yonsh, 1976:170
Chiat, 1979:2%

aramalc, stones in secondary
use,

greek

AN

Huttenmeister and keeyp, 1G77:272-27l

Levine, 1951:95-97
calier, 1509: #72
Shanks, 1979:30,32
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‘!,ﬁ tep gl \w‘l'U‘,,,,vv?.vll }!Bﬂf’t"'liﬂt ,i?rt 8101’1‘ Lt Lv"‘““; 3!_‘ ii“’ﬂi("}
. eentre. wpes bl lﬁfwi!?] 2N § segieiles - t -
ie defaceq, - riomrew . e 2reh it oecaclh £helll  re e topva
15, mrestue vithinternsl wetifo- gheat wre=t1, 1locls cntliae ~hell, fron
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- taowish orelief, defaced. thas tepne cuiline ¢ ' ‘
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cl.wgn WM = ff il T".1 Lt = ,.’Ptal‘,ef r,‘,,.pfte' o .’l‘? S ¥ rad'
. lrand, craEceg” CT‘*' fnl‘ & f Creans . esd =g c*art. nn}‘re‘ roo e hepes -
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eyane ¢luster niler ¢lneters nan: ctreteher lnek Lryder, ieaf in i
rimteeen thew. - lineat. raw1f1’iﬂn. wine repell wiikho
7o twnocen tress cpsces dn rine g clr;rér:, seantmno, vreaths.,
rysas, - : o ’ ‘ - ‘ - .
oo, priffipv-tlir o Sisure rﬁﬂcunnﬁ )
for sraves, S S ) . '
17, clair ~f noses-aranaic insecriptibn. o . - e, ,
heat.« it diglhcye 1 e hﬁﬁr“ abtrenil, guotin. frow ohé drtaz,

1245442
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- Korazaln .~ - A PEEREY

. Shanks, 1979:73,15

Insorfptions" .
Rememberec} be forg ood Judan b.. Ishmael/

who made tals stoa (2)/ and its steps. g ‘ -
Nor his work/ may he have a share with the ri 5hteous$‘

aramalc, on front of chaip -

of Moves. L -

alternaﬁe trhnslatidhé~ _ o

.made this stoa and.its *taircase from his pranerty.A_

...made this portico and its staircaae

Por his-vorx¢.(may also read) ...seven»in“hﬁmber.u

. Referencés‘ - -

Avigad 1967.36 ‘ ‘ L

Huttenmelster and Keéeg, 1977: 275-2Ll o - T
Levine, 1981:162-3 | L Co s Lo
saller, 1969:L0 # 56 ‘ o
uoadenaugh, Symbols I:10%-99, III hdh 502 L

Sukenlk, 19 h 21-22 60f - - ‘ R .

'§ukenik,_l9 9:19 g ‘ e : ) ‘ oL

o,

‘Cnlat,  1979: 213- 221 ‘ |
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‘wource: uoodenoush,, ) . :
- aymbols 1:i:l58 Lot
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3ha

S

HenuVv

Farwans ‘

Tulel HKarwana (ot to ve confused wita
> Tell es oserim Rehovot/Peq!'1in)
Kift Valley . ‘ ~ .
1ye7 29(7
Cniat; B4 1 6 ,
(i, km. > Seth se'an)
Primary Types Hepresented Descriptive unlt, Provensance
Aunimal ¥Five »hases:

¢ 1., limestone rellef (llony) ~
seometric . found near entrance.
: 2. white mosalc pavewent with
Floral . black lines.
2. polychrome mosalec with ,

Henarah _ geometric patterns, posciole

. flgurev
Cilrecle surrovnd Ly« mosaic in proceso of

installatinn. painted walls-
Vjzetable L red strines on white ground,
: ‘ green frames on white,

¥1dral . floral menorah, pillars

have inserinstions in red.
saint on white ground with
floral frame. Jeveral
inscriptions enclosed wl thin
tabulae ansata., tramed Oy
wreaths tied with Hercuies

. kKnot.
K Chaneel screen; 73 menorgh .
#ithin wreath tled with ules

knot termlnating in 1lvy leaves.,”
Read of screen has four lilles
1ssuing from amphora. bLorder

m two sidés. :

Inbcriptions. : :

‘..mho contributed thils l*ntel from thelr

own ans from Hublic funds., Amen. belah.
lintel

ceeYitzhok...Agrippe ;
Phase One

~ves(talmudic inscrintlon) .

o hebrew, aramaic, glves

halakhle detall., For summary

see Chlat, 1979:30L-5.
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References:

Chiat, 1979:204f ~

nuttenmeister and Heeg, 19 75265276
saller, "1969:#05
Shanks, 1976:47
Levine, 1981:90-97, 146- 1%5
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+
ofpohoris
Slpporid
Liocacsares

Rift Vasliey «

1761 2799 -

Chiat: 32 2 6 ’

2rimary Types Hepresented Leceriptive Unit, 2rovenance

heanoran Capltalecorintatsn style.,
75 wenorah +on three faces.,

Fleral : ) Capital-cross in olace of
menorah

» . . :

Yegetalble wrYeetiennrtls, lotus capital

. wenoran flanged by shotar,
’ . floral scrocll, pomegranstes,
) granes

P

b>tone blockemenorah g
. ‘ Chair of Mosese

Inscriotions:
e
Honore:l te the mepory of Jose, son of Tanhum
son of 31tah, and his sons, who made this
mosaley may 1t be & blessinsfor them. Amen
aramqalc, mosalc paVement

By Gelaslos the scholastiids, the most illustrious

‘Comes, the son of aetfos the Comes, by Judah the

Arehlisynagogos, by sidonlos the Archisynagoros--
these enclosure to the well-being (or in honor)
of Janes (John) Aphros (Aphroalsias) the Archlsynag ogos
of Tyre (or the Tyrian), the most illustrious...
creek

Yeferences:

Chiat), 1579:177-176
Avi- Yonah T2 15(19%];): %91,
,uttenmeister and keeg, 1977: Log-L18
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L7
TIseRIAS
b
K11t Valley oot : A ‘
Chiat; B8 222 .
, »
Primary Types Hﬂpre*ﬁntEd Descriptive Lnit, pProverence
kenorah’ ' : several basslt ttones carvec
. with menorot, sther nad conch
Geometric s #nellis, and rape vire parkarus.
. ) sereen~mérble, carved with
Vegetat.le o lattice w~orik pattern with
. ) & circles ewshasizing the
powl intersecting points, A T

crudely carved 7b menorah
Floral ) placed In center >f uprer
border »f frame, It Is )
flamked by two schematlzed
birds., (heads defuced)

Inseription

. . -

(Kemem)bered 1 or <00d ant pless(ed)ses

Toriah). Amen : :
. aramaic

- - ) - ' ” N 5 ‘
- a7 the Lord's gooaness be on Abrshac

the marble worker ,
Y . 7 carved on tne nottom part
’ ‘of &an abacus., Lines ceparstea
by a rosette. ‘
nefer‘euces.
Woerster, IbJ ZL,ﬂ-h\lCYL) 156
Schwabe, Bles 16(195):160- 162
Huttenmelster and keeg, 1G77: hzé
Chiat, 1979:226=239

”
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. | « b9 :

AU DIKKA
ed-Dik |
ec~Dikkeh ‘ . , |
ed-Likka ] - o :

20b8 2592 :

Northern galilee/Giolen 4

Chiat: G 8 34 1 :

Primary Types Répresented Descrintive Tnlt, Provenance

Mythic . fraguments of rellefs:

e s l. winged filgures on lintel of

vegetaple maein entrance holding wresath/

) garland, :
powl : 2. dintel, window. egg and
) ) , . dart' moulding, scallop.
Geometric _ : // et Meliron. floral, ‘

~ rape clusters.,
2. wincow lintel. egg and
' : ’ dart, vine and tenaril,
L ) - scalloup, rosette.
L. Avi<Yonah describes
L : oA . ’ fragments with colonettes,
N ) ) . - scallop, gable corner with
. dolphins, birds, ssrapes,
>cars of esagle, dolphin.

-

Inscrinstions

" References:

‘ \
Avi-Yonsh, 1G76:1135 P
Goodenough, Symbols 13206, III;520-520, ‘
Huttedmeister and Reeg, 1377:1C3-10%
Kohl and watzlinger, 191€:112-12) A y
“ saller, 1969:42 i ] o
g Sukerik, 193L:25 : »

\ 2



|

Loty

;.
Le -

.
-, _..av:"l:t i .a

»

gy

_.ﬁq

ﬁ

fﬁ?.:_ I
Tﬁim :

.
»

l'['“

relopedisa
o
] 1 Ji~







&

: 562

* AL-ABMEL IYEH
El-ahmediyeh

Northern Gaiilee/ﬂolan
Chlat: G 22 1 )

2160 26u0 : .
Primary Types Kepresented Descriptive Unit, Provenance
Animal ) . , Lintel in secondary use,
¢ - decarated with Y9B. menorah
Geometric - flankea 7 & shofay, ethrog
' “ (.f) ) V “
Floral . ' . “tone decorated wi th part of
- a pgarland sttached Lo a ,
Fowl . "oucranium" t'lanked ty a
z . bird and grape cluster.

kenorah ) wtone showing 7E menorsh

. i Archltrave decorated with an
Increments - . /. amphora, grape vine, flowers.
Inscriptions:
ves . '~ Aramalc

. Hef'erences:

“ Chist, 197%9:615-6 - . '
Goodenough, .5ymipls I:222, IIL:577,578
Huttenmeister and Reeg, 1977:L-5
saller, 1969:#5



lln‘li: .y ;‘k'd‘

” f
| ,g““ niu l“

o
577. Stone fmm synagogue, el-Ahmediych, Palestine (7, 22¢)

. . o
578. Stone from synagogue, el-Ahmediyeh (7, 222)
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ALMA K , ' !
'Alma g ur

Northern Galilee/Golan ) I .
1962 2725 ' ; e
Chiast: B 12 1 ‘

Primary Tynes Represented . ;Descriptive.Unit, Frovenance

Vegétable linscribed ltntel decorated
: with three rows of ornamental
X . leaves, slx petalled rosettes.
‘ ' W

Inkcription:

May there be peace upon this place and ¥ hetréw
upon all the places of Hls people Israel...

Aren, belah I Jose the son of

Levi the Levite the craftsman who mace,.. aramaic

-

-

+«+inh from Tiberies ’ -

the making (or donatling?) of the lintel...
May the King of the World... aramede,

tefergnces:

Chlat, 1%79:99-101 o
Huttenme ister and Reeg, 1977:9-11 v
Naveh in Levine, 1981:127 ) h
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AR~RaAWA -
Ar-Hamah -
kr-Ramah

Northern Galllee/Golan
Chilat; B 12k

el 260 !

5 : :
frimary Types Kepresented a Lescriptive Unlts, Provenance
Mythic e L*ntel-pcorly preserved

T winged figures t'laniing. wreath,
Circle surround double meander
geometric ' . ‘ ‘ .
1 3
»

-

14
Inscriptions:

In grateful memory of Rabbl Ellezer, son of = -
- Teodor who bullt this house as a -guest house/
e+sls dead (or burled) in front »of- tbe gate.,
N
aramalc

References

Chiat, 1979:106- 107
Goodenough,- symbols I: 21% I11:555, 55,
Huttenmelster and Reeg, 1977'267*269 ’
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Ar-Rema 2.

Smurce: Geedeneugh, Symbels 1 II:555

'
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SARAN A
Birim
Kafr Bir'm
Kkefr perein

Northern Galilee/Golen
Chiat: B1 12

13901 2721
frimary Types hepresented Desdriotive Unit, Srovenance
Animal = . - ' central portal has three »

' - éntries. ~Parallel mouléings
Geometrlc on aoor posts ana lintel.

_Defaced pair of winged figlres
helding wreath >f olive leaves
with Hercules knot. Frieze
above lintel shows stylized

Clrcle surround

Floral -
. . ] vine scroll. Architrave
" Narine ; ' ) suriiounted by arch with serles
o ‘ of mlouldings in seml-circle. .
liythic ‘ - Blocks on elther side of
; : doorway snow defaced. figurative
Vepetable reliefs.
. 1 West portal-line nouldings on
Human . ' posts and lintel, ~stylized ~—~
. - - | vine sc¢roll and cross hatched
‘lintel (Loyenges:) above
i lintel,

East portal-bay leaf frieze,
similar to Palmyra. window
above as vine scroll and
rosette.
., Irileze-meander rellef. (As
[ . per bukenik. Frey-lintel,
| | Goodenough-screen) zodlaec
i motif, swastika, scale of
f . Jjudgement, amphora, centaur
| scallop, bull, human head and
b shoulders, sheep, petal and
leaf combinatlens, wlthin
meander pattern.

Inscriptions: ]

Bullt by El'azar son of Yudeh Hebrew (now lost)
. 4 B btone under window above
- ! east pOI‘t&l. \

- '
i

References: ]
Amiran, IEJ 6(1656):229-2L45
Avi-Yonsh, 1978: 70h~707
uoodenough, Symbols I:2u2,

. [

g S

T1:505-510-1L

s
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SARAM A
References-continued

Chiat, 1979:70-76

Kohl and watzinger, 191€:199,510-514
Hpttenmelster and Reey, 1977:321-24
Saller, 1969:%&xzL7

shanks, 1979:6h'5£ h-

sukenik, 193L:71,2

e




Seurce: Gcodenough,
Symbols III:512,515
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Sgurce: Shanks, 1979:
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Seurce: Delirfffﬁy, 1978:34-
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CBARRTAL E

Birim ,
Kafr Bir'm . . ” \
Kefr gerein ‘

Northern Galilee/Golan .
1oel 2721 : ‘ P
Chiaty B 1 2 €

.Briﬁhry Types Represented - - Lescrlptive inlt, Provenance
Geometric ) . lintel and door posts-parallel
: ’ R ’ mouldings., wlnged figures

Circle »urriund . {defaced) flank wreath with :
‘ internal rosette. Upper lintel

, : has curlinear desdgn, atove
LY . vertical parallel; lines.

E

.. . - -

.

Inscriptions:

lMay tnere be peace in thls place and i
in 8all places of. Israel. Jose the Levite .
the son of Levl made this linte. May blesslng
come upon his (thls) deeds. Peace! )

]

References:

Chist, 1979:111-113

Hestrin, 1960

Naveh in Levine, 1G01:137 ‘ ’ -
Aviged, 1960:1%7 .
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LaLTuol g
Horvat Dglton

Northern Calilee/tiola
13970 2698 ~ .
Chiast; B 1 27

~ o o
Primary Types Kepresented Descriptive bnlt, Provenance

Vegetable Window gable with grapevine ’

geometrlc - ~ scailop. (slmilar to ivevoré&a)

Inscriptions:

¢llnes le% 1lleglble)

}nercy...,éheat...// His memory For gooa.../

..oHis Memory for £ood «..Blessing, @men, selah

shalom (%) .

' - : stone .was ‘nscrived with .
sixteen lines In pevrew on

r : obverse., Five illegitle —

s . l ) lines onireverse, e
. . = - ! '

Freferences: ' I
S

!

Chist, 1979:104-%

Huttenmelster and Rees, 1977:96-96" ,
oﬂller, 1969 #L0 . X s .
oodenough Symbols III 553 (o)



DALTON

3

b
b1

Seurce: Geedéneugh, Svmbels III:5883
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GUd HALAV
Gush Halav
"ulscala
- el-dish
" al-Gls

—— el

Northern Galllee/Golan

1920.2701 ‘ ,

.thilats B 1 11 : -
Primary Motlif Types Hepresented Descriptlive unit/Frovenance
Fowl - g X lintel-eagle with garlend on

- underside of lintel. Cirecles
at end of garland.
Vegetable

Geometrlc

inscripgions:

Jose son of Nahum/ madé this (column)/ )
ey it be for him/ s blessing \  aramalc, on column

&

[

HReferences:

Avi-Yonah, 19789:113%5 -

Chiat, 1979: 60-69
“Huttenmelster and Reeg, 1977 2L 6«7

Goodenough, Symbols III:522 (p) T
Meyers and Strange, BASOR 250(ﬁ9?6) :1-2l

Meyers, IEJ 27 (19777:25% - 25

eyers, T579:Lh
Meyers, BA 1980 101
Saller, TG569:#lL _
shanks, 1979 76 . o : :3

*
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GUS HALAV A
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45
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tit i
Avi_'l’inah, 1978, Encyclepedia I:

s
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370 .
Horvet Hafid . : : )
Er-Rafld {not to be cnafused with
ar-Raric Ar-Rafld 2105 2675
] Rafid 2345 2625)"
Northern Gallilee/Golan
2092 z62L
Chlat: & 2 (no reference) .
(500 m. east of Jordan R.) )
rrimary Types kKepresented ' ‘beacripﬁgve jnit/ Provenance
Marine . - ljntel-two-chSéea‘fish,
: - stylized acanthus leaves.
Animal lintel-gable with flanking
: : . animals, motif in pediment
Geome tric 1s defaced. .
o egy. and aart, curvilinear,
Vegetable: . scallop.
lintel=-simllar to above without
figures. g
we b, lintel-scallop and curvilinear
" arChb
Inscriptions: ‘ “
Z |
Referencess:. P ' N

Goocdenough, SymbolsIIl:53u-541
Huttenmeister and Reeg, 1977: 265« 6

g

1 A4

\}F



¥
v
i

’ . ~
i . N

o 571
HOBVAT RAFTD

-
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R 4 p
Z 41
A q 7 ‘l -
s “f 1
! Y . R
-
.

p & //6’//;2’%’\.}.-—3—: e

@y

.__..
=
pudiasac

T ————
V.
—

Symbels TTI:538-541 . . .
14
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T : . e
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Khir et Kanef
MaZra'at Kanaf
) Kanaf
/ Kanif . {7)
; .
Northern Galilee/Colan
Chiats G 8 (no reference .
. 21ls 2sn :
Primary dotif Types Kenresented
o Geometric
) Circie
uVegetable .
A

¢
inseriptions:

- Heferencesy
Goodenough, hymbols 1FLs 5h7 5“3 5&9

Descriptive Unit/ Provenance

) .
Elght-pointed star enclosing
circle with sunoburst centims.,
egy and dart «vegetadle
incised motifs:

Carved stone-scallop centre,
geometric swastlka, fruit
motifs follow curvilinear
line.

Lintel-egpy and dart “wlne,
seroll, torus (//Fahma)

3

~f
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KHIRBET KANEF

&



3T

KHIR=BT SEHA
dhirbet ohema T
Teqosa®

. Worthern Galllee/Golan

1615 2646
Chigt: 311 2

.. Primary Types Kepresented

Fowl .

Circle surround.”

Penorah

Floral
)

Inscriptions:

keferences:;

Avi-Vonah, 1678:109%
Chiat, 197917765

' Huttenmelster and Reeg, 1977'267 9
Levine, 1981: 70 79 (p) '

Nejers, 1976+
Meyers, 1980; 10h
Meyers, et als BA 25(1972): 2-21

Meye*s, et als BASOR b2(l©76) (0)

Descriptife'Unit/Provenanﬁe

A'Pﬁase I; eagle inclsed on

doorpost of west wall, menorsh
fragment on lamp base.

.Rosettes on capltsal

Fhase [I: lintel cver north
entrance-mencorah in high relief.
W8st room has fresco with
geometric designs In red and
white,



Khirbet

a“::%;,"‘ ’

T ey T
. B W e

) @z @¢ @- D-

375

Sema

z -

Left: Two phases of Khirbet Shema
synagogue. Right: Isometric reconstruction

of Khirbet Shema* synagogue showing
trafﬁc‘“ patierns.

Seurce: Meyers, 1980:98 :

e
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Seurce: Meyers, Kraabel, and Strange,1970:83
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’ [
* - ¢
KITSYOU
Lo | ) S
v
_Herthern Galilee/Golan
tnear Sared) ‘ -
. Brimary Typed Hepresented . Descriptive Unit/ Provenance
\ ’ ) . i : . e -
¢ * \
> y

e

Insceriptions: !

For the welfare of our lords, the emporers : - 0
Lucius septimius severus (the empress Julia Lomna) 5
Narcus Aurelius, aAntonius (Caracalla) ana Luclus ﬁ
septimius Geta, his sons, a cedlcation ex voto of the Jews.

<

r

heferences:

» . -

?

Avi-Yonah, 1976 77
Renan, k. Nission de Phenicie. Paris 1lobl: 77l

s

3£
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fuer or
MFiFOn )

P

lierthern ualilee/golan ” ¢

1-1€ 66 . " —~2 ’ -
ﬁ\ 311 h - N

cniat

¥ )

Primary Types Hepresented Lescriptive Unit, Provenance

Heometric linteleparallel mouidings in
classical style.

in riptions:

Mude Uy shalom son of Leui

Keterencess:

Avi-Yoneh, 1978:£62

Chiat, 1979 1 86-0%

uoodenoubh, bymools 1:200, I111:506,5L%

. BHuttenmelster and Reeg, 1977 411-ﬁlu (1)
tohl ana watzinger, 1916:¢0- gt

vailer, 1969:L9#77 (p) :

shanks, 197%9:75 :
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DeBref fny,1978:back cever
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Avi-Yenah, Eneyclepédia III,1979:859
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‘ »
*Nevoraya

Nabratein A
kn Nabratein
Kefar diburaysa
Northern Galilee/Golan
1578 2675 ’
Chiat; 5115
Primery Tyres RepreBented
Yegsetsble
Clrcle surrount
nero-an
Antmal

Gemetric

Floral

Inscriptions:

{Accoriing) to the apumoer four hundred ana

Descriptive Unit/ Frovenance

lintel-south

lavirel frieze
wlth herculies
mennrah in re

"ark"e rable
lions 1n flan
e and dart
id.centre of
has hole for

i

portal nas Lay

above wreath
knot. HKEnecloses a
lief. Dfted
Inseription alng mouldings,

has two r
hing nos!
mpiuldings,
acroteria,
lamp,.

scallop:

or
tled

lintel-pulvindted triecze Vlth

dentllated, parallel notches
:’hOr‘ﬁ .

Curupe vine 1ss
ralumn sedest
frqpt nnd a 1
(uelfaceq)

-

ninety four years after. tne destructiosn (of
the Temple) the house was built durling
the office »f Hanlna son of Lezér and

Lullana son »f Yudan.

References:

Chia%, 1979:9€

-

hebrew

Goodenovgh, Symbols T11:517,51¢,52%2 ()

huttenmeister and HKeeyg, 197

Levine, 1Gt1:15 (p)

Meyers,otrange, Meyers, Bi 44ﬂL

Meyers, AoOR News 1900:L

LIRS

7217

(Fall 1961):257-0L7

sJills, LY dm
4l—runn‘ng

: '(561[ CoEu)

3

Yo

neyers, Strange, keyers. 5AsJR 2hb(l>b2) 35-5l bnr ng

buwenik 19511 pl. xity (pT

93;
auare un
ftony on rear.

<

\
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frent
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Seurce: Geedensugh, Symbels [II:504
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386 N .
‘ * .
4 o °
Peqltin (in Galllee) S
aleduju'em ~
El=Bugar . .
kehovnt (u:t to he confused . with Rehovot,

Noxzthern Galllee/Golan
161 264 ’
Chiat: B 12 7

(15 km 4. befat)
Primary Types henresented

Menoreah

IncrLuents
~ Toran ohriae

Geometric V -

" Inscriptions:

Hererences:-

Chiat, 1979:11L -5 4

duttenmeister ana Reeg, 1577:350-%

doodennsugh, osymbols I1I11:572+%2 (n)
A @ |

A

&

g Peal'in In the shefela 7.118)

+ o, Cy

Lescriotlive uUnit, pPr )Venance“

lintel-decoratec with 5B
-menorah "varlous ;eome‘ric
motifs.™

carvings on stone.

on stone.



.

Seurce:

573

»
’

Geedeneugh, Symbels III:572

R



it

" LIPULEA
" &safsafa
Sufsaf
wasef
Northern Galilee/Golan
Chilat: 5 1 23 2.
1619 2fcl; ’
(7 K. NA safec)

Primary Types hepresented
Clrcle surround
) 7coet§blé‘
>de)metr1c : L ’
Floral -

*Animal

Inseriotions:

Yeferences: i e

Shiat, 1979:127.4

sosdenoudll, Lymbole i:le, TI1:101,5L% {p)
duttenmelster and Keeg, '1977:292-%97

waller, 1969:%95

3

Wreath tleg

Lescrintive tnit, Provenafice

The lintel...was Jecorsted by,
with a8 nercules
knot flenked ty bucranium. The
entire composition was enclosed
vithln a nighly stylizea zroce
vine with ogee type curvds.

The niche abosve tne lintel was
encloged within decorated
voussolirs, nowever thney did not
fit tne nirhe...The ghzll
within the niche wass hincegd
at the bott-mn.

K
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Uan 9l Qanatir © ]
© lmm 21 Kengfir
Umm el-Kanatif

Northern Galilee/3slan
2195 2506
Calat: 3 L 28 2

Primury Typés ~epresented
Fowl N

An bawd

NIcEeINTS] ‘:..’"1(3

Vegetable .

)

*

Ins~riantions:

References:

Avi~Yonah, l/(o:l‘jb

Chiat, l979’uuC~690
joydenotgh, oymbols [:206-2Q7, 1Il:
Huttenmelster and Reeg, 1977: i65 L6t
Levine, 1951:101,106 (p)
saller, 1969; ﬂ109

sugenlk, 7203 13(1935)172-17%

-

AN

532-53L (p)
o]

¥

Lescrintive Unlt/ Provenance.

aecorated stones found in front
of facade-eayle Fellef, fore.:
quarters of a 1lion,

Trian*ular slab ceut n snadte of
arch and ‘decorate Ui th
aouldings /
Prabmert )f 8 niche and window ' .
frame decorated with a vine .
scroli and grape sliusters,

ana an ea;le with spread wings.
‘Fragaent 3f a corniee decorated
nith ezg and dart ﬂonlﬂin5.
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.990

f\j‘urce: Gnedsneugh, Symbels IT11:994, -
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L 3

CWEST GALILER/JRofEIL VALLEY

*

b




\u\

v

- 9

= TH LLY AR ) :
Zeth oheapim .
Shelkh Abypeiq
eshi-whelkh forelq

Tuest Belile /Je""ep1 Vullery
1425 272 )
Chist: 321 2 .
- : - » e
Primg?y Motif Types \ Leeeriptive Unit,’ Provenance W¥\
Aalmal . Two Pliases; i
‘ < Le Fraiqeits of an architrave
?»Sgtaﬁle ) PebemOLin@ cata¢comb lbo
Cazituls anad bases stwllar
LEarine t> catacombs 11,14
[T. ma'ntea interisr valls,
. larble frauents with inseription
ani desorations., Rellef of
two trees, an vnidentd fipj
gnimal and a Tish. « seron
- : ¢ Ir'racmeat pay contalin a
. -portiasn of » zodlac
.
ulo"figt:DIS: “ .
(1o preek, 1 aehrew-tfragcuentary) . ‘ ‘\

Fubho! camuel vho> arranges (the llmbs »f tne deed)
and of Judsh who lavs out the corpse, B
— _ -greek, marble slabs In small
' o - ~- room adjoiniag N4 side of
SYN8LoSuE .

Jacob from Caesarga, the head. of the synagogue,

of Pemphylla, thalom, } greek ’ ’
"ev. 308, son of jalus dedi@ﬁfﬁd (this)..."
: greek

References:

hvi-Yonah, 1970:247 . ) *
vhilat, 1377:155-1463 e

Avigad, 1976 J .
huttenme ister amﬁ’Reeb 19770072
dnodenough, bymbol< I:c0sf, IIT:545,5%5 (p)
caller, 1969: 69#100 (o)
ouaenix, 1349:18. 51, xii1 (o)



\ ? 395

*1sfiya
Usf1wa
ket'la
Husifa

&

West Galllee/Jezreel Va’lev 1
1565 2%60 : ‘ . ' “
Chiat: C 2-1 2 _
(13 %m. SE Haifa) =

Primary Types Rewresented Lescrintive uUnit, Provenanss
“Human pavesent of mailrfhall of blue
‘ arble and green glass. border
Yesetable of mhsale is dentils. inter-
. rupted tn west by three square
rorl . panels containing 1. wresth
‘ - fram®ay hebrew ifnscrlption.
Meaarai 2. menoran, shofar, 1lulsb,
. ehrog and shovel In euach of
1am = eats : side panels,
) Malin flelc iz three unegual
Anlmal panels, The west panel
’ , contains an inseriptldn, the
‘warine - - center a vine trellls encloslng
: _ birds., Two heraldic pesacocis
nrthie . above inscristion., (Parsllels
‘ if~»at 2et uuvrin, Jaza A) .
. - bast mnel has a fraguent I

a mosule zoilac, da: ~itarlus
to Lrles. the horns of
Capricorn, Aquarlus is shown
as a . large amphora splliling
water, the I'{ne of Plsces a'd
too legs of Arles. Autumn is

) - placed nert to motlfs appropriate
to 50"1ng.
(// at dasran, Zeth Alpha)
Ias=r? stions:
Peace upon ILsrsel + within wreath

hebrew

.
.

..eand Slessed be...Hallfu tne wire of

the Kaobl...Honoured be the menmory of : E
every oae whd promised aud gave his donation -
be he blessed...Honoured ove the memory.

Honosured be the wmemory of Joslah who gave,

rerePences; ) ' »
Chiat, 1979:277-301 ) ,
Goodenough, Symbols I: 251 9 _:6 jh, 655 (p)
huttenmelster” and Reeg, 197731 ioh

saller, 1369:525

.
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beurce:yeedneugh, svmbels IIT:648,649,650







BESTIR o :

W
O
(e 0]
e

S cnsendeid s

. Seuree: Avi-Yenah, Encyelepedia 17:524



*ISFIYA

Seurce: Geedensugh, A::iymbols 111:658
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e



[

Loo

'y
1
vafla
Yapnia
. Yafa

‘yast splllee/Jazreel Valley
Chiat: 8 2 1 3 :
(z km. ™ Nazareth)
Primary Types hepresented
Fowl *

anlzal

d¢ agetrle A

Ve etable ’ .
Fiocral -

lleaorah

silicle surround

Human S

Mythic -

-

Inseristions:

{(Eph)raim

4

References:

Avi-Yonah, 197t:541

Chiat, 1979:162-165

Josephus, Wers 1I1:57%, III:2L

Huttenmeister and Reeg, 1977:L7%9-0<d
Gaodenduch, symbols I:3216-216, I11:565-570

saller, 1969:71#1ll
shaniks, 1979:%
sukenik, 1951:16-2l

(Not to be confused with a'srm )

Leseriptive uUnit/Provenance

lilntels in secnondary us

in taree nanels, sullloche
mouldlng, the -zentral panel
coataing a wreasth tled with

_large fillets. The two

flanking oanels’ each conts'n
an e&,,1¢, holdin smiall
#reaths. The secona oanel
aecorated with menorah flanked
by rosettes.

Jo3ale pavenent; fra.mentary
Heve; lascribec =with double
celrcle.

Between two clrcles are
twelve small ilatersecting
circles, only two gurvive,

- One contalins an ox, .the other

the head of a horned arnimal.
Intertwined adanthus leaves
eniclas’ng antmale, 121phins,
tiser in corner where ses:ons
are normally found.

Corner panel 1a SW, eagle
perched on two pelrs of
volutes Flanking s human heaa.
(Ke lusa) ‘

3

beslde the imaje » tie

moraed animal, )

{The symbol »f the tribe ls an
0x, the buffeld ls the sign
for Manasseh)

‘



YAFIA

Seurce: Geedeneugh, Symbels 1I1:570 .

- 4 Seiurce: Geedeneugh, Symbo%s TII:991

- .

7 : 9
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‘Seurce:

.

Sukenik, 1949:8

1
-

éourcé: Geedensugh, Symbels III:992,9§3

Ya



Palaestina

Samaritan

Judean Hil

South Coas

North Coas

Rift Valle

Palaestina

Rift Valle
5

(.

Index to Sites in Site;patalogue

-

N
e Prima

Highlands
Fahma
' Imwas

is

Na'ana

Satalevim "
Khirbet Abu Amir
Beth Guvrin
Esthémoa
Herodian

Hevron

Huldah

Khirbet Karmil
Khirbet Susivya
Masada

Silo+

tal Plain
Asdod
Asqueion
Gaza
Ma'on

tal Plain
Caesarea
Khirbet Devela
Khirbet.Sumaq

Y
En Geddi

Jericho
Na'aran

e Secunda

y (North)

Afeq -
Khirbet Ammudim
Arbel

Beth Alpha

Beth Shean A o

Beth Shean B
Hammath Gadar
Hammath Teverya
t'8illin

Kefar Nahum
Kokav Ha~Yarden

g

403

a

220

221
223

225
228
230
226
234
236
240

242

264
246
248
250
232

252
253
255
258
262

" 265

266
270
272

274
275
280
283

291
292
294
298
300
206
309
312
316

323
324

332
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Index to Sites in Sitea@iﬁ;logue « continued

' 4

Rift Valley (Ngrth) - continued

Korazim , e 34°
Rehov 342
Sepphoris . 346
Tiberias ' - 347
North Galilee/Golan . i 348
Ad-Dikka * 349
Al-Ahmed i yeh 352
Alma - v o . f 351"
Baram’; 357 -
Baram . 363
- . Dalton c 365
4 Gus Halhv ~ 367
Horvat Rafid 370
Khirbet Kanef . ) . 372
Khirbet Sema ] . . 374
Kitsyon 378
Meron 279
Nevoraya - : . 382
Peqi'in (in Galilee) 386
Sifsufa - 388
Umm Al=Qanatir o 290
West Galilee/Jezreel Valley 393
Beth Se'arim 394
"1sfiya ) 395
Yafia, 400
J
<
. /
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