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    PREFACE 

The destruction of the Jerusalem Temple in 70 C.E. was a major turning 
point in the development of Judaism. Without the Temple or the abiliy to 
replace it, Judaism could no longer function as the religion of sacrifice and 
sanctification God had detailed to Moses on Mt. Sinai. Over the following ¥ 
centuries, one insiitution arose (o take the Temple’s place in the lfe of the 
Jewish community, namely, the synagogue. It provided for a lfe of holiness 
without animal or vegetable sacrifice—for becoming sacred without 
performing the biblically sanctioned means of sancification. 

‘The means by which the synagogue became the dominant Jewish institu- 
tion forms an arena of active scholarly analysis. The issue begins with the 
question of the synagogue’s origins, but does not stop there. The ultimate 
question lies in how the synagogue became an accepted replacement for the 
‘Temple. Looking back from our perspective in the twentieth century, the , 
transformation of a Temple-based Judaism into a synagogue-centered reli-" 
gion seems a natural development. But looking forward from 70 C.E—just 
after the Temple’s destruction—the picture must have seemed quit different. 
How could Jews worship God without a Temple? Even the Hebrew Bible— 
the reading of which became a central rite in synagogue worship—said that 
God should be worshipped by sacrifice in the Temple. It contained no com- 
ment abou the synagogue at all, let alone a positive endorsement. 

But the synagogue succeeded. When Islam conquered much of the Middle 
East in the carly seventh century, synagogues had long been the dominant 
Jewish insttution. Indeed, archacological and literary records reveal that 
synagogues had been built not only in Palestine and surrounding areas, but 
also across the Mediterranean world and into the Tigris-Euphrates region. 
“The literary record also shows that the synagogue was understood as a native 
Jewish institution, without which Jewish life and worship was impossible 
o envision. The rabbinic sages even imagined that during Temple times a 
synagogue had stood on the Temple Mount. They believed that worship in 
that synagogue had actually been more important than atar sacrifices. 

Although published in two volumes, this collection of essays has a 
single focus—the synagogue during the centuries between the Temple’s 
destruction and the rise of Islam, for it is at this time that the synagogue 
gained its central place in Judaism. The exploration of iow his achievement 
oceurred s divided into six different areas. In Section 1, the essays examine 
how the synagogue began and try to delineate the evidence for the 
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synagogue’s existence and development prior to the Temple’s destruction in 
70. Section II centers on the development of the synagogue from 70 to the 
seventh century. It establishes the architectural development of the 
synagogue as an important indicator of how the synagogue linked itself to 
the Temple. The essays of Section IIl pick up on this issue of synagogue 
architecture as they analyz specific synagogue sites. Section IV's essays 
take a different approach to the question of the synagogue’s success, 
focusing on the question of the synagogue’s function in the Jewish 
community. Some of these articles explore the roles the synagogue played 
in the community and the religion, while others attempt to distinguish it 
from other institutions, such as the study house. Setion Vs articles look at 
how the synagogues used artistc and architectural forms to express aspects 
of Jewish myths and beliefs. Much of this artwork linked the carly 
synagogue 1o the Temple. Finally, Section VI sets out the range of 
ynagogues and other public structures in the Golan, the full extent of 
which has never been delineated ina published form. 

Yet this collection of essays should be seen not only from a topical 
perspective but also from the perspecive of the field of synagogue studies. 
The collection’s emphasis is on recent studies, because in the 1970's the 
study of ancient synagogues entered a period of significant debate. At the 
start of that decade, archacologists and other scholars stil tried to fit their 
findings into paradigms several decades old. By its end, those paradigms had 
come under serious question. Since then, scholars have been striving to de- 
velop new ways of analyzing and understanding the origins, development, 
and nature of the earliest synagogus. 

“The goal of these two volumes is to communicate scholarly advances o 
those not immediately involved in the debates. Even though the study of 
ancient synagogues has important ramifications for many fields—early 
Christianity, hellenistic Judaism, and rabbinic Judaism, to name the most 
obvious—many of the above-mentioned changes i sy 
‘gone largely unnoticed, especially in the English-speaking world. Although 
there are many reasons for this, two stand out. First, the most active part of 
the debate has taken place in Isracl. There, carly synagogues have been 
debated in journals and festschrifien as well as in several collections of 
essays devoted exclusively (0 early synagogues. Little of this discussion has 
reached beyond Isracl’s borders. Second, while new analyses of synagogues 
have taken place among westem scholars, some of the most incisive articles 
were published outside the mainstream journals. This has rendered access to 
these studies difficult. 

“This book brings together original, translated, and reprinted essays on 
ancient synagogues from an international spectrum of scholars. Together the 
aricles provide a broad portait of the current scholarly understanding and 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

      

  

 



  

debate of the early development of the synagogue. The editors have chosen 
aricles that work together to present a balanced view of the current scholarly 
knowledge about the ancient synagogue and the questions they are asking 
‘This means tha the authors do not always agree with each other, nor do the 
editors always agree with them. Indeed, the editors of this volume often dis- 
agree with cach other. But through the disagreements and the debates, we 
think that this collection of essays provides a comprehensive portrayal of 
the early synagogue 

“The editors have furthermore designed this collection of essays for schol- 
ars who do not specialize in the study of ancient synagogues, but who need 
to understand the synagogue and its communal role: scholars of New 
Testament, early Christianity, Second-Temple Judaism, and rabbinic 
Judaism, to mention just a few. The volume is thus more than just a collec- 
tion of article; it provides it readers with a solid grounding in the scholar- 
ship of the ancient synagogue. Any scholar who studies the essays in this 
collection—beginning with “A Reader’s Guide”—will gain a comprehensive 
understanding of the origins of the synagogue and the changes it underwent, 
and will understand the synagogue’s place in the Jewish community 
religious life. 

The editors have standardized the spelling of names of archaeological 
sites throughout most of the volume. When possible, we have used the 
spelling of the New Encyclopedia of Archacological Excavations in the 
Holy Land (E. Ster, ed., 4 vols. [New York: Simon & Schuster, 1993)) 
Those articles reprinted from English, however, we have kept as close to 
their original form as possible. In doing so, we have kept their original 
spellings. In addition, in his section on the Golan, D. Urman has set out the 
alternate spellings and names for each site. 

“This book was prepared for camera-ready copy on an Apple Macintosh 
Centris 650 and was printed on a Hewlett-Packard Laseclet 4M. The English 
language font s Intellfont CG Times, with Linguist’s Software supplying 
the foreign language fonts: Hebraica, Graeca, and IPA. 

There are many people we would like to thank for helping make this 
book a reality. First and foremost we want to thank the contributors for 
allowing us to publish their work, for without them there would have been 
1o book at all. Dr. Nathan H. Reisner, Ms. Bati Leviteh, Dr. Nathaniel 
Stampfer, and Dr. Fiona Ritchie translated articles with flowing expertise 
They are credited in each of their articles. We would also like (0 thank the 
many institutions and individuals who gave their permission for us o 
reproduce essays, pictures, maps, and drawings. They are credited in the 
relevant artcles, the List of Figures, and the List of Plats. 

Dan Urman would like to thank the Ben-Gurion University of the Negev 
for allowing him to take a leave of absence, the Department of Religious 
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Studies at the University of North Carolina at Charlotte for appointing him 
the Swift Distinguished Professor of Judaic Studies for the year 1993-1994, 
and the Humanities Research Centre of the Australian National University 
for appointing him as a Visiting Fellow for 1994. The generosity of these 
institutions made it possible for Dan to complete his contributions to this 
collection. The later two provided excellent acilitis, congenial hospitality, 
and extensive support during his labors. 

Paul Flesher would like to thank the University of Wyoming for all its 
help and support. It gives him particular pleasure to thank Dean Oliver 
Waler of the College of Arts and Sciences, the Department of English and 
its successive chairs Mark Booth and Janet Constantinides, and the 
Religious Studies Program. He would lso like to acknowledge the Elic 
Wiesel Fund of the Judaic Studies Program at Northwestern University 
Robert Torry and Caroline McCracken-Flesher proofread the entire 
manuscript before final printing, and Carolyn Anderson read the opening 
material; all helped improve the quality of the volume. Carol Ryzak, Keith 
Kanbe, and Chris Shearer accurately typed many pages of this collection. 

Any volume of this size and variety can be a nightmare of crossed wires, 
especially since the project was carried out across four continents, with the 
editors only occasionally on the same one. To all who have helped this 
book instead become a dream of collaboration—both those mentioned by 
name and those unmentioned—we thank you 

In closing this Preface, we dedicate this book to our wives, Mety Urman 
and Caroline McCracken-Flesher, who watched their husbands disappear 
under the burden of this project. Whenever we lifted our heads they were 
there to provide support, comfort, and sage advice. When we were buried 
under the tasks of editing, coordinating, and writing, they provided the spark 
that reminded us of the oy in lfe. 

  

  

  

    

  

     
    

    

      
   Paul V. M. 

Dan Urman 
Tesher 
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ANCIENT SYNAGOGUES—A READER'S GUIDE 

It has become a commonplace to describe a scholarly field undergoi 
changes as experiencing a ‘paradigm shift.’ For the study of ancient syna- 
‘gogues that would be an understatement; in this field, many paradigms are 
shifting. Indeed, the standard explanations of some of the most important 
aspects of the field—so old and accepted they have almost had the status of 
facts—have come into question and have even been discarded by many 
scholars. These paradigms are decades—in some cases, 
reorientation in the study of ancient synagogues began some tweny. 
years ago and has been nothing less than exhilarating for the field. The de- 
bate among archacologists, epigraphers, historians of Judaism, and literary 
critics has been fervent. It has brought forth clarification of issues, formula- 

tion of new questions, reconceptualization of old questions, methodological 
innovation, and, of course, ongoing excavation, analysis and reinterpretation 

of archaeological and ltrary data. 
‘The rapidity of developmentsin the study of ancient synagogues, accom- 

panied by the constan shifts and changes in the detais of the debates, has 
unfortunately made it difficult for scholars in cognate fields—such as New 
Testament, early Christianity, Second-Temple Judaism, and Rabbinic 
Judaism—t0 keep track of where maters stand. Not only o the ongoing de- 
bates require constant attention, but they are often carried on in hard-1o-get 
publications and in languages uncommon on the scholarly circuit. Indeed, 
most of the Israeli protagonists in the debate write primarily in modern 
Hebrew, a language outside the mastery of too many North American and 
European scholars. Since sides are often drawn along national or linguistic 
boundaries, this phenomenon leaves many scholars hearing only half the de- 
bate. 

“The editors envision these two volumes of essays as a guide (o under- 
standing the current state of scholarly analysis of the ancient synagogue as 
well as a collection that points toward future directions. We have brought 
together groups of essays on central issues of the field—issues which 
constitute the key areas of scholarly knowledge of the ancient synagogue. 
The essays come from three languages: English, Hebrew, and French. Some 
are original pieces commissioned specifically for this collection, others have 
been translated into English, and a few were originally composed in English 
and are reprinted here. By bringing together the work of scholars from three 
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continents, this collection is able to present the most complete picture of 
the international tate of ancient synagogue scholarship to date. 

‘The six sections of artcles in these volumes focus on what the editors 
onsider to be the main areas of knowledge and debate in the study of ancient 
synagogues. The first section, “The Origins of the Ancient Synagogues,” 
looks at how scholars understand the evidence about the earliest synagogues. 
The second section, “The Development of Ancient Synagogues,” focuses on 
the series of changes, improvements, and evolution that the synagogues un- 
derwent in the inital centuries of its existence. Section three, “Synagogues 
and Settlements: Reports and Analysis,” provides a look at important syna- 
‘gogues, groups of synagogues, and new evidence of synagogues, throughout 
the land of Isracl. Section four, “The Synagogue’s Nature and the Jewish 
Community,” is in many ways the most important subject, for it discusses 
the nature of the synagogue as a community institution. It s the Jewish 
‘community and its religious practices that make the synagogue into an im- 
portant building. Starting the second volume, section five, “The 
‘Synagogue’s Intemnal Aesthetics,” looks at the art found in the ancient syna- 
‘gogues and at the internal design of the synagogue itself. The issue here is 
whether these have meaning and if so, what is that meaning and how is it 
conveyed? Finally, section six, “Public Structures and Jewish Communities 
in the Golan Heights” reveals new evidence of extensive Jewish settlement 
and building in that region. 

Each section can be read in two ways. To begin with, each artcle can be 
seen by itself, standing alone and arguing its position without reference o 
the other articles of the section or the collection. Just as important, 
however, cach section’s articles complement cach other, and when taken 
together portray the issue in a way that goes beyond any single artcle. This 
does not mean that the writers agree with each other, or that they are even 
o the same side of the debate. Instead, we have tried (0 present a selection 
of artiles that not only reveal the current satus of the issue but also form a 
trajectory indicating the direction of the debate’s movement. This trajectory 
may in turn suggest the future of the debate. 

S0 that readers will not have to guess about how the groups of essays in- 
teract, this Readers’ Guide will set out how the editors envisioned each 
‘group of essays. It will provide the necessary background for understanding 
the central issues debated by the artcles. For each section, it will point be- 
yond the individual artcles to indicate how they represent an aspect of the. 
current understanding of ancient synagogues and thus contribute to a larger 
picture. It is ultimately the larger picture that the editors hope this collec- 
tion of essays wil provide. 

The first task such a Guide should accomplish is o define the term 
‘synagogue.” As used in modem scholarly terminology, the term 
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“synagogue’ has two meanings. First, ‘synagogue’ refers to an architectural 
structure. Someties s structure is simply a public building, and some- 
times it comprises a complex—with rooms, courtyards and other architec- 
tural features associated with it. Second, ‘synagogue” can also refer to the 
community of people that built and used the building. This is by far the 
more important usage, for if we do not know the building’s importance to 
the community—how they used it and what they did in it—the building be- 
comes litile more than an interesting footnoe i the history of public archi- 
tecture. If we understand how ancient Jews used a synagogue building i the 
practice of their religion, however, the discovery of a synagogue building 
then reveals important information about the community that lived near it 
and used it 

Now that we have defined the modern scholarly meaning of the term 
synagogue, let us move to the ancient world and identify what ancient de- 
signations this modern term encompasses. The oldest term comes from the 
hellenistic world of third century B.C.E. Egypt, proseuche (pl. proseuchaf) 
(rpocevx). Tt means ‘prayer house' or “prayer hall. By the first century 
CE,, the New Testament and Josephus use the term sunagoge (swaryory) 
10 refer (0 the building where the Jewish community meets, Sunagoge liter- 
ally means “a gathering place.”T The term appears earlir in the Septuagint, 
but there it translates the Hebrew gakal (‘assembly") and is used to refereri 
the people Isracl (e.g., Num. 22:4). Finally, a synagogue is sometime re- 
ferred t0 as a “holy place,” a hagios topos (@yos T6Tos). This term is often 
found in inscriptions referring to the particular synagogue in which the in- 
scription is found. It does not designate synagogues exclusively, however, 
for it can also refer to temples. 

‘The Hebrew terms for synagogue stem from the rabbinic literature of the 
second through sixth centuries C.E. The two main Greek terms have corre- 
sponding Hebrew terms. The most commonly used term for synagogue is 
the bet kneset or bet ha-kneset (pl. batei kneset) (Hebrew: no m3); like 
sunagoge, this term literally means, ‘the house of gathering.” It is used to 
designate the place of public prayer and worship. On a rare occasion, rab- 
binic literature occasionally uses a term corresponding to proseuche, 
namely, bet tefilah, or bet ha-tefilah (Hebrew: 7520 13). There are two 
terms sometimes associated with the synagogue. First, the study house or 
school is the bet midrash or bet ha-midrash (pl. batei midrash) (Hebrew: 

this can be literally translated as ‘the house of interpretation.” 
Second, the court is the bet din or bet ha-din (pl. batei din) (Hebrew: 1 73); 

this term iterally means ‘the house of judgment” The court is run by the 
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aspects of synagogue study. There i ongoing scholarly discussion sbout whetber the 
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rabbis and is where they apply the law (o those who come before them 
while the study house is where the rabbis train their disciples. One of the, 
ongoing scholarly debates over these terms is whether cach of these is a 
physically separate site, perhaps housed in different buildings, or whether 
they take place in the same building—namely, the synagogue building—and 
are just differentiated by their central activity. Other terms are occasionally 
used to refer to the synagogue, but these are the most frequent. So, with 
these preliminaries in hand, let us turn our aitention o the essays in this 
collection 

L THE ORIGINS OF THE SYNAGOGUE 

1f we ask when and where the Israclite Temple was first established, we geta 
ar straightforward answer. It was built by Solomon during his 39-year 

reign (961-922 B.C.E.) in Jerusalem. The book of 1 Kings describes the 
Temple's construction, and other sources which mention the early Temple 
essentially corroborate that account. To be sure, Solomon’s Temple was re- 
lated an carlier institution, the tabernacle, but the Temple itself has a clearly 

  

  

  

identifiable beginning 
Not so with the other important Jewish religious institution, the syna- 

gogue. Tf we ask when and where the synagogue was first established, we re 
ceive no decisive response. The scholarship of the last half-century supplics 
 multiplicity of answers which leaves the non-specialist lost in a maze of 
contradictory proposals. Even within the past 15 years, one can find pub- 
lished claims that the synagogue began in Babylonia during the Exile of the 
sixth-century B.C.E. that it staried in Egypt n the third century B.C.E, or 
that was developed in Palestine iself. And readers will find no help in sort- 
ing out the possibilities from L. I. Levine’s introductory article 
“Synagogues” in The New Encyclopedia of Archacological Excavations in 
the Holy Land. He simply lsts five different theories.of the synagogue’s 
beginnings, without providing any guidance concerning the acceptance or 

ability of any-of them.2 Whereas litle over a decade ago, Levine could 
confidently assert that the “general conseisus” was that the synagogue orig- 
inated with Babylonian Exiles from the destruction of the First Temple, he 
now wil not choose among the competing proposals;? the present debte is 
100 hot and heavy. The reason for this debate is that the scholarly consensus 
of the past few centuries has fallen into disrepute. To help the reader under 
stand how the present situation developed, let us provide a brief history of 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

scholarship on this question. 

% NEAEHL vol. 4, p 1421 
3 Levine, “Ancient Synagogues,” p. 3.    
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‘The carliestclaims abou the synagogue’s origins appear in the first cen- 
tury C.B. Tn the New Testamen, the Acts of the Apostles implies that 
Moses founded the synagogue. Acts 15:21 reads, “For from early genera- 
tions Moses has had in every city those who preach him, for he is read every 
sabbath in the synagogues.” Similarly, Josephus attributes the weekly read- 
ing of Scripture to Moses (Against Apion 2:17 [175)). Philo directly credits 
Moses for daily and weekly meetings for learning moral principles that are 
held in prayer houses (proseuchai)* Even Targum Pseudo-Jonathan (from 
later in the rabbinic period) attibutes the carly synagogue to the time of 
Moses. s rendering of Exodus 18:20 gives Moses the role of establishing 
the prayer for the bet ha-kneset. The theory of the Mosaic origins of the 
synagogue was adopled by the thinkers and writers of the Chiistian Church 
and was strongly defended “as late as the seventeenth century by the Dutch 
Christian scholar and theologian, Hugo Grotius.” 

Grotius’ work may have been the final foray for the Mosaic origins of 
the synagogue, however, for the position was superseded by the theory put 
forth by Carlo Sigonio in the late sixteenth century.® He attributed the 
synagogue’s origins (o the time of the Israclites’ exile in Babylonia and 
their return in the sixth century B.C.E. This understanding of the sy 
‘g0gue’s origins became the dominant scholarly paradigm and reigned with- 
out serious challenge until the 1970's.” It did not begin with Sigonio, 
however, but appeared initially in rabbinic writings.$ The Bavl indicates 
that the shekinah accompanied the peoplé-Iscael into exile in Babylonia and 
inhabited two synagogues they builtthe ehardea and the other in 
Hutsal (B. Meg. 29). Later, in the tenth century C.E., Rav Sherira Gaon 
claimed in his [ggeret (letter) that the Exiles founded these two synagogues 
upon building stones brought from the Jerusalem Temple.” 

Although Sigonio’s proposal established a new paradigm for the syna- 
‘gogue’s origins, the paradigm was not immune from scholarly alteration. 

  

    

  

  

  

  

  

     

    

  

 Philo, Vita Moses I, 39 15:216). See also Special Laws 1L, 15 (62) and Pracp. B 
i §7 (13-13). 

S Gutmann, “Orgins” . 1. Gumann cites 1. Sonn, “Synagogue” i 1DB, vol. 4 1962), 
p. 479 for the reference to Grotiu, 

© “Prolegomenon.” in Gutmann, Synagogue, p. X. For Sgorio's comment, sce Guiman’s 
footnote #1. ciing C. Sigoni, De republica Hebraeorum, Libi VI (Francofur, 1583, p. 86 

7To be sure, this consensus had it shre of countrproposals. Inthe 1930's,a quiet but 
persistent series of scholars began to propose allerate modes fo th start of synagogucs 
Solomon it suggested ha the synagogue began with the maaad. e Zeitl, “Oriin 
E Rivkin fllowed tha dea up withs simila suggestion. See Rivkin, “Nonexistence, 

#Indecd, while the idea of the Mossic oriins of the synagogue came out of 
Hiterature in the hands o the church (Jasephus, New Testament, and Philo,th 
orgins” idea was founded Lrgely upon satements in abbinc texi. 

 Levin eition pp. 7273, quoted by Oppesheimer below.  Sce the discussion of this 
auestion in Oppenbeimer's aice It in this voume. 
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Some scholars claimed tht the synagogue formed part of Josialy's reforms 
and was then exporied to Babylonia during the Exile.!” Others have argued 
that it began with Ezra upon the return from Exile.!! But the basic identifi- 
cation of the synagogue with the Exile has remained the dominant explana- 
tion of its origins up to the closing decades of the twentieth century. 

Starting in the 1970's, the theory that the synagogue originated in 
Babylonia began to undergo serious questioning. By the mid-1980's, a full- 
scale debate raged over the issue of the synagogue’s beginnings, with estab- 
lished and younger scholars on both sides. 

“The main impetus for calling into question the synagogue’s Babylonian 
origins lay in the way most of its proponents used supporting evidence. 
When evidence was used—which was not always the case—it was inter- 
preted anachronistically or made to bear conclusions that it simply could not 
support. An example of this can be found in the opening section of the arti- 
cle “Synagogue” in the Encyclopedia Judaica, written by L. 1. Rabinowitz. 2 

  

    

  

  Although there is no mention of the synagogue in Ezra and Nehemiah and 
the post-Exilic prophets, it can be assumed that the returned Exiles brought 
with them the rudimens of that institution to which they had given birth 
during their exle. In this connection it is germane to draw atiention o the 
fact that the esiablishment of the synagogue implies the evolution of stan- 
dard forms of service, and the Talmud ascribes the formulation of the carli 
est prayers (the Amidah, Kiddush, and the Havdalah) to Ezra and his succes 
sors, the Men of the Great Synagogue (Ber. 33a).1% 

  

  

There are several representative problems with the use of evidence here. 
First, Rabinowitz. begins by admitting that the post-Exilic works do not 
‘mention the synagogue at all. That is to say, they provide no evidence for 
it. Second, he then assumes (without any basis at all) that the exiles started 
synagogues in Babylonia, and then brought them back to Israel. Third, 
Rabinowitz then uses the Babylonian Talmud as primary evidence for events 
some eight or nine centuries earlier, namely, “the formulation of the earliest 
prayers.” The Bavli's composition is too far removed from the supposed 
events o lend them any credibility. Finally, Rabinowitz mistepresents the 
evidence he cites. The passage from the Bavi (Ber. 33a) does not claim that 
Ezra had anything to do with the start of the prayers, only the supposed 

  

     

    

sance,in Sudi Orienalisici in onore Giorgio Lev Dela Vida 
vol. 2 (1956) cited by Gutmann, “Orgin.” Sce alo the citations by Finkelsin on p. 3 of 
Finkelstein,“Origin. 

11 For urther bibliograptic inormtion, see Gutmann, “Origi. 
Not R. Meicr s cited by H.C. Kee,in Kee, “Transformation.” 

£1 ol 15, p. 582        
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“Men of the Great Synagogue.”!* So not a single aspect of Rabinowitz’s. 
statement finds support. 

Another typical violation of rules of evidence lies in the anachronistic 
terpretation of terminology. Again, let us cite Rabinowitz: 

  

  

More definite, however, is the reference to the “little sanctuary” in 
[Ezekiel] 11:16, and it may have been a true instinct which made the 
Talmud (Meg. 292) apply it o the synagogue. S 

Here we find Rabinowitz interpreting Ezekiel’s “litle sanctuary” (migdash 
me'at) as a synagogue. A reading of the biblical text makes it clear that 
Ezekiel refers not (0 a social institution, but to God himself.!¢ Rabinowitz 
attempts to lend support (o his argument by citing the Bavli’s later use of 
the term (a millennium later) to designate the synagogue. The anachronism 
here is simply stunning.!” 

We have singled out Rabinowitz's essay for criticism because as an 
encyclopedia entry, it represents a scholarly consensus rather than an id- 
iosyncratic view. Our critique of him thus extends beyond his work to the 

holarship represented by his essay. It should be clear, then, tht the idea of 
the Babylonian origins of the synagogue has very litle support in solid e 
dence. It has been based more on “eisegesis” and wishful thinking than on 
solid reasoning and firm data.'* 

‘The way forward now is to found a theory of the synagogue's origins on 

     

  

  

  

a solid interpretation of available evidence. It should not stem from imag- 
ined ideas of how it ‘must have been’ or from wild speculation beyond the 

  

  

  

14 The “Men of the Grest Synsgogue” is a category without any historical vlidation. 
Scholars have ted for yars t ideniy this group, but withoutany sinele formulaton gaining 
acceptance. The main problem is again he lack of contemporancous evidence 
15 E7 vl 15, p. 581 (brackets suppied by editor). 

16 Indecd, commentries on Ezekiel wrtien by scholars unfamiliar with rabbinic 
literature focus on the interprtation of God 35 4 “ltl sanctuary.” They do nat even 
consider the synagogue as a possible interpreation. See, for example, Ecekiel 1: A 
Commentary on the Book of he Praphet Ezeliel, Chapiers 1-24, W. Zirmerl (hiladelphia: 
Fortess, 1979)p. 262. Echrod: mentions the interpreation, but sees no basis for i, see W. 
Eichrodi, Ecekil: A Commeniary (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1970) p. 144-146, 

17 Migdash me’ar is not the only biblcal term that scholars have interpreied 
amachronisically. The mesnings of bet ha-an (¢ Jer. 39:9. migra (e.g. 1. 49, and 

      
     
     
        

   

  

          
      

mo‘ade-el (5, Ps. 74:) have b likewise distoried. For urther discusion,sce Gutmann, 
“Origin,”p. 74; Gutmann, “Origin,"p.I; inkelsten, “Oriin,”pp. -4 

15 The abscrvaton concerming wsing data from an spproprist ime peiod also applies 1o     
ecoraphy (wit the appropriate alterations): evidence concerning one geopaphical region 
Should not be ued fo another. Thi s usually a mater of ommon sense. Phil, a Jew from 
Egypiian Alexandri, abviously should be knowledgesble about th siaation in Egypt. It 
‘would be inappropriate o spply his comments to first-century Babyloni, sbou which he 
neither claims knowledge nor even speaks about. E. R. Goodenough did this, and that 
applicaton i ane of the major criicsms against his work. Simlarly, the Palstinian Talmud 
should be used as evidence of Palestne, whik the Babylonian Talmud should be applied to 
circumstances in Babylonia and ot in Plestine. 
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support of presently available data. By linking the scholarly understanding 
firmly to the data, a reliable pictre of the present state of our knowledge 
will emerge. It may not be complete, it may require revision if i 
new evidence comes to light, but it will at least describe what current schol- 
arship can demonstrate, rather than what it can speculate. 

The four essays of the first section conform admirably to this dictum. 
Each one takes seriously the available evidence and tres to build solid con- 
clusions about the synagogue’s origins on that evidence. 

The article by J. G. Griffiths, “Egypt and the Rise of the Synagogue,” 
begins with the carliest rliable evidence for the synagogue. Griffiths fo- 
cuses on the inscriptions found at different sites in Egypt which refer to 
Jewish prayer houses. These stem largely from the third and second centuries 
B.C.E. Although widely known by the scholarly world, the inscriptions 
have been largely ignored as evidence for the start of the synagogue.® 
Griffiths decided to treat this evidence as that of the earliest synagogues. 
“Thus rather than treating these as a brief stepping-stone from the Babylonian 
period into the first century, Griffiths sees these proseuchai as the start of 
synagogues. From that position, Griffiths then explores whether any specif- 
ically Egyptian influences can be found in the earliest synagogues. He finds 
possible influences in specific architectural features and in the emphasis 
found in Egyptian Jewry upon study. Certainly Egypt provides a better 
sources for these aspeets, Griffiths concludes, than the hellenistic world 

L. L. Grabbe’s article, “Synagogues in Pre-70 Palestine: A Re-assess 
ment,” nicely complements Griffiths'. Where Griffiths started with the earli- 
est known evidence of synagogues anywhere, Grabbe searches for the earliest 
evidence for synagogues in Palestine. Grabbe makes five points, three of 
which are quite important. First, as does Griffiths, Grabbe argues hat the 
synagogue begins in the diaspora. Second, after an examination of Josephus, 
the books of the Maccabees, and other apocryphal works, as well s archaco- 
logical evidence, he concludes that the synagogue does not appear in 
Palestine until sometime after the Hasmonaean era. Third, Grabbe argues 
that the synagogue, especially in Palestine, shows no specifically Pharisaic 
features, nor do the Pharisees appear to be particularly identified with the 
synagogue. 

“The essay by B. V. M. Flesher, “Palestinian Synagogues before 70 C.E. 
AReview of the Evidence,” begins by taking seriously Griffiths’ work and 
building on that of Grabbe. Starting with the position that the synagogue 
was develope in third-century B.CE. Egypt, he asks, when and where does 

foreign institution enter Palestine? He shows that the synagogue first 
ars in Galilee, away from the Temple in Jerusalem: This happens most 

  

  

   

  

  

   
  

  

    

  

       
    

  

  

   
        

  

       

    

19 See the discussion and biblography in Sche, vol. 2, pp. 423-454, esp. pp. 425426 
Allhough see Hengel, “Proseuche: 
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assuredly by the first century C.E. and possibly at the end of the firstcentury 
B.C.E. Flesher also shows that there is no indication that the synagogue be- 
comes an important religious institution in Judea untl Tong after the 
Temple’s destruction. None of the so-called first-century synagogues found 

in Judea have any real support for either their identification as synagogues in 
some cases or their dating to the first century in others. The archaeological 
evidence for such synagogues is inconclusive and has been the object of 
conclusions which it simply cannot support. The literary evidence for first- 
century synagogues in Judea is either lte (from the second century or lter), 
or it refers 1o institutions created by foreign residents for their own nceds 
The sources speak of no synagogue as an indigenous, Palestinian institu- 
tion 

‘A Oppenheimer discusses the litrary evidence for two Babylonian syna- 
gogues which, had their claims been true, would have been the earliest 
known synagogues—first built during the Babylonian exile of the sixth cen- 
try B.CE. But the ultimate conclusion of “Babylonian Synagogues with 
Historical Associations” is that they are not. Oppenheimer examines the 
synagogues of Shaf ve-yatib at Nehardea and one at Hutsal that were consid- 
ered quite ancient during the rabbinic and the gaonic periods (fifth to tenth 
century). He instead shows how their illustrious past was created by the rab- 
bis themselves, 

    

  

  

  

    

L THE DEVELOPMENT OF ANCIENT SYNAGOG 

  

OF the four essays in this section, the first three—those of Groh, Tsafir, 
and Foerster—continue chronologically from those of Grabbe and Flesher. 
Grabbe and Flesher discuss synagogues in first-century Palestine, while 
Groh and the others start with the next period of synagogues and continue, 
on. But two important factors differentiate the two sets of articles. On the, 
one hand, the first century reveals a paucity of evidence about synagogues; 
scholars struggle hard (o interpret the litle information we possess. Later 
centuries, by contrast, have provided a wealth of evidence about synagogues. 
So much evidence, in fact, that the scholarly focus shifts from “Were there 
synagogues?” to “What accounts for the differences among the synagogues?” 
Second, the Palestinian chronology of synagogues is discontinuous; the ar- 
chacological record reveals a gap between the so-called synagogues of the 
first century and those of the third century.20 The size of this gap is 
debatable (the whole century? just the last fifty years? the first thirty years?), 

  

  

   
     

20 The Mishnah, by contrast, evess 1o such gap. 1t presumably reflects th situation in 
Gl i the lte second centry G not calicr) and it assumes that th synagogue is ne of 
the maininsituions o the Jewishcormmunity   
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but it is clear that no continuity exists between 
century and those of the third century 2! 

“The architectural development of Palestinian synagogues in the early cen- 
turies has, since the 1930's, been divided into a three-part scheme. Leaving 
out the so-called first-century synagogues, the scheme began with syna- 
gogues that more or less conformed to the design of a Gracco-Roman 
basilica. These have been called *basilical” synagogues, as well as ‘Galilean® 
synagogues—because most were found in the Galilee. These synagogues had 
alarge, omamental facade with three doors. This side faced Jerusalem; in the 
Galilee, it was the southern wall. Worshippers would enter through the 
doors and then, after finding their places, tun and pray towards the doors, 
since this was the direction of the (former) Jerusalem Temple. The roof was 
supported by two parallel rows of columns, crossed by a third row. This 
synagogue had neither a built-in Torah ark nor any internal artwork. The 
outside of the synagogue—usually the facade—contained a few carved re- 
liefs. 

‘The second design was termed the *broadhouse.” In these rectangular 
buildings, the wall nearest Jerusalem was a long wall. In it was built a per- 
manently fixed Torah niche. Near this niche was constructed a bemak (a 
platform) for speaking or reading the Torah. The entrance to this building 
was through doors in one of the short sides. It used no columns for roof 
support. Some of these synagogues had mosaic pavements. Initially, this 
was considered a transitional form between the earlier basilica design and the 
third design 

“The third design could be called a *basilica with an apse,” or an apsidal 
synagogue. Like the broadhouse type, the important wall was closest to 
Jerusalem. Only instead of a simple Torah niche, it now had a larger apst 
often with a bemah. Whereas in the broadhouse where the Jerusalem wall 
was the long side of the rectangle, the apsidal synagogue placed the short 
side towards Jerusalem. The doors were now moved to the side opposite the 
apse, the side furthest from Jerusalem. The rows of columns were also rein- 
stated, as in a basilica. Most of these synagogue contained mosac floors. 

For several decades, archacologists used this typological scheme for dat- 
ing. The basilica synagogues were considered (o be from the second or third 
centuries (ie., “early), the broadhouse was fourth century (ie., 
“transitional’), and the apsidal synagogues were fifth through sixth centuries 
(., late’). This ti to dating has proved 1o be this scheme’s downfall, 
however. For discoveries and conclusions by both American and ialian ar- 

  ynagogues of the first 

      

  
  

       

  

  

21 The synagogue at Nabratein may be the only synagogue for which strtigraphic 
analyss demonstcaes 4 second-century dat. See the discusson and bibliography in D. 
Grokr's essay n thi volum. 
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chaeologists have occasioned the complete re-cvaluation of the links be- 
tween the different types and these dates 

“The first major disruption came from the finds at Capernaum published 
by Corbo and Loffreda. These discoveries required them to revise the dating 
of the Capernaum synagogue by about 200 years. Throughout most of the 
twentieth century, scholars had viewed the Capernaum synagogue as a basil- 
ica and therefore from the third century. But when Corbo and Loffreda exca- 
vated undemeath the synagogue in a controlled stratigraphic manner, they 
discovered coins in a sealed locus that required them o redate the synagogue 
o the fifth century. This interpretation of the new evidence was so contro- 
versial that when it was published in the Israel Exploration Journal, the 
editor, M. Avi-Yonah, published a three-page rebuttal immediately 
following!2* 

Corbo and Loffeda were not the only archacologists to excavte syna- 
gogues that violated the three-part typology of Palestinian synagogues. A 
team of American archacologists, lead by E. Meyers, excavated a synagogue 
a Khirbet Shema* 2 It turned out to be the first broadhouse synagogue 
found in Galilee, but the dating was unexpected. The stratigraphic analysis 
required the date of the synagogue’s foundation to be placed in the third cen- 
tury—a full century carlir than the typological scheme suggested. More re- 
cently, another team lead by Meyers found that the earliest stratum of the 
synagogue at Nabratein—another broadhouse—may be as old as the mid- 
second century. 2 

At this point in time, the debat still rages. Most American archacolo- 
gists have given up the notion of tying the typological scheme to a datable 

or developmental scheme. A few Israel scholars have continued to defend it 
but most have attempted to modify the scheme to make it more flexible. 
Only the apsidal synagogue stil retains its earlier chronological link; it was 
probably in use from the fifth century up to the eighth century.2S 

Of the three articles on the development of Palestinian synagogues, the 
essay by D. Groh, “The Stratigraphic Chronology of the Galilean 
Synagogue from the Early Roman Period Through the Early Byzantine 
Period (ca. 420 C.E),” presents an American approach to the question. He 

  

  

  

   

  

      

  

  

   
V. Corbo, S. Loffeda and A. Spjkerman, La Sinagoga di Cafarnao dop i scav del 

1969 Gerusalem, 1970, 
23 Loffreda, “Capernsun’s M. Avi-Yonah, “Editor's Note,” 1EJ 23 (1973): 43-45. For 

funther bibliographical information, sce Loffreds, “Capernaum” and Avi-Yonah, 
“Comments” in the bidliography 

24 Sce Meyers, Khirbe Shema’. Meyers' team included J.Stange, A. T. Kraabel, and D. 
Groh, among others. 

25 e D, Groh'sessy i tis volume for urther discusion and biliography. 
26 See G, Foerster' cssay in this volume. See also E. Meyers and J. Stra 

‘Archacology the Rabbis,and Early Christianiy (Nashvil: Abingdon, 1981), pp. 150-1 
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eschews entirely the three-part scheme of synagogue development. In its 
place, he proposes a new pattern of development, based on fully published 
synagogues with clear strtigraphic analysis.?' He begins with a brief men- 
tion of the first-century synagogues and continues through to the carly ffth 
century, looking primarily at synagogues in the regions of the Galilee and 
the Golan 

Y. Tsaftir works largely within the framework of the three-part scheme 
of synagogue development. After defending the importance and value of the 
scheme for dating, his essay, “On the Source of the Architectural Design of 
the Ancient Synagogues in the Galilee: A New Appraisal,” goes on to ex- 
amine the development of the third-century synagogues. He shows that the 
Galilean synagogues constitute a break from any of the supposed firs 
century synagogues, and indeed are an original development of the third 
century. Tsafrir then explores possible architectural sources of inspiration 
for their design 

G. Foerster's essay, “Dating Synagogues with a ‘Basilical” Plan and an 
Apse.” focuses on the later apsidal synagogues. He carefully shows that they 
form an identifiable and datable group from the later period of early syna- 
‘gogue development. 

“The final artcle of this section shift its geographical focus from the 
Land of Israel to the Diaspora. This shift reveals important differences be- 
tween the two regions. The most obvious difference is that only a dozen or 
50 synagogues are known in the whole Mediterrancan and Middle Eastern 
region, as opposed (o the hundreds of synagogues known in Isracl. These 
ynagogues reveal a different time range as well. The earliest archacological 
excavations of a synagogue date (0 the second century B.C.E. (Delos), about 
a century earlier than any evidence for synagogues in Israel. The latest 
known diaspora synagogues of late antiquity are from the fourth century 

  

  

  

    

  

  

  

  

  

   
27 A Groh and other witers in this volume correctly observe, archacology requies 

publiction of finds, perhaps even mre than analysis. Archacology ciaims to b 3 scentifc 
endeavor.In scence, an experiment must be publicly explained so that i can be repeated 
‘and cvaluted by other Sciemists. Since archacology destroys st through the process of 
excavtion, nohing can be repeaied. Publication of carefully gathered information, then, s 
e only cantrol by which other archacologistscan evaluate the valdiy of concusiors. Thus, 
before any conclusions can be treated s eiabe,th excavation's finds musthave received 
more than just an announcement. The most relible archscological daa for a e is that 
which has been fully published in a inl report. Sits with ongoing excavations should 
receive regular publicaton in prelminary repors. Without this kind of publicaion, any 
Satements by the excavators remain ulested—and indeed untestable—by ther peer 
without debate and verification, interprtation of a sit remains preliminary rather than 
proven. Unfortnately, archscologists ae notoiows or failin 1o publish ther materisl in 
Gimely fushion. The synagogue at Masada—the most famous so-called firtcentury 
synagogue—received it publcaton nealy thiy years afe it discovery was announced (o 
the worl. (Sec Masada I11) 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

       



  

    (Stobi and Osta), much earlier than the lae boom in Palestinian synagogue 
building in the fith and sixth centuries. 

Kraabel's classic artcle from the late 1970's, “The Diaspora Synagogue: 
al and Epigraphic Evidence since Sukenik,” ignores the in- 

scriptional evidence for earler diaspora synagogues and instead concentrates 
on excavated sites of the ancient synagogues. He describes the seven sites 
that had been excavated when he wrote and describes them. Kraabel's conclu- 
sion shows that these sites were shaped more by local influences than by 
any idenifiable clements shared across the synagogucs. Indeed, there seems 

  

    
  

  

  

t0 be no connections among them that would indicate a common thread of 
development either among themselves or in relationship to Palestinian syn- 
agogues. 

I s 

  

AGOGUES AND SETTLEMENTS: REPORTS AND ANALYSIS 

“The third section of these collected essays focuses on new archacological 
data and its interpretation. Some essays focus stictly on the presentation of 
new material, while others take new discoveries and interpret them in light 
of previously analyzed material 

D. Amit is known for his involvement in the synagogues of southern 
Judea, having excavated both Maon and Anim with Z. Tlan. His essay 
“Architectural Plans of Synagogues in the Southern Judean Hills and the 
Halakah,” brings his expertise t0 the study of four synagogues of this re- 

shtemoa and Susiya as well as the two just mentioned. According to 
Amit, these synagogues reveal important variations within the typological 
cheme of synago that stem from local concerns to adhere to par. 

ticular halakic requirements. He argues that these four should be taken as 
architectural group, because they share two important features that distinct 
them from most other Palestinian synagogues. Their entrances face due east, 

nd they are long and narrow, with no columns to support the roof. Using 
n investigation of the halakah, Amit shows that the synagog s 

face cast because they are based on the model of the biblical Taberacle, 
which was oriented towards the east. This decision, according to Amit 
raises a problem; the axis of entrance is cast-west, but the axis of prayer 
(towards Jerusalem) is south-north. So in what direction should one put the 
fows of columns Lo support the roof? If they go south-north, they interfere 
in the axis of entrance, but if they go east-wes, they interfere with the axis 
of prayer. So the architect decided to eliminate the problem by not using the 
columns. This solved the problems of the columns interfering with either 
axis, but it also resulted in a long, narrow building. 

The article by S. Dar and Y. Mintzker, “The Synagogue of Horvat 
Sumaga, 1983-1993,” comprises a preliminary report on the excavations of 
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this synagogue on Mt. Carmel. The Sumaqa synagogue provides an interest- 
ing comparison to both the Judean synagogues just discussed by Amit and 
the typological scheme of synagogue development. Like most basilical syn- 
agogues of the Galilee, this synagogue has two rows of columns in the 
main hall. However, its orientation is due cast, with the entrance facade on 
the eastern wall. Thus it i like the Judean synagogues in following the ha- 
lakic rule of eastem orientation, while it s like the Galilean synagogues in 
its interior design. Apparently, the problem of having columns cross the 
axis of entrance did not bother the builder. This synagogue should also be 
seen in the context of the two nearby synagogues of Husifah and Japhia, 
both of which face east, rather than south, 

Z. Gal’s ariicle, “Ancient Synagogues in the Eastern Lower Galilee,” 
like Ami's, provides an llustration of how the typological scheme of syn- 
agogue development requires modification to incorporate local differences 
brought about by social and geographical-ccological situations. Gal begins 
with a brief description of a survey of synagogue remains on the Tssachar 
plateaus (in southeastern Galilee), none of which have been excavated. He 
then shows that the plateaus were marginal areas dependent upon the Bet- 
‘Shean and Harod valleys just below them to the east. When the valleys were 
active centers of Jewish population, that increased the settlement on the 
plateay, and vice versa. The synagogue remains in the valleys show that the 
‘major period of settlement was in the fourth and fifth centuries. Gal then ar- 
gues that the synagogue finds from the survey on the plateau must also be 
from this time period, even though they share features with so-called ‘carly” 
synagogues of Galilee, 

Finally, in the last essay in this section, “Early Photographs of Galilean 
Synagogues,” D. Urman introduces a series of photographs of synagogue 
remains taken by C. W. Wilson and H. H. Kitchener during their surveys in 
Galilee in second half of the nineteenth century. Most 
been published. These include early pictures of Meiron, Chorazin, and of the 
small synagogue at Bar‘am, which has since “disappeared.” The pictures 
constitute a historical record of archacalogical remains over a century ago. 
Although these pictures are no substitute for excavations, they provide a 
perspective no longer available. The photographs of Capernaum, for 
example, reveal how litle remained of the synagogue even before the arrival 
of Kohl and Watzinger at the turn of the century. While it is known that 
their widely reproduced drawing of a “reconstruction” of the synagogue was 
based on only two courses of stones, the pictures of fields of rubble at 
Capernaum visually bring home the extent to which the building’s roof, 
second story, and even the design of the upper half of the first floor was 
speculation. 
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IV. THE SYNAGOGUE'S NATURE AND THE JEWISH COMMUNITY 

“The previous sections of this book have been concerned largely with the 
synagogue as a building. We have discussed questions such as: When did it 
start? What were its architectural designs? Where do we know they were 
built? But this is only the beginning of the story. For the ultimate question 
focuses not on the building itself, but on the community that built and used 
it. We could phrase it ke this: If a Jewish community bult a synagogue, 
what else do we know about them? That is to say, what do we lear about a 
Jewish settlement—village, town, or city—if we discover that they had a 
synagogue? For the presence and the nature of the synagogue are iretriev- 
ably Tinked to its community. 

The answer to that question leads us to investigate the nature of the syn- 
agogue and to attempt to understand what functions a synagogue served. If it 
was a place of worship, what kind of worship? If the synagogue served as a 
location for other activities, what were those activities? Where such activi- 

always religious in character, or did civil activities also take place there? 
“The Communal Functions of the Synagogue in the Land of Isracl in the 

Rabbinic Period” by Z. Saffai sets the stage for the artcles in this section. 
He presents a maximalist view of the different activities that ake place in a 
synagogue. Drawing from material as diverse as first-century inscriptions 
and medieval midrashim (such as Midrash HaGadol) from both Palestine and 
Babylonia, he argues that Palestinian synagogues not only served as prayer 
houses, but they were_also important centers of study, housed the local 
court, gerved s hostels andnus; organized Tocal charity, &nd provided the 
location for community meetings. It also served as the office’ for local 
commanity officials and functioned as a gathering place for religious and 
community meals. 

‘The strength of Safrai's presentation is unfortunately also its weakness. 
By providing the fullest possible view of what the synagogue could have 
been used for, his picture can be challenged by scholars who argue that a 
particular synagogue did not serve a certain function. Safrai s certainly cor- 
rect in identifying the different functions a synagogue could serve, but it re- 
mains unclear whether, on the one hand, any single synagogue ever served 
all these functions, and on the other hand, whether all synagogues in 
Palestine during the “Hasmonacan and Rabbinic periods” fulfilled even most 
of these functions. This has left the door open for other scholars to discuss 
and debate the historical development of different synagogue functions and to 
attempt the identification of geographical differences. The remaining essays 
in this section do just that—for both Palestinian and diaspora synagogues. 

A. Kasher's essay, “Synagogues as ‘Houses of Prayer” and "Holy Places” 
in the Jewish Communities of Hellenistic and Roman Egypt” discusses 
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  some of Safrai’s themes, while adding the important issue of status to that 
of function. After emphasizing what the evidence presents as the two pri- 
‘mary functions of synagogues in Egypt—namely, prayer and Torah study— 
Kasher identifies a third function. Synagogues in Egypt apparently serve as 
places of asylum. This reveals an important aspect of the synagogue’s status 
not present elsewhere; the synagogue has become a *holy place,” not n just 
a Jewish sense, but in a sense defined by its Egyptian context. In other 
ords, the synagogue was legally designated by Egyptian authorities as 
Equivalent o an Egyptian temple. This in turn led to the synagogue becom- 
ing the central organization of the Jewish community. By the first century, 
this brought on unfortunate events. When non-Jewish residents of Egyptian 
cities persecuted the Jews, for instance, they focused their wrath on the syn- 
agogues, destroying a large number of them. 

With I Gafni’s essay, “Synagogues in Babylonia in the Talmudic 
Period,” we tum from the Egyptian diaspora to the Babylonian. He shows 
that Babylonian synagogues had a distinctly different status from their 
Egyptian counterparts and explicitly shows that they had a less varied role 
than Saffai’s portrayal of Palestinian synagogues. According (o Gafni 
Babylonian synagogues served only two.functions, prayer and sometimes 
Torah study. Most other functions attibuted to Palestinian synagogues, are 
taken care of elsewhere in a Babylonian Jewish community. Surprisingly, 
this emphasis on the specifically religious activities of prayer and Torah 
study makes the synagogue less holy rather than more holy. It also means 
that the synagogues do not serve the same role as community center. Thus 
when the Zoroastrians stired up trouble against the Jews, for example, the 
synagogues did not bear the brunt of the attacks. 

The essays now move from general examination of synagogal commu- 
ity functions o th analyss o a single specfic isue. D. Urman's arice, 

¢ House of Assembly and the House of Study: Are-they One and the. 
Same?” examines the connection between the synagogue (the et knesed) and 
the study house (the bet midrash). Reacting to the picture—drawn by Safrai, 
Hitenmeister, and others—of the bet midrash as subsumed into the bet 
kneset, Urman shows through literary and archacological analysis tht this 
is 100 simple. Hiittenmeister, in particular, has answered the question of 
why so many synagogues have been found in Palestine and so very few 
study houses by arguing that the bet midrash was the name for an activity, 
which took place in a synagogue building. Urman shows. that 
Hiittenmeister’s criteria for idenifying synagogues is so inexact that they 
could even identify a wine press as a synagogue. He goes on to suggest that 
many of the so-called synagogues that have been identified may actually be 
study houses. Inded, he adduces both archacological and lterary evidence to 
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show that at least from the third century in Palestine, the two institutions 
re considered to be in physically separate locations. 
Following on the heels of Urman’s study, Z. Tlan’s “The Synagogue and 

Study House at Meroth” provides further hard evidence of the separation of 
the bet kneset and the bet midrash. Through analysis of the synagogue com- 
plex at Meroth which he excavated, Tlan shows that there were separate. 
rooms and entrances for the synagogue and the study house. His essay also 

   

  

   

  

explicates evidence for other community and personal uses of the syn 
     gogue, including one individual’s placement under the entryway of a 

amulet to give him the power to rule over the community. 
R. Reich’s essay, “The Synagogue and the migweh in Eretz-Isracl in the 

Second-Temple, Mishnaic, and Talmudic Periods,” looks at another possible. 
function of the synagogue, that of its association with cultic purity through 
the installation of immersion pools, that is, migwaot. Reich shows that the. 
archacological evidence reveals that the migweh and the synagogue are asso- 
ciated only in the so-called first-century synagogues. The synagogues in the 
rabbinic period show few links to such water installations. In fact, only one. 
synagogue dated after the first century has a migweh associated with it. So 
the conclusion of Reich’s study is that the synagogues and the migwaof are. 
not linked and thus the synagogue does not serve as a locus for cultic purity 

    

VOLUME TWO 

V. THE SYNAGOGUE'S INTERNAL AESTHETICS 

Even though art in synagogues has been known for many decades, the very 
notion of synagogues having extensive representational art—particularly 
mosaic floors—remains a surprisingly touchy subject. It still seems, some- 
how, ‘idolatrous.” But the present unease is nothing compared o the energy 
that archacologists and other scholars of Judaism in late antiquity have ex- 
pended trying (o ignore and avoid the connection of art and Judaism in the 
synagogue. The problem is that rabbinic literature had for centuries led 
scholars to believe that ancient Jews had no representational art, that they 
were aniconic. According to this view, any figurative representation would 
have violated the second commandment against making images. 

Soin the carly twentieth century, when some pictorial mosaic pave. 
ments were found with Hebrew inscriptions, scholars assigned them “to a 
hypothetical Judaco-Christian community.” By the mid-1930's, with the 
discovery of extensive mosaic floors at Na‘aran and Beth Alpha, and of 

  

  

  

2 Avi-Yonah, “Syragogues.” p. 271
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course the painted walls of the synagogue at Dura Europos, the scholar 
world could no longer ignore the Jewish character of this art. So many de- 
nied its importance. Scholars from Albright to Watzinger argued that the 
synagogue art was merely decorative or that the images—even ones of pagan 
‘gods—had been emptied of any meaning 2 Even though somebody had paid 
alot of money 1o produce the art and others had gone to a lot of trouble to 
create it, according to these scholars, it went essentially unnoticed by those 
who worshipped at the synagogue. Surely, they argue, a ‘good Jew’ could 
not have prayed in front of the zodiac floor of Beth Alpha or before the full 
frontal nudity of Pharaoh’s daughter at Dura i the art had meant something 
to them 

‘The most extensive counter-attack came from by E. R. Goodenough. His 
massive twelve-volume Jewish Symbols in the Greco-Roman Period con- 
structed an enormous case arguing that practically any Jewish image that 
could be identified had symbolic value.3! Goodenough did an excellent job 
showing how Jewish images had symbolic meaning. Unfortunately he went 
100 far when trying to assign meanings to specific images. Rather than ad- 
mit that, for some symbols, modern scholarship simply lacked sufficient in 
formation to determine their meaning, he developed an overarching theory 
that enabled him to overcome this lack. Goodenough took the writings of 
the Neo-Platonist Philo of Alexandria and developed a mystical Judaisr 
from them. Adding the notion of a universal psychological theory common 
0 all Jews (surprisingly similar to C. G. Jung’s notion of archetypes), 
‘Goodenough then argued that this could be applied to all Jewish symbols of 
the ancient world. This theory was met with derision almost as soon as it 
was published. Unfortunately, the negative reaction resulted in the ignoring 
of Goodenough’s analyses of symbols that did not rely on the theory. 

‘The upshot of Goodenough’s spectacular demise is that any attempt to 
interpret the artwork as symbolic has become suspect. Scholars who want to 
pursue this promising avenue have been saddled with Goodenough's legacy. 
This has left the scholars who wish to deny the symbolic meaning of 
gogue art and argue that it is merely decorative fiee to continue on their 
way. But more recently, the debate over the meaning and importance of syn- 
agogue art has begun o heat up again, and indeed, several volleys are taken 
in the essays which begin the second volume. 

    

   

    

   

  

  

9 See Albight n his Archaology and the Religon ofsrael (1942), p. 7; and Wotzinger 
a5 cited in Goodenough, vol. 4, pp. 6. Goodenough provides an extensive discussion of 
Seholas on this question in Goodenough, vo 3, pp. .24, 

an caries forward tis cxplantion —tha the symbols are cmpty of meaning—in 
Synagoguc at Hammath-Tiberiss. He argues that the 
 had lost al associations with pagan religion by the 

time of s creation i te fourth century See Dothan, Hanomah Tiberias, pp. 6870, 
31 See Goodenough, sp. vols. 4 and 12 
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A. Ovadial's survey article "Art of the Ancient Synagogues in Isracl” 
does an excellent job of bringing together the types of art archacologists 
have discovered in synagogues across the land of Isracl. He divides the art 
into two phases. The first phase belongs to the earlier type of synagogue, 
the Galilean basilica, which primarily displayed relief art on the outside of 
the synagogue, but had no artwork inside the building. The second phase oc 
curs in the later synagogues and primarily consists of mosaic pavements, 
Ovadiah discusses the different types of mosaics and analyzes the subject 
matter of their representations, 

‘The continual subtext of Ovadiah's discussion, however, s that none of 
these images have any symbolic meaning; they serve as decoration only. 
Once or twice Ovadish suggests that a single image in a particular syna- 
gogue probably is an important symbol, but he closes his essay by making 
it clear that “The Jewish creative spirit in ancient times can be seen in re 
‘gious law...but not in plastic arts or in aesthetic form.”2 

1. R. Branham’s essay, “Vicarious Sacrality: Temple Space in Ancient 
Synagogues,” looks at the ambiguous relationship between the Palestinian 
synagogues and the destroyed Jerusalem Temple. Drawing thearies of sacred 
space from M. Eliade and J. Z. Smith, as well as theories of relationships. 
from R. Girard, J. Neusner, and J. Derrida, Branham brings a nuanced ap- 
proach to the analysis of the synagogue’s link to the Temple. Branham 
brings in issues of orientation (especially east-facing orientation discussed 
by D. Amit earlier), soragim (barriers) in both the Temple and in syna- 
‘gogues, and artstic representations of the Torah ark/Temple sanctuary found 
in synagogue mosaic floors. In doing 5o, she shows how the synagogue at- 
tempts (o imitate the Temple, even as it tries to establish it own identity. 
This identity is one in which the synagogue is far less sacred than the 
‘Temple, but in the latter’s absence becomes the most sacred area remaining 
0 Judaism. 

  

  

  

    

   
      

  

One area of symbolic interpretation of synagogue art that has survived 
the past decades is that of the reredos at the Dura Europos synagogue. The 
reredos—the synagogue’s central painting—acquired a messianic interpreta- 
tion quite early in the history of its scholarship and has retained champions 

of that interpretation throughout al succeeding decades. P. V. M. Flesher's 
essay, “Rereading the Reredos: David, Orpheus, and Messianis in the Dura 
Europos Syna * launches a fullscale assault on that nterpretation. He 
starts by reporting the results of a computer-assisted analysis of the David 
image and surrounding figures. The analysis reveals that David is depicted as 
ashepherd king and not as Orpheus. Flesher then questions the link between 
Orpheus, Orphism, and messianism, ultimately showing that Orpheus and 
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  Orphism have no messianic beliefs. He concludes by arguing that none of 
the other Dura paintings require a messianic interpretation, thus putting the 
lic to the notion that Dura Judaism was infused with messianism. 

Atfirst hearing, this sounds as if Flesher sides with Ovadiah in denying 
that art has symbolic value. Actually, the opposite is the case. Flesher 
shows that the particular symbolic meaning of messizh and messianism 
does not appear i these images. But in fact he uses other interpretations of 
the symbolism to help establish that. Flesher's point is that symbolic in 
terpretations attached to images must be supported by those images, not 
forced onto them, 

‘This group of essays ends with a second by A. Ovadiah, “The Mosaic 
Workshop of Gaza in Christian Antiquity.” Here Ovadiah takes up the ques- 
tion of how did the mosic pavements of the synagogues get made? He an 

  

    

  

  

  

swers it, at least for a couple of synagogues, by showing that at one time, 
the city of Gaza had a workshop of mosaic artsts. These were artists for hire, 
and worked for anyone who paid them. Thus, Ovadiah can show that the 
same team constructed mosaics in two synagogues and in two churches in 
the Gaza area. 
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=5 AND JEWISH COMMUNITIES IN THE GOLAN 
HEIGHTS 

The final section of this collection on the early synag 
single essay on the evidence for Jewish communities in Late Antiquity on 
the Golan Heights. Long considered by most archacologists as of secondary 
importance next to the Galilee, the Golan actually contains extensive 
remains of Jewish settlement from the centuries prior (o Islam. Dan Urman, 
the author, draws upon the surveys and excavations of his years of 
involvement in Golan archacology, as well as studies by other 
archacologists, to provide the fullest picture to date of Jews in the Golan. 
The body of the article contains descriptions of sixty-five sites, with 
attention 1o the history of scholarly investigation, the evidence for Jewish 
occupation, and the conclusions that can be drawn. Urman shows that most 
of the evidence has yet to receive anything but the most superficial analysis. 
In fact, most of the Golan Jewish settlements of Late Antiquity still lack 
even preliminary excavations. Whereas other scholars have counted less than 
two dozen Jewish public structures, Urman brings previously unpublished 
evidence of over twice that many. In consequence, he argues, any sweeping 
conclusions about the chronology of Jewish habitation in the Golan or 
about the typology of their public structures relies more on imagination 
than on hard data 
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In a sense, Urman's article on the Golan presents a microcosi of this 
hes back (0 evidence about ancient synagogues 

and Jewish public structures that has been known 1o us for a century while 
engaging in the current debate about the interpretation of all the cvidence 
concerning Jewish settlement.In the same way, the essays throughout these 
two volumes look at both old and newly discovered data concerning the 
origins, history, and nature of the carly syna 
interpreting its artstic and architcctural character. By fresh analysi 
inclusion of new material, and reevaluation of informa & known to 
the scholarly community, the essays in this collection work towards an 
interpretation of the carly centuries of the synagogue's existence. Through 
careful selection and juxtaposition of articles, the cditors have aimed to 
provide scholars with both an understanding of the present debates 
conceming the ancient synagogue and a sense of the dircction towards which 
the scholarly analysi of the ancien synag 
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EGYPT AND THE RISE OF THE SYNAGOGUE 

J. GWYN GRIFFITHS 

While several historians regard the origins of the synagogue as a matter 
shrouded in obscurity and uncertainty, preference has often been given to the 
Babylonian hypothesis. In the predicament of exile, worship at the Temple 
in Jerusalem was no longer possible—indecd the First Temple was destroyed| 
in 586 BC—and it has been surmised that the exiled Jews in Babylon made 
up for this grave loss by holding local gatherings of the people in which| 
prayers were offered and psalms were sung. 

. W. Baron in his great Social and Religious History of the Jews (vol. 
1, p. 126) is hesitant about the nature of these public gatherings, saying 
that “all statements about these public gatherings are made here with consid- 
erable diffidence, since littl is known about what went on.” Yet his next 
sentence has a note of certainty: “But it seems certain that they soon gave 
rise to the insiitution which became the foundation of Jewish life in the 
Diaspora—the synagogue™“Fhe prophets of the exile certainly bore witness 
to spiritual vitality; and Ezekiel)(11:16) mentions a divine claim relating to 
the Jews of the Diaspora:  have been for a while a sanctuary to the in the 
countries where they have gone.' Whereas the Talmud applies these words 
o the existence of the synagogue in Babylonia, there is no precise reference 
here to an institution, only an assurance of divine solace. Still less 
convincing are the allusions by Ezekiel (8:1; 14:1; 20:1) to the elders who 
are sitting with him.2 These allusions imply a practice of consultation 
followed by the prophet, but there is no suggestion of an institution. If the 
Novelle called the Book of Tobit s a product of the Babylonian Diaspora in 
the carly second century BC, it is noteworthy that Tobit, although a deeply 
religious man, is never siid to g0 0 a synagogue. 

In the Book of Isaish, on the other hand, it is maintained (19:19) that in 
that day there shall be an altar 10 the Lord in the midst of the land of Egypt. 
This comes at the end of  long doom oracle against Egypt. We are told that 
there will be five cities in Egypt where people will speak Hebrew and 
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15. It s rprinted by the permisson of Oxford Univeriy Press. 

1 CE.the versions of RSV and NEB. 
2CE. L. Rabinowitzn £/, v 15, p. 580 
5 Nor doss the book mention the Sabbath, CY. R H. Pfeffer, History of New Testanent 

Times (New York, 1949), 281 
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profess loyalty to Yahweh. We are thus reminded that the Jewish Diaspora 
concered not only Babylonia, but also Egypt, as well as other areas. In 
Egypt the Diaspora dates from atleast the sixth century BC. The words we 
have quoted probably derive from the post-exilc era. According to Joscphus 
they were invoked by the Jewish priest Onias IV in support of his project, 
in about 160 BC, to build a temple at Leontopolis (Tell el-Yahudiya) in the 
Delta.* The word “altar’ (7312) certainly implies sacrifices, and also, 
therefore, a temple. Since sacrifices were forbidden outside Isracl (Deut 
12:13-14; cf. Tobit 1:4, Jerusalem...the one place of sacrifice), Onias was 
challenging the sacred law o this point i his erection of a Jewish temple 
in Bgyp® Unlike the tzmple, the synagogus did not offer sacrifices, and 1o 
us its code of ritual seems so much simpler and more attractive in this 
matter. T recall one of my teachers, Theodore H. Robinson, once remarking 
that if we were enabled to be transported back in time to visit the temple in 
Jerusalem, our first reaction would be one of shock at finding that it 
appeared 10 us more like a slaughterhouse or abaltoir than a temple. To a 
great extent the same was true of Egyptian temples, as the massive altars in 
the open courts testify. As for the Jewish presence in Egypt, it was of 
course the colony in Elephantine that was the important fact in the carly 
part of the first millennium BC. There is firm evidence that they built a 
temple (838) of Yahweh (in the form Yah or Yaho). This was again in 
defiance or ignorance of the Deuteronomic rule. It was a temple used for 
sacrifices, and was not therefore a form of synagogue.5 At the same time, it 
is elevant to our purpose (o note that a measure of syncretism was practiced 
there. Deities other than Yahweh were recognized, and there are some clear 
signs of the influence of Egyptian religion.® 

  

  

      

  

    

‘THE EARLIEST SYNAGOGUE   

It s in the third century BC that the synagogue emerges in Egypt with full 
and clear evidence in the archaeological and epigraphic record which includes 
‘detais of date. A limestone slab now in the Alexandrian Museum bears an 
inscription which must have been displayed in the synagogue whose founds- 
tion it mentions. It opens with the words IN HONOUR OF KING PTOLEMY 
  

* Hengel, Hellenism, vol. 1, p. 16, hinks that “Thmuis in the South' wss pechaps the 
locarion of the temple mentioned in Isa. 19:19. There was one town of this name in the 
Easten Delts. and another in Upper Egyptnear Edf 

S Bmil G Kracling, The Brookiyn Museun Aramaic Papyr (New Haven, 1953, p. 10 
. B Poren, Archives from Elephantine (Berkley. 1968), pp. 105-186,esp. 109-113, and n 
Cambridge History of Judatsm, vo. 1 (1980, g, 385.93 

€.CL. Morton Smith n Cambridge Histor of Jdaisn, vl | (1984), p. 226-7 nd p. 224 
on the gl named Iswer (‘Grea i Isis): Ronald Willians in The Legacy of Egypt J. R 
Harrs, ed., 20d.ed. (Oxord, 1971), . 261 
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AND OF QUEEN BERENICE, HIS SISTER AND WIFE, AND THEIR CHILDREN, 
an allusion that pinpoints the reign of Ptolemy IIl Euergetes (246-221 BC). 
“The inscription ends with the brief statement that the Jews founded this 
synagogue (the verb here must be understood), for which the term 
poceuy is used. The word means ‘prayer’ and is used in the Septuagint 
(Isa. 56: 7) of the Temple as a *House of Prayer’ (oikos Tiis Tpooevyiis). 
But now in this occurrence and in many others it means *Place of Prayer, of 
a sanctuary or chapel in which prayer was offered. This ‘Place of Prayer” was 
built at Schedia, near the moder Kom el-Gize, some 20 miles from 
Alexandria. Schedia had some commercial importance, and Jews were there 
supervisors of dues relating to the Nile and canals. What strikes us about the 
opening phrase of the inscription is the honour paid by the Jews of the 
synagogue to the reigning Plolemy and his wife. Was it in any sensc an 
honour that implied recognition of the divinity which the Prolemies claimed 
and therefore challenged the essence of Jewish religion? The preposition 
imép i used in the opening phrase—'for’ or ‘on behalf of.” Perhaps ‘in 
honour of" s t00 strong a translation. It is fair to note, at any rate, that 
expressions plainly denoting divinity, such as Geol G8eAdot, ‘Brother-and- 
Sister Deities,” are conspicuous by their absence, and here I am including 
the many other inscriptions relatng to synagogues in Egypt. Certainly there 
is deference to the reigning Prolemies, but it does not amount to worship.” 
In the case of Schedia the deference may be a measure of gratitude for 
advantages enjoyed by the Jewish community there. 

From the same reign in the third century comes the dedication of a syna- 
gogue in ArsinoCrocodilopolis, a city of some importance in the Fay(m 
The opening formula is exactly the same as in the inscription from Schedia, 
which D. M. Lewis published as No. 1440 in his “Appendix on 
Inscriptions” in the third volume of the Corpus Papyrorum Judaicarum 
[=CPJ) edited by V. A. Tcherikover and A. Fuks (1964); the dedication from 
Arsinoé-Crocadilopolis (No. 1532A in the same volume) is naturally linked 
by Lewis with that from Schedia: “the text joins 1440 as the earliest known 
synagogue inscriptions.” Both inscriptions used the term mpooevyr for 
“synagogue.” That there was a synagogue at Arsinoé-Crocodilopolis is also 
confirmed by a land-survey made there in the second century (CP/ i. 134 
P. Tebt. 86), although we cannot be sure that the reference there is to the 
same synagogue; indeed two synagogues (one a mpooevxi, the other an ci- 
Xelov) are located in the town in a papyrus of AD 113 (CP i 432). What 

int abou the inscription from the third century BC is that it estab- 

  

  

   

        

  

    

7 Fease, Alexandria, vo. 1. . 116, spesks of “ diluted form of devotion” and onp. 283 
of “limited recoition.” The cul-tile ‘Benefactors” (Evepyérat) doss occur in two 
{nscrptions but wilhoutthe ormal concomitant “Gods' (). 
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  lishes the existence of a synagogue in the Fayim at an early date, and this 
in a community far removed from Alexandria 

Inscriptions referring to synagogues in Egypt multiply in the second cen- 
tury BC and in the following century. The second century included the erec- 
tion of the temple of Onias IV, to which we have already referred. Since thi 
was planned on the lines of the Jerusalem Temple, it stands severely outside: 
the orbit of the synagogues in Egypt. At the same time it is a mark of the 
vitality of Jewish religious activity in Lower Egypt; and the many 
synagogues attested in the country by the end of the frst century AD are in 
localities of Lower Egypt and the Fay0m.* In the second century BC these: 
insiitutions began to appear in other countries, notably in Syria at Antioch® 
and in the Aegean at Delos.10 It was not unil the first century AD or 
perhaps a little before it that the first synagogue is attested in Palestine. ! 

Literary evidence supplements the picture for Egypt. In an account of the 
desecration of synagogues in Alexandria in AD 38 Philo (Legat. 20.132) 
states that they were numerous in each section of the city. The oficial 
sections were five in number, so that a large fota is suggested. 

At his point we need to look at some puzzling features of the terminol- 
ogy in use. The word synagogue is in origin a Greek word, and the first 
meaning of wayy s a gathering of persons, whether of individuals or of 
a public assembly. In this wide sense it appears first in Egypt in the second 
century BC, but with a non-Jewish reference (of Idumacans at Memphi 
OGIS 737.1). In the Septuagint (Exod. 12:3) it is used of the whole con- 
gregation of Israel. Clearly it has a fairly wide scope of meaning, and the 

term mpogeux, place of prayer,”is much more specific it s the term pr 
ferred by Philo, although he uses also both ouvaywy and ouvayaiyton (se 
Leisegang’s Index). Tlpooevx is certainly the normal term used in the in 
scriptions and papyri; only in one papyrus is the word eixetov used, and 
that also means ‘place of prayer.”!2 In Emil Schilrer’s History, as revised by 
Vermes, Millar, and Black (Schiirer, vol. 2, pp. 439-40), it is stated that “in 
the older linguistic usage of the Diaspora, ouvaywy does not yet have this 
meaning (of the building). Where it appears at al, it signifies ‘the congrega- 
tion,” while the regular expression for the meeting-house is Tpooeux.” By 
the first century AD, of course, the New Testament often uses ouvaywy of 
the meeting-house (Schiirr, vol. 2, p. 439 n. 60). The question arises as to 

  

  

      

  

   

    

   

S Pl vol 1, .. Schie, vl 2, . 425 ot . 
9 Kraus, p. 63 
19 Sukeik, ASPG, pp. 1 & 40 A, Plssatin Melanges Holleaus (Pars, 1913), pp. 201 

15 Georges Da in BCH 87 (1963): 699578, esp. 5734 
17 Sukenik, ASPG, pp. 91T on that st the Ophel in caser Jerussem. CF. Y. Yadin 

Masada (London. 1966). . 185 on the synagogue ther, nd the doubi of . Gutmann i 
Arch Ans. Ixxis (1972).. 401 18, 

12 CP, vol. 2, no. 432 (Aning: . vo. 1. 0. . 
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what terms were used in Hebrew. The Septuagint used the word owayarr 
o translate the Hebrew 732, of the community assembled, but many of 
these allusions may naturally long antedate the emergence of the synagogue. 
A phrase o7 113, *house of the people,” occurs in Jeremiah'’s account (39:8) 
of the fall of Jerusalem, but Rudolph's emendation to a plural is widely ac 
cepted, ' so that the reference s not to any institutional building, but sim- 
ply to the houses of the people. 721 (Aram. Ny is the word 
eventually used in Hebrew for synagogue,” with the sense of ‘House of 
Assembly,” while the meaning *House of Prayer is conveyed by 2 
phrase adapted from Isa. 56:7. A term used in the wisdom of Ben Sira has 
been not unnaturally invoked. The author makes an appeal to the unleamed: 

  

  

     

        

. you who need instruction, 
And lodge in my house of learning. 

Ben Sira 51:23 
For the last phrase the Greek has év oixy Tatbetas the original Hebrew 

2. This book was probably written in Palestine in the early part of 
the second century BC, and rendered into Greek at Alexandria later n the cen- 
tury; and it is not surprising that an allusion to the teaching activity of the 
synagogue has been seen here.!* 

While the educational role of the synagogue was of basic importance, the 
Jews evolved a system of education independently of it. The truth is that the 
carly synagogue fulfilled many various roles, though not of equal signifi 
cance. In addition (0 being a home of prayer and study, it could serve social 
and political aims, acting as a public assembly-room, a judical tribunal, a 
lodging-place, an advisory legal office or information centre, and a place of 
asylum.!S Yet the two paramount purposes were worship and study, as allu- 
sions in both Philo and Josephus make clear. Philo asks in his Life of 
Moses (2216): 

‘What are our houses of prayer (vpoocukTipta) throughout the cities but 
schools (8:8aoxareia) of prudence and courage...? 

   

  

   

Josephus tlls us that the weekly assembly i devoted to “the learning of our 
customs and Law” (Aniig. 1643). He also says that Moses establshed the 
Law to be the most excellent and essential form of study (Conira Apionem, 
3.175; cf. Antig. 4.12), His emphasis is thus on the Torah as a maBeupa, 
and on the educational function of the synagogue. 

13 Nesscher, Jeemias, p. 277 . Brght Jeremiah (New York: Doubleday, 1965). p. 240, 
14 Hengel,Heleism, ol 1.p. 152 and vol. 2 p. 54 . 165; Schire, vo. 2, . 419.0. 31 
15 CPJ,vol. 1, mo. 8. 
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    By today a minority of scholars have recognized the evident likelihood 
gypt. Thus Bo Reicke, a New 

sentially, then, the Jewish synagogue 
2ypt, where the Hellenistic associa- 

es influenced its development.”s A Semitic 
milarly maintained that “it is no accident, to 

my mind, that it s in Egypt, and in a Hellenistic background, that we 
the remains of the oldest synagogue among the Jews, for i its essence, the 
synagogue is a school, and an institution that belongs more to the Greek 

* ideal than the Jewish.” 7 It wil be observed that both these scholars, while 
accepting an origin in Egypt, assume that the only impetus derived from 
Egypt was the Greek culture of its Plolemaic rulers. The possibility of an 
Egyptian influence is not even considered. 

Let us take an instance where the ignoring of the Egyptian dimension 
(perhaps indeed the ignorance of i) seems quite startling. Bo Reicke refers 
specifically, in the statement quoted above, 1o the influence of the 
“Hellenistic associations.!* These were undoubtedly influential; and the 
Essene community in Jewish Palestine provides an example on the 
Hellenistic model, with the 7 corresponding to the Greek 7o xotwdy.!” 
But in Gracco-Roman Egypt associations of worshippers were extremely 
popular, and they have been abundantly documented for Egyptian religious 
contexts 2 If religion was the inital bond, there were many social implica- 
tions in the manner of friendly societies, and allusions are made to occasions 
of convivial hilarity, especially under the auspices of Isis and Sarapis. With 
the spread of the Egyptian cults outside Egypt, these religious clubs re- 
mained an attractive feature of the privileges extended to believers 2! Within 
Egypt the Greek and Egyptian traditions doubtless made some impact on 
ach other, and both can be assumed to have influenced Jewish practices in 
this matter in the evolution of the synagogue. Some antecedents in the 

that the synagogue had its origin in E 

  

Testament scholar, has stated that 
system can be derived from Piolemaic 
tions with their meeting pl 
scholar, B. J. Roberts, has 

  

    
     

      
    
  

  

  

  

  

    

   

  

       

    

16 Reicke, New Testamens,pp. 119-20, 
17 Bleddyn 3. Robert,in an ssay on “Hellenism and Judaisn” in Cefdir y Testament 

Newdd, ed. 1. Gwyn Grifths (Liandysu, 1966), p. 312 (here trnslted rom the Wels), 
8 He docs noe (Reicke, New Testament, . 120) that meetings of sssociations sometimes 

occurned in temples n Egy. 
19 Hengel, Hellenism, vol. 1, p. 244 For the generl rights of ssocistion accorded to 

Jews under Roman law sce Jean Justr, Les Juis dans Empire Romain (New York, 1914), 
Vol L. pp. 4131 

20 Varisno San Nicol, Agyprisches Vereinovesen zur Zet der Prolemiier und Romer, 2 
vols. (Murich, I913-15); A. E. R Bosk, in TAPA 68 (1937): 212.22; W. Erichsen, Die 
Satngen ener agypischen Kuligenossenschaf aus der Polemaer-zci (Copenhagen, 1959 
AF.Shore,in 8. Quarierly 3 1971) 16-19; Cenivl, Associations. 

211, Leclant, in BIFAO 55 (1955): 178; K. Parlasca, Die rmischen Mosaiken in 
Deutschalnd (Berin, 1959), pp. 567 . Gwyn Grfiths, “The Isioe Jug from Southwar 
JEA'S9 (1973): 2336, 
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Pharaonic era have been adduced by Bruyere? and Liddeckens both rely- 
ing mainly on evidence from Deir el-Medinah, where the latter (p. 197) finds 
something rather more expansive in the form of a ‘Dorfgemeinschaft.” 

Any suggestion that the Jewish communities may have been influenced 
by Egyptian practices must face up to the linguisti situation and also the 
question of psychological attitudes. At first sight the linguisic evidence 
suggests strongly that any non-Jewish influence on the development of the 

agogue must have come from the development of Greek culture in 
Egypt. The Greek nomenclature of the synagogue suggests this, whether in 
the term mpooevx or evelov, or in guvaywyr itself. It s likely that 
Josephus® (Antiq. 16.6.2 [164], Loeb, 8 (1963), p. 272) once quotes the 
term oaBareiov to mean ‘synagogue,” and thatis of course of Hebrew ori- 
gin. The Egyptians used a wealth of words to denote temples and parts of 
temples, as well as sanctuaries and chapels. Indeed the Woirierbuch (vi. 154) 
Tists twenty-three Egyptian expressions under “Tempel,” and now we have an 
admirably detailed analysis of them.? Perhaps the most siriking of these 
expressions is Horizon of Eternity, 5k (nt) nkh (Wb. i. 17. 19); and per- 
haps the closest to TpogeuxTi is pr dw3t, the House of the Morning, pos- 
sibly the House of Morning Worship in view of the likely etymological 
connection between the words 3 for ‘morning’ and ‘adoration. % Ritually 
it was a place of purification, and Faulkner (Dict 90) renders it simply as 
‘robing-room.” We are told in the Piankhi Stela that the King, after taking 
over every important cult-cenire, first enacted rites of purification in the per- 
dwat and then made offerings in the hwi-nir, the House of the God, a very 
common word for ‘temple.”” I the Ptolemaic era the per-dwat was a small 
room placed either in the forecourt of the temple, as in Philae, or in the 
vestibule of the main hall, as at Edfu2* This room, however, was but a mi- 
or adjunct of the temple and not important enough to be considered as a 
centre of religious influence. Much more important was another temple ad- 

  

    

      

   

  

22 Mert Seger (MIFAO S8, Csiro, 1930, pp. 5, 85:6. Cf. Cenival, Assciations, . 141 
Wwho sces 4 college of prests acin ther see also the rservatons of Michel Muszynsk in 
Or Lov. Per 8(1977): 159 .60, 

10 7 fir Religions. und Glsesgeschiche 20 (1968): 193:211. More narrowly defined 
was the “gang’ of workmen, o whichsee ). F. Borghouts in Gleanings from Deir l.Medina, 

R, Demarée and Jc . Janssn (Leiden, 1982).pp. 711 
24 Quoling a decree of Augusus. For the use of ovvayy of Greek cultic socetss, sce Sehier, vol. 2, pp. 420.30. 
25 Spencer, Temple 
26 . v. 426; Blackman, in JEA § (19181534 

35.6.9;cf. Spincer, Temple, p. 20 
'RARG, p. 634, cting Kees, Fairman, Worship and Festivls (1954) lan opp. p.168: Sylvic Cauville Edou (1984), plan 2: . sso Kees, Gaiterglaube, pp. 100-1 For tho 
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junct, the Per Ankh, the ‘House of Life,” and although its name has no par- 
allel in the expressions used for the synagogue, ts spiritual 
we shall e, provides a parallel of basic importance. 

1t seems likely that the Jewish communities in Egypt in the Prolemaic 
era used Greek for the most part both in private conversation and in public 
affairs, unlike the earlier settlement in Elephantine, where Aramaic was 
spoken and written. One has to be cautious, admiltedly, about the fact that 
the synagogal inscriptions are almost all in Greek. This was, afier all, the 
official language of the ruling authorities and dedications in synagogues 
show a desire, as we have seen, to maintain an atitude of respect to them. 
The language of official inscriptions can, however, be misleading. In 
Roman Britain nearly all the inscriptions are in Latin, but it would be fool- 
ish to assume that most of the people spoke Latin; the great majority must 
have spoken a Celtic language. One might compare the use of Latin on 
tombstones in several countries long after Latin had ceased to be spoken® 
Nevertheless it was in Alexandria that the Old Testament was translated into 
the Greek of the Septuagint, and by the late third century BC the Pentateuch 
had already been translated:X While some papyri of uncertain date have pre- 
served fragments of Hebrew prayers, and that language may have been used 
for parts of the synagogue service in the early Ptolemaic period, the transla- 
tion of the scriptures into Greek was probably in response fo an urgent 
need3! As for the Jewish attitude to the Egyptian language, it s not easy o 
invoke evidence of either interest or antipathy in terms of daily contact. 
Sometimes Egyptian names were taken by Jews, but it has been maintained 
that there is little evidence of their learning Egyptian in its Demotic 
form 2 In lterary terms this judgment i certainly not acceptable. There are 
aspects of the work of Ben Sira and of the Wisdom of Solomon that betray a 
clear impress of Egyptian influence from the direction both of the Wisdom 
Literature and of the Isis-cult. Nor should it be forgotten, as far as public 
recognition was concerned, that the Egypian language was accorded a degree 
of official status, as in the tilingual decrees of Canopus (238 BC) and 
Memphis (196 BC), where Egyptian is represented in two of the three 
forms. If Greek was dominant in Alexandria, Egyptian prevailed in the chora 
and was probably spoken there even by the Jewish population, since it was 
the “general language of the entire country around them.” 
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2 Smallwood, p. 133 
0 Frace, Alexandria vl. 1. 69, 
3 Fraser, Alexandria, vl. 1, p. 284 vl 2, p. 443 n. 771, 
3. Hengel, Juden, Griechen und Barbaren (Stotgan, 1976, p. 127, 
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STRUCTURE AND FUNCTIONS 

‘The inscriptions from Egypt tell us very litle about the structure and mate- 
rial content of the synagogue buildings. A dedication from Athribis (Benha) 
states that a man named Hermias and his wife Philotera and their children 
gave “this £€€5pa for the mpoorevy,” D. M. Lewis (in CPJ, No. 1444, p. 
143) translates ¢€¢bpa as “this place for sitting” without further specifics. 
He rejects the view of Krauss (Krauss, p. 349) that it means a row of 
columns outside the principal building; but this view would be perfectly 
feasible if it is taken to include seating facilities near the columns.™* 
Goodenough made the attractive suggestion that the reférence was (o the. 
bench which eventually became a prominent feature of synagogues; or o the 
special seat called the “Seat of Moses,” the throne of the chief man in the 
group. 2 A possible objection is that é£¢8pa often means ‘an outside seal” 
(‘sidge extérieur,” D.-S.); butan allusion to the *benches” i suitable in that 
these, at any rate at a later stage, were located on the sides of the synagogue 
and not in the centre. as is clear in the remains of the synagogue at 
Capernau (Kefar Nahu; cf. Mark 1:21),  building erected in the late scc- 
ond century AD. Here the main hall is in the form of a basilica with 
colonnades; the base of the triangular front gable is arched in Syrian style, 
and the general plan shows Roman influence, as do the colonnades.” It s 
not surprising that synagogues in different areas show the influenc of local 
traditions. The architectural evidence for the early phases in Egypt is very 
sparse, but there is one pointed reference to the building of a pylon. It i in 
an inscription from Xenephyris (Kom el-Akhdar), 20 km. south-west of 
Damanhur, and states that in honour of Piolemy and Queen Cleopatra, his 
sister and wife, the Jews from Xenephyris (have dedicated) the pylon of the 
synagogue, the leaders being Theodorus and Achillion The date s in the 
reign of Ptolemy VII Euergetes 11 (145-117 BC) and the leaders (rpooTarat) 
are those of the synagogue. There i no mistaking the distinctively Egyptian 
reference of the pylon,? the massive entrance to a temple with its two 
flanking towers, a system developed in the New Kingdom. ‘Pylon’ is in 

    

    

    

  

  

34 C. Daremberg:-Sagli, Dict, vol. 2 (1892), . 881, quoting Vituvius on the exedra 
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35 Goodenough,vol. 2, p 85 
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57 CE. M. Avi-Yonah, “Capermaum,” EJ, vol. 5, p. 136.9; Skerik, ASPG, PL. b (north 
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38 Frey, vol. 2, p. 367, no. 1441 D. M. Lewis, in CPJ, no. 1441 

asr, Alexandrid, vol. 2, p. 43 . 773 (s fin). In the Piolemaic era pylons did not 
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n a Greek word meaning ‘gate way'; the Egyptian term was Bekhent 
(Wb. 1471.9). It would be a  mistake, at the same time, to imagine the 
synagogue at Xenephyris in the Western Delta as a grandiose edifice. 
Probably the whole building, including the pylon, was of modest propor- 
tions; and the pylon may well have been a single tower. The great syna- 
‘gogue at Alexandria, as portrayed in the Jerusalem Talmud,% i not credited 
with a pylon, but it had a double colonnade within a basilica-type hall, and 
itis possible that this type was developed first in 

If we turn from architecture to functions, we find that one of these de- 
tives directly from the tradition of the Egyptian temple. Tt was the right of 
asylum, bestowed in particular cases and perhaps transferred from local na- 
tive temples.#2 The concept of asylum in a sacred place was well known to 
the religious traditions of Isracl, Greece, and Egypt, and when we are dealing 
with religion in Egypt i i legitimate to assume that Egyptian customs are 
influential. In Egyptian belief the god was deemed to be supreme in his own 
temple, so that refuge o transgressors was warranted in the temple and its 
surroundings # Without delefing the idea in tolo, the Ptolemies insisted on 
restricting it to temples which received specific authority,* and they did this 
with some synagogues ‘5 

‘Whatever the variety of functions, “their real purpose...was to serve as 
places where the people could meet for instruction and prayer.”*S Much has 
been writien about the impact of Greek culture on Judaism, and not least in 
Sgypt; yet it is remarkable that this dual basic purpose, combining worship 

and instruction, was not fully practised by any Greek institution. 
Hellenization was conveyed most vigorously through the media of the 
school and the gymnasium.¢7 While both these institutions were much de- 
voted to instruction, neither was regarded primarily as a place of worship. 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

0 Goodenough, vol. 2, pp. 85:6; for it form s  basilic s 
41 Goodenough, vol.2, p. 85. 

CPJ, vol. 1, no  Fraser, Alexandria, vl 1,p. 283, of Energees Il also vol. 2, p. 441 
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3 Eeman, Religion der Agypier (Belin, 1930, pp. 359-60. 
44 E g the temple of Iss in Polemiis in 75 BC: see Bevan, Egypr p. 106; . H. 1 Bel, 
s and Creedsin Graeco-Roman Egy (Liverpool 1953), pp. 2 and 53 
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be chance that we know of no other foreign cult similaly espected ™ Cf. CPJ vol. 1, o. & 
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eranted to Egyptian emples.” 

6 Schirer, vol. 2, p. 47 
47 Hengel, Hellenism, vo. 1. pp. 65-83 (concerned mainly v 

and Synagoguc” in Jewish taditio, see Sehire,vo. 2, pp. 413-63, 

chirer, vol. 2, p. 443 
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The Greek elementary school catered for children between seven and four- 
teen; then followed the ephebate and training in the gymnasium; and the 
latter was “dominated above all by physical exercise and also a degree of 
military training."S In all this the relgious element was secondary. Literary 
training of course included the study of Homer, especially of the /liad, but 
this did not have much to do with contemporary religion in any vital sense. 
Hermes and Heracles figure as the protective gods of the gymnasium, and 
there are allusions to sacrifices offered and to religious dedications. 
Essentially the gymnasium was a sports ground with a running track and 
also, quite often, a ma\aiopa, a sie for wrestling. Literary and philosopt 
cal discussions took place, but they were peripheral to the main busines 
which was the pursuit of athietics. 

Yet in Egypt the Jews also encountered a tradition which differed basi- 
cally from that of the Greeks. In Alexandria and in the chra the Egyptians 
associated education with the temples, and this was a long-standing tradi- 
tion, although scribal schools had been attached also to the royal court and 
its administrative departments# Instruction and worship were especially 
combined in the institution called the Per Ankh, ‘the House of Life, an 
adjunct of the temple which functioned both as a library and as a centre of 
special rites. It seems that the library was devoted to religious knowledge, 
but ts scope included wider fields as well. %0 Questions of cult and ritual 
were dealt with, 5o that a spiritual ministry in a comprehensive sense was 
conducted by the priestly leaders. Copies of the Book of the Dead were 
probably produced there, and an Osirian ritual which bestowed life in the 
afterworld was enacted in the Per Ankh.5! OF basic importin such rtes was 
the reading of sacred texts, an activity prominent too in the Mystery cult 
attached to Isis; even in Cenchreae, the harbour of Corinth, in the scond 
century AD the Isiac priest was obliged o read from a sacred Egyptian text 
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written in hieroglyphs or in hieratic.%2 Readings from seripture became a 
regular part of the synagogue service also; and in a more general sense the 
combination of worship and instruction points to an evident affinity 
between Egyptian and Jewish practice in these institutions. Itis an affinity 
which the Greek school and gymnasium does not provide. 

To demonstrate an Egyptian influence in this respect is naturally not an 
casy task. We cannot be sure what went on in the early synagogues. We 
have scen that both Philo and Josephus lay emphasis on the clement of in- 
struction relating to the Torah. Philo must have been an ardent member of a 
synagogue in Alexandria, and it is not surprising that the suggestion has 
been made that the type of sophisticated discussion found in his works, es- 
pecially his allegorizing mode of interpreting the Old Testament, character- 
ized the synagogues of his day in Egypt.*® Goodenough's ambitious study 
Jewish Symbols in the Greco-Roman Period, could be adduced in support of 
the suggestion, but several other scholars demur o the idea that Philo’s ap- 
proach was in any way typical of *normative Judaism.’S* It is true that be 
was a prominent leader of Alexandrian Jews, and his ideas must have made 
some impact on them. His method of allegorizing was drawn, in the main, 
from Platonism but he sometimes dealt with Egyptian themes.5$ 
Allegoristic was a common feature of Egypian religious thought, its prin- 
cipal tool being etymology. That is true also of Philo’s approach, but he 
doubtless followed Greek practice in the mater. Indeed he cheerfully uses 
Greek etymologies to explain names such as Moses (=Nods Tédetos, 
Perfect Mind) and Pharaoh (=Nots ' Yrépauyos, Arrogant Mind).5 His al- 
legorical interpretation of the High Priest’s Vestments may echo a tradition 
about Isis and Osiris (Goodenough, vol. 4, p. 208). It has been suggested 
that ideas found in Philo and Josephus may reflect a catechism used in the 
synagogue reception of proselytes; it is at any rat clear that an ethial trad:- 
tion was eoled which-may well have been the resul of synagogue wor- 
ship and study, since some of the offences mentioned, notably abortion and 
the exposing of children at birth, are not explicitly condemned in the Old 

  

  

  

      

    

  

  

    
   

  

52 Apulius, Metam. 1. 22; cf.my remaks ad hoc, p. 285 
53 Robers, “Hellenim,” pp. 31-32. 
54 Nock, Esays, vl. 1, . 464 (on a “Piloic group. thoughinvol. 2, p. 878 he seceps 

at there was o igd nor under Rabbinic conro CT . M. Fraser in JEA 43 (1957) 105 
5 Moron Smith, i /5L 86 (1967 5365, esp. 59; W.D. Davie, Jevish and Pauline Suis 
Pt 198, p. 268 2 313 

Stin, Philo: Irmgard Cheistansen, Die Technik der allegorischen 
usegunguissenschaft bi Phlon on Alexandrien (Tibingen, 1969). 

59 See my remarks on “Allegory in Grecee and Egypt.” JEA 53 (1967): 79-102, where | 
ek 0 show that 3 text ke chap. 17 ofthe Book of the Dead i epletc with Midrsh. 

57 Stcin, Pil, p. 61 withfs. Stin beieestht tes sugaetons may be Phl’s own, 
wherss the Hebrew ctymologics uied clsowhere were probsbly borrowed by him from 
ober sourcs, since he s not kel 1o have known Hebrow. 
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Testament.5* Some ritual practices were very probably borrowed from the 
Egyptian tradition. One of these was the placing of sacred scrolls in Jewish 
tombs, a custom attested in Palestine and in Roman catacombs, also in the 
synagogue of Priene Goodenough very properly invokes the Egyptian use 
of the Book of the Dead. In this connection the Jewish emphasis on immor- 
tality also points o Egypt, since neither Greece nor Israel provided such a 
strongly positive vision £ Again, Philo’s account of the Therapeutac, a se- 
cluded religious Jewish community near Alexandria, gives indications of 
likely Egypiian influence, as the late lamented Frangois Daumas has 
shown.S! There are lterary pointers in the same direction. Among them are 
the concept of Fate in Qoheleth (Ecclesiastes),S? the ideology which sug- 
gests a link between Isis, the Logos, and Sophia in Philo and the Wisdom 
of Solomon,® and the influence of Demotic Wisdom on Ben Sira, a matter 
recently highlighted by an American scholar with particular reference to the 
Papyrus Insinger# Egyptian impact in these respects may have been cxer- 
cised through the medium of Greek writings by bilingual authors. That the 
Hermetic literature owes a considerable debi to Egyptian religion has been 
ably propounded of late in a tudy by Erik Iversen S5 

  

5% John, 1. Collns, Between Athens and Jerusalem. Jewish Identy in the Hellenisti 
Diagpora (New York, 1583, . 144, cing G. Kiin for e ides ofa ctechisn. 

59 Goodenough, vol. 4, p. 142. Srols in the synagogues may have been in the roms 
called adyta by Goodenough, according o Nock, Escays, vol. 2, . 887, nd they included 
books other than scripture (ierome, Ep. 36). Bt serols for curtent use were kept n the 
Atk and a genizah was used fo storing. Larger amnexes were used as “class-rooms for 
children and guest-rooms for strangers”: see. Sukenik, ASPG, pp. 45.9. On modern 
Synagogue librares and the forming of study-groups,see Samuel C. Hellman, Synagogue L 

224.5. The Egyptian cstom f incubation may have 4o been followed 
imes. Sl Licherman, Hellnism in Jewish Palestine (New Yok, 1962),p. 121 n. 33 

(2 fin) rfers to “th lte Jenish belief inthe effccy of incubition i pagan templs.” Cf. 
.M. Lewis in JSS 2.(1957): 264-6 and A. Momigliano, Alen Wisdom (Cambridge, 1975, p. 87, on the Jewish slave Moschos (¢ 250 BC) having incubation i the Temple of Amphisraus 
in Bocotia inorder (0 get lighton bis fure. On thisaspect ofthe cut thre sc A Schachier, 
Culis of Boioria, vol. 1 (London, 1981).p.23. 

A, D, Nock, Exsays, vol. , p. 904 
1 Edn of Philo, De vita contemplativa (Paris, 1963). Cf. M. Whitake, in JT5, ns. 17 

1966y 127, 
2 Hengel, Hellenism, vol. 1. p. 125 and vl. 2, p. 85 n. 148, cting S. Morcnz and D. 

Miler 
3 Wilfed L. Knos, Some Hellenistic Elements in Prinitve Christianity (London, 1944), 

p. 51 (on "mystical contemplation and the cancept o the cosmic Wisdom", p. 78 h. 2 (on 
‘Egyptian religion ina Greek dres”), and p. 791 CF. Nock, Essays, vol. 1. p. 460 and vol. 2. 

p. 882 
O Jack T. Sanders, Ben Sira_and Demoric Wisdom (Chicago, 1983), cf. Miriam 

Lichtheim, Late Egypian Wisdom Literarure inthe Intenational Contest (Feiburg, 1983), . 

  

      

  

   

  

   
  

  

5 Ecik Wersen, Egyprian and Hermetic Doctrine (Copenbagen, 1984), which deals for 
the most partwith beliefsabout cosmogony  



16 GRIFFITHS 

‘The Hellenistic era was marked by cultural and religious interpenetration, 
most of all in Alexandria. We must therefore eschew any idea of one-way 
traffic. Our remarks have shown that it is very likely that the carliest Jewish 
synagogues arose in Ptolemaic Egypt, and that in two respects—the pylon 
and the basilica—their architecture was sometimes influenced by the tradi- 
tion of their environment. Their main purpose, which combined worship 
and instruction, may well reflect a double emphasis found in Egyptian reli- 
gious institutions, especially in the Per Ankh. 

‘Whatever influences are detected, however, the synagogue remains a 
Jewish creation. Institutionally it is the greatest communal creation of the 
Jewish genius. 5 

56 The above remarks were presened in a paper contributed (0 the Fourt Intemational 
Congressof Egyptology held st Munich, 26 August.| September 1985, CF.alsoa sction of 3 
chapter on “The legacy of Egypt in Judaism” which I have contibuted to & forthconing, 
volame o The Cambridge Histry of Judaisn.  
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For 2,000 years the synagogue has been the centre of Jewish religious life, 
nor would one want (0 present any different picture for the time from the 
Mishnah to the present. There seems no question that the synagogue plays 
the role assumed for it both inside and outside Palestine at least by Amoraic 
times. It is when we move back (o the time of the Second Temple that the 
standard assumptions about synagogues, as about so many things in 
Judaism, can no longer be taken for granted. 

Unfortunately, the assumptions are so strong that questions of data and 
matters of historical evidence often seem to make litle headway against the 
tide of tradition. They are confounded by that most persistent and hardy of 
species—the impregnable defence of ‘what everyone knows, the incontro- 
vertible argument of ‘what must have been." This results in the use of the 
flimsiest of evidence to support sweeping conclusions, not to mention stan- 
dard reconstructions which g0 on paragraph after paragraph without reference. 
t0.a picce of primary data. Altematively, discussions mix data from various 
periods and geographical areas without any discussion of the methodological 
problems for doing so. Thus, even the recent definitive treatment in the re- 
vised Schilrer throws together material from the New Testament, very late 
rabbinic sources, inscriptions, archacology, and Josephus without attempt- 
ing to differentiate between them, though i is interesting to sce that the 
notes sometimes contradict the ext!! 

‘The purpose of this essay is to challenge some of the standard views 
about the development of the institution of the synagogue. In doing 5o, I do 
not want to quibble over definitions but am willing o cast my net as widely 
as possible in trying to find evidence of the institution, whatever terminol- 
ogy is used.2 For convenience, the arguments are organized around five 
specific theses which challenge a number of the common assumptions: 

   

  

   
     * This essay was oriinaly published in Journal of Theological Stdies 39, 10, 2 (1989 401.410.1 i reprined by the permission of Onford University Pess. 

" Schirer, vol. 2. pp. 423-54. On p. 450 the text stats, “The Torah reading was s0 
ordered that the whle of the Pentateuch was read consecutvely in 3 thre-yearly cycle,” 
whereas n. 118 reads, *As the exisience of the triemnial cycle is nowhere aticsted in 
Tangaitic lterature, its curency n the age of Jesusis merely conjctur, 

2 However, it s not enough to point 10 instances of public prayer and then immediatly 
make the leap to the insituton of th synagogue. Exampls of publc fsting and prayerare 
of course found in the O1d Testament and other Jewish lcratue, but 1o speak of the 

  

      
    
    

           
   



      
  

        

        

    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
      

  
   

18 GRABBE 

1. Synagogues originated in the Diaspora, probably i the Greek period 
The earlest evidence which can in any reasonable way be related to the ex- 
istence of synagogues comes from Prolemaic Egypt? Several inscriptions 
from the reign of Ptolemy III speak of the proseuché place of prayer.’* This 
would place the earliest evidence about 250 BCE, well into the Hellenistic 
period. Subsequent to this-ar-varicty 0f mscriptions from over the castern 
Mediterrancan world attest to dozens of these proseucha. It is generally 
taken for granted that these inscriptions are o be connected with Jewish 
places of worship and, as already stated, I would not wish to quarrel with 
such a view. It seems to me that Philo’s references to the proseuché at vari- 
ous points is very much in keeping with the Standard interpretation.$ 
However, it should be nofed that not everyone agrees that the inscriptional 
references to the proseuche should be related to the synagogue as such or al- 
ways even to Jewish institutions of any sort. 

| Why should the synagogue have originated in the Diaspora? The standard 
‘answer s reasonable enough—that it was in the Jewish communities distant 
from Palestine that the need for a place of community worship was first 
acutely felt. But a further emphasis needs to be given to this point, which 

  

  

  

  

    

   

                      

    

     

   

        

    

instittion of the synagogue presapposes the minimum of a regalar (preferably weekly) 
public meeting for prayer andlor reading of th law. Some scholars aempt to distnguish 
betwen the terms sunagag? and proseucke o to mke other distinctions. For cxample, 
Gutmann in Gutman, “Origin,” srguss tht the insitution alled & prosesche was not eally 
asynagogue. On the othe hand, E Rivkinres (o how tht Philo uses proseuche o refr o 
o separse institutions; sce Rivkin, “Nonexisence” cs. pp. 350-, 5. B, Hoenig seems 0 
exclude from his definition of synagogue those inituions in which the law was read but 
‘wilhout the accompniment o prayr: sec Hocaig,“City-Square,”esp.pp. 451-2. There may 
e truth i some of these arguments, though I emain skeptical, but for my purposes it scems. 
beterto be more rater than less encompassing. 

3 As is well known, various theores abaut the rigin of the synagogue have been 
‘advanced, nd thy divide roughly into those which supose 3n orgin in Plestine snd those 
‘which rgue fo the Diasporz; or  sunvey of arlieropnions, see H. . Rowley, Worship in 
Ancien lrae: s Forms and Meaning (London, 1967) Howeves, 1 sm looking for evidence, 
"ot specultion, and the carlisst sctual evidenc i found in Egypt from sbou the middle of 

  

  

  

  

     

     Hengel, “Proseuche” Most recenly, J. G. Grffhs has srgued that the calest 
Jewish synagopues arose in Polemaic Egypt; e “Egypt and the Rise of the Symagogue, 
J75, ms. 38 (1987): 1115, 1 i eprintedin e present voume—Eds.) 

3 Vita Mos, 2211-16: In Flaccum, 41, 5.9, 53 Leg.ad Gaium, 1327, 1561. By saying 
tht Philo's rferences are consistent ith he insigion, | do not mean fo imply that there 
was o development n th two ceatures o o precding his wriings. All ne can say is that 
the inerpretation of the proseuché 3 some form of Diaspora. synagogue is not an 
unveasonable one. Criics of this inerpretation, sch as Gutmann snd Rivkin (n. 2 above) may 
have  point, however, 1do not undestand Guman's comment, “Whatever the proseuche 
was cannot be defniely ascersined. That it was not & synsgogue, however, appears 
evident” (p. 3. Why the ‘house of prayer” could not b  synagoue, he does not make 
clar. Peshaps he should define what he means by “synagogue” since he seems o diff 
what cthers understand 

    

  

  

   
  

   



    

  

   

          

     

   
   
    

   

            

        
      

   

SYNAGOGUES IN PRE-70 PALESTINE 

‘would also explain why it is only in the Greek period that we first meet 
dications of the existence of synagogues. This is the significant implication 
of being a temple-centred-seligion. It has been insufficiently appreciated 
‘what it means to have a religion which focuses on a central temple cult 
Most discussions of post-exilic Judaism still seem to be heavily influenced 
by the Torah-centred Judaism of post-70 times. Even though the law was 
important to Judaism at least from the time of Ezra, nevertheless the social 
and psychological dynamics of a temple religion are quite different from 

those without a focal holy place. Of course, later Judaism evolved a variety 
of symbols and substitutes which continued to incorporate elements of tem- 
ple worship, such as mythical views about Jerusalem, the various elements 
of the synagogue layout and architecture evoking the temple, and a lturgy 
which fulfilled the same spiritual and psychological needs as the original 
sacrificial cult, Nevertheless, Torah-centred Judaism with the synagogue as 
its community centre is quite different in important aspects from the wor- 
ship which had the temple as its domain S 

Various factors are likely to have hindered any development of meeting 
places in the local communities. Even though the synagogue was only 
meant to complement temple worship, overtones of the old pre-exilic high 
places could not have been overlooked. There was also the known fact of i- 
val temples such as those at Garizim and Elephantine. With such considera- 
tions, as well as other forces of religious conservatism, it would hardly be 
surprising that it took several centuries for the Diaspora to fill a religious 
need which may have been felt faily early. Thus, the silence of our sources 
before about 250 BCE should not be thought accidental or peculiar: there is 
o reason to think that the Jews would have felt an urgent need for some- 
thing like the synagogue; contrary (o the assumptions of some who wish to 
argue for the early development of the institution. 

      

  

  

  

  

2. The synagogue in Palestine is a post-Maccabean phenomenon 

      
          
      

    

Jewish Literary Sources. We look in vain for any mention of synagogues 
before or during the Maccabean revolt. The Hebrew books of the old 
Testament make no reference to the bét kéneset which is the characteristic 
term for the synagogue in later Jewish writings, while attempts to connect 
passages such as Ezek. 11:16, Jer. 39:8, and Ps. 74:8 with the synagogue 
have generally been abandoned.” I the LXX the characteristic Greek terms 

      
    
        

    

6 See, .5, R. Pasi, Man and Temple in Ancient Myth and Rial (1947; eprinied New 
York, 1967) 

7 Gumann, “Origin.” However, A, Gelton has recently argued that Ps, 748 refers o 
non-sacifical Yshwistic culi centres” i his article, “A Note on Psalm LXXIV 8" V734 

(1984): 827, although he docs consider several other possibilties for interprting the 
passage. 

 



      
  

      
    
    
    
    

    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    

  

    

     

   

        

    
     

  

    

     

20 GRABBE 

sunagoge and proseuche are also not found with reference to anything like 
the later insttutions. One passage often adduced as a forerunner of the syna- 
gogue or even evidence for itis Neh. § in which the law is read publicly to 
the people. But the context is clearly about a unique occurrence, not a 
weekly event, nor does the format correspond to any synagogue service 
known from available evidence$ 

‘The book of Tobit, which is usually taken to be pre-Maccabean, pictures 
a pious Jew, but what form does his piety take?” Regular attendance in the 
synagogue? No, he is rather said t0 g0 to the Jerusalem temple each year, 
taking his tithes with him. After his exile from Palestine, his piety is ex- 
pressed either by his individual actions or in his home. Of course, Tobit is 
pictured as an exile from the captivity of Northern Isracl, but this fiction 
hardly keeps the author from describing the beliefs and practices of his own 
time. If the synagogue was a regular part of Jewish life, it seems unlikely 
that it would have been ignored in such a writing. 

‘The same applies to other writings which may be pre-Maccabean or at 
least not later than the Hasmonaean period: Judith, Ben Sira, letter of 
(pseudo-)Aristeas, Dan. 1-6, the so-called apocryphal sections of Daniel, 
Jubilees. None of these so much as hint at a place of regular community 
worship. Daniel, for example, prays three times a day in private. Pscudo- 
Aristeas describes Jerusalem and the temple but says nothing abou the ex- 
istence of synagogues. Neither the extant Hebrew text nor the Greek text of 
Ben Sira mention synagogue worship, though the temple and its cult are not 
passed over (50:1-21). Further, one may note that the description of Judaea 
and the Jewish state by Hecatacus of Abdera refers only to the temple and its 
cult !0 This silence could of course be accidental for some of the writings 
since they may not necessarily have had occasion to refer to synagogues, but 
complete silence is at least unusual and becomes significant when it in- 
cludes Tobit and especially Ben Sira, both of which would likely have 
‘mentioned the insttution if it existed. 
=~ More important yet are the books of 1 and 2 Maccabees themselves. We 
have two independent descriptions of the crisis precipitated by the pollution 
of the temple under Antiochus Epiphanes. The troubles which befel faithful 
Jews at that time were horrendous (1 Mace. 1-2; 2 Macc. 5-7). Torture and 

  

    

  

  

  

  

8 For refeences (0 such arguments and a refutaion of them, see H. G. M. Williamson, 
Eera, Nehemiah, Word Bibiical Conmentary, vol. 16 (Waco, TX, 1985), pp. 281-2; 
Williamson's comments apply eqully t the mare recet similr suggesion by M. Fishbanc, 
Biblcal Interprtaton n Ancient lrael (Oxford, 1985), . 13, 

9 For a ecent discussion of Tobit with bibliogaphy. see G. W. E. Nickelsburg in M 
Stone, e, Jewish Wrtings of the Second Temple Priod, Compendia Rerum Indaicarum ad 
Novum Testamentum, St 2 vol. 3 (AssenPhiadelphis. 1989).pp. 40-4. 

19 Apud Dicdorus Siculus 403.1-8, For a recent tansltion and commentary, sce M. 
m, Greck and Latin Authors on Jews and Judam, vo. 1 Oeruslem, 1973). p. 20-44 
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death were the penalty for practising circumcision or keeping the Sabbath 
Any scrolls of Holy Writ were destroyed and the owners executed. Pagan al- 
tars were set up in many different places, with Jews forced to participate in 
the worship. But where in all this was the desccration of synagogues or dis- 
ruption of synagogue worship? Not a word in either 1 or 2 Maccabees, nor 
even in Josephus for that matter (BJ 1.1.2 §§ 34-5; Antig. 12.54 §§ 248- 
56). As already noted, the odd reference to prayer and fasting or reading the 
law before battle can in no way be related to the institution of the syna- 
‘gogue (1 Mace. 3:47-8; 2 Mace. 8:23). 

New Testament. The earliest literary references to synagogues in pre-70 
Palestine are the New Testament Gospels and Acts. From this evident 
there seems to me no question that there were synagogues in Galilee already 
by the tiime of Jesus (though whether the detailed description found in such 
passages as Lke 4:16-30 has historical value for the early first century is 
another matter). ! Josephus also attests the existence of a sunagdg? in Dora 
and Caesaraca (BJ 2.144-5 §§ 285.9; Antig. 19.63 §§ 300-5), the one in 
Caesaraea being important for the beginning of the Jewish revolt in 66. He 
also speaks of  proseuche in Tiberias (Vita 54 §§ 277-80). 

Archacological Data. Until a couple of decades ago there were still no 
known remains of a pre-70 synagogue (apart from the Theodotus inscrip- 
tion). This picture appears to have changed, though not everyone agrees. 
“The first find was at Masada, followed by that of Herodium. % Although it 
i widely accepted that there are indeed pre-70 synagogues, even this identifi- 
cation has not gone unquestioned.”® But accepting the standard 
identification, one should stil note that both were built during the First 
Revolt. Yadin has argued that the pre-Revolt building remodeled by the 

icarii was also a synagogue but this is pure supposition. The only cer- 
tainty is that it had been a stable, for which there is a considerable quantity 
of tangible evidence! 

More significant because earlier i the building identified as a synagogue 
at Gamla. Although the original excavator dated it to the time of Hyrcanus 
11 (63-40 BCE), a more recent assessment has argued for the Herodian period, 

    

  

  

   
        
        

        

          
     

111 remain sgnostic sbot the position of S. Zeitin, in Zeiin, “Origin” that the 
synagogue arose from the “secular” house of assembly, as well s tht of S. B. Hocnig 
(Hocnig, “CitySquare”, that it too s orgin from religious activiies in the ciy square 
While bth ideas are possible 1 canno agree with Zeitin's theory of its origin under the 
Phasisces. See my thesis no.3 below 
12 See Yadin, Masada, pp. 181-7; Y. Yadin, “The Excavation of Masada,” IEJ 15 

(1965): 76.9; Foerster, “Masada 
13 See especally the comments of M. J. . Chiat about the diffculies ofiterpettion in 

(Chiat, “First-Century,” s wellas commens on the specific “frst century’ $ynagogues n 
Chiat, Handbook, pp. 16,18, 204.1, 24551, 2824, CI. sl S. B. Hoenig, eview of Yadin, 
Masada in Jewish Bookland (Apr. 1973 8 (s cited by Gotmann but not avaiabl to me). 

145 Gutman, "Gamla.” Chia has also qestoned this identification (se previous not). 
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23 BCE (041 CE.'S A recent report in a semi-popular journal has also 
claimed that remains of a pre-70 synagogue underlie the Second-third- (or | 
ifth-1) century building at Capernaum. 6 Although a more official report is 
not yet available, it seems clear that a first-centry building does indeed lie 
below the later synagogue there, and it may be that this building is the 
Capernaum synagogue of the Gospels; however,firm evidence of identifica- 
tion has not become available. But assuming such evidence materializes, the 
real question is whether this synagogue s any older than the one at Gamla. 

About the time of the First World War the Theodotus inscription was 
found on Mt. Ophel 17 The original studies showed that it was from about 
the turn of the common era but palacography could be no more precise than 
that. The ferminus ante quem is usually given as 70: because the synagogue 
stood for several generations, it is unlikely that such was built between 70 
and 135; after 135, Jews were prohibited from even entering the site of 
Jerusalem. If this dating is correct, it is evidence for a synagogue in 
Jerusalem which stood for a considerable period of time before the destruc- 
tion under Titus. It has even been suggested that the Theodotus inscription 
came from the synagogue of “freedman’ mentioned in Acts 6:9, but this has 
now generally been discounted.'* 

Rabbinic Passages. Of a different character are such rabbinic statements 
as the one in Palestinian Talmud Megillah 3:1, 73d, that there were 480 
synagogues destroyed in Jerusalem by Titus. This is often quoted though 
usually stated to be an ‘exaggeration. 19 How is it an exaggeration? Were 
there really only the 394 of the Babylonian Talmud Ketubor 105a? But per- 
haps even that figure is an exaggeration and the real number is 200. Or 
100, 507, 20?, 102 The point is that such late rabbinical statements should 
be evaluated for what they are—worthless as historical information 

    

  

   
  

  

  

  

  

157 Ma'or, “Gama” 
165 F. Suange and H. Shanks, *Symsgogue Where Jesus Preached Found at 

Caperaum,” Biblical Archaology Review 9, 5. 6 (Nov.Dec. 1983: 24-31 The datig of 
e Taer synagoguc s hatly dispued: se the debate between the xcavator . Loffeda and 
the Jsrciarchacologists G, Foerste and M. Avi-Yonah i Levine, ASR. p. 52.62. 

17 For an extensive st of carle studics, sec Hotenmeistr and Recg, vo. 1. pp. 19294, 
Pariculary valuabl is the article by L. H. Vincent, “Decouverte de Ia “Synagogue des 
Affanchis’a Jéeusalem.” RB 30 (1921): 24771, 

18 Goodenaugh.vol. | p. 179, following Sukenik, ASPG. . 70 
19 E.. 5. Safa, “The Synagogue and its Worsi." in Sociery and Relgion i the Second 

Temple Peiod, Thé World History of the Jwish Peope, i Sies, vl. § (London, 1977, 
P67 

20 porentialy of more significanc is the insitution o he mia“anadir, lay groups 
comesponding o the twenty-four pristly courss (mifndrd). Accordin to such passages as 
the Mishnah Taa. 424, these groups met fasing and praying while heir comcsponding 
prctly court was in Jerusalem, 1 o, tis might e evidenc of synagogues whie the temple 
Was sl sanding, Thereare several poits ane can make about 5. Fs, the passages which 
spea o the ma‘amdddi do no occur i the pre-T0 satum oftradiion according o the 
nlyssof Newser,Appoiied Tine, vo. 5. pp. 171-2 1 231 Secodiy Josephus docs not 
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  To sum up this section, lterary evidence indicates that the synagogue as 
an institution had reached Gallee and even Jerusalem by the first century 
CE. If the identification of buildings at Gamla and perhaps elsewhere is cor- 
rect (a point disputed by some specialist), this lends credence to the literary 
evidence, as does the Theodotus inscription. Nevertheless, the available evi 
dence is sillin harmony with other lterary evidence (especially Ben Sira, 1 
and 2 Maccabees, and Tobit) that the synagogue in Palestine was a post- 
Maccabean phenomenon 

    

3. There is nothing particularly Pharisaic about the institution of the 
synagogue 
A truism which one constantly reads about the Pharisees is that the syna 
‘ogus whs thsi métier s Theloymagtgsa S acea,to have bsonin 1straio] 
taken over and dominated by the Pharisees, even if not founded by the. 
But when the evidence is srutinized, it i found to be non-existent—anothr 
case of ‘what must have been.” Based on an assumption of the place and de- 
velopment of Pharisaism in Palestine, a hypothesis is then advanced about 
the synagogue as being under the control of Pharisees; unfortunately, it is 
not usually advanced as a hypothesis but as a fact or self-evident 
conclusion?! 

‘The carly sources on the Pharisces mention nothing in particular about 
them in relationship to synagogues. Josephus makes no mention of syna- 
gogues in his description of Pharisces (BJ 2.8.14 §§ 162 and 166; Antig. 
18.1.3 §§ 12-15). Only one New Testament passage suggesis any particular 
connection: John 12:42 which states that many of the authorities (archontes) 
believed in Jesus but “for fear of the Pharisces they did not confess it, lest 
they should be put out of the synagogue.” Readers will hardly need to be 
reminded that John is the latest of the Gospels, written long after 70. The 

   
    

  

    

   

    

      
    
    

          

      
      
    

meniion such an insttution, Thidly, the postlaton of a lay organization paalel (o the. 
prestly i precselythe type of propaganda that ne might expect from the Pharses ot their 
e in th post-70 period. Thelte raditions often attempt o give the pictre that the pre- 
70 Prietly inttuions such s the temple were govermed by rabbis and other Ly individuals. 
rther tha the priests. The ease with which the postulated maamad fs te mode of such 
propagand i very suspicious. Fourbly, even ifsuch insituions are istorical fo the pre-70 
period ther is mothing i the tradition which suggest tha they preceded the Maceabean 
Revol. Intresingly, . Hoenig, who akesthe insttuton o the ma‘amadst t face valo, stll 
argues that the synagogue in Judacais a post-T0 phenomenon (Hoenig, “City-Square.” pp. 
85y, 

2! Gumann, “Origin.” p. 3-4; Zeiln, “Oriin.” pp. 76-78; R. T. Heford, The Pharisces 
(London, 1924), pp. 88103, f . L. Finkeltin, The Pharices: The Sociological Background. 
of their Faith (Phildelghia, 1938, pp. 568.9. 
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early rabbinic traditions about the Pharisees also suggest no unusual connec- 
tion between them and the bt keneset. 2      

   
   

4. Considering the lateness of the synagogue in Palestine, the immense 
superstructure of scholarly hypothesis which has been erected on this basis 
should be treated with considerable caution      

     A variety of theories assume the synagogue as the Sitz im Leben of their 
central proposal, for example, those which presuppose a certain cycle of 
liturgical readings in the pre-70 synagogue. Several such theories have 
flourished in New Testament scholarship® They have already been 
criticized on various grounds, but it seems (o me that such theories must 
also presuppose a long liturgical history in the synagogue in Palestine, a 
further difficulty if the synagogue in Palestine is as late as I suggest* 

Similarly, much has been made of a supposed pre-70 ‘Palestinian 
Targum.” Without going into the long debate on the question, I think one 
an safely say that the origin of this Targum in the oral Aramaic translation 

of the synagogue service is almost universally taken for granted. And per- 
haps there was an Aramaic paraphrase of the Hebrew readings in the pre-70 
Palestinian service, but I think we can no longer assume so. The regulations 
on the translation of scriptural readings in Mishnah Megillah, for example, 
seem al (o date from the Ushan period 25 Was translation into Aramaic a 
regular feature of pre-70 synagogue worship? Even if so, did our extant 
Targums originate in an oral setting as is normally taken for granted? Our 
earliest targumic evidence (from Qumran) almost certainly arises from a it 
erary milie I the use of Aramaic translation in synagogue liturgy 
perhaps a para-Targumic or even a post-Targumic phenomenon rather than 
the origin of our extant Targums?*7 Some of these questions are probably 

    

    
       

  

       
           

      
        

                    

    

     
    

    

      

    

   

  

  2 S i pariculs 1. Neusnr, Rabbinic Traditions about the Pharisees before 70,3 vols. 
(Leigen Brill, 1971), 
23 Eg.A. Guiding, The Fourth Gospel and Jewish Worship (Onfor, 1960). 
28 See L. Morris, The New Testament and the Jewish Lectionaris (London, 1964); L 

Crockett, “Luke 4.16-30 and the Jewish Lectionary Cycle,” 1J5 18 (1969): 13.46; | 
Heinemana, “The ‘Triennial’ Cycle and the Calendar” Tarbiz 33 (1963-4): 362 (Eng. 
summary, TILIV); “The Triennial Lectonary Cycle,” 75 19 (1963): 41-8,. R. Porter, “The 
Pentateoch and the Trienial Lectionary cyce” n . F. Buce,ed. Promise and Fulfiment, 
Estyspreseted . H. Hooke (Edinburgh, 196, . 6374 

See Neuser, Appoinied. Times, val. 5, pp. 174-8. A useful summary is found in 
Neusner, Evidence, pp. 525, 

26 The publshed Qunran targums are 4QigLev, 4Qtglob, and 11Qtglob, th editio 
princeps being 1. T. Millk, Qunvan Grotte 4 11, DID, vol.6 (Oxford, 1977, pp. $6-90, and ) 

M. van der Plocg and A. S. van der Woude, Le Targun de Job de la Grote X de Qunan 
Koninkijke Nederlndse Ahdemie van Wetenschappen (Leiden: il 1971, 

77 This s a question which | already asked in “The JannesJambres Tradition n Targum 
Pscado-Jonathan and I Date," JBL 98 (1979): 94 . 6. Did the extant Targums relly rise 
in'a scholarly context such as the academy rathr than th lturgy? For an important ecent 
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unaffected by the question of a lat origin for the synagogue in Palestine, 
but for thers the mater would scem to be crucil, 

5. The rise of the synagogue was a fortuitous but vital development which 
paved the way for a post-temple Judaism which became necessary after 70 
Although certain forms of Judaism functioned on a day-to-day basis without 
a temple before 70, it is very difficult to find a form which envisaged no 
temple. 28 This was one of the revolutionary developments in Christianity in 
that it rejected the need for a physical temple at a fairly early stage inits de- 
velopment. But the loss of the temple was a major trauma for Judaism as a 
whole, as evidenced by such works as 2 Baruch and 4 Ezra. Synagogues 
were not planned as a substitute for the temple but they were a usefol vehi- 
cle to make the transitior 

  

  

  

CONCLUSIONS 

To sum up, evidence for institutions generally accepled as synagogues is, 
known for the Diaspora as early as Ptolemaic times. But when we look at] 
Palestine itself, evidence for the existence of synagogues is lacking before! 
the first century BCE and perhaps even untilthe first CE. The earliest lterary 
references (the New Testament) put the synagogues as a flourishing instiu- 
tion in Galilee by about 30 CE as well as the existence of them in Jerusalem 
by about this time. Archacological evidence has also been interpreted to 
show the existence of synagogues possibly as carly as the fist century BCE, 
though it should be noted that this interpretation has been disputed and the 
identification of these buildings as synagogues questioned. But the 
Theodotus inscription would appear to give evidence for a synagogue which 
stood for several generations before the fall of the temple in 70. Al this 
strongly suggests that the synagogue as an institution came into Palestine 
only very late, well nto post-Maccabean times, a conclusion ot surprising 

  

        

    

    aice discussing some of th problems about our knowledge of Targunic arigns, e P. S 
\exander, “The Targumim and the Rabbinic Rules for the Delivery of the Targum,” 

Congress Volue: Salamarca 1983 (VTSup 36; Leiden, p. 1425 
¥ Theoriin o the antiempl senimentsin Acts 7 has been much debated. Alhosgh 

cetin forms of Jodaism, such s the Qumian community, may have functoncd wiliout & 
mpe,thy do nol appear o hve ejeted it a such. The one ani-temple documen s the 

b Sibyllne oracle; on this see J. J. Collins, “The Plce of the Fourh Sibyl n the 
Deyclopment ofthe Jewish Sibylina” 15 25 1974y 365-80. 

29 Scethe concisebut vey usefol discusion of M. Goodman, Sae and Socer in Roran 
Galiee, .. 132.232, Oxford Ceie for Posigraduae Hebrew Stdics (Totowa, N, 1959, 
p. 847, 
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‘when one considers the importance of the temple cult to Palestinian Judaism 
in pre-70 times. 

By way of conclusion, I will say that I fully recognize the dangers of 
some of the proposals here. The data are meagre, and an archacological find 
tomorrow could falsify some or all of what I have argued. Nevertheless, the 
correct scientific approach is one which proceeds from the extant evidence, 
even when there is not very much and even when the argument must some- 
times be one from silence. This may have its hazards, but it is much 
preferable to the approach which proceeds on the basis of ‘what everyone. 
knows’ or ‘what must have been. 

 



    

    PALESTINIAN SYNAGOGUES BEFORE 70 C.E. 
A REVIEW OF THE EVIDENCE * 

PAUL VIRGIL MCCRACKEN FLESHER" 

‘The origins of the synagogue have in recent years become a matter of de- 
bate. Although most scholars have believed for centuries that the synagogue 
orginated in Babylonia during the exile after 587 B.C.E. and was then 
brought into Palestine during the return from exile, there has been a distinct 
Iack of evidence to support this belief.! Two recent articles, when seen 
together, have set the stage for a new direction on the question of early syna- 
gogues. The fist artcle, by J. Gwyn Griffiths, argues a convincing case for 
tracing the synagogue’s origins (o Egypt Griffiths shows that the syna- 
gogue is first evidenced in the third century B.C.E. by pointing to the well- 
known dedication of a synagogue (‘prayer house,” proseuche) to Prolemy III 
Euergetes, who reigned from 246-221 B.CE., as well as to the contempor- 
ary dedication of a synagogue at Arsinoé-Crocodilopolis. He further points 
o several inscriptions dated from the second and first centuries revealing the 

  

    

  

 This anile is a revised version of a paper gven at the Midwest SBL meeting, Jan. 31, 
1989. 1 grew out of a seres of lectures I gave (0 the NEH Sumimer Semina for College 

s at Brown University i the summer of 1988. 1 am gratefol (o A. J. Levine of 
encounaging me to pursue these stdies furthe. For reading snd 

commenting on this psper in diferet drafts, 1 want t thank A. J. Levine, Roger Brooks, 
Deanis Groh, Willam R. Stegner and Waiter Aufrecht. Their effots have helped m 
improve the work. Needless 0 suy,the responsibiity or any shortomings should be laid at 
my door. The essay has been updaed ot incusio i this volue. 

**“This artcle was originaly published in ). Neusnersnd E.S. Ferics,eds., Approaches 
1o Ancient Judaism, vol. 6 (Atlania, GA Scholas Press for Brown Judsc Studics, 1989, p. 
67811 is reprinted by he permision of the Editor, Brown Judsic Studics 

1 For the sandard posiion, sce Scher, vol. 2, pp. 423-463; Bright, John, A Hisiory of 
Isracl, 3xd ed. (Philadephia: Westminsier, 1981); Fnkelscin, “Orgin’; L. 1. Levne, “The 
Second Temple Synagogue: The Formaiive Years,” pp. 7-32 in Levine, SLAs nd Levine, 
‘Ancient Synagogues.” For critiques and resssessment of that positon, see Rivkin 
Nonexistence™; Chiat, “FirsCentury"; Hoeaig, “City-Square.” See. also Gutmann, 
Oriins"; and . Hoenig, “The Supposiitious Temple-Synagoguc,” pp. 5571 in Gamann, 
Symagogue. 

2 Griffiths, 1. Gwyn, “Egypt and the Riseof the Synagogue.” JTA, 38 (1987) I pp. 1-15 
[Bds—1t has been republished in the preseat volume.] Much of the inscripionsi cidence. 
Griffths ctes is wel known and hs been discussed by other scholars. Sce, for example, 
Schirer, vol. 2, p. 425, . ; and Theological Dictonary of the New Testament, (Grand Rog 
MI: Berdmans, 1964-76), vol. 7, pp- 811.812. The importance of Grffths” artile i tha he 
uses his evidence (0 aniculte & wel-argued claim that the synagogoe began in Egyp. See 
also Dion, Paul-Eagéne, “Synagogues 1 Temples dans I'Egypte Hellénstique,” Science e1 
Esprin, 291977):45.75, 
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existence of synagogues in both Lower Egypt and the Faydm. During the 
second century B.C.E. inscriptions concerning synagogues begin to appear 

  

in other places around the Mediterranean, most notably at Delos and 
Antioch, revealing the spread of synagogues beyond Egypt.* The startling 
contrast between the Diaspora and Palestine is mentioned by Griffiths, but 
i brought out most prominently in a article by Lester L. Grabbe.* Grabbe: 
shows that evidence concerning Palestine does not indicate the existence of 
synagogues prior to the “Post-Maccabean” period. Indeed, Grabbe indicates, 
“when we look at Palestine itslf, evidence for the existence of synagogues. 

is lacking before the first century B.C.E. and perhaps even until the first 
CE” 

Taken together, these two artiles suggest that the synagogue in 
Palestine has been imported from the larger Mediterranean world. Indeed, we 
can document its existence in Egypt nearly two centuries before any evi- 
dence of its penetration into Palestine appears. While this conclusion may 
finally resolve the scholarly debate on origins, it opens up a new set of 
questions. Not least of these is, how was the synagogue—this forcign im- 
port—received in Palestine? The question is particularly acute because the 
synagogue and the activities that ke place in it constitute an inherently dif- 
ferent form of Judaism from that of the Jerusalem Temple, the cultic center 
of Israelte religion. This difference must be emphasized. 

{~——The Temple cult was a system of holiness and purity mediated through 
sacrifices offered by a holy caste of people, the priests. The abiliy of the 

J common Israclite to participate was limited in general to two types of activ- 
ity: (1) supporting the Temple cult by giving taxes, tithes and animals for 
sacrifice, and (2) watching the priests offer them. The priests were the only 
class of people who were permitted o conduct the rites within the height- 
ened holiness of the Temple and its inner Court. In fact, they alone could 
safely enter that space. There were a few exceptions to this division of wor- 
ship, most notably with regard to the Passover sacrifice and the Nazirite 
oath, but the distinction between priest and common Israclite remained; the 
priest carried out the activites of the Temple cult,the Israclite had few re- 
sponsibilities with regard to the actual performance of worship. 

‘The synagogue, by contrast, arose in a region without access o the 
Temple cult (.., in Egypy and in a sense comprised a substitute for it. It 
served as a gathering place for all Israclites—priests and commoners—where. 
they took part in worship. That worship seems (o have consisted of prayers 
and Scripture reading, as far as the limited evidence indicates. There were no 
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sacrifices and hence there existed no need to distinguish among the Israclite 
castes. Indeed, the only synagogue activity related to the Temple cult at 
Jerusalem seems to have been the collection of the annual Temple fax. So 
the synagogue lacked the high levels of holiness that infused the Temple 
cult- From the perspective of the common Israclite, the non-priesi there 
were thus really two different Judaisms: the Temple cult from which he was 
generally excluded from meaningful partcipation, and the Judaism of the 
synagogue in which he was a full participant, 

With these essential differences between the synagogue and the Temple 
cult in hand, we retun to this essay’s central question, what was the syna- 
gogue’s reception when it entered Palestine? Since the synagogue originated 
in a region where there was no access (0 the Jerusalem Temple, an cas 
troduction of the synagogue into an area where such access was available 
should not be taken for granted. The Temple priests may have viewed the 
synagogue as an unholy competitor—after all, the Hebrew Seriptures pro- 
vide no support for it Itis also possible that such a sta 
sary; the proximity of the Temple cult may have made the synagogue seem 
inappropriate and unappealing (o Jews native to Jerusalem. Conversely, the 
synagogue and the Temple cult may have cooperated and filled distinct but 
compatible roles in Palestinian society. Unfortunately, we lack the evidence 
0 answer any of these in-depth questions. But we can investigate our ques- 
tion ina general manner by taking a demographic perspective and in essence 
doing a survey. By asking, “where and when, in pre-70 Palestine, do we 
find evidence conceming the establishment of the synagogue?” we can 
discover the distribution of synagogues in pre-70 Palestine. The pattern of 
distribution will reveal, (0 the limits of the data, the relationship between 
the synagogue and the Temple cult. We shall focus our analysis fist on 
evidence from literary sources, then move to investigate the archeologi 
evidence.® At each stage, we shall probe the reliability of the evidence so 
that the strength of the conclusions we ultimately draw will be clear. 

  

  

  

  

  

  

   

  

        

  6 Josephus,in Antiguties xvi 164-173, idicaes that Ceasar Augustus snd other Roman 
offcials decreed thar, among other things, the Jews be permited to store money for the 
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7 Rabbinic cisegeis of s. 768, Neh. 8, and I, 19:19 nowwithstnding, 
8 This aricl will ot include the abbinic licraure i s investigaions: 10 be propely 

understood, abbinic informalion conceming synagogues requires an extensive study of it 
‘own. 1 il point out, however, that non af th rabinc texts published pror 1 about 2 
(CE. refe o synagogues pror t 70. The tamnaitc midrashim-—the Mekbilss, Sif,the t 
Sifés—arely menion synagogues s ll and never in & pre-70 context. The Mishnib, while 
it discusses synagogues i 3 number o places, never depicts them prir 10 70 cthe. The 
prayers and activites that the Mishnall's framers poriay 35 happening in the post-10 
Symagogue are depcted a partofthe pre-70 Temple cul, i ot unlthe lter texts, uch ss 
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In general terms what we shall discover i this: Palestine itself can be di- 
vided into two areas with regard to the success of establishing the synagogue 
as an institution. In the region around Jerusalem, which for the sake of this 
paper is roughly coextensive with the political boundaries of Judea, we find 
no evidence that the synagogue established itself as an important institution. 
The Temple cult apparently held sway in this area and maintained a religious 
environment that prevented the synagogue from gaining a foothold in the 
area. Conversely, the region north of Judea (Samaria, Galilee, Golan, 
Decapolis, Trachonitis, and 50 on) provided fertile ground for the establish. 
ment of the synagogue. This area, ying beyond the immediate relig 
fluence of the Temple cult, evidences the naturalization and development of 
the synagogue by the early first century C.E. To work out the extent of 
these conclusions and their implications, we now turn to the analysis. 

We begin by defining the object of our investigation—he synagogue. A 
synagogue forms the ongoing and central community insttution in a Jewish 
{own or village. On the one hand, its primary function is religious, for it 
constitutes a meeting place Tor prayer, worship, and scripture study. On the 
other hand; Tt ay also serve less sacred activities by providing-a bank for 
community or charity funds, a hostel, an office for community leaders, or it 
may simply function as a meeting place—since it usually is the largest 
public building in a town. In fact, although archacology tends to focus on 
the architectural aspects of the synagogue, the building should be understood 
primarily as a place for the community—the people Isracl. It s thus a 
mainstrea institution, drawing it support and partcipants from the entire 
community of Jews, not just a small sector of society. 
> When we investigate the numerous Jewish documents written prior to 70 
CE., we discover this striking point: they contain ltle information con- 
cerning synagogues. Tn fact, only.three sels of texts even mention syna 
gogues in Palestine—the New Testament, Josephus and Philo. All other 
documents are silent. Nowhere in the Hebrew Bible can-we.find anything 
about synagogues.? Furthermore, the whole corpus of apocalyptic, pseude- 
pigraphic. and other pre-70 Jewish literature is silent. No mention of any 
Palestinian synagogues appears in First or Second Maccabees, the Qumran 

   

  

  

  

   
   

  

  

  

    

the Tosefa nd the Talmuds,tht synagoues are mentioned that supposedly cxistd pror t0 
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9 Several passages have been idenified s possibly indic 
fother analyss it s clear that they do not. Amons these re Exe 
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texts, Jubilees, any of the Enoch texts, Aristeas or any of the testaments, to 
mention just a few documents. 

By contrast, the texts that point to the existence of Palestinian 
synagogues during Temple times reveal an interesting phenomenon. The[ 
synagogues they mention are primarily in places beyond the control of the 
Jerusalem Temple—in northern Palestine. This is certainly true for the syn 
agogues found in Josephus. Although most of the synagogues Josephus 
mentions are in the diaspora, he describes three synagogues in Palestine. All 
lic in areas north of the Temple’s immediate control—Tiberius in Galilee, 
Dor and Cacsaria on the coast in northwestern Samaria.!! Unfortunately 
Philo’s evidence is less substantial. He mentions Palestinian synagogues 
only in the context of the Essenes of Palestine-Syria, not with regard to 
Palestinian Jews in general orin Judea in particular. 12 

As for the New Testament—the gospels and the book of Acts, to be spe- 
cific—it follows Josephus in providing a clear picture of synagogues in 
Galilee and northern Palestine, but reveals little solid evidence of them in 
Judea. The synoptic gospels almost unanimously place the synagogues with 
which Jesus interacts in Galilee. They mention, for example, specific in- 
stances in which Jesus teaches in synagogues at Nazareth and Capernaum, 
and frequently state that Jesus went to synagogues throughout Galilee.!? 7 
“The only possible exception appears at Luke 4:44, which states that Jesus 
taught in the synagogues of Judea. Joseph Fitzmyer, however, makes clear 
that the term “Judea” here has a general reference implying areas where Jews 
live (i.e.. northern Palestine), rather than the territory of Judea proper.* 
This point is supported by the parallel passages (Mt 4:23, Mk 1:39) which , 
clearly state that Jesus taught in the synagogues in 

  

  

  

  

   

  

  

       

           

  

describe Jesus’ activity in Galilee (Luke 5:1-11). Thus, Luke in particular, 
and the synoptic gospels in general, evidence synagogues only in Northern 
Palestine. 'S 

"he gospel of John cchoes this emphasis on Galilee (Jn 6:59), but also 
repeatedly mentions, in the context of Jerusalem, that the Pharisees have 
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Bu the question of this study is whether thee i evidence, not whether we should expect 
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1 For Tiberius,see L 217, 280,293, For Dor,see Antquiies xix 300 nd for Ceasari, 
See War it 285-9.Joscphusaiso mentions synagogue in diasporan Aioch, War vii 4 

12 Quod omis prober liber si, 81 Sce also the mention of synagogoes in Alexandria (in 
ypt) in Flaccus 45-8 and Spec. Legar 20,132 
13 Mt 423,935, 13:54 Mark 121129, 1:39, 31, 6:2: Luke 4:15.44,7:5,841;John 659 
141, A. Fitzmyer, The Gaspel according t0 Luke (1K), (Garden Cit, NY: Doubledsy, 

1981).pp. 530-4 
15" Again, the question before us is not whether we expect 1 find 

gospels concerning synagogues in Judka, but whethe there i such da 
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threatened people who believe in Jesus with excommunication from the 
synagogue (Jn 9:22, 12:42, 16:2). Bu these passages provide no evidence of 
synagogues in Jerusalem either, for scholars have shown that these descrip- 

  

tions reflect the poor state of relations between Jews and Christians during 
the period in which John is writing—probably sometime after 80—and the 
Tocation in which he writes—somewhere in the diaspora—rather than the 
state of affairs during Jesus’ ifetime.'s John therefore provides evidence for 
synagogues in Galilee and perhaps for some in the Mediterrancan diaspora, 
but none for synagogues in Jerusalem, 

Acts provides a different picture; it focuses primarily on synagogues in 
the diaspora: Antioch, Corinth, Athens and so on. Still it includes two sets 
of passages that mention synagogues in Jerusalem. First, Paul states that he 
persecuted Christians in Jerusalem synagogues in the three major speeches 
of his final captivity (Acts 22:19, 24:12, 26:11). But, unfortunately for the 
“Jerusalem Synagogue,” Conzelmann, Hacnchen and Cadbury all agree that 
these speeches are lierary consiructions composed by Luke and thus reflect a 
post-70 diaspora situation.!? 

Second, Acts 6:9 mentions “the synagogue which is called that of the 
Libertini, both Cyrenians and and Alexandrians.”* While there are problems 
both with the interpretation of Acts six as a whole and with the phrase refer- 
ting to synagogues in particular, scholars do not find any basis for doubting 
the existence of this particular synagogue.1? So here we finally locate liter. 
ary evidence for a pre-70 synagogue in Jerusalem. On the face of i, this 
passage shows that the distinction between Judea and Galilee intimated by 
the evidence above is incorrect. But if we study the passage more closely 
we discover that it does not speak of a synagogue attended by Jerusalemites 
in general. Instead, this is the synagogue is of the “Cyrenians and 
Alexandrians”; it is a synagogue for foreigners, one group of which—the 
Alexandrians—even come from the country that has the oldest evidence 
concerning the establishment of synagogues. This implies, then, that the 

      

   

  

    

  

16 For discusson oftis qestio, ce R. E. Brown, The Gospel according to Jon (i1, 
(Garden City. NY: Doubleday. 1966). pp. LXX-LXXIIL, 374, $19.82, 487.8. 1 L. Martyn, 
History & Theology i the Fourth Gospel, 2nd d. (ashvile: Abingdon, 1979), pp. 37-63; R 
Kimelman, “Birkat Ha-Minin and the Lack o Evidence foran Anti-Chrstian Jewish Prayer 
i Late Antiquiy,” in . P. Sanders et al.cds, Jewish and Chiistian Self Definition, vol 2 
(Philadephia: Fortess, 1981). pp. 226.24% L. . Schiffman, Who Was a Jew? (Hoboken, N 
KTAV, 1985), pp. 53-61. 1 think that in general ths judgement s correct, cven though 
severalof these uthors do ot properly use he abbinc itratre 

1711, Conzlmann, Acts of the Apostes (Phiadelphis: orrss, 1987),pp. i-al, 187: E. 
Hacnchen, The Acis of the Aposies (Philadelphia: Westminscr, 1971), pp, 103-10; H. J (Cadbury, “The Specches in Act," i F. 1. Foakes Jackson and K. Lake, eds., The Beginnings 
of histianiy, vol. 5 (London: Maceilln, 1933, pp. 402.26 

1% The uranstaton is from F. J. Foskes Jackson and K. Lake, cd., The Beginnings of Christianiy. vol. 4 (London: Macrillan, 1933),p. 6-5 
19 See th discusion in the previous cistion 
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insttution is for Jews from foreign lands, not for native Jerusalemites. The | 
passage does not indicate that the synagogue as an institution has 
successfully moved into Jerusalem and established itself as a eligious force 
counter to the Temple cult 

‘We can shed more light on the position of synagogues in Jerusalem if 
we turn briefly to the Theodotus inscription.2 This inscription was found at 
the bottom of a well—obviously not in its original placement—in what is 
presently called the Old City of Jerusalem. Some scholars have dated it to 
the pre-70 period, although there is no clear evidenc to support this date. 
‘The plague states that one Theodotus, a synagogue head and the grandson of 
a synagogue head, built a particular synagogue. If the dating is correct, 
scholars have suggested, then the grandfather may have headed a synagogue 
in Jerusalem in the early first century C.E. or even the late first century 
B.C.E. Unfortunately, this pushes the evidence (0o far2! 

     

Theodotus, son of Veltenos the priest and archisynagogos, son of 2 
archisynagogos and grandson of 1 archisynagogos, who bull the syna- 
‘ogue for purposes of reciting the Law and studying the commandments, 
and the hostl, chambers and wate instalatons (0 provide for the needs of 
itinerants from sbroad, and whose father, with the clders and Simonidus, 
founded the synagoguc - 

  

  

‘The important point for our purposes is that the inscription reveals that the 
synagogue to which it efers has a nature similar (o the one mentioned in 
Acts chapter six. One of the primary purposes of Theodotus’ synagogue was 
1o provide “hostel, chambers and water installations to provide for the needs 
of itinerants from abroad....” That is, the synagogue served as a inn where 
Jews from outside Palestine could come and stay during their visit in 
Jerusalem—the inscription refers to-a religious boarding house. Like the 
passage in Acts, the inscription does not provide evidence (o indicate that 
the synagogue had gained acceptance in Jerusalem as a religious institution 

  

  

    20 See R. Weill, L Cié de David (Pais: Libairi Paul Geathner, 1920),esp, pp. 18690 
L. H. Vincent, R (1921); 247-277; T. Reinach, REJ (JulSept. 1920, 46.56; and A. 
Deissman, Light from the Ancint Eas, tans. by L. R. M. Strachan (New York: George H 
Doggn, 1927), pp. 439441 

Unfortnately, the date of this inscription is uncerain. The 
iniially studied it coud not agree o the dte Some argued for pre-T0 dtin, oters or & 
Hadrianic of even Trsjianc dat. Furthermore,the rcheologists who found th insripion 
did not use the moden methods of sraigraphic analyss. Indecd, i is not even known 
whether the inscripton was below, n, or ahove the destuction layer of 70. Thus, the sure 
dating of this stone seems t be impossible. I could even b from the e thid o carly fourth 
century 

th regard tothe grandfther,the inscription itsef makes it lea that Theodotus himself 
b he Symagogue n queston, ot i ancestors. This whteer synsgoge his grndfater 

‘s ot thi one; it could cven have been one in another counry. So the cvidence 
evcal lss certain informsion than we wish, 

22 Translation i from Klorer, “Syngogues” p. 11 
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alongside the Temple cult, There s no hint that this synagogue s for na- 
tives of Jerusalem. The only evidence of synagogues in Judea is for 
forcigners, therefore, whether they be permanent residents or visitors 
Neither the Theodotus inscription nor Acts reveals the synagogue as the 
Temple cult's co-institution. 

“The evidence from literary sources, then, points to the conclusion that 
the synagogue as an imported institution did not gain equal acceptance in all 
areas of Palestine. In Galilee—whose residents, like those in the diaspora, 
had no immediatc access to the Temple—the synagogue seemed to have be- 
come broadly established by the early fist century C.E. In Judea, by con- 
trast, where the Temple cult was the main focus of religious activity, we 
find no evidence of the synagogue gaining acceptance as a major re 
institution. The only evidence of synagogues in Jerusale is linked to the 
needs of foreigners. Pethaps, if I may speculate momentarily, foreign visi- 
tors needed them to assist pilgimages,or, perhaps the synagogue served as a 
familiar religious and social center—a *home away from home'—for those 
Who were more permanent residents in the city. 

‘The evidence from documentary sources has provided an intriguing hy- 
pothesis. We can test it further if we turn to the data derived from 
archacological investigations. The question now before us is whether 
archacological remains confirm or contradict the ditinction we have drawn 
between Galilee and Judea. To begin with, archacologists have identified six 
potential pre-70, Palestinian synagogues. Two of these li in Judea: Masada 
and Herodium; the other four in Galilee: Migdal, Chorazin, Capernaum, and 
‘Gamala* Upon close inspection, not all of these buildings live up to their 
tentative identification as synagogues. This is true for Migdal. Here a later 
structure has obliterated most of the remains of the suggested synagogue. 
‘This precludes establishing the character of the original building, and thus 
prevents confirming that it is a synagogue.2* Similarly, if there ever was a 
first-century synagogue at Chorazin, it was lost before archacologists were 
able 1o study it thoroughly. Finally, the Capernaum ‘synagogue’ at this 

  

   
  

   

  

      
  

  

  

  

  

      

  

23 1 have provided a selct bibliography for cach of the sites under discussion. For 
more cxtensive list of ciations, sce the etry and the biblography for each sie found i NEAHL 

  

e best statement of this position is Foerster, “Masada and Herodium.” A shortened version was publshed as Foester, “Masada & Herodion” The claim concerming the remains of a possible irst century synagogue &t Capernaum was made in an artice by J. . Siange 
and H. Shanks, “Synagogue Where Jesus Presched Found at Capemaum,” Biblical 
Archeology Review 9, 0.6 (NoviDec, 1953): 243 

25 e “Migdal,” pp. 116-118,in Chiat, Handbook; Chit, “Firt.Century”; Corbo, V, “La 
Cita” Romana de Magdla,” pp. 355-378 i Studia Hierosolymitana, Gerusalem: 1976),esp. Pp. 364.372: Foerser. "Masada & Herodium” Foerster, “Masada”, and Hittenmeiser and 
Reeg.vol. 1, pp 316318, 
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stage remains pure speculation, based only on the discovery of a firs 
century structure. Thus there are only three structures for which sufficient 
evidence exists to discuss their possible identification as pre-70 Palestinian 
synagogues: two in Judea—Masada and Herodium, and one in Galilee— 
Gamala. 

Even these buildings do not provide overwhelming amounts of informa- 
tion confirming their identity, however. First, none of these structures have 
any features that would identify them as specifically Jewish, let alone as 
synagogues. Their Jewish character is evident only from their location 
within an area identified with Jews. In fact, the architectural features that 
have been used to identify them as synagogues—the benches around the 
walls and the columns—appear also in structures not identified as syn: 
‘gogues, and only some of these are Jewish 27 While it appears certain that 
the buildings were built and used by Jews, their lack of specifically Jewish 
features indicates the difficulty facing investigators who wish to ascertain 
their function. Second, the discipline of archaeology prides itself on the de- 
velopment of scientific methods that carefully record the site and permit lter 
study and reconstruction. Part of this process comprises the publication of 
excavation reports that enable all scholars to study and interpret th site 
However, the publications of the so-called pre-70 synagogues has generally 
been poor. The final reports for the synagogues at both Masada and 
Herodium took nearly three decades to appear. Thus most discussion of their 
identification and character has been on the basis of brief preliminary re- 
marks, rather than on complete presentation of the data. 

‘The so-called synagogue at Masada i the best known of the three struc- 
tures.2 Yigael Yadin identified a building built into the casemate wall as a 
synagogue. This siructure was originally erected under Herod and later taken 
over by the rebels during the first revolt against Rome (68-73 C.E.). The 
rebels, Yadin claims, converted it into a synagogue.2? They accomplished 

    

      

    

  

    
    

this by removing a wall, adding a floor, constructing a storage room and 

  

   

  

26 See “Chorozin,” pp. 97-102 in Chist, Handbook; Chiat, “FirsCentury”; Foerster, 
“Masada & Herodiun"; Foersr, “Masads'; and Hittenmeisier and Reeg, vol. I, pp. 275 
81 Yeivin, Z.,“Ancient Chorain Comes back to Life,* BAR 13, no. 5 (1987): 22.39. 

27 Sce th discussion of clesiasteria and bouleeria by 24 Ma'az on p. 41 of Ma'z 
‘Ganla.” S also Foertr's dicussion of the pronaos, p. 26-28. in Focrste, “Masada” p. 

2429, Scealso Yadin, Prelmirary Report, p. 70 
25 See Chen, “Desiga’ “Masada.” pp. 248.251 in Chist, Handbook; Chiat, “Fist- 

Century"; Foerstr, “Masada & Herodium; Focrsier, “Masads: Hitenmeistr and Recg, 
VoL 1. p, 314:315; Ma'0z,“Gamla': Norman Mirsky, Unorthodos Judaism (Columbus: OFi 

aic. 1978). pp. 151-171; Ovadich and Michaeli, Yadin, Masada. pp. 181-192; Yadi 
Preliminary Report, p. 76-19; and Yadin, “Synagogue.” The finl epor i Masada 11, pp. 
02413, 

3 Yadin, Prelininary Repor,pp. 769. 
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adding four levels of stone benches around the inside walls. Why does Yadin 
identify this structure as a synagogue? (1) It is an assembly hall; (2) the 

  

ntrance faced east, and it was wholly oriented towards Jerusalem,” as is 
expected of some later synagogues; (3) fragments of Deuteronomy and 
Ezekiel were found buried in the storage room. 

Although the building clearly is an assembly hall, the step from that 
identification to one of a synagogue is problematic. First of all, the orienta- 
tion of the building derives not from the rebels but from the original 
Herodian structure. Second, Yadin's claim regarding orientation is actually a 
combination of two, mutally exclusive, theories regarding orientation. And 
when examined closely, neither theory i fulflled. On the one hand, a build- 
ing’s orientation—at least as it has been applied in the study of synagogue 
remains—refers o the direction faced by the worshippers; the synagogue 
should be oriented so the worshippers can casily face the Temple in 
Jerusalem. But the modifications the rebels made to the room indicate that 
orientation towards the Temple was unimportant to them, for they built a 
storeroom halfiay across the wall facing Jerusalem. Thus the wall towards 
which the worship would have been directed was irregular—hardly a suitable 
focus of worship. On the other hand, the second theary, found in Tosefia 
Megillah 3:22, requires the synagogue to be oriented in the same dircction 
as the Jerusalem Temple, namely, with the front entrance directly facing the 
cast! The Masada synagogue is not, since it is aligned on a northwest- 
southeast axis. So neither aspect of Yadin's confused claim concerning ori- 
entation points to identification of this structure as a synagogue. 

Furthermore, according (o Yadin's preliminary report, the original 
(Herodian) floor of the building was covered with a deep layer of animal 
dung, indicating that it had been a barn. The dung was not removed before 
the new floor was laid down 3 Given the sancity and respect accorded a 
synagogue, it seems incongruent—if not sacrilegious—to build one over a 
dung heap. Finally, the buried scrolls by themselves hardly prove that this 
was a synagogue. For example, the lterary and archeological evidence at 

    

  

  

30 Yadin, Masada, pp. 184 & 187-5. The fina repor, witen by E. Netzer, explicty 
drops the cierium of orieiation. Netze spparenly ecogized its problems and decided t 
id ot stengthen the argument for dentifying the strcture as 3 synagogue. See Masada 11 
Vol 3, 410. . Focrser had also mphisized the mater of ointaion n Foerster, “Masada 
& Herodium” and Foerster, “Masada.” but the rientaton of th synagogues ot both Masada 
and Herodium derived from “the topogaphy of the st according to Ma‘az. See Ma'az, 
“Gala,”p. 40 

31 Notethat the Tosefa'srulin is promulgaed some 
of Masada's synagoguc. 

32 Yadin, Preliminary Repor, p. 77. He scems to have ignored his when he suggess in 
Masada, p. 185, tha Herod may have used th building as a synsgogue alo. Sce alo the 
discussion in Masada I pp. 410413, Netzer conclusively shows that Herod built 3 
synagoguc neiher t Masada nor at any other o His palaces or frtresses 
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Qumran show that there was no synagogue there. 
are nowhere associated with a synagogue, Masada’s fragments cannot on 
their own indicate such a structure.® It clear, therefore, that the idenifica- 
tion of this structure as a synagogue is highly uncertain. Indeed, it could 
have been a place for the rebels to meet and plan strategy, a need common to 
‘most armies. Certainly, itis well situated for that purpose, overlooking the 
area where the Romans built ther siege ramp. 

‘The structure at Herodium has the same uncertainties as the Masada 
building > First, although the building clearly is an assembly hall, we have 
no indication that it was used for religious purposes. Second, its orientation 
s a mater of the original structure and cannot be attributed to the remodel- 
ers.3S Third, the site was again the location of a rebel army who, like the 
rebels at Masada, would have needed a place of conference and assembly for 
military reasons. 

In addition to these identification problems, there is also a problem in 
dating the synagogue at Herodium. The primary proponent of a pre-70 date 
for the synagogue has been G. Foerster, who supervised the restoration of 
the site after the primary excavations had been completed. He argues that the 
synagogue dates o rebels who used the site as a fortress during the First 
Jewish Revolt (starting about 68 C.E.?)3 By contrast, V. C. Corbo—the 
site’s excavator—initially held that the strtigraphy at the sie did not permit 
any distine n the First and Second Jewish Wars. His description 
of the synagogue in his preliminary report always refers to “le guerre 
‘siudaiche” (“the jewish wars"), and does not link the ‘synagogue” to one war 
or the other.*? In the final report, however, Corbo states that the syn: 
belongs to the Second Jewish Revolt (“seconda rivolia gli zelot")* Itis 
clear, therefore,that the structure at Herodium provides no sure evidence of a 

ince Qumran’s scrolls 

  

     

    

  

   

     

   3 Indeed,fragments were foand n oter rooms at Masada withou those rooms being 
desgnated a5 synagogues by the excavatos. 

e Chen, “Design, “Herodim.” pp. 204- in Chio, Hardbook Chis, “Fit Century". Foceir, “Masads & Heodiun', Fcrster, “Masada”; Coro, “L Herolion— 
quarta campagaa; V. Corbo, “The Excavation st Herodim.” Qad. 14 (1968 13236 itcameiier and Rec, vol. 1, p. 173-4; Mo, “Gamla” and Ovadiahand Michal. Se¢ 
Corbo's i eprtin Corbo, Herodon 

35 Unlike the Masada synagogue which facs souheas, the Herodiom synagogue faces 
e st This at et  n gt with e Tosea relstion. 

5" Sce Foerste, "Masada & Herolium” and Foeser, “Masada” Nowhere in these 
wriings docs Foerser make  case for assgnin o Herodium  datc round 70. To my 
Knowledge, no scholar has prescnicd an archacalogically sound argument for ding the 
‘synagogte” a Herdium 1 the it cenury. 

37Sce v_Corbo, L Herodian—quart campogna” p. 72, 101, CF. . Patic, “Corbo's 
Excavatons at Herdiam: A Review Aficlr 17 42 (1992: 241.245 Foeierbas had 
dvaniage in i debate by poblshing i Englsh;llCorb'sreports have bca in lsn 

38 Corbo, Herodion, p. 107. 1 vant to thsnk Jae Reverand and Philp Hol o asising e wilhthei expeise  Talan 
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synagogue in the first century; if i is a synagogue, it most likely stems 
firom the early second century. 

Even if the structures Masada and Herodium could be shown to be 
synagogues, they would not provide information that could counter the 
distinction between Galilee and Judea evidenced by the literary data. Neither 
appears in a village, town, or ity and thus they provide no evidence about 
the typical religious organization of Jewish society. Furthermore, they come 
late in the pre-70 period—it would be difficult to date the so-called 
“synagogue’ stage of their existences o a point much before 68 C. 

‘The final building that has been suggested as a pre-70 synagogue, and the 
only viable possibility in Galilee, stands in Gamala.* It is not a remodeled 
building, like Masada and Herodium, but one designed and constructed for a 
specific purpose from the beginning. It has no later buildings constructed on 
it, as at Migdal, because the site was abandoned after its destruction. So here: 
we have a clear example of a building that was built for the function it 
served. The question is whether this function was that of a synagogue. 

‘The building was erected sometime between 20 B.C.E. and 40 C.E., and 
was used until the Romans destroyed Gamala in the war. Taken as a whole, 
its design differs significantly from that of the other two buildings. Like 
the others, it was a rectangular building with tiers of benches going around 
all four sides. Unlike them, however, it had four rows of columns arranged 
as arectangle around the inside of the benches. It was 
great number of people, being almost three times the size of the Masada 
structure. Furthermore, it seems to be an official structure in a community 
setting; the length of is use indicates that the people at Gamala endorsed its 
construction and used the building 

Two items indicate that the Gamala structure was probably a synagogue. 
First, on the lintel over the doorway, the builders carved a six-petalled 
rosette, a Jewish omament commonly associated with religious contexts 
during this period. This suggests that the structure was not simply a civic 
meeting house, but that it had a religious purposes, namely, those of a syn- 
agogue. Second, the center of the meeting room was unpaved. As Zvi Ma‘oz 
has pointed out, this area was probably one where people did not freely walk 
(otherwise it would have been paved), and it presumably was covered with 

  

  

  

    
     

  

  

    

  

  

  

  

  

3 B, Bar-Kochva,"Gamla and Gaulaits.” ZDPV, 52 (1976) S4-71; Anonymus 
‘Gamla: the Masada f the Noh,"” pBAR $ (1979): 12.19; “Gamla.” pp. 282.4 in Chis, 
Handbook; Chist, “FirstCentury". V. Corbo, “La City Romana de Magdsla,” pp. 3553 
Studia. Hierosolymitana, Uerusalems 1976), csp. pp. 364-372; Foerster, “Masada & 
Herodiun”™; Foerter, "Masads': S. Gutman, “The Synagogue t Gamla,” pp. 30-34 in 
Levine, ASR. S. Gutman,Gamla—1983." pp. 267 in Excavaions and Surveys in lrael 3 
(1984); 5. Gutmann, “Garmla—1984/1985/1986," pp. 3841 in Excavations and Surseys in 
sracl, 5 (1986): 88-89; Htenmeisir and Reeg, vol. 1, pp. 524; Ma'oz, “Gamla'; and 
Ovadish snd Michael 
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carpets. ‘0 In other words, this was an important focus of attention, but not 
casually accessed. In addition, a foundation stone was carefully placed within 
the unpaved area. Iis location s well-suited for the placement of a bemah 
(for which it would have served as a support), the table from which the 
Torah scroll is read. Although none of this data provides total certainty, it 
seems probabe that this building was a synagogue. 

“The archaeological evidence thus provides conclusions similar o those 
we derived from the lterary evidence. That s t0 say, the data points (o the 
existence of synagogues in Galilee prior to 70, but provides no firm e 
dence concerning Judea. While we would be overstating the case to claim 
that the archeological data demonstrates that there were o synagogues in 
Judea prior to the Temple's destruction, it is not incorrect to state that, apart 
from the evidence of synagogues for foreigners, there is no indication that 
synagogues became part of Jewish worship in Judea or in Jerusalem. 

‘When we attempt to take seriously the data currently available to moderir 
scholarship, therefore, we discover an important phenomenon. Within the 
limits of the evidence, it appears that an incompatibility existed between the 
synagogue and the Temple cult. The synagogue, which orginated in regions 
where there was no practical access to the Jerusalem Temple, did best in 
places that also lacked this access. In Galilee and other areas in northern 
Palestine, the synagogue established itself and became an important com- 
munity institution. By contrast, in regions where the Temple cult exercised 
some control and where people lived close enough to atiend sacrifies, bring. 
tithes and so on without major expenditures of time, the synagogue is not 
evidenced as being broadly accepted by the populace. Thus Jerusalem and 
Judea provide no data to indicate that the synagogue was an important insti- 
tution alongside the Temple. 

‘The evidence, little as it is, also suggests that the synagogues known to 
have stood in Jerusalem belonged to or provided services for Jews from out- 
side Palestine. This reinforces the hypothesis that the synagogue originated 
outside the Palestine—according to Griffths, in Egypt. When Jews from 
abroad permanently resided in Jerusalem, they brought their foreign institu- 
tion—the synagogue—with them. They apparently established it i their 
own sub-community, but there is no evidence to indicate that it spread 
throughout the native Jerusalem population. Although the synagogue be- 
‘came naturalized in Galile2 afer ts introduction, that does not scem to have 
happened in Jerusalem. 

    

  

  

  

  

  

0 Ma'oz, “Ganla,” pp. 389 

   



   BABYLONIAN SYNAGOGUES WITH 
HISTORICAL ASSOCIATIONS 

  

    

       
   

AHARON OPPENHEIMER" 

   
In the Babylonian Jewish diaspora, especially after 200 C.E., several syna- 
gogues developed a reputation s “historic’ because of a tradition which 
linked them with the beginning of the Babylonian Diaspora. This reputation 
gave them a particularly holy and revered status. No evidence assigns similar 
importance to any synagogue in the Land of Isracl or in any other land of 
the Jewish dispersion. Occasionally, some sources identify synagogues in 
the Land of Israel according t0 selected criteria—such as the origin of 
artivals from various lands of the diaspora or the occupations of the 
worshippers—but o synagogue receives a reputation as historical or 
particularly revered in comparison to other synagogues. 

The best known synagogue of the historically important synagogues is 
the “Synagogue of Sha ve-yateb at Nehardea.” Nehardea was an important 
Jewish center at least from the early first century C.E.! Flavius Josephus de- 
scribes Nehardea as the center of Jewish sovereignty, under the leadership of 
the brothers Hasinai and Hanilai, who exercised authority around the years 
20-35 CE.2 He also mentions Nehardea and nearby Nisibis as places where 
Babylonian Jewry used to deposit the half-shekel funds prior to delivering 
them to the Jerusalem Temple.? This evidence sheds light on the strength of 
the Jewish settlement in Nehardea, on its excellent defenses, and on the spe- 
cial relationship which it had with the Parthian rulers as carly as the days of 
the Second Temple.* 

  

        
    
    

            

   

          

    

    
   
    

  

       
    

    

      

    
“This essay was originaly published in A. Kasher, A. Oppenheimer, and U Rappapor, 

eds. Syagogues in Aniiquiry (Jerusalem, 1987),pp. 147154, It hasbeen translaed with the 
permision of the uthor and of Yad Izhak Ben Zvi. It was transiated by Dr. Nathaniel 
Smpt 

! Regarting the locaton of Nehardes, sce Oppenl 
2 Josephus, 4. 18, 310-39. 
3 JA, 18, 31-313. Regarding Nisibis pear Nehardes, sce A, Oppenheimer, “The Center 

at Nisibis in he Mishnaic Period” in M. Sten,ed. Naion an Hitory, vol. | Gerusalem, 
1983),pp. 141150 in Hebrew). 

 Nehardea contnues to maitsin it prominence i the tamnaitc period as wel. Rabbi 
Agiba joumeyed there to esablish an iterclated leap year, an cpisode which is iself 
‘astonshing, and highlights the iatus of Nehardea (M Yeb. 167). Nehardea served as the 
first place of residence of the Eilarch (e, Y. Megillh 1, 712), and there the first grest 
academy sood (Igeret of Rab Sherira Gaon, Levi eition, pp. T8-50) 

  

. Isasc & Lecker, pp. 286-2 
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It appears that one of the suburbs of Nehardea was called ‘Shaf-yateb, in 
whose confines was a synagogue called by its name, ‘the Synagogue of Shaf 
ve-yateb."S This synagogue was so well liked by the amoraic sages of 
Babylonia that they used to worship there despite the presence of a statue 
within it 

   

  

  But that synagogue of Shaf ve-yateb, in Nehardea, which had a staue in i 
Rav and Samuel and the father of Samuel and Levi used t0.80 to pray there.S    

This source is assigned 1o the beginning of the amoraic period, when the 
‘main rabbinic academy existed in Nehardea and the Exilarch lived there. The 
entire matter about the erection of a statue in a synagogue is inexplicable, 
for despite the biblical prohibition against graven images and likenesses, the 
amoraim mentioned preferred to worship in the Synagogue of Shaf ve. 
yateb.” 

‘The important and venerable origins of the Synagogue of Shaf ve-yateb 
are revealed in the following source: 

  

10 has been taught that Rabbi Simepn ben Yohai said: Come and sce how 
beloved are Itae of the Holy Ond, blessed be He, that o every plice to 
which they were exiled, thre 100 did the shekinah accompany them. They 
went ito exile in Egyp, the shekinah went with them.to Babylonis, the 
shekinah sccompanied them. Where docs the shekinah abide in Bablonia? 
Said Abbaye, In the synagogue at Hutsa and i the Synagogue of S ve 
yateb in Nehardea, and do not say [how can it be both] here and there, for 
sometimes i is herc and sometimes there. Said Abbaye, May 1 be rewarded, 
from a parasang avay | come to pray there> 

  

  

Abbaye reveals that he takes pains to walk a parasang (about four-and-a-half 
kilometers) in order to pray at the Shaf ve-yateb Synagogue in Nehardea o 
at the one in Hutsal. The reason for this is because the shekinah, which ac- 
companies Israel into exile, is present in these synagogues. It is interesting 
10 note that in Abbaye’s time Nehardea was already far past its peak of 
splendor. From the viewpoint of ts strength, Nehardea was already in de- 
cline at the beginning of the amoraic period. The well-known fortifications 

  

  

  

  

  

S Epstin rejects on linguistic grounds the interrettion of the Geoni of ‘shafve-yaeb 
a5 meaning Journeyed and setled” (sce the quotation of Rab Sherira below) and 
demonstats that the meaning ofth two words s actully the same. In Syrise ‘shaf” means 
dwellng and staying i one place, and ‘shaufa’—a place of dweling. The meaning 'shaf 
yateh s, therefor, ‘Deling Place,as  place name. See Y. . Epstcin, “Zur Babylonisch 
Aramiischen Lexikographic, in . Kraus, ed.. Festschrifi A. Schwarz (Belin, 1917), pp. 
326.321. 

B, RH 24b. Allthe 
ot mentioned 

  

  

     

  

  anuscripts and paalle versions in B, AZ 43b, Rab and Samiel are 

7" To that same period belongs the source in B. Niddah 133, also 
once stood on the oof f the Shaf ve-yateb synagogue in Neharda 

3B, Megilah 2% 

  

ab Judsh and Samuel 
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of Nehardea were in a dilapidated and neglected state; indeed, it was impos- 
sible o close the gates of the city because their lower half had sunk into the 
ground.? The Palmyrans destroyed Nehardea in the year 259 C.E., so the 
academy moved to Pumbeditha, and Abbaye was later appointed o head it 
Some sages eventually returned to Nehardea, although a major academy no 
Tonger existed there. 19 One of these was Rav Dimi of Nehardea, a contempo- 
rary of Abbaye. Despite all this, Abbaye, who flourished in the middic of 
the fourth century, attaches importance (o prayer in the Synagogue of Shaf 
ve-yateb. The tradition about the antiquity and importance of this synagogue 
was maintained even after Nehardea itself declined in its greatness and its 
academy had departed. 

Rav Sherira Gaon, in his Iggeret (etter), explains the importance of the 
‘Synagogue of Shaf ve-yateb in Nehardea: 

   

  

Know ye, tha at the beginning, when Isracl wen nto exile during the 
ile of Jehoiachin, there were craftsmen and smiths and several prophets 
with them. They came to Nehardea, and Jehoiachin, King of Judah and his 
party built a synagogue and they st it on siones and carth which they had 
brought with them from the Temple [in Jerusalem], to take upon them- 
selves the fulfillment of Seripture, “Your servants take delight in its 
{Zion's] stones, and cherish its dust” (Psalms 102:15), and they named that 
synagogue the Synagoguc of Shaf ve-yareb in Nehardea, that is, the 
Temple journeyed and setlled here.!! 

  

  

  

Rav Sherira Gaon claims that the foundation of this synagogue included 
earth and stones from the ruins of the First Temple which the exiles brought 
with them from Jerusalem. Tn this spirit, he also explains the name of the 
synagogue, “Shaf ve-yateb,’ by the expression, “the Temple joumeyed 
(Hebrew: 353) and settied here (Hebrew: =, Aramaic: 3m).” This explana- 
tion is sort of a folk etymology, and shaf ve-yateb s simply the name of a 
suburb of Nehardea, a name which was also given to the synagogue within 
it.12 s clear that Rav Sherira Gaon's statements are not historically au- 
thentic, for at the time of Jehoiachin's exile, the Temple was still standing. 
Furthermore, Jehoiachin was thrown into prison and it is thus unlikely that 
he carried out any building projects in Babylonia, even if he received special 
treatment in prison. Indeed, scholars have argued that there is no evidence of 
the existence of any synagogues during the Babylonian Exile, and that their 

  

9 See B. Erubin 6b; conpare B, Tsa, 20, 
105 Baka Batra 228. Regarlng the restoration of the academy at Nehardea, sce o Y. 

N.Epsten, Inroduction 10 the Amraic Lierature Jerusalem, 1962),p. 129 (in Hebrew). 
11 Levin editon, pp. 72-75; M. Stem, “The Assyrian Jerusaem in a Fragment of the 

Wonk of Ao Quadtu Zion 42 1977 295297 G e 
< note S above. Coneerning the Synsgogue of Shaf ve-yaieb in particular snd 
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origins lie in the Second-Temple period. Without doubt, then, there is 
considerable exaggeration in Rav Sherira Gaon's testimony about the an- 
tiquity of the Skaf ve-yateb Synagogue, and it includes a legendary element 
regarding the circumstances of its founding. But whatever the historicity of 
these claims, they certainly emphasize the importance which the Babylonian 
amoraim attributed to the antiquity of synagogues. 

It should be noted that the Sha ve-yateb Synagogue is the last-known 
remnant of the history of Jewish Nehardea. In his travel book, Benjamin of 
Tudela mentions nothing about Nehardea except Shaf ve-yaieb: “And thereis 
the synagogue tha the Jews built out of Jerusalem earth and stones..they 
called it Sha-yateb which is in Nehardea.”* 

‘The Babylonian Talmud, in tractate Megillah, also praises the synagogue 
at Hutsal. Ray Sherira Gaon, in his /ggeret, refers to this evidence and 
appends to it a disagreement among the amoraim about which of these two 
synagogues the Divine Presence desired as s place—the one at Nehardea or 
the one at Hutsal 

  

And the shekinah was with them, as it i stated in [B.] Megillah: Where in 
Babylonia? Rav said, in the synagogue of Hutsal, and Samuel said, in the 
‘Synagogue of Shaf ve-yateb in Nehardea; and do ot say here and ot here, 
for sometimes it is here and sometimes here. Abbaye said, May 1 be re- 
warded, from a parasang away I come 10 pray there; and this synagogue of 
Hutsal is closc 10 the Study House (bet midrash) of Ezra the Scribe and it is 
farther down from Nehardea. 

    

‘The tradition with regard to the importance of the synagogue of Hutsal, 
account of the Divine Presence which resided there from the days of Isracl 
Exile at the end of the First-Temple period, fits in with other evidence 
which reflects the antiquity attributed to Hutsal. Rav Assi, a member of the 
first generation of the Babylonian amoraim and a native of Hutsal,rules that 
the Scroll of Esther read on Purim be read in Hutsal not only on Adar 14 
but on the 15t as well, because it i one of the walled cities for which there 
is doubt whether it was surrounded by a wall in Joshua’s time. s 

  

  

         
              

      
          

      

    . Safrs, “The Synagogue.” in . Safrs and M. Strn, cds, The Jewish People in 
the First Century, vol. 2, Compendia. Rerum ludaicarum ad Novum Testamentum 
(Assen/Phiadelphis, 1987), p. 909913, But see also L. 1. Levine, “The Second Temple 
Synagogue: The Formative Years” in Levine, SLA, p. 731 

¥ See Benjamin of Tudela, 69, p 46, 
15 Levin ediion, . 75 
16, Megilh . From this we understand thatth requirement of readin the Scroll of 

Ecthe i the synagogue on Adar 15 i cies having surrounding wals in the days of Joshia 
{raher than on the 14th,a i llother ciies)aso appie o cites outside the Land of el 
Regarding other ontinsnces of Rab Ass in Hutsl, sce B. Hullin 26b. In the Hamburg 
manuscipt,this passage appears at 1075 
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Another source attests to the prominence and the antiquity attributed to 
Hutsal 

Said Rav Judah: Whosoever dwells in Babylonia is [accounted] as if he 
fived in the Land of Iracl, as it is writen, “Away, escape, O Zion, you who 
dwell in Fair Babylon” (Zecharizh 2:11). Said Abbaye: We have 4 tradiion 
that Babylonia will not experience the pangs [associated with the coming] 
of the Messiah applies to Hutsal of Berjamin, and they call it ‘Refuge of 
Deliverance.'! 

  

Abbaye’s statement, which exempts Babylonia from the pre-messianic tribu- 
lations,islinked in this source to Hutsal. In addition to the importance and 
antiquity of the sit, it seems that the link is based also on a folk ctymol- 
ogy which derives the name Hutsal (551 from the word ‘deliveran 
() 

Some scholars have attempted to differentiate the Hutsal in Babylonia 
from one in the Land of Israel. The later was located in the tribal teritory 
of Benjamin, on the basis of the above-mentioned source, where Hutsal is 
described as “Hutsal of Benjamin.”¥ If this is the case, then this source is 
not speaking about the Babylonian Hursal, even though there is no logic to 
link Abbaye’s statement concering the absence of pre-messianic tribula- 
tions in Babylonia to Hutsal. Furthermore, in the source which deals with 
Rav Assi's ruling about reading the Scroll of Esther in Hutsal of Babylonia 
there s a reference to the town as “Hutsal of the house of Benjamin."? As 
mentioned above, Ray Assi himself was a Babylonian amora from Hutsal 
‘Thus we can assume that Huisal always refers o the Babylonian Hutsal and 
the name “Htsal of Benjamin,” if authentic, probably derives from tradi- 
tions that link the ancient inhabitants of Hutsal to the members of the tribe 

  

    

  

  

7B Ket 111a. The first phrase sppers inthe Munich manuscrpt s, “Ssid Rab Judah in 
the name of Rab." The saying iself conforms t the views of Rab Judah. Compare B. Ber 
248 B.Shab. 412 B, Ket. 1106, See also note 19 below. 
18 See A Neubauer, La Giéographie du Talmud. (Pars, 1368; epr. Amscrdam, 1965),p. 

152; 1. Schwart The Prodace of the Land (fecuslem, 1900), Luncz ediion, pp. 163-164 (in 
Hebrew); 1. . Horowitz, Palestine and the Adjacent Countres (Vienna, 1923 rep, Isrel, 
1970),pp. 7374 (in Hebrew). 

19'I¢ should be noted that these two sourcs, i some of the manuscripts, read only 
Hutsal” with no addiion. In Abbaye’s sttement in B. Ket. 111a, ._applics to Hutsal of 
Berjamin,” ...of Benjamin” docs not ppeat in the Munich manuscrip,or in Vatcan 113, 
See also the paralel wording in Midrash Haggadol “spplics to Husa, called "Source of 
Deliverance™(Leviicus 2838, Steinsal edion, p. 714, and similarly in Yalkut Hamakhiri 

Zecharish 2:11 compare also Kafior Vaferah, Luncz ediion in Hebrew) p. 171). In the 
ordinance of Rab Assi in B. Megilah S, . Hotsal of the House of Benjamin,” “ofthe House. 
of Benjamin” does not appear in the Munich manuscrit, Munich B, o London:the Oxford 
manuseipt has “Hutsl of the House of Minyamis” and 4 docs the margn of Murich B. 
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of Benjamin who supposedly settled in tis a 
in the sixth century B.CE 

“The statement of Ray Sherira Gaon quoted above provides an indication 
of Hutsal's location. It suggests that Hutsal les south of Nehardea in the di- 
rection of Sura. This location helps explain the differences between Ray and 
Samuel mentioned by Rav Sherira Gaon. Samuel, the head of the Nehardea 
academy, pinpointed the location of the shekinak in the Synagogue of Shaf 
ve:yateb. Rav—who lft Nehardea and founded the academy of Sura—wanted 
0 become independent from Nehardea and for that reason identified the loca- 
tion of the shekinalh as the synagogue of Hutsal, which was close to Sura 
and a place of antiquity and of prominence in its own right. The close con- 
nection between Hutsal and the academy of Sura and its sages finds expres- 
sion in additional sources. Rav Hisda, head of the academy of Sura in the 
third generation of the Babylonian amoraim, bans the butchers of Hutsal 2! 
Rav Aha of Hutsal heeds the halakic decision of Rav Ashi, head of the Sura 
academy during the sixth generation of the Babylonian amorainm, when the 
academy was located in Mata Mehasya. 

‘The sources tell of noteworthy activities by the sages at Hutsal to the 
extent that the impression was created that an independent ber midrash 
existed there. Amoneg the sages who stayed at Hutsal and taught there, Rabbi 
Josiah is mentioned several times.2* Various scholars have identified Rabbi 
Josiah as a tanna. of this name who was a disciple of Rabbi Ishmael. In 
light of this, they have developed a theory about a group of Rabbi Ishmacl's 
disciples who migrated o Babylonia after the Bar-Kokba rebellion. They 
established a bet midrash headed by Rabbi Josiah parallel to the bet midrash 
functioning at that time in Nisibis under the leadership of Rabbi Judh ben 

According to these scholars, the bet midrash in Hutsal took part in 
the literary creativity of the fannaim, including the redaction of parts of the 

a during the Babylonian Exile 

  

  

     

  

     

  

  

       

20 1 he Minyamin version is accepted (see preceding note), then it is conceivable that 
the uaditon considers the origina inhabitants of Hutsal to have becn of the family of 
Minyamin the Levie, mentioned in the census of Hezekish (2 Chronicles 3115, also s J 
Obermeye, Die Landschalt Babylonien (Frankfurt am Msin, 1929), . 300, not 6, or among 
those lsed with the prestly course Miyamin (1 Chronicles 249). See lso A Bichle, Der 
salidische “Amha'Aves des weten Jahrhunderss (Vienns, 1906;rpe. Hildesheim, 1968)p. 
522, noe 2 

1B, Hallin 1325 
22 B. Ker. 135. O the locaion of Hutsal, ts sages, and inhabitants, sce Oppenbeimer, 

saae & Lecker,pp. 160-164. Regaring the centr at Mata Mehasya, see . 421 
BB, san. 199:B. Git 61a 
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Mekhilta of Rabbi Ishmael and Sifré to Numbers 2 This theory lacks 
foundation, among other things, because of the basic argument that we 
should not identify Rabbi Josiah, the disciple of Rabbi Ishmacl who 
flourished in the generation of Usha, with the Rabbi Josiah of Hutsal. In his 
Iggeret, Ray Sherir . “And after Rabbi [Judah ha-nasi), there 
were tannaitic sages from there (the Land of Isracl)...and from here 
(Babylonia) like Rabbi Josiah of Hutsal."S This means that Rabbi Josiah 
of Hutsal flourished after the days of Rabbi Judah ha-nasi, during the first 
generation of the Babylonian amoraim 26 There is nothing in this to negate: 
the possibility that there existed a bet midrash of this or another kind in 
Hutsal, possibly even during the tannaitic period. This possibility fits with 
the traditions regarding the importance of Hutsal and its antiquity, and from 
this point of view it may be appropriate to draw some lines of similarity be- 
tween it and Nehardea. Siill, it is a long way from this small similarity to 
precise determination about the redaction of specific tannaitic literature in 
Hutsal 

In addition to the synagogues in Nehardea and in Hutsal, other syna- 
‘gogues in Babylonia had a historical tradition. These gained their reputations 
by association with biblical heroes found in Babylonia. One of these is the 
synagogue attributed to Daniel: 

  

  

  

Said Rav Hisda to Mar the son of Rav Huna the son of Ray Jeremiah bar 
Abba: I is said that you came from Bamesh (Khan Birnus] (o the 
Synagogue of Dariel, a distance of three parasangs, on the Sabbath; what 
do you rely upon? Upon the burgi [isolated huts]? But said your father's 
ther, in the name of Rav [that there are no] isolated huts in Babylonia??! 
He went out and showed him certain (ruined) settlements that were con- 
tained within seventy cubits and 4 fraction 2% 

    

This source reveals that amoraic sages walked on the Sabbath from 
Baesh® three parasangs distant (about fificen kilometers) in order (0 pray 

  

24 About he redacion of annaiic midrashim by sages of Rabbi Ishmael's Academy in 
Hutsal see 1. Halevy, Generations of th Founders, vo. 4 Uerusalem, 1967), pp- 679-681 (n 
Hebrew): J. Newsner, 4 History o the Jews in Babylonia, vol. 1 (Leiden: Bril, 1965). pp. 
1281135, 179-187: B. Z. Eshel, Jewish Setlements in Babylonia during Talmudic Times 
(erusalem, 1979), pp. 106-107 (n Hebrew). 

5 Lovinedition, . 9. 
2 YN Epstcin, Inroduction tothe Literature ofthe Tannaim (eruslem, 1957),p. ST0, 

note 179 (in Hebrew; I. Gafn, “The Academy in Babylonia,” (Ph.D. disertation, Hebrew 
Universit, Jerusslem 5739 (19791, pp. 15-17, and biblography. 

7 The Munich manuscript and ther verions ead “th fiher of your fther” snd this 
scems corect. S Diduke Sofeim. 

B, Eabi 
s reasonsbl to idenify Bammesh as modern-day Khan Bimus located inthe iciity 

of il Sec Oppenheimer,Isac & Lecker,p. 61 
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at the Synagogue of Dariel on the outskirts.of the city Babylon There is 
R0 reason to assume there was no synagogue at Barnesh itself, but rather 
that they perceived special meritin worshipping in an ancient synagogue as- 
sociated with Daniel. It is possible that one can tie this to evidence in 
Arabic sources about pilgrimages of Jews and Christians on their festival 
days to Daniel's den in Babylon 3! The ‘historical perception’ regarding the 
tion's den and other ites in the environs of the city Babylon finds expres- 
sion in the Talmud as wel 

  

   
Rav Hamnuna preached: Whoever sces Babylon the Wicked should recite 
five benedictions—upon sceing Babylon, one says “Praised be He who de- 
stroyed Babylon the Wicked.” Upon seeing the house of Nebuchadnezzar, 
one says “Praised be He who destroyed the house of the wicked 
Nebuchadnezzar.” Upon secing the Lion’s Den or the Fiery Furnace, one 
says, “Praised be He who performed miracles for our ancestors in this 
place...."32 

  

Daniel’s synagogue, like other sites in the area of ruins of the city of 
Babylon, is mentioned as well by Benjamin of Tudela.”» He mentions yet 
another synagogue associated with a biblical figure and which is found in 
the same vicinity: “And from there [from Kafri] three parasangs (0 the syna- 
gogue of Ezekiel the Prophet, of blessed memory, which is by the, 
Euphrates River....” Kaffi was situated in the vicinity of Sura, and the 
synagogue ascribed to Ezekiel was located, by this evidence, at a distance of 
three parasangs from t, on the bank of the Eupbrates. S 

The sum total of the sources clearly shows the importance which 
Babylonian Jewry ascribed to specific ancient synagogues, and the traditions, 
they associated with them in order to glorify that antiquity. The preference 

  

0 These amonic sages were not concerned sbout vioating the Sabbath limit probibion, 
because of the ruins of selements present by th road. Compare *Said Rabbi Simeon: It 
possibl 0 g0 rom Tiberssto Sepphors and from Tyreto Sdon [on the Sabbath] because of 
e caves and towers that sr between them.” Tos, b, 6:8; compare Y. Erub. 5, 220, 

31 See Mas'udi, Marug ad-dahab wa-ma’adin al-gauhar, in Arabic), Ch. Pelat eiton, 
vol. I (Beiru, 1966-197:4), p. 265 (<E. Barbicr de Meynard and Pavetde Courteille ediion 
{Pari, 1881-1877), vol. 2. p. 115): Qzvin, Atar al-bilad war-ahbar - bad (Beit, 1960, p. 
304 in Arabic: l-Quiub, al.Masalik wa.-marialit, Nor Osmaniya manuseript, fl. 9 (in 
‘Arabic), Mustauf, The Geographical Pat ofthe Nuchat al Qulu, in Atabie), G. Le Strange. 
ediion (Leiden, 1915-1917). vol. 2,p. 4: st -T'alib, Tmar alqulab i mudaf wa-Lmansu, 
G Arsbic), Muhammad sbu I-Fadl Thrakim edition (Cairo. 1965), p. 233; ad-Dababi, 
Tadkirat al-huffz, vol. | (Hyderabad, 1956), p. 92.93. On the den sec especialy kUi, 
Masalik al-absar,(n Arabic, vl. 1, Abmad Zaki Bash edition (Cairo 1924), p. 232 

32 B, Ber. 57b. Compare Y. Ber. 9, 12d. Regarding the archacological remins of 
Nebuchadnezzar's summer palace, see Oppenheimer, lsase & Lecker, pp. 5455 and 
bibliography. 

3 See Benjain of Tudela, 65, . 42 
54 See Benjamin of Tudela, 66, p. 43, See also Kraus, pp. 219 20. 
35 See Oppenheimer,Isaac & Leeker, pp. 169-170, 
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for synagogues possessing historical associations is peculiar to the Jews of 
talmudic Babylonia and reflects their beliefs and manner of thinking. There 
is in this a cerain similarity 10 the conceit regarding the purity of lineage 
which served as a criterion for determining the boundaries of Jewish 
Babylonia® In this regard, the Jews of Babylonia viewed themselves as pre- 
eminent, even superior to the Jews of the Land of Isracl. “Said Rav Judah in 
the name of Samuel: *All the lands are as an ‘issah (o the Land of Isracl, 
and the Land of Israel is as an “issak to Babylonia.’”" Just as they traced 
synagogue origins o the early days of the Babylonian exile, so the purity of 
lineage s traced to the days of Ezra who, according to tradition, did not cmi 
grate to the Land of Isracl until he had refined Babylonian Jewry as pure 
sifted flour.3¢ 

An additional aspect of the extreme veneration of ancient synagogues is 
bound up with the connection these synagogues have with the Land of 
Isracl. Despite their occasionally ambivalent relationship toward the Land of 
Isracl, Babylonian Jewry safeguarded their sirong and varied ties with it The 
ancient synagogues with their roots in the Land of Israel—like the traditions 
about building the Synagogue of Shaf ve-yateb in Nehardea with stones 
brought from the Temple, or the connection of Hutsal and its synagogue 
with the exiles from the tribe of Benjamin—tesify indirectly to the bonds 
between the Babylonian diaspora and the Land of Isracl, and show the rools 

of the Babylonian Jewish diaspora in the Land of Isacl, 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

n 50   
3 See A Oppeneimer and M. Lecker, “Lincage Boundries of Babylonia. 

(1985): 173-187 (n Hebrew) 
57 B, Kid. 69 and 71a; B. Ket, 1112 Compare the incdent about Ze*i who emigrated 

from Babylonia to the Land of Iral, but rfuicd 0 wed the daughter of Rabbi Yohanan (5 
Kid. 7ib) 

3B, Kid. 695 and 7ib. 
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THE STRATIGRAPHIC CHRONOLOGY OF THE 
GALILEAN SYNAGOGUE 

FROM THE EARLY ROMAN PERIOD 
THROUGH THE EARLY BYZANTINE PERIOD (CA. 420 CE) 

DENNIS E. GROH 

  

It was the scholars of the late nineteenth and early twentith century who 
first noted the large number of apparently Jewish structures in the Galilee, 
which they termed ‘synagogues.’! Since the days of Kohl and Watzinger, 
survey, architectural clearance, and stratigraphic excavtion of such struc- 
tures have proceeded to produce a large concentration of Jewish public build- 
ings in the Galilee and Golan.? More recent scholarship has produced excel- 
lent summaries of the state of synagogue research, including the invaluable 
work of Rachel Hachiili> Yet debates still continue in the field around a 
whole series of crucial questions: Is there a typological development of so- 
called ‘synagogue” siructures? Precisely when and where do certain structural 
and architectual elements appear? To what degree can we interpret how such 
structures were used when we continue to view them in architectural isola- 
tion, apart from their ancient village contexts? And, most important of all 
for purposes of this chapter, precisely when does each particular structure 
appear and how long (and with what changes) does a particular building con- 
tinue in use? Although Hachlii has advanced us all to a great degree in this 
latter question, there is still considerable room for correction of and preci 
sion in the results she has presented. The sheer scope of her study has 
melded sites and structures with ‘Soft’ (.., imprecise) publication—and 

into her overall pcture; her study has missed some 

  

  

  

  

  

TG, Kitchener, 123-129; Kohl and Watzinger. 
2 See, for example, the map of synagogues concentrted in the Glilee and Golan in 

Hachil, Jewish Art, p. 142. Her map should be conected by moving th sit of Marous 
(Meroth) o the Eastof Bar‘an ratherthan the West, and Beth She‘arm should be speled as 
here. See also Susan Weingarien and Moshe L. Fisher, “Ancient Jewish At An 
Archacological Perspective,” Journal of Roman Archiaeology S (1992) 44, n. 20 Fora map 
Showing o grestr distrbution of syaagogues because t accepts architestural elements and 
parts of buildings as synagogues, sce Z. llan, “Galle, Survey of Synagogues” EASIS 

   

        
    
    
    
        
        
      

  

       
1986): 35:37. 

3 The important summries 1o date are: Guimann, Synagogue; Gutmann, Ancient 
Synagogues: Hiitenmeister and Reeg: Chiat; Moshe Dothan, “Rescarch on Ancient      
Synagogues inthe Land of Isacl”in Shanks and Mazar, pp. 89-96; Levine, ASR ; Levie, 
SLIA; Hachil, Jewish A, and Hachli Ancent Synagogues.
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very precise stratigraphic information, and, to a degree, has globalized the 
picture of the state of synagogue research, giving the impression that we 
know more than we do know.¢ This is not to negate what is her fine schol- 
arly achievement, but rather to insist that we need to take a step back from 
it and come at the problem from another dircction. 

In this chapter T want (o examine the chronology of the Galilean syna- 
gogue exclusively from the standpoint of stratigraphic archacology. Sixteen 
years of excavation in both Upper and Lower Galilee have convinced me 
that only the precision of controlled scientific excavation and proper publi- 
cation of those results will gve us the precise starting points in our discus- 
sions of the chronology of Galilean synagogues. I want to confine myself 
to discussions of those Jewish public structures for which I have available 
to me, and (where possible) to the more general reader, balk sections, coins, 
and, especially, portery taken in controlled excavation. As a specialist in 
Late Roman ceramics, I find pottery especially important. Coins alone 
(taken apart from sections and pottery) can be, and are,frequently deceptive: 
in interpreting the chronological horizons and limits of a structure or site. 
One example may suffice. 

‘The early modern excavations of the famous synagogue site Chorazin 
were published in 1973. In that report coin evidence indicated that, as 
Eusebius’ Onomosticon testified, the site lay destroyed from the early fourth 
century C.E.; the laest coin dated from Theodosius.S Fortunately, the exca- 
vator, a skilled archacologist, was wise cnough to publish the pottery, 
which indicated the site continued on in the fourth, fifth, and sixth centuries 
C.ES Subsequent excavations produced the ‘coin-clusive’ Byzantine city 
Indeed, the sheer ubiquity, indestruciability, and (when broken) worthless- 
ness to ancient people makes ceramic evidence more valuable than coins to 
the mode excavaor. 

‘The almost obsessive preoccupation of archacologists with inscriptions. 
found in and on synagogue structures, by contrast, fails to provide suffcient 
basis for precise dating. Take the case of the latest synagogue structure at 
Nabratein. The inscription carved on the lintel, which dates to 564 C.E, is 
not only ‘secondary” (e.g,, carved on a previous structure’s lintel), it gives 
10 indication of the long history of that late building’s usage. From strati- 
graphic excavation of that late structure, which includes proper recovery of 

  

  

  

    

  

 For inclusion of sits with impreise publcations, ce the chatin Hachil, Jewish Art 
9p. 145-149; . . 399 forthe, .., datin of Gush Halay I and Hammath-Tiberias 1A 56 
“Touth cenury,” with th discussons of these synagogues inth text below. 

52, Yeivin, “Excavtions at Chorarin 1962-1964," Eretz Isael 11 (1973): 151, 
6 The Chorazin potery included fine ware of th following types, CRS Form | (lte 

fourh century-ca. 475 C.E ), CRS 9 (ca. S50.600 C.E); LRC Form 3 carly Gfth-550 C.2) 
and ARS Form 914 (lt fourhte ith CE). 
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phases with coins and ceramics, we now know that the building was re- 
paired and used through the seventh century C.E.” Our Galilean Jewish pub 
lic buildings, contrary to carly estimates of the length of their usage, are 
now showing hundreds of years of continuous occupation, and, thus, only 
stratigraphic procedures can untangle the history of such a long usage.$ 

Most problematic is the continuance of a method of dating synagogues 
by a scheme of architectural sequence pioneered by the great scholar E. L. 
Sukenik. Sukenik developed a dating typology in which the earler basili 
had no permanent place for the Ark in the wall facing Jerusalem, being fa- 
cade-oriented towards Jerusalem and having a flagstone floor. In the next 
stage of development, called now a ‘broadhouse, an apse for the Ark was 
located in a long wall which faced Jerusalem, opposite to the entrance-way; 
and mosaic flooring replaced the older flagstone paving. The rermirs a quo. 
for this new type of synagogue was the first half of the fourth century C.E., 
though Sukenik seemed to have favored the fifth century for the actual ap- 
pearance of such a synagogue.? That Sukenik model was refined t0 give a 
three-stage development o the synagogue: (1) a basilical type dating to the 
second and third centuries of the Common Era, followed by (2) Sukenik's 
fourth-century broadhouse type (supposedly ‘transitional’), and finally (3) 
the full Byzantine synagogue with apse in the narrow end oriented toward 
Jerusalem 10 

‘So much has changed since Sukenik’s model was developed and refined. 
Both the actual location and actual orientation of synagogues seems to con- 
tradict the ancient literary laws by which moder scholars interpreted 
Galilean structures."! More importantly, stratigraphic excavation has flat- 
footedly destroyed the sequential development described above. 2 Yet that 
model of synagogue architectural dating and development has persisted in 

  

      

   
        
          

            
        
              
     

7 “En.Nabrtein”p. ¢ and Fig, 2 1ad 20.21; e so Deais . Gro, i n Upper Gallc s the End o Aniiy: Excavations t Gush Hilav and n-Nabrten,” in St 
Pagisica XIX, d. b Elzabeis A Livigsons (Leove: Pecters Pres, 1989, pp. 65, 7071 

¥ . thejudgement of Kicheoer n Kichene, . 126: “Thus we aive at te conclsion 
that the Jewish nflacnce which gave s t thess buidings was bt exiemsy focl and 
shotved” 

9 Sukeik, ASPG, pp. 2728, 9, 
10 Meyer,“Curent S p. 12, 
11 Availbily o andand ol tpography sem 10 hav dicsed  synagoguc’s oaion 

ofen (3 at Gamala. Khiebe Shem, Meron). leavig he synagogue 1o be topped or overshadowed by houses on Ngher ground (aainst the Talmudic advice of Bavi, Shabbat 
o, and Toseta, igil). Onentationof Jevish, Chritan, and pagan srucures s ot 5 
setled a5 scholars epresen: <. John Wilkinson “Orintaton, Jewdh and Chrstia,” and Sharon C. Herer, “The Oicion of Greck Temples” PEQ 116 (1984 1630 nd 3134, 
pecicly 

T2 Meyers (e . 10 above)s Rchel Hachli, “The Stte of Ancent Synagogue 
Rescarch in Hachlih Aslen Syagogues .4 Ssge,“Archiecure” .55 
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the training of archacologists through three generations of faculty and stu- 
dents, primarly a the Insttute of Archacology of the Hebrew University in 
Jerusalem. Sukenik originated the model and Avi-Yonah embellished it.1* 
In recent decades, Gideon Foerster has tried (with important modifications) 
to save it—especially the third-century date for the basilical Galilean 
Synagogue.!* 

“Thus discussions of the late dating of the synagogue at Capernaum, 
whose stratigraphic evidence overwhelmingly supports Loffreda’s post-370 
CE. founding date, continue to be clouded and muddied by supporters of the 
architectural development scheme, who insist that the synagogue is either 
earlier in date or employs earler architectural elements in the later struc 
ture, S 

In the present study, | am aiming at stating points—benchmarks, if you 
will—for a chronology of Jewish public structures in the Galilee and Golan. 
In this discussion, T intend to confine myself primarily to those structures 
which have been cleanly excavated and clearly published in a way that I can 
‘make sense of them for both myself and my readers. Specialists may there- 
fore find their *favorite” site ignored because of the state of the evidence or 
the state of publication of the evidence. In adition, I will not concern my- 
self in this chapter abou the precise usage to which a Jewish public build- 
ing was put, that is, whether it functioned as a ber tefillah (House of 
Prayen), bet knesset (House of Assembly), or bet midrash (House of Study), 
but will concentrate on maters of the form or plan of the public structure. 16 

     

  

13 Scager, “Architccture.” p. 85, autbutes the term “transtional type” for the 
brosdhouse to Avi-Yonah 

14 1. G, Focrter, “Noteson Recent Excavations i Capemaum,” i Levine, ASR, pp. 57 
and 59:“Synagogue Ar and Archiceure,” in Levine, SLA, pp. 143-144 
15 Sce . 14 sbove; M. Avi-Yonsh “Some Comments o th Capemaum Excavations, 

Levine, ASK, pp. 60-62. Th “calier architcetural clements” argoment ppears “unkilable. 
despite al the srargraphic evidenc 1 the contrary:cf. Hanswalf Bloedhom, “The Capials 
of the Synagogue of Capernaum—Their Chronological and Siylstic Clasifcaion with 
Regard o Develapment of Capitals i the Decapols and in Plestine,” in Hachil, Ancient 
Synagogues, . 52. Blocdhor acepts Russels hypothesized canhquake of 363 C.£.to 
explain the “euse” of an carlr symagoguc's achitcctural clements in the lte synagogee at 
‘Capemaum (p. 5. Unfortunatcly,ncthr the excavaors of the it nor th readers of the 
reports can find evidence of any such cathquake. No docs ny 363 CE. carthquake appear 
at Tiberia, Hammath-Tibcriasor Sepphors, bt mid-fourth century dstruction a Sepphoris 
should be atribucd to th results of the Gallus Revolt (based on th fied books of the 
Universty of Souh Floida Excavatons at Spphori: s F. Srnge, Dicctor; Dennis E. 
Groh nd Thomas R. W. Longsaf, Asocise Diecor) 

16 Forbet rgillah and ber kneser e the references in Scager, “Architesure” p. 88 
and nn. 30 nd 31 Only onc cear be midrash has been ound in Galil. S 2 Tan, “The 
Sypagogue and Berh Midrash of Neroth. in Hachil, Ancient Synagogues, p. 31:36 and 
plte XXIV. (See also lan's cssay in the present volume—Eds The el from another has 
fcen found at Dabbura inthe Golan Helghts, sce Dan Urmnan, “Jewish Inscrptions from 
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Furthermore, T do not intend to address questions of the architectural proto- 
types or origins of the synagogue structure. 7 

  

‘GALILEE AND GOLAN 

While ‘regionalism’ s the order of the day in interpretation of stratgraphic 
finds, debate continues as to exactly what factors (e.g., geographic, politi- 
cal, economic, monumental) constitute a region. Though both Josephus and 
the Mishnah clearly conceive of Galilee as a well-defined region West of the 
Jordan; and Josephus, the Mishnah, and the Talmud divide it into Upper and 

Lower Galilees, these historical and archacological distinctions are not quite 
S0 neat.!® Earlir estimates of the “isolation” of Upper Galilee (and Western 
Golan) by Eric M. Meyers have been revised as trading pattens of Upper 
Galilean sites became clearer.” Moreover, although Joscphus clearly docs 
ot st the Golan within the geographic borders of Galilee, Gamala in the 
Golan Heights is clearly under his command as “general of the Galilee." A 
wider look at lterary sources gives no greater clarity on the precise borders 
of Galilee, but shows rather the existence of informal rubrics and an expand- 
ing or contracting view of what constituted Galilee! In the popular mind 

  

    

   

  

    

  

  

Dabbura in the Golan,” 1EJ 22 (1972): 21.23 and “Jewish Inscritions fom the Villsge of 
Dabbura i the Golan” n Levine, ASR, pp. 155-156. 

17CL. e.g. E Netzer, “The Trclnia of Herod as the Prototype of the Gallean 
Synagogue Fian;” in Jerusalem in the Second Temple Period. Abraham Schalit Memorial 
Volame edied by A. Oppenheimer, U. Rappaport, M. Stem (Jerusalem: Yad lahak Ben. 
ZuitMinistry of Defence, 1950). pp. VIL 30 109-116 (in Hebrow) and *The Horodian 
Trichinia-—A Prototype fo the Gallean-Type’ Synagogue,” in Levie, ASK, pp. 49-51 G. 
Focrster, “Atchitcctral Model ofthe Greco-Roman Peiod and th Origin ofthe ‘Gallcan’ 
Synagogue” in Levine, ASK, pp. 45-S1: N. Avigad, “The ‘Gallean® Synagogoe and It 
Predecessors,” in Levine, ASE, pp. 4244; Sidney B. Hoenig, “The Ancient City Square: The 
Forerumer o the Synagogue,” in ANRW 19.1,pp. 448-476. 

15 References and discussion in Eric M. Meyers, “The Cultural Seting of Galile: The 
Case of Regionalism and Ealy Judaism.” in ANRW 19,1, pp. 693-695 and Michsel Av- 
Yonah, The Holy Land From the Persian 10 the Arab Conguest (536 B.C-A.D. 640). A 
Hisorical Geography, evised ediion (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Book Hous, 1966 [1977)). 
Pp. 115, 134-135, 201 

19 Eric M. Meyers, “Galilean Regionalism: A Reappraisal” in W. S. Green, cd. 
Approaches to Ancient Judaism, ol. . Brown Judsic Sudies 32 (Chio, CA: Scholrs Press, 
1985).p. 115, And se below in this ext at n. 3. 

20'See the excellent discusion by Dan Urman, The Golan. A Profile of @ Region During 
the Roman and Byzanine Periods, BAR Interational Scies 269 (Oxford: B.AR., 1985). pp. 
22 

21'Cr, Gunter Stemberger, “Appendi 1V. Galilee—Land of Salvation?” in W. D. 
Davies, The Gospel and the Land. Early Chrsianity and Jewish Territorial Doctrine 
(Berkeley, Los Angele. London: Uriversity of Califomia Pres, 1974), p. 409-439: 
Freyne, “Hellenstc/Roman Galilee in The Anchor Bible Diconary edted by David Nocl 
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     the Eastern shore of the Sea of Galilee and the Golan seem to have been in- 
cluded n the term “Galilee.” 

Morcover, a continuous band of analogous material culture runs from 
Upper Galilee across the Jordan into the Golan as shown by synagogue and 
village architecture and art2 though that has been recently nuanced to em- 
phasize distinctions between Galilean and Golani synagogues.? Also com- 
pelling for our inclusion of the Golan in our discussion of Galilean 
synagogues is the ceramic inclusion of the region within the Galilean 
sphere of trade and commerce. The so-called Galilean bowl is ubiquitous 
across both regions, but is not found in other regions of the country. More 
recent study on the close-commonality of clays and forms of the Galilee to 
those of the Golan by David Adan-Bayewitz has indicated that Kefar 
Hananiah ware from the Lower Galilee *._.was plentiful at all Upper Galilce 
seillement stes excavated t0 date...” Even though the Golan had its own 
locally made and distributed crude wares in the Roman and Byzantine pe 
ods, “..a significant minority of the cooking ware found i the Golan...was. 
made at the Kefar Hananich poteries."25 

Scholarly knowledge of this unity was rinforced when, in 1989, James 
F. Strange, Thomas R. W. Longstaff and I identified and surveyed the pre- 
viously unlocated Talmudic pottery-making site of Shikhin (Joscphan 
“Asochis’).26 I les near Sepphoris on a previously unnamed tell. Wasters 
of the most characteristic Sepphoris forms were recovered from the kiln area 
of that ste and subjected to neutron activation analysis by David Adan- 
Bayevitz. One example of Adan-Bayewitz's results will illustrate the close 
material-ties and trade-ties between the Galilee and Golan. Among the 
Shikhin ‘wasters® was a storage jar with an everted rim and an inset neck, 
common in Galilean contexts from the late fist century B.C.E. to around 
250 CE., of a ware type known now as Roman Galilee IL27 Scientific 
analysis has shown that Roman Galilee I was manufactured at Shikhin in 
the Lower Galilee® These jars have been excavated in Lower Galilee at 
Sepphoris, Hammath-Tiberias, Tabgha, Capernaum, and Khirbet Hazon; in 

    

       

    
    
    
      
    
    
         
       
         

        

        

    

    

    

     

    
   

   
   
     

   
    

  

  

    

Freedman (New York/London, tc. Doubleday, 1992), vol. 2, p. 895:899, and “Galle, 
Seaf (lace)” vo. 2, pp. $99.901 

22 Eric M. Meyers, “Galilean Regionalsm As a Facto in Historical Reconstructon, 
BASOR 221 (19767:97.99. 

28 CF. Zvi Uri Ma'oz, “Ancient Synagogues of the Golan” BA 51 (1988): 116 
24 Adan-Bayewitz, Manufscure,” p. 233 
25 Adan-Bayewitz, “Manufacure” p. 230 cf. p. 198-199, 241, 
26 James F. Suarge, Dennis . Gro, Thomin R W Longsalf (with David Adan- 

Baycui). “The Location and dentication of Ancient Shkhin,” /5 (othcoming). 
27 Adan-Bayevits snd Perman, . 167-165 

% Adan-Bayewitz and Perlman, p. 165, 
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Upper Galilee at Nabratein and Meiron; and in the Golan at Sussita, 
Gamala, ‘En Nashut, and Dabiyya.® In addition to showing the ceramic 
links between Galilee and the Golan, Adan-Bayewitz's work further breaks 
down the carlier hypothesis of the “isolation” of both of the Upper Galil 
from other regions and sub-regions of the North of Israel and between rural 
and urban centers in Galilee and Golan 

While the trade pattern represented by pottery seems to move from the 
Lower Galilee to the Upper Galilee and Golan, withou evidence of trade 
back to Lover Galilee,the impactof Galilee's influence represented by such 
wade is significant! Thus it seems proper to study Galilean synagogues 
chronologically across both Galilees and the Golan’s sub-regions. Al th i 
formal level (and for archacologists, the most basic level) of material cul- 
ure, tight regional lines drawn by rital and political rule-makers were 
simply not observed 

  

  

  

  

FIRST-CENTURY SYNAGOGUES 

A number of recent studies have struggled with the problem of identifying 
actual first-century or ‘Second-Temple Period” synagogues.? Of the list of 
candidates, only two probably prove (o be Jewish public structures that can 
yield significant plans for our purposes here—Migdal and Gamala. Two 
others have insufficient evidence to stand as first-century synagogues— 
Capernaum and Chorazin. The first-century synagogue identified under the 
late fourth-century synagogue at Capernaum amounts to only two lar 
basalt walls parallel to the overlying late synagogue, some other walls, and 
some flooring.* A synagogue reported at Chorazin 200 m. west of the later 

            

  

2 pdanBayewitz and Pelman,p. 167. 
30 Adan-Bayewitz and Perman, pp. 171-172; cf. . 19 (sbove) 
31 Both in the ceramic and architctural media Gallean imports prove of great 

significance. Inthe world of synagogue architcctur, Galilean elmens were adapid (0 the 
Golan (Ma'oz sce 1. 23 sbove) whereas Golan crude wares simila 10 the Galilan forms 
were developed for the local masket of th Golan: cf. Adan Bayewtz, “Manufacture” pp. 
198.199, 216 

32 especially, Marilyn J. Chiat, “First-Century Synagogue Archiecture: 
Methodological Poblers” in Gumann, Anciet Synagogues, p. 49-60; Lee 1 Levine, The 
Second Temple Synagogue: The Fomvaive Years," in Levine, SLA, pp. 7-31; Lestr L 
Grabbe, “Synagogucs in Pre-10 Palestine: A Reassessment,” Journal of Theological Studis 
ns. 39 (1988): 401410 [Reprinied in the present volume—Eds J; Paul Viril McCracken 
Flesher, “Palestinian Synagogues Before 70 CE.: A Review of the Evidence” in The 
[Etknography and Literature of Judaisn, edited by ) Neusner and ES. Frerichs, Approaches 
o Ancient Judaism, vol. & (Ata: Scholars ress, 1989), pp. 67-81. A revised version 
appears in he preent volume—Eds.| 

33.Cr.James F. Strange and Hershel Shanks, *Synagogue Where Jesus Preached Found 
at Capemaum,” BAR (Nov./Dec. 1983: 29-31. V. Corbo idenifed by means of is vaious 
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synagogue by J. Ory in 1926 has been accepted as a recent temple syna- 
gogue by G. Foerster,* but it is impossible to verify this 
stratigraphically.’s 

‘The first of the synagogue structures from the first century is that of 
Migdal, New Testament Magdala, where a small assembly hall structure has 
been identified and excavated. The building was a smal, only slightly rec- 
tangular structure, measuring 816 m. x 7.25 m. on the castern side ¢ The 
entrance (o the structure, not recoverable by the excavators, was hypothe- 
sized to lie on the east side of the building. ¥ On the north wall of the syn- 
agogue was a bank of five steps for seating the congregation, of which only 
four steps remained in sifc (see PL. 12).% Already in ths first-century syn- 
agogue we can see the non-classical canons of building, so characteritic of 
the later synagogues, in the variation of the height (rather than the regular- 
ity) of the banked steps.** A colonade ran around the interior of the 
synagogue, though it remained in situ only on the south, east, and west {0 
At the comers were found the heart-shaped comering bases for columnation 
(see PL. 1a) which was previously associated with the supposed Galilean 
basilicas of the third century 

‘The original floor was a basalt slab pavement, removed when the syna- 
‘gogue was reused; but some of it remained in situ—in front of the first step 

  

   

renches a permeter wall 2450 m. x 1870 m. on the outside and 2200 m. x 16.50 m 
internlly: “Rest dela inagoga el primo scolo 3 Ca iia Hierosotymiana 
Studim Biblicum Franciscanom Collctio Maior 30 (erusles: Frinciscan Pning Prss 
1982), p. 340 and “Miscelane Il La Sinagoga el cenurano romare,” n La Terra Sncta 
Studtd Archologia At del simposio “Tent ‘i ds Archeoogia n Tera Sacta? Roma 
27:30 apile 1953, Bibliotheca Fontiici Athenae “Antonianun® 3 (Rorme: Potificium 
‘Athenseum Antorianume, 1983, p. 110, Other vals relaed to tis strcture wei 
uncovered, as well 4 the basal courtyard bounded by the larger wals. This caricr 
Structur, independent o the e synsgogte cxcavaied by th Fanciscan, wis begun in 63 
B.CE.and completed in the caly st cenury CE, adae they assrted parallld that ofthe 
sgdaa synagogue (e txt below): Corb, “Rest dell synagoga.” . 39 
54" The Symagogue t Masada ind Herodium.” EretzJrae 11 (1973): 308 snd 224228 

The synagogue was reporied (5. 227 inth Deparment of Aniqites of Palstine’ ile 120 
for 1926; <f. James F. Srange, “Archscology ind th Religon of Judaism n Palesting” in 
ANRW 191, . 636 and .35 
35 Especially since the current excavator of the st considers Chorazin a city dting 

from th Mishnsic period and I, Zeey Yeivin, “Khorsin: A Mishnsic Ciy.” BAAS 
(1982:89: 46-5. 

36 Cotb, “Magdala.” p. 366 
37 At the point followin st a il ofthe wallfor 2.0 m. Corbo, “Magdala” p. 365 
38 Corbo, “Magla," . 37 
39 The ieps vary in height s fllows: 25 cm, 245 cm, 23 m, 19 cm: Cobo, Mgl 
40 Corbo, “Magdala.” Rathr than inti 3 column on the N side of the colonade and 

speculte sbout how it would abscareth view of those on the banked sats. i eems better 
Simply o climinste i, 35 Sran (e .33 bove) .29, 
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of the benching under the columns of the south wall, under the first column 
of the northwest#1 Columns were set directly on the stone slab of the 
pavement without a stylobate.*2 Decoration of this small synagogue struc- 
ture was austere—a neck-band, anuli, sea-urchin, and abacus being the only 
decoration recovered * 

‘Sometime in the first century, likely before 70, the floor was raised a 
few centimeters. The high water level of the site on which the synagogue 
was built, which in the carly second century would result in its abandon- 
ment as a synagogue and it reuse as a water collector, may have been a fac- 
tor in the raising of the floor of the synagogue.4¢ Thus this structure, 
founded in the carly fist century C.E., continued in use until a least around 
70 CE4S 

‘The second of the first-century synagogue structures appears in G: 
At this Golan Heights site we have a sure ferminus for a synagogue sruc- 
ture, 67 C.E. The site was destroyed by the Roman seige of that year and 
both survey and excavation have underlined the first Jewish war s the ter- 
mination of that site.% 

‘The synagogue building (19.60 x 15.10 m.) was divided by interior 
columnation on four sides (sec PL. 1b) into a central nave (930 x 13.40 m,) 
with an aisle on each of the four sides. Benched seating of basalt, which 
ran around the interior of the synagogue in the aisles, was preserved on the. 
castern side, where four steps of benching were preserved in situ.* Heart- 
shaped columns, as at Migdal, were found at the comers of the colonad, 
though, unlike Migdal, the main floor of the synagogue was earthen.*® 
Additional columns to support the roof may have stood on a strip of stones 
found in the center of the nave (see PL. 1) Originally thought to be of 
Hasmonean founding. " the building cannot now be earler than the age of 
Herod in its initial stage.% But its present plan clearly dates to the Zealot 

  

  

  

  

  

     1 Corbo, “Magdala” 
42 Corbo, “Magdala” 

Corbo, “Magdala 
 Corbo, "Magdala® p. 368, 370. 
45 Stanishao Lolfreds, “Alcune osservasion sula ceramica di Magdala” in Swudia 

Hiersolymitana sce . 3 sbove.p. 339 and Fig. 116 for dating and potcry between the 
flors; . 339 and Figs. 101 10 for the cariest symagogo 

4 Meion p. 7 
7 Mo, “Gania,”" p. 37 

4 Ma'or, “Gaia. 
49 Ma'or, “Gamia.” p. 38; 5. Gutman and H. Shanks, “Garla, the Masada o the Noeth” 
BAR 51 (1979):19. 

50 Ma'or, “Gania”" . 38 
51 Ma'or, “Gamia."p.35:S. 
525, Gumann (i), “Gamla—1983 

  

    

man, “The Synagogue at Gamia,” Levine, ASR,p. 4. 
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period, and its channel connecting it t0 a nearby mikveh reinforces its iden 
tification as a synagogue.5? A six-petaled rosette between date palms on a 
fragment of the lintel and the simple Doric capitas further indicate the re- 
strained aristic embellishment o the early Galilean synagogue.* 

‘The first-century Galilean synagogue structure seems to consist n a rect- 
angular room with a benched interior, a colonade supporting the roof and 
(probably) no worship center or bemah. It s essenially a room to gather 
the community.55 

  

  

  

Stratigraphically, the earliest appearance of a broadhouse synagogue occurs 
as a smal structure found beneath subsequent synagogues at Nabratein. The 
structure, Synagogue 1, dates to Period I of the site, the Middle Roman era 
(ca. 135-250 C.E.).% The finding of this, the earliest broadhouse type yet 
discovered, seems 1o have thoroughly destroyed the older architectural. 
sequence model, as Eric M. Meyers himself has hinted 57 

“The 11.2 x 9.35 m. building was entered through the approximate center 
of the southern wall (see PL. 1) but had a secondary entrance on the NE.% 
Stone benches were built along the walls on the cast and the west, and 
traces of the cuttings for benching on the northern wall were found.5® 
‘Though the presence of columns in the nterior space of the synagogue can- 
not be established (plans showing such are conjectural), twin stone plat- 
forms, which flank the southern (main) doorway, were identified as 
bemahs £ Founded in the earlier second century, the synagogue continued 
inuse unil ca. 250, when it (a5 we shall see) was enlarged. The importance 
of Synagogue 1s discovery cannot be overestimated, since it not only is the 
earliest Galilean broadhouse type, but provides our first example of a per- 
manent set of bemalis on the Jerusalem wall 

  

  

  

  

      

S. Guman, Ganla [Hebrew] (Tel Aviv: Halibbuiz Hameachad, 1981), folded plan: 
‘Gamla 1983 EASI 3 (1984) 26; Guman, “Gamia.”p. 32 

54 Gutman, “Gamis.” p. 34; Moz, “Ganla,"pp. 36, 9. 
55 CL. Ma'oz, “Gamia” p. 1. 
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THE MID THIRD-CENTURY SYNAGOGUE   

‘The mid third century inaugurated a boom in synagogue building in the 
Galilee, though many of the plans for these buildings can only be inferred 
from the synagogues of the subsequent period. At Nabratein, however, it is 
possible t0 recover the plan of Synagogue 2a in Period IlTa o that site (Late 
Roman, ca. 250-306 C.E.). Synagogue 2a gives us an example of  truc 
basilical synagogue which appears for the first time at the mid third century 

Building 2a was oriented on a N/S axis with three columns on each side 
of the nave, dividing it off from the side aisles.S! The building was length- 
ened, an exonarthex was added, and a permanent aedicula (Torah shrinc) was. 
constructed o the western interior bemah.€ A fragment of the gable for the 
actual Torah shrine was discovered reused in Synagogue 2b of Period Il 
(Late Roman, 306-350/63).5 

‘Around the mid third century another synagogue was constructed at Gush 
Halav of the basilical type with a single entrance in the south wall, similar 
0 Nabratein 4 The destruction and heavy rebuilding of this synagogue afier 
the 306 C.E. earthquake makes a full reconstruction of the Period I syna 
‘gogue difficult, but a basic plan of that synagogue can be recovered (see PL. 
14).65 Here a four-columned nave, flanked by two side aisles with side. 
tooms on cither side of the building, is oriented toward the inerior south 
(erusalem) wall by a bemah just to the west of the single central doorwa 
Benching runs along the west wall and the north wall between the siylo- 
bates; and the synagogue has a small ear entrance into the western corridor 
at the rear 56 

At nearby Khirbet Shema’ an entirely different kind of synagogue is 
built in the late third century, a broadhouse synagogue. The massive d 
struction of this first synagogue at Khirbet Shema* by the 306 carthquake 
makes it extemely difficult (0 recover that synagogue’s exact plan. But 
some clever excavating and publishing of results allows us to recognize a 
broadhouse building in the same general position and dimensions as the 

    

  

    
  

   

  

    

      

     
61 “EnNabrtein,” p. 36 and Fig. 2on . 3 
62 “Eq.Nabratein,” pp. 4243, 

cin” For the ark, sce alio Eric M. Meyers snd Carol L. Mo 
“American Archacalogists Find Remains of Ancient Synsgogue. Ak in Galilee,” AR 1 
(I981): 20:39; E. M. Meyers, 1. F. Scange, and C. L. Meyers, “The Atk of Nabraiin—A 
First Glance,” BA 44 (1981): 237-43. Since Symagoguc 2b ws rebuilt onthe same plan 55 20, 
T will not discuss it again n th text. For the probem of teminating Period I, ee Groh, 
“Chronology.” pp. 8384 andn. 15 (sbov). 

4 Gush Hal, . 120, 
65 See the excellent reconstruction posiblites offered by Lawrence Belkin in Gush 

Halay,pp. 91t 
66 See Gush Halav, Figs. 14-15 forblock and isometic plans. 
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later structure. A bench ran along the long south (Jerusalem) wall, which 
bench was partly covered over when the foundation for an aedicula was added 
prior to the 306 destruction.5” Synagogue I seems to have been a four- 
columned basilica. But unlike Nabratein, it conformed to the broadhouse 
type and was entered through a western doorway on which an eagle had been 
carved S 

Already we can see the   at vari 

  

y of types of Galilean synagogues, 
raphy of individual builders 

de of 
each of which s adapted o the tastes and topo 
and communities. But the Meiron synagogue, erccted in the last de 
the third century and undamaged by the earthquake of 306 C.E., underscores 

  

  

  this point. A combination of factors—long occupation, centuries of pilgrim 
visitation to the site, and the clearing operations of Kohl and Watzinger— 
made this structure difficult 0 recover in it original entirety.5? But an orig- 
inal plan has been recovered which shows a huge (27.5 x 28.4 m.) basilica 
structure oriented 1o the S (towards Jerusalem) by the three-door facade. 
which appears to have been the only enrance-way into the synagogue."® 

The dating of the Meiron synagogue's founding is crucial, since much of 
the subsequent history of the structure has been obscured by the effects of 
nature and history. But the inital dating can be established by the strati- 
graphic excavation of Annex A on the east of the synagogue. This annex 
was bonded into the synagogue and, hence, was contemporary with it7! The 
“critical” i.c., ‘dating’) loci for Annex A are third/early fourth-century 
oci. ™ Locus 1008 produced the latest coin i this material, a coin of 

Probus of 276-282 C.E.—suggesting a late third-century date. Yet the exca 
vators opt for a Stratum IV (250-365 C.) date, publishing fourth-century 
crude wares from loci higher up (Locus 1003) in support of the fourth- 
century dating.” Here the excavators seem a bit too conservative in their 
dating of the synagogue’s founding. The coins should control and give pre- 

  

  

  

  

  

9 Meyers, Khirbet Shema' py. 49,54, Fragments of the adicula were dumped inthe 
sublor il of Synagogue 1 5. 53:cf.p 55) 

8 Meyers, Kirber Shea.p. 3 and Fig 33 
© L Meron,p.9 
70 Meiro, pp. 10, 12. The entance-way quesion s  bitcbscured at Meiron because he 

NE comer, whete anothr enirance may have been located, was “oblerated” (. 12). For 
the plan, e p. 16 

IV eiron, p. 14 The principal excavators negece 10 publish a photograph of tha 
ond-foint, but i st bty discemile inPhod . p. 10 However, | was @ ember of the 
serior saff of st expedifon and was present o obscrve both the bonding of Annex A inlo 
the foundation latfor of the synagogue an th excavation of the crical dating oci 

72 ML foct 1003, 1004, 1008: Meiron, p. 16, he rincpal excavatos cllthese nci 
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cision to the somewhat long and vague perdurance of crude ware forms, and 
the founding of the synagogue should be placed in the last decade of the 
third century, at the latest. The excavator's narrative remarks do indicate a 
terminus a quo at 280 C.E., but speculation about the relative completion of 
the synagogue vis a vis the annex is gratuitous.™ Given the speed with 
which building operations proceeded in the Galilee at this time, the syna- 
‘gogue was likely in use before the twrn of the century. The peaking of the 
city commercially i the second half of the third century and the appearance 
of trade with (or rather from) the African ceramic factories, which evidence 
appears at Meiron precisely at the end of the third century, further confirm 
this dating.76 

Meiron thus provides the earlist evidence—late hird century—of the so- 
called “Galilean’ synagogue—a long basilica (eight columns on a side) with 
heart-shaped colum bases at the cornering of the rear colonades, a three- 
door, riented structure with a columned portico on the front. The 
roof of the structure was tiled, but nothing can be known of the floor com- 
position.” The peculiar construction, in which the synagogue was set on a 
bedrock platform extended to the east with a founding wall into which 
Annex A was bonded, assures us that this first plan was what the builders 
were stuck with, since change of plan in mid-construction would have been 
nearly impossible (or perhaps, atleast, inconceivable). The fact that Meiron 
does ot lic on the fault line which brought down a number of structures in 
the 306 carthquake and the synagogue’s excellent construction mean we 
have its plan intact and need not infer it from destroyed remains recovered 

  

  

    

  

  

  from under a subsequent synagogue. 
The synagogue at Horvat ‘Ammudim was built next, just at the turn of 

the fourth century, as both pottery and coins testify.’” The plan cannot be 
completely determined; but the building was a basilical structure oriented by 
the short wall, in which a central doorway was constructed. Unfortunately 
it was impossible to determine whether there were side doorways in the fa 
cade wall. The synagogue perhaps had benches around the interior sides, a 
Torah shrine; and was coverd by a tile roof £ Most important was the dis- 
covery of portions of a mosaic floor that originally covered the enire floor 
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75 et the immediste ebulding without any signs of an abandonment perod st Kitet 

‘Shema', Nabratn, Gush Halav and. perbaps. Hammath-Tiberia (s below) s igniicant 
76 . Meiron, . 23 p. 138 for MTS3 2 ypes A & B (ARS). 
7 Meirn,pp. 10, 17 
78 Meron,p. 17 
79 Levine, “H. ‘Ammudim.”p. 6 Adin-Bayewitz, “Ceramics,” .29, 
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of the basilica $! It was of white tesserac, bordered with geometric designs 
in black, white, red, blue, and orange. An Aramaic inscription in a mosaic 
medallion specifically mentioned the making of the mosaic pavement & H. 
Ammudim thus is our earliest clear example of mosaic floor in the Galilean 
basilical synagogue, and represents the first instance in a synagogue build- 
ing of the use of both stone decoration and mosaic in concert The excavar 
tors of the structure posited a short fourth-century occupation for it, but 
pottery from s late as the sixth century clouds that terminus ad quem.£5 

Before departing the third century, one additional synagogue structure 
needs o be located there. The first synagogue at Qastin in the Golan 
Heights, which has recently been dated to the late fourth or carly fifth cen- 
tury C.E., should be placed in the corpus of third-century synagogues. Dan 
Urman, the original excavator of Qasrin, dated the first phase of this syna- 
gogue from the beginning of the third century to the middle of the fourth.5 
Pottery from soundings inside this synagogue, which I read for Urman 
1975, was uniformly late third and carly fourth century. Phase I of Qastin 
consisted of a hall with two rows of basalt benches around all four wals. 
‘The floor of the hall was made of a thick plaster (ca. 10 cm), on which 
paver-sized panels had been drawn.* 

     

  

      

SYNAGOGUES FROM 306—363 CE. 

‘The 306 C.E. earthquake in Galilee provided the occasion for the reconsiruc- 
tion and further embellishment of a number of synagogues. This gives an 
excellent view of the variety of synagogue structures in the first half of the 
fourth century. All of these buildings were built immediately after 306 C.E. 
without an intervening abandonment phase. 

‘The third synagogue at Nabratein (Synagogue 2b) was rebuilt without 
changing the second synagogue’s (Synagogue 2a) ground plan (sce PL. 2a). 
The bemahs on the south wall were rebuil, into one of which the fragment 
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of the Torah Ark of Synagogue 2a was placed upside down. While the roof 
tiles from the earlier structure were buried under the floor of building 2b.% 

At Gush Halav, significant repairs and reconstruction to the NE outer 
walls and the stylobate produced in Period II (306-363 C.E) a simple basili 
cal hall with several side chambers, the Western corridor likely belonging to 
this period £ The Period IT synagogue (see PL. 2b) had a simple white mo- 
saic floor as conjectured from the numerous tesserae (none in sifu) found in 
excavating the structure.% Whether the heart-shaped corner column bases 
belong to the gallery or mezzanine level of this synagogue or to the stylo- 
bate of the post-363 C.E. synagogue is difficult to say.”! In fact, the 
mezzanine at the north of the building can date from cither Period IT or IIl 
synagogue %2 The bemah continued (ikely) in use from Period 1% The roof 
of the building was tile.% The building was entered from the south (facade) 
doorway, passing under an eagle lintel, though a doorway in the NE corner 
continued to be used." The column with the inscription of Yose bar 
Nahum was probably erected for this synagogue.* 

At nearby Khirbet Shema', Synagogue 2 was erected just after the 306 
C.E. destruction and continued to function until ts destruction in 419 C.E. 
on the same broadhouse plan as Synagogue 1, but with several signi 
changes.?” First, the new bemalh on the south wall now had two levels and 
showed no signs or marks of having had an aedicula or Torah shrine on top 
of it, though the excavators waffle on whether there could have been a small 
shrine.? Second, the raised bemal focussing attention on the south wall 
more dramatically had its correlate in the two-tiered benches built on the. 
north wall# Third, though the posts of the West (eagle) doorway were re- 
built, the North doorway now came to be emphasized by a new lintel 
bearing a menorah.!% All of these changes indicated to the excavators a 
heightened sense of lturgical practice within the synagogue. Morcover, the. 
room inside the synagogue against the west wall was now frescoed (in red 

  

    

        

  

  

  

  
8 g Nabratcin,” p. 43, 
 Gush Halav, pp. 2, 68.74,94. 
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‘geometric design) and its floor plastered (for the Torah scrolls to be stored 
in,the excavators hypothesized) 11 

“Thus in the period 306-363 C.E. three Galilean synagogues of differing 
basilical plans, each of which uilized the topography and tastes of thei par- 
ticular community’s location and practice, were bult 

One other synagogue needs (o be discussed, the Synagogue of S 
from Stratum Tla at Hammath-Tiberias. M. Dothan, the excavator, dated this 
synagogue to the period after the carthguake of 306 C.E.I" This synagogue 
continued in use, he claimed, throughout the entire fourth century (latest 
coin 395 C.E), with no evidence of any destruction, and was terminated 
396-422 C.E.1%% But it is with the terminal date that the problem with 
Dothan's report comes info play; some of the fine-ware pottery adduced to 
illustrate the fourth-century usage of Stratum Ila are misidentified and actu- 
ally derive from the fifth and sixth centuries.|%* What are we to make of 
this? Did the wrong potiery get published for Stratum Iia? Was the syna- 

e misexcavated? Coins seem to indicate a fourth-century date and a fe- 
minus in the early fifth century.1%% Perhaps only additional research can 
clarify this problem 

Dothan insisted the Iia synagogue had the same plan as a third-century 
synagogue (Stratom 11b) under it, but it seems best {0 work only with the 
fourth-century synagogue in the light of the problems of this report, What 
we have is a broad basilica,” that s, one nearly square, whose interior space. 
was divided into “four aisles by three rows of columns.”1% The basilica was 
entered from the northerly side, whose three doorways were conjectured by 
Dothan.1*” On the south-east a series of communication rooms were cre- 
ated, just outside the nave. The floor of one of them (Room 35) was raised 
considerably (sce PL. 3a)./%% Dothan considered this raised room to be the 
‘most important feature of this synagogue, for it represented to him one of 
the earlest permanent places for the Torah outside of the main hall and one 

      

  

        

    

  

  

   

    

  

00 Meyers, Khirbe Shema' p. 79 
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  agogue at Hammath 

     

  

   



    

      

GALILEAN SYNAGOGUE CHRONOLOGY 67 

of the carliest in a broadhouse or ‘transitional’ type synagogue.!%” 
Important to the art historian is the fact that the representational Helios mo- 
saic and the fact that almost the entire nave was paved with polychrome 
mosaic, some 108 square meters. 1% Both the mosaic and its inscriptions in 
Greek, Hebrew, and Aramaic show the sophistication of the community 
though mistakes in Hebrew indicate that clearly this was a Hellenized 
Jewish community in which Hebrew was a reminiscence.'! 

SYNAGOGUES FROM 363—420 CE. 

With two important exceptions this period is characterized by repairs to and 
refinement of already existing structures of the third (Qasrin) and carly 
fourth centuries (the synagogues of Upper Galilee). The syna 
Qasrin added a short bemak adjacent to the center of the southern wall. A 
mosaic floor, badly damanged by later phases of the building, was placed on 
op of the former plaster floor sometime afte the mid fourth century.! "2 

At Gush Halav, the earthquake of 363 C.E. offered the community the 
opportunity to rebuild the bemah and raise it a step while diminishing its 
horizontal extent in the nave (see PL. 2b).112 While the benching may 
originally have dated to the Period I synagoy jon established the 
southwest scgment of the benching belonged to this Period Il synagogue 
(see PL. 2b).114 

But a stunning new synagogue appears precisely in this time period, the 
beautiful white limestone synagogue at Capernaum. Tnitally, the excavators 

held that the synagogue could not have been built before the middle of the 
fourth century.!!5 Subsequent rethinking of the pottery and coins by thes 
same archacologists caused them to place the initial date of the building 
founding even later: o the period ca. 390-450 C.E., or, more precisely, o 
the end of the fourth and carly fifth centuries. 16 Objections to this late da 

gogue at 
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116'S_ Loffeda, “The Late Chronology of the Synagogue of Capernaum,” Levine, ASR, 
Pp.52,55. 

        
  

   



   
68 GROH 

ing fly in the face of thousands of readable coins, numbers of identifiable 
sherds, and good stratigraphic controls.!1? 

Capernaum represents the “classic” Galilean-type synagogue (in the car- 
lier architectural typology): a flag-stoned floored, three-aisle basilical struc- 
e, oriented to the south Jerusalem). The late date for such a synagogue 
type is paralleled by the excavation of another contemporary Galilean 
synagogue at Meroth (Khirbet Marus). 

“The synagogue at Meroth was founded in the lae fourth and carly ffth 
centuries.'® A main basilical hall (18.0 x 1.5 m.) contained a central nave. 
with two side aisles. Floor, wall, and columns were plastered and covered 
with red frescos in simple geometric design.!"? Various depictions, includ- 
ing both animals and men, were found among the many chunks of plas- 
ter."™ Two platforms or two bemahs on either side of the main (south) 
doorway were discovered (see PL. 3b), the one on the west probably serving 

as the rest for a wooden ark.I2! There was an atrium or forecourt with a cis- 
tem, the first such found in a Galilean synagogue; stones from the arch over 
the central lintel apparently had carvings from signs of the zodiac.'? And a 
picce (0.20 x 0.06 m.) of the central branch of a three-dimensional menorah 
was found in a debris-layer at the northwest corner of the building.12% 
Whether the gallery belonged to this, or a later synagogue is difficult to Sayitk 

      

CONCLUSIONS 

Our survey of stratigraphically excavated synagogues, whose publication re- 
ports allow us to draw some firm conclusions, has focused on the syna- 
gogues of the early Roman through the early byzantine periods, the first 

century C.E. 10 420 C.E. This period was chosen precisely because it is so 
formative for all manner of theories about the synagogue building and its 
usage. The great building boom of synagogues in the Golan Heighs lies 
ahead, just in the next archacological period; the great explosion of sixth- 
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century construction and usage of synagogues in both Galilees is yet to 
come. But the early Roman—early Byzantine synagogues allow us (0 draw 
some precise conclusions about synagogues of this formative period and 
their features. 

1. The carliest synagogues are essentially assembly halls with banked] 
stone seating around the walls and have simple decoration (Migdal, 
Gamala) 

2. The mid third century sces the first appearance of the basilical syna- 
gogue oriented by both its narow (Nabratein, Gush Halav) and its broad 
(Khirbet Shema’) sdes. The use of a basilcal structure for the rligious as- 
sembly of the Jewish community antedates Christian adoption of the basili- 
cal form by well over half acentury. 

3. The first instance of what has been called the Galilean-typa 
synagogue—a basilical hall oriented towards Jerusalem by a three-door] 
facade at its narmow end—make it first confirmable appearance at the very/ 
end of the third century (Meiron). It continues to be buil in the late fourth| 
and early fifth centuries (Capermaum, Meroth). ] 

type of structure actually appears a5 
carly as the second century (Nabratein), continues in the mid third century 
(Khirbet Shema’) and is represented in the fourth century (Khirbet Shema’, 
Hammath-Tiberias). 

5. The earliest datable synagogue mosaic floor found in situ (as con 
trasted with mosaic floors conjectured o the basis of disturbed esserae un- 
covered in excavation) appears just a the turn of the fourth century in a 
basilical synagogue entered from the narrow end (H. *Ammudim). If the date 
of Hammath-Tiberias is sustainable as early fourth century, that synagogue 
represents the first representational mosaic floor 

6. A focus of attention towards the Jerusalem wall appearsas carly as the 
second century (the bemahs at Nabratein), and the first Torah shrine appears 
at that site in the mid third century. The raising of the bemah (Khirbet 
Shema?) and/or the embellishment of it (Gush Halav) appears (o be a fourth- 

ntury phenomenon, as is the embellishment of a side room for possible 
Torah storage (Khirbet Shema’). 

7. Astrological representation in both mosaic (Hammath-Tiberias) and 
stone carving (Meroth), and the use of human figures (Hammath-Tiberis, 
Meroth) appear o be a fourth and fifth-century innovation 

8. Above all, this survey endorses the conclusions of the most recent 
synagogue scholarship that emphasize the individual planning and adaption 
of each structure to local opography and tastes 

  

  

      

 



    
    
    

    
     

ON THE SOURCE OF THE ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN 
OF THE ANCIENT SYNAGOGUES IN THE GALILEE 

ANEW APPRAISAL 
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The remains of the ancient synagogues in the Galilee are silent witnesses to 
the flourishing settlement activity and artstic ability of the Jewish center in 
the Galilee during the formative period of talmudic lterature. A debate has 
recently arisen over the dating of these synagogues. This debate has far- 
reaching ramifications for both the general study of Galilean Judaism and the 
more narrow discussion of synagogue architecture. 
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For many years, scholars have accepted the premise that, architecturally 
speaking, the ancient Palestinian synagogues are divided into three cate- 
gories: “synagogues of the early type.” “synagogues of the transitional 
type,” and “synagogues of the later type.” According to this scheme, the. 
“early” structures are ascribed mainly to the second and third centuries C.E., 
the ‘transitional’ ones primarily to the fourth century, and the ‘later” ones to. 
the fifth through seventh centuries. Recently, various investigators have 
raised doubts about the validity of his basic division, and different opinions 
have been aired about the need to sever the connection between the different 
architectural types of the synagogue structures and their chronological defini- 
tion as belonging to an ‘early, “late,’ or ‘transitional” category.2 

           
  

    

   

*An expanded version of  talk delivered at the Hebrew Uriversty in Jerusalem on 
March 19, 1981, on the seventh anniversary of the death of Professor M. Avi-Yonah, of 
blessd memory. and upon the publication of & book of his aicles: M. Avi-Yonah, Arfin 
Ancint Palestine (erusalen, 1981) 

  

“The essay was oriinally published as “On the Arcitectural Origins of the Ancint 
alican Synagogues,” Cathedra 20 (Ouly 1981): 2946 in Hebrew). I has been traslated 

the permisson of the uthor and of Yad Izhak Ben Zs. It was tranlated by Dr. Nathan 
H. Reisnr, 

  

    

1 See, for example, Avi-Yonah, “Architecture.” For & mare generl discussion, 
Avi-Yonsh, "Synagogues,” pp. 2-33, 

2 O this problem sce., for example, he sices publshed i the callecion dedicsed to 
the rescarch of the synagogues in lacl, Levine, AS. See especialy, the introductory 
anicls of Levine (pp. 1-10) and A. Kloner zp. 1-19), 
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Although much has been written describing and classifying the various 
types of synagogues, we shall cite here only a few central characteristics 
unique to each of the three architectural types mentioned.> 

The early group, according to the usual division, consists of Galilear 
synagogues. At the time of writing, this group includes about thirty syna- 
gogues, some of which are known from only a few remains. Together with | 
similar synagogues from the Golan, there are close to fifty in this grouping. 
In the Galilee, the best known are the synagogues at Capernaum, Chorazin, 
Meiron, Bar‘am, Horvat *Ammudim, Gush Halay (Giscala), and Nabratein | 
(Kefar Neburaya). Inthe Golan, the most studied are at ed-Dikkeh, Umm el 
Qanair, Qasrin, and 'En Nashut These synagogues were built out of hewn | 
stone and decorated with stone carvings, most of which were placed, it 
seems, in the sections of the building facing the outside. The roof rested 
upon rows of columns—usually three rows placed parallel to the two | 
Iengthwise walls and the building’s rear wall; in small buildings only two | 
rows were set up running the length of the building. The building’s main 
facade was erected facing Jerusalem, ina southerly direction, and it contained | 
three entrances; in the small buildings, only one. This facade was the most | 
elegant section of the structure. o 

‘At the other end of the developmental continuum from the early syna- 
gogues are those designated ‘lae.” The exteriors of these synagogues are 
relatively modest and their plans in great measure remind one of a basilican 
church. Their floors are for the most part decorated with richly colored mo- 
saics. In the direction of Jerusalem each has an apse with a bemah (raised 
platform) and the aron ha-godesh (the Torah Ark) at the front of it; the 
entrances are situated conveniently and logically at the opposite side. 
Prominent in this group of synagogues are those of Bet Alpha, Hammat 
Gader, Na‘aran, Bet-Shean, Ma'oz Hayyim, Ma‘on (Nirim), and Gaza.5 

‘The ‘transitional synagogues’ are those between the ‘early’ and late” cat- 
egories. They have characterstics of both the early and late synagogues and 
do not adhere t0 a single plan.6 Customarily counted among these are the 

  

  

      

  

  

  

      

3 S the concentrtion and classificaton of i iteratue n th extended biblographical 
works of: Htenmeiste snd Reeg: Ruth P. Goldschmidt Lehmann, “Ancient Synagogues in 
the Land of Isacl” Cathedra 4 (1977): 205222 (in Hebrow); and Levin, ASR. 

4 Among the basic works and summaries devoted o the Galilean synsgogucs, see fist 
and foremost the orginal rseatch of Kohl and Watzinger. See also . L. Sukerik, “Ancient 
Synagogues around the Sea of Galile,” in S. Yeivin and H. Z. Hirschberg, eds., Ererz 
Kinnarof Qerusalems 1951), p. 74-79 in Hebrew): Avigad, “Synagogues”s M. Avi Yorah, 
“Architeture” and “Synagogues”; ind Foerter, “Synagogucs 
e above, notes 1-2, andalsothe summarzin arile of Avigad, “Bet Alpha.” pp. 6 

70 (in Hebrew). 
© See above, notes 1-2, and also G. Foerser, “Ancient Synagogues i the Lund of s 

Qadmoniot'$ (1972); 35-42 
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synagogues of Hammath-Tiberias, Bet Sh 
perhaps even the synagogue at Arbel, 

A group unto itself, which apparently cannot be defined within the 
chronological parameters described above, s the group of syna 
southern Judea such as Eshtemoa, Susiya, En-Gedi, and En Ramon. 

Our discussion will focus on the Galilean synagogues of the carly type. 
And even though our conclusions, which will be preseted below, t0.a great 
extent reflect the attempt to support relatively conservative approaches as 
opposed to the innovaive opinions that have been aired in other studies—it 
scems that there is no difference of opinion that there is room for a re- 
examination and re-appraisal of the subjec. 

    wim, Khirbet Shema’, and 

  

s in      

  

  

     
      1 

Before one can discuss the matter of the origin and desi 
synagogues, one must discuss their dating. The proper dating of the syna- 
‘gogues is of primary importance in locating the Jewish synagogue in its 
environmental context—the Jewish and the non-Jewish—and the cultural 
background of its world. It s the correct dating that allows us to discover 
what the rchitecture of the synagogues shared with the non-Jewish architec- 
ture and where it diverged; in what aspecs it was in the forefront of its 
contemporary style and in what aspects it lagged behind; in what ways it 
was unique and in what way's it was not exception 

To our great sorrow, we have poor chronological data about the syna- 
gogues in general—unlike the public pagan structures, such as those in 
Syria and Hauran, whose inscriptions abound in dates, and unlike the church 
inseriptions that also have many dating indications. The Jews were very 
sparing with dates. Among the more than 150 inscriptions thus far dis- 
covered in Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek, only a few have any indication of 

time.” On the lintel of a synagogue from Nabratein, Y. Avigad read “year 
494 afer its destruction,” that is, 564 C.E.$ Avigad thought that the date 
eferred to the rebuilding of the synagogue and no the date of its firs estab- 
lishment. This opinion was not accepted by all? But through recent 
excavations conducted at the site, i has become clear that this building had 
o periods of existence and that the inscription can only belong to the scc- 

  

  

      
  

    

  

    
  

    

  

7 Sce the collection of inscipions in Greek i Lifhitz, and the inscriptions in Hebrew and Aramaic in Naveh, Mosaic 
& N. Avigad, “The Lintel Inscription of the Ancent Synsgogue st Kefar Neburays Vedior 34 (1960 136-145; and also Naveh, Mosaic, note 7 number 13 
9 Sce, for example, Loffreda, “Capernaum” p. 37. S   aso Naveh, Mosaic,p. 4.      
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ond, later stage of its existence, as Avigad thought at the outset."* There are 
other synagogue inscriptions that lend themselves to dating. On a Gaza syn 
agogue mosaic there is a date equivalent to 508-509 C.E11 on a grille of an 
Ashkelon synagogue there is an engraved inscription from 604 C.E.;'2 on a 
synagogue inscription at Susiya an ‘anno munds’ (*Year of the Creation’) 
date was found, but unfortunately the inscription was only partially pre 
served; the main section which contained the number of the tens and 
hundreds was in the destroyed section.” The oldest of the inscriptions is the 
Aramaic inscription from the Bet Alpha synagogue which in itself consti 
tutes the comerstone of the research. King Justin is mentioned in it, and 
Sukenik’s opinion seems correct, that the reference is to Emperor Justin I, 
who reigned from 518-527, and not to Justin II, who reigned from 567- 
578,14 But doubts do remain. The two possibilites direct us, in any case, to 
the sixth century. This same period of time also applies to the dating of the 
Northern (the Samaritan?) Synagogue at Bet-Shean, for the artisans who did 
the mosaic here are also the ones who worked at Bet Alpha.'s At Gerasa in 
Arabia there is a synagogue the date of whose building is unknown, but it is 
known that in the year 530-531 it was already destroyed and that upon its 
ruins a church was built ¢ 

It turns out that most of the inscriptions, except for the one from 
Nabratein, date synagogues of the ‘late” classification. (The Nabratein in- 
scription is not from the first stage of the synagogue’s construction.) We 
therefore do not have from the inscriptions absolute dates for the Galilean 
group of synagogues on which this study focuses, namely, the early ones. 

“The dating of these structures, therefore, falls to the lot of the archacolo- 
gist, who uses finds from the excavations: potsherds and coins. As we 
know, the findings collected in the building’s ruins generally represent the 
last stage of the structure’s existence and therefore can tell us nothing about 
the date the structure was erected. More important than these are the findings 
gathered from bencath the floors or foundations of the building’s walls, for 
these do indeed give us an approximate date of the structure’s erection or, at 
least, a terminus post quem, i., the last possible date sometime after 

  

   
  

  

   

    

10 The existence of the two stges the first from the hid century C.E. and the scond 
from the ffth century .., ws clarified by the excavation that E. Meyers conducted at the 
it (summer 1980). 

11 A Ovadiah, “The Synsgogue in Gaza.” Qadmonior 1 (1968): 124-127. Sce also 
itz number 739 
12 Sukerik, “l-Hammeh,” gp. 154-156; andslso Lifsitz, number 70, 

13 Sce Guman, Yeivin, and Neter. Also see Naveh, Mosaic,number 76 
14 Sce Sukenk, Bet Alpha, p. -4 Neveh, Mosaic number 43, 
15 N. Tzuri, “The Ancient Synagogue at BetShean” Erez Yisracl 8 (1967): 6149-167, 

and partcladly p. 157 Gn Hebrew) 
16, Keling, ed, Gerasa Ciyof the Decapolis (New Haven, 1938),pp. 254241
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which the building was erected. But we know that even this means does not 
offer absolute proof. More than once it happens (and this s particularly true 

  

with buildings that exist for scores and hundreds of years, such as those of 
which we speak) that restorations and reconstructions of parts of the build- 
ing are done and old floorings are replaced by new ones. In these instances, 
items such as potsherds and coins get beneath the floors during the restora- 
tion and there is a danger that we might interpret findings that attest o the 
renewal of the building o its floors as if they indicate the period of its es- 
tablishment 

Given the uncertain result of these dating methods, the value of general 
comparative rescarch goes up. In particular, I refer to comparing the unce 
tain structures—in our instance, the Jewish synagogues or their architectural 
details—with other structures, be they Jewish or not, whose date is known. 
Of course, we must remember that comparative research also has its weak- 
nesses. The main one is that we do not know how long it takes for architec- 
tural and artistic elements to move from region o region. We must also 
keep in mind that comparison never provides a sharp and absolute answer. 

‘These difficulties have indeed caused the research of the Galilean syna- 
gogues 1o find itsel in diffculty, with disagreement among the scholars 
Sometimes outweighing their consensus. The main controversy is over the 
dating of the construction of the Galilean synagogues, especially the most 
‘magnificent of them—that of Capernaum—and also over the date of the 
Golan synagogues which are clearly similar o those of the Galilee from the 
architectural and artstic point of view 

Since the beginning of synagogue research, it was generally assumed that 
these synagogues were products of the second and third centuries C.E., that 
is, the period of the fannaim and the beginning of the period of the 
‘amoraim. This is the peak period of the creation of the halakah and its com- 
pilation in the Galilee.” A revolution took place upon the publication of 
the results of the excavations of Corbo and Loffreda at Capernaum. ! and the 
first publications of the excavations of Z. Maoz at sits in the Golan.1? 
These researchers claim, relying upon an ‘independent’ archacological find of 
coins, that the structures they investigated should be dated later, to the 
Byzantine period of the fifth century C.. 

Due to the significance of this new dating proposal, the debate shifted 
from the limited scope of dating Galilean synagogues and became a testing 
ground for the validity of archaeological schools and even of research ap- 

  

  

    

  

  

17 See the works mensioned above i nots 1,2, and 4, as well as M. Dotan, “A Study of 
the Ancient Synagogues in the Land of sacl”is ity Yearsof Archacology inthe Land of 
Lsael, 1948.1975 (The Avira Volune) Gerisalem 1981, pp. 9198 (n Hebrew). 

18 See Loffrda, “Capemau,” pp. 3742 S also Corbo, Cafarnao, vo. 1, pp. 113-170. 
19 Mo, Golan, and slso Ma'az, “Symagogues. 
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proaches in general. Against an entire system, as it were, of historical, 
comparative, and artstic considerations which brought the scholars o a dat- 
ing of the Galilean synagogues in the ranges of the second and third 
centuries C.E., the innovators came up with the one find o solitary findings 
that are ‘independent’—*facts as given’ 0 to speak. According to Corbo, 
Loffreda, and those who follow their lead the general outlook must yield to 
the unambiguous find that they have presented. In the opinion of other in- 
vestigators, who cling to the ‘conservative’ point of view, the complete 
conception which has withstood the critcism of many tests, should also be 
preferred here and in similar instances. It should not be abandoned—at least 
not until all the possibilities of explaining the appearance of this excep- 
tional datum in any way whatever that does not negate the entire structure 
are exhausted. 

“The last approach, which adheres to the ‘over-all concept” and tends to 
prefer it over the decisive find," as it were, is potentially dangerous and li- 
able not only to bring about error but an intellectual freeze as well. And ye, 
as will become clear below, our intention is to adhere to this approach and 
defend it. We will argue that if all the other bases of the theary were re-ex- 
amined and found valid, and if the general structure is still convincing and 
more fitting than the general structure the innovators sugges, itis better to 
maintain a general conception and seek a way to reconcile the contradiction 
between the new facts and the general concept so that the new information 
does not destroy the old structure. This seems to be the situation in the mat- 
ter before us. 

At Capernaum, thousands of coins of the fourth century onwards, includ- 
ing Byzantine ones, were discovered, most of them in two treasure-troves 
placed under the synagogue floor and its courtyard pavement. These, we 
Know, are a proof of sorts that the building was also used in the Byzantine 
period. But the coins are not sufficient to indicate the period in which the 
synagogue was erected. More important than these, for purposes of clarifica 
tion, is that the many coins of the fourth century were found scatered in the 
fill under the paving of the building to a considerable depth of a few tens of 
centimeters. Among these coins was found at least one from the beginning 
of the fifth century. The conclusions of the excavators, Corbo and Loffreda 
are clear: the synagogue at Capernaum was built in the first half of the fifth 
century CE. 

A similar numismatic picture was discovered at a Golan synagogue. But 
for this site, only the conclusions have been published with the circum- 
stances of the find still unpublished. Therefore we cannot analyze the find in 
detail 2 

  

  

   

  

  

  

  

  

   

    

20 5ee Aiel, “Horvat Kanef.” Amon the 126 coins that have been identiied, two are 
from the third century C.E. Most st of the fourth century and  few are fifth centuy. The 

 



   

   

76 TSAFRIR 

We find a different chronological picture in several other excavations. In 

  

the Lower Synagogue at Giscala,?! at Meiron 2 and at Nabratein—all sruc- 
tures that, by their form, belong to the “early type. Eric Meyers and his 
colleagues concluded, on the basis of the pottery and coin findings, that the 
synagogues were built in the second half of the third century C.E. At 
Nabratein, there may perhaps be a possibilty of moving the date back to the 
first half of that century. ™ With regard to Horvat ‘Ammudim, which is also 
a classic synagogue structure of the early category, Levine dates its rection 
about the year 3002 At Khirbet Shema', whose synagogue structure 
approximates the “transitional’ category, the date favored by Meyers, 
according to the findings, is between 286-306.25 

All the excavations have shown that the synagogue structures in the 
Galilee were in ruins for a lengthy period, and had served for tens or even 
hundreds of years. Some of them existed throughou the enire Byzanine pe- 
riod, or most of it. Several of them were destroyed and then rebuilt. The 
synagogue at Nabratein, for example, was in ruins for a long period, until it 
was rebuilt—as the inscription on it lintel attests—in 564 C.E. 

The knowledge that the structures, which according to their construction 
belong to the ‘early” type, stood for hundreds of years, can supply a certain 
explanation for the difficulties raised by the Capernaum find. It might be 
that this synagogue, indeed, was destroyed for some reason or other, 
(perhaps in the earthquake that occurred in the days of Julian “the Apostate™ 
in 363, o which a number of sources atribute the destruction of the Temple 
in Jerusalem built by the Jews, and many other ciies; and in one source that 
details the places destroyed, even ‘Ein Gader' is mentioned, that is, the 

  

  

  

  

  

   

  

dateof the synagogue's esablishment should be set, in the author’s opnion,a the beginning. 
Of the sixth century C.E. based 5pon a coin of Anastasio (498-518) which was found in the 
ll beneathth flor. Since the anicl docs na deail the circumstances of th find, bt cnly 
sums it u, i dificul 1 criique the discovery. Bt s rule it scems difficlt 0 deferthis 0 
the sxth cenury. Tis is also the fesing of excavator Z. Ma‘oz, who indicats th sbsurdity 
of an unexamined rliance upon a single find.Inour opinion t would be bttr 1o weigh the 
possibilty that the building was buil st an carly periodand ha it was restored or had i floor 
replaced in the sixth centry 

21 See “Gush-Halay,” p. 23% and E. Meyer, “Gush Halav.” Qadroniof 13 (1980): 41- 
43 (i Hebrew), 

22 See “Meiron," pp. 73-108; and E. Meyers, “Ancient Meiron—Five Seasons of 
Excavaton,” Qadnorior 13 (1980) 111-113 i Hebrew) 

25 Conveyed orally by th excavator, E. Meyers. 
24 Lee 1. Levine, “The Excavations a Horvat‘Ammudim” Qadmoniot 13 (1980): 107 

110 Gin Hebrew). 
25 See Meyers, “Khitbet Shema 

  

  

  

  

PP, 58:61; and Meyers, Khirber Shema,pp. 33102,    
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| nearby Hammat Gader).26 When the synagogue stood in ruins, ts paving 
stones were removed and broad gaps were opened in its foundations. When it 
was rebuilt at the beginning of the fifth century, the entire area was leveled 
with new filling to a depth of several tens of centimeters beneath the floor. 
Tis in this fill that the later coins were found 27 

This solution, as forced as it seems, s in our opinion more palatable and 
logical than 1o posit tht the synagogue building at Capenaum was built in 
the fifth century. As we shall see below, in its plan, in its architectural fa- 
cade, and in its architectural and artistic details—the carvings and the 
inscriptions—the synagogue fits the third century2 and not the ifth 

In the fifth century, on the other hand, in Capernaum itself, a few meters 
from the synagogue, an octagonal church was bult that s representative of 
the prevailing fifth century Byzantine architecture which was ‘introspective’ 
and totally different in its characteristics. The explanation that these two 
structures—the synagogue and the nearby church—are a product o that self- 
same century seems most questionable. 

It seems to us that pursuing this line of thought will also enable us o 
explain finding Byzantine elements in the Golan synagogues. It would be 
better to explain the finding of coins under the paving in a specific place as 
evidence of  restoration,  or the finding of a Byzantine basket-capital in 
the small portico of the synagogue at Umm el-Qanati as if that entir front 
portico is a later addition, than to start with the assumption tha they attest 
10 the structures having been built for the first time at a later date.3! 
However, since we do not yet have the finding itself before us in all o its 

    

          

  

    

       
    
        
      
        

        

    

        

      
      

        

    
  265, P Brock, “A Letier Atsbuted o Cysl of erusalem on Rebuilding of 

Bulleti o he Schoolof Oriental and frican Stdies 40 (1977 216, 
27 Corbo and Loffreds try 10 attsbute part of the cins 1 the layer of private buildings 

that were found beneath the synagogue; they argue that these structures exised untl the 
fourth century and it was only theretter that they were removed and a synagogue bull in 
thei place. This reconstruction, o course, nulies the possibilty of accepting the historic 
reconsiructon tha we proposed ahove—but 4 close study of the detalsof the dig in no way 
requires accepting their opinion that th prvate strcturs exsted during th fourth cenury 

en they admi tha the separaton betneen the synsgogue Iayer—Strstum B— and the 
civilan structures beneath them-—Siratum A—is most diffcut. Sce Loffeda in Levine, ASK, 

p. 55, s well a V. Corbo, “La sinsgoga di Cafamao,” Studia. Hierosolymitand, vol. | 
Cerusalem, 1976), pp. 159-176. 

28 On the dating of the Capemaum capitals 1 the third century, see M. Fisher, “The 
Development of the Corinthian Capital in the Land of lsracl from its Beginning until 
‘Consantine the Grest,” (Ph.D. disserttion, Tel Aviv, 1979), pp. 323-334, and particalaly p. 
3, 

29 0 his,see below. 
30 For the circumstances of the numismati find at the synagogue of En Nashot, see 

Moz, Golan, p. 24 
31 See Kohl and Watsinger, p. 126-134, and Ma'oz on the “almost cetain” dating “to 

th sixth century or, at the cares, th beginning ofthe Afthcentury.” in Ma'oz, Golan, p. 
2 
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details it s impossible at this time to base the above premise on an analysis 
of the specfic instance of each and every site 

Parenthetically, we must stress that finding specific architectural ele- 
ments, such as lonic or Corinthian capials designed in a form far from the 
classical Roman prototype, need not necessarily be explained as if they are 
chronologically far from the classical period. One is not compelled (0 ex- 
plain a simplified concretization of a capital or a lintel as if were an item 
necessarily produced in the Byzantine period. We are permitted to interpret 
these simplified folk elements (especially when they appear in basalt stone 
that s difficult to work) s rev 
defined as “Oriental folk™ or ” art 3 This stream of art, as we 
know, co-existed with the “classical stream” throughout the Roman period 
andis not especially unique to the Byzantine period. In Qasrin and a number 
of other sites in the Golan a type of deteriorated lonic capital, characterized 
by an over-sized central ‘egg’ in the ‘the eggs and darts” pattern on the echi- 
nus of the captal, was dominant. This capital, which seems to be almost a 
caricature of the classical lonic capital, i routinely dated o the Byzantine 
period, on the basis of examples from Byzantine structures in Syria. It is 
also found in the city of Philippopolis in Hauran*—a city founded in the 
middle of the third century C.E.—which fell from its height not many years 
after it was established, although it continued t0 exist.35 

In the interior sections of Syria, as we know, the architecture of the 
churches in the Byzantine period preserves many of the lines characteristic of 
the carlier Roman architecture. Especially outstanding are the ways of pre- 
serving the massive facade of the stone structures that characterized Syria, 
and the quality of the carvings in the decorated segments of the building. In 
this aspect the Syrian interior i outstanding in ts conservatism. It s seem- 
ingly possible to point out this phenomenon and argue that i the Galilee as 
well, which is on the edge of the region of Syrian architectural influence, a 
similar process took place and we may therefore dat the synagogues to the 
Byzanine period. But it seems o us that, at most, this phenomenon can 
explain the tendency in the fifth and sixth centuries to reconstruct several of 
the early synagogues in their early style of consiruction, or explain the con 

    

  
  

    

    

  

   

  

  

  

   

  

32 M, Avi-Yonah, “Oriental Element in the Art of Palestine n the Roman and B 
Perods,” QDAP 10 1942): 105-151; 13 (1943): 4980; 14 1950y 128-165. Reprinted n Av 
Yonah, Art p. 1-117. See also M. Avi-Yonah, Oriental Art in Roman Palesine (Rome, 
1961), repinied in Avi-Yonsh, A%, pp. 119211 
35 M. Avi-Yonah, The History of Classical At erwsalem, 1970),pp. 249-276. 
3441 C. Butler, Publications o the American Arc 

1900, Architecure and Otfer Aris (New York, 1905, photoon . 3 

   

      

seological Expedion i Syria in 1855 
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35 Therefore we must emphasize tht here 100 we do not have detsiled knowkedge o the 
soutce of the inscription, and yet s daing 0 the third century is the most plausible. It i 
possbl tha it belongs o e buiding 
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struction from the foundation of some solitary buildings in the 
“anachronistic” style (if we are indeed convinced that there is no other out 
but to agree with the late dating of their construction), 

As a rule, it seems to us that in this phenomenon there is no possible 
contradiction to our conclusion, based upon the complete set of claims and 
considerations and on an architectural critique of the buildings themselves, 
that at least the great majority of the synagogue structures were established 
i the late Roman period nor, in the main, does it constitute any weakening 
of the conclusion that the Galilean synagogue type is the creative product of 
the late Roman period. 

m 

  

It is clear that the question of the dating of the early syn 
Galilee is only a necessary preliminary stage for clarifying the background 
of the growth of the synagogue. Though we have rejected the opinions that 
seek to move the synagogues of the ‘early type’ to the end of the fourth and 
o the fifth century C.E., we must verify one correction that arises from all 
of these excavations. For the time being, no remains from a synagogue 
built second century have been found. Of all the synagogues investigated re- 
cently, there is not a single one whose excavators place its construction 
earlier than the third century—usually in the second half or near the end of 
the century. 

‘Where, then, did the Galilean Sages of the Mishnah, of the generation of 
Usha and their heirs, and Rabbi Judah the Prince, pray? While one may still 
expect to discover synagogue structures from the second century, we cannot 
ignore the quaniity of accumulated findings we already have in favor of what 
might yet be discovered in the future. The archacological finds known to us 
lead 16 a single conclusion, namely, prior o the third century synagogues 
did not exist as special structures, with exteral identifying signs, as in the 
third-century Galilean synagogues. The synagogues in which the rannain 
prayed in the second century and even those used by the early amoraim were 
Tocated in houses with the plan and facade of private homes. These buildings 
usually included one hall larger than the rest for study and prayer, and often 
had additional rooms which served the commaunity. In terms later used to 
characterize the Christian community, one can say that this was a sort of 
“religious community building'—domus eccleside. 

Just as pre-Constantine Christian church structures were found that did 
not have a church facade of the accepted types, but rather a facade of a private 
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home—such as the example of the Christian building at Dura-Europos™ or 
the building in the ‘sacred quarter” (insula sacra) at Capemaum™—it s pos- 
sible to argue that the Jews also had similar structures in which their reli- 
gious worship, prayers, and sacred studies were concentrated. When one 
compares the structure of the Christian domus ecclesiae of Dura-Europos 
with the synagogue there—both from the third century—he general similar- 
ity of the two is outstanding. Both have the facade of a private home with 
an interior courtyard, a hall for worship, and a number of additional rooms 
to serve the community 2 

All this evidence shows that the Galilean synagogue is a third-century 
C.B. Jewish invention. This invention developed, as we shall see further on, 
against a background of the social realty of the third century and the back- 
‘ground of that century's general architectural rality 

Our determination that there is no second-century structure among the 
Galilean synagogues—nor does there seem to be any expectation of discov- 
ering synagogues of the accepted pattern in this century—leads us to another 
conclusion: there are no architectural connections between the third- centu 
synagogues in the Galilee and the synagogue structures of the Temple pe. 
riod. So far buildings at three sites have been discovered from Temple times 
that are thought to be synagogues, ones at Masada, Herodium,® and 
Gamala* Since the first discovery at Masada, a few scholars have sought to 
identify a developmental link between the structures of the Second-Temple 
period and the later Galilean synagogues. From these attempts, two persua- 
sive suggestions have emerged. One is that of Avigad, who sees the 
prototype of the column amangement in the Galilean synagogues in the ar- 
rangement of the columns in the ancient synagogue at Masada.*! And the 
other is the suggestion of Netzer, who connects the Galilean synagogue 

    

  

  

  

36.C. Hopkins, “The Chrstian Chrch in The Excavations at Dara-Europos, Sh Season 
(New Haven, 1934), pp. 238.253. See aso the reconstruction in R. Kravtheimer, Early 
Christian and Byzantine Architecture (Hamondsworth, 1969, i, 1. 

orbo, Cafarnao, vol. 1, pp. 5974 
35 The final basis for this premise will be found, of course, only withthe discovery of o 

privatc Jewish structure from the second century o the beginniag o the third ce 
erved as  place of worship. This tradition continued ino the sxth century, 
found a prayer site within a private home constellion (he house of Leontes 
See D. Bahat, “The Synagogue of Bet Shean—Prelminary Survey,” Qadoni 
5558 

39, Yadin, “The Synagogue at Masada,” i Levine, ASR, pp. 19-23; G. Foerser, “The 
‘Synagogue at Masada and Herodion,” EI 1 (1973) 24228 

40N Gutman, “The § 
4 Avigad, “Synagogues. 

  

    
51976); 

  

     

ogue atGamla," in Levine, ASR, pp. 30-34; Ma‘oz, “Ganla. 
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halls with the reception halls (trclinia) in Herod's palaces, that are most 
similar in their plan 42 

If we adhere to our conclusion that no synagogues were buil as a build- 
ing of a specific form during that intermediate period of 150-200 years 
between the Destruction and the appearance of the Galilean synagogues, we 
automatically dispose of the various theories that seek to connect the 
Galilean synagogue architecture with some kind of architectural prototype 
on the Second-Temple period. Therefore, since Jewish synagogues built as 
special structures were previously unknown, the third-century synagogue 
was not an adaptation or a copy of earler forms but a totally new creation. 

| The Christians, for example, had to wait another few decades—unil 
‘Constantine in the first half of the fourth century—before they would forgo 
the modest “church bulding,” the domus ecclesiae, for the basilica built 
solely for worship purposes. 

Later on, the Christian basilica became a decisive influence on the design 
of the synagogue. This stage came in the fifih and sixth centuries, when the 
Jewish synagogues—those of the late type’—adopted many features similar 
1o the church structre. The later synagogue would be influenced by the 
Christian church not only in the area plan and the character of the architec- 
ral ormamentation, but it would mainly take unto itself the emphasis on 
“intemalizing the structure”—making the exterior of the structure relatively 
modest while enriching its interior. The modest facade of the synagogue of 
the Byzantine period is therefore not solely the result of the depressed eco- 
nomic situation or a desire to avoid angering the hostile Christian ruler, but 
derives above all from the dominant approach to the architectural design of 
structures for worship in the Byzantine world** 

In the third century, Roman culture, whose architectural styles were to- 
tally different, still predominated. Therefore the early synagogue facade 
created in this period is also absolutely different from the facade of the lter 
synagogue. There seems to be no one who differs with Kohl and Watzinger 
that the synagogue structures of this period belong, at least in their general 
architectural design and the detail of the stone work, to the architectural 
world of Syria and Hauran (and to a certain extent also to the Gentile 
Galilee), that s, 0 the Provinces of Syria and Northern Arabia.* 

Above, we sought to prove that the examples of the third-century 
Galilean synagogues do not stem from buildings of the Second-Temple pe- 
riod and, therefore, they are in the category of a Jewish ‘invention’ of the 

  

  

  

  

  

  

     

         

        

      42 E_ Netzer, “The Herodion Triclinis—A Prototype for the “Gal 
Synagogues,” in Levine, ASR, pp.49-51 

43 See Avigad, “Bet Alpha” p 64 
# And s 
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specially, Foerster' discussion (Foerser, “Synagogues”)tht dels with the 
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third century. To further support this claim, we must examine the contem- 

  

porary architectural sources because the possibiliy exists that third-century 
non-Jewish structural types might have been drawn upon or adapted to create 
the synagogues. Among prevailing scholarly views in this matter, two are 
primary. One s Foerster's suggestion that the Galilean synagogues develop 
from the ancillary courtyards—partally roofed by porticos—that were built 
in front of the facades of the Nabatean temples and other temples in 
Transjordan and Syria.t5 To be sure, these buildings were erected at an carly 
period, but some of them continued to exist and it was still possible to visit 
them i the second and third centuries C.E. The second scholarly opinion 
stems from Kohl and Watzinger—which many scholars hold in full or in 
part—that the Galilean synagogues were mainly influenced by the secular 
Roman basilicas ‘6 

Both of these suggestions provide a partial contribution to the question 
of the origin of the form of the synagogue, but neither explains what their 
proponents sought to explain. As we know, the Jewish archit 
fronted with a challenge when they decided t0 erect a center for worship 
whose splendor would compete with that of the pagan temples. In contrast 
1o the pagan temples (and to the Jerusalem Temple as well in is time), they 
sought to contain the worshipers within an interior hall. This Jewish inno- 
vation, as everyone knows, preceded the Christian church and the Muslim 
mosque. Other oriental religions, such as Mithraism, were organized in very 
small, intimate communities. Their assembly halls, therefore, were also 
smal; they often were hidden in a subterranean structure, as befits the mys- 
tical content of the worship. 

In the days of the Second Temple, the builders of the synagogues did not 
contend with the challenge completely, and contented themselves with the 
erection of structures that could hold the community within them, but did 
not vary in their form from the regular public and community buildings. At 

Masada and at Herodium, for example, the synagogues did not even stand as 
independent structures but were one area of a large structural complex. The. 
need to build a grand, independent structure for the synagogue which would 
Hold the community within it led the builders, by necessity, o the only fe 
sible technical solution: supporting the roof on a network of beams resting 
upon the walls and interior columns. This i the reason we find a similarity 
10 the Hellenistic (bouleuterion or ecclesiasterion) or Roman (secular basil- 
ica) prototypes, that influenced, as has been said, the structures of the 
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  5 Foerter, “Synagogues” pp. 56-80; as well a G, Foerstr, “Architctural Models of 
the Greco-Roman Perod and the Orgin of the Gallean Synagogue,” in Levin, ASK, p. 45 
. 

46 Kohl and Watzinger, pp. 138183, And also see about the diffculis raised by this 
suggestion in Avigad, “Synagogues”; Foeser (e not 45) 
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    mple period, and therefore the temptation is great to draw a comparison 
between the Galilean synagogues and the early synagogues of Temple 
times.*? The Gamala synagogue (if it is a synagogue) is the only one which 
has four rows of columns within all its walls and, of al the buildings we 
Know, it s the nearest in form o the Roman basilica. 

But the Galilean synagogues of the third century, as Foerster has shown 
at length in his critique of Kohl and Watzinger, were not like the Roman 
basilicas, because they only had three rows of columns within, inside the 
three walls only (in the places where they made do with only two 
longitudinal columns, it was because of the narrow dimensions of the 
synagogue).# This contrasts with the Roman civilian basilica which was 
the most widespread type among the basilicas, and which always had four 

| rows of columns, each one paralleling one of the structure’s four walls. The 
’ design of the Roman civilian basilica’s interior space, whether the building 

| 

  

was long or wide, always emphasized the center of the structure, which was 
“static® and enclosed within four rows of columns and emphasized by the el- 
evated roof. Some of the basilicas—the *palace basilicas’—that were not 
free-standing but were part of a large structure, did in fact have two length- 
wise rows of columns or lacked columns altogether. But we do ot find 
among them a basilica with three inside rows of columns as synagogues had 
(or as some of them would have had except that the dimensions were 00 
narrow 10 allow for the row of columns across the width). 

From the issue of the intemal arrangement of the columns, Foerster's 
‘explanation is more acceptable. This is because the Nabatean temple courts 
amange the columns within the three walls of the court facing the temple’s 
facade. But the critics of this suggestion have properly pointed out its chief 
fault: only a small part of those courts were roofed, above the surrounding 
portico; they were not enclosed halls and the architectural rules relevant to 
the construction of such halls did not apply to them. 

    

   

  

       
    

  

     

     

After presenting the construction of the Galilean synagogues in the third 
century as more of an invention than an adaptation or copy, we are unable to 
point to an immediate source from which the builders drew their inspiration. 
How do we explain the distinctive elemens o these synagogues—a covered 
structure with a gabled roof, within which three rows of columns were built 
parallel to its three walls, except for the facade? Without an immediate in- 
spirational source, we must shift our area of investigation 1o the general 

    

Yadin, “Synagogue”; Ma'oz, “Gamia.” 
8 Above, note 45
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constellation and source of inspiration which influenced the synagogue 
builders. As is known, the Jewish architects and artists of the third century 
had a great openness and readiness to absorbing artisti influences and morifs 
from the pagan cnvironment. The first expression of this openness was the 
firee use of human and animal likenesses, and even images from pagan 
mythology, in the Jewish synagogues and cemeteries.!? We have no doubt 
that we have reflected here, frst of all, the relative strengths of paganism 
and Judaism in the third century. In this period paganism was on the decline. 
‘The devotees of classical eligion were disappointed and dissatisfied with the 
simplistc earthiness which characterized classical worship. The spiritual and 
religious message which they sought and the personal redemption which 
they longed for in the turbulent and very depressing period of criis in the 
Empire, they were unable (o find in classical paganism. Many were ready to 
seck their way in another source 0 Sometimes this source was siill within 
the realm of the classical religion, such as the sophisticated neo-Platonic 
school. But for the most part, many were atracted by the oriental mystery 
religions, or to Christianity or Judaism. Judaism, as opposed to paganism, 
was then at the peak of its power; the days of the rebellions were long past 
and the great stormy days of the stand against conquering Christianity had 
not yet begun. Palestinian Jewry was at the height of its spiritual power, 
consolidated, self confiden, organized in its communities, and gaining ad- 
herents and esteem, 

“This readiness of Judaism to absorb artistc and decorative clements from 
its surroundings and from the outside world, feeling that they constituted 
neither danger nor a concession in the principles of faith, found s expres- 
sion on lintels and architectural parts of the Galilean synagogues. There is 
10 reason to assume that all these things did not also find expression in the 
structure’s general facade; 

Yet, with all of this, they took great pains to distance themselves from 
anything that, even if only in appearance, might be identified with pagan 
worship itself. The Mishnah tractate of Abodah Zarah (Idolatry) is repletc 
with strict guidelines to guard against the danger of any contact with this 
impurity. Even the Talmud sresses the danger that a Jew might become 
confused between his synagogue and a place of idol worship, to 

  

  

  

  

   
  

9 Many aricls have been devoted to this mate snd there have been 
explain it.Fist and foremost s the work of E. R Goodenough, which callets the weslth of 
matril and classfles it Goodenough's anaysis, i s Known, has ot been accepied by most 
ofthe nvestgatos. Among he iher cental works we shall noe oly the basi wiingsof £ 
E. Usbach, “The Laws of Idolatry and the Archacalogcal nd Hisorcal Reality of the 20d 
and 3d Centuries,” EI § (1959): 189-205 (in Helrew): N. Avigad, “Image Art among the 
Jews,”in Bth She'arim, vol 3 Ceruslem, 1972, pp. 201-208 (i Hebrew), 

50See Peter Brown's excellent desciption o th perplexiie ofthe period, i P. Brown, 
The World of Lte Antquiy (London, 1971, pp. 1196 
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     it was impossible to be entirely successful in the goal they sought to 

achieve—to erect an edifice in which no one would suspect anything what- 
Soever in it as having to do with a pagan structure. ! This demand that the 
Synagogue not be identified with the pagan temple (a position which would 
later on be taken by the Christians secking to establish the form of their 
churches), was a basic condition for the planners. The Jews distanced them- 
selves from the plan of the classic temple which was characterized by the 
construction, in its facade, of a magnificent pronaos of columns, ofien sur- 
rounded by peripteral columns on allsides. 

‘The result that was realized in the Galilean synagogue most clearly illus 
trates the tensions between two diametrically opposite goals: the need to 
design a building whose main purpose is to make the interior space func- 
tional, and the accepted perception of the classical temple architecture—to 

| s Shniing wooss i impac i m s st I o st e 
| classical temples, most of the adherents remained outside during the ritual 

worship. The courtyards were thus architecturally oriented outwards; temples. 
were monumental structures that aimed to influence their surroundings. The 
revolutionary change in the world’s religious architecture—the introversion” 
of the structures—would find its proper place only in the middle of the 
fourth century, with the construction of the first churches. Along with this 
process, as we have already indicated above, in the fourth and fifth centuries, 

| we are witnesses to a change in the perception of the structure of the 
Palestinian synagogues. The main emphasis on the facade shifts from the 
exterior to the interior—along with the rise of church architecture and the 
decline of the classical temples 

“The basis of this change s not ‘imitation,’ but a general change of val- 
ues that occurred in architecture and its intellectual perception in general. 
‘The decision to imitate or not was a mater of the individual architect’s free 
choice. But the change in the general world of values which encompassed 
world architecture and art—Jewish Palestinian art in particular—was 2 mat- 
ter against which is creators were not likely 1o contend. And it is doubiful 
whether at the time they were at all aware of the sharp change taking place 
that we, ata great remove in time, easily discem, 

The two poles we mentioned above, the functional need to emphasize the 
interior against the universal tendency of religious architecture o stress the 
exterior, constituted a kind of conflct of interest” which gave birth to the 
Galilean synagogue. Just as the beauty and grandeur of the pagan temple 
was in its facade that the believers looked at from the court and sanctified 
themselves before it and before the temple of the god who was beyond it in- 
side, so was the beauty and grandeur of the synagogue in s facade, its 
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gables, the decorated alcoves, the frezes, the ornamented lintels and, above 
all, the gates and windows,richly designed in the spiri of the ‘Roman baro- 
que’ which characterized the public and religious construction in Syria.S* 
‘They gave the facade a grand exterior but,along with it, guaranteed the ab- 
sence of surrounding columns and especially in the facade (except for the 
uncharacteristic low pronaos at Kefar Bar'am), so that the synagogue did not 

have a classic pagan temple facade. For this reason it was impossible to 
“correct” the obvious flaw in the interior organization of the Galilean syna- 
gogue where people entered via the facade and, within the building, had to 
turn around toward the facade to face the direction of prayer as other people 
continued to enter and leave through it; and no fitting place was found 
therein for the Torah Ark. The desire to have the grand facade of the build- 
ing—which, like the temples, necessarily was the facade of the entrance— 
face the direction of prayer, that s, toward Jerusalem, was decisive, even at 
the cost ofthe discomfort in organizing the prayer ceremonial inside. 

Only later on, after the change in the architectural values came about, 
was it possible o shift the entrances from the facade to one of the side 
walls, as we find in the buildings of the ‘transitional type, or, better yel, to 
the opposite wall. But the synagogues of the category designated ‘early” that | 
are in the Galilee and the Golan, headed by the most magnificent building of | 
them all at Capernaum, cannot possibly be extracted from their temporal 
background, the third century, or at the latest, the beginning of the fourth 
century C. 

  

  

  

    

  

  

  

  

  52 Seo Foerster, “Synagogues”;likewise sbout the “oriental baroque’ sty inthe Roman 
‘workd, in M. Lyteton, Barogue Architccure in Casscal ntiguiy (London, 1974).



    
    

                          

     

      
    

  

     

  

   

DATING SYNAGOGUES WITH A ‘BASILICAL' PLAN 
AND AN APSE 

  

GIDEON FOERSTER" 

Corbo and Loffreda have advanced some revolutionary conclusions about the. 
synagogue of Capernaum, based on their excavations which began in 1969. 
Even though their conclusions have not been wholly accepted, they have 
caused a change and a renewed atitude among archaologists and historians 
towards the history of the Jewish settlement in Israel during the rabbinic pe- 
riod. The two archacologists conducted a systematic stratigraphic excavation 
for the first time at the Capernaum synagogue, a synagogue that is both the 
most splendid and the best-known of all Galilean synagogues. The excava- 
tion’s results were published with exceptionl speed! and questioned what 
used to be commonly accepted, namely, that the Galilean synagogues were 
established a few decades after the crysallization of the growing Jewish set- 
tlement in Galilee following the Bar Kokba War2 The theory was that the 
magnificent Galilean synagogues had been constructed at the end of the se- 
cond and the beginning of the third centuries C.E. This period saw a 

  

  

  

conjunction of several favorable, historical factors: it was during the rule of 
i Rabbi Judah the Patriarch and the Severan dynasty which was well-disposed 

to him, and it was the period when the Jews established themselves in the. 
Galilee after the profound trauma following the Bar Kokhba War. This, 

1 chronological framework furthermore fit well with the style of architectural 
plans and decorations of the Galilean synagogues in that period.? In contrast 

  

   
          

  

       
    
    
         
         

      
    

his essay was criginally publshed in A. Kasher, A, Oppenheimer, and U. Rappapor, 
eds. Synagogues in Aniiguity Uerusalem, 1987), pp. I73-150 (in Hebrew). It has been 
{randlated with the permisson of the auhor and of Yad Izhsk Ben Zvi. It was twanslated by 
Ms. Bai Leviteh, 

V. Corbo . La Sinagoga di Cafarnao dopo g scavi del 1969, SBF Colecio Minor, 
vol.9 Uerusalem: Francescani, 1970): dem, Cafarnao I: Ediici della Cit, SBF Collecio 
Maior, vol. 19 Ceruslem: Franciscan Pinting Pres, 1972); idem, “E0ifict antichi sotto la 
Sinagoga di Cafamao” i E. Testa et sl eds., Sudia Hierosolymitana, vol. 1 Uerusalen: 
Franciscan Printing Prss, 1976),pp.159-176; idem, *Soto la Sinagoga di Cfarnao uninsala 
dell cit,” LA 27 (1977): 156-177; V. Corbo, “Rest dela Sinagoga de primo secolo a 
Cafamao,” in'E. Testa t al, eds, Sudia. Hierosolymitana, vol. 3 (erusolem: Franciscan 

Prining Pres, 1982), pp. 313357 
2 Thas,for insance,se the aricle of A. Oppertheime, “The Rehabitation of the Jewish 

Settement in the Galile,” and of L. | Levine “The Time of Rabbi Yehuda ha-Nasi” & 
Eretz lstael in the Thitd Century” in Boras, Eretz [sael, vol. 1, pp.75-143 (n Hebrew) 

    

  

  

  

     3 G. Foerste, “The Ancient Synagogues of the Gallee,”in Levine, GLA,pp. 289-319
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o this interpretation, Corbo and Loffreda argued, on the basis of their exca- 
vations, that the construction of the Capernaum synagogue began in the 
middle of the fourth century C.E. and was completed in the second half of 
the fifth century.* 

Since the beginning of the 1970's, various scholars have conducted exca- 
vations and stratigraphic examinations of several Galilean synagogues (Gush 
Halav, Meiron, Khirbet Shema’, Horvat *Ammudim, Chorazin and Horvat 
Nevorayah [=Nabratein]). The excavators of these synagogues have con- 
cluded that thir construction was complete by the second half of the third 
century C.5.5 Thus only the Caperaum synagogue remains dated to the 
fifth century 

1t should be noted that the building of a synagogue often continued for a 
Tong time; we should distinguish between the carly years of building and the 
final period, for between them certainly many years passed. This way we 
reach the dating suggested by historical and artstc analysis.5 

In the excavations of the synagogues at Hammath-Tiberias, Rehob, 
Ma‘oz Hayyim and Hammat Gader, clear indications were found that the 
buildings erected during the third and fourth centuries went through 
considerable changes in both decoration and architectural plan over the long 
years they served their congregations” Furthermore, we can now learn more 
about the construction of synagogues in the third century from the new 

    

  
  

    

“se 
5 Gush Halav: See “Gush Halav.” In the excavatons” opinion, the building was completed 

in250CE. 
Mciron: Sce Meiron. The date was determined by a coin of Probos (276-282 CE.), which 

gives, according 0 the excavalors, a ferminus ante-guem dating of the synagoguei in our 
opinio, the synagoguc could be dated cven eatcr. 

Khicbe Sherna' Sce Meyers, Khirber Shema’. The buiding was destroyed n 306 CE. and 
was ceainly consiructed some decad 

Horvat‘Ammudim: See Levne, 
1o the third century C.. 

Horvat Nevorayah (Nabeaein): See “En-Nabrsein” At stage I o the sttlement—the 
fist synagogue was dated 0 the years 135:250 C.. Sage Il was identified ss 250-363 C.5., 

the excavators observed two phases in his sage. Note thtthe site’s name was fixcd by the 
(Commitce of Names as ‘Horvat Nevorayah," snd i dentfed as such o the historicl ies 
Tistand on modern maps. This uniformity shouldbe kept 

(Chorazin: Z. Yeivin, “The Excavations st Chorazin in the Years 1962-1964," 1 11 
(1973): 14157, and especialy p. 157 in Hebrew). 

© Corbo and Loffreda aroe that the synagogue at Caperaum took one hundred years o 
buid! 

7 Hammath Tiberias: See Dothan, Hammarh-Tiberias 
Rehob: See . Vito, “The Synagoguc a Rehob.” in Levine, ASR, pp- 9095; “Noes and 

News?” JEJ 30 (1980):214-217. 
Ma'oz Hayyim. 

“Hammt Gader?” p. 11-12 

above, note 1   
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  excavations in Judea—specifically at En-Gedi® and Horvat Rimmon’ 
although their plans lack the necessary clariy. 

In contrast to the variety of plans reflected in the third- and fourth-cen- 
tury Galilean synagogues, there is a prominent group of synagogues based 
on a single design. These are dispersed from Tiberias southwards, along the 
Bet-Shean and Jericho valleys and also on the Judean plain. The design of 
these synagogues centers around a rectangular longitudinal building with an 
apse in the wall directed towards Jerusalem. They are decorated with floor 
mosaics. The uniformity of the group and its wide dispersion witness to an 
influential source, namely, church architecture of the fifth and sixth cen- 
turies. Indeed, this model indicates, in our opinion, a clear chronological 
framework. Among the synagogues of this type, sometimes designated 
“basilical type with an apse” N DY), are at least two that 
have indubitable chronological identifications, namely, datable inscriptions 
that were found in them. The dedicatory inscription in the synagogue of 
Beth Alpha relates to *King Justinus,” probably Justin I who ruled in the 
years 518-527.10 The inscription also mentions the craftsmen Mariannus 
and Hanina, whose names also appear on the floor of the Samaritan 
synagogue at Bet-Shean.!! This allows us to date the building at Bet-Shean 
0 the beginning of the sixth century. This firm dating enables us to correct 
the dating of the excavator, who assigned it o the end of the fourth or 
beginning of the fifth centuries.'> 

“A dated dedication was also found a the synagogue excavation at Gaza- 
Maioumas. This is a broad, large building with five aisles, unlike the usual 
buildings with three aisles. The excavator reconstructs an apse in the wall 
directed towards Jerusalem, although this is ncertain. This splendid build- 
ing is dedicated to the wood traders Menachem and Jeshua, who donated its 
construction in the year S61 (by the Gaza reckoning [=508/9 C.E.).1 Close 
to this building, geographically and artistically, is the synagogue at Ma'on, 
whose plan is that of a basilica with an apse. * Its decoration, as has been 

     

    

   

  

D Barag et al, “The Second Excavation Season at the Synagogue of En-Get 
Qadmonior, no. 2 (1972): 52-53 n Hebrew) 

9 A. Kloncr “The Synagogue o Horat Rimmen,” Qadmoior 17, nos. -3 (1984). 6571, 
and especally pp. 66-67 (in Hebrew) 

19 Sukenik, Ber Alpha, p. 39-42. 
11 See Taor, p. 159 
12 Troi, pp. 149-154. There is o justificaton o suggest different buiding phases and 

thus no chronalogcal development can be sseriined. 
15'See Ovadish, “Gaza.”pp. 195-196, 
145, Levi, “The Ancient Synagogue st Ma‘on (Nirim). (Firs review of the 

excavations),” E1 10 (1961 71-82 (in Hebrew. M. Avi-Yonsh, “The Mossc Floor of the 
Symagogue ai Maon (Nirim)," Ef 10(1961): 8693 (n Hebrew, 
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noticed by other scholars, resembles that of the mosaic in the nearby Shellal 
Church, which also has a dedicatory inscription dated to 565 C.E.'S 

‘The synagogue of stratum 1/b at Hammath-Tiberias—a large, majestic 
basilical structure with an apse in the wall directed towards Jerusalem—was 
built according to a new plan on top of the previous synagogue—the well- 
known Hammath-Tiberias synagogue. The earlir structure was destroyed 
and abandoned, according to Dothan, between 396 and 422. Although the 
later synagogue has not yet undergone final publication, it seems to us— 
from the style of its mosaic remains and from historical considerations— | 
that the building was not rebuilt prior to the beginning of the sixth cen- 
tury. 16 

The synagogues discovered at Hammat Gader and Ma‘oz Hayyim had also 
a basilical plan with an apse. The stratigraphy of both buildings dates the 
synagogues to the sixth century.” 

‘The synagogue at Hammat Gader was uncovered in 1935 by Sukenik,® 
who dated it to the fifih century,'? but Avi-Yonah, referring to its style, re- 
vised the date to the sixth century 2" In a lter excavation of the synagogue 
in 1982—after removing the mosaic pavement for preservation—were found 
two earlier stages in the history of the synagogue’s building that had not 
been noticed by previous excavators.?! 

‘The earliest stage is characterized by simple white mosaic, in the center 
of which were found the remains of a black-and-red frame. The plan of this 
building is unclear, but it seems that it was a public building that was simi- 
lar, but not identical, (o the two succeeding stages. In the second stage, the 
plan was fixed (since it was preserved in the third stage) except for a few el- 
ements—important in themselves—that were added or taken away during the 
building’s last stage. The building was paved with local-stone files, placed 
in an ormamental style. At the hall’s center a square frame was contoured 
carpet-like by quadrangular and triangular tiles (sort of opus sectile). 
Adjacent to the hall’s south wall, the foundations of a raised platform were 
exposed. It was here that the main finds of the synagogue were discovered, 
‘mostly sherds of oil lamps and other vessels from the end of third or begin- 
ning of fourth century. The latest coins that could possibly be ascribed to 
this stage are those of Constantine II, who ruled uniil 361 C.E. 

  

  

  

  

    
  

S Teendal Shelal,pp. 12-13 
16 M. Dolhan, “The Synagogues s Hammth-Tieras,” Qadroniot 1, no. (1969 122 

123 in Hebrew). ec lso Dothan, Hammath Tiberias, . 61 
17 Sukenik, el Hammeh. And mor recety, se Focrstr, “Hammath Gader 
18 Sukenik, l-Hameh, p. 50-81. 

19 Toaers, “Matoz Hayyim. 
2 NEAEHL, vl 2.p. 568 
21 Foerster, “Hammath Gader”     
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  During the third stage the mosaic floor was laid and an apse was added in 
the southern small room of the building, at the width of the central hall 
‘The mosaic is about 20 cm above the previous tle-floor, and was lsid over 
several plaster layers founded upon a sand layer.22 Above the early bemah 
we exposed from the second stage of the building, a platform surrounded by 
a screen had been already exposed by Sukenik. A staircase led (o the plat 
form and the apse. Fifty years after the upper bemah had been discovered, 
only alittl of it was left. By checking the material that could be saved from 
the mosaic bedding, it seems that it was probably laid in the sixth century. 

Similarity in measurements, plan, and development of the Hammat 
Gader synagogue can be observed at the synagogue discovered at Ma'oz 
Hayyim and published by Tzaferis * The synagogue at Ma‘oz Hayyim was 
first built in the fourth century. It was a small rectangular building paved 
with stone tiles, with the bemaihlocated at the southern side directed towards 
Jerusalem. At the second stage, the hall was widened to the north, an apse 
was added at its southern end, and a mosaic floor was laid on above the car- 
Tier tle floor. The excavator dates the mosaic floor (o the first half of the 
ifth century according to stylistic considerations, but this date should be re- 

| vised to the beginning of the sixth century, according to the same criteria. 
The first mosaic was replaced by a second, and constitutes the main change 
at the building’s final stage 

From the buildings analyzed above, it can be argued that synagogues 
built according to a basilical plan with an apse were not constructed prior to 

| the early sixth century C.E. This does not imply, of course, that al the syn- 
agogues of this period had apses. Indeed, several synagogues dated to the 
sixth century lack an apse—whether or not they are based on a basilical 
plan. 

In the synagogues with the apse, it seems that the apse replaced the niche 
which appeared in other synagogues. In the apse was kept the Ark contain- 
ing the Torah scrolls. In synagogues where the apse was spacious enough, it 
probably also served as the sitting place of the congregation elders, as did 

| the presbyterium in churches—but we have no evidence of such a use. 
To the synagogues analyzed so far—which point fo a wave of building 

and renovation in the carly sixth century—we could add newly rebuilt syna- 

  

  

   

  

  

  

  

                 

              

2 Focrster, “Hammath Gader” 
2 Toaferis, Ma'or Hayyim." 
24 Tyafeis, “Ma'or Hayyin” pp. 224-225. The three-dimensional meander paten that 

includs varous descrptons, ispresen, i our piion,anly in clear conexts of e sixth 
century st Shelll (e Trendail Shelal, plt 11 

Horvat Susiys: S. Gutmann e al., “Excavtions of the Synagogue at Horvat Susiya, 
Qadmoniot 5,n0.2 (1972): 7-52,se espeiallyp. 41 andits photograph (in Hebrew) 

Horvat Berakot: Y. Tsfrir ot al, ““The Church and Mosacs a Horva Berachor,Israe,” 
DOPapers 33 1979: 302:309, g . pl. 1b. 
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ues and the final phases of synagogue constructions that were repaired 

nd changed, such as in Na‘aran, Rehob, Bet-Shean, Horvat Susiya, 
Eshtemoa and En-Gedi In the second half of the sixth century, the syn 
gogues of Horvat Rimmon and Horvat Nevorayah were renovated. 2 and new 
synagogues were erected in Jericho and Tiberias 27 

From all of this evidence, a most interesting archacological picture ap- 
‘pears, which identifies two main periods of construction and repair of syna- 
‘gogues affer the Bar Kokba War. During the first period—in the third and 
fourth centuries C.E.—synagogues were erected all over Isracl. Most of them 
were constructed in the third century and were modified during the fourth 
century. The second period essentially began after a gap of over a hundred 
years; it comprised the end of the fifth and the be of the sixth cen- 

   

  

  

  

    

turies. This second phase affects the whole country—as we have doc   
mented—with new bu     15 erected and old synagogues repaired. 

The obvious decline and gap in synagogue construction from the sccond 
half of the fourth century untlthe end of the fifth—which we noticed in the 
archaeological finds mentioned up to now—is casily explained by the dis- 
wress that afflcted the Jewish settlements in Palestine. The decline in con- 
struction began with the difficultis following the falure of the revoltin the 
time of Gallus Caesar™® and increased after the failure of Julian the 
Apostate’s plan o rebuild the Temple. It should be remembered, that in 
363 the great earthquake occurred, causing the destruction of twenty-three. 
towns across the land 3 In the same period—primarily at the end of the 
fourth and the beginning of the ffth century—the Christian rule over the 

    

   

  

  

  

n: NEAEHL vol. 3, gp. 10751076 
Bet-Shean: See Tzor, p. 159 and also N. Tzori, “The House of Kyrios Leontis a Beth 

Shean” EJ 16 (1966): 123-134; D. Bakt, “The Synagogue st Bet-Shean—First Review,” 
Qadmanios 5,n0.2 (1972): 558 (in Hebrew). 

Horvat Suiya: se above, not 24 
Eshicmoa: 2. Yeivin, “The Synagogue at Eshcmos,” Qadmonior 52 (1972), 4345 (n 

Helbrew). Avian docs not indicate 3 dste, but it scems to me that the mossic s from the sixth 
century 

En.Gedi: S sbove, note 7 
2 Horvat Rimmn: sce sbove, notc . 
Horvat Nevorayah: sce sbove,note 5. And aso N. Avigad, “A Dated Lintel Inscrition of 

e Ancient Synagogue of Nabratein,” Rabinowit: Bullein, vol. 3, pp. 49-56, 
21 Jericho: NEAEHL. vo. 3, pp. 695-696. 

Y. Geig 
Congtracion n the 

hid, pp. 208217 
5. P. Brock, “A Lette atibuted to Cyril of Jerusalem on the Re-building of the 

le." BSOAS 40 (1977): 261.286: G. Foeter, “An Eatbauake on the 19h of Year 363 
and ts Historcal and Archacological Meaning.” in The Eighth Arclaeological Congress in 
Israel (Jerusalem, 1981). p-20 (in Hebrew) K. W. Russel, “The Earthquake of May 15, 
AD. 363" BASOR 238 (1980): 4764, 

  

“The Revolt in the Days of Gllus and the Episode of the Temple's 
s of olian,”in Bars, re sl vol. 1. pp. 202208, 
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country strengthened, evidence to which is the fanatic asceticism movement 
that spread Christianity by enforcement and terror, and also institutionalized 
persecution. One of the latter’s expressions is the intensive religious legisla 
tion, which among other actions actually canceled the office of the Jewish 
Patriarch.3! 

A series of laws during this period directly concerned the institution of 
the synagogue. It starts with an exemption from the obligation to accom- 
modate soldiers given to the synagogue in Trier between the years 368373 
during the reign of Valentinian 1132 In 393, Arcadius and Honorius forbid 
the looting and demolishing of synagogues, a protection that indicates, of 
course, that synagogues were indeed harmed 2 In 397, a similar law was 
legislated * A law protecting synagogues and forbidding their scizure was 
legislated in 412 by Honorius and Theodosius 135 In 420, these two rulers 
also decided to establish another law for the protection of synagogues and 
dwelling places against unlawful burning% A law from 423 widens the 

ed by the illegal looting 

  

    

     
  

scope by discussing compensation to those damagy 
of synagogues and turning them into churches as well as penaltis for steal- 
ing holy vessels. It also banned the building of new synagogues and pro- 
mulgated an order to maintain the former ones as they were” In 438, 
‘Theodosius I and Valentinian IIl declared the confiscation new synagogues 

  

built against the law, and levied a fine of 50 gold pounds against their 
builders. At the same time, it emphasized that permission was given for re 
pairing synagogues that were about to collapse.* Indeed, by the end of the 
fourth and beginning of the fifth centuries, many synagogues had been dam- 

both physically and by seizure and transformation into churches. This 

  

  

   

      

31 Z Rubin, “Spreading of Christianity in Israel from the Days of Julian until the Period of 
Justiian,” in Bass, Erets Lral ol. 1, p. 234251 i Hebrews Y. Da, "B hrad in 
he S and G centre, n s, v, ol vol. . p. 27-273 (i ) 

3 Linder, no. 14, pp. 116-118 (Codex Theodosianus, 7:8:2, ed. Mommsen, p. 327), 
33 Linder, No 21, pp. 137-138 (Codex Theodosianus, 16:7:9, Mommsen, p. 889). 
3 Linder, No 25, pp. 143-144 (Codex Theodosianus, 16:8:12, Mommsen, pp. 889-890). 

i Jw wa directd o Prctorim Peee of icum 
35 Linder, No 40, pp. 190-192 (Codex Theodosianus, 16:8:20, Mommsen, p. 892). 
3 Linder, No 46, p. 205-208 (Codx Theodosans, 16821, Mommeen. . 892 
7 Lindr, No 47, pp. 208.20 (Colex Theadoians, 16:83, Mommsen, . $9%-549). 

The absolue probiilon of buinnew yragoguc, slong with he dicaion o mainan 
hei form unchanged, should b siphiszed. The inicon s cesnly. 0 PrEseve he decoraons and lans o exting udngs, 

3% Linder, No 54, p. 245-235. (Theodosius I, Novella [=Breviarium, 3, ed. Meyer & 
Mommsen, g 7-1 ko i, Codex usmians, 1315, d. Kieger p. 6. 

  

     

  

  

  

     

  



94 FOERSTER 

happened in Calinicum® Odessa,f0 Asia Minor, Alexandria,#! and 
Constantinople.*? In Rome, the synagogue had been burnt down. 

‘The archacological evidence from the fifth century also witnesses to the 
seizure of synagogues of Gerasa in Trans-Jordan® and Ephainea in Syria ‘5 
and their subsequent transformation into churches. No similar phenomenon 
has been found in Israel. It seems, however, that the general decrease of 
Isracl Jewry after the 363 earthquake and continuing into the fifth century—a. 
fact supported by archacological finds—reflects similar processes in Israel. 
“This decline derived from the strengthening of Christian rle in Israel and 
the pressure that followed. The partial revival i synagogue construction in 
the sixth century stemmed from the weakening of the Christian rule in Isracl 
on the threshold of the Muslim congquest. 

39 In the year 388, according to the legends of Ambrosius, Archbishop of Milan, see 
Pukss,pp. 166-167 I XV col 101 

40 the year 411, see Parkes, pp. 236411, 
41 Linder, p. 206. 
2 Pukes, i 44 the synagogee i the copper make, . 238, S alo Linder 
5 Lindr, p. 137, aécondin 1o Ambrosiu’ repor. 
4 C. H. Kraeling, ed., Gerasa: City of the Decapolis (New Haven: ASOR, 1938), pp. 

234.241. The dating o th churh eeied sboe the Synagogue s Y07, There i 1o way 1o 
Know whenthe synsgopue wi consmeted and demolhes, 

45 The report on the synagogue was not published. For the latest reference to this case, 
scc 1. Nopolcone Lemaite & 1. Ch. Balty. LElise a Arrien de la Grand Collade 
(Brucle: Centr belge de rechrches aehelogiues a Apamee e Syt 1969), pp- .10 
There s apromisetopublsh e xcavatonsdon e syoagoy  



        

   
    

                    

      

      

        

    
    

      
  

        

    
    
    
    

    
     

THE DIASPORA SYNAGOGUE: ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND 
EPIGRAPHIC EVIDENCE SINCE SUKENIK 

ALF THOMAS KRAABEL" 

L INTRODUCTION: RESOURCES 

Epigonoi usually deserve their reputations. The three persons from whom 
I this study takes its beginnings would not be pleased with the narrowness of 

the topic, since all three saw that distinguishing ‘Diaspora’ from ‘Holy 
Land’ was a most imperfect way of dividing up the Judaism of the Greco- 
Roman world. Eliezer Lipa Sukenik (1889-1965), Erwin Ramsdell Good- 
enough (1893-1965) and Michael Avi-Yonah (1904-1974) knew that the 
Diaspora was not itself a religious and cultural unity, still less was it out of 
touch with Syria-Palestine. However, the study of post-Biblical Judaism, 
and particularly the archacology thereof, has taken some unexpected turns in 
the two generations since E. L. Sukenik's 1930 Schweich Lectures:? the 
field is almost certain to continue to expand, with new excavations and 
investigations of other sorts. This is a proper time to survey the 
archaeological and epigraphic evidence presently available, and draw some. 
tentative conclusions about these Diaspora buildings and the ‘Tews in 
tile world’ who use them—hopefully, without losing sight of the larger 
Judaism mentioned above. 

Since the 1930s, most of the new information about the ancient syna- 
‘gogue has come from what is now the State of Israel: the 1973 edition of S, 
1. Saller’s catalogue lists evidence from 131 sites, M. Avi-Yonah's Ariel ar- 
ticle of the same year examines a score of the best-preserved examples in 
some detail, and every year additional evidence is uncovered, preliminary 

  

  

    
    

  

* This cssay originally appeared in H. Temporini and W. Haase, eds., Aufseg und 
Niedergang der rimischen Wel: Principat, Relgion (Judentum: Allgemeines; Paldstinisches 
Judentum), B. 19.1 (Berlin and New York: Walier de Gruytr, 1979), p. 477-510. 1t i 
epintd by the permision ofthe authr and Walter de Gruyter & Co. 

" Their bibliographies reveal the range of ther intersts; these are listed i the 
bibliography under Ben-Horin (Sukenik), Kraabel (Goodenough) and Salzmann (Avi 
Yonah). 

2 Sukenik, ASPG. 0 which the ik ofthis essay refer. In sie of the many other things 
‘Stukenik wrote on synagopucs aferward, i is this book which determined the imge of it 
opic fo at leas  geeraton. 
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notices thereof appearing prompily in Israel Exploration Journal:3 These 
buildings are quickly visited and easily compared with each other, and mem- 
bers of the archacological community in Israel (along with some American 
    apidly assembling a ful picture of the religious architec- 
ture of what is sometimes called early rabbinic Judaism. Inevitably, these. 
advances stimulate questions about the situation outside the Holy Land in 
the same period. 

In the Diaspora, the work goes more slowly.* There have been spectacu- 
lar discoveries, Dura and later Sardis chief among them; the result, more 
than once, has been t0 explode carefully assembled hypotheses about 

“Diaspora Judaism,” theories based on scraps of excavated evidence and tanta 
lizingly vague or remote literary references from the rabbis, from hostile 
Church Fathers or from uncomprehending pagan writers.* Thus, while the 
number of ancient synagogues known from the Diaspora is only a small 
fraction of those ideniified in the tiny State of Isracl, a single bulding i 

y, Yugoslavia or Greece will have much greater impact on the understand- 
ing of ancient Judaism; the handful of ites discussed below will repay close 
attention, if we do not try 10 assemble from them another sweeping picture 
of what ‘normative’ Judaism might be.® 

The last major development since the 1930s in this field is a change in 
the relation of lterary to non-literary evidence, duc in large part to archa 
logical advances. For the Judaism of the earler, ‘Biblical” period, there has 
been for nearly half a century no question but that the Hebrew Bible 
only be understood against the background of the much larger Umwelt 
known chiefly through the evidence produced by excavation. In the neigh- 
boring fields of New Testament studies and patristcs, such an approach, 
long overdue, is only beginning to take hold. And the study of post-Biblical 
Judaism has been dominated literally for centuries by the sheer bulk of the 
rabbinic literature, from which have been produced pictures of a ‘normative 
Judaism® which now turs out to be anything but the entire story. Thus ar- 

    
     

  

  

  

  

  

3 Avi-Yonah, “Synagogues”;Saler, Second Rovised Catalogue. 
4 Sukenik had hoped 10 survey systematically the ancient synagogues of the 

Medierancan word with the aid of the Louis M. Rabinowitz Fund for the Exploraion of 
Ancient Synagogues (Sukenik, “The Presen Sate.” p. 22), butthe thre Bullerns published 
on this fund (1949, 1951, 1960) repor ol on synagogues excavatd in o, 

51n some ways the greatest distorton (althovgh always “well documented") occurs n the 
ctypl-Nasi statements of Geshard Kitel, .8 in Kitel,“Kleinasatisches Judentum,” f. W 
F_ Alright, “Gerhard Kittl nd the Jewish question insntiquiy,” in W. F. Albrigh, History 
Archacology and Christan Humanism (New York, 1969, pp. 229-240. In genera, however, 
T have in mind the careless statements about the “syacretism” or cven “apostasy” of 
Diaspora Jews, as found still in the more dervative handbooks; on the mtte, sc¢ Krsabe, 
“Hypristor”; Keaabel, “Paganisn. 

is of course most closely sssociated with G. F. Moore, sce the parly al comments in Goodenough,vl. 1 pp. 16-32, 
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chacological discoveries tur aut to have implications for the understanding 
of literary texts which at frst appeared wholly unrelated to them, as the 

nulets, the papyr, the inscriptions, the mosaics and the buildings reveal a 
Judaism greatly more complex than the one we thought we saw in the rab- 
binic literature alone.” 
Out of this wealth of evidence for ancient Judaism, this paper will review 

one segment: the Diaspora synagogue buildings® excavated or reinterpreted 
since 1930.9 Inscriptions mentioning synagogues not yet located will be 
brought in only as they illuminate the present topic. The sites are arranged 
in a geographical order, east to west. 

OF reference works and recent general studies the following should be 
noted: E. R. Goodenough's mammoth, idiosyncratic and indispensable 
Jewish Symbols in the Greco-Roman Period (hirteen volumes, 1953-1968) 
The articles in: Pauly-Wissowa, Real-Encyclopadie der Klassischen 
Altertumswissenschaft (1932, by. S. Kraus); The Interpreter’s Dictionary of 
the Bible (1962, by 1. Sonne); Kittel's Theological Dictionary of the New 
Testament (1964 in the German; 1971 in English, by W. Schrage) 
Encyclopedia Judaica (1971, by M. Avi-Yonah); New Catholic Encylopedia 

  

    

  

    

7 OF the three men, Goodenough went farthest with “non-ltrary’ cvidence, and 
(Geservedly a times) eceived the most scepical response from his colleagues, see Snith, 
“Jewish Symbols.” Sukenik was th calies and understandably had th greates difficuy in 
frecing himself from erlir views, as for example in the debate over the presence or 
absence of a permanent Torah shine in the Capernaum synagogue. In ASPG (pp. 18T, 520) 
e accepted the hypothesis ofthe carlir excavatos that a stone shric had stood befor the 
‘main (outh) doors ofth buiking in s latr phas. In “The Present State” he has evisd his 
View, afte afresh examination o the site; now the sone fragments one thought to be from 
a Torah shrine are actually pat of te extrior fagade—there never had been a permanent 
shrine i the buiding, a conclusion which "agees completly with the Talmudic siatemenis 
that the Torah scrolls had no ixd place withinthe prayer-ball” (. 19). Goodenough (v, 1 
p. 181 note 172) and Sonne (*Synagoguc” p. 488) atack tis procedure as i the later's 
Words, an atempt “t adjust he achacologica dat o assumed rabbinic implications.” Sl 
later developments compicae the debate Osti (sce below) furishes a clear xampl of 3 
pemancat Torah shine 3dded to n cxsting synagogue in a maner which blocks one of s 
main doors-exactly the procedure Sukenik was ejcting for Capernaum in “The Present 
Stte” eF p. 18)] 

synagoge may mean the commanity rather than the building, ¢.g. Lifit. no. 100 
(Berenice, Cyrensica. On the words used o indicate he building in aniiquity. sce Somne, 
“Synagogue.” pp. 4TI ind Henge, “Proseuche” passim. 

Hence the omission hereof sections on other Diaspora synagogue buildings mentioncd 
by Sukenik, Goodenough or Avi-Yonah 5. Hammam Lif in Noth Afrca, Apames in Syria 
(Saler, Second Revised Catalogue no. 10) and Acgina in Greece. The Acgina synagogue. 
mosaic was removed and repited n 1966, <f. Dellon 22 (1967) B. Chronika, p. 19r. 161 
plates 19, 19b, 1223;comparison f plan | (20) iving the condiion of the mosaic in 1966 
it arlir plans shows the floor has deteiorated greatly in recent times. Eadier plan 
reproduced by Sukenik (ASPG, plan X, Goodenough (vol. 3, no- 881) and Avi-Yonah 
(“Synagogue: Architeture” . 60D): ee also Sukenik, “The Present Stte” pp. 201, and i 
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Supplement 1967-1974 (1974, by A. T. Kraabel); and The Interpreter’s 
Dictionary of the Bible: Supplement (1976, by E. M. Meyers). 

For inscriptions, the pioneer work is Corpus Inscriptionum udaicarum 
(volume one, ‘Europe,” 1936; volume two, *Asia-Africa,” 1952), edited by 
J.-B. Frey. CII is marred by errors and omissions, however; many of the 
flaws in the first volume are corrected in Baruch Lifshitz's 100-p: 
“Prolegomenon” to the 1975 reprint. The second volume, even less satisfac- 
tory than the first, should be read along with the reviews, particularly that of 
3. and L. Robert in Bull. épigr. 1954 no. 24. For new inscriptions, and new 
interpretations, the annual review by the Roberts in Bull.epigr’ under the 
heading “inscriptions gréco-juives” is absolutely indispensibl. Lifshitz's 
Donateurs et fondateurs dans les synagogues juives is a very useful colle 
tion of inscriptions relating to the construction, furnishing and rebuilding of 
synagogues. 

Comprehensive surveys of the ancient synagogue are rare, and S. Krauss’ 
Synagogale Altertumer is stil essential; is article in Pauly-Wissowa is a 
condensation. The first chapter of R. Wischnitzer, The Architecture reviews 
more recent evidence and draws sound conclusions. ! 

For each of the seven buildings below, major publications and particu- 
larly useful reference works will be listed, accompanied by a discussion of 
the issues raised by the finds for the history of religions and, in particular, 
for Diaspora Judais. For plans, detailed measurements and full discussion 
of finds, the reader is referred to the items in the bibliography. (Strictly 
speaking, analysis of the Miletus and Priene buildings by the archacologisis 
responsible for them has not progressed beyond what Sukenik described in 
1930; however, the Sardis discoveries require that the evidence known in 
1930 be reviewed for these neighboring sites.) 

  

    

  

    

    
  

10 Fast Archasologic (FA) s essentis for informstion on new finds snd intrpreatons, 
but it can b a bewildeing (00l for this particala opis thus i the 1969-1970 edition, the 
Iatest available at this witng, the annual Sadis report in BASOR is no. 3609 (‘Prehisoric 
and Classical reece: R A Sites"). Bruneau, Recherches sur..Delos, s no 6111, and 
reviews of Goodenough are no. SI23F. (‘Helleistic World and the Eastern Provinces: 
History and Cillizaton: Religion and Mythology’). Florani Squarciapino's artcle on sn 
archisynagogus nscription from Ostiais no. 8004 (‘Roman West: Roman Civilization and Ar: 
Epigraphy). Finally, two eniries o “Holy Land synagogucs are in he section ‘Christianiy 
and Late Aniiquity no. 12893 s an earlir edion of the Salle catslogue (‘Civilztion and 
At Architeture: Synagogucs”) nd no. 13699 2 bref survey by Avi-Yonah (‘Regions and 
Sites: srael'). There are cros-references only occasionaly. 

   
    

11 One recent survey with  promising itk is  dispaintment: The Jews in the Roman 
World, by M. Grant time e time the archacological evidence readily avilabe s ignored



  

   

                                        

    

       
       

                 

                    
      

‘THE DIASPORA SYNAGOGUE % 

1L DURA 

  

a(-Europos) synagogue was discovered in 1932 by an expedition 
sponsored by Yale University and the French Academy of Inscriptions and 

Letters;? the excavators’ final report on the building is C. H. Kraeling, The 
‘Synagogue. Dura was a trading outpost on the Euphrates River, subject to a 
rainbow of cultural influences, and under Seleucid, then Parthian, then 
Roman domination. The Roman army held control during the time the syn- 
agogue was in existence, but lost the town o the Sassanians in AD 256; the 

‘agogue was preserved only because it had been buried under hastily con- 
structed fortifications just prior to the last Sassanian attack 

Of the seven sites here examined, Dura is the farthest from Rome, with 
the greatest admixture of elements from outside the Greco-Roman sphere. 
Fortunately, it is an extensively excavated and well documented sie; if its 
colorful and often clashing religious and cultural mosaic has not been com: 
pletely explained, itis ateast fully documented. 

Goodenough devoted the last section (volumes 9-11) of his Jewish 
Symbols to the Dura synagogue; he saw it as “a sort of Rosetta Stone” for 
the understanding of ancient religious symbolism, and Avi-Yonah was cor- 
rect in calling the three Dura volumes “the final—one may even say the 
crowning—section of the whole.”!* The two men jointly authored the lav- 
ish Encyclopedia Judaica eniry on the synagogue. The collection edited by J 
Gutmann, The Dura-Europos Synagogue, includes useful discussion and 
new comparative material four decades after the initial discoveries. For the 
religious situation in ancient Dura, sce the standard reference works, ¢.g. 
Reallexikon fur Antike und Christentum (1959, by O. Eissfeldt); on the 
synagogue, the entry in Reallexikon zur byzantinischen Kunst (1966, by J. 
Gutmann) is particularly well done. Reviews of Goodenough are listed by 
Morton Smith in Smith, “Jewish Symbols,” pp. 66f., and again in 
Goodenough, vol. 13, pp. 229f.; note particularly that of E. Bickerman, 
Symbolism.” The building itself, reconstructed, is now a part of the 

National Museum, Damascus 
In the middle of the third century AD the synagogue complex took up 

much of a city block, next to the west wall in a residential quarter, not far 
from the main city gate. Originally the Jewish community had used a pri- 
vate dwelling as their place of assembly; by the end of the second century 
this had been remodelled into the earler synagogue, which was rebuilt again 
in AD 245, a decade befor the final destruction of the town. 

  

    
  

  

   

  

     

      

    

  

   

  

     

  

12 After 3 visit to the st Sukenik was able 0 include a brie discussion in “Ancient 
Synagogucs.”pp. 8285 

3 Avi-Yonah, “Goodenough's Evauaton” p. 18,
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‘The synagogue in its final form was not casily identified as such from 
outside; it could be entered only through a complex of some nine rooms, 
forming with the synagogue the Jewish community center for the town. The 
synagogue proper includes a forecourt open to the sky, and the ‘house of as- 
sembly,’ a rectangular room 14 x 8.7 m from floor to ceiling. It is wider 
than it is deep, a ‘broadhouse’ in plan, a design infrequent in Palestinian 
synagogues; of the seven Diaspora buildings treated here, only Dura is a 
broadhouse.!* The *house of assembly” was provided with two entrances 
(from the forecourt) in ts long east wall, one in the center, a smaller one at 
the south end. A Torah Shrine was attached t0, and extended into, the west 
wall, the one closest to Jerusalem. Two-level masonry benches were at- 
tached (0 all walls of the room, interrupted only by the two doors and the 
shrine. 

But the most spectacular, most controversial and most discussed element 
of the entire complex is the paintings which covered ll four walls of the 
house of assembly,” and the front of the Torah Shrine. Some reproduce 
Biblical stories (The Exodus, Elijah reviving the widow’s child, Samuel 
anointing David), others display puzzling symbolism (The Open Temple 
IThe Closed Temple), alldisplay a bewildering mixture of costume (Persian 
caftan and trousers, Greek chiton and himation, perhaps a Jewish prayer 
shawl with zizith or ritual fringes), imagery (Biblical, mythological, astro 
logical, apotropaic) and languages (legends and graffiti in Aramaic, Greek, 
Middle Persian and Parthian). Most scholars agree that there is a unifying 
general theme for the paintings, but disagree as to what it might be—and a 
few insist there is no single central idea at all 'S The Jews of Dura were nei- 
ther heretical nor esoteric,'® but the kind ‘Judaism’ which might provide the 
theology for the paintings is much debated, Kracling, for example, assum- 
ing that the source is the rabbinic Judaism of Palestine and Babylonia, 
Goodenough insisting on a hellenized, ‘mystic’ Diaspora Judaism with cqual 
fervor, others (e.g. Bickerman, Avi-Yonah, M. Smith) suspecting that their 
dichotomy was unnecessarily severe. To judge from the first four decades, it 
is unlikely that there will ever be a single universally accepted explanation; 
from Kracling and Goodenough we have the evidence in great detail, but 

ns a ‘source’ for ancient Judaism more puzzling than the Dead 
. and no less important 

  

  

  

    
  

   

  

  

  

    

14 On this form, see Goodenough, vol. 1, pp. 225.237: Avi-Yonah, 
Arhitceture” . S97F, Kraabel, “Synagogues, Ancien,” p. 4371 
15 See the summsry in Gutmann, “Die Synagoge.”pp. 1236-1238, 

16 Sec M. Simor 
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L SARDIS 

‘Sardis and Dura are the two most importan discoveries in Diaspora Judsism 
since 1930, each contributing as much to the understanding of this area as 
the Dead Sea Scrolls have for Palestine, There are other similaitis between 
the two sites as well: both were excavated as a part of a larger project in ar- 
chacology, so that we have the context for each building; thanks (o the two 
expeditions, we know a very great deal about Roman Dura and Roman 
Sardis, and the place of the synagogue communities within those settngs. 
In all probability, these are the synagogues for their sites: in the third cen- 
tury AD it is unlikely that there were other Jewish communities for Dura 
and for Sardis than those represented by these two excavated structures. Thus 
if cither seems strange in any particular—architectural, theological, social— 
the sirangeness s due to our previous lack of knowledge of Judaism along 
the Euphrates or the Pactolus, the famous gold-bearing river of Croesus; for 

rdis and for Dura, the buildings, inscriptions, art reveal their normal, 
standard, even every-day Judaism, no esoteric o heretical conventicle 
Further, the members of both communities knew they were Jews, Knew 
what it meant o be loyal to this tradition, and so presumably knew how to 
break with that radition, had they wished. 

One older way of explaining a newly identified and seemingly aberrant 
form of a particular religion was to claim that this new piece of evidence re- 
veals a group which has unwitingly apostatized or assimilated; they have 
abandoned their religion, whatever it might be, without knowing . Tn the 

id that a group had allowed itself to 
become “hellenized" or ‘paganized” without realizing what had been lost. 
That explanaiion, always a last arogant as applied by the modern scholar, 
wil ot work for ither of these two sites; the Sardis and Dura Jews may 
surprise us in their ways of being Jewish, but f so, I suspect they would be 
surprised at our surprise. After all they were what Judaism was for their lo- 
cations; if they are not a norm, they are at least ‘working definitions,” the 
only ones now available for their specific areas—for this is the last point 
they have in common: each reveals an important Judaism about which only 
scraps of information had been available previously. 

But the sites have great differences at the same time. Remote Dura (like 
Qumrant) i on the fringe of the Empire, scarcely touched by much of what 
was central 1o the life of the Roman world; Sardis had been a city since be- 
fore the Trojan War, known later to Aleman and Sappho, Aeschylus and 
Euripides, Herodotus and Plato.'$ Gyges and Croesus, the first and last of 
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18 The lierary refercncesare collsted i Pdley, Ancient Literary Sources o Sl 
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the Mermnad dynasty (ca. 680-ca. 547 BC), are familiar from Greek and 
Latin literature. After Croesus’ famous misinterpretation of the Delphic 
Oracle, and the fall of his kingdom, Sardis is for two centuries the western 
capital of the Persian Empire, so threatening to the Greeks; and the city 
‘maintains its stature thereafter under Seleucid, then Pergamene, then Roman 
rule.)? 

“The first Jews known to have visited Sardis are “the exiles of Jerusalem 
who are in Sepharad” (Obadiah 20 in the Hebrew Bible); Sepharad is the 
Hebrew and Aramaic name for Sardis, to which these refugees came after 
their city was destroyed by the Babylonians in 587 BC.20 There are Jewish 
permanent residents in Sardis by the end of the third century BC, if not be- 
fore, and a politically powerful Jewish community by the first century 
BC2! Josephus preserves two documents (An. 14.235, 259-261) which 
guarantee Sardis Jews a t0pos (‘place’) of their own in the city; this topos, 
possibly a section of a public building, was surely their religious and com- 
‘munity center, the predecessor of the building discussed below.? 

‘The synagogue was discovered in 1962 during excavations being carried 
out by Harvard and Cornell universities and under the direction of G. M. A. 
Hanfmann. A year-by-year account of the excavations overallis available in 
Hanfmann, Letters, a sector-by-sector summary in Hanfmann and 
Waldbaum, Survey; annual reports are printed in BASOR. A. R. Seager has 
published two substantial studies of the architecture of the synagogue, “The 
Building History” and “The Architecture.” The final publication of the build- 
ing is A. R. Seager et al., The Synagogue, in preparation; until it becomes 
available, the best sources of plans, photographs and reconstruction dra 
ings of the building are Lerters and Survey. Goodenough was able to include 
some preliminary comments on the synagogue in volume twelve of his 
Jewish Symbols (1965); he saw in the new data confirmation of some of his 
hypotheses, and his delight is obvious. 

The Sardis synagogue is not a building, but only one segment of a 
mammoth structure, a monument of Roman Imperial urbanism, the Sardis 
gymnasium complex, often not quite accurately called the ‘Marble Court.” 

   

    

  

    

  

    

9 Further on the history of the ct, Hanfmann, “Sardis und Lydien' Miten, “A New 
Look"s Hanfmann and Waldbaum, “New Excavations. 

arad, s the bibical dictionaries and lexca. nd especally Rabinowic 
s For a eview of the sts in Asia Minor menioned in the Old Testament and 
Apocryph, sc¢ Simons. The Geographical and Topographical Texis chaper 31. For 3 
sencraldescipionofthe three Anatolan sies (Srdi, Milets and Prenc) as thy ar today S Bean, Aegean Turkey 

21 Josephus, Ant 12:147-153%; 14235, 259:261; 16:171. On the first text, see Raber, 
Nouseles nscripions,gp. 9-21; Hanfmann and Waldbaum, “New Excavations.” pp. 3181 
‘Applebaum, “Legal Sats.” pp. 4317 nd Applcbaum, “Organiztion,” p. 468473 

2 On topor=synagogue, Henge, “Synagogeninschrif” p. 173; Sonne, “Synagogue; p. 
a77: s, pp. 24 
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Sardis was devastated by an earthquake in AD 17; the gymnasium is a major 
part of the rebuilding afterward. The center of the excavated area s an open 
palaestra, square, ts colonnaded sides roughly east-west and north-south; in 
the original design, the entrance (o the complex was a gate in the 
the cast side of the palaestra, with the Roman baths proper on the west— 
strictly speaking, the multi-storied Marble Court is the formal entrance from 
the palaestra to the baths. On the north and south sides of the palaestra were 
parallel halls, cach with three large rooms opening into the palaestra and 
serving perhaps as ts dressing rooms or apodyteria. Apparently the north 
hall remained in this form, but the south hall was extensively remodelled in 
about the second century; the openings into the palaestra were sealed, the in- 
terior north-south walls removed, and an exedra was added at the west end of 
the long room thus formed—the result is a structure which closely 
resembles the usual Roman civil basilica 2 

These alterations may have been carried out in order to produce a syna- 
‘gogue; it is more likely, however, that this space (00 was originally public, 
and was turned over (0 the Jewish commanity only later—thus it was prob- 
ably not designed to serve as a religious structure. In the second half of the 
third century, however,already decorated with mosaics and revetments some 
of which are still in place, it i in the possession of the Jewish commurity 
and functioning as their synagogue; remodelled once or twice more, it be- 
came the building excavated and reconstructed by the Sardis expedition. It 
was stll attached structurally to the gymnasium complex, but could b 
tered only from outside that complex. Attached to its south wall and the 
continuation of that wall(as the south wall of the gymasium complex) are 
over two dozen small shops (some of them owned by Jews) facing out on 
the main street of the Roman city. 

“The present interior plan of the synagogue dates from the fourth century; 
the exedra has become an apse, and the cast-west dimension from the apse to 
the front steps is nearly 100 meters. The width is nearly 20 meters. There is 
one north-south crosswall, separating the main hall (60 meters long) from 
an atrium-like forecourt over 20 meters long. The forecourt, colonnaded on 
four sides, open to the sky in the center, has entrances on three sides: triple 
doors leading in from the street on the east, trple doors opening into the 
main hall on the west, a single subsidiary entrance through the shops on the 
south.2¢ 

‘The interior of the main hall is dominated by massive shapes: six heavy 
piers line the north wall, another six the south wall, supporting the roof at 
least 20 m. above the floor. A pair of substantial stone shrines or aediculae 

    

  

  

3 Seager, “The Building Histry 
24-The trple door is common in Plestiian synagogucs and tombs; Goodenough rightly 

streses s symbolic value: see Goodenough, Index. 
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flanks the central entrance on the   st The apse at the west is a synthronon, 
large enough to seat seventy or more on a three-level semi circular bench. 
Before the apse stands the ‘Eagle Table, in shape and positioning resem- 
bling nothing so much as an alar; its op is a two-ton slab (an architectural 
fragment from an earlier building), its two supports are decorated with 
Roman eagles clutching thunderbolts. The eagle carvings (also in re-use) are 
well preserved, in high reief, but the head of each has been knocked off. The 
table is flanked by pairs of stone lions, Lydian, sixth-ffth century BC, i re. 
use. Precisely in the center of the main hall stands a platform or bema, 
probably the last important feature to be added to the room. 

‘The floors are elaborate designs in mosaic, floral or geometric patterns, 
no animal or human shapes; each section includes an inseription giving the 

name of the donor. The walls are decorated with carefully cut picces of mar- 
ble (skoutlosis). The ceiling is painted. The overall effect of the colors, the 
shapes and the great space—illuminated with many lamps—must have been 
awesome. 

There are over seventy Greek inscriptions from the synagogue; one group 
has already been published by Robert in ‘Nouvelles inseriptions” (available 
also in Lifshitz). They are chiefly donors’ records and tell a great deal about 
the Jewish community and some of its important members, less about its 
theology. The most important text for the history of eligions is also one of 
the latest; it describes one member of the community as a priest and sopho 
didaskalos (*wise teacher”? “teacher of wisdom"? rabbi?).% There are only 
w0 legible inscriptions in Hebrew (in addition to a few fragments and one 
graffito from outside the synagogue); one is shalom (“peace!”), the other ap 
pears 0 read “Verus” and has been understood as a reference (perhaps part of 
a dedication) to Lucius Verus, emperor with Marcus Aurclius AD 161-169. 

For the most part the above information has been available in print for 
very few years, but it has already prompted vigorous discussion, not only on 
the building (1o which we are restricted in this paper), but also on the Sardis | 
Jewish community within a much greater gentile population?6 and on | 
Sardis Judaism and its relation o pagan religions and to Christianity 27 My 
own tentative answers to the major questions are as follows; they are provi 
sional, since the research and synthesis are far from over, and they concern 
only Sardis—conclusions on the entire topic wil be found at the end of this 
paper. 

        

    

  

  

  

    

  

    

  
25 BASOR 187 (1967):29 nd fgure 48 
26 On the legal stats and organizaion o the Sardis Jewish communiy, sce Applebaun 

Legal Sttus,” p. 447-450, and Applebaum, “Organization” pp. 477-485. 
27 0n pagan rligions, sce Kraabel, “Hpsistos,” and Kraabel, “Paganism.” On 

Chrstanity, see Kraabel, “Melit”; Wilken, “Melito"; 3nd, generally, Johnson, “Asia 
Minor,” and Johnson, “Unsolved Questions” On Sardis Jews, pagans and Christias in the 
later perods,see Fos, Byuntine and Turkish Sardis, 
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g is a synagogue-basilica not by design, but because this is 
Jews were presented with; when this kind of ancient religion 

puts such a building to use, this—we now know—is how it was done. 
Later, when ancient Christianity is given the opportunity to construct 
churches at public expense, they will take the same form. Sardis is not the 
first large synagogue-basilica; the Alexandria diplostoon, destroyed under 
Trajan, is earlier—it i quite likely that such buildings as these are the pat- 
tern for the later Christian basilica-churches 

‘The building had three uses: religious services, education and community 
meetings; given the size of the main hall, two or perhaps all three could 
have gone on at the same time.2* The apse benches must have been reserved 
for community leaders, the ‘elders’; such special seating arrangements must 
have been common, witness the “seventy-one golden chairs” for the elders in 
the Alexandria synagogue, and the “Seat of Moses” mentioned in the New 
Testament gospels. During the service, the apse and the Eagle Table are the 
focus of worship; the table served as a monumental and imposing lectern, 
probably not (pace Goodenough) for cult meals. The scrolls of the Torah 
were stored in one of the aediculae at the cast end of the main hall at least 
in the last phase; these shrines were not a part of the earliest phase of the 
synagogue—in Sardis as in Ostia, a permanent and impressive container for 
the scriptures was added to a room which had not previously required it. In 
both cities, the addition was sometimes awkward; in Sardis, it required that 
the scrolls be brought from the aedicula at the east or ‘Jerusalem’ end of the 
hall, to the table nearly 45 m. away—and then returned o the shrine again 
afte reading 

Classes in the scripture and its interpretation could have taken pla 
anywhere in the building; when the bema s installed in the center of the 
hall, it is probably for this purpose, for it is closely associated with the 
sophodidaskalos nscription. The building is also the successor to the fopos 
mentioned in Josephus, where Sardis Jews “decide their affairs and contro- 
versies with one another” (Ant. 14.235); it is the community centr, of 
great importance in the Diaspora. 

For the understanding of Greco-Roman religions, Sardis presents us with 
an image of Jews and Judaism never as clearly attested before: still a minor- 
ity, but a powerful, perhaps even wealthy one, of great antiquity in a major 
city of the Diaspora, controlling a huge and lavishly decorated structure on 
“Main Street’ and able to retain control of it as long as the city existed. 
(This is perhaps the strongest evidence of the power of this Jewish commu- 

     

  

  

    

   

    

  

  

  

  

28 o the liteary evidence, s Goodenough,Index 
29 Using the sandards of modern church and synagogue architccur (sssuming benches 

or pews). a toom the ize of e Sardis min hall would provde space fo just under 1000 
perions  
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nity. Synagogues were frequently taken over by Chri 
the Sardis building would have made a fine church, but not one piece of evi- 
dence for Christianity has been found within it.) From Rome and other 
ancient cities we have long had the picture of Jews as just one eastern mi- 
nority, often a despised minority, in a large urban population; for some sites 
that picture s still valid, but the Sardis evidence shows that there are 
dramatic exceptions 0 

  

          

IV. MILETUS? 

     
    
                          

                  

     

  

    

     

    

  

   

    

If the Jewish evidence at Sardis is unmistaksble, the meager data at Miletus 
are much more typical for the Jewish community of a large Diaspora city 
Josephus records a decree, not laer than the first century BC, which guaran- 
teesto the Jewish community certain religious rights; these had been under 
attack by gentile Milesians. The picture is similar to what we assume of 
other Jewish communities protected by the various decrees Josephus records: 
a group of Jews of some political influence, not always on good terms with 
their gentile neighbors. 

‘The most famous piece of evidence from Miletusis the inelegant inscrip- 
tion or graffito which reserves ffth-row seats in the huge Miletus theater for 

“the Jews, also known as ‘those who fear God”™ (CI1 748).31 
Miletus thus has about as much evidence for Judaism as Sardis had pro- 

duced before 1962; both are major Anatolian cties, and might be expected to 
have had similar Jewish communities and even similar synagogues. Early in 
this century the German excavators of Miletus thought they had located the 

remains of such a building; first publication of the evidence was by A. von 
Gerkan, in Gerkan, “Synagogue in Milet”® It has been accepted as a syna- 
gogue by Sukenik (and discussed as such in ASPG), by Avi-Yonah® and 
apparently by Robert;* Goodenough in his Jewish Symbols held that the 
evidence is too ambiguous to make a judgement 

‘The Miletus building is a small oblong room, 18.6 m X 11.6 m, with a 
peristyle court at the side; it incorporates in its foundation a monument of 
the Flavian period, and thus could not have been bult until ime had passed 

  

  

    
  

  

30 Leon, The Jews of Ancient Rome. 
31 Discussed in the contex of e new Sadis xidence in Rober, Nowveles Inscripions, 

Pp. 41€. 47. On the Miletus hypsstos nscriptions sometimes mislabeled as Jewish, sc¢ 
Keagbel “Hypsisas” especily p. 8 | 

32 Final publication was by A Von Gerkan, Mile, 0-82 with Abb. 19 (econsircton of 
the plan)and Tafe 1,2 nd X1 (Eshaltungszusiand): e also pblshed "Synagoge in Mie? 
withssentally the same extandthe cearest planof te st e slso Goodenaugh, vl 2. p 
78;vol. 3, no. 880, ad Skenik, ASPG, pp-40-2 

3 Avi-Yonah, “Synagogue: Archiecture.” p. 69. 
34 Rober,“nscriptions grecque,”p. 45 nok 4. 
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sufficient for the monument to fal into ruin. Two or three construction pe- 
riods are evident from the excavations, the carlest n the third or carly fourth 
century; the evidence is too complesx for certainty 

But s it a synagogue? That s far from proved. The complex was not 
fully excavated; perhaps half of the main room and less than a sixth of the 
courtyard was exposed fully. This is indicated by convention in the plan 
published by von Gerkan and reproduced by Sukenik and by Goodenough: 
the unexcavated but “suggested” features are more lightly drawn in. This 
“restoration’ was done on the basis of synagogue plans from Palestine, as 
given in H. Kohl and C. Watzinger, Anike Synagogen, which had just been 
published!3 In actuality much of the restoration was conjectural, and no 
Jewish evidence was found in or near the complex ¥ 

‘The Priene and Sardis synagogues show that Palestinian building styles 
are not always reproduced in Asia Minor;*? some Jewish evidence is to be 
expected, particularly when the Miletus excavators (unlike those at Pricne) 
thought they had a Jewish building. We may speculate as to whether the 
Miletus building would ever have been designated a synagogue if the Kohl 
and Watzinger publication had not been available! The present evidence does 
not warrant including Miletu in a st of Diaspora synagogue sits. 

V. PRIENE 

‘The Priene synagogue was ideniified as a ‘house-church’ by its excavators, 
T. Wiegand and M. Schrader, Priene, but was later recognized as a syn 
gogue, and described as such by V. Schultz, Alichristliche Stadre I, p. 2 
(1926), and then by Sukenik, in ASPG and Goodenough, Jewish Synbols. 
Interestingly, the most recent survey of Priene, M. Schede, Die Ruinen, 
continues the Wiegand-Schrader identification, which the Jewish evidence 
from the site has proved incorrect. 

‘The synagogue, located in a rebuilt house of the hellenistic period, is a 
slightly irregular rectangle measuring 10 m. east-west and 14 m. north- 
south. A Torah-niche 1.50 m. wide by 1.50 m. deep is set in the cast wall, 
the side closest to Jerusalem. The excavators dated the remodelled structure 
as no later than the fourth or fifth century, but they were surely influenced 

  

  

   
 visted Miletus just half a century afer this complex had been 

e building i much overgrown and marked by no idetiying sign,but 
the exploratory trenches of the excavators s clear enough, and corrspond to-those 
indicated in the published plans of the buiding. Apparently ltle o nothing has been done 
since the publication of th final eport in 1922 to make the identification of the srucare 
more cerain, The ‘synsgogue’ is not mentioned in the offcial guide 0 the site, M. Baran, 
Guide 10 Mileus (Ankara, 1965, though the complex appears (snlabelled) i pla 3, 

37 As von Gerkan relized (‘Synagoge in Milet.” p. 181). 
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i this by their identification of it as a *house-church.” A likely parallel in 
plan if not in dating is the Dura synagogue; in both locations, the syna- 
gogue proper is a remodelled house, and the adjoining rooms at Priene 
‘might have been used for community functions and perhaps as a hostel.* 

‘The evidence which proves the building a synagogue is clear enough, but 
the published descriptions are incomplete; four items are involved: 1) A 
rather clumsy relief, showing a menora, its central shaft or ‘arm’ flanked 
by spirals representing the ends of rolled Torah scrolls;® an ethrog (citron 
fruit) s depicted at the left, and at theright a shofar (ram’s hom) and then a 
lulab (palm branch)—all familiar Jewish symbols. This plaque was taken by 
the excavators to Berlin, with the consequence that it was often pho- 
tographed and became quite well known.%0 2) Another relief of somewhat 
better workmanship was found on the floor of the synagogue, in front of the 
Torah-niche. All representations of it are dependent on Wiegand-Schrader and 
show a menorah flanked by peacocks and (between the left peacock and the 
‘menorah) a lulab. However, an object between the menorah and the right 
peacock was omitted;*! at frst glance, it resembles a human figure with an 
elongated head, but is more likely an oddly shaped erhrog or perhaps what 
Goodenough called a Riibe, “a sort of root vegetable which tapers to a point 
below and has long leaves on top.”? I suspect that the confusion arises 
from the fact that neither the ancient stone cutter (a gentile perhaps) nor the. 
archacological draftsman understood what was to be symbolized; one pro- 
duced an unrecognizable shape, and the other omitted it from his sketch. 

Also found on the synagogue floor were 3) a large ablution basin®® and 
4)astele on which a menorah had been cut with light but regular lines; the 
carving is well-centered on the stone, but was apparently only a pattern for a 

  

  

  

    

    

38 Cf Avi-Yonsh, “Archacolgies Sources.”p. 54 
3 Siloh, “Torah Srolls.” 
40 pubised originally in Weigand and Scrader, Prene, Abb. 52 (= Goodenough, vo. 

310, 872). In vol. 3. p. 77, Goodenough considers the shojar “some ind of citcuncision 
Keife”but h bt change his mnd, <. vo. 13,p. 215 

41 The plague was recovered and photogrphed by the present writr during an 
cxaminaion of the synagogue on 10 Augut 196; i s in two piccs, s he originl epart 
ecords, Weigand and Schrader, Priene,p. 481 One fragment had remained in the main 
Toom of the synagogue, the other was found n the foom just (0 the igh (s0uth) o te Torsh 
iche 

2 Goadenough,vol. 4, p.146; the clearest xample i vo. 3 o, 814,  drawing from the 
Tolnia catacomb n Rome. 

#The basin(lso il on the s in 1966)sppers in Sukenik's plan 2.2 small 

    

  

  

  

  

e niche, but it i not lbelld or mestioned i the text (ASPG, p. 43, fg. 12). Goodenough 
reproduces the orginl plan from Weigand and Schrade, Pien, 35 vol. 3 no $79; there he 
basin i clearly labelled and & number of oiher deals included which are omited in 
Sukenik's sketch 
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more elaborate design which was never finished—only three arms of the 
‘menorah are represented 4 

Priene is a hellenistic city which never experienced the overlay of mas- 
sive Roman structures 5o familiar from other sites in western Asia Minor; 
the synagogue in its present form s probably from the time of the Roman 
Empire, but there is no reason that a Jewish community could not have ex- 
isted there earler. The building is small but so is the city; this may well 
have been the only synagogue in Priene in its time. 

    

VI DELOS 

‘The building on Delos discussed briefly in Sukenik, ASPG, has now been 
published fully by Phillipe Bruneau, Recherches (1970); i it is a syna- 
gogue, it is the earlest to be excavated yet, but ts identification is hotly 
debated. Plassart the original excavator, considered it a synagogue; he was 
followed by Sukenik, ASPG, by Frey (CII 726-731) and by Kitiel 5 In 
1935 Mazur, Studies, rejected the identification; her arguments convinced 
Sukenik to reverse his position in “The Present State” (1949). Goodenough 
reviewed the debate in Jewish Symbols, vol. 2 and was not convinced by 
Mazur4 Lifshitz reprinted the Delos inscriptions in Donateurs, Avi-Yonah 
also includes the building in his lsts of synagogues, and Hengel assumes 
the same in his writings cited in the bibliography. Wischnitzer, The 
Architecture, agrees with Mazar. Bruneau reviews the debate in detail, pub- 
Tishes the evidence completely—including the results of his own work in 
1962—and concludes that the siructure is most likely a synagogue, in use as 
such during the first century BC and the fist two centuries of our era # For 
documentation and secondary ierature, the reader i referred to his thorough 
presentation. 

‘The evidence that Jews lived on Delos in the first century BC is indis- 
putable: Josephus gives two decrees protecting their rights (Ant. 14. 213- 
216 and 231£), and the two epitaphs cited as CIf 725 are almost certainly 
Jewish. The points of debate have rather been five: the plan of the building, 
the absence of obvious Jewish symbols, the terms (theos) hypsistos and 

  

  

   

  

   

  

4 Mentioned in Weigand and Sclvader, Prene, p. 481, but ith no refercnce to the fact 
hat the sevenbranched candlestick” i ncomplet. It remains in he synagogae oo just in 
frontof the niche, 

5 Kite, “Kleinasiatisches Judentum,” p. 16, 
46 s marginalia reval the difficly he had with the problem, see Goodenough, vol. 12, 

ps 
7 Bruncau alo lsts himself s being in agreement with Robert regarding the epigraphic 

evidence, Recherches, pp. 48648, cf. Robert, Bull epig. 1971 no. 56.   
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proseuche in the inscriptions found in the building, and the presence of 
Tamps with pagan motifs in the building. 

Like the later Dura, o which Bruneau frequently compares it the Delos 
structure is a complex of rooms in a residential area. The main room is 
16.90 m. north-south, 14.40 m. east-west; in a later stage it was divided 

with an east.west wall. Marble benches are placed along the north half of the 
west wall, interrupted by a fine white marble throne complete with marble. 
footstool and recalling the throne provided for the priest of Dionysus in an 
ancient Greek theater! It s often idenified as a ‘seat of Moses.” A series of 
smaller rooms was discovered south of the main room, one of them conta 
ing the opening of a cistern which extended back under the main room. A 
roofed portico runs north-south on the east. Nothing in this design obvi- 
ously suggests a synagogue, or prevents that identification. There is no 
permanent Torah shrine or niche, but one is not to be expected at this early 
date 8 

Jewish symbols proved that the Sardis and Priene buildings were syna 
‘gogues, and the Miletus structure was considered doubiful in part because it 
lacked them. However, the Delos building is much earlir than allof these, 
and the lack of symbols should not be over-emphasized; as Goodenough 
stated in his discussion, “there is no reason to think that we should have 
found specific Jewish symbols, since from that early time we have found 
Jewish symbols in the proper sense nowhere clse."? 

The term (theos) hypsistos, “highest god,” oceurs in four ex voro in- 
scriptions found in the building. This is a common designation for God in 
the Septuagint, but it is not always to be taken as such; it often refers to 
one or another pagan deity, even in areas in the Diaspora with large Jewish 
populations % In later times, say, the third century AD, the term is avoided 
in Diaspora Jewish inscriptions lest i be misunderstood, but the individuals 
in Delos who set up these texts might well be using the terms as 
Septuagint language, oblivious to the danger of ‘syncretism’—indeed it 
could be argued that this danger is perceived only latr, after the destruction 
of the Jerusalem Temple, as Judaism becomes more decentralized and 
Diaspora Jews more sensitive to the religious language of their gentile 
neighbors.5! 

The term proseuche which appears in CII 726 was originally taken to 
mean ‘synagogue’ and was a major factor in Plassart’s identification of the 

  

  

  

  

  

  

     
  

  

  

8 Bruncau' desciption,plans and photographsgive a complete picture; his discussion of 
orenttion (Recherches, p. 490) perhaps gocs beyond the evidence 

49" Goodenouch, val. 2. p. 73, cf. Hengel, “Proseuche,” p. 166, and Hengel, 
Synsgogeninschrift” pp. 173176, 

50 Rraabel, “Hypeisos.” 
51 Notc however Bruncau's comments on th dae of ‘Inscriptions de Delos” no, 2331(= 
.. C11730) and n0. 2333 (= C11 31) in Bruncau, Recherches, p 484    
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building. Hengel argues in *Proseuche’ that the term is particularly appro- 

  

priate as a designation for a synagogue while the Jerusalem Temple is stll 
standing; it suggests the synagogue is (only) a *house of prayer,” in no 
sense a rival for the Temple. Mazur, Studies, argued that the word rather 
meant “prayer” and did not refer to the building at all.5* Bruneau inclines to 
the translation ‘prayer’ but argues that the term is Jewish in either case; he 
cites Robert in support 5 

“The lamps are some sixty in number, approximately half from the first 
two centuries of our era, the rest somewhat earlier. Not one bears a Jewish 
symbol; lamps with such symbols are rare in any case, and particularly in 

the carlier periods. But some of the Delos lamps show clearly pagan sym- 
bols, including deities; these appeared to Goodenough to present the 
strongest evidence against calling the building Jewish.5* However, in the 
absence of any other ‘pagan’ materials among the finds, these are perhaps 
not an insurmountable problem; those who favor simple and clean’ argu- 
ments would be happier without such evidence, but it has become clear that 
the Delos situation is not a simple one. 

My own suspicion, after reviewing the earlier debate and all that Bruneau 
has presented, is that we are i fact dealing with a synagogue on Delos, the 

carliest excavated anywhere. The bulding is the sort one would expect from 
this carly period: a converted residence, little more than an assembly hall, 
with no permanent Torah shrine and no Jewish symbols. T suspect that it 
would be anachronistic o expect either the art of Dura or the architecture of 
Sardis. But i that is true, it will be difficult to idenify any early Diaspora 
synagogue; the specificity of religious imagery, epigraphic formulae and ar- 
chitectural features will not be found because it probably did not yet exist. 
We may have to be content with the kind of ‘ambiguous’ evidence a Delos 
presents. 

‘The inscriptions after all may offer the best argument. As Bruncau em- 
phasizes, they refer to a theos Aypsistos, never a Zeus hypsistos; they do 
not offer an obviously pagan use of the term at a time when references to 
one or another pagan deity as hypsistos are not uncommon. The epitaphs 
mentioned earlier, CII 725a and b, are actually demands for divine 
vengeance, since they commemorate two young women who had been mur- 
dered; the language is formal and strongly reminiscent of the Septuagint: the 
deity is 6 6ebs 6 oTos, “the highest God” (cf. CII 769) and there is a 

  

  

  

  

  
     

    

  

52 Henge, “Proseuche,” pp. 166-169; Hengel, “Synagogeninschrif” pp. 173-176. CI 
Krauss, pp. 93-102; the section heading (‘Die Symagoge-Brsatz fur den Tempel) sites a 
central thess o thi book. 

53 Mazar, Studie, .21 
5% Brunca, Recherches.p. 458, cting Rober, “Inscriptons grecques.” p. 44 e 7 
55 Goodenough.vol. 2. pp. 741
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later appeal t0 Kipie 6 mvTa ébopav xai. of dyyedot eod, “Lord! You 
who watch over all things!—and you angels of God!” I suspect that it is 
this same deity who is referred to in abbreviated fashion in the other 
inscriptions as hypsistos or theos hypsistos. The term proseuche here is not 
unambiguous either, but with Robert and Hengel I suspect it also is Jewish. 
Further data may be found by the Delos excavators, but I suspect that the 

evidence which will make a more postive identification of the Delos build- 
ing will be found elsewhere, in excavations which uncover other synagogues 
built while the Second Temple still stood, or n the rexamination of the re- 
ports of digs already completed, where—as at Priene—synagogues are to be 
found by means of a more accurate labeling of buildings which their excava 
tors never suspected were Jewish.S" For Delos for the present, I find Bruneau 
persuasive. 

  

  

  

  

VIL STOBI 

   
Systematic excavation of the synagogue(s) of Stobi in modern Yugoslavia 
did not begin until 1970, but important information had been available for 
four decades before that, thanks o the 1931 discovery of C11 694,  late-third 
century inscription in which the wealthy donor Klaudios Tiberios 
Polycharmos describes extensive construction work done at his expense on 
the synagogue and related structures;S* the ‘holy place, a triklinion, a 
tetrastoon and ‘upper chambers' are all mentioned as parts of this complex 
in the thirty-three line text. Before the present excavations, headed by James 
Wiseman (Boston University) and Djordje Mano-Zissi (University of 
Belgrade) it was thought that a ffth-centory structure previously excavated 
was the Stobi synagogue, and plans of this basilica as a ‘synagogue’ still 
appear in recent publications, e.¢., Wischnitzer, The Architecture. The new 
archacological evidence makes clear however that the fifth-century building 
is a church, and that the remains of the synagogue or synagogues of Stobi 
are in earler strata beneath 

  

    

56 On angels, see Simon, “L'angelolatric” p. 1231, and Hengel, “Synagogeninscheit,” 
p. 166 ote 32 

57 rivate homes which were used by Jewish commanities occasionaly or egularly but 
wilhout architctursl modification may never be identified, any more than the carlest 
Chrstin ‘house churches.” In this case synagoge would mean ‘assembly’ raiher than 
“Duilding’ the evidence presented in ths pape suggests that this was the case for Dur 
possibly for Prene and probably for Stobi, where the Polycharmos inscripton appears 0 
reflcta laer siage of that practce. CF. Heagel, “Synagogeninschrift.” pp. 159-165, 

5% For an excellnt review and analysis o the site and excavaions unti the Second 
World War, see E. Kitzinger, “A Survey”. pp. 129-146, 1591, (bibliography) are on the 
“symagogue’ and inserpton. 

59 Hengel also had realized that the ffth-centry building had to be a church, not 3 
synagogue, see Hengel, “Synagogeninschrif” pp. 146-150, f, Wiseman and Mano Zisi, 
Excavations 1970,"p. 406, note 82 
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‘The published reports on the entire site from the present excavations are 

  

Wiseman and Mano-Zissi, “Excavations 1970,” “Excavations 1971, 
“Excavations 1972,” “Excavations 1973-1974" with the most substantial 
treatments of the synagogue in “Excavations 1970” (pp. 406-411) and 
“Excavations 1971 (pp. 408-411). Summary descriptions with bibliogra- 
phies are given in Wiseman's Stobi for the synagogue basilica’ (pp. 30-33) 
and the Jewish and later Christian ‘House of Psalms’ (pp. 34-36). The 
Polycharmos inscription is treated in Sukenik, ASPG, and by Lifshitz in 
Donateurs and in his introduction to the new edition of CII, but the most 
thorough discussion of the text and much else important for our topic is 
Hengel, “Synagogeninschrift.” Since 1974, the synagogue excavations have 
been supervised by Dean L. Moe, whose assistance in this section s grate- 
fully acknowledged © 

Ttis likely that the area now being excavated by Moe contains whatever 
remains in situ of the synagogue of the Polycharmos inscription. At this 
writing it appears that there are three buildings, one above the other: the 
fifth-century basilica (a church, formerly misidentified as a synagogue) 
which deliberately supplants a fourth century synagogue (anti-semitism at 
Stobi?), below which is the stil ealier synagogue of Polycharmos, “the fa- 
ther of the synagogue in Stobi"—a ttl given him in C/1 694 and in severl 
fresco fragments from the new excavations.S! Hengel has analyzed the ele- 
ments of the Polycharmos synagogue as described in CII 694:52 he 
concludes that the building had been Polycharmos” private dwelling, which 
he had turned over to the Jewish community with the proviso that he and 
his heirs retain possession of “all the pper rooms” (ta hyperoa panta), 
where presumably they continued to live. “The holy place’ mentioned in the 
inscription is the synagogue proper; since the destruction of the Jerusaler 
temple, the central meeting room of the synagogue has taken on an increas- 
ing sanctity, as reflected 1) in the tems used to describe it, 2)in its being 
restricted more and more to ‘religious’ use solely, 3) in its decorations and 
embellishments, e.g., Jewish symbols, Torah Shrine—and in the case of 
Stobi, in the desire of Polycharmos to live in immediate contact with ‘the 
holy place.” The tetrastoon and the iriklinion are distinguished in the text 
from ‘the holy place,” but are surely related to it in usage; the former, a kind 
of hall usually with four rows of columns, would most likely be used as a 

  

   

  

  

    

    

  

  

  

  

0 Mo graciously agreed o eview this section, and provided a copy of an il daft of 
His aticl, which sppesred subsequently as “The Cross and the Menorah.” Archacology 30 
(970): 148157 

1 Wiseman and Mano-Zss, “Excavaions 1970." 408 and p. 90, fig. 215 povisionally on 
the phasin, pp. 408411 

2 Hengel, “Synagogeninschrifl.”pp. 173-176, . footnote 52 supra.
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study room and guest-house.5 The triklinion, strictly a small dining room 
with three couches, is here probably the common dining room, used by the 
Jewish community much as were the dining hall and kitchen found attached 
10 the Ostia synagogue (see below).& 

None of the features of the Polycharmos synagogue described in CI1 694 
has been identified as yet in the present excavalions; indeed, between this 
building and the fifih-century churchS® uncovered a half-century ago there is 
a fourth-century synagogue yet to be excavated fully! The main hall of the 
Christian building measures 14.20 m. x 19.20 m., excluding the apse. Just 
south of this Christian basilica with it attached rooms is a large residence 
the *House of Psalms,” which communicated with the church and at an car- 
lier stage with the later synagogue;“ this residence and the later synagogue 
may be an even more substantial replacement of the carler structures men 
tioned in the inscription. What the excavaions have revealed o this point is 
as follows 

‘The earlier synagogue had frescoed walls; the frescoes (fragments of 
which have been found) are geometric in design and several times repeat the 
Iegend TTokixappos & maip eixv. “Polycharmos the father, (has fulfilled 

) vow” (or, “has paid his pledge”) S Dimensions and other features have 
Yet 0 be determined, but the references to Polycharmos make it uite proba- 
ble that this building and that described in CI1 694 are one and the same. 

‘The later synagogue had a mosaic floor of geometric design and walls 
decorated with frescoes, “all geomelric and painted in a variety of bright col- 
ors.” The main room is approximately 7.90 m. x 1330 m. “A rectangular 
brick and concrete foundation stands against the Efast) wall on the axis of 
the room”; since this is the wall closest to Jerusalem, this structure may 
well be the base of a Torah shrine. “A layer of flat stones may well have 
served as the foundation for a bench along the south wall.& (The plan and 
‘mosaic immediately suggest the synagogue at Acgina in Greece; its dimen 

  

    

  

    

   

  3 On the synagogue’s educarions uses, Somne, “Synagogue,” p. 487, and generally, Hengel, Helleniom, pp. 65-53. On the Stobi synagogue as guesthouse, Klcin, “Neues zum 
Fremdenhaus.” On new evidence for both ues, Meyes, Khirber Shema’,pp. 5587, 

4 Hengel, “Synsgogeninschrifs,” p. 167-1 many rferences and parallels (and 
some understandably oudated information on Sadi, .5, note 84). 

55 Originaly and mistakenly called a synagogue, later (e.g. Wiseman, "SIobi") ‘the 
synagogue baslca,” now (Wiseman and Mano-Zisi, “Excavations 1973-1974," pp. 146f) 
e Centra Basilica 
66 Wiseman, “Stobi,” p. 35 . pp. 31-36. The rlation of Cental Baslica and House of 

Pralmsis stkingly lustated in Wiseman and Mano Ziss, “Excavtions 1973.1974. p. 146, 
ig. 32,an serial photograph taken via balloo, 

67 Wiseman and Mano-Zissi, “Excavtions 1970 p. 408 for the Greek text and & 
dierent tanslaton, pl. 9, fig. 21 fo the fesco fragments. 

68 Quotrions from Wisemn and Mano-Ziss, “Excavaions 1970," p. 410, cf. Wiseman, 
“Stobi."30.33 
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sions are 7.60 m. x 1350 m., almost exactly those of the Stobi build- 
ing )% The most recent evidence suggests that this bulding, kept in good 
repair and even improved by allerations, was in regular use by the Jews of 
Stobi right up uniil it was “deliberately supplanted by the new basilica.”7 
As Christianity gained political power, Christians destroyed some syna- 
gogues and pagan temples, and turned others into churches. Stobi now 
provides an example of what appears to be a third kind of Christian 
“iriumphalism’: the synagogue property is expropriated, and the synagogue 
replaced on its originl (and long-held) ste by the new church. “One gets the 
impression both of painstaking efforts and of considerable expense under- 
taken to replace a seemingly still adequate and usable building.”7" 

For our purposes, this sie is quite important: two early synagogues and 
a church in one location, the stratigraphic record amazingly complete, the 
excavation carefully and knowledgeably done—most promising for the un- 
derstanding of Diaspora synagogue architecture as well as for the history of 

jons in the Roman Empire! 

  

   

    

VIIL OSTIA| 

   
Except for the one review artcle by Fausto Zevi (Zevi, “La sinagoga”) and 
the useful Encyclopedia Judaica entry by A. M. Rabello, the bibliography 
on this building is all under the name of its excavator, Prof. Maria Floriani 
Squarciapino, director of the Ostia excavations. ™ Excavations and restora- 
tion of the building were completed in two years, 1961-1962; her artcle in 
Archaeology, “The Synagogue,” s the most readily available summary, al- 
though its documentation and detal leave something t0 be desired. 

“The building as restored is dated (o the fourth century; not surprisingly, 
| it s a complex of rooms, 36.60 m. x 23.50 m. The synagogue proper is a 

near-rectangle, 24.90 m. x 12.50 ., and includes an entrance area, then—at 
aslightly higher level—a four-columned inner gateway and finally the main 
hall. Parallel to this, and immediately south of it, is another rectangle 
whose units include a kitchen, its oven and storage jars still in place, and a 
larger room which could have been used for study, as a hostel, and surely as 
a dining hall™ The third part of the building is a vestibule which runs 

  

  

  

9 0n Acgina, see note 9 supra 
70 Moe, “Cross and Menoah,”p. 153 
71 Moe, “Cross and Menorah.”p. 153, 
72 Meiggs was able o include a bief surmary of her work inthe second edition o his 

Roman Ostia, pp. SS1L., and Wischitze provids a good intoduction and the larest plan n 
The Architecture, pp. 5-7. 1 cannot explain why the Mindis Faustos insciption was not 
included i Lifshic. of mentoned i his introduction 10 the eprnting of C1. 

73 CE. footnot 63 supr.
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roughly north-south, at right angles to the synagogue proper and the 
kitchen-dining-hall; three doors lead from the vestibule to the synagogue, 
two more into the Kitchen, and one, on the north, o the street outside. 

‘The synagogue proper is srikingly odd, with two phases immediately 
obvious o the modern vistor. In the earlier phase there were three doors 
into the main hall; someone entering through the center door would pass be- 
tween two pairs of columns, surely in re-use, set in a square pattern, and so 
large as to dominate the building. One passed to the left or the right of this 
“square’ of columns to enter the main hall through a side door. Thus origi- 
nally there were three doors from the vestibule to the entrance area of the 
synagogue proper, and three more doors (one flanked with the columns) 
from the entrance area into the main hall of the synagogue. The west wall of 
the main hall (the wall opposite that containing the four columned door and 
its two lesser companions) is bowed outward slightly: fastened to it s  low 
platform, like a shallow stage—this is the bema, over half as wide as the 
hallitself. The floor of the main hall s opus sectile. 

‘The early plan is clear: the main hall was built as a meeting room 
(witness the curved bema-wall), that s, it was a synagogue from the begi 
ning, provided with a bema on the west wall and a monumental, four 
columned entrance arrangement on the east wall, 

‘The later stage is attested by the massive Torah shrine which now domi- 
nates the reconstructed building; it is a kind of ‘apse,” built of regular 
courses of brick and tufa-block, which completely blocks the southernmost 
of the three entrances (o the main hall. It s a the back of the main hall, on 
the wall opposite the focus of worship, and immediately recalls the two 
acdiculae added to the back of the Sardis synagogue. In both buildings, the 
shrines are on the wall closest to Jerusalem. The shrine at Ostia is a bold, if 
architecturally asymetrical, indication of the increasing importance of the 
scriptures in Diaspora Judaism, and at the same time provides the strongest 
clue to the purpose of the Sardis shrines. The three shrines (two at Sardis, 
one at Ostia) each incorporate a pair of small columns, and cach s ap- 
proached via a small flight of stairs; in general, al three manifest the salient 
features of the Torah shrine familiar from Jewish art, but the Ostia evident 
in particular shows how important such a shrine had become, and the 
Iengths to which Diaspora Jews would g0 in order o include one in their 
building. 

“The Torah shrine at Ostia, when viewed from the front, also recalls the 
apse of the typical Byzantine church, and the apse-like Torah shrine of such 
e synagogues as that at Beth Alpha in Israel. At Beth Alpha, however, the 
apse is formed in an exterior wall and projects in the customary fashion; it 
is visible from outside the building. At Ostia the Torah shrine is free-stand- 
ing, and contained wholly by the building. At Side in Pamphylia (Asia 
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Minor) the Torah shrine may have been called the simma (= sigma?), be- 
cause its shape in plan recalled the lunate form of the Greek leter sigma, 
which looked like our letter C (CI1 781).1 The apse-like shape in any case 
is well known from later synagogues; its replication at Ostia must be delib- 
erate, since in this situation the community could have created nearly any 
kind of structure to house the Torah. The design of the building would have 
allowed that freedom. 

‘The term used at Ostia, however, is not simma, but keibotos (<kibotos), 
‘ark,” a word heavy with meaning in Jewish Greek, where it is used for the 
ark of Noah and the Ark of the Covenant as well as the Torah shrine.’S The 
relevant section of the Ostia inscription is as follows:... TV xeiwtov 
Vo dyic..., the donor, Mindis Faustos, s providing “the ark for the 

holy Law.” The keibotos in question may be an earlier container for the 
Torah rather than the present shrine, since the inscription (dated late second 
or early third century by Squarciapino) had been used to repair the floor of 
the present building. It s unlikely that a doror inscription for a shrine still 
in use would be treated in such a fashion! 

Beneath this fourth century building the excavator has idenified an earlier 
structure of similar plan, including the four-columned entrance, but lacking 
the large dining hall; this, she says, is also a synagogue, and from the first 
century. This would suggest the following chronology: first century: syna- 
‘gogue with benches and perhaps a bema but without a Torah shrine. Late 
second or early third century: remodeling, including the addition of the ket 
botos of Mindis Faustos. Fourth century: rebuilding produces the present 
structure, but without the present Torah shrine. Later in the fourth (?) 
century: the present shrine is added. But a number of questions arise: 

“The first century building: it would be no surprise to lear of a Jewish 
‘community in Ostia, with a synagogue, at this early date; except for this 
building, the only evidence for the existence of a Jewish community in 
Ostia is epigraphic, and meager at that but a large community in nearby 

  

  

74 The excavator (Squarciaping, “The Synagogue,” p. 198) refers (0 the Side inscriion, 
‘which had alrady been itrpretd i the same fashion for Side by Goodeaough, vu. 2 pp. 
821, with a eference to Beth Alph. But simnia might mean apsc in the sense o hemicycle 
or synthronon (a at Sadi) so Frey in C11 and Lishitz no. 36. O the ewish inscripions of 

e, Rober, “Inscriptions grecques,” p. 3647, s alusble nd thorough. 
75 On the common Jewish and gentile usc of this word (due perhaps o common or 

conflated Flood legends) at Apameia Kibotos () in Phrygia, Asia Minor, see Krasbel, 
“Hypsisos”p. 55, nd "Pagonism.” pp. 23 

o Squarcapino, “La Sinagoa” p. 3141 The text begins with the Latn religious 
political formla pro salute Aug(ust)!he remsinder is in Greek, not Hebrew as Rabelo has 
itin Rabello, “Osta 

77 CI1'$331. and Lifshit’s sddition in “Prolcgomenon,” CII 534a. Ad the new 
archisynagous inscripion described i the exeavato's ‘Plotus. 
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Rome is early and well known. But would a first century synagogue con- 
tain something so “Temple-like” as that four-column entrance? Perhaps, but 
a simpler design would be more likely 

‘The Torah shrines: the Mindis Faustos keibotos is tantalizing; here we 
have a shrine from a building at the center of the Roman Empire, exactly 
contemporary with that at Dura on the extreme eastern border—but what did 
it ook like? And where was it located? The later shrine is also confusing. It 
appears wholly an afterthough, blocking the south door as it does. But then 
there must have been some Torah shrine for the frst stage of the fourth-cen- 
tury building, replacing the earlier keibotos of Mindis Faustos. But where 
was it and what did it ook like? If it were part of the fourth-century design 
from the start, we would expect it to fit less awkwardly than does the pre- 
sent shrine. Or did the Mindis Faustos shrine remain for a time before it was 
replaced (and the inscription re-used)? Or, finally, might the present shrine 
have been a part of the fourth-century structure from the beginning (contrary 
o the account given above) ? If the Ostia Jews were determined to retain a 
three-door entrance with the four columns from an earlier building, and had 
also decided to include in the new structure a monumental shrine to replace 
the Mindis Faustos Keibotos, they might have come up with the present 
pattern. In that case, the present shrine would look awkward because it was 
inserted into an entrance of the earlier building—although it was in the 
fourth-century plan from the first. In that case there would have been no 
“second" Torah shrine later than the Mindis Faustos keibotos but ealier than 
the present one (that *second” shrine for the first phase of the fourth-century 
building has always been hypothetical—there is no archacological evidence 
for it). And then there would be only one known phase, not two (as above), 
for the present building. 

(It may be of some small comfortin the midst of these uncertainties o 
learn that Ostia would have been a problem to Sukenik—and was probably a 
bit of a disappointment to Goodenough. In writing about the hypothetical 
Torah shrine at Capernaum, Sukenik had questioned that hypothesis in part 
because it seemed strange to build an elaborate portal and then to block it 
up.”™ But this i exactly what happened at Ostial—and thus the Capernaum 
hypothesis has at least one clear piece of ‘parallel” archacological evidence to 
back it up. Goodenough gave Ostia much less attention than it deserves 
from anyone interested in Diaspora synagogues; the evidence had started to 

appear while he was working on Dura and was all available by the time he 
wrote the last volume of the Jewish Symbols—yet his index gives only a 
few references to the building and his statements about it are meager indeed 
He calls it a “plain’ building, and I suspect that it was not as rich in sym- 

  

   

    

  

    

  

  

  

78 Leon, The Jews of Ancient Rome 
7 Sukenik, “The Present Sate” p. 15, 
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bols as he would have wanted—hence in Jewish Symbols he all but ignores 
it) 

IX. SOME CONCLUSIONS 

Happily, it i t0o carly to generalize on the above in any great detail. From 
Stobi, Sardis and hopefully Osta there is more to learn, and more Diaspora 
synagogues are surely to be discovered—in the squares and trenches of the 
excavator, and perhaps also in the already published reports of other 
“Prienes.” But the following comments may be made, by way of summary. 

1. The shape and materials of the Diaspora synagogue will be detemmined 
first by local custom and conditions;there is no one ‘canonical” pattern, as a 
glance at the plans of the buildings discussed here instantly shows. The 
walls o the Ostia synagogue resemble other Ostia walls, the plan at Sardis 
i determined in large part by the overall design of the gymnasium complex, 
the shape of the Delos building is determined by the functions it had to 
serve atits carly date—and the lst could be extended. 

2. But then the attempt of Sukenik and others to see cach synagogue as 
some variety of “basilica’ must be abandoned; only confusion is created by 
rying to force cach new building into this too-narmow pattern. Sukenik de- 
scribed the Priene building s a typical synagogue, “consisting of a fore 
court and a basilica.™® Avi-Yonah states that “Delos, Prienc and Miletus 
follow the basilica plan,”™! indeed the Miletus building was originally ide 
tified as a synagogue in part because it somewhat resembled a basilica—and 
similar conclusions were drawn for the fifth-century basilica at Stobi which 
is clearly a church. The buildings of Diaspora Judaism show great architcc: 
tural variety; they are just not that much alike—contrast Sardis with Dura, 
Ostia with Priene. To continue to make the normative pattern the basilica’ 
confuses, rather than clrifes 

3. Thus it follows that no chronological It of stages of synagogue de- 
sign can be drawn up for the Diaspora, although some such stagine is po: 
sible for the ‘Holy Land," a tiny and homogeneous area by comparison, 
where Jews—much the majority in the population—would have quite differ- 
ent requirements of their eligious buildings. 

4. But that means that we cannot date a Diaspora synagogue by s plans 
in the continuing debate over *daing by architecture’ vs. ‘dating by stratig- 
raphy.”the fist altermative s clearly not permissible. A synagogue buil in 

    

  

  

  

  

  

  

     

      

 Sukenik, ASPG, p. 43, 
51 Avi-Yonah, “Synagogus: Architecur,” p. 599 
52 The desre (0 stablish archicctral sages for he Diaspora seems (0 lead Avi-Yonah 

astay in “Synagogue: Architccture,” pp. S991. and “Archacologieal Sources” pp. S4T. 
Generally on staging, see Krasbel, “Synagogues, Ancient,” pp. 4376 
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the Diaspora in AD 200 might look like Sardis, or Dura, or something 
presently unknown. 

5. Rabbinic statements about synagogue architecture and usay 
concerned with the Diaspora, surely not with that part of the Roman Empire 
west of the ‘Holy Land,” thus they are largely imelevant. Sukenik in part 
lar was wont to follow rabbinic patterns and norms; these now turn out to 
be inapplicable to our topic. 

6. Because of the Jews’ minority status, the Diaspora synagogue may be 
concealed or at least deliberately inconspicuous, e.g., Dura, Ostia and proba- 
bly Priene. But that is not always the case, e.g., Sardis and possibly Stobi 
“This too will depend on the local situation. 

7. The Diaspora ‘synagogue’ will be a complex of several rooms, wit- 
ness every building discussed above with the possible exception of Sardis 
‘The synagogue outside the *Holy Land" is the community center for a mi- 
nority group faced with preserving its identity in a Gentile culture. This will 
make the synagogue more important for a Diaspora Jew than for the Jew of, 
say, Tiberias, but it will also expand its functions. The synagogue may in- 
clude a school, a hostel, a dining hall, even a kitchen—and, as at Stobi, the 
donor and his family may live upstairs! We can predict that a group of 
rooms, not just a single *sanctuary,” will likely be discovered at Stob, and 
elsewhere in the Diaspora as well & 

8. Early Diaspora synagogues, those of the second Temple period, may 
be expected to be particularly difficult to identify—see the discussion of the 
Delos building. They are not as differentiated in their uses as are the later 
buildings, nor will there be obviously Jewish symbols present. They existed 
in some numbers surely; the literary evidence is overwhelming—but their 
functions and features are not wholly clear, and their religious uses may 
have been less central while the Temple sill stoo. 

9. Finally, one general progression can be identified without contradict 
ing what was stated in no. 3 above: over time the ‘sanctity’ of the syna 
gogue will increase, particularly after the destruction of the Jerusalem 
Temple and the realization that it will not be rebuilt. The synagogue will 
become more than a proseuche, a ‘prayer house'; it will become a sancta 
sinagoga (Hammam Lif), a ‘haly place’ (Stobi), even ‘the most holy syna 
gogue’ (Side, CII 781, cf. CIl 754). *Secular’ functions will be restricted to 
side rooms if such are available. The scriptures will be housed in impressive 
and permanent shrines. The use of religious symbols will increase. As 
Krauss and Hengel have stressed, more and more the synagogue will become 
a teplacement for the lost Temple, and will acquire some of its functions, 

are not 

    

  

  

53 Thus the entire “context” of the synagogoe ought o be excavar 
valusbl in the “Holy Land';for a recent example of a Galilan synagogue excavated in 
conten, see Meyers, Khirbet Shema 
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characteristics and aura. Indeed, ths may have started earler n the Diaspora 
than in the *Holy Land’; Diaspora Jews must have begun to learn to live 
“without” the temple even before it was destroyed, just because for most of 
them it was so far away. At the same time, it seems likely that an increase 
in formal and liturgical practices in Diaspora synagogues was prompted in 
part by similar practices in other religions nearby; in some locations 
Christianity may hase been an influence on Diaspora Judaism at this paint, 
but it i perhaps more often the case that both these *Biblical” religions were 
ach influenced independently by the worship practices and on occasion the 
theologies of their pagan neighbors & 

Diaspora Judaism will never come fully into focus as long as itis seen 
chiefly cither as an extension of the religion of the *Old Testament,” the 
Hebrew Bible, or as an aspect of the rabbinic Judaism whose literature is 
available in such abundance. It i both of these, of course, but it is also a - 
ligion of the Roman Empire, not mindlessly mixing with Cybele or 
Dionysus or Christianity, but not sealed of from the either, nor oblivious 
0 the values they contained and the aid they offered. Isis, Mithras, 
Christianity, Judaism—all of these changed as they expanded beyond their 
respective homelands and *holy lands’ and moved into the Roman world. As 
this “genile’ context is taken more fully into account, Diaspora Judaism 
begins to fit together; it is only within that context that the Diaspora syna- 
gogue—in its many shapes and locations and with its several purposes— 
willfinally be understood. 

      

  

  

X. APPENDIX: COMPARISON OF BUILDING PLANS 

As might be expected, the six Diaspora synagogues have less in common 
than would a representative half-dozen such buldings from Palestine; the 
reasons for this architectural variety are social, economic and political as 
well as relgious, and will be explored further in a paper scheduled for pre- 
sentation in late 1979.55 

“The plan makes some preliminary comparisons possible; in schematic 
fashion it shows the six buildings at the same scale and orientation. For the 
sake of presenting 2 manageable single plan with all six sites represented, 
side rooms, late additions and adjacent structures have been omitted. This 
makes some distortion of the evidence inevitable, since it eliminates the 
mlti-roomed ‘synagogue complex” present at Dura and Ostia, and the 

  

  

| 54 This may be partculily true when—as st Sardis—some of the eariest Jewish 
immigrants come from among the ‘exiles” of Babylonia rather than dirctly from the “Holy 
Land,"of. Kraabel, “Poganism: 

85 [The anicle appeared as “Social Systems of Six Diaspora Synagogaes,” in Gutmani, 
Synagogues,pp. 19-91—Eds ) 
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Roman gymnasium and baths of which the Sardis synagogue is a part. This. 
schematic drawing is no substitute for more complete plans published by 
the excavators; the concern here is rather with the relative sizes, the shapes 
and the orientation of the buildings. 

‘The plan was prepared by Sylvia Ruud (Ancient Studies, University of 
Minnesota) with funds provided by the College of Liberal Arts and the 
Department of Classics of the University of Minnesota. 

       

    
    

      

      
      
    
    
    
    
    

         

   

    

      

   

    

      

   

  

    

1. Sardis 
Niches and passageways behind the synthronon (at the west end) are shown 
1o illustrate something of the pre-synagogue phase of the apse area; they 
were not visible while the building was a synagogue. The narrow east west 
room just south of the apse s also a remnant of the earlier design; probably 
it was used by the synagogue community “for the storage of sacra used in 
worship” (Goodenough). The Eagle Table is shown as an open rectangle be- 
fore the apse; the twin aediculae are represented as open squares on the east 
wall of the main hall, on cither side of the center door. The peristyle fore- 
court was roofed on four sides but open in the center. There were three 
entrances into the forecourt on the east and one between two shops on the 
south; three more doors led from the forecourt into the main hall. The be- 
ginnings of the walls of the shops which lined the outside of the south wall 
are shown at the bottom of the Sardis plan; at the extreme right are the 
bases of a colonnade which began at the front of the synagogue porch and 
continued northward the length of the east ide of the gymnasium complesx. 
That complex extended fora great distance north and west of the synagogue. 

  

  

  

2. Priene 
‘The forecourt is on the left, the main room on the right, with the Torah 
niche in its east wall. The two stylobates in the main room are not quite 
parallel, being closer together on the east than on the west; the only column 
found in situ is shown on the north stylobate. A bench runs along the main 
room north wall. It is probable that some of the rooms which surrounded 
this synagogue were also controlled by Pricne Jews. 

3.Dura 
‘The plan is of the last phase of the building: forecourt with columns on the 
ight, main room on the left, with its Torah niche on the west wall and 
benches on all four walls. The other rooms linked to the synagogue are east 
of the forecourt; one passed through these rooms and then through the fo 
court o reach the synagogue proper. 
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FIG. 1 Plans of Diaspora synagogues. 

4. Delos 
‘The plan is of the earlier phase; later the single large room with its three en. 
trances in the east wall was divided by a wall running east-west, blocking 
the central entrance on the east. Extant benches are shown on the wes, 
north and south walls of the main room, and just outside its north door; the 
famous Delos “seat of Moses’ is i the center of the bench on the west wall, 
Remains of the portico to the cast of the main room are shown in outline, 
but the complex of small rooms south of the main room has been omitted. 

  

5. Ostia 
“The plan is of the last phase of the building, with the Torah shrine or kei- 
botos (=kibotos) in place. The long axis of the building is parallel to the 
street outside; the synagogue complex was entered from the street through a 
single door on the north-northeast, at the arrow. The main room is on the 
left, with the bema shown on s curved west wall; the entrance area at the 
Opposite end of the main room was dominated by four massive columns set 
in a square. In the last phase the Torah shrine was attached on the south to 
the south wall of the main hall and on the north to the southwest entrance 
column, thus blocking the south entrance between the main room and the 
forecourt; the plans shows the curved back of the shrine, opening west, and 
the steps and pair of small columns in front of it. The Kitchen of the syna- 
gogue was located south of the forecourt, and the dining hall south of the 

  

  

  

6. Stobi 
The plan is of the later synagogue (supplanted by a church in the fifth cen 
tury); elements of the building of Polycharmos have been found beneath it 
‘The bema is represented by an open rectangle at the east; just south of it a 
bench runs east-west in an inset in the south wall 
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FIG. 2 Plans of Diaspora synagogues.  



  

‘THE DIASPORA SYNAGOGUE 125 

XI. ADDENDUM: A SYNAGOGUE IN THE ATHENIAN AGORA? 

Early in 1978 L learned from G. M. A. Hanfmann of new evidence for a syn- 
agogue in the center of ancient Athens. Homer A. Thompson, Field Dircctor 
Emeritus of the Agora Excavations, has graciously provided the following 
details 

In the summer of 1977 a small fragment of wall revetment was recovered 
from a tray of potsherds gathered originally by Prof. Thompson in 1933; the 
piece of Pentelic marble bears an incised menorah and, to the right, a palm 
branch or lulab. Dimensions: height 8.5 cm., width 8.0 cm., thickness 1.0 
1.3 cm. The pottery and the marble fragment were in a late fourth—early 
fifth century context on the west side of the Agora a few meers to the north 
of the northeast corner of the Metroon 

Thompson notes that the plaque represented by this fragment apparently 
came from a curvilinear frieze, conceivably from an arcuated doorway or 
niche; he assumes that it s from a building which had been erected after the 
sacking of Athens by the Heruli in A.D. 267 and which had been damaged 
subsequently during the invasion by the Visigoths under Alaric in AD 396. 

Very tentatively Thompson advances the hypothess that a part of the 
Metroon (second century BC) may have become a synagogue i is latest 
phase. “This building had suffered severely in AD 267, but its northern two 
rooms were reconditioned subsequently, and continued in use at least info 
the Sth century. Some damage may have been done in AD 396; at any rate 
the mosaic floor in the second room from the north was laid ca. AD 400 (the 
latest coin from under it is of Arcadius 295-408). The large north room in 
its latest form had the scheme of a basilica with a semicircular apse protrud- 
ing from its west end; inside the apse was a bench made of marble seat 
blocks salvaged from some Hellenistic exhedra.” On the Metroon and the 
excavations considered here: H. A. Thompson, “Buildings on the West Side 
of the Agora,” Hesperia 6 (1937): 115217, especially 195-202; H. A, 
Thompson, The Athenian Agora: A Guide o the Excavation and Museum 
(Athens, 1976), p. 33, fig. 10 (=p. 27, fig. 37 of the following work; the 
plan shows the “basilica’ within the Metroon), p. 65; J. Travlos, Pictorial 
Dictionary of Ancient Athens (London, 1971), pp. 352-356. 

“This building as reconditioned is contemporary with the Sardis syna- 
‘gogue (section I, supra) and resembles it in several ways: both are centrally 
located in major citis of the Roman cast, each results from the conversion 
of a previously ‘pagan’ siructure, both are basilicas with apse and syn 
thronon on the west wall, both are paved with mosaic from which ‘pagan” 
motifs are conspicuously lacking. Each building at first impression suggests 
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a“Christian basilica in reverse,” i.e. with apse 1o the west, not the east; but 
there is no evidence of Christian use for either building (cf. Hesperia 6 
[1937): 212 note 1) 

In July 1978 T was able t0 inspect the revetment fragment and the exca- 
vated Metroon. The fragment is no chance splinter of marble; it appears to 
have been deliberately if crudely broken out of a larger piece so that the 
‘menorah could be preserved, perhaps as a keepsake o souvenir, or for archi- 
tectural reuse. The foot of the menorah was lost thereby, but at least the 
most distinctive feature is there, viz. the seven arms. I suspect that the per- 
son who squared the piece off (o it present shape was working with broken 
revetment to begin with—otherwisce he would have kept more of the design. 
‘The fact that there is nothing on the left to balance the palm branch to the 
right suggests that this menorah may have been one of a pair, or at the least 
that it was part of a larger design. Thompson notes that the broken edges of 
the marble are very fresh, and the scrap was found lying in loose accumula- 
tion of ca. AD 400 without any sign of re-use. 

Thompson’s cautious hypothesis is tempting: the revetment is obvi- 
ously from a building, the symbols argue that the building belonged to 
Jews; such embellishment s conceivable in a private home, but more suited 
to a public building—and for the Jews of the Diaspora, the likely public 
building is a synagogue. The condition of the fragment suggests that it had 
not raveled far from wherever it was first used; the closest su 
is the reworked Metroon. And the parallels with the Sardis 
striking indeed. The remains and the excavation records deserve very close re- 
examination with Thompson’s hypothesis in mind. 

The excavated synagogue closest to Athens is on the island of Aegin, 
see note 9 supra; it is contemporary with the Metroon-basilica but the two 
structures have exactly opposite alignments: the Acgina synagogue has its 
apse on the east side, no the west as in the Agora building. There is epi- 
graphic and literary evidence for Jews in Athens from the fourth century BC 
on, see CII 712-715, CII 715a-i (in Lifshitz’s “Prolegomemon” to the 1975 
reprint) and L. B. Urdahl, “Jews in Attica,” SymbOslo 43 (1968) 39-56 
(with the extensive critique by Robert in Bull. epigr. 1969, no. 206)—but 
until now no archaeological evidence for a synagogue. 
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   In the Southern Judean Hills four synagogues of the talmudic period have 
been discovered. These are the synagogues of Eshtemoa, Susiya, Horvat 
Maon and *Anim. The first of these, Eshtemoa, was discovered and 
excavated in the mid-thirtes. Afte its excavation and the publishing of its 
plan, the investigators expressed their opinion about its architectural 
uniqueness. At that time, the accepted research divided the ancient 

| synagogues into two groups: early and late. The Eshtemoa synagogue was 
defined as “transitional,” between the two." 

More than a generation later, after the syn 
vated, it was possible o see the great simil 
scholars speak of the South Judean Hills sy 

  

  gue at Susiya was exc: 
arity between the two. Now, 
\gogues as an architecturally 

unique group. In 1987-1990, the late Zyvi Tlan and the author excavated the 

  

  

  

synagogues of Maon and ‘Anim. It became clear that these two are similar 
to—yet also different from—the first two. But the architectural characteris- 
tics common to these four differentiate them as a group from the other syn- 

agogues discovered in Israel. (See map in FIG. 3.) 
We shall discuss the distinctive architecture of the four synagogues in 

this article and attempt to identify their source. First, however, we shall 
briefly review each of the four synagogues involved, emphasizing the archi- 

ctural details which will provide the basis for our subsequent discussion. 
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SHTEMOA 

  

In 1838, Edward Robinson identified the village of Sammu in the South 
Hebron Hills as the biblical Eshtemoa (Joshua 15:50, 21:14; 1 Samuel 

  

  This anicl i n expanded vesion of the uthor' ecture at  symposium eld on Sivan 
27, 5750 (June 20, 1990) under the auspice of the Center for he Study of Eret-Irae and 

it Setlement, of Yad ltzhak Ben Zyi and the Hebrew Unisersity,and devoted 0 the memory 
of Dr. Zvi llan, of blessed memory. 1 wish to express my apprecision to L. Levie, G 
Foersicr, E. Netzer, 5. Wolfl, Z.Saftsi and R. Rech fr their comments. A Hebrew vrsion 
ofthis arile appeard in Cathedra 63 (1993, pp. 635 

* Tranlated by Dr. Nathan H, Resner. 
" For a concise summary of the rsditional division mentioncd. sce M. Avi Yonah, 

‘Synagogues,” EAEHL.pp. 1129-1132, 
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FIG. 3 Southern Judean Sy 
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30:28; 1 Chronicles 4:17 & 19, 6:42).2 Eshtemoa is also known from the 
later periods; it is mentioned in Eusebius’ Onomasticon of the fourth 
tory C.E. as “a very large village of Jews in the South.”® The site s also 
mentioned in the Palestinian Talmud (Nedarim 7:16, 400).¢ Different inves- 
tigators who visited the village in the course of the nineteenth century and 
the beginning of the twenticth identified many remains from the rabbinic 
period including stone bas-reliefs of menorot and other art objects. But it 
was only toward the end of 1934, in the course of a visit there by L. A 
Mayer and A. Reifenberg of the Hebrew University in Jerusalem, that they 
discovered the remains of the ancient settlements synagogue. About a year 
lter, the two began an archacological excavation of the site, uncovered 
substantial portions of the structure, and managed to make out its plan in 
detail.$ Because of the Arab uprising that broke out at that time, the work 
was stopped. Only after the Six Days’ War was the excavation completed 

under Z. Yeivin's direction 
The synagogue had the shape of a broad rectangle oriented from east to 

west, its inner dimensions about 20 x 10 meters. s facade had an entrance 
porch (narthex) reached by three steps via an expanse paved with larg 
stones. The entrance floor was decorated with a colored mosaic, of which all 
that has survived is a picture of a tree n five colors and a dedication inscrip- 
tion in Ar 

“The facade wall has been preserved to a height of about 2 meters and has 
three entrances to the hall. The middle entrance is wider than the two side 
ones (which today are sealed). The entrances are decorated with a protruding 
frame. Unlike the castern wall, the western wall has been preserved to a 
height of 8 meters or more. 

“The focal point of the synagogue was in the northern wall facing 
Jerusalem. It has a central alcove which served to hold the aron ha-godesh 
(the Torah Ark) and two smallr alcoves that apparently served for the meno- 
rahs. In front of the central alcove, a bemah (platform) protrudes from the 
wall and at its center there apparently was a series of steps by which one 
went up to the Torah Ark. On the left part of the bema, Mayer and 
Reifenberg discovered a Hebrew inscription. The stones bearing the inscrip- 
tion were removed and dissppeared in the time between the two excavations. 

Two benches, one above the other, were bult along the length of the 
northern and southern walls. On the northern wall, only the segment be- 

    

  

  

  

  
2 See Robinson, voL. L, p. 494, 
3 Sec the Onomastikon, . 6. 
4 Sec S, Klin, ed.. The Seulement Book, vol. 1 (erusalem, 1939; epr. 1978),p. 16 (i 

Hebrew). 
5 See Mayer & Reifenberg. 
6 See Z. Yeivin,“The Symagogue of Eshiemoa.” Levine, ASR. pp. 120   
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    tween the bemah and the eastern wall survived; on the southern wall, the 
benches are interrupted by a mahrab that was bult here when the building 
became a mosque (in the days of Saladin, according to local tradition). It 
seems that the building was covered by a broad double-sloped tile roof. The 
roof was placed upon a wooden frame which rested upon the north and south 
walls, 

  

  

  

‘The synagogue floor was covered with a colored mosaic, only sections of 
which have remained. These include examples of floral and geometric pat- 
terns. 

THE 

  

IYA SYNAGOGUE 

‘The existence of the ancient synagogue at Horvat Susiya was already sus- 
pected in the thirties from a survey conducted there by Mayer and Reifenberg 
when they uncovered the synagogue a nearby Eshtemoa. However, it was 
only in 1970, in light of new surveys conducted in the region, that its exca- 
vation was begun by Shemarya Gutman, Ze'ev Yeivin and Ehud Netzer.” 

‘The site contains the synagogue building itself and the large courtyard 
entrance east of it The courtyard was connected and paved with large rectan- 
gular stone slabs. Stoas enclosed it on three sides. Five long steps led from 

the courtyard to the entrance portico of the synagogue. (Se PL. 4a.) 
“The building was divided into three parts: the entrance to the east, a long 

narrow wing 10 the south, and the prayer hall to the north. At the southern 
end of the entrance there were stairs that led to the second story which was 
over the south wing. The hall was two stories high, about 8-9 metes 
decorated entranceways led from the entrance to the prayer hall. The middle 
entranceway was larger than the side ones. The hall’s dimensions are 9 x 16 
meers. { 

‘The entrance, the hall, and the southern stoa of the courtyard were paved 
with colored mosaics that included diverse artistic themes: a Torah Ark, and 
menorah, a zodiac, Daniel in the lions’ den (2), as well as images of winged 
figures, various fruits and rich and variegated geometric patterns. The mosaic 

  

  

  

  
  

  

     

    

  
  

  

     
floors also included four dedicatory inscriptions in Hebrew and Aramaic. 

On the hall’s northern wall, which was double the thickness of the other 
walls, there were two bemor. Due to the great destruction, the alcove of the 
holy ark above the main bemah was not found, but clear signs of its exi 

tence were discovered, 
The main platform underwent many transformations and at the height of 

its glory, it was entirely encased in gray marble, and a semi-circular staircase 
was added on each side. Many sections of the marble latticework that encir- 

  

  

  

   

7 See Gun      . Yewvin, and Neter,
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cled the bemah have survived (among them even inscriptions dedicated to 
donors). The secondary bemah found east of the main bemah, is one of the 
outstanding innovations in the Susiya synagogue. It was originally shaped 
as a cube, but changes were made during the years of the synagogue’s exis 

  

tence. 
Along the length of the hall's three walls—in the south, west and 

north—there is a continuum of three benches, one above the other, until the 
‘main bemah. The synagogue had a tle roof, as attested by the many frag- 
‘ments found in the excavation. The roof rested on the walls alone, for the 
hall had no columns. 

The synagogue was established toward the end of the fourth century or 
the beginning of the fifth century C.E. and existed until the eighth century 
CE. 

  

  

  

THE MAON SYNAGOGUE 

Horvat Maon lies on a high mound in the southeast Hebron Hills on the 
edge of the Judean Desert. At the top of the hill the tell of biblical Maon 
was identified (Joshua 15:55; I Samuel 23:24-25; 25:2) by E. Robinson, 
who also was the first 0 describe the remains at the site.$ Afier him, difer- 
ent researchers, among them V. Guérin, Sh. Gutman, and Y. Hirschfeld, de- 
seribed the Iron Age remains found at the top of the tell and the remains 
from the settlement of the Roman and Byzantine periods o its slopes. 
Prominent among the later were remains on the northern slope of a public 
building made of large hewn stones, thought to have been a church. This 
structure was excavated in 1987-1988 by Z. Tlan and the author in view of 

their hypothesis that it was an ancient synagogue.? (See FIG. 4.) 
“The synagogue that was uncovered is a long north-south structure ficin 

Jerusalem. (See PL. 4b.) Iis dimensions are 10.5 x 15.5 meters, and its 
walls, about a meter thick, are of hewn stone. In it first stage, the buikding 
had three entrances in it long eastern wall and it apparently had a gabled tle 
roof. It was paved with a mosaic floor. Sections of two benches remained 
along the length of the building’s walls. In the northern wal the 
alcove for the holy ark which protruded from the wall. This building, it 
seems, was established during the second half of the fourth century or the 
beginning of the fifih. (See FIG. 6.) 

  

  

  

  

  

 See Robinson, vol. 2, p. 204 
9 See Amit and lan, as well 3 2 11an and D. Amit, “Maon (in Judea.” NEAEHL, py. 

942:944. The ina eport of th excavstions will appeat i Aigor, 
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FIG. 4 H. Maon: Plan of Synagogue 

During the building’s second stage, apparently in the sixth century, sig- 
nificant changes were made. The prayer hall was reduced 3.5 meters by 
building a wall in its southern part with two entrances in it. The area taken 
from the hall now served as a vestibule. This may also have been used as a 
classroom after a stone bench was added along the length of the new en 
trances” wall. (See FIG. 7 and PL. 5a.) 

The western part of the vestibule apparently served as the synagog 
storeroom. The entrance o the vestibule was through the eastern wall’s 
south entranceway which was in continuous use from the previous stage. 
Square columns with arches were now erected in the prayer hall itself and its 
roof rested upon them. The mosaic floor which had been damaged was com- 
pleted with square stone paving. This building lasted until the seventh cen- 
tury C.E. when it was abandoned. 
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FIG. S H. *Anim: Plan of Synagogue 

THE ‘ANIM SYNAGOGUE 

Horvat *Anim is about 19 k. south of Hebron, within the area of the 
Jewish National Fund's Yattr Forest. The Arabic name of the ruin, Khirbet 
Ghuweine et-Tah (el-Gharbiyeh), its geographic location and the ceramic 
finds there, led to its identification with *Anim of the biblical period (Joshua 
15:50).19 The site s also identifed with the western Anaia of the Roman- 
Byzantine period about which Eusebius wrote: “and in the South there is 
another large village of Jews called Anaia, nine miles south of Hebron."!! 
“This s to distinguish it from the eastern Anaia, which was a contemporary 

  

   

  

  

10 Sce Robinson,vol. 1 p. 494 
1 See the Onomastikon, . 26,  
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Christian village identified with nearby Khirbet Ghuweine el-Fawga (esh- 
Shargiyye). The remains at the site were surveyed and described by various 
investigators: V. Guérin, M. Kochavi, Sh. Gutman, and Z. Meshel. But 
only in 1987, in a survey conducted by Z. Tlan, was the location of the syn- 
agogue discovered. 2 Thereupon an archacological dig was conducted there in 
1988-1989 by Z. Tlan and the author."* (See FIG. 5.) 

The synagogue contains a prayer-hall, an entrance portico and a courtyard 
to which rooms are attached on both sides. The prayer-hall, rectangular in 
shape, with exterior dimensions of 14.5 x 8.5 meters, s oriented from south 
10 north, that i, toward Jerusalem. Its walls are built of hewn stone and are 
preserved 0 a height of 3.5 meters. Its two entrances are on the east side. 
They survived to their full height, with their lintels. s floor was made of 
square stone slabs. Beneath i, signs were found of the existence of an earlier 
mosaic floor. 

      

  

  

  

  

About a quarter of the hall’s area, a its northern end, was set aside for a 
bemah that took up ts entire width. AL it center, against the northern wall, 
was the Torah Ark. (See PL. 6b.) 

Along the length of the western wall there was a single stone bench. 
There were no colums in the hall to support the tle roof. There apparently 
was a wooden gable frame that rested upon the outer walls. (See PL. 5b.) 

In the facade of the hall in front of s entrances, there was an entrance 
portico (narthex) whose width was about 2 meters. (See PL. 6a,) It was 
paved with a colored mosaic that contained geometric designs and a dedica 
tory inscription. A row of columns separated the portico from the courtyard 
‘which stretched to its east and contained a connected plaza (7 x 4 meters) 
paved with stone, a well, and rooms attached on the north and south which 
served various communal needs. According to the finds discovered during the 
dig, the synagogue is dated to the fourth through seventh centurics C.E. 

  

  

    

  

    

  

  
THETYPOLOGICAL ASPECT 

‘The information that existed on the synagogues of the South Judean Hills 
prior (o our excavations at the synagogues of Maon and *Anim was primar- 
ily based upon the synagogues of Eshtemoa and Susiya. Their great 
similarity in plan, on the one hand, and, on the other hand, the difference be. 
tween these plans and that of everyone of the dozens of synagogues known 
to us across the country, led o the logical conclusion formulated by Kloner, 

  

  

12 See 7 lan, “A Synagogue Hidden ina Forest,” Teva”va-Are 
(in Hebrew) 
13 Sec 7. llan and D. Amit, “Horvat Anim—Synsgoe.” EASI, 7-8 (1988-1989): 65; . 

At “Anim, Horvt.” NEAEHL, vl 1. . 62. Th fnal report il appear i Atigor 

229,m0.7 (1987): 2831   
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at the synagogues at Susiya and Eshiemoa “represent a separate grouping, 
apparently typical of this geographic region.”!* 

Y. Tsafrir, who also considers this group as “a group unto itself,” notes 
that “apparently it cannot be defined by chronological criteria” that relate to 
the northern synagogues.'s Tsaffir's observation, in its general context, 
touches upon the basic questions of synagogue research, which should be 
briefly discussed before we return to the specific (opic of our essay. In the 
study of ancient synagogues, for some time, the weight which had previ 
ously been given to chronological criteria has diminished. The hard and fast 
division of synagogues into early and late has given way to a set of criteria 
o longer dominated by chronological considerations but which also incor- 
porate regional, economic, social, and other considerations. 

As more synagogues have been uncovered, it has become ll the more 
clear how grealy the schemaic picture which the investigators sough to 
draw at the start o the research has become complex and multi-faceted, and 
how much the attempt (o set a clear typology with well-defined lines, has 
fallen upon difficulties and limitations. 'S Despite these complexites, one 
should not hasten to conclude that there is no longer room for any attempt 
o fix a typological chronology for ancient synagogues by examining the 
connection between them. This tendency, which arose in the wake of the 
publication of the Franciscan Fathers’ new excavations at Capernaum, is an 
attempt by scholars to avoid the problems with which they are being con 
fronted by evolving research. 17 

Our g tion sbout ancient synagogues also applies (0 our treat 
ment of the four in the South Judean Hills when we test the validity of the 
typology formulated above by Kloner and Tsafrir. The question we faced af 
ter the excavations of the Maon and *Anim synagogues was whether we 
could also, now, stil allow ourselves to define the synagogues of the South 
as a separate group? We shall examine this in breadth (the stylized typologi- 
cal aspect) and in depth (the chronological aspect) itegrating and inters 
ing the cross-sections of both aspects. 

Kloner characterized the synagogues of Susiya and Eshtemoa architec 
orally as follows:!* 

  

  

     
  

  

  

    
  

       

  

  

  

  

  

    

a. wide buildings. 
b. entrances in the eastern wall 

  14 Sce Kloner, “Synsgogues.”p. 1. 
15 See Tsafr, p. 165 
16 For an up-to-date discussion of the problems connected to the architeetre of the 

syagogues in lgh o he modendiscoveric s Soger,“Hitorogaphy 
170n the problem and is ramificaions, sce Tsafrr pp. 170, 171, and also, “The 

Synagogue at Meroth, the Synagogue st Capermaum, and the Dating of the Galilean 
‘Synagogues—a Reconsderaion.” £ 20 (1989): 337-344 (n Hebrew) 
18 See Kloner, “Synagogues.” note 14 
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.4 platform with an alcove for the Torah Ark, on the northern wall facing 
Jerusalem, 

4.2 mosaic floor. 
e. hewn-stone construction, 
£.a wooden ceiling and tile. 
& o pillars to support the roof 

   
An examination of these characteristics, even superficially, indicates the dif- 
ferent weight that should be given to each of them in characterizing the 
‘group. Components (d), (&) and (f) are common in many synagogues with 
different plans and there is no point therefore, in treating them as typologi- 
cal characteristics. Even component (c)—the platform and alcove for the 
oly ark—is not particularly unique and its ke can be found even in north- 
em synagogues, except for its location in the northern wall required in syna- 
‘gogues south of Jerusalem, (more on this later). 

There remain, then, three outstanding characteristics: the buildings 
width, entrances on the short eastern wal, and the absence of columns to 
support the root. The three together, as far as we know, occur only in the 
synagogues of Susiya and Eshtemoa—and this indeed makes them an archi- 
tecturally unique group. 

A comparison of the Maon and *Anim synagogues with these two indi- 
cates one clear difference: the structures at Maon and *Anim are built long 
(rather than wide). On the other hand, in the first stage at Maon, and at 
*Anim, there are two similar characteristics: the entrances on the eastem 
wall (though here, in the nature of things, it is not the short wall) and the 
absence of columns in the hall to support the roof. 

In our opinion, the existence of two such outstanding characteristics in 
the four synagogues under discussion, is suficiently significant to catego- 
tize them as a separate typological group, i spite of the difference between 
them as far a the third characteristc 

To reinforce the validity of this determination, let me restate it in a nega- 
tive form. The existence of only one clear architectural characteristic in a 
number of buildings is not enough to distinguish them as a group, but the 
presence of two clear characteristics provides ample demarcation of a distinc- 
tive group. Therefore, we cannot, for example, include the synagogues of 
Eshtemoa and Susiya in a group with the synagogue of Khirbet Shema* 
even though the three are built in the width.!” Likewise, we cannot include 
in a single group, for example, the synagogues of Horvat Sumaga, Ma‘oz 
Hayyim and Maon, even though all three have their entrances on the east 
wall. Thus, we can conclude that within the general grouping of the South 

      

  

        

      

  

  

  

  

19 On this H. Shanks has put it wel, “I uity i the primry characteisic of basi 
plan synsgogues, diversity s the essentil qulity of broad-house plan synagogues.” See 
Shanks, Judaism in Sione (Tel-Aviv, 1979), p 9. 
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Judean Hills synagogues, despite the difference in details, there are grounds 
for seeing them as 4 unique group, as we have tried to prove, for we can 
now discern two subtypes: the broad type (Eshtemoa and Susiya), and the 
long type (Maon and *Anim). 

  

    

FIG. 6 Maon synagogue: Reconstruction of First Phase. 

An examination of further components that differentiate the two types 
shows that those of the wide type are larger and more complex than those of 
the long type, and are richer in decorated stone and artstic tems. 

‘This difference can be explained against the background of the different 
types of settlement to which the synagogues of the two secondary types be- 
longed. On the one hand, the wide type, large and wealthy, represents large 
settlements, Jewish towns with hundreds of households such as the histori- 
cal sources (for Eshtemoa) and the archaeological evidence in the area indi- 
cate Eshtemoa and Susiya o have been On the other hand, the long type, 

  

  

  

  
20 Sce above, nots -4 
21 0n Eshtemon,see: F. M. Abel and A, Barris, “Sculptures du sud de a Judee: s 

Semou,” RB. 38 (1939): 585.589: B. Z. Luti, Gellot ba-moledor Urusalem, 1956), p. 245 
267 (in Hebrew). In 1969, 5. Gutman surveyed the vilag thoroughly and discovered new 
etil.His survoy report i i the Archivesof the Ivael Antiquiis Authoiy and has ot yet 
een published. 

On Susiya, sce A. Negev, “Excavations at Carmel (Kh. Susiya) in 1984 Prliminary 
Report” £ 35 (1985): 231.252. 
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the simple small building, represens small rural settlements such as Maon 
and *Anim that counted only a few dozen houscholds 22 

Tuis almost certain that the architectural development of the unique sr 
ture described here—that s, a hall whose entrances are on the cast wall and 
without interior columns—is not the result of purely stylistc influences, 
even though they 100 play a role i its design. From an engincering stand- 
point, it should be emphasized that forgoing the row of columns in the ‘ 

      

  

Hal's space posed a significant diffculy forthe planncrs and builders which 
necessitated finding an alternative support for the roof. The broader the ex- 
panse of the hall, the more dificul the rchitectural and engineering chal- 
lenge. At Eshtemon, the largest ofthe synagogues under discussion, the hall | 
encompasses an area of over 270 square meters. We must seek a reason suf- | 

ently important to motivat the carly architect and bulder to cope with | 
the challenge and it difficultis. We believe thar, first and foremos, this 
reason was supplied by the combination of the Judean halakic tradition and 

the search for ways to implement it pracicaly and functionally in the buikl- 
ing’s plan. 

  

    

  

THE HALAKIC ASPECT® 

  

‘Talmudic literature has a number of halakhic discussions with direct impli- 
cations for the basic planning and architectural design of the synagogue. For 
the purposes of our discussion, we shall focus on two topics: (1) the direc- 
tion of prayer, (2) the location of the entrances 

  

(1) Direction of Prayer 
This question is primarily discussed in two places in the Babylonian 
Talmud, the tractates of Berakot (and its parallels) and Baba Batra. In the 
Mishnah, Berakot 4:5-6 lists instances of a man who is traveling when the 
time for prayer arrives. 

    
s comprebensive survey which we conducted st B, “Ani, o the same time 3 the 

tion of the synagogue. we counted abaut ffy family dwellngs. (The report of the 
will be published lon wih the excavation rport, see sbove, note 13, Hence 

Euschius” sttement that Anata is “a very large village of Jews” (see note 11) was 
exagpersted. AU Maon, wher the present sculement covers @ considerable portion f he 
remains of the ancient setlment it s diffcul 0 cary out  precise survey, bot it sems that 
e Situation is the same and even tends t lower numbers. S also At and a, pp. 116 
7, 

25 We have been gratly assistd inthe writing of tis cssay by Ginzberg, Commentary 
even more than we have becn sble 1 note in the marginal notes below. Our friends Dr. 
Menshem Kahana and Rabbi Elfanan Samet vere kind cnough o resd the rough draftof this 
chapter and offred important comment. For tis we are sincrely thankful 1o ther 
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I he was riding on an ass, he should dismount [10 say refillah (“Prayer; 
i.e., the Eighteen Benedictions)]. If he cannot dismount he should tun his 
face [toward Jerusalem]. I he cannot tun his face, he should direct his heart 
toward the Holy of Holies, 
If he was journeying on  ship or a wagon, or a raft, 
heart toward the Holy of Holics 

  

e should direct his 

According to the Mishnah, then, one should direct prayer toward the Holy of 
Holies. In the baraita commenting on this passage, found in various ver- 
sions in the Tosefta, and i the Palestinian and Babylonian Talmuds, as well 
as in the Midrashim,? this i cited in greater detail. Here is the formulation 
in Sifié Deuteronomy 29, (p. 47 in the Finkelstein edition): 

  

  

  

They who stand [in prayer] outside the Land [of Isracl] turn their faces 
toward Land of Israel and pray, as is said, “and they pray to You in the 
direction of their land” (I Kings 8:48). 
They who stand in the Land of Isael tum their faces toward Jerusalem and 
as i said: “and they pray to You n the direction of the city” (2 Chronicles 
6:34) 
‘They who stand in Jerusalem turn their faces (o toward the Temple and pray. 
as i said: “and they pray toward this House” (2 Chronicles 6:32), 
‘They who stand in the Temple dircct their hearts toward the Holy of Holies 
and pray , as is said: “and then they pray toward this place” (2 Chroricles 
6:26) 
If they are standing in the norh, they turn thei faces toward the south; in 
the south, they turn ther faces 1o the north; in the east, [they ] their 
faces toward the west; in the west, [they turn] their faces toward the east 
[Thus] all Iszacl ar found praying fowards one place. 

  

  

  

‘We cite the Sifré text because it (as in the Palestinian Talmud) reads: “they 
their faces,” which is similar to the expression at the beginning of the 

Mishnah “he should turn his face.” It is clear that turning the face is not 
something wholly external but expresses an internal intention, as indicated 
by the expression “he direct his heart” which is at the end of the Mishnab, 
‘This is identical o the parallels of the baraia in the Tosefta, the Babylonian 
Talmud and elsewhere = 

In sum, the geographic-geometrical picture that emerges from the above 
sources reveals that one central point constitutes the main focus for the 
complex of orbits encompassing it. On every occasion of prayer, one’s di- 
rection should be toward the central point. The angle of direction is relative 
and depends upon where one s standil 

In the Mishnah (BB 2:9), we read, “A tannery may be set up only on the 
east side of the town. Rabbi Agiba says: ‘It may be set up on any side save 
the west but it may not be within a distance of fifty cubits.” And in the 

    
     

    

    

24 For a detalng of th paralles, see Tosefa Berakhor Licberman edion,p. 15, not 65 
25 S Licherman, Tosefi ki ohuiah, Berako,p. 44  
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  Tosefta (BB 1:8, p. 131 in the Licberman edition), and also in the 
Palestinian Talmud (BB 4:9, 13a) this is quoted with a slight variation and 
the addition of the motivation. The Tosefta formulation reads: “Rabbi Aqiba 
says that in every direction it must be at a remove of ffty cubits except in 
the west because [the wind from that side] is constant.” 

Rabbi Agiba, who lived in Palestine, meant that the prevailing winds in 
Palestine are from the west; the smells of a tannery located on the west side 
of a settlement would thus be spread over the whole town. To those who 
lived in the Land of Isracl, this meaning was understood by all % However, 
in Babylonia, where the wind pattems are different, the Babylonian 
amoraim, Rava and Ray Nahman attached a spiritual meaning to Rabbi 
Akiba’s words. In the Babylonian Talmud (BB 25a), they explained that 
Rabbi Aqiba meant that the west wind is “constantly with shekinah” or in a 
more apt version that appears in some manuscripts, is “constantly with 
Prayer.”?! That is, in light of the west's additional sanctity one should not 
set up a source of stench on that side. This interpretation should be viewed 
in light of the Babylonian’s designation of eretz yisrael as ‘ma‘arava’ (‘the 
west), 

In a continuation of that Bavli passage, various opinions of the Sages— 
tannaim and amoraim of Palestine and Babylonia—are expressed about the 
dircction of Tefillah and location of the shekinah. Their words reflect two 
basic outlooks presented in the following table: 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  In.the West Everywhere 
Rabbi Agiba (in the Babylonian cxplanation)  Rabbi Ishmacl 
Rabbi Joshua ben Levi Rabbi Oshaiah 
Rabbi Abbahu Rav Sheshet 

The practical ramification of this discussion about the direction of Tefillah/ 
and location of the shekinah finds expression in the comment of “Rabbi 
Joshua ben Levi: ‘Come let us be grateful (o our forefathers who informed 
us of the place of Tefillah,” and in the opinion of Rav Sheshet which can 
be deduced from an actual incident. When the time for the Prayer came “Rav 

   

cherman, Tosefia, Baba Batha, . 35 
See Digdugl Soferim, adlc. 

2 10 should be poinicd out that Rabbi Aba bar Jcob also particpated in the discussion. 
Attacking the homily of Rabbi Jshu ben Levi who iterpreted Nehemiah 9:, “and the host 
of heaven prosttethemselves before You to mean thtth shekinah s i the west and this is 
e place of prayer, he argucd that from this verse one could also reach the opposite 
concusion (‘and pehaps it s ke a servant who, pon receving a reward from his master, 
backs away, bowing”). Some ofthe Rishoni (‘the carly anthoritis") tred to conclue from 
{his that an opinion also xists that the shekinah i in the cat. However,a carful reading of 
Rabbi A words proves that he did not intend tha at all. He only wanted t protest Rabbi 

Joshua ben Levi's homily. Sce lso Ginzberg, Commentary, vol. 3, p. 375 
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Sheshet said to Shemaiah: *Stand me in any direction except east, and not 
because the shekinah is not there but because the heretics teach that 

At the end of that segment (B. BB 25b), they resume the discussion on 
the directions for the Tefillsh and the focus shifts to practical matters, even 
though it relies entirely upon Palestinian sages’ statements that were origi- 
nally in no way related to prayer. Two opinions are cited. Rabbi Isaac siaes, 
“Let him who wishes to become wise—face south, and to become rich, 
north.” That is to say, in the Babylonian opinion, one who prays may 
choose which of the two dircctions he pleases. The second opinion comes 
from Rabbi Joshua ben Levi, “One should always face south, for if he be- 
comes wise, he will also become rich.” Since this sage held that the shek- 
inahis in the west, how can he now say that one should always pray facing 
south? The answer given is that “he should face sort of sideways,” that is, 
he should stand in a kind of position between south and west.* 

To sum up, the geographic-geometrical picture that emerges from B 
Baba Batra is completly different from that depicted in B. Berakot. In Bavli 
Berakot, the directions for prayer were related o the points of the compass, 
relative and conditioned upon where the one praying stood in relation to a 
defined focal point. In Bavli Baba Batra, a it were, a two-fold picture s pre- 
sented. On the one hand, we find an open system where no dircction is obli- 
gatory and there is no focus—the basic concept being that “the shekinah s 
everywhere.” On the other hand, we find a set of lines whose directions are 
absolute with the main one being west toward a spiritual focal point—"the 
shekinah is in the west"—but alongside this set, we also find south and 
north, or both together, with a ine between them running south-west. 

‘The only apparent connection between the discussion in B. Baba Batra 
and the halakah in B. Berakot is contained in the statement of Rabbi Hanina 
in Baba Batra. He says to Rabbi Ashi, “Like you who live in the north of 
the Land of Isracl who face south.” That s to say, that from Babylonia, per- 
ceived as being north of the Land of Isracl, and relying upon the words of 
the prophet, “From the north shall disaster break loose” (Jeremiah 1:14), 
one should turn in prayer in the direction of Palestine. Hence the conclusion 
that there is a relative, not absolut, direction as emerged from the course of 
the discussion previously. Still, Rabbi Hanina does not base his statement 
upon the explicit halaksh in B. Berakot. 

Can we really draw two such entirely unrelated pictures, two such dia- 
metrically opposed basic concepts? This is astonishing, fist and foremost, 

    

     

  

    

        

  

  

   

    

  

  

  

2 O the essence of the ‘minin! (hertics), sce Ginzberg, Commentary, vol. 3, pp. 372 
375, Fora diffrent opinion,see Urbach, Sages, p. 62, note 95 

0" In the commentary atsbuted o Rabben Gershom: “In no way a all i the diccion 
South nor i it norh ™ For the varous possibiliesof intepreing the concep,ses Gingberg, 
Commentary. vo. 3, pp. 390391 
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from the intg 
whose essence 

  nal talmudic aspect. After ll, the halakah in B. Berakot, 
already in the Mishnah and is detailed in a baraita that is in 

the Tosefia and the two almudim and the midrashim, is always presented as 
a set tannatic halakah, with none taking exception. How, then, could the. 

mingly practical-halakic discussion in B. Baba Batra have been held al- 
most otally ignorant o this explicit law? 

The Tosafists to B. Baba Batra 25a, beginning “Face e in any direc- 
tion,” raise this problem saying: “None of these amoraim were aware of 
what was taught in B. Berakot (30a) that 2 person must pray facing 
Jerusalem.” They explain the difference of opinion among the amoraim as 
based upon such a difference among the tannaim. Thatis to say, the halakah 
in M. Berakot is only one opinion, upon which Rabbi Haninah, at the end 

of the discussion in B. Baba Batra, relied. In opposition to this, stood Rabbi 
Ishmacl’s opinion that “the shekinab is everywhere” and upon which the 
other amoraim based themselves, arguing that one may pray in any dircc- 
tion ! 

“The third opinion—"the shekinalh s in the west"—relies upon the words 
of Rabbi Aqiba as they were interpreted by the Babylonian amorain. 

Stil, it is clear that this explanation is far-fetched and that the weight 
and unambiguous meaning of the halakah in M. Berakhot give it clear prior- 
ity over the opinions cited in B. Baba Batra which are subject (0 interprela- 
tion as to their practical implications *2 This conclusion, apart from addi- 
tional questions which will aris, is tenable only if we assume that what we 
have here i a difference between various halakic traditions. It seems to us, 
therefore, that the Baba Batra discussion, even if it is focused on the direc 
tion of prayer, rests upon various statements whose ori 
unrelated to this and hence is also not directly concerned with the halakah 
but with the theoretical-philosophical question of the place of the shekina 
The single practical matter is connected with Rav Sheshet and, as a matter 
of fact, no conclusion can be drawn from it because of the sage’s special cir. 
cumstances, namely, that he was blind and therefore any direction was ac- 
ceptable to him 

‘The opinions at the end of the segment—both Rabbi Isaac’s “Let him 
who wishes to be wise, face south, and (o be rich, face north,” and Rabbi 
Joshua's “Always face south”—should be seen as a continuation of the folk- 

  

  

    

  

  

  

    

    

  

    

  

  

    

  

31 Menahem Kahans suggested that he fctthat only Babylonian Amorsim express this 
opinion perhapsis ndicaive of an internal Babylonian motive i ther truggle against the 
Land of iacl, Urbach, Sages, p. 61-63 presents another ntrprtation, 

32 To cmphasize thi poit one shoukd lso otetht in Bavl Berakot the law i dependent 
upon explct verses, wheress in Bavli Baba Bathra the enire mater is buill upon an 
{nterpreation o the dicum of Rabbi Aqibs 

3% And see Ginsbers, Commentary, vol. 3, pp. 34386, 
 And se Ginzberg, Commeniary v 3.p. 3. 
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Toristic discussion pres them. That discussion revolved around the chr- 
acteristics of the four points of the compass and the natural forces in the 
Land of Israel. Hence, in actuality, only Rabbi Hanina's statement touches 
upon the practical question of the direction of prayer, but it as has been 
said, agrees with the halakah in B. Berakot. This latter is the only unit that 
has practical ramifications for the form of the synagogue and the design of 

     

  

its plan, for it determines the dircction of prayer and thus the orientation of 
the building: towards the Land of Isracl in general, then towards Jerusalem, 
the Temple mount, and ultimately the Holy of Holics. 

This conclusion contradicts the opinion which has gained some accep- 
tance in the commentaries and in the research. As a result of this there are 
practical ramifications for determining that “the shekinah s in the west.”S 
Below we shall return to this question and attempt to prove tha the accepted 
understanding has no solid basis. 

  

  

  

(2) The Synagogue Entrances 
In Tosefta, Megillah 4(3):22 (Licberman, Tosefta, Moed, p. 360) we read, 
‘Synagogue entrances ar opened only (0 the east as we have found in the 

‘Temple which was open (o the cast, as it s written: ‘Those who were o 
camp before the Tabernacle, in front—before the Tent of Meeting, on the 
cast”™ (Num. 3:38). 

“This indicates that the halakah relies upon the shape of the Tabernacle in 
the Temple. It oriented the synagogue’s entrances out of a desire to preserve 
this shape, since the synagogue is in a sense the substitute for the 
Tabernacle, a “miniature sanctuary.” But the commentators and the re- 
searchers have already dwelt upon the actual intent inherent in this law. % It 
has to do with Judaism’s age-old struggle against the pagan concept, which 
in its later development takes on a Christian garb, that the worshipper 
should face the east. An expression of this struggle already exists in the 
Hebrew Bible, in the vision of Ezekiel, who sees an abomination taking 

ingthe Tabernacle: “about twenty-five men, their backs to the Temple 
and.their faces to the east; they were bowing low o the sun in 
Sy 617)7 

  

  

   

  

  

  

  

   
  

  

  

35 See th apinon ofthe Tusafiss and, fkewise, Urbach, below, n the discussion of the 
synsgogue enances 

3 The fint who made 3 paintof this was Y. Schore in his cdition of Rabbi Judah ben 
Barsilai of Barcelona's et cenury Sefer . (<Book of e Times) (Cracow, 1902), 
p-273.note 121 (in Hebrew. And se Licberman, Tosfa ks, Megilsh p. 1200, 

7 And apparenly the words are dirctd i conradicion to the vere in Numbers 335 
which s the tobeefor the I i te el shove, o that ves his “Moses and Aaron and 
His sons atending o the dutcs of the snctuary” while sunding “before the Tobernacle,in 
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In this context, the Mishnah describes the procession of the celebrants at 
simhat bet ha-sho’evah (the Feast of Water Drawing) approaching the cast- 
em gate of the Temple Mound: *...they tumed their faces to the west and 
said: *Our fathers when they were in this place tumed with their backs to- 
ward the Temple of the Lord and their faces toward the east, and they wor- 
shipped the sun toward the east; but a for us, our eyes are turned toward the 
Lord"” (M. Sukkah 5:4). E. E. Urbach has pointed out that Rabbi Joshua 
ben Levi’s statement in the matter of the place of the shekinah in Baba 
Batra: “Come and let us be grateful to our forefathers who let us know the 
place of prayer” recalls the words of the celebrants: “Our fathers when they 
were in this place, etc.”® These words of Rabbi Joshua ben Levi's repre- 
sent, as you will recall, the opinion that “the shekinah i in the west.” as 
against the opinion that “the shekinal is everywhere.” It is very likely that 
this tradition of the shekinal’s being in the west indeed developed as a 
counter (0 the pagan and Christian concept that considered the cast as “the 
place of the shekinah.” 

We shall focus on two quotations from the matters detailed above to 
demonstrate this 

1. In B. Baba Batra, Rav Sheshet’s statement to his assistant supports 
the view that “the shekinab is everywhere,” il reveals a reluctance about 
praying (o the east because “the heretis teach that.” Urbach theorizes that 
the very fact that a position developed that “the shekinal is everywhere” was 
aresction to the claims of those heretics he sees as Judeo-Christians 0 

2. In the Palestinian Talmud, tractate Berakot, preceding the halakah 
about the directions of prayer, and in relation to the text of the Mishnah (M. 
Ber. 4:5) which reads *If he was riding on an ass...if he cannot dismount he 
should turn his face [toward Jerusalem], says Rabbi Jacob bar Aha: ‘It is 
taught there that one faces in no direction but east™! 

We can sum up, therefore, and say that it may indeed be that the halakah 
about setting the synagogue entrances in the east was intended to dissuade 
the heretics who prayed toward the east, since locating the entrance in the 
east creates a situation in which one who enters the synagogue must tum 
his back to the east * The question that arises from this is whether the fact 
that the worshipper entering the synagogue is facing west, which is a result 

   

  

  

  

    

    

  

38 See Urbach, Sages . 2. 
39 And see note 2. sbove. 
40 See Urbach, Sages pp. 6163 
4IFor the substiut versions “one docs not trnone wrns” s Ginzherg, Commeniary 

o 3. pp 370-372. And ahso s the Penei Moshe comn 
42 Againt this we shold noe tha don in which the worshiper's 

back facs the sacted focal poin upon entring Galilcan synagogues, where the enrances 
were inthe south, oward Jersale, 
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   of the halakah in the Tosefta, as well as the determination of a few Sages 
that “the shekinah is in the west,” compels the conclusion that the direction 
of prayer was westward? In other words, are the laws about the entrances and 
the direction of prayer interdependent? The Tosafists (to B. Erubin 18b, 
“and not the rear of the synagogue™), in relating to Tosefta Megillah, ex- 
plain, “and it seems that this tanna holds that the shekinak is in the west. 

Urbach, following their lead, states definitively, “The view that ‘the 
shekinah s in the west i reflected in the halakah that determined the form 

of the synagogue structure: “The entrances of the synagogues are to be made 
only towards the east.” Indeed, this ruling governed the construction of 
many synagogues that were uncovered both in the Land of Isracl and in the 
Diaspora, such as that at Dura-Europos.** We have already noted earlier that 
the discussion in B. Baba Batra about the location of the shekinah is essen- 
tially theoretical, and we have now also shown its polemical significance 
against the heretics. These two factors render it difficult to reach a practical 
conclusion concerning the direction of prayer in the synagogue. As for 
Urbach's determination about the archaeological evidence, a deeper examina- 
tion of the matter will show that one is not dealing with many synagogues. 
And even for those few that do have eastern entrances, there is little indica- 
tion that the prayers of their congregants were directed toward the west. On 
the contrary, there are many proofs that they prayed in another direction— 
toward Jerusalem—which is ‘a relative direction” depending upon the syna- 
‘gogue’s location relative to Jerusalem, in keeping with the halakah in M. 
Berakot 

In this vein, even the example of Dura-Europos cited by Urbach fals to 
support his position, because Dura-Europos is northeast of the Land of 
Isracl and hence prayer there is toward the southwest, again in keeping with, 
the halakah in M. Berakhot, and not because the shekinai is in the west 5 
In our opinion, the archaeological evidence actually proves that there is no 
connection between the law about entrances being in the east and the direc- 
tion in which one prays the Tefillah. That is to say, what we have are two 
aws that are independent of each other: 

  

    

  

     

  

1. The law in Mishnah Berakot about directing prayer toward the focal 
point of Jerusalem and the Temple, whose architectural realization de- 
pends upon the site of the synagogue in reltion to that point. 

45 Seo Urbach,Sages, . 62 (Forthe plan,see figures | and 2—Eds ] 
4 Urbach's inerpretaion serves as th bisis for the opinon which has ganed a foothold 

in the archacalogical rscarch, according to which in various synagogues the direction of 
prayer was westward, and only a a ltr stage was it diverted toward Jerusalen. 

%5 1n this connection it is diffcul o accept Kraabel's categorical determination that 
Rabbinic staements sbout synsgogue architectre and usage are not concerned with the 

Diaspora” See Krsabel, p. 500505 
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2. The law in Tosefta Megillah about setting synagogue cnirances in the 

Itis worthy of note that even Maimonides, unlike the Tosafists, found no 
connection between the two halakot 4 In the Mishneh Torah (Hilkot 
Tefillah 5:3), the law from Berakot s cited about directing prayer toward the 
Land of Isracl first, then Jerusalem, the Temple mount, and the Holy of 
Holies. And in Hilkot Tefillah 18:2, the law from the Tosefta Megillah 
about the entrances in the east is quoted without making it contingent upon 
the location of the synagogue in relation to Jerusalem 47 This means that 
the law about the entrances is not dependent upon the location of the syna- | 
‘gogue in relation to Jerusalem and the direction to which the worshippers 
turn their faces. 

       

  

  

   
   

     THE HALAKIC RAMIFICATIONS OF THE ARCHITECTURAL PLAN    
        

    

     
    

   
   

    

  

   

    

      

   

  

   

   

  

   
    

     As we indicated at the end of our discussion of the typological aspect, we 
believe that basic to the design of the plans of the synagogues in Judea were 
the two fundamental laws which we have just treated at length: the law on 
the direction of prayer, and that of setting the entrances in the cast. Before 
we deal with the practical application of these laws in Judea, let us examine 
their validity in other parts of Israel. The law that one should pray in the di- 
rection of Jerusalem took hold in the great majority of synagogues in the 
Land. With a few minor deviations here and there, they are Jerusalem. 
oriented* In early synagogues of the Galilean type, the facade wall—in 
‘which the entrances were located—is oriented southward. By contrast, the 
late synagogues with the basilica plan have the entrances in the north; it is 
the southern wall with the apse and the Torah Ak that faces Jerusalem. On 
the other hand, few are the sy 

  

  

  

   

  gues whose entrances are in the east 
In most of the synagogues, the entrances are on the same axis as the 

structure. In the Galilean synagogues, for example, the axis is north-south, 
‘This, then, i the axis of entrance and prayer. Even the rows of columns tha. 
divided the building’s space into a central hall and two side are: 
that axis and merged architecturally with the internal flow within the syna- 
gogue. 

Even in the ‘deviant’ synagogues, where the entrances were in the east, it 
is difficult to determine whether this was done out of halakhic principle, or 

  

      
    

  

46 See 5. Goren. “Synagoguc Entrsnces.” Mahanayim 95 (1965):9-14 (n Hebrew) 
47 Rabbi Isaac Alfasi, who preceded Maimanides, also followed this system. Ginzherg 

(Commentary, note 2. p. 393). however, ritezed both thei intepretatons of th Toseta i 
Hight of the archacologicl finds nown in his day. and wrote, “and the ancien synagogue 
entrances sre witnesss o the conirary’ conceming this intepreation 

45 About exceptions i this sens, e blow. 
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because of constraints of the place and other circumstances. In the north, 
this concern applics 1o the synagogues of Arbel, Hammat Gader, Ma‘oz 
Hayyim, and perhaps, also, Hammath-Tiberias (the synagogue of Severus), 

49 In the first two instances, Sukenik has already 
shown that it was a result of topographical necessity and not principle 

Outside of these, it should be noted that the synagogues of Sumaga, 
Husifa in the Carmel, and the synagogue of Japhia in the Lower Galilee, are 
“deviant’ in their orientation, for they are built on an east-west axis, and 
their prayer direction was apparently eastward, even though Jerusalem is 
south of them. Sukenik tred o cope with the difficulty of the unusual dire 
tion of these synagogues and explained that those on the Carmel, because of 
their proximity o the sea, were considered as wester Eretz-Israel and there- 
fore Jerusalem was, as it were, east of them.S! Sukenik attempted to apply 
this explanation to the Japhia synagogue as well, although it is distant from 
the sea, and overcame this problem pilpulistically. According to him, it is 
possible to also include Japhia in the coastal region since itis stil included 
within the territory of Zebulun of whom it is written: “Zebulun shall dwell 
by the seashore” (Gen. 49:13).2 In our opinion, these forced explanations 

are very hard to accept. In the absence of any indications to that effect, it is 
also difficult to accept Goodenough's explanation that the Japhia synagogue 
was a wide siructure with its Torah Ark on the south wall facing 
Jerusalem. 

In all of the above instances we have seen that Sukenik tried to find 
‘many different reasons for setting the entrances in the east and did not think 
that it was done for halakic reasons in compliance with Tosefta Megillah. In 
his perception, the law in the Tosefia was not relevant o the synagogues in 
the Land of Isracl, and thus he followed in the footsteps of earler investiga- 
tors of the beginning of the twentieth century. The first of these was W. 
Bacher, who claimed that the baraita in question relates o the synagogues in 
Babylonia and the other places east of the Land of Isracl in which, indeed, 
the prayer is oriented wes, i the direction of Eretz-Isracl, and therefore the 
entrances should be placed in the cast**S. Krauss continued in this way and 

    

  

  

    

  

  

        

  

    

  9 See Z. Weiss, “The Symagogue at Hammath-Tiberias (Sratum 11" 1, 23 (1992): 
320.326 (in Hebrew). 

50 Sec . L. Sukenik, The Ancient Synagogue of EL-Hammeh rusdlem, 1935), . 168. 
As for the synagogue at Arbel Kohl and Watzinger showed that the excepion (o the 

‘was due 10 topographic crcumstance. See Kohl and Watzinger, p.60. 
enik,EL-Hammeh p. 170. 
L. Sukenik, “The Ancient Synagogue at Yafa near Nazareth—Prelininary 

Report.” Rabinowitz Bulletin vol. 2. . 24 
53 See Goodenough.vo. 1, . 216 

54 See W. Bacher, “Synagoguc,” in J. Hastings, cd. A Dictonary of the Bibl, vol. & 
(Edinborgh, 1902).p. 639 
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raised various historical motives as the background 10 the halakah in the 
Tosefta about the entrances in the east.* Kohl and Watzinger also resolved 
the contradiction between the halakah in the Tosefta and the archacolog: 
picture revealed by their excavations in this manner 55 

Franz Landsberger, in an article published in 1957, argued against the 
stand taken by Bacher, Krauss, Kohl and Watzinger.? First, he contended 
that the halakah’s reliance upon the location of the entrances in the 
‘Tabernacle attests that this is not a specific instruction, limited o the cir- 
cumstances of Babylonia and the like, but a principle instruction for syna- 
gogues in general. In his opinion, the basis for this law is the desire to use 
the plan of the Tent of Meeting as a model, since the Second Temple, which 
lay in ruins, was no longer a suitable symbol. The direction, then, was not 
sacred; rather, adherence o the plan of the Tent of Mecting was imperative. 
And since its entrance was in the east,it should also be that way in the syn- 
agogues. Landsberger, then, moves the date of the law back to the destruc- 
tion of the Temple (the year 70 C.E.), or thereabouts. He then surveys the 
synagogues that were known to him in which the enirances are found in the 
east (as tated, in the mid-50's): Arbel, Hammat Gader, Husifa (in error, for 
its entrances are in the west; others also made this mistake), Sumaqa, Japhia 
(where the entrance was apparently to the west and therefore the synagogue 
is irrelevant to this discussion) and Eshtemoa. He differs with the practical- 
functional reasons put forth in every instance to explain the entrances set in 
the cast. To sum up, based upon all the data, Landsberger's conclusion is 
thateven in instances where the entrances were apparently located in the east 
for circumstances unrelated to the halakic tradition, these circumstances 
postdate the basic motivation which flowed from the halakic tradition of the 
model of the Tabernacle entrances and thus are additional 10 it. 

In the generation that has elapsed since Landsberger’s publication, addi- 
tional synagogues have been uncovered whose entrances are in the east 
Ma‘oz Hayyim and Horvat Susiya. Furthermore, of central importance to 
our interests, synagogues were discovered from the Second-Temple period at 
Masada, at Herodium, and apparently even at Gamala. This last datum made 
it possible to test Landsberger's theory. G. Foerster, in his discussion of the 
synagogues at Masada and Herodium followed in Landsberger's steps and 
‘gued that the fact that the direction of the entrances in the structures of the 
Second-Temple period is the same as that of the Temple entrances shows 
that these structures were planned according to the most sacred site in Israel, 

  

   
    

        

  

  

  

55 See Krauss, pp. 223-230. See also . Braslav, “Symbols and Mythological Figures in 
the Ety Symagogus of Galie” i Hiscbers, b 112,hoe 36 

56See Kobland Watinger, 139 
57 See Landsberger, p. 188. 
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when it was still standing on its mound.* According to Foerster, the syna- 
gogues at Masada and Herodium, as well as at Magdala and perhaps even at 
Chorazin, attest to the fact that the source of the halakah in the Tosefta, 
Megillah is in the tradition that began i the days of the Second Temple 

Like his predecessor, Foerster also thought that this tradition was pre- 
served in a number of synagogues of later periods: those on the Carmel and 
surrounding areas (Sumaqa, Husifa, and Japhia),® those in South Judea 
(Eshtemoa and Susiya), and perhaps even the supposed synagogue at 
“David's Tomb' on Mt. Zion$® Though at first glance it seems that 
Landsberger's theory has withstood the test of what actually exists, as 
Foerster tried o prove, a more critical examination indicates a number of 
weaknesses in their suggestion. 

First, of the four synagogues with eastern entrances assigned 10 the 
Second-Temple period, only two, thatis, Masada and Herodium, can be spo- 
ken about with any certainty. As for the structure at Magdala, E. Netzer has 
proven convincingly that it was not a synagogue but a well-house.S! 
Incidentally, the building’s entrance is in the north, not the east. The 
Chorazin building is difficult to relate to because it location today is un- 
known; except for its short description from 1926, there is no extant plan or 
photograph by which to judge its nature.52 

At Masada and Herodium, the synagogues were Herodian friclinia that 
through internal architectural changes were converted by the Zealots o their 
new purpose. At Herodium, indeed, the entrance to the hall faces precisely to 

the cast, but at Masada it faces southeast. If the tradition of entrances to the 
east were already extant and in force, the Zealots could have selected a build- 
ing facing exactly eastward, of which there were not a few at Masada 

As has been said, a public building of the Second-Temple period, sup- 
posedly a synagogue, has also been uncovered at Gamala, but ts entrance is 

  

  

  

  

  

    
  

  

  

  

  

  

55 See Foerster, “Masada & Herodion™ 
59 As 1 noted above,at Huscifa and Japhia th entances were o the west and ot 10 the 

cast. Foerster also sccepts Goodenough's opinion (Goodenough, vol. 1, p. 216) tht these 
{hrce synagogues were broadbouses whose focal point wis on the south wall facing 
Jeruslem, see Foerte, “Masala & Herodion,”p.1, note 8. 

0 See ). Pinkerfld,* David's Tomb—Notes on the History of the Boildng,” Rabinowitz 
Buletn, vol. 3. pp. 41-63. Fo an extended discusion ofth detils of tis siructure, se: Y. 
Ty, Zion—The Southest Mound ofthe Cityof eruslem and s Place in the Bizaniine 
Period.” (Ph.D. thess, Hebrew Uninersity o Jerslam, 1975), p. 197-205 (in Hebrew). We 
will ot discus this siucture here since we have grea doubt about its identific 
synagoguc. 

61'E. Netzer, “Was the Nymphaeam at Magdala Used as a Synagogue?” in A. Kasher et 
. cds, Synagoguesin Antiquity (erusalem, 1987, pp. 165-172 (i Hebrew) 

2 Sec Foerter, "Masada & Herodion” . 8. 
:. Netzer, “The Heradian Triclinia—A. Prototype for the ‘Galilcan-Type’ 

Synsgogue,” i Levine, ASK, p. 51, ote 
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oriented not eastward but southwest & Hence, of the three structures known 
0 us and thought 1o be synagogues of Second Temple times—at Masada, 
Herodium and Gamala—only in one instance, that of Herodium, do the en- 
trances face east. We can understand this in light of what has already been 
mentioned, that these structures were built with local improvisation and the 
adaptation of an ancient building to new needs, and its incorporation into a 

given architectural complex. Ehud Netzer and Zvi Ma‘oz having already real- 
ized thi, also rejected the atiempt 10 link the entrances of the Sccond- 
Temple period’s synagogues and the halakah in the Tosefta Now, having 
seenthat the archacological evidence i insufficient (0 prove the existence of 
the halakic tradition about the entrances from the Temple days, it i also dif 
ficult 0 prove s existence in the generations after the Destruction on the 
basis of those lone synagogues in the north of the country. These have 
entrances in the east and at least for part of which it has be 
sively that the reason was functional and ot halakic 

Against this background, all the more outstanding is the phenomenon 
that the entrances in allfour of the South Judean Hills synagogues are in the 
east. There is no other obvious reason for this and, therefore, it must be ha- 
lakic. In our opinion, the halakic tradition whose roots were in the Temple 
and whose beginning was immediately afer the Destruction, as Landsberger 
suggests, was preserved over the generations among the residents of south- 
ern Judea, while in the Galilee it was forgotten or never recognized atall 

“The relative proximity of southern Judea to Jerusalem and the connection 
the southern Judeans fet with it, along with its being a rather isolated re- 
gion far from the centers of forcign culture, brought about a much 
adherence o the tradition of the past from Second-Temple days and led to 3 
decided conservatism. This was expressed, for example, in the extrem 
exercised by the Judeans in laws of the priesly tithes, hallowed things, 
forfeited properties (M. Hagigah 3:4; M. Nedarim 2:4); in preserving 
Hebrew as the spoken language a5 is proven by the synagogue inscrip- 
tions; and by the continuation of the burial practices that characerized the 
Second-Temple period, that i, the gathering of bones in ossuaris even til 
the fourth century 57 In light of this, even the great care to set the syna. 
‘gogue entrances in the east—"for we find that the Tabernacle was open to 
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64 See Guiman, “Ganla'; Ma'oz, “Ganla.” 
65 See Ma'oz, “Gamia,” . 40; Newer, noe 63 sbove 
66 S . Salrs, “The Synsgogues South of MountJudsh.” Inmanel 3 19731974y 47- 

  

8 
67 See N. Avigad, “Jewish Rock.cut Tombs in Jeruslem and in the Judacan Hill 

County," EI 8 (1967): 135-137 (in Hebrewy: A. Kloner, “The Jewish Setlement in the 
Judean Lowlands in the Period of the Mishnah and the Talmud (after the Bar Kokhba 
Rebelion) According (0 the Archacological Fidings,” M. Broshi e a. cds, Benveen the 
Hermon and Siai-—Memorial 10 Amon (ieruslem. 1977, pp. 191-193 (i Hebrew),       
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the east”—can be atiributed to the linkage of the area’s residents o 
Jerusalem and the Temple, and their close adherence to the customs of their 
fathers. It may be that along with the historical reason there may also have 
been the actual reason—to dissuade the heretics who bowed 1o the east—and 
all this against the background of the existence of a Christian population in 
South Judea, neighboring the Jewish settlements, and even in mixed settle- 
ments where Jewish communities existed. This arises from the literary 
sources headed by the Onomasticon of Eusebius who, already in his days 
(end of the third and start of the fourth centuries) lists two Christian settle- 
ments, Yattr and (easter) Anaia & and is verified by the discovery of many 
churches at regional sites. ¢ 

Setting the Judean synagogue entrances in the cast forced the flow of 
those entering the synagogue into an east-west axis. On the other hand, the 
synagogue’s focal point—the bemah and/or the alcove of the Torah Ark— 
was set n the northern wall facing Jerusalem, and the prayer axis was south 
10 north. That is to say, the worshipper was required to perform a ninety- 
degree turn after entering the synagogue hall 

‘We have, then, two intersecting axes—the cast-west entrance axis and the 

   

  

    

  

  

  

south-north prayer axis. The excavators of the Susiya synagogue were al- 
ready aware of the problematics of this arrangement and expressed it well, 
“In the Susiya synagogue, like the synagogue at Eshtemoa, one can find a 
contradiction between the dircction of the building, which is clearly a long 
one with an east-west axis, and its facing toward Jerusalem, northward, 
which turns the hallitselfinto a wide one.”™ John Wilkinson suggested an 
explanation of his own for the “architectural contradiction,” depending upon 
Urbach’s interpretation above. In his opinion, in the synagogues where the 
entrances were in the east, such as those of Eshtemoa and Susiya, they first 
prayed toward the west according to the concept that “the shekinah is in the 
wesL.” Only at a later siage, did they change the direction and shifted it to- 
ward Jerusalem by adding a bemah and Torah ark in that direction. The main 
basis of this theory is dependent upon an architectural analysis that 
Wilkinson made of the Eshtemoa synagogue’s north wall. According to 
him, at first there was nothing special about this wall, and benches were 
built along its entire length; only at a later stage were the platform and holy 
ark set into it.”! The first excavators of the Eshtemoa synagogue, Mayer and 

  

  

  

   

      

S Onomasikon, 26:13, 1081, See alo . Schwartz, “The Jewish Setlement inthe Region 
of Judea and the South Coast i the Third and Fourth Centurics in Baras, Eretz sracl,p. 

193, 
9 See M. Kochavi, “The Land of Judah.” 

Golan: Archacological Survey_1967-1968 Cirusale 
0 See Gutman, Yeivin and Netzer, . 45, 
71 See J. Wilkinson, “Orencation Jewish and Chvistian,” PEQ 116 (1958): 1730, See 

also Seager's pasionat eitique in Seage, “Historography.” p. 87 

M. Kochavi ed, Judaea, Sumaria and the 
1972),p. 24 in Hebrew.      
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Reifenberg, had already pointed out the ‘seam’ between the western wall and 
the northern one.” But this should not be taken as evidence of different 

  

chronological stages, as Wilkinson did, but rather as technical stages in the 
construction of the site. Mayer and Reifenberg, and—following their lead— 
the last excavator of the site, Ze'ev Yeivin, even dwelt upon the changes 
that took place in the unit of the bemah and the Torah Ark in the course of 

the building’s existence, primarily the enlargement and expansion of this re- 
gion.™ Still, there is no doubt that already at an early stage of the building 
a Torah Ark was placed in the center of the northern wall which indicated the 
direction of prayer toward Jerusalem. The development of platforms and 
Torah arks in the synagogues was an independent phenomenon with no 
connection to the change of the direction of prayer.” Now, when we also 
Know that the synagogues of Maon and *Anim are long buildings, and yet 
even there we have the aforementioned architectural arrangement,that is, an 
east-west entrance axis and a south-north prayer axis, it seems that the 
ground has been completely cut out from beneath Wilkinson’s theory. We 
have proof that this architectural arrangement was planned from the start and 
is not the result of improvisations and later changes in the given structure, 
In our opinion, this arrangement, at the basis of whose planning lies, as it 
were, the above-mentioned ‘contradiction,' is the architectural answer to the 
two halakic dictates which guided the planners and builders of the syna 
gogues in Judea, 

We theorize that the ancient architect coming to plan the building in 
light of these givens anguished over the problem of the axis on which he 
should place the rows of columns needed to support the roof. His decision is 
surprising in its originality: he decided to place no columns at all in the 
hall’s expanse since placing them in one of the two possible axes would im- 
pede the “free flow” along the opposing axis. This is unlike what we find in 
the Galilean synagogues where the entrance axis, the prayer axis, and the 
columns axis were parallel and overlapping one another 

An exception to this rule in the Galilee is the synagogue at Khirbet 
Shemat, which has no parallel among the country’s synagogues.™ It can 

  

  

  

  

  

   

    

    

   
72 Sec Mayer & Reifenbe 
73 See Mayer & Reifenber pp. 318-319: Z. Yeivn, “The Synagogue at Eshicmon 

Final Report,” Atigor (n prepaston) Ou thanks 1o Dr. Yeivin for permisson to quoe fiom, 
the reporteven though it s notyetunpubiihed. 

74" And see i this mater G. Hitenmeister, “The Holy Ak and the Development of the 
Ancient Symagogucs.” Proceedings of the Eighth World Congress of Jewish Studies, vol | 
(1984). pp. 1:6 (1n Hebrow: Z. Weiss “The Locstion o te -Shliah Tzibbur' Durng 
Prayer” Cathedra 55 (1990): .21 i Hebrew), 

“This detcrmination of ours docs not take account o the suggestions of Goodenough 
(vol. 1, p. 216) and of Foerster ("Masada & Herodion,” p. 1. note 28) in relation o the Symagogucs of Sumaga, Husifa nd Jafi, for heir uggesiions have no basis i the fndings at 
thse sies. 
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serve as the “exception that proves the rule” and as the ‘touchstone” nega- 
tively illusrating our argument. The two rows of colums that were erected 
in this wide space on an east-west axis, ‘clash’ with the prayer and n 
trance axis and certainly caused difficulties for the activities in the syna- 
gogue hall. The problem of supporting the roof without columns in the 

gues was solved by thickening’ the north and south walls to 
three meters and more. How unusual and unexpected was this solution of 
“removing’ the columns from the expanse of the hall can be learned from the 

reactions of Mayer and Reifenberg, the excavators of the first synagogue of 
this group. They decided, in the absence of the columns in the hall, that “the 
columns upon which the roof rested were entirely destroyed.” 

And indeed, the facades of the synagogues at Eshtemoa and Susiya with 
their three entrances—the main one in the center and the secondary ones at 
the sides—are similar in form to the facades of the synagogues with hall in- 
teriors that are divided into three sections. 

In these synagogues, then, the *broad house” model developed whose ar- 
chitectural significance was that the entrance axis (east-west) was ‘preferred” 
over the prayer axis and the building was planned accordingly. It seems that 
this model was suited to the needs of the large settlements and allowed for a 
more complex building containing additional rooms for the various commu- 
nal needs. 

The wide model, albeit with columns, is known from a number of 
synagogues in the Land of Israel and the Diaspora of the period under 
consideration, and it raises various questions outside the parameters of this 
discussion.”” Tn the small settlements of Maon and **Anim they made do 
with a building humble in its dimensions and its plan, and therefore they 
apparently continued to use the routine long-house model, 

As for the chronological framework, the developmental process of the 
types of Judean synagogues as presented here apparently began in the fourth 
century and continued in the fifth® This was the same time that the 
Christian basilica model was being absorbed and adopied in the northern 

  

      

  

  

  

  

   

  

‘See Mayer & Reifenberg, p. 319 
77 See L. A Mayer, “Broadhouse in Jewish Religious Ar;” E1 5 (1959): 238239 (in 

Hebrew); . Shanks, Judaisn i Sione (Tel-Aviv, 1979, pp. 97104 
78 Since the complte repors of the excavations of the synagogues at Eshicmon and 

Susiya have not yet been published. we do ot have clear chronological dta sbout them, 
However, forthe synagogues of Maon and *Anim we have proof of her stablishmenta the 
time indicaed here. 

9 Sce Teafin,pp. 183-184, 289 

  

    

      

 



    
    

                    

      

FIG. 7 Maon synagogue: Reconstruction of second phase. 

‘The later stage in the Maon synagogue, (and similarly the later stage in 
the synagogue of Horvat Rimmon® and apparently also at En-Gedi),! testi- 
fies that the independent and unique position of the Judean type, at least at 
this sie, did not last long. During the last phase of the Byzantine period 
(the sixth and seventh centuries) this model made way for the basilica one: 
which, in the other parts of the country, was already dominant in synagogue: 
architecture. By contrast, in the wide synagogues of Susiya and Eshtemoa 
and the long synagogue at *Anim, the original plan was preserved in spite of 
the basic renovations and interior changes that were made in these structures 
in the course of their prolonged existence. 

50 See A Kloner, “The Synagogues of Horvat Rimmon,” in Hachlill, Ancient 
Synagogues, pp. 43-48 pl. XXV-XXVIL 

See D. Barag, Y. Porath and E. Netzer, “The Synsgoge at ‘En-Gedi 
. 116115, 
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THE SYNAGOGUE OF HORVAT SUMAQA, 1983-1993* 

SHIMON DAR & YOHANAN MINTZKER 

Sumaga was a Jewish village from the Rabbinic Period, located on Mount 
Carmel, two and a half kilometers south of Dalyat el-Carmel and five kilo- 
meters west of the summit of Mt. Carmel (Deir el-Muhraga) (Map ref. 
1539-2307). The settlement was built on a rocky hill, 350 m. above sea 
level. Sumaga had no perennial water source, so ts inhabitants depended on 

in water,collected in hewn underground water cisterns. The built-up arca 
of the village was about 30 dunams (3 hectares) in size. The village's 
buildings were built of fine hard limestone quarried near Sumag. 

‘The settlement s surrounded by a dozen workshops (thir function not 
et certain), half a dozen agricultural installations, oil and wine presses 

hewn into the rocks, and over 20 rock-cut burial caves, 

  

    
   

  

  

     

EARLY EXPLORATIONS 

The first scientific description of Horvat Sumaga was done by the British 
Survey of Western Palestine. Their account identified the site 1s important, 
sating that it had numerous structures. The most prominent of these was 
the remains of an impressive building, dentified by the sureyors as the vil- 
lage's synagogue. The British surveyors suggested, on the basis of the visi 
ble facade as well as of architectural defails which have since disappeared. 
that the building was a synagogue of the type found at Bar‘am and Meiron. 
Other surveyors and scholars viited Sumaga at the end of the nineteenth and 
the beginning of the twentieth centry; among them were the Frenchman 
Victor Guerin, the Englishman Sir Lawrence Oliphant, and the German Graf 

  

      

   

  

  

  

* Excavations were conducted from 1983-1993 under the auspices of the Land of srcl 
Studies Deparment o Bar-llan University, with he particiption of the Carro Fild School 
of th Society for the Protection of Natue. Th work was dircted by Professor Shimon Da, 
with AzrielSiegelmann and Dr. Yohanan Minizke, 

“This study was supported i part by the Dr,Iving and Cherna Moskovwitz Chai in Land 
of Isael Stud 

! C. R. Conder and H. H. Kitchener, The Survey of Western Palestine, vol. | (London 
1881). pp. 318320, 

2 EAEITHL, 5. vol 3, “Kefar Bicam.” pp. 704707 
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von Milinen.? In 1905, the German scholars H. Kohl and C. Watzinger 
carried out excavations in the synagogue. Their excavation seems o have, 

en rather limited, however, for their suggested reconstruction was based 
‘primarily on analogies drawn from the Galilean synagogues with which they 
were familiar.* 

In more recent times, the area around Sumaga was surveyed as part of the 
work of the Archacological Survey of Israel; the survey was carried out by 
the northern team headed by Ya‘agov Olami.5 

FIG.8 H. Sumaga: Aerial view, 1986, 
1. The synagogue. 4. Dwelling quarters. 

The il press. 5. Workshop. 
The underground cistern. 

5 M. V. Guerin, Description Geographigue, istorique et archeologique de la Palesie. 
Galitee 1-2 (Pars, 1880), pp. 297-295. L. Olighant, Haifa or Life in Modern Palesine. 
(Edinburgh. 1887, pp. 9495, Mulinen, Graf von, “Beivage Zur Kenntnis des Kurmels 
ZDPV 31 (1908):157-160. 

4 Kol and Watinger,pp. 145147 
5 H.P. Kuinen, Nordsest-Palasina inhelleistisch-romischer Zet. Bauten und Graber im 

Karmelgebiet (Weinheim, 1987),p. 59, af. 62, 153, 24, 472, 52:3. H. P. Kubnen, Studien 
zur Chronologie und Siedlungsarchtoiogie des Karmel (Israe) avischen Hellenismus und 
Spatanike (Wiesbaden, 1989), . 345, . 67:2. S slso A. Kloner and . Olami, Atlas of 
Haifa and the Carmel (it 1950),pp. 38-43 in Hebrew),  



    

     
HORVAT SUMAQA 

FIG.9 Map of Carmel, with H. Sumaqa indicated. 

THE IDENTIFICATION OF THE SITE 

Sumaga, o sumag in Aramaic, is a bush today known as ‘tanners sumaq” 
(Rhus coriaria). Tt was used up to modern times as a base for spices, 
medicines, and tanning ¢ 

Several rabbinic scholars appear in talmudic literature with the name of 
sumag or a name desived from it. S. Klein has argued that some of the 
scholars originated from the village of Sumaga on the Carmel.” These in- 
clude: Hilfi ben Samaai, referred to in Gen. R. 51:2; R. Tiifah Semuga in 
Y. Dem. 3:4, 14a (Tivfah in Y. Yeb. 43b); and R. Abba Semuqa in Y. Ber. 
9:1 

    

THE 

  

XCAVATIONS OF 1983-1993: PRELIMINARY REPORT 

‘The archaeological probes of Kohl and Watzinger were inconclusive, and as. 
we studied the site we decided that their plan was based on 100 many un- 
proved hypotheses. We figured as well that a scientific excavation would be. 
along process. Eleven seasons later, with only half of the synagogue exc: 
vated, we know we did not underestimate our task. 

  

D, Gera, “Tryphon's Sling Bulle from Dor” 1EJ 35, nos. 23 (1985): 153-163 
7. Kicin, Galile Geruslem, 1967), p. 129 (in Hebrew) 
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     ‘The synagogue was built on the southern slope of a hill. Phases of de- 
struction and reconstruction built up a topography which was more than 3 
meters higher in the north than the presumed original floor, whereas in the 
south it was necessary to dig down about 2.5 m. below this same level. 

  

Deseription of the Excavations 
‘We began our excavations with the eastern part of the synagogue, along its 
facade. We then moved 10 the south, where we found the foundation of the 
southern wall. Tn the 1990 season, we started to investigate the westen part 

of the synagogue. (See FIG. 11.) 
Since the synagogue was constructed into the southern face of a hill, the 

builders ook steps to keep the building level. They cut into the bedrock on 
the building’s northern side (wall W2) and built up the foundations on the 
southern side (wall WO). (See PL. 8b) 

“The synagogue walls were constructed of large ashlar stones, shaped by 
combed-chisel dressing and assembled with fine joints without mortar. In 
the facade (the eastern wall, W1), we found evidence of three doors. The 
main entrance and the northern door were almost completely preserved 
(missing parts could be reconstructed from the description in The Survey of 
Western Palestine). The northern jamb of the southern door was found, but 
notin situ. The southern part of this facade wall was completely missing, 
while its northern part survived comparatively well. It should be noted that 
at the north end of this wall, where the building is cut into the hill, its 
Tower part i dressed bedrock. In the intrior, the walls were most probably 
plastered. (See PL. 7b) 

A sloped plaster revetment helped us reconsiruct the northern wall (W2), 
which was built upon an artificial terrace cut ino the bedrock. The terrace is 
about 125 cm. high. The southern wall (W9) was a different sory. Initally, 
we found no traces of construction in the south. It was a hard decision to 
undertake excavations in the southeastern (L158) and southwestern (L157) 
comers, but it was worth it. We discovered in both loci the first course of 
ashlar stones—beautifully dressed like those in the eastern wall (W1)—built 
into a foundation trench cut out of the bedrock. On the northern side of the 
souther wall, directly upon the sloping bedrock (L280), we discovered a 
large accumulation of stones, with many architectural fragmens 

Many surprises waited for us at the western wall (W15), where we found 
incomplete stages of construction. In the southwester corner (L157), the 
bedrock was terraced in preparation for laying the foundation stones. In the. 
northwestern corner (L171), we found two courses of stones; the southem 
part of these was never continued, and the northern part was built inside a 
natural cavity in the rock. 
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Sometime after the synagogue’s iniial construction, an east-west wall 
| (W) was added within the building, close to and paralleling the northern 

wall. This secondary wall was composed of many architectural fragments in 
reuse; it was built against the northern jamb of the facade’s northern door 
and was finished with a new door jamb. This shows clearly that this wall 
was built at a time when the original building was altered. The inner surfa 
of the wall was plastered, as well a a bench (W10) which was builtagainst 
it on the southern side. (See PL. 82.) 

Inside the synagogue, a plastered, level floor streiches from the northeast 
comer (L386) to the southeast corner (L156) and then across toward the 
western wall, ending before reaching it in a room at L381. Indeed, in the 
west the plaster floor does not extend into the southwest corner, set off by 
Tocus 13 and the interior wall of W4. In the northern part of the room, the 
plaster of the floor climbs up to cover the bench at W10 and the lower part 
of the secondary wall W6, In the east, it ends against the facade wall (W) 
In the southern side of the room, the plaster floor ends in a straigh line 
(L6). The floor was builtin three layers: (1) stone soling, (2) rammed lime 
with nicely crushed stones about 20 cm. thick, and (3) a hard lime plaster 
finish, about 86 mm. thick. 

As of 1993, we do not know whether the plastered floor covers any ear- 
Jier phases of consiruction, such as stylobates or column foundations. Nor 
have we arrived at a final conclusion about the relation between the floor and 
the five grooved columns which remain upright 

  

Reconstruction of Phases I 1o 111 
We discovered that there were three main phases of occupation of the site. 
(See FIG. 10.) Our reconstruction of the synagogue is based on a synthesis 
of two major components: 

1. Analysis of the archaeological evidence. 
2. A full inventory of architectural and omamental fragments and debris. 
Analysis of the many fragments and debris of columns revealed that two 

sets of lonic columns existed in the first phase of the synagogue. The two 
sets of columns were identical in style, but differed in size. In our recon- 
struction, we suggest that the larger columns were placed inside the syna- 
gogue’s main room, while the smaller ones were erected in the narthex 
(L285, 1286, L287). 

We were lucky enough to find architectural fragments which helped us 
work out a hypothetical reconstruction of the facade: lintels of doors, a 
conch which was the decoration used for the lintel of a window, a frieze 
which gave us the head angle of the gable, several types of cornices, and 
fragments of a three-dimensional statue of an eagle which might have stood 
above the lintel of the main doorway 
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FIG. 10 The three phases of the sy 

  

ogue’s occupation. 

  

In the present stage of research, we believe that the building of Phase I 
had a basilical plan, measuring 14.80 x 23.80 m. with the narthex, and that 
the synagogue adjusted itslf to the difficult topography by quarrying in the 
north and adding fill in the south. Indeed, it is theoretically possible that 
Phase I was planned on a grand scale, but went through alterations in the 
course of ts construction, and the original basilica-type structure was made 
smaller. The existence of  narthex that hides the imposing facade of this 
structure is puzzling. (See PL. 7b.) This phenomenon desires further study 

Phase I of the synagogue apparently belongs to the third century C.E., on 
the basis of pottery, coin finds, and architectural analysis. The site yielded a 
number of city coins of the second-third century C.E., several fragments of 
eastern terra sigillata, and the nozzle of a Herodian lamp. These finds sug- 
gest that there had been seitlement on the site of the synagogue in the late: 
second century C.E. Architectural and stylistic parallels show that tis syna- 
gogue is similar to the Galilean synagogues of the older type, such as 
Bar'am, Meiron, Khirbet Shema’, Gush Halav and Chorazin.$ 

“This first building was probably destroyed deliberately during the fourth 
or early fifth century C.E. The reason for the destruction could stem from lo- 
cal disturbances or from political persecution by the Christian Byzantine 

  

  

  

    

  

     

5. Foerster,“A Basilica Pan as a Chronological Crtrion in Synagogues,” Synagogues 
in Aniguiy, A. Kasher et AL eds. (erusalem, 1987, pp. 173-179 in Hebrew) 
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rulers against the Jewish communities in Palestine.? It is also possible that 
the Samaritan revolt, which spread even to the vicinity of Mount Carmel, 
was responsible. 10 

‘The building of Phase IT went under extensive architectural modifica- 
tions. The northern interior wall (W6) and its southern counterpart in L158 
narrowed the original plan of the hall (o the size of 10 x 15 m. approxi- 
mately. The facade with the narthex was used in Phase II, but one of the side: 
entrances was narrowe. Benches were added along the plastered walls,like 
the bench in the north (W10). 

The western part of the synagogue was set apart from the main room by 
a wall, part of which was discovered in L381. This part of the synagogue 
was probably a courtyard with small rooms, like L384 in the northwest cor- 
ner and L359 south of it 

Two menorot may also belong to this second phase. One was scratched 
o the front of the facade and the other on a building stone found in the ex- 
cavation.!! 

Phase I can be dated to the fifth-seventh centuries C.E. The pottery and 
the coin finds point to the late Byzantine period. A small hoard of six 
Byzantine coins was discovered under the slabs in the room in the northeast 
corner (L286). The earliest coin was from Justin II (565-578 C.E.), and the 
latest was from the time of Heraclius (610-641 C.E.), minted in 61/619 
C.E. We are not yet sure what kind of synagogue existed in Phase II, and 
there is a possibility that in the long period of Phase II, the building was 
used for different purposes. 

Tt seems that in the early Moslem period the synagogue and its vicinity 
was abandoned. Phase ITI—the ltest one in the history of the building— 
thus belongs to the Middle Ages, 1th-15th centuries C.E. (See PL. 9b.) 

“The residents of this building in the Middle Ages used only parls of it 
Kitchenware, animal bones and ovens were found in the partly used eastem 
hall. (See PL. 9a.) The building did not serve as a synagogue during this 

  

9 G, Foerste, “The Symagogues in Galilee” in A, Shen 
Glite (Hiifa, 1983, vol. 1. pp. 231.256 (in Hebrew) 
10 M. Avi-Yonsh, “The Samaritan Revolss against the Byzan " 1 1956) 
127-132 (i Hobrew):; J. Ben-2i, The Book of the Samaritans, v v, 1970), pp. 
9798 (in Hebrew: S. Dar. “Archacalogical Evidence on the Samariian Revalts of the 
Byzantine Period,” in D. Jicoby. Y. Tsafe, eds. Jews, Sanaritans and Chiistans in 
Byzanine Palestine Jerusalem, 1988), pp. 228-237 (in Hebrow): Lesh DiSegni, “Rebllions 
of Samaritans in Paletne in the Romano-Byzantine Period.” in A. Crown et al, eds. A 
Companion 0 Samarita Stdies (Tibingen, 1993).pp. 199-201 

11's. Dar, “The Synagogue at Khitbet Sumaga on M. Carmel.” in Synagogues in 
Antiquiry, A. Kasher el cds..Jersalem, 1987),pp. 213-230 in Hebrew); S. Dar “Horvat 
Sumaga: Setlement from the Roman and Byzanine Periods.” BAIAS 8 (19889 34-48 
Menaron were also found in nearby burial caves, s PL Ta 
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period. The Middle Ages inhabitants preferred the eastern buildings opposite 
the synagogue (L355, L387) 

‘The roof of phases TI-IIT was probably supported by six pillars, four of 
them grooved. It seems that these grooved pillars were brought to the syna- 
gogue from the nearby workshops, and do not belong to the original 
building. 

During the Middle Ages, the vicinity of Sumaga belonged at first to the 
Crusaders, but following military defeats it was handed over to the Mame- 
lukes.'2 The site appears to have remained deserted during the Ottoman 
Period, 

12D Barsg, “A New Source conceming the Ultmte Borders of the Latin Kingdom of 
Jerusalem.” 1E129 (1979):197.217.   
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FIG. 11 H. Sumaga: Map of excavation indicating loci. 

  



   ANCIENT SYNAGOGUES IN THE EASTERN 

LOWER GALILEE" 

ZVIGAL 

In the decades since the 1920's, remains of several ancient synagogues have 
been discovered in eastern lower Galilee. Many of these have basalt lintels 
decorated with seven-branched menorahs and other Jewish symbols. Most of 
the material which has already been published from this area is related to 
synagogues of the type called *Galilean’ and has been dated to the second and 
third centuries of the common era. In an archaeological survey which was 
conducted by the author in the basalt plateaus of this region (the Issachar 
plateaus) further discoveries were made. Together with previous finds, these 
shed new light on the nature of Jewish settlement in the area.! These re- 
mains are closely related to those of the nearby Bet-Shean and Harod valleys. 
‘This essay wil discuss finds at the more important sites in the eastern lower 
Galilee surveyed by this writer and then analyze their implications for our 
understanding of Jewish setlement and synagogues in the region? 

  

  

     
     

FINDINGS 

Saronah (RP. 1949-2355) 
A basalt lntel decorated with a seven-branched menorah, on cither side of 
‘which are two standing birds, was found in the ruins of the Arab village of 
Saronah. O th lintel’sright side a rosette appears, which presumably had a 
parallel on the leftside now broken away (FIG. 12)° 

  

    artcle was fist published in Ely cd. Zev Vilay's Jublee Volume 
erusalem, 1984),pp. 263-266 i Hebrew). I i trnslted it te permission of the auihor, 

the ditor, and Ariel Publshing Hous. It was translted by M. Bai Levitch 
1 “The survey was conducted by the witr on bebalf of the lsrael Archacological Survey 

Assocition, wih the help of the Gilbon fed school of the Soviety for the Protection of 
Natur. A revious survey of he aea wis made by N. Tron, See N. Tzori, Nahal lssachar 
Cerusalem, 1977) i Hebrew) 

2 See map i FIG. I3. The region under discussion s in southesstem Gallee 
 E. L. Sukenik, “Remains of an Ancien Synagogue in Saronsh near Yavnicl.” Zion 5 

(1933):93.97 (i Hebrew). 
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FIG. 

  

FIG. 13 Lintel from Kokav Ha- Yarden. 

Kokav ha-Yarden 
Several stones decorated with floral and geometric patterns were found in the 
ruins of the Crusader fort. These stones were originally part o a synagogue 
at this site.4 The most important find was a basalt lintel with a seven- 
branched menorah at s center. On either side of the menorah appears a rlief 
of a colonnade, topped by a conch-like decoration. The lintel also contained 
a dedicatory inscription in Aramaic and two tabula ansata (FIG. 13). The 
ancient settlement of Kokav ha-Yarden was located on a natural terrace at the 
foot of the Crusader fort. On this terace the remains of a building which can 
be identified as a synagogue were exposed. These remains included broken 

basalt columns and an lonic capital. The remains were dated t0 the second 
and third centuries C.E. and associated with a Galilean-type synagogue. 

  

  

    

Danah (RP. 1928-2244) 
Several years ago a basalt lintel was found in the ruins of the Arab village 
of Danah. In its center appears a seven-branched menorah with incense 
shovels on either side (FIG. 14).3 This survey has located several more items      

M. Ben-Dov, “Remains of a synagogue in Kokav ha-Yarden and the locaton of 
Grophina i the Gilead,"n The Land of Samaria Grusalem, 1973), p. 86.98 in Hebrew). 

3. Foerste, “A Menorsh on el from Dansh,” Argor 3 1966): 6667 (in Heborew). 

  

            



   FIG. 15 Lintel from Danh 

belonging to the synagogue, among them basalt columns, column bases, 
and a broken lintel. The lintel is 0.7 m. in length and 0.5 m. high. A relief 

  representing a colonnade topped by a gable adorns this lintel. To the left of 
this decoration there is a wor rlief that can be identified as the figure of a 
Tion facing toward a central opening. It may be concluded that thi lntel was 
decorated with rliefs of lions facing a central opening from either side (FIG. 
15). 

Decorations of lions facing each other are not common in Galilean 
synagogues, and are particularly rare on lintls. Single parallels of this lintel 
type are known from Ui el- Amed® and Horvat Sumaqa.’ The stone with a 
tion relif from Nabratein might belong to this lintel type.$ In contrast to 
this, facing lion decorations were common in the mosaic floors of 
synagogues of the ‘late” type 

  

Kafra (R P. 1965-2220) 
Pieces of columns and capitals were found at this site during the present 
survey. Among them was a basalt stone with a serrated profile. This stone 
was decorated with a relief showing a seven-branched menorah accompanied 

©Goodenough,vol. 3, fig. 505 
7 Goodenough, vol. 3, fig. 536 
#Goodenough,vo. 3, fig. 523 
9 For examples, sce Beth Alpha, Hammat Gader, Hammath-Tiberius, Na‘aran, snd 

Ma'on. 

  

 



  

SYNAGOGUES OF EASTERN LOWER GALILEE 169 

  

FIG. 16 Lintel from Kafra FIG. 17 Lintel from Kh. Riv. 

by a shofar, a fulav, and an incense shovel. It s possible that the stone was 
part of a Corinthian capital which supported the linel above the synagogue 
entrance. The lower part of the stone, triangular in shape, is broken away, 
making it impossible to recover the shape of the menorah’s base. The 
branches, however, are clearly connected by a horizontal line. Although this 
stone has an unusual shape, its motifs are common ones on synagogue lin- 
tels and in mosaic floors (FIG. 16). 

  

Khirbet Riv (R P. 1943-2262) 
A carved lintel showing a seven-branched menorah in relief was found in the 
opening of a large cave at this site (FIG. 17). Although the branches of this. 
‘menorah are similar to examples found at Bet She'arim, the base, which has. 
four legs, is of an uncommon design.!” The cave in which the lintel was 
found might have been used in its earliest phase for burials and later enlarged 
for a different use. It is more probable, however, that the cave was originally 
used as a dwelling 

  

  

ANALYSIS 

Many lintels decorated with menorahs and other Jewish symbols are known 
0 us. Some of these are found at the entrances to burial caves (such as the 
one found in Tamrah in the westem Galilee) while others adorn synagogue 
entrances. ! O the latter, several are known. A lintel was found at Japhia, 
on which is engraved a menorah with a rosette on the right and on the left 
while Nabratain unveiled a splendid lintel portraying a menorah decorated 
with a laurel. This was accompanied by an Aramaic inscription dating the 

TON. Avigad, Beth-Shearin, vol. 3 (Jeusaem, 1971), . 198, not 12 (in Hebrew). 
11N Avigad, “Jewish Art Remins in the Galilee,” E1 7 (1969): 24-28(n Hebrew), 
2L H. Vincent, * Vestiges e Synagogue Antique a Yafa de Galilee,” R3 30 (1921): 

34438,  
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lintel o the sixth century C.E.—although Avigad correctly regards the in- 
scription as a later addition. ? In the synagogue of Khirbet Shema’, excava- 
tors found a menorah-decorated lntel, dated (0 the fourth century. A simi- 
larly decorated linel from Horvat Kishor in the Shephelah was dated to the 
fifth century.'S Other litels are known from site like Tiberias, ® the Golan 
Heights,” and Eshtemoa.!® The different lintel dates, besides that of Khirbet 
Shema’, were suggested according to stylistic and typological considers 
tions; it may be possible to date the eastem lower Galilee lintels o the fifth 
century and sixth century, according to Professor A. Negev's classifica- 
tion.!9 I is noteworthy that menorahdecorated lintels are not common in 
the Galilee, and neither are the shofar, lulav or shovel decorations, which 
appear only seldom—mainly on capitals as at Capernaur and ‘En Nashut 

“The objects that were found in the surey sites have many similarties to 
the architectural style of the so-called Galilean synagogues, but the motifs 
appearing on them are widespread in mossic floors of synagogues known as 
“late” type. These are a group of lintels originating in a given area, and in 
spite of the difficulty of dating them because they are only survey finds, we 
cannot ignore the question of these finds’ relation (o the mosaic-floored syn- 

  

  

    

  

     

      
    

  

  

agogues found in the nearby Bet-Shean valley. Six mosaic-floored syna- 
gogues are presently known in the Bet-Shean and Harod valleys: 

(1) Beth Alpha0 
@) Tel Menorah, near Tiat 2+ 
() Bet-Shean, outside of the Byzantine city wall® 
@ Ma'oz Hayyim?* 
©) Rehob? 

15N, Avigad, “Dating the Inscipion of th Lintl fom the Ancint Synsgogue at 

  

Nevoraya,” Fedior, A, 35 (1960: 136-145 in Hebrew). 
14 Khirbet Shema',p. 175 

15 A, Kloner, “A Lintel with a Menorsh Relicf from Horvat Kishor in the Shephelsh, 
Qadmonior 9 (1976):81-52 (in Hebrew). 

166, Foeste, “Some Unpablished Menorah elcfs from Galle,” Argor 7 (1974 
(in Hebrew) 
17 Goodenough,vol. 5, figs 77,578,581 

18 Qadnonior S (1972): 45 n Hebrew), 
19 A, Negev, “The Chionclogy of the Seven-Branched Menorah,” EI § (1967 193210 
Hebrew) 

20 Sukenik, Bet Alpha 
21, Goldschmids, “Remains o a Synagogue atthe Tl o Kefar Qams 

39.40 (in Hebrew), 
22N, Zor, “The Ancient 

V. Tuaferis, “The Ancient Synagogue at Ma'oz Hay, 
113 in Hebrew), 

  .80 

a 
  

B Q973   

agogue at BetShean” E1 9 1967):146-167 (in Hebrew). 
Qadnonior 8 (1974): 111 

  

  

24 Vito, “The Ancient Synagogue at Reha," Qadmonior 8 (1974): 119-123 Gin 
Hebrew). 
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(6) Bet-Shean, a chapel in the House of Leonis, within the boundaries of 
the Byzaniine city?S 

The analysis of the synagogues in the northern valleys and the basalt 
plateaus of the Lower Galilee is integrally linked to an understanding of the 
mutual relations between the plateaus and the Bet-Shean and Harod valleys. 
These relations originated in the different ecological conditions of the two 
‘geographical regions, and existed throughout the history of ancient settle- 
ment in those areas. The lower Galilean plateaus are characterized by their 
vast basalt covering that formed rocky ground which was difficult (o culti- 
vate, These plateaus are almost enirely lacking any year-round water sourc 
and are bisected to a considerable depth by the wadies of Yavniel in the 
north, Tabor in the center, and Tssachar in the south. In the bottom of these 
wadies are several springs, which comprise the area’s only water sources. 
Stretched out around the basalt plteaus are the valleys of Yordan, Bet-Shean, 
Harod and Jezreel with their fertile soil and plenitude of water sources. These 
factors contribute to establish dense settlement and support it through all of 
the ancient periods. 

“The results of the archacological survey reveal that the Issachar platcaus 
were a marginal area whose settlement was connected to conditions in the 
valleys.26 This means that the development of the setlement in the 
marginal area was influenced by factors that affected the ancient settlement 
of the valleys, like the security conditions, economical stability, and per 
haps also socio-ethnic processes. Thus the history of ancient settlement in 
the Issachar plateaus and its archacological remains could be described as a 
refllection of the ancient seitlement history in the nearby valleys. This con- 
cept of settlement in the Issachar basalt plateaus is the key to understanding 
the archaeological remains of the different periods; 

From the theory outlined above, we can surmise that the unprecedented 
expansion of settlement in the valleys during the Roman-Byzantine period 
caused a similar phenomenon in the eastern lower Galilee. Furthermore, the 
archacological finds indicate that this settlement was ethically uniform; it 
combined a network of Jewish seitlements in the valleys of Bet-Shean and 
Harod with the marginal area in the Issachar plateaus 27 

Based on the regional characteristics described above, the comparison 
between the remains of the Jewish settlements in the valleys and those of 

  

  

  

  

  

  

         
    

25 D, Bahat, “The Synsgogue at Bet-Shean—a Prelm 
(1972): 55.58 (in Hebrew), 

257 Gal, Rama Issachar—Ancient Sexlement in @ Marginal Area (Te) Aviv, 1980) (n 
Hebrew) 

27 Several names of Jewish stlements inth valeys and the basalt pltcau are known n 
Jewish sources: Tiv'on, Ginegar, Geval and Sargonm. Al of thse e n complet aiihess 
o the large urban center at Bet-Shean/Scythopols, which was a genil cnclave within the 
heart of the Jewish rral stemen, 

y Review.” Qadmaniot 5   
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the Issachar plateaus raises a significant phenomenon in the geographical 
history of the two areas. In the vlleys, there are synagogues with mosaic 
floors, dated to the fifth and sixth centuries, while on the plateaus, the re- 
mains of synagogues are apparently similar to second- and third-century 

lilean synagogues. This diversity creates a situation in which, for the first 
time in the history of the area, there was a period of prosperity in the val- 
leys (the largest until that time) tht did not affect the marginal area of the 
Tssachar plateaus. It seems that when the eastern lower Galilee (the Issachar 
plateaus) had a large Jewish population in the second and third centuries 
CE.,the valleys were not occupied simultaneaously. And vice versa—when 
the valleys were settled by Jews in the fifth and sixth centuries, the basalt 
plateaus were not likewise settled. The solution to this conundrum lies in 
the overlapping of the construction date of mosaic-floored synagogues in the 
valleys with that of the building of the so-called ‘Galilean’ type synagogues 
i the Issachar plateaus. 

n light of the finds discussed above, the mutual relations between the 
valleys and their marginal areas, and possibly also the decorative motifs 
(shofar, shovel, and lula) found in them, it is argued that the lintels found 
i the survey of the Issachar plateaus originated in later fourth- and fifih-cen. 
tury synagogues. This conclusion balances the understanding of the valleys” 
and the Issachar plateavs’ archacological finds and their historical signifi- 
cance. It leads to the possibility that some of the Galilean synagogues could 
be dated to the fourth or ifth century. This conclusion is supported by the 
results from the Khirbet Shema* excavations™ and by new finds from 
Capernaum.? Furthermore, the date is similar to that of the construction of 
several mosaic-floored synagogues in some of which parts of floors earlier 
than the ifth or sixth centuries were exposed. 

“To conclude, it seems that the analysis of ancient settlement patierns in 
the easter lower Galilee—beginning with the ecological conditions and 
continuing with the settlement-geographic characteristics of the area—could 
be of considerable importance in issues only indirectly connected to the sub- 
ject tself. It has been shown how regional characteristics produce different 
architectural styles and establish local traditions and customs expressed in 
the styles of synagogue construction. It now scems that the settlement- 
‘geographical considerations behind the understanding of the settlement pat- 
tems in the Issachar plateaus should be added to the new and variegated 
criteria of synagogue classification. In this light, the traditional classifica- 
tion of ancient synagogues should be reexamined. 

  

    

  

  

  

    
  

  

  

  

          

3 Sec Khirbet Shema',p. 175, 
2 Loffreds, “Capernaum.”
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FIG. 18 Map of southeastern Lower Galiee 
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EARLY PHOTOGRAPHS OF GALILEAN SYNAGOGUES 

DAN URMAN' 

In 1990, when I was a visiting professor at the Department of Western 
Asiatic Archacology of the University of London, I worked at the Library 
and Archives of the Palestine Exploration Fund on a number of occasions, 
On one of my visits there, Shimon Gibson—who at that time was working 
on the reorganization, identification, and cataloguing of the Fund’s photo- 
graph collection—showed me a group of photographs of ancient synagogues 
in the Galilce. Some of these had been published and some had not. The 
photographs had been taken in the 1860’s and the 1870's by P.EF. person- 
nel.! The condition of their negatives—glass plates—was not the best: a 
few of the plates were broken, while others were scratched. At my request, 
Mr. Gibson prepared prints of these photographs for me and, with the 
cious consent of Dr. Rupert Chapman, the Executive Secretary of the 
Palestine Exploration Fund and Mr. Shimon Gibson, I am publishing them 
here. 

‘These photographs are of obvious importance, primarily as_historical 
documents revealing the archacological circumstances of Galilean syna 
‘gogues during the surveys at these sites in the 1860's and1870's. This was 
before the exploratory excavations conducted by the expedition of the 
Deutschen Orient-Gesellschaft headed by H. Kohl and C. Watzinger in 1905, 
Following the exploratory excavations of the Germans, additional excavar 
tions, conservation efforts, and restoration were conducted at these sites in 
the twentieth century which completely altered their appearance. It should be 
pointed out that in the 30 years that had passed between the surveys of the 
P.EF. personnel and the exploratory excavations of the Germans, there had 
also been changes in the field. This becomes clear from a comy 
tween the P.E.F. photographs and the Germans® exploratory ex 
some archacological items seen in the P.E.F. photographs disappeared and 
were lost before the Germans” activity. Below is a list of the photographs 
with a few added comments: 

  

  

  

  

    

  

  

  

   
  

* In memory of my friend and collesgue Zvi llan, This essay was translated by Dr 
Nahan H. Reiser, 

1 See C. W. Wilkon, “Notes on ewish Synagoguesin Galle,” PEFQS (1869): 3742, H. 
HKitchener, “Listof Photographs taken in Galle, with Descriptons,” PEFOS (1878): 134 
141  
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Plate 10a—Arbel (Arbela): looking from south to north over the remains 
of the synagogue that remained in siu. It scems that this photograph, like 
#2, was taken during the brief examination conducted there by C. W. 
Wilson in 1866. It s interesting (o note that this photograph was also pub- 
lished by Watzinger (see Kohl and Watzinger, p. 61, Fig. 114). He pointed 
out that when they were working there, the column standing on the left side 
of the photograph was then lying on the ground. 

Plate 10b—Arbel (Arbela): looking from north to south at the remains 
of the entrance and columns that survived in situ. To enhance the photo- 
graph, a number of decorated archacological items were placed in the fore- 
‘ground that were not found in sit but which were apparently collected in 
the general area of the ruins. Among the items, it is possible to make out 
three Corinthian capitals (one of them smaller than the other two), an lonic 
colum, paris of column drums, a column base (apparently the one that was 
later published in Kohl and Watzinger (p. 66, Fig. 121), a cornice fragment 
(lying between the two large Corinthian capitals), as well as a lintel () 
fragment with a triglyphon decoration (standing atop the Tonic capial, cf. 
Kohl and Watzinger, p. 69, Fig. 131). Between the two columns standing in 
situ, it is also possible o discern a half-colonette that was also published by 
Watzinger (p. 68, Fig. 129). Finally, let us note that in front of the seated 
man it is possible to clearly make out the mounds of carth of the ex- 
ploratory excavation conducted at the structure by C. W. Wilson in 1866. 

Plate 11a—Bar'am; looking south-west to north-ast at the facade and the 
remains of the porch of the structure designated as ‘the Great Synagogue’ (1o 
differentiate it from “the small synagogue,” the remains of which are about 
400 meters north of it—see Photo. #7). Regretfully, the negative of this 
photograph is cracked and defective. Nevertheless, the reader can see that 
when the photograph was taken, an Arab family had bult a house—whose 
roof was made of wooden boards, reeds, and pressed carth—in the midst of 
the ancient ruins. Above the lintel of the western window, it s possible to 
discern a stone which served as a pulley-block to fasten the roof of the Arab 
building. A comparison of this photograph with those taken there in the 
course of the twentieth century (Kohl and Watzinger, p. 95, Fig. 182 and N. 
Avigad, “Bar‘am,” in NEAEHL, vol. 1, p. 149) shows that in the nine- 
teenth century, the east window lintel was still intact. It may be that the lin- 
tel was broken at the start of the twentieth century when the Arab house 
situated in the ancient siructure was dismantled. 

Plate 1 1b—Bar‘am: looking from south-west to north-east at a segment 
of the facade wal from the porch i front of it to the Great Synagogue: 

Plate 12a—Bar'am: looking from south-east to north-west pon the re- 
mains of the Great Synagogue and the Arab structure that was built within 
it during the nineteenth centry. To the right of the Arab structure, it is 
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possible to make out a coner column standing in situ, in its full height, in 
the northern part of the synagogue hall 

Plate 12b—Bar'am: looking at the central entranceway in the wall of the 
southern facade of the Great Synagogue structure. Note that the residents of 
the Arab house made secondary use of the ancient building stones. To our 
regret,the glass negative of the photograph s also cracked and defective. 

Plate 13a—Bar‘am: looking from north to south at the remains of the 
“small synagogue.” As we know, these remains disappeared from the area at 
the end of the nineteenth century (see Watzinger's testimony in Kohl and 
Watzinger, p. 89). Yet in 1966, as part of a survey of the abandoned Arab | 
villages in Galilee (unpublished), the location of the ‘small synagogue” | 
‘could be discerned and it was possible to make out the stones of the thresh- 
old of the entranceway visible in the photograph, as well as the fragment of 
the *heart-shaped” corner-column. Other architectural tems from the siruc- 
ture were found incorporated in secondary use in the house of the Arab vil 
lage. 

Plate 13b—Capernaum: a general view of the area of the ruins of the 
synagogue in the 1860 

Plate 14a—Capemaum: a view of a number of decorated architectural 
s found near the ruins of the synagogue by C. W. Wilson and R. E. 

Anderson, when they conducted a brief exploratory excavation there in 1866, 
It appears that the photograph was taken near the west wall of the building 
complex, and it is possible to see that a number of the small items were de 
liberately set there to enhance the photograph. Prominent on the left is a 
fiieze fragment decorated with a row of acanthus leaves, and on the frag: 

if of a temple resembling a 
wheeled chariot that many investigators assume is a Torah ark.2 Above this 
fragment, two more fragments from the same acanthus leave decoration can 
be seen. Standing above them, atop an inverted Corinthian capita, there ap- 
pears an item with a conch decoration. The latter item was atributed by 
Kohl and Watzinger to one of the building’s windows (Kohl and Watzinger, 
P-8), as was the item with the double half-colonette with Corinthian capi- 
tals that appears in the center of the photograph. 

Plate 14b—Capernaum: a view of the various decorated architectural 
items that were found in the ruins of the synagogue structure in the 1860's 

Plate 15a—Chorazin: a view of decorated architectural items in the area 
of the ruins of the synagogue before s excavation. 

Plate 15b—Chorazin: part of a gable on which there is of a lion. 
This photograph was published at the time by R. A. S. Macalister in A 
Century of Excavation in Palestine, first published in London in 1925 (in 

  

      
      
      

        

              
          

                     

   

                                  

    

   

  

  

  

  

   

      

  

    

  

   

     

    

7 For anextended discusion of his fricz, see Goodenough,vol. 1. p. 187-188.
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the second edition, the photograph appears between pp. 314-315). In the dis- 
cussions of Chorazin in recent decades (see, for example, Z. Yeivin, 
“Chorazin,” in NEAEHL, vol. 1, pp. 301-304), this item is not mentioned 
and seems to have escaped the notice of more-recent scholars. 

Plate 16a—Meiron: looking from south to north at the remains of the 
synagogue’s facade wall. A comparison of this photograph (whose negative 
is flaking) with that published by Kohl and Watzinger (Kohl and Watzinger, 
p. 93, Fig. 163) shows that in the period between the P.E.F. surveys and 
the German expedition at the sit, three of the five parts of the cornice that 
were set atop the lintel of the central entranceway of the facade wall have 
vanished. 

Plate 16b—Nabratein: the lintel of the entrance to the synagogue, as it 
was found by the P.EF. personnel. 
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‘THE COMMUNAL FUNCTIONS OF THE SYNAGOGUE IN 
THE LAND OF ISRAEL IN THE RABBINIC PERIOD 

ZEEV SAFRAI" 

‘The synagogue (bet kneser) is one of the main institutions characteristic of 
the public and religious life of the Jewish people from as carly as the 
Hasmoneans.! During the Hasmonean and Rabbinic periods, the bet /- 
kneset was the most prominent—and often the only—public structure n the 
Jewish cities of Israel and the Diaspora. In this article we shall attempt to 
review the synagogue’s communal functions, and especially its role in the 
civic affairs organized by the autonomous Jewish leadership. These fu 
tions will include without distinction both organized civic activity and regu- 
lar public activity. But we shall not address synagogue prayer, for it alone 
would take up the entire essay. 

“This topic is a chapter in a much broader subject—communal and civic 
activities in the Jewish town. We shall not be able to treat all of these ques- 
tions. The Jewish community of this period was very developed and the 
matters that the community leadership handled were varied: education, char- 
ity, internal security, water supply, sewage, economic and other services 
Within this constellation of responsibilties, the ber ha-kneset played an 
important role and we shall attempt o clarify and detai is functions 

“The primary function of the ber ha-kneset was not as a place of publi 
prayer but a a place for the reading and study of Torah. From the generation 

  

       
  

    
  

  

  

* Thisessay was orginally published as “Communal Functions of the Synagogue in Ercz 
Kiracl duringthe Mishnaic sd Talmodic Periods, in . Schmidt,ed., Festschrt for M. Wizer 
Clerusalem: Yavnch, 1981). pp. 230-248 (n Hebrew). It has been tanshaied wih the 
penmision ofth suthor. It was tranlated by Dr. Nathan H. Resner. 

! Thereis an abundance of licraure on synagogues inthe Land o Isael and the nture 
of this instiution. For the first ttemp to discuss the maters reated here, see Krauss, 
especilly p. 102-198. For a suney o the main literature, see R. P. Goldschmi,“Ancient 

i the Land of sacl” Cathedra 4 (1977):205.221 (in Hebrew). For it ofthe 
the Land of lsrel, their description and what was found in them, sce 
and Reeg. and Safsi, Compendia. See also Chia, Handbook and Tln, 

         

        
     

  

   
  

  

         

2 The term “Jewish town’ refers 10 the Jewish rural settement and the Jewish 
communiies in the mixcd Gentle cites The communal serices in the Jewish town were 
very developed, se Salts, “Town”" Z. Safci, “On the Margin of the Rehab Inscripion 
Zion 42 (1977): 1922 (in Hebrew); Z. Weinberg, “Organisation der judischen 
Onsgemeinden in der Talmudischen Zeit” MGWJ 41 (1897): 555, 604, 639.660, 671, 6 
and Safrai, Commniy 
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of Yavneh onwards, prayer began to assume a more and more important 
place in Jewish religious life. Assumedly, the more important prayer be- 
came, the more important a place it came (o occupy in in the synagogue ac- 
tivities. An expression of the importance of prayer in the synagogue is the 
plan of the synagogue’s central hall. There is no doubt that most of the syn- 
agogues faced Jerusalem.? Inded, the structure came to be considered as a 
place of prayer par excellence. But this was of consequence only during the 
time of prayer, and—in the final analysis—the time of prayer formed only 
part of the synagogue’s many hours of activity. Torah study occupied the 
largest amount of time 

    

  

  

  

TORAH STUDY 

Torah study was the chief and foremost purpose of the synagogue.4 For ex- 
ample, in the Theodotos Inscription discovered in Jerusalem, the founder of 
the synagogue proclaims that he built the structure for “reading the Torah 
and studying the commandments ™ Study of the Torah is one of the impor- 
tant characteristics of the Jewish people in the Rabbinic period; it is almost 
impossible to exaggerate its importance and influence upon the life and 
character of the people.® Most of the organized activiies of Torah study 
took place in the synagogue. Let us examine each in turn, 

(1) The homily (derashah)—The homily took place in the synagogue 
mainly on Sabbaths and Festivals. The homily provided a kind of folk 
academy, and the Sage conducted a lesson lasing a number of hours. For the 
ordinary populace this was their only study after leaving school.” A large 
audience attended the homily and it could be held only in a large hall or out- 
doors. It is impossible to know whether or not the homily was occasionally 
delivered outside the synagogue. It i clear, however, that it generally was 
given in the synagogue. There are no indications that this activity was orga- 
nized by the city institutions * 

  

      

Here are o number of unusual synagogues whose dirction of praye is no towrd 
Sersalm (Halda, Japi, Beth-Shean) b his i no th place o discus . On the srucure 
of Hulds.sce Klone, Hulda 

4 Safai, “Town,” pp. 927-933 
5. A. Cook, “The Synagogue of Theodotos at Jeruslem” PEF (1921): 22:23; . M. 

Fitagral, “Theodotos nscipion,” PEFOS (1921):175-181: SEG 8 (1937, no. 170. 
€ Safai, “Town,” p. 927-933 
71 Heinemann, Public Honilies inthe Tamadic Period (Jenuslem: Mosad Bili, 1971) 

in Hebrew), 
 There are  mumber oftestmonies o the fact tha e town leadership coneerned 

withbringing . darshan (pecscher to he town. Sce the sources mentioned n noc 77 
Similarty M. Abot 69 n the printed tex); T Devci Eiyaha 1. Al th soures spak of 
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(2) The Sabbath Torah reading—One of the ancient customs was to read 
the weekly Pentateuchal portion “twice [in the] original and once [in the 
Aramaic] translation.” Needless to say, this also took place in the syna- 
gogue.? 

(3) Learning and instruction in the synagogue—In the Land of Isracl, 
there was no “yeshiva’ institution such as existed in Babylonia or medieval 
Europe. In the Land of Isracl, a sage sat with his students in an unorganized 
fashion wherever he saw fit. The learning process was also the process of ar- 
riving at legal decisions. Those with legal questions appeared during the pe- 
riods of study and presented their problems. The matter was presented to the 
students for discussion and the decision was made by a vote of the sages in 
the group. 
As T stated, the study of Torah took place everywhere. A. Buchler col- 

lected many indications that, in general, it was the practice to study out- 
doors, often beneath a tree or in the shade of a structure. ” Yet it seems that 
in the period of the amorain, it was customary 10 study in the synagogue or 
the bet midrash (‘house of study’). Only the large settlements had a ber 
midrash, and if there was a sage in the small setdlement (most sages were 
township dwellers), he functioned in the synagogue. R. Abbahu, for exam- 
ple, often sat in the kenishta “maradeta” in Caesarea,!! while R. Yohanan 

      

    

the concern 1o bring a preacher and not of the ongoing organization of the homilics 
themseles 

9 Safta, “Town.” In the synsgogoe, semi-iualistic readings were also read, such s the 
ecital of Hallel on Passover Eve for whoever i incapabe ofreading i, e Tos. Pes. 108, 
10 5. Buchier, “Learming and Teaching inthe Open Air in Palestine.” JOR n.s. 4 (1914): 

485491 Rabbi decreed that one should not study in the marketplace (B. Mocd Qutan 166) 
and spparently his min purpose was o abjct to (his practice. I i ntrcsing tht his pupil 
and colleague R. shmael b R. Jose id not heed his words and uled on a wedding contract 
in'the maketpace. Assumedly Rabbi was primarily opposed 1o issuing rulings in the 
marketplace, hi argument being that it was probibly imposible to take al of the posible 
considerations into account n such a place. Seo Y. Ketubot ch. 13, 350, Rabbis rason for 
{he probibition is nt cles. 1 might b tha he ws itereste in sirengthenin the orde and 
organization of the court and the plsce of stdy. Nor s it impossible that it was Rabbi's 
efforts that cavsed the concenraton of o the eaming in the symage 

1 For a it of 

    

  

  

    

  

  

  insances, sce Hittenmeister and Reeg, entry: Caesarea. Al Cacsare, 
an inseipton was found dedicating the synagogue in honor of the head of he synagogue, 
Marutha. So the synagogue was called Marutha, Palestinian Sources mention a synagog 
in Caesare called ‘Maradets’ (Mardeta, nd various scholars hve proposed thcries sbout 
the orgin of this name (sce Hitteameister and Reeg, atry: Caesarea). s clearly, however, 
nothing but  corrupion i the ynagogue s named aficr s head 
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sat in the synagogue at Ma‘on or Caesarea.'2 This happened at other syna. 
‘gogues as well1> 

The activities of the Sages were not organized by the local community, 
yetitis clear that they fit into the community’s o 
ing passage illustrates this clearly. 

  

R. Berechiah went (0 the synagogue of Beth-Shean. He saw a man washing 
his hands and feet (with water) out of its (the synagoguc's) gorna 
(reservoir). ' Said he to him: “You are not permitted (1o do this).” The next 
day the same man saw R. Berechiah washing his hands and fect from the. 
feservoir. Said the man to him: “Rabbi, for you it is allowed but for me 
not?” Replied R. Berechiah: “Yes.” “Why?" asked the man. He replied 
“Thus said R. Joshua b. Levi: “The synagogues and the Houses of Study are 
for the Sages and their disciples. 

  

   
  

“The cistern at the synagogue was certainly municipal property originally in- 
tended to serve all who all who came 1ot synagogue or all of the town’s 
residents, but the community placed it at the disposal of the Sages since 
they were the regular users of the synagogue. This is somewhat remiriscent 
of the academy in the ancient Greek city. The philosopher received no remu- 
neration from th city, but th city paced the structure (that i, the academy) 
t his disposal.'S Similarly, there is no hint that a sage reccived any pay- 
ment whatsoever from the ity institutions—he was even forbidden to accept 
payment for the teaching of Torah—but the city placed the structure at his 

  

   

       
  

  

12 B, Yehamal 65b. It s (ol of R. Ammi and R. Assi that cven though they had thireen 
synagogucs, they prayed only among the columns (B. Ber. 8a & 30b); and B. Shab. 10. And 
they apparely did not study i the synagogue or at least i the place befting them i this 
structure. On study in the synagogue, se lso Desteronomy Rabbh S 

  

13 Ths, for example, we find th Sages sting and cting in the synagoguc, and it tuns 
out 10 be i the middie of their stuly. Sec Y. Berakot ch. 2, 5d; Y. Shab. ch. I, Ja. “Our 
Teacher (R, Judah ha-Nas) ws siting 3nd studying the Torah in fron of the Babylonian 
Synagogue in Sepphoris” (Genesis Rabbah, 33:3). and alo sec B. BQ 99b: B. Hulin 7a; Y. 
Meg.ch 1, 70; Genesis Rabbah 70:5; Levitcus Rabbah 3512; and many other examples 

4 The “gorna’ does no seem to be  mikveh because  mikveh has ts own designation. 
Likewise, it s o n ontinary cistern which would ot be called a ‘eservir. It might be that 
the efrence is toa practicealluded 0 in The Laws ofthe Land ofLrael rom the Geniza (M. 
Margalith, ed. (lerusslem: Mosad ha-Rav Kok, 1973], pp. 131-132 (in Hebrew]) "and it 
because o our sins, we do not hav the Temple Mount, we do have a “miniature sanctuary’ 
(i the synagogue) and we must conduct ourslves withsancity and awe s is stated (in the 
Torah), ‘and you shal venerate My sanctuary” Thereore th Rishonim instaled i al the 
synagogue counyards basin of roeh watr for the ritual lving of hands and feet. If tis be 
the cas, we are spesking of a small watr insallation, bt i is not a egular migueh. Gora 
(seservoir) i a Greek term for a kind of wate basin and it easonable to assume that the 
basins mentioned s those very gorna. See Sokolaf, Dictionary . 129, Unmistakable basins 
e found a the En G synagogue. They are stan instalations inthe form of an open pot 
hat were installed in the couryard f the synagogue entrance. 

5 In the Roman period, the matter changed and the philosopher became 3 salried 
municipal uncrionary. 
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disposal and set aside part of the synagogue’s auxiliary installations for that 
purpose. 6 

(4) Individual Torah Study—an individual wishing o study would come 
0 the synagogue either (o study by himself, with others, or with a sa 
As we have implied, all the evidence regarding the rabbis’ study of Torah in 
the synagogue is from the amoraic period only.'* It was in this period that 
the ideology of Torah study in a closed siructure developed. Rabbi Yohanan 
preached, “And Rabbi Yohanan says, a covenant was made for study in the 
synagogue, and it will not be quickly forgotten.”1? Further on in the pas- 
sage, in an interpretation by another rabbi, the humble student is praised; 
this may represent a disagreement with R. Yohanan’s interpretation regard- 
ing study in the synagogue. Additional interpretations from the amoraic pe- 
riod emphasize the importance of studying in a building, although the syna- 
gogue is not mentioned. In the course of those interpretations we also find 
hints of earlie, opposing interpretations, preferring study outside. All the 
evidence regarding batei midrash is from the amoraic period, as well. The 
process of introducing the study of Torahin closed structures is connected to 
social processes among the rabbis. This is, of course, beyond the scope of 
the present work, and here we will just note that the role of the synagogue 
changed between the tannaitic and the amoraic period. We wil return to this 

issue later. 
(5) bet ha-sefer and bet ha-nishnak—the most institutiona 

studying Torah were the bet ha-sefer and the bet ha-mishnah for the children 
and the young. Operating the educational system was one of the clear func. 
tions of the city leadership. 

  

  

  

  

      

ed forms of 

  

  

76 This i not the place o 

  

al withhis serious probiem. 
17 5. Ber. b and 6. The sges arc commendatory: “Hence they sid tht evry ten 

men who,cate th ynagogue re sccompaied by he shekinah (he Divine Presence). s s 
tated: “God stands i the divine assembly.” The coniext concerns ten men who enir 1o 
Study and judge, sce Mekiltade-Rabbi Ihmael, Jethro 11 . Horowitz & 1. A. Rabn, cds. 
Qeruslems Sefer Wahrman, 19601, . 243, 1 s itrestin that the Mekila seems 10 cite 3 
mishnah (he phrase “hence they Ssid” is usualy 3 quotation from the Mishnah). The 
eference i to M. Abot 316, which spesks oly of “en who are siing and studyin the 
Toah (without any explcit mention of the yndgogoe). The proofet n bt nstances i 
“God sands in the divine asscmbly" (Ps. 82:1) The smilary is also promincnt in the 
continuation of the passage. Thercfore, any ten studying are in the ynagogue. In the 
Babylonian Talmud,the vere s ncpreid s reeming paniculrly t prayer (B, Ber. 62, 
but Babylonia and ihe Land of lsac are seprae e, and we shal trest tis elow 
Talmudic licrare contins the reuitemen 0 g0 (0 the houss of prayer and the houses of 
study. The combinaion prove tat the nent (o atend primariy for stody. nt for prayer. 
cspecally 35 we have sttd fhat he place of payer in the synagoge ws Secondary. See. 
forexample, Geness Rabbah 60:, 673, and 42 

18 See not 10, bove 
195 Ber. 598 
20 Tanhuma Buber, Bechukots 4: Tanhuma Bechukoti 3. 
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“The city’s compulsory education consisted of three levels: 
a.Tt was the parents’ duty (0 send their children (o the bet ha-sefer (the 

elementary school). This s a mitzvah (a eligious commandment) and there 
is no evidence that the city was asked to compel performance of this obliga- 
tion, nor was there any need to do's 

b. The city was obligated to provid 
and to supervise the instruction, 

. Funding the educational system. 
Although we shall not deal here with the details of the educational sys- 

tem, we must establish a number of principles. The sources mention three 
types of institutions of learning: (1) the bet ha-sefer, in which the sefer, the 
Book of the Torah, was studied; (2 the bet ha-mishnah, in which they stud- 
icd Mishnah; and (3) the ber hartalmud in which the almud was studied. The 
talmud study was done in the presence of and at the direction of a sage. And 
as stated heretofore, this study was not insttutionalized. The bet ha-sefer 
was much more widespread than the bet ha-mishnah and the ‘rule” of com- 
pulsory education apparently applied only t0 the elementary level. 

Large communities could afford separate schools, butin most communi- 
ties the school was in the synagogue. Many sources menion the presence of 
pupils or of the sofer (the elementary school teacher) in the synagogue. 
Furthermore, discussion about the school often relates (0 the synagogue as 
self-understood with no need for specific mention. Thus, for example, it is 
reported that R. Joshua b. Levi brought his son (o the synagogue himself. 
“This Sage motivated his action with: “Is it of slight significance that i is 
written (in the Torah) *And make them known to your children?”” (B. Kidd. 
300). In the continuation of the passage, this verse is interpreted as the 
source of the obligation o teach one’s son Torah. If, then, it be the case 
that bringing one’s child to the synagogue i in order that he learn Torah— 
and the Jerusalem Talmud also asks the same question—is it permitted to 
pass through the synagogue vestibule? In the continuation of the discussion 
it becomes clear that the concen is lest this disturb the group of students 
(Y. Megillah ch. 3, 64a). And there is much similar evidence, part of which 
will be cited in the course of the discussion below.2 

In M. Shabbat 1:3, the hazzan (pl. hazzanim) is mentioned, not the sofer 
(pl. soferim), as the one who is with the pupis on Sabbath eve in the syna- 
gogue. To b sure, it is not stated specifically that studies in the synagogue 
framework are being spoken of there. However, the example cited of who is 
with the children indicates the possibiliy that the hazzan was filling the role 

      

an instructor and a place for study, 

  

  

  

    

   
    

  

  

      

On the cducationl systeninthe Jewish ciy, e . Safs, “Education nd th Study of 
Torah” Compendia Rerun Judaicarm, vol. 2 (Assen: Van Gorcum, 1976),pp. 45.970.0n 
education ot being forciby imposed. sce . Kidd.ch 1. 12 

22 Such as Genesi Rabbah 65:19, 264, nd 24 
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of the sofer. The hazzan, in this instance, is fulfilling a function in the 
complex of the communal activties implemented in the synagogue. It may 
be that this was the situation in the small communities. Similarly, it might 
be that what we have here is an early law. The Mishnah opens with the 
phrase “In truth they said,” and it might be that this is an indication of an 
carly redaction. 

Only the bet ha-sefer is connected with the synagogue, not the ber ha- 
ishnah. The difference is emphasized in the Midrash: "o set up soferim in 
the synagogues from the tribe of Simeon and teachers of talmud and 
Mishnah from the tribe of Levi in the Houses of Study.”? 

“To sum up, in the city the synagogue served as the main locus for the 
study of Torah on all ts levels: private study, the Sage’s study, the folk 
academy, the organized study of Torah in the bet ha-sefer, and even textual 
study in the framework of prayer. 

    

  

'BET HA-DIN (THE COURT) 

In the Jewish town there were three kinds of court (batei din ):2* 
The “private” bet din (court) of a sage who was a member of the 

Sanhedrin. This bet din was a city institution. Iis authority was very broad 
but the appointment of the dayyan (udge, pl. dayyanim) was not based upon 
the communal institutions but upon the authority and prestige of the 
Sanhedrin. 

b. The city bet din appointed by the local community. This court did not 
enjoy religious authorization but rather the authorization of the community 

. The non-rabbinic (lay) bet-din. Arbitrators were sometimes appointed 
by disputants to deal with and decide a specific problem. 

As we have said, at least from the beginning of the amoraic period the 
Sage sat and taught in the synagogue. He studied and taught where the ber 
din sat. Clearly, then, the court proceedings were generally conducted at the 
synagogue. It i reasonable to assume the the city courts also sat in the syn- 
agogue. This claim, however, is difficult o prove for a number of reasons: 

  

  

  

23 Gnesis Rabbsh 57:1 snd sce Albeck’s ntes 1o the passage, (. Theodor and Ch 
Albeck, Bereshir Rabbah, second ed. [lerusalem: Sefer Wahrmann, 1965), p. 1207 in 
Hebrew]). It should be noted that accoding 1 the ms. 3 ersion of the Midrash Tanshuma 
(5. Buber, cd. [Viln, 1885}, par 1, p. 70 the Hebrow word hamas (lawlessness) in the 
phrase “thei wespons are ool of Iavlessnes” (Gen. 49:5) s interpreed as an acronym for 
hazzanim, melamedim, snd soerin. The rfercnce apparenty s to th blesing (he curse?) 
tht there were soferim and teachers of Mishnah. And the Mideash add fazzanim as well. I 
his i 50, then ere, 00, he hazan jin the st of the teachers in the school 

24 G, Alon, “The Strategoi i the Paletinisn Cites during the Roman Epoch” in Jews, 
Judaisn and the Classical World eusalem, 1977, pp. 458-475. See lso S, Commnity 
chap.2. 

  

  

 



       

    

   

188 

  

SAFRAL 

   
a. When a Sage sits as judge, there is no way to know whether h is 

only acting as a Sanhedrin member, or as a member of a town ber din. (It 
turns out that a Sanhedrin member iterested in ths also received a munici- 
pal appointment.) 

b. Most of the items mentioned in the talmuds are decisions of the 
Sages, for understandable reasons 

. When a courtis mentioned with no further idenification, there is no 
Knowing which court s involved. 

Some evidence indicates that legal proceedings ook place in the sy 
‘gogue. For example, the sources cited about the Sages siting in the sy 

s deal, in part, with legal rulings. The ffth-century Christian wrier, 
Chrysostom, relates that the Jews take oaths in the synagogues:? Jesus 
warns his disciples that they will be tumed over (o the Sanhedrin and 
flogged in the synagogues:Z® Paul attests to his having himself flogged 
Christians in synagogues¥” and that this flogging was the court's punish- 
ment, which was probably meted out where the court sat. Paul himself was 
apparently not a Sanhedrin member. One may assume that he gained pres- 
tige by virtue of his being a representative of the leadership in Jerusalem, 
but the legal power was in the hands of the local ber din. These things oc- 
curred in the Diaspora, that s, where there were no Sanhedrin members 
functioning, for the Sanhedrin functioned only in the Land of Isracl, and 
these were local courts only, which, according to this evidence, functioned 
in the synagogue. 

Important evidence lis i the ale of the man who deposited money with 
ind when h requested his money back Bar Tamalion claimed 

that the money had already been returned. The depositor therefore asked that 
Bar Tamalion take an oath—a ritual that must be performed in the syna- 
gogue.2 The synagogue is simply mentioned as the place where the oath 
00k place. Presumably the reference is o the ber din that sat tere. The rcf- 
erence here s not 0 an ordinary cour, since the very decision abou the oath 
had already been decided upon by the two earlier Furthermore, Bar Tamalion 
appears no only as a cheat but also 2 one who is “anxious o swear.” One 
would conclude that the oath itself was superfluous and certainly not ruled 

    
           

       

    
        

                     
        
    
      
            
     
        

      

    

   

                      

    

     

    

    

5 John Chrysostom, Orar. 1. Needless to say, according to the halksh tere is 10 osth 
except within the ramework of  legaldecision. See also Kraus,p. 188, 

2 See Krauss,p. 186, Matt. 10:17, Mk 139, Luke 21:12 
27 Acts 22:19. Se also Epiphanivs, Haeres 3011 

12,116, 
28 pesiia Rabbati 22, The Ten Commandments, 1, p. 113a; Midrash HaGadol, Exodus, 

Jethto 207, The sory lsd occurs in B, Nedarim 253 s refrs to Rava. The Story per s¢ 
50 known in non-Jewish terature an the mention of the synagogue s the place where o1 

swears scems incidental. And see S Lictermn, Greeks and Hellenism i the Lard of srael 
Gerusalem, 1963) pp. 100-101, not 129 (in Hebrew). 

  

uscbis, Hisory o the Church, vo. 
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necessary by a court of a Sanhedrin member.22 If that be so, the court sit- 
ting in that synagogue was a local one that only decided Torah maters. 

Clear proof of the connection between the organized court and the syna- 
gogue is the fact that the hazzan was the one who flogged the guilty %It 
reached such a point that the midrash claims that the officials mentioned as 
carrying out the decisions of the magistrates are the hazzanim: “thesc magis- 
trates are the dayyanim and these officials are the hazzanim.” The haz- 
2anim are part of the regular siaff of the court and the dayyan is responsible 
for their salary 3 In another source, the Sages condemn the dayyanim who 
have become the “rod of their hazzanim."** Spoken of here, then, i a court 
that serves as an instrument of the relatively low-rank officials of the local 
commaunity. In all these instances the connection with the hazzan attests 
that the court is functioning in the synagogue. Moreover, the hazzan was a 
city official (parnas, pl. parnasim); hence the assumption that the court in 
question is the town court 

In the Beth She'arim synagogue, an inscription was found which appar- 
ently marked the seat of the ‘arbitrator’ (borrer). Since his name is not men 
tioned at all, it is not the seat of someone who just happened to fill that 
role. This is the official seat of the one holding that post. In our discussion 
of the judicial system in the Jewish city (alluded to above), we suggest ex. 
plaining this term as referring to a member of the town court. Even if this 
explanation be imprecise, it is clear that the arbitrator is part of the local 
community’s system of justice 

Presumably, the inscription did no indicate the arbitrator's seat only dur- 
ing prayer but his place during communal events as well. Indeed, he would 

      

   

  

  

29 Acconding 10 the Pesiki, Bar Tamalon claimed tha the moncy had been retured, and 
this claim requies an oath. However, according 0 the Midrash HaGadol b denied it sl (i 
this midrash the hero i anonymous), and clearly docs not have (0 take any oath at all. It 
seems 0 us that the Pesika verion was comected 1o hav it conform more (o the Halakah, 
Otherwise, one cannot see Bar Tumalon as ushin o swear bot rathr 5 4 persan obeying 
the Law. And see Licberman on hi passage. It should b noed tha one should not assume 
that the oath simply took place in the synagogae without et din (3 cour). Othervise, there 
is no significance o the synagoguc. And sce Kraus, pp. 187-185. Ye, it i also possible o 
swear where there are Torah Serolls 

30 M, Makkot 3:12, and many parlcs 
31 Midrash HaGdol, Deuteronomy, 16:18. In ths spirt one should understand the 

vilies wherein the “offcas” e parnasim, (Tashuma Buber on Shofeim 3, ind Tashums, 
Shofeiim 2).Inthe Aramaic trgurns, the Hebrew shorer s ranslted s sarka which eans 
an ‘official’ (parnas). The function of the shote requies further clarifcsion, butthis i not 
e place for it 

32 Midrash HaGadol, Excdus, 211 and B, Shabbath S6.Inthis intance the exampl s of 
the sons of Samuel whose halskic satus is unclear. The rule ot (0 pay th hazzarim 100 much 

is addressed, geneally speaking, 0 th dayyan th judge) and it i loical o ssaume tht this 
primarily means the ity Judge, fo no every Sonhedrin mermber was  azzan. And s 3 
B. Sunbedein 17, 

3B, Shab. 139 

    
       

  

  

   

  

  

   



   

    

19 SAFRAL 

have especially occupied this seat when he carried out his duties. Otherwise, 
the name of the office-holder would have been mentioned, not just the of: 
fice. It difficult to assume that every parnas had a fixed place for prayer by 
virtue of his function. It is possible that the parnasim did have personal 
marks of honor, but not seats reserved for them because of their role 
Everything above proves that the arbitrator functioned in the synagogue in 
the hall itself, or in one of the structure’s side rooms. 

To sum up, all the organized courts operated in the synagogue and the 
synagogue ‘apparatus’ was in actuality available to the court in order to en- 
force its decision or (o see o the court’s needs. This institutional structure 

    

will return in other contexts. For the rabbinic court we have evidence only 
from the amoraic period. For the local (community) court, we have infor- 
mation also from the first century, second century, and later. 

    

THEHOSTEL 

Within the synagogue or connected 1o it, a hostel for wayfarers was often 
operated. R. Abba bar Kahana tels of  group of rowdy hired laborers at 
Kefar Hittn that used to cat in the synagogue and throw the bones on the 
sofer. But when one of them was about 1o die, he deposited his will with 
that same sofer. According to the story, the mistreatment occured every 
Friday. On a regular weekday, the sofer was found in the synagogue because 
he taught theres but his presence there on the eve of the Sabbath is sirange. 
Perhaps the text needs correction, or it might be that the school also oper- 
ated on Friday, as we saw in M. Shab. 1:3. In any case, it is clear that both 
the sofer (and his pupils) as well as the Iaborers were (0 be found in the 
synagogue. 39 

“This combination of hostel and sofer in the synagogue is also found in 
Y. Megillah ch. 3, 74a. R. Immi instructed his soferim that if a person 

  

  

  

  

    

  

3 Genesis Rabbah 6516; Kraus, p. 195-196; Kici, Land, pp. 107-108. According (o 
Kicin, the azzan had  resdence in the synagogue: however, 4 hazzan is 1ot a soer. 
Furthérmore, the hazzan’s esidenceis mentioned amostentirely in th Babylonian sourcs. 
See, for example, B. Erubin $5b, with Tos. Erub. 6:4: B. Yoma 11b: and, especially, 
Destcronomy Rabbah 7:2 But sce Tos. Mass. 22. A socond proofthat Kicin brings is from 
the inscription at Kefar Ramah published by Ishk Ben-Z3i, s 1. Ben-Zvi, “A 3d Centuy. 
Aramaic Tnscription in Rama,” JPOS 13 (1933): 94-96. I explicly menions a ‘gucst hovse. 
However, the nscription has been examined again recenly by Naveh and it conains no. 
indication of these words at al, e Nave, p. 33 Inthe Vatican ms. of Genesis Rabbah 
65:16, i say that the event took place at a place called ‘bei zara” which apparently s the. 
name of the cormunity's hostly 

  

    

    

  

  

  

35 One should assume that these laborers were nt residens of the ity otherwise hey 
would be cting at home. Furthermor, when one of them ws dying, he would surmmon his 
family. The sbsence of family and the emphasi on the finds attst ( th fac that outside. 
laborers are being spoken of 
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comes who knows litle Torah, he along with his mule and his clothing 
should be accepted. The picture here is that the sofer sits in the synagogue 
and the travelers who reach the synagogue warrant his attention as a matter 

of course. It tuns out that the hostel generally did not provide food; but if 
one learned in the Torah arrived, he should be given special attention, in- 
cluding food and personal service. The leadership probably allotted a special 
budget for this purpose. 

‘The synagogue’s role as a hostelry also appears in an account about R. 
Meir who lodged at an inn “in the south.” The innkeeper (conspiring with a 
band of bandits operating in the area) tried to persuade him to start out at 
night. R. Meir objected, claiming that he had a friend sleeping at the syna- 
‘gogue. In the end, it trned out that R. Meir had outwitted the innkeeper. ¢ 
This city had an inn near it and a synagogue which included a hostel 
Presumably, the synagogue provided hospitality for the poor, while the 
wealthier slept at the inn. (This is probably a late story about a sage from 
the second century.) Talmudic literature has additional references to hostels 
at synagogues.” 

The hostel at Kefar Hitin was inside the synagogue building, and this is 
borne out by the last story. Yet in the Theodotos Inscription, the hostel s 
presented s a structure found attached to the synagogue but not within 
for it says: “He built the synagogue...and the hostel and the rooms and the 
water installations.” The assumption, then, must be that there were different 
customs about this and no single, set practice. (Rooms for guests excavated 
near synagogues will be further discussed below.) 

    
  

  

  

   

  

  

  

  

CHARITY 

  

One of the Jewish town leadership’s chief areas of activity was charity. 
‘Taxes were imposed for that purpose and an apparatus was set up for the col 
lection of funds and their distribution. One way of gathering the money was 
the “allocation’ (psikah). This was done at a community meeting at which 
the purpose or specific need for the funds was announced and everyone, 
present contributed as he saw fit. Sometimes a person was ‘pledged’ even 
without his consent.3 Since most of the city’s communal assemblies were 
held in the synagogue (prayer, preaching, and public meetings), as we shall 

  

    

36 Geness Rabbah 92:6, 
Kicin. Land. p. 107-108. 

3 have dealt with his ssue more extensively in my article, “Securly.” S aso Krauss, 
Pp. 1911 
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see, it was natural that the “allocation’ also generally took place in the syna- 
gogue? 

‘The synagogue became synonymous with the place for giving charity, or 
more precisely, for announcing the giving of charity. As Jesus said, “Thus, 
when you give alms, sound no trumpet before you, as the hypocrites do in 
the synagogues and in the sreets” (Matthew 6:2). Clearly Jesus is alluding 
10 the accepted custom of giving charity publicly in the synagogue. Further 
evidence comes from the Tosefta, which rules that “guardians (of or- 
phans)..do not allot them charity i the synagogue.” This implics that or- 
dinary allocations were made in the synagogue.® The Tosefta also relates, 
“Thus was R. Simeon b. Eleazar wont to say: (‘The house of Shammai say) 
that charity for the poor is not allotted in the synagoguc...on the Sabbath. 
and the House of Hillel permit it ™! This passage further indicates, there. 
fore, that the ordinary allocation of charity is implemented in the syna- 
gogue. This source speaks not only of a regular allotment but of imposing 
such a charity allotment upon the community (according to the Munich ms. 
on the Gemara at this passage), that is, imposing 2 tax upon the commu- 
nity 42 

Some activities were conducted in the synagogue because that is where 
the community gathered. Indeed it can be argued that giving charity is not 
connected to the synagogue as an insttution; the link appears only because 
it happens to serve as the place the public gathers to study and pray. There 
is some support for this claim in that the allotment was occasionally an- 
nounced in the bet midrash and that the collectors of charity funds circulated 
and gathered the monies in streets and residential courtyards.* There is no 
doubt that sometimes community gatherings at the synagogue provided the 
reason for the allotment in the synagogue. The following sfory is an exam- 
ple of this: 

  

  

  

  

    

A certain Babylonian came to the Land of Israel and R. Berechiah knew that 
he was a bastard. The Babylonian came to him and said: “Give me charity. 
R. Berechiah replied: “Go away now but come tomorrow and we will make a 

™ 
  ar of the allocaions were made on the Sabbith, when people atheed in the 

synagogue for prayer, a homily (sbove), and @ geneal meciing (below). OF course, tis i 
and of isef raises cetain halkic problems. See slo note 41 and Z. Safra, “Financing 
Synagoguc Construction n the Priod of the Mishnsh and the Talmud,” in A. Kasher ct ol 
eds, Synagogues in Aniquity Geruslem; Yad 1shk Ben Zvi, 1984), pp. 77.96 (in Hebrov). 
40 Tos, B 8:4; Tos. Ter.1:10; Y. Ter 405; B. Gitin 220 

41 Tos. Shabbat16(17):22, and B. Stab. 12a. On imposing 2 tax on the commurity, sec 
above, note 35. 

2 S, “Security,” pp. 5082, 
43 Tos. Demai 320: Y. Demai ch. 3 23b; Y. Horayot ch. 3, 48a; Leviticus Rabbah 54 

Deteronomy Rabbah 45, 
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public allotment...” The next day he came and found him at the synagogue 
sitting and preaching *4 

In this case, it s clear the allotment occured in the synagogue because the 
community was gathered there for a sermon. It is interesting that the 
Jerusalem Talmud’s version of this story fails to indicate that the sermon 
was in a synagogue. The original version is difficult to ascertain, but ev 
the original version did not specify the location, it i logical to assume that 
the person who corrupted the text knew that the ordinary allocation was in 
the synagogue; it would be hard to argue that such information was known 
0 a later scribe. Therefore it appears that if there was an addition, it had al- 
ready been done by the editor of the midrash and it attests to the reality of its 
day. 

For a number of reasons it appears that the allocation was occasionally 
part of the community activities organized at the synagogue: 

a. Apparently a sizable portion of the charity actvities were organized by 
the commanity and hence the unavoidable claim that these organized actvi- 
ties were also centered in the synagogue where most of the allotments were 
made. 

b. Some sources (cited above) speak of the imposition of a tax upon the 
‘community in the synagogue, and this cerainly is an organized communi 

. The hazzan of the synagogue appears as a collector of the monies 
pledged at the time of the allocation 45 Generally the charity collector 
(gabbaci tzedaka) or the community leaders (parnasim) are those who have 
the task of collecting the monies, for they are town and community offi- 
cials. % But it seems that the synagogue’s hazzan also fulfiled this function 
in certain situations. Presumably, in large communites, the collection 
apparatus was independent, but in smaller ones it was also the task of the 
synagogue’s hazzan. 

“To sum up, most of the charity allocations were made in the synagogue 
because that was where the community normally gathered and because 
community meetings for distributing charity and setting the charity taxes 
were held there. The synagogue as an institution was sometimes part of the 
city's charity system and synagogue offiials also functioned as part of this 
system. This was also the case with the court structure and the education 
system. The hazzan, as part of his synagogue functions, also served as a 

  

      

  

   

    

  

   
        

      

4 Levitcus Rabbh 32.7; Y. Q. ch. 3, e 
5 Leviticus Rabbsh 16:5; Ecclsiaes Rabbsh 5:3 and Midrash Tehillm on Pl 521 

haliah tbbur insicad of aczan 
46 Such as Tos. Demai 3:20; Y. Demi,ch. 3, 23b; Tos. Megillah %6 and parallels; Tos. 

BM39:B.BB 806: B.BM 38a;B. s, 130 Tos Shegalim 2. 
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teacher and as an officer of the court.¥ The sofer likewise functioned in a 
similar manner. He was not a synagogue employee, but a municipal official 
who worked at the synagogue and was responsible for hospitality within the 
synagogue’s framework. 

  

  

PUBLIC AND COMMUNITY MEETINGS 

   
Public meetings were held atthe synagogue. Although the functions and au- 
thority of such gatherings is not within the scope of this discussion, it is 
clear that the meeting was an organized institution which occasionally in- 
Volved itself with the implementation and authorization of activities of the 
municipal management.* Josephus tells of a public meefing that took place 
in the Tiberias synagogue at which the subject under discussion was the 
conduct of the struggle against the Romans. The meeting began on the 
‘Sabbath and was continued the next day.!» The Bavli provides other support 
forthis observation in the names of Palestinian sages. 

  

  

      

  

And R. Eleazar said: “We allocate charity for the poor on the Sabbath.” And 
R. Jacob bar Idi said that R. Yohanan said, “We save an immediately endan- 
gered human life (pikuah nefesh) and the lves of many on the Sabbath and 
£0 1 the synagogues (0 supervise public affars on the Sabbath.” 30 

  

47 Sce bove, notes 27, 41 M. Shabs 1 :3. The source of the word is AKkadian and means 
an appointed functionary. In our literture the hazzan is mentioned in many contexts 
hazzanin are fist mentioned in connection with the Temple. Another hazzan is Baitos ben 
Zonin who was Aazzan of the Sanhedrin of of the House of the Nasi. However, this term is 
matinly used eferenc tothe synagogue hazzan who i the synagogue’ gencrl ictorum s, 
a5 we shll prove below, lso erved in communalcity functions within th framework of his 
funcion n the synagogue. And see diffrent discussons,sboe and below, on the mater. It 
would seem that the hazzan fulfling the gencral communal fonctions might not be the 
synagogue hazzan. Neverteles he did flfil functions that were not diretly comneced ith 
the synagogue, such a Tos. Sukkah, 4:11-13 and the sources in my notes 27, 41, nd 64 
Morcover, n the laer annaii liertur there i not 4 single who 
docs no functioninthe synagogue. It sems,then,that i his priod the term became applied 
exclsivey tothe synagogue unctionry 

  

           

               

       
ar mention of 4 ha     

  

45 e Safea, Communiy, 
 Josephus, Vi, 54 
508, Shab. 1500; B. Ket. Sa. Rabbi Elcze 

(above, note 41), “Saving the lives of many’ [pikuah rabbin] scems 10 mean discusing 
important public issuesthat are not Heraly and immediatel “if saving” The term pkuah s 
borrowed. Pikuah nefech s a term which comes from the cae i the Mishnah which desls 
‘with the question of whethr it is permisibi to k- (1 uncover] apie of rubble on the 
Sabbath in order o ssve the Iie of someone buried under it. Therafir,th tem became 
more general (o mean any lfe thrcacaing sitation. The term "0 uncover commurity 
mates” is a bit srangesince, in the erminalogy of the sages, the rootpk-} has o sense of 
critcismisupervision. And apparenly this was changed because of the pikuah rabbin 
coinsge. See the ollowing note. 

opinion differs from that of Bet Shammai 
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If that i so, then important public affairs such as described by Josephus b. 
Mattathias are dealt with in the synagogues. 

In a similar vein, we should understand the law which forbids the eulogy 
of an individual in the synagogue but which permits and even terms it most 
proper o deliver a “public eulogy.” The distinction between the two lies the 
the importance of the deceased individual to the community.5! At any rate, 
despite the conflicting version in the Tosefta, the sources indicate that the 
synagogue served as a central place of assembly for eulogies and the com- 
forting of mourners. It may be that all the sources actually refer (0 the eu- 
logy “of many,” but it s also possible that the carly religious practice that 
appears in the Tosefta was expanded. As early as the Mishnah, which serves 
as a basis for the Tosefta, 2 as well as in many other sources, there is re- 
peated mention, in general terms, that “the synagogue that was de- 
stroyed...there shall be no eulogizing within it”$ 

G. Foerster argues that the architecture of the synagogue is derived from 
the community centers in Syria whose primary function was as a public 
gathering place.5* There s no doub that this was indeed one of the syna- 
‘gogue’s main purposes as demonstrated and verified by this combination of 
sources 

    

  

  

    

  

    

‘THE COMMUNITY OFFICES 

Apparently the synagogue was where the city's parmasim and functionaries 
regularly sat. According to the Mishnah, the difference between city and vil- 
lage is that in the city there are ‘asarah batlanim (“ten idlers”) (M. Megillah 
1:3) and the talmuds explain that this refers o “ten people who are relieved 
of their work [so that they can go) 1o the synagogue.”5 Krauss dwelt upon 

  

  

  5T Tos, Meg. 32)7. The version ofthe Vieana ms. (28 i of imerst. “They shoul 
receive a public ulogy [hesped shel rabbim).” This sntence does not have a pralel in Y. 
Meg.ch. 3, 74 In B. Meg, 2% there i  detaled discusion about what “public clogy” 
And sec Licberman, Toefta, Megilh, p. 1163-1164, who suggests diffrentating between 
3 synagogue of the “many’ [rabbin] of which these laws speak, and  synagogue of he 
individual yaid]. It should be poined oot that tem rabbim often refrs (0 many people, but 
Sometimes it means the commanity in the organized sense of the word. The Aesped shel 
7abbin, then, s a culogy which i of commnal inerest and t s 1o such a culogy that the 
bove-mentioned setion inthe Babylonian Talmud efrs 
52 See M. Meg. 3:3 and Y. Meg.ch.3, 740 

53 Such as tos. Sanh, ch. 6 es.ch. 8, 36b; Neg. 7:11 See also Sofdm 19:12; 23; and 
other sources 

54.G. Foerser, “Ancient Syragoguesin the Land of Isael” Qadmorior § (1972):38.42 
(in Hebrew). 

55, Meg. ch. 1, 70a; B. Meg. S Kraus, p. 105, Krauss mentions  synagogue in 
Tiberias whose name was the Boule Synagogue; in our opinion this was the synagogue in 
‘which the Boulé of Tiberias sat. We ar ot sure that this interpretation is compelling. The 
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the importance of this evidence and worked hard to attempt to link the “ten 
idlers” with the town leadership. Most of the Rishonim (the early talmudic 
commentators) and Krauss were influenced by the reality of the medicval 
Jewish community. This Jewish community abounded in Jewish scholars 
who studied in the synagogue and did not work. As early as Rashi, these 
were already identified with the “ten idlers.” Krauss, therefore, tried to con- 
nect the “ten idlers” and the hever ha-ir. This reality of a commnity that 
does not work and devoles itself 10 the study of Torah was almost non- 
existent in the Land of Iracl in the ancient period. Even the greatest of the 
sages worked for their living. Furthermore, at least in the days of the 
tannaim, the sages did not tend specifically to study in the synagogue, and 
certainly there was not a place for study in every community but only where 
there were ordained sages. Generally speaking, it i difficult to match this 
explanation with the reality of the rabbinic period. It seems t0 us that S. 
Safrai is correct in explaining that, based upon the traditions in the 
midrashim and geonic lterature, that the reference i to the ten parnasim of 
the town.5S The difference, then, between town and village is that the 
village, because of its smaller, poorer population, did not have public 
institutions. All the town functionaries regularly sat in the synagogue, and 
the synagogue is their ordinary location. In the Beth She'arim synagogue, 
inscriptions were found for the seats of the ‘arbitrator’ and the one 
responsible for public sales (or properties). We examined this evidence 
above and saw that it attests to the fact that these appointees functioned at 
the synagogue. We have indicated elsewhere the close connection between 
the town court and the communal leadership, and in practice the arbitrator is 
a member of the city leadership (one of the city notables) 57 This then is 
further proof that the synagogue served as the office for the community 
administration and its various pamasim. 

  

  

  

  

OTHER ACTIVITIES 

According to the Babylonian Talmud and a passage in the Tosefta, eating 
was forbidden in the synagogue proper but permitied i the side rooms. In 

  

name could have been given even if  mumber of the Council (boulé] members happencd to 
pray and study intis synagogue. 

55 S, “Town,” . 232 and Safs, Communiy,chap. 2. tshould be noted hat 3 ever 
ir xised only in the lage central communites, wherca the “ten idlrs” indicste it 55 city 

athertha a illage. Th term “a large cty” mentioned in thes sources i used in contrast o 
“a small cty" that s, that i i a vilag, not  town. Th entire mater of the tems used for 
sttlements requires a detailed sudy out of place ere 

57 Above, note 24. 
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the Land of Israel, it was customary t0 hold festive meals celebrating the 
performance of a mitzvah there, most commonly that of the New Moon.5* 
There are a number of proofs for ths, such as: “R. [Judah the nasi) said: 
“Money may be lent at interest to mitzvah associations [specializing in the 
performance of a specific mitzvah] and for sanctification of the new moon 
R. Yohanan used o g0 to the synagogue in the morning, collect crumbs, 
cat them and say: “May my portion be with those who ate here in the 
evening.”? And 50 does R. Hiyya bar Ba (in the name of R. Yohanan) in- 
struct the synagogue of Kafra (near Tiberias) to partake of the New Moon 
Meal before evening, when there still s a bit of light 0 From both sources 
itis clear that the New Moon Meal was regularly held at the synagogue. 

In the synagogue at Qastin, an inscription mentioning “revia” was 
found. It s difficult o interpret this word, but apparently it refers to a place: 
where feasts are held.¢' According to the Tosefta, s previously noted, it was 
possible to hold feasts only in the secondary rooms or in the gallery, but in 
some of the sources the synagogue as such is mentioned, as if the feasts 
were held in the main hall. As in the case of the eulogy of an individual, 
passages in Tosefta Megillah and in the Bavli contradict the implications of 
the more general versions in the sources. We have no way of explaining this 
discrepancy. 

Many activities were held at the synagogue because it was a popular 
gathering place. Thus, for example, one who sought testimons in his favor 
was liable to have those present in the synagogue swear that “if you have 
any evidence relating (o me you will come and testify for me.”®2 It is logi- 
cal that this action be done at the synagogue because the public was there 
The synagogue is also cited as an example of a place where a married 
woman and a strange man are likely to meet by accident (or not) and that it 
be halakically permissible.5* Announcements of lost items were made n the 

    

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

    
  

55 Above, note 51. A festive meal on the beginning of the new month was one of the 
important cormponeats of this hoidsy. See Masscket Soferim 19:9; Y. MQ, ch. 2, $b: B 
Sanhedrin 705 

59, MQ ch. 2, 8ib; Y. San. ch. 8, 26b. The Fesst of the New Mot was held n the 
ing (als sce note 58). Assumedly this occurred when R. Johanan was lorg in years 
‘When he was aciive he would paricipae,if he wished, in this mitzyah-celebrating 

opve. Se. for xample, Y. Ber. h.2, 54 

  

    

meal. Hence sages did at inthe syn 
Y. Taa,ch. 4, 68, 
611, Meidis, “The Significance of the ‘revua’ in Qasin” Tarbiz 53 (1984): 465-466 (in 

Hebrew) 
62 M. Shebuot 4:10;Sifa 52 (Parashat Vayyiara Dibura Dehiobah 8:9) and paralies. 

Y. Sotah ch. 1, 1. Accondin to the hlakah a hushand may forbid his e to meet 
with a specific man. Ye, he cannot revent them from mceting at the synagogue sine the 
enie community comes there. And sce S. Safai, “Was there a Women's Section in the 
Synagogue in the Ancien Period?” Tarbiz 32 (1963): 29-338 (in Hebrew) 
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synagogue following the destruction of the Temple.# Likewise, other pub- 
Tic announcements such as about a woman who has ‘rebelled” against her 
husband, a son who neglects his father, and a son who has been barred from 
inheriting his father 5 The anshei ha-ma‘amad (the division of Israclites 
sisting the priests on duty) who were the representatves of the city and the 
region, also sat in the synagogue.£ On the mosaic floor of the synagogue 
at En Gedi there i a long inscription containing a number of declarations of 
importance in the life of the community that have no direct relationship to 
the synagogue. In all of these instances, the synagogue serves as the place 
for informal public assembly. This function has been treated and mentioned 
above. 

  

   

      

             

  

    
   

‘We shall now examine some of the archacological examples that support 
our conclusions, and prove that various communal structures were found 
within the synagogue or connected o it5” 

Beth Alpha—a collection box with coins init, which may have belonged 
0 the city. A similar box was found in the synagogue at Ma‘on. A slightly 
different box was found at En-Gedi. 

Beth Yerah—The synagogue is in the context of a group of public 
buildings (a Roman stronghold, a magnificent bathhouse, and a church). 
This is clearly the setlement’s public area, and the synagogue is 
incorporated in this entity 

Beth-Shean—Many auxiliary rooms at various periods. There is a clearly 
evident process of how their number grew. Various utensils such as pails 
were found in some of them. 

Beth She‘arim—In this large township were two synagogues. Near the 
western one, there were rooms north of the synagogue, directly adjacent to 
it. A bathhouse or furnace also stood beside the synagogue. Near the eastern 
synagogue was a cistern, a migweh (perhaps more than one), a public street, 
and another public building with a sitting room (perhaps a bet midrash). 

En-Gedi—A collection box, many ausiliary rooms, lavers, a large court- 
yard. West of the synagogue, beside the prayer hall, an unfurnished building 
Served as a hostel, or a room for offices. 

    

  

    
    

  

       

  

        

   
     

   
    

    

        
    

  

         

  

  

  

B BM 28 
65'Y.Pealch. 1, 156; . Qidd.ch. 1, 61c; Pesikta Rabbati 23-24; Kraus,p. 186, It could 

e that s kind of reception forthe groom was held n the synagogue, se Yalkut Shimoni, | 
Kings, 13 ch. 201; Soffm 19:12. See sl not 76 below 

©6'B. Taa, 27b. The presence of the ‘many’ in the synagogue i the real background of 
he expresion “th siting n the synagogues of thoss making thei plgrimage o the Land 
(M. Abot 3:10 and arsies). 

7 To move the discussion, we will not des a ength withthe lerature on th synagogue 
Anyone so minded can tum o the bibliography of R. P. Goldschmidt (sbov, note 1 
Hiitenmeister and Reeg. o lla, Synagaogues. Occasionally the mateial has not eceied full 
publication, and particalarly the ditionsl Stueures wers not mentioncd in the brief repots 
of ongoing excavaions. In hesecases, my discussion i bsed upon S Vst 
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Eshtemoa—a large cisten of water in the courtyard before the synagogue 
and auxiliary rooms. 

Gaza-Yam—The synagogue is in a public area which includes workshops 
and storage facilities. t appears that the synagogue building replaced part of 
the public buildings. 

Hammath-Tiberias—Here ruins were found next to the synagogue of a 
multi-room building with no furniture or other equipment. The archaeolo- 
gist therefore hypothesizes thatthis building served as a hostel. All the evi- 
dence of hostel at the synagogue is from the amoraic period. We will return 
o this point later. 

Horvat Susiya— Near the synagogue hall, in the synagogue complex, 
there i a mikvel; inthe courtyard there was a large water cistern; beside the 
synagogue, a lower milistone for grinding flour. 

Khirbet Shema‘—A migweh in the synagogue; auxiliary rooms 
Kefar Bar'am—A large cistern at the synagogue entrance. 
Kefar Nahum (Caperaum)—A large courtyard with columns within the 

synagogue complex east of the prayer hall. 
Ma‘on—A migweh near the synagogue, and adjoining it, an additional 

water installation. A collection box was found within the synagogue. 
Maon (in Mt. Hebron area)—a migwel 
Meiron—Auxiliary rooms and storage facilities; a water installation 

within the synagogue, 
Meroth—A courtyard with a sitting room (perhaps a bet midrash). 
Na‘aran—The synagogue isincorporated in the network of aqueducts 
In a number of synagogues (Meroth, Ramon, Gush Halav, Caesarea, 

Beth She'arim, and others) hoards have been found that apparently contained 
the community funds. Kindler has collected the list of these hoards and 
discussed the Meroth hoard in depth.5 This hoard was the richest of all, and 
included numerous gold coins. The hoards found in other synagogues were 
also very rich and some included gold coins. Apparently, these were the 
funds of the community leaderships. This testifies to the connection 
between the synagogue and the community leadership. Itis only natural that 
the town treasury should have been held in the offices of the community, 
and the synagogue served as the natural location of both the offices and the 
reasury. 

“To summarize, many of the synagogues (almost all of those whose sur- 
roundings survived) had auxiliary rooms. Very often the synagogue is 
connected with or s near public structures such as cisterns, migwaor, bath- 
houses an oil press or mill. These findings fit our conclusions about the 
communal function of the synagogue. 

  

    
  

  

  

  8 A Kindler, “The Coias ofthe Excavaton,” in Z. lan and A. Damati, Meroth (Tel 
Aviv, 1988), pp. 121-125 in Hebrew). (Eds.—Ses alo lan’ anticle in this volume  
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In many of the villages in the Land of Isracl settlement has continued 
without interruption. During the various historical periods the village was 
never completely abandoned. In these places itis sometimes possible clearly 
o discern the continuity of the public area. That is to say, after the 
synagogue ceased to function, the area continued to be a public one and was 
used in keeping with the character of the population and its needs.” Here are 
a number of examples: 

  

     

  

   
*Synagogues that were converted to mosques or on part of which a 

mosque was built, such as at Eshtemoa, Susiya, Qasrin (a mosque and a 
sheikh's tomb), and others. 

*Synagogues now situated in a public area: 
Eshtemoa—The synagogue is in the center of the village near the new 

mosque. 
Bar‘am—The synagogue is in the center of the Arab village with the 

church nearby on the south and the hostel (madafa) on the north. ™ 
Sepphoris—The synagogue is beside the Crusader church and the modern 

monastery. 
Gush Halay (Giscala)—The settlement’s large synagogue was swallowed 

up in the church building erected at the start of the century. Previously this 
was an empty public arca. Other examples of this sort can be found which 
lend further evidence of the synagogue’s location in the public area of the 
village. 

The carly synagogue served as both a community center and a house of 
prayer. For our concerns itis of no importance when prayer and divine wor- 
ship in the synagogue were established, but it is clear that from the Yavnch 
eneration onward, the arrangement of prayer was institutionalized and im- 

proved, and it occupied an increasingly important place in social life and 
consciousness. By virtue of its role as a house of prayer, the synagogue was 
considered a holy place; it was here that the holy books were kept and here 
that public religious ceremonies were held. Naturally there was a tension be- 
tween these two functions. It seems that in the early synagogue, the role of 
community center was of greater importance; this was major daily function 

       

  

   
     
    

    

       

   

  

     
    

    

  

   
    

     

      

     

  

    

of the building. In contrast, in Babylon, the synagogue was considered as a 
holy building only, and the community functions were secondary. The 
Babylonian Talmud presents the synagogue solely as a holy building, as al- 
ready discussed by Gafni, at the same time as its public functions were 
  

 This phenomenon s recognized and known i te development of the setlemens n the Land snd throughou the world and this i no he place t0 deal with the genera aspect of the 
phenomenon 

70 1n our opinion, the ara vilage of Bar*am preseres the busic plan ofth vilag of the Roman period. The planned charcte o the vllge andthe cenaltyof the carly synagoge ate characteistic no of the structure of 4 aab vilsge but rathr of an ancient one. e hope to deal with this further elsewhere 
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reduced.” The synagogue was located outside the city, it did not house the 
school, rabbis sat and studied in other buildings, and the community leader- 
ship did not work out of this building. This is reflected in the prohibition in 
the Babylonian Talmud—or at least the lack of evidence—of the custom of 
eating in the synagogue. This stands in sharp contrast to the custom of fes- 
tive meals in the synagogues in Palestine.” 

Moreover, the components of the ‘holiness’ were concealed in the ancient 
synagogue in Palestine which is the reason that only a few of the rituals of 
the Temple were transferred to the synagogue. Later, at the end of the 
amoraic period and later,rituals and the ritual component were added in the 
synagogue and the institution of prayer grew.” After the amoraic period, the 
Jewish community diminished. However the increasing importance of the 
“holy’ component evidently stems from other factors, which are beyond the 
scope of this work. 

  

    

  

‘THESYNAGOGUE IN THE TANNAITIC PERIOD 

The nature of the synagogue in the tannaitic period is one of the mysteries 
in the study of Palestine. It is mentioned frequently in the literary sources, 
but to date we have not found even one building that could have been a 
synagogue between 70 and 200 C.E. This issue is beyond the scope of the 
present discussion; here we must ask only which functions the synagogue 
fulflled during the tannaitc period. In the course of our discussion we have 
mentioned several functions, all the evidence of which comes from the 
amoraic period only. Itis reasonable to assume, then, that these did not ex. 
ist during the tannaitic period. In the tannaitic period, the synagogue already 
served as a community center; we know this not only from its name but 
also from the activities that took place there. As we have shown, the 
national assembly was held in the synagogue as was collection for charity, 
including the ‘allocation, taxation, and tax collection. The court, and appar- 
ently the municipal leadership, as well, were housed in and worked out of 
the synagogue. In contrast, we have no evidence from the tannaiti period of 

  

  

  

  

71 1. Gatn, “Synagogues in Tamadic Babylonia: Tradition and Reality” n Ksher t . 
eds, Synagogues in Antiguity Uerusalem: Yod zhsk Ben 2y, 1987) pp. 155-164. 

72 Above, note S1. As noted, it might be argued tht these feasts were held in the 
additional rooms. On his ssu, i s implied in the Bavltht he synagogue seved s ahoste 
and that guests residd there on the Sabbath, and because of them there ws need fr the 
Kiddush a the end of the payer. However, this argument is only presented in 3 disectic 
discussion in order 1o explin an exsting custom,. Moreover, this sentence may efer 1o the 
customin Palestne and ot in Baylona.Sce B. Pes. 1012 

73 7. Safes, “From Mior Temple to Synagogue,” Proceedings of the Tenth World 
Congress of Jewish Sudies Geruslem, 1990),pp. 2328 
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the operation of a hostel in the synagogue, with the exception of one story, 
of late character and style, about Rabbi Meir who slept in the synagogue. 

‘The issue of Torah study is more complex. The interpretation is that 
public Torah study, and of course reading and translation of the Torah took 
place mainly, or exclusively in the synagogue. However, we have no evi 
dence of rabbis who studied with their groups in this building. Only at the 
end of the amoraic period did an ideology develop regarding the importance 
of studying in a building, that s, in a constructed bet midrash or synagogue. 
On the other hand, the Theodotus inscription mentions study of the Torah 
and the commandments; this may refer only to the interpretation and reading 
of the Torah during prayer, but it may also refer to regular Torah study, and 
it may only be by chance that we have other evidence of this from the 
tannaitic period. The evidence regarding the court that operated in the syna- 
‘gogue should evidently be interpreted as referring to the municipal commu- 
nity court and not to the rabbinical cour. 

Asto education, it is reasonable (o assume that the children sat and stud- 
ied in the synagogue but there no tannaitic sources indicating this. In our 
discussion we presented Mishnah Shabbat 1:3, which mentions the hazzan 
who teaches the children, but does not state that this teaching took place in 
the synagogue, although it s likely that the hazzan is the hazzan of the 
synagogue and that he worked in the building that he managed. In the 
parallel i the Tosefta (Shabbat 1:6) there is mention only of “the babies 
cortecting their interpretations.” Even here it is unclear that this refers to 
regular school activity. It is also possible that the Theodotus inscription 
which mentions learning the commandments refers to the school, but this is 
only a hypothesis. The conclusion regarding the character of the synagogue 
in the tannaitic period requires, as noted, a broader discussion than 

  

  

  

  

  

  

SUMMARY 

‘The synagogue was the main public institution in the Jewish city and many. 
of the organized community's activities were implemented in the syna- 
gogue. The communal leadership met in the synagogue and part of the. 
communal activities took place therein, such as the study of Torah on all 
levels, compulsory education, public meetings, and the communal collec- 
tions of funds, wayfarer hospitality, and communal services. Presumably, 
city officials also operated from the synagogue and its attached rooms. The. 
synagogue had an independent public administration, apparently not identical 
with the leadership of the city, even though, as we have seen, some of the 
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synagogue’s parnasim played roles in the Jewish town’s leadership.™ One 
can assume that in small communities the connection between the syna- 
gogue leadership and the municipal leadership was much greater than in the 
large communities. Similarly, it is clear that in a community that had a 
number of synagogues, the connection was even weaker. 

‘The hazzan i a perfect example of the synagogue’s communal functions. 
‘The holder of this post also functioned, as we have seen, as sofer, as the one 
implementing the religious court’s decisions, the collector of charity and the 
municipal taxes. He also caried out other communal functions such as 
sounding the shofar to signal the end of the work week on the eve of the 
Sabbath, and the pilgrimages to Jerusalem were also led by the hazzanim.’S 
In this instance he is called hazzan ha-kneset, the kneset being the 
“congregation,’ and the hazzan, as it were, an official of the congregation” 
(the community). Similarly, the hazzan appears on the list of the “seven 
who occupy themselves with the needs of the community.”S The story of 
the appointment of R. Levi bar Sisi of Simonia (Shimron) is characteristi 
of this situation.”” According to the version in Genesis Rabbah, the resi- 
dents wanted someone “who would teach them Scripture and Mishnah and be 
our judge.” According o the Jerusalem Talmud, they asked for a person who 
“would be preacher, judge, hazzan, sofer, teach them Mishnah, and tend to 
all their needs.” If 50, it was an undeveloped community, without institu- 
tions of communal leadership and the residents were secking a person who 
would be hazzan, judge, sofer, and overall community officia. 

In light of all that has been said, the synagogue may be defined as the 
true community center, encompassing nearly the entire conste 
vices that existed in the Jewish community. The officials of the synagogue 
were counted among the parnasim of the town and the line between the syn- 
agogue and the communal leadership was blurred. Thus, for example, the 
pilgrimage to Jerusalem which was a general community event appears as 
an activity of the “town residents.” That is to say, all of the town’s residents 
£0 as a single unit. Concomitantly, we hear that the pilgrimage is described 
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74 See Safti, “Town.” pp. 933-63. 
7 Tos. Bikkurim 25 Tos. Sukkah 4:12-14 
76 Huppa liyahu Rabbah, see Menarat Ha-Maor 13, of R. sraliba al-Nakava, 4 vols 

(New York: Bloch, 1929-1933) . 457.Inthe Geonic period the term Fazzan was replaced 
by the term shaliah tibbur [emssary of the congregation]. In Pirki de-Rabbi Eleier, the 
Izn appears s the one who besses the brde at her huppa (wedding canopy] and it may 
b tha e hazzan n this insianceis te haliah zibbur. And similaly Masekbet Soferim 107 
and 11:4,See also note 45, 

77 Genesis Rabbsh 81:2; Y. Yeb, ch. 12, 135 B. Yeb. 1053 and in the Tanhuma (Buber 
ition) 96:7 and 96:5. What s spoken of i only 3 prson o teach the city olks. And ee also 
a similr sory of the Bosra community (aleady considered 1o be outside of the Lund of 
Tsrael, Y. Shebii, ch. 7, 360 
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by the rannaim as it was done within the synagogue framework 7 And in- 
deed the synagogue and the residents of the city are one and the same. 

7% On the pilgrimage to the Temple in Jersalem a an activiy of the city residents, sce 
M. Bikkurim 31 S. Safra, Th Festval Pilgrinage durin the Days o the Second Temple 
(erusalem, 1965),pp. 106-107 in Hebrew). On th festival pilgrimage withinthe synsgoge 
ramework, ee Tos. Bikkurim 28,    



  

SYNAGOGUES AS ‘HOUSES OF PRAYER’ 
AND ‘HOLY PLACES’ IN THE JEWISH COMMUNITIES OF 

HELLENISTIC AND ROMAN EGYPT 

ARYEH KASHER" 

Until the first century, allthe Jewish synagogues in Hellenistic and Roman 
Egypt were called ‘mpogeuxif'—a ‘place of prayer” or a *house of prayer'— 
at least according to inscriptions, papyrus documents, and lierary sources.! 
‘The archacological, or more precisely, epigraphic finds reveal the existence 
of synagogues in the second half of the third century B.C.E., thatis to say, 
from the reign of Prolemy III Euergetes (Benefactor) (246-221 B.C.E.) 
These synagogues were located in Schedia south of Alexandria, in Arsino¢- 
Crocodilopolis in the Fayam, and in a Jewish settlement in Lower Egypt 
whose name is unknown 2 According to S. Safrai, the source of the growth 
of synagogues was not in the Diaspora, as is the prevailing widespread opin- 
ion, but rather in the reality of the Land of Iracl i the period of the Return 
0 Zion. Their coming into being, he believes, is rooted in the public as- 
semblies held in the days of Ezra and Nehemiah in the Temple courtyards in 
which the reading of the Torah (the Pentateuch) played a central role, with 
prayer also involved. These gatherings were at first held for special and spec- 
ified purposes, but over the years they became fixed gatherings on Sabbaths 
and festivals and then also on weekdays. The institutionalization of this 
practice of holding the gatherings and the festive convocations is what, in 
his opinion, created the infrastructure for the establishment of synagogues.’ 
Even if, like Safrai, we deny the accepted opinion that the synagogues were 
considered substitutes for the Jerusalem Temple, we cannot ignore the fact 
that it was a likeness of that Temple which was always in the mind's eye of 
the bearers of the Talmudic tradition. These sages specifically interpreted 

      

“Ths essay was origially published in A. Kasher, A. Oppenheimer, and U Rappaport, 
eds., Synagogues in Antguiry (erusalem, 1987), pp. 119-132 (n Hebrew). It has been 
transated with th permission o the auhor and of Yad Izhak Ben Zv. It ws trnslted by 
Dr. Nathan H. Rei 

! For detaled lss of references, se Krauss,pp. 263-265; Schier,vo. 2, pp. 425426 (0. 
5) and 439-440. See also Il Maccabees 7:20; and CPJ, 1, 129, On the use oftis term in 
Phil,see Mayer. 

 For Schedia, ee C1J, I, 1440 (= CPJ, 1, 1440) and Kasher, pp. 106-107 (Engih.ed. 
Pp. 107-110). For the Faytim, see CP, I, 1532a; Kasher,pp. 1287 (Eagish.<d. p. 1351 
For he other selemen,sce CL, 1, 149 (= CPJ, 1, 1448); Schire, vol. 2. p. $25() 

3 See Safa, "Synagogue,” p. 46-47. 
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Ezekiel 11:16 (“Although I have removed them far off among the nations, 
and although I have scattered them among the countries, yet have been to 

    

them as a litle sanctuary (migdash me‘ar) in the countries where they are. 
come”) as referring to the synagogues and houses of study in the Diaspora, 
‘The same is the case with other biblical verses such as Psalms 90:1 (*Lord, 

  

‘Thou hast been our dwelling-place”) and Psalms 26:8 (“Lord, I love the 
habitation of Thy house”) which the sages also interpreted in the same 
context as meaning synagogues and houses of study. It i probable that this 
resemblance was created against the background of the fact that, in the 
Diaspora, the reading of the Torah and prayer were the two clearest and 
strongest expressions of worshipping God for both the individual and the 
community.* Indeed, in OUr opinion, SYNAEOEUES were erceted in the 
Diaspora on this basis. But they also stemmed from the builders’ deliberate 
intention that they should resemble the Jerusalem Temple in their functions, 
and more precisely, for those functions not involved-with the sacrificial 
worship, as we shall see below. In other words, the aspiration to resemble: 
the Temple, not to replace it, guided those who erected the 
the Dispersion. Such, at Teast, was the case in Egyp, (o which we wil de- 
vote our consideration here 

“The truth is that in this mattr, as in others, there is no comparing one 
dispersion to another. For example, it s clear that the Jews of Egypt, unlike 
their brethren in Babylonia, did not refrain from sacrificial worship. They 
were not concerned with the impure status of the land of Egypt (being in the 
religious category of ‘a foreign country’) and therefore they were not deterred 
from erecting two temples there in the course of history: one at Elephantine 
and the second at Leontopolis. They offered sacrifices at both. The prophecy 

of Isaiah 19:19, “In that day shall there be an altar o the Lord in the midst 
of the land of Egypt, and a pillr at the border thereof to the Lord,” served as 
a biblical basis and justification at least for the erection of the temple of 
Onias,S whose structure and altar were built with the intention of imitating 

  

  

      

B. Meg. 299 and the Aramic translton of Ezekil 11:16: “And  have given them 
synagogucs secondary o My Sucuary etc.” For a rpresenttive example of the prevalent 
opinion on this matte, sce 1. Welllausen, lraelische ud jdische Geschichte (Berli, 
1901). pp. 149 €. 196 1 Oesterly & Robinson, pp- 43 1. Later Robinson even argued that 
the lurey of the synagogues was estabiihed by Ezra but was inspired by what was being 
done in the Babylonian Exile from which he came. Sce W. O. E. Oesterley, A History of 
irael (London, 1932),pp. 137, 167. Also consl he opnion of Ephal who ses prayer a8 
an altemate way of worshiping God in the Babylorian Exile. He refains however from 
taing deinitively whether nd to what extent prayer was instituionalized i the lf of the 
communiy thre or even i i is slready possible i the sxth-Afh centuries B.C.E. o fnd the 
begianing of the synagogue. See Ephal, .25, not 37. 

S Jewish Aniiquitis X1, 63, 68; The Jewish War VII 431432, Thus lso n he slmudic 
wadiion: Y. Yoma 6 &3c ff; B. Men. 109b . And see Kasher, p. 124F (English cd. p. 
13201, It possible. and even logial. totink that the prophccy of Isaiah quoted above alsy 
provided the authrity and ustifcaion for the crecion ofthe Elephantine Terple, sec B. 

  

      

  

   

  

    
  

   



  

SYNAGOGUES INEGYPT 207 

the Temple in Jerusalem§ Certainly also the ritual worship itself conducted 
therein was done as an imitation of the worship service of the Jerusalem 
‘Temple.” Nevertheless, the offering of sacrifices by the Jews of Egypt was 
not, as we know, an easy or simple thing o implement. This becomes clear 
from the enmity and obstructionist activity of the Egyptian priesthood 
against the worship at the Elephantine Temple and that renewal of worship 
there be only on condition that there be absolutely no offerings of sheep, 
goats or, oxen—only frankincense and meal offerings.* It seems that the 
problem of religious hostility on the part of the Egyptian pricsthood, in 
addition to the jealousy and the differences of opinion among the Jews 
themselves, was also the lot of those erecting the temple of Onias 
(Antiquities XIII, 66). Perhaps primarily for this reason, among the oth- 
ers, the royal permission to erect his temple was given at the outset for a 
“God-forsaken” sie like Leontopolis on the edge of Bgypt's eastern desert, 
and not in a large Jewish center like Alexandria. Almost certainly the origi 
nal purpose of the temple was (0 serve only the military settlement of the 

    

  

  

   

    

Porten, “The Jews in Egyp," in Restorarion, p.98; . Ta 
t0Zion,"in Restoraton, . 32 

© Jewish Aiiguiies XII, 385; XL, 67, 72; XX, 236; Jewish War 1,3, Only the vesion 
in Jewish War VII, 426-428 points out that th Termple of Onias was not ike th Jerusalem 
Temple, but i secifically taes that the alar s botlt on te bass of an exact replica ofthe 
altar in Jrusalem. V. Teherikover (i his book Hellenistic Civilzation and the Jews [New 
Nork: Athencum, 1977, p. 499, n.34) propery notd, I i n any case clea that Onias built 
his templ wholly o pary in ntetional mitaion of the Temple of Jerusalem” It shoukd be 
noted that this i ndecd wellverifed by the archacologial finds, e F* Petrie, yksos and. 
Tsraclie Cites (London, 1906), p. 19-27; F. Ptes, Egypt and lrael (London, 1923),pp. 
102 

7 Aesting o his s the imvtation to Jeruslem of the Jewish kolarim from Egypt (i the 
oriinal from Alexandris) who were skiled crafsmen in “the making of the shev- bread 
‘nd “the making of the incense,” in order 0 overcome the obstacks resuling fom the 
Sanctions placed by the kohanin of the House of Garmu and the House of Avtinas. If the 
Jewish priests in Egypt had not prserved th oriinal rtual-worsip tadiions as they were 
practiced in Jerusalem, they would not have becn turned 1o atal. I i not improbable, nd 
perhapseven logical, o thin tha those expet.prists were of the House of Onis,since it s 
presumabletha the ‘Alexandri' of the Tamudic traditons sbout tis incident s  Talmudic 
tem borrowed and applied o al of Egyp, a expresed in the Talmadic egends sbou the 
establishment of the House of Onias.  Sce Y. Yoma 3, 41¢; Tos. Yom ha-Kippurim 2:6 
(Zuckermandel cditon, p. 184): B. Yoma 38a; B. Sheq. 43, B. Arsk. 10b, Cp. Y. Yoa 6, 
31T nd B. Men. 090 I 

8 5ee Cowley, No. 3. The escarc leratur on this i rsther cxtnsive 
9 The diffecnces of pinion amon the Jews ar wel intimatd in Jewish War VII 431 

10 stats there that *(Onias) had a competitve instine regarding the Jews of Jerusalem, 
against whom he held a grudge because of his light” See Kasher, pp. 124-127 (English ed 
PP. 132-135). I this context the significantfot should b noted that the Temple of Onias et o impression whalever on the Jewish lteraure in Egypr, cspecilly since the Jows of 
‘Alexandria in particolar preserved their loyaly and evidenced great admiation for the 
Jerusalem Temple. See A. Kasher, “Jerusalem s 3 Metropoli in Philos National 
Consciousness,” Cathedra 11 (1979): 45 

mon, “The Beginning of the Return 
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“land of Onias." Because of its location far from large centers there was no 
fear it might rouse the e of the Egyptian populace by the sacrifice of a 
mals sacred to them, nor would it st up differences of opinion among the 
Jews themselves. It should be noted here, and with the utmost of emphasis, 
that the temple of Onias left no impression whatsoever upon Egyptian 
Jewry; itis not mentioned even once in the rich local Jewish literature. Not 
only did Philo fail to mention it, but he expressed his complete admiration 
for the Jerusalem Temple. This fact reveals the reservations that the Jews of 
Egypt had about Onias’ Temple, even though the Sages of the Land of Isracl 
did not entirely invalidate the worship there (Y. Yoma 6, 43c ff; B. Men. 
1090 f0). To sum up, there were essential intemal and external Jewish rea- 
sons as well as pragmatic reasons, given the background of Egypian reality, 
which prevented the Jews of Egypt from building other temples in which to 
perform sacrificial worship. They therefore, in practice, made do with less 
ostentatious institutions which fulfilled only part of the Temple worship, 
that i, *houses of prayer."10 

Let us return now to the original and firs name by which synagogues in 
Egypt were designated—pogeuxii (a house of prayer)—which can help us 
understand the background of the establishment of this institution on the ba- 
(sis of its similarity to the Temple. As is known, prayer held an important, 
|and often central, place in the worship of God as early as the First-Temple 
{period; it was erystallized as a self-suffcien religious actvity independent 
fo the sacrificial worship."! Indee, it could take place anywhere and not 
necessarily in the Temple, although its being held ther 
portance because it was thought one was closer to God. 2 Not for naught 
was the Temple considered as the ‘house of prayer” par excellence, not only 
for Israel but for all the nations in the prophet Isaiah’s vision of the end of 
days (1s. 56:7). In truth, the image of the Temple as a house of prayer s at- 
ibuted in the Hebrew Bible to its having been established from the very 
beginning, a fact which can better explain how it served as a source of inspi- 
ation for other houses of prayer both in the Land of Israel and in the 

  

    

  

  

  

      

  

  

100 the personal pretentiousness of Oniss V. as 2 main cause fo the crection o the 
Tempie e Jewish Anguties X, 6364 Jnich War VIl 432 
1St . . Utbach, e Desert and the Chosen Land, vol. 2 (Tel-Aviv, 1963),pp. 195- 

196, 240.241 (in Hebrew); Kaafmann, vol. 4, pp. 3439 vol. . p. S01; The Biblical 
Encylopedia, vol 8 (1982), pp.910,916 (in Hebrew) se further Ephal,pp. 25-26, 

125ce 1 Samoel 1:9 7, | Kings 5.4, See also Kavfmann,pp. S00-501, $42. It shosld be 
noted i this contet that when il of Alexandria made his olday pilgriage to erusalem, 
e sought (0 pray i the Temple and no anly [0 offer sacifices therin,sce On Providens 
64. 0 is almost cerain that als in Elephantine prayer were held near the altar for the 
restoraion of the local Templ, along the s of the Biblical examples mentioned abore,see 
Portn, p. 156, And in geners, prayer fuliled an important function in th ritual worship 
therin,consul the fll dtals n Porten, pp.144-146. 
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Diaspora."? Indeed, just as prayer and sacrifices were combined in the con- 
sciousness of the Israclite prophets as two central components of the wor- 
ship of God (compare, for example, Isaiah 1:11-16; I Kings 8:27-28), 50 too 
were these things perceived in the consciousness of the Jews of Egypt 
headed by Philo, who even raised prayer to an ethical and philosophical level 
high above that of the sacrifices. In this way, he expressed the ethical and 
philosophic uniqueness of the religion of Isracl as compared to other 
faiths. * From this perception, the conclusion necessarily follows that the 
“house of prayer’ could well fulfill the non-sacrificial functions of the 
‘Temple, and therefore it was thought of as the place in which Jews could 
give faithful expression to their beliefs. The Septuagint translates ‘house of 
prayer’ (bet tefillah)—olxos mpooevyiis—which, as has been stated, is one 

of the designations of the Temple, and from which, apparently, the short- 
ened designation Tpodeuy is derived which we know from the Jewish syn- 
agogues in EgyptS 

‘The term ouvaywy in the Septuagint (and in the parallel Aramaic trans- 
lations), by contrast, generally indicates a ‘gathering (752, a ‘community’ 
(77 and a “congregation” (77). Itis no wonder then, that, in the course of 
time, his term came to indicate the organized Jewish communiies, that s, 
the gehillot. ' Tnstructv is the fact that the distinction between these two 
terms appears in a single context in the Septuagint, in connection with the 
prophecy of Isaiah 56:6-7. As stated, the Temple was called olkos 
Tposeuxis, whereas the completing verse (8) “Yet I will gather others to 
him, beside those of him that are gathered” is translated thus, &71 owwdEw 
&’ avrow owvaywryiw. I literal meaning s, “Yet will I gather him a gath- 
ering” or “Yet I will congregate him a congregation.” Of significance for our 
study are these essentially identical usages based upon the same distinction 
that occur in an Egyptian Jewish papyrus document from the second half of 
the first century B.C.E. (CPJ,1, 138). The document clearly refers to “an as- 
sembly that was held in the house of prayer” (émi Ths yevnfeions 
owayayfis & T Tposeuii) on behalf of some society or association 
(96v050s). In spite of the fact that the document was preserved in a very 
poor condition, the term o0voBos i discenible at least another three & 

    

  

  

  

  

    

     

  

    

13 Sec 1 Kings 82211, 2 Chronices 6121, 2 Kings 19:141, Isiah 37141, 2 Chronicles 
3027, et 

Sec Aristeas 234 snd Philo, On Noah's Work as a Plan 
Heincmann, Philons sriecische ud jdische Bidung (Breslas, 1952, p. 6, 472 Wolfon. 
Phil, ol 3, pp. 237257 Henge, “Proseuche.” pp. 157-184.cp. p. 162 

15 See the Septuagint on Issiah 56:7, 60:7. Cp. & Maccabees 7:37; Mark 11:17; Matthew 
213 Luke 19:46 
16 Sce Schie, vol. 2, pp. 429-430: Safr, “Synagogue.” pp. 47-4. 1 shoud be noted 
ere that the standard opifio is tht the ouvecywy designaion s due o Land of ael 
influcnce. See Hengel, “Poseuche.”pp. 1811, 
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indicating that the designation ouvaywy1 was intended to define in that 
context the very act itself of convening in the ‘house of prayer’ and not the 

  body that was convening.!” To summarize: mpoveuxr is the official and 
accepted designation of the synagogues in Egypt in the Plolemaic and 
Roman period, and it is self evident in the inscriptions of dedication to the 
kings. The fact that this designation is repeated again and again—nincteen 
times—in Philo’s historical witings, while the term ouvayyT s not 
mentioned even once, requires explanation. s 

‘There is every basis for thinking that the term Tpoceux is also short 
for the full name 1| mpooreux i B¢ (o (“house of prayer to the Supreme 
Go the Most High God") which appears three times in the 
Egyptian inscriptions: two inscriptions of the second century B.C.E—one 
from Athribis in the eastern delta (CPJ, III, 1443 = CIJ, I, 1443) and the 
second from Alexandria itelf (CIJ, I, 1433 = CPJ, TIL 1433)—whereas the 
third is also from Alexandria, but a bit later, from the end of the first cen- 
tury BC.E. (CIJ, I, 1432 = CPJ, I, 1432). It has a slight change of text in 
the way that the expression “(0 the Great God” (63 peydly) replaces the 
expression “to the Supreme God.” These inscriptions have not the slightest 
connection whatever with the worship of Zels iioTos which spread 
‘mainly through Asia Minor in the Roman period, since the “Supreme God” 
designation was customary, first of all, in the Jewish world and common 
enough in the Septuagint and Hellenisic lterature in general. Therefore itis 
1o wonder that other synagogues in the Hellenistic-Roman Diaspora, not 
only in Egypt, also were dedicated to the “Supreme God."1* 

‘As stated above, the two most prominent non-sacrificial functions pe 
fformed in the Temple in the presence of the community and which serv 
the synagogues as an example were praying and Torah-reading. It s logical 

  

  

    

  

    
     

    

See forther with Pilo's usages of the verb ouviysin comnection with gatherings in the 
synagogucs: Gaius 157, 311, 315 On Dreams: 11, 121, And s futher Schirr, vol. 2. p. 40 
(and note 46). See also Hene, “Proseuche” pp. 169-170. 
18 For exact refrences to oeu in Philo, see Maye, . 247. The fact that hil cals 

the Great Symagogue in Alxandia s ‘house of prayer” be efilah) disroves Ocsterey and 
Robinson's theory (Ocstrley & Robinson, p. 295) that the “house of prayer”is a small 
insttaton in a smal setlement and that “synagogae” i charctersic of 3 lage city. 

19 See the Septuagint on Genesis 1820; Palms 78, 17:14, 49:14, 67:35 2 Maceabees 
3:31; 3 Maccabees 7:9; Josephus, Jewish Aniguies XVI, 163; for references in Philo see 
Mayer, . 291. See alo in the New Testament: Mark S7; Luke 176, 6:35, 828, Acts 7:45, 
16:17; Hebrews 7:1. On the synagogues dedicted 0 the “Supreme God in Delos, Phrygi 
and Bosphorus,see CIJ 1,690, 727, 729, 769. And se also Smallwood, Philo, p. 241; A. 
Peleie, Legati ad Caium, traduction et notes (Pais, 1972), pp. 181-182; Wolison, Pilo, 
Vol 1, . 40: A. T. Krasbel, “Thuo7os and the Synagogue i Sadis” Greek, Roman and. 
Byzanine Sudies 10 (1969) 81.93: L Redh-Gerson, “The Jews in Asia Minor” n Dicspora, 
Pp. $4-85. 88, 91.93 (in Hebrew): M. e, “Jewry of Greece,” in Diaspora, pp. 115-119 
and note 32; B Lifshitz, “The History of the Jews in the Kingdom of the Bosphors.” in 
Diaspora, p. 129, 131-133. Furter sc¢ M. Heagel, Judaisn and Helleism (London, 1974, 
Vol 1. 298;vo. 2, pp. 199 (note 261, 200-201 (rtes 262, 265, 
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10 assume that these liturgical actvities began to crystallize in Egypt after 
the Torah was translated into Greek mainly after the reign of Ptolemy Il 
Philadelphus (285-246 B.C.E.). I is likely that the story i the Lette of 
Atisteas (305) about how the translators of the Septuagint prayed every day 
and busied themselves with the Bible and its ranslation provided an impor- 
tant paradigm for imitation. This observation probably also holds true for 
the ceremonial convocation held in honor o the translation’s completion— 
during which the Torah was read with great festivity. 2 Philo provides a de- 
scription of Sabbath worship, which probably reflects the rites of the 
Alexandrine Jews (Philo, Moses 1, 41-42): 

to gather in one place on the Sabbath days and, siting together in awe- 
some reverence and exemplary order, to listen o the reading of the 
Torah...and a kohen. (prist) among those present or one of the Flders (that 
is, one of the members of the Gerusia [council]) reads before them the sa- 
cred laws and explains them one by one, unil the later hours of the after 
noon approximately.2! 

  

  

  

   

It seems that lines of similarity exist between the description in the Letter 
of Aristeas and Philo, It reveals not only the actual existence of a festive 
convocation for reading the Torah but also the participating in, or more pre- 
cisely, the conducting of it by a kohen or a Gerusia member (see Aristeas 
310). Even the duration of the convocation “tll the late hours of the after- 
noon approximately” was done in imitation of the duration of the work of 
the Torah translators (risteas, 303; Antiquities XII, 104). The worship of 
God in the synagogues of Alexandria thus not only developed from the aspi- 
ration to duplicate the non-sacrificial worship of the Temple, but alongside 
this imitation developed independent pattens based upon the convocation of 
the Septuagint ranslation preserved in the local radition. 

Philo’s works give full and detailed description of this activity of the 
synagogues on the Sabbaths and Festivals, as it took place in Alexandria 
(see below) and most probably in the provincial towns of Egypt2 In his 
On the Embassy o Gaius (156), Philo attests 1o the ancient custom of the 
Jews to assemble in their houses of prayer” “primarily on the holy Sabbath 
days, when they publicly study the wisdom of their fathers.” In On the 

  

  

2 pristeas 3OS, Josephus adds n his parallel Uewish Aiguies X, 107-108) that at 
that same assembly they ko inerpretd the scipures fo he assmbled 

21 See Hypothetica 7:12-13; <p. Special Laws, Book I 62, except tha there h does ot 
describe “one of speial experience” who reads the Torah as specifcally one of the priets 
or elders. 

22 Verifction ofthis can be found in a inscrition from Naucrats in which “a Sabbath 
gathering” (oivotos aaBarue) i mentioned,see A, Bemard, Le Della égypien d apres les 
textes grecs.vol. 1 (Ciro, 1970), No. 2. 

23 Iy this contextateion should b paid 0 the fact that the synagogue was sometimes 
called by the geniles oayBardiov (=Sabbath house). This i mentioned, for exampl, in one. 
ofthe Imperial orers o the Jews of Asia Minor, s Josephus, Jewsh Anriguities XV 1, 164, 
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Life of Moses (1L, 216), Philo adds that they dedicate their time on that same 
occasion also to acquire knowledge and delve into the matters of Nature in 
general, and that the *houses of prayer’ are really only *houses of study’ 
(Bi8aokaleia) of good sense, courage, temperance. rightcousness, fear of 
‘God, holiness, and every virtue by which one’s duties toward God and man 
an be discerned (Special Laws, I 62).* In spite o the connection of these 
things to the biblical topics and the explanation of the texts, they are also 
directed to the realiies of Philo’s time—witness the analogy (o the customs 

of the Therapeutae with which Philo was closely acquainted (Contemplative 
Life 30-32). It is worth noting that Philo uses similar terminology in his 
comments about the man who reads the Torah: he s one of the ‘Elders,” that 
is, someone of great stature, such as a scholar and leader 25 There is good 
reason to assume that one of the sources of Philo’s Jewish knowledge was 
the Great Synagogue in Alexandria, which was most likely also visited by 
the sages from the Land of Tsrael and who brough their teachings, preac 
ing, and wisdom to their brethren in the Diaspora.?6 Josephus also bears 
witness to the study of Torah and its homiletic exposition in the syna- 
‘gogues on the Sabbaths (Against Apion II, 175; Antiquities XVI, 43) as do 
the books of the New Testament (Mark 1:21-22; 6:2; and Luke 4:15 ff. 31: 
6:6; 13:10; John 6:59; 18:20 etc.). Elsewhere Philo attests to the gatherings 
of the communities of worshipers in Egypt on holidays and festivas (in ad- 
dition to the Sabbaths) in the synagogues. For example, in his work 
Flaccus (116-118) he describes the custom of his brethren to live in sukkot 
(“booths,” or ‘“tabernacles’) for the entire festival. The Jews also come to- 
gether for festive gatherings that take place in the synagogues—during 

  

  

  

  

    

2*In Greek, e philosophy oftheie fathers,”aterm used by Philo on other occasion to 
refer 0 th Jewish Holy Scrptues. See Moses 11 216: On the Creation | 28; Specal Laws, 
Book I 61; Contemplative Life 2. 1t scems that Pilo thought this cusom to be ancien, 0 

Have begun with Moses:sce Hyparhetica :12; . Eusebivs, Pracparatio Evangelica, V1 1, 
3590:360a. See also Josephus, Against Apion 11 10, 175; Act 15221 M. Meg. end f ch. 3 
Y. Meg. 4, 75a; Targum Pcudo-Jonathin on Exodus 18:20; Yalkut Shimoni, Exodus 408 
(Parashat Vayakhe). There is 10 doubr that the traditons which atributed this practice of 
ithering in the synagogues on the Sabbath to Moses wer inended to make it 3 force of 
compelling sanctiy,and they n 50 way relate 10 the pure istoric truh, 

ZS1n the souree: 6 mpeoBirepes xal 7w Soyudruv dumeporatos and likewise 
Hypothetica. 7:11 & 13; Contemplatie Lie 61, He wis chosen as Presidnt o the ceremony 
6 moé8p0s) who would teach hose assembled chapers from the Holy Seripturs (1d Lepd 
pduaa). epeat the material aloud with them, and interpret the mateial thoroughly placidy and pleasanly. Finally he would conclude with aceremonial renition of psaims of 
praise and gloy 1o the Creator, in which the congregation also ook an active part (b 
7511, 

26 Compare it with the itroducion o Ben Sir. sce M. H. Segal, The Complete Ben Sira 
Cerusalem, 1959).p. 1 (in Hebrew). Sc aso. Y. Amir, “Phil’s Homilie on Fear and Love 
and their Relation  Palestinian Midrashim” Zion 30 (1962): 47-60 Gin Hebrew); Y. Amir 
Phil of Alexandia” in Diaspora, p. 240. 

  

    

     
  

       
  

    

 



SYNAGOGUESINEGYPT 213 

which there certainly are ceremonial readings of the Torah 2’ That there was 
a special festive character during the days of the Festival of Sukkot we also 
know from the Jewish community at Edfu (Apollinopolis Magna) from a 
defective papyrus document of the second century C.E. (CPJ, III, 452a), 
where “a pannychis of the Feast of Tabernacles” was held. This apparently 
refers to simhat bet ha-shoevah (the Water Drawing Festival)® These fes- 
tivals were also observed in the synagogue of the Jews of Berenice in 
Cyrenaica along with the New Moon feasts and other festivals. 2 There is 
1o doub that Sukkot's centrality in the lives of the Diaspora communities 
in general and in the worship of God in the synagogues in particular 
stemmed from the importance of this Festival in the Jerusalem Temple from 
the First-Temple period and especially the Second-Temple after the 
Covenant ceremony by Ezra and Nehemiah. This was particulatly evident,as 
we have said, in the festive convocations held on the basis of their similar- 
ity to the fulfillment of the commandment of haghel (*Assemble Me the 
people”) for the purpose of reading the Torah. Not for nothing did the ene- 
mies of Isracl in Alexandria choose (o attack the Jews and their synagogues 
in the years 38, 41, and 115 C.E. specifically on the Festival of Sukkot (sec 
below) 

The functioning of the Great Jewish Synagogue in Alexandria as a 
house of prayer in which ceremonial holy Torah-reading convocations were. 
held accompanied by public blessings led by a special memuneh 
(‘appointec’) and a hazzan is well illutrated in the Talmudic tradition (Y. 
Sukkah 5, 55; B. Sukkah, 51b). The fact that the congregation praying in 
the synagogue “did not it mixed but rather each craft by itself,” i indicative 
not only of the internal structure of the community but also of this organi- 
zation’s view of the status of the Torah reading and the accompanying cere- 
monial blessings 20 

“The central place of the synagogues in Jewish religious life ipso facto 
also gave them a central place in the social and organizational life of the 
Jews, with all of the influences and the legislative and judicial consequences 
resulting therefrom. Not in vain did Tcherikover determine that whenever the 
existence of a synagogue is mentioned in a place of Jewish settlement, one 
can also assume that an orderly and recognized communal organization ex- 
ists there ! Such an institution can be erected only where a sizable Jewish 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

27 On the plots agsinst the synagogues in Alexandri during the Festval of Tabermacles, 

28 For detils on the special importnce of the Festival of Tabermackes in the it of the 
Jewish commniies of the Hellenistic-Roman Diaspora, see Stem's explanation of that 
document. See alo Ksher p. 153-154 (English ed. pp. 165-167) 

2 oo CIG, 5361-5362; REG, LXII (1949): 2831 286t 
0 Kasher, pp. 311314 (English ed. pp. 349-355). 
31 See CPI, 1. p. 7. and lso Kasher, pp. 104-106 (English ed. pp. 106-107) 
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‘community required its services, which means that the synagoguc was situ 
ated at the very heart of the area of settlemen, a Jewish residential area such 
as a town or village, or a neighborhood or quarter of a large city. Any 
Jewish community with a synagogue must number at least some tens of 
families, for it would otherwise be difficult o understand how that commu- 
ity could build such a structure and maintain it properly. The erecting and 
building of a synagogue cerainly required considerable sums of money and 
the existence of communal funds to underwrite its organized activi 
Furthermore, one cannot imagine the erection and operation of such an insti- 
tution without government authorization, especially not in a country with 
centralized, absolutist regime such as Egypt in the Ptolemaic and Roman 
period. In addition, we can also conclude that the synagogue building, in- 
cluding the fand on which it was erected, was communty property owned by 
all the Jewish residents of the place. It erection and regular ongoing opera- 
tion could not take place without the existence of an organized religious and 
communal leadership recognized by the authorities and authorized by the 
Jewish community itself to make decisions and act in its name.32 All this 
adds up to the conclusion that the existence of a synagogue clearly points to 
the existence of an organized, well-established Jewish commaunity. 

‘What s known of most of Egyptian synagogues comes, a stated, from 
epigraphy. These consist primarily of dedicatory inscriptions placed in the 
synagogues or upon their gates in honor of the royal family at the time, 
These inscriptions can, in fact, teach us not only about the right of decision 
(the *psephisma’) which the local Jews possessed, but also about their orga- 
nizational structure. This organization was necessary, for without it they 
would not have been able to make and implement even the simplest deci- 
sion, such as dedicating an inscription in honor of the royal house. The ter- 
minology adopted in those inscriptions, s far as the communities that 
erected the synagogue are concemed, s in keeping with the accepted official 
rules relating to organized local organizations. The formulations such as 
“The Jews of place such and such” or “The Jews from place so and so” (ol 

év... lovbatow, of éx..."lovbalor, ol mo...'Towbto) attested to a Jewish in- 
dependent organization separate from the local community organization by 
whose name the community was called (see noe 31 above). The legal basis 
for such an organization could only be with governmental permission, 
which recognized the right of the Jews “to live by their ancestral laws,” a 
right which was also given to other ethnic communities in Egypt.* 

  

  

    

  

    
    

    

  

   
  

32 The right to make  community decision (¥jétoya) was a charsceristic right granied 
o bodies organized and recogized by the cenral authariis: see Kasher,in 3 number of 
places 

33 Abou this version i aniquity in gencral, se for cxampl, Arian, Anabasis 1, 417, 
2:18 & VIL 1:20; Polybas 1, 1:20; IG, 1.4, 90; BCH 43 (1920): 7, No. 4 t al. mula Inthe 
usages of the fommulation in connecion with Diaspora Jewry, sce for exampl, Jewish 
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‘The permission o erect a synagogue and hold regular activities was, in 
practice, conditional and obviously dependent upon official recogition by 
the central authorities of the synagogue’s status as a *holy place,” which en- 
joyed protection against desccration (the right of asylia).* One of the in- 
scriptions from an unidentified community in Lower Egypt (CIJ, II, 
1449=CPJ, 111, 1449) confirms the existence of this right inthe clearest way 
“By order of the Queen and King, in place of the previous tablet of the dedi- 
cation of the house of prayer, et there be written above what had been writ- 
ten below: ‘King Ptolemy Eucrgetes [proclaimed] the house of prayer as a 

refuge™ (éouhov). At the botiom of the inscription there 
i Latin—"The King and Queen have ordered (his).” Scholars are divided 
over whether the reference is to Queen Zenobia of Palmyra and her son (270 
CE) or o the last Ptolemaic Queen, Cleopatra VI and her son Caesarion35 
In any case, the later inscription relates (0 the right of asylia already given 
o the synagogue in the days of Ptolemy Il Euergetes I (247-221 B.C.E.). 
This date thus reveals the antiquity of the local community and the early 
royal recognition of its sanciity. A papyrus document from Alexandrou- 
Nesos in the Faym of 218 B.CE. (CPJ, 1, 129) also verifies, albeit ind 
rectly, the right of asylia which protected the local synagogue in such an 
carly a period. The document is arranged as a petition of an anonymous 
woman who complained that a local Jew named Dorotheus had stolen her 
cloak and demanded justice be done. From her charge, it tuns out that when 
she called out for help, Dorotheus fled o the synagogue with the item. With 
the involvement of a third party, the stolen cloak was deposited with the 
nakaros of the synagogue uniil the verdict would be decided. The very fact 
that the item was deposited with the nakoros (the one in charge of the ser- 
vices, the maintenance and supervision of sacred property) attsts 10 the 
right of asylia which the place enjoyed3® Another inscription, from 
Alexandria itself, mentioned the existence of a ‘sacred precinct’ (5 lepds 
ep(BoNos), in which the local *house of prayer” stood along with the sruc- 
tures or installations appended o it (i ouyK{povTa) which we shall discuss 
later. The very definition of the area as a ‘sacred precinct’ indicates the power 

  

  

  

   

  

  

  

    

  

  

  

  

    

  

Antguiies X, 3%; X1 126, 150; XIV, 213,234 
3410 this regard the symagogue was no diffrent fom aher holy plces. On the right of 

asylum in ancien Egyp. see F. V. Wocss, Das Asylwesen Agypiens. in der Prlemdercit 
Mnchen, 1923y, M 1. Rotovzet, Socil and Economic History of the HeleistcWorld 
(Onford, 1941, pp. 899 i See alo on ths right given to the synagogues, V. Schrage, 
“awayy,” in Theologishes Worterbich sum Neten Testament,vo. 7, p. 285, nos. 175 
17; Keauss, pp. 261, 

35 For et see: C17, 1, p. 144 and likewise Hengel, p. 169, ot 2 
36 For ull detis on this documen, s Kasher, p. 137-138 (English d. pp. 146-148) 

246,260, 263, 264; XV1, 28, 60,16, 
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of the sanctity afforded it and those in need of the religious services which 
the structures and installations erected therein provided. This picture also 
finds verification in Philo’s writings about the synagogues in Alexandria of 
his day (Flaceus 48, and compare Gaius 137) as well as the cpigraphic evi- 
dence touching upon other synagogues throughout the Hellenistic-Roman 
Diaspora.’” The fact of the existence of non-Jewish ‘sacred places’ in 
Alexandria that also enjoyed asylia, indicates that the synagogues were com- 
parable 10 them in status in this regard. They enjoyed protection by virtue of 
orders and decrees of the central authorities and not of the urban authori- 
ties—the sworn enemies of the Jews.* Very insiructive in this context is 
the fact that the synagogue in Arsinoé-Crocodilopolis was erected on a plot 
ofland whose official legal definition was ‘sacred land" (iepd ). It was reg- 
istered in the local land registry at the end of the second century B.C.E 
(CPJ, 1, 134) to indicate that the synagogue was recognized as a ‘sacred 
place in the eyes of the authorities and placed on par with other sacred sites 
in the city. 

Information about structures and installations connected with synagogue 
buildings have survived from a number of places in Egypt. In Xencphyris in 
the northwest Delta, a ‘gate-house” (muAsv) was mentioned upon which had 
a dedicatory inscription in honor of King Prolemy VIII Physcon Euergetes IT 
(145-116 B.CE.) affixed t0 it by the local community (CIJ, I, 1440=CPJ, 
101, 1440). Since normally such a structure was erected at the entrance of a 
compound which surrounds the main building for purposes of protection and 
supervision, one can conclude that the synagogue at Xenephyris stood on a 
plot of land surrounded by a wall or a stone fence so that the gate-house al- 
lowed supervision of those who came there It i very logical to posit that 
the plot was called a ‘sacred precinct’ or a ‘sacred plaza’ (6 iepos 
mep(Bokos) as in the instance noted above. The mention of buildings or ap- 
purtenances (7 ouykipovTa) but without details, i expressed in the dedica- 
tory inscription in honor of King Ptolemy VI in the synagogue at Nitriai, 
which is surely Natrun on the westem desert border of the Egyptian Delta 
(CIU, I, 1442 = CPJ,TII, 1442). In Athribis in the eastern Delta, there is 
mention in a private dedication inscription, apparently to Ptolemy VI 

  

  

¥ See Cl, 1, 738 (Phocacal; C1, 1. 752 (Thyaeis). Compare Sukenik’s comments on 
e finds from the synagogues of Mileius, Priene, Siobi and Durs-Europos, sce Sukenik, 
ASPG, pp. 40, 42,49, 79, 3. The same hlds forthe synagogucs in the Land of lrac, such a5 Capemaun, Chorazi, and Naaran (., p. 8, 22, 28). e righ of ssylum i indirectly 
also indicated by th wrtings of Josephus (Jewish Awigutes, XIV, 261 XV, 163-164) in 
relation o the synagogues i the ciies o Asia Minor, 

35Cp, forexample. Gaius, 150-151; Flaccus S1. For complte detailson eligious lfe in 
Alexandeia,including mentions of the emples nd th placs ofrtul-worsip, see at ength 
P.M Fraer, Polenaic Alexandria, vo. 1 Oxfod, 1972, pp. 189 1. 
39 See M. Maas. 3:6; M. Erub, 8145 M. Sotah . 
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Philometor (180-145 B.CE), of an exedra structure contributed by some 
family or other and appended to the synagogue building (C1J, 1T, = CPJ, III, 
1444).90 In a papyrus document (CPJ, IIl, 432) from Arsino 
Crocodilopolis of 113 B.C.E., prepared as an official accouning of the i 
come and expenses relating (0 the city water supply, two local synagogu 
‘were mentioned among the largest of the water consumers. The large water 
bill may indicate that they had a few water installations such as migwao for 
itual-purity immersions, water basins for ritual washing of the hands and 
for drinking, and perhaps even installations for the household needs of the 
Jews living nearby. I is very plausible that in the protected ‘sacred 
precinct’ of the synagogue there also was a community archive in which 
Jews deposited for safekeeping ‘papers’ and documents of importance (wills, 
contracts, deeds and the like).4? It was also customary to preserve in the 
archives the genealogicallists of the members of the community and espe- 
cially of those eligible to marry into the priesthood.* The monies for sacred 
causes and the contributions of the half-shekels collected to be sent to 
Jerusalem were also deposited there, and also, of course, the community 
funds for underwriting the life of the community itself.4 To the extent that 
in different communities there were permanent religious courts, of the sort 
we have found in Alexandria, it s logical to assume that they also sat in or 
near the synagogue. 5 The accepted opinion is that the court in Alexandria 
was organized along the lines of the Great Sanhedrin, which sat in the 
Chamber of Hewn Stones in the Jerusalem Temple, and is the basis for the 
tradition that the Great Synagogue in Alexandria had seventy (or seventy 

    
   

  

  

  

  

0 T exedra was an entsance hall, porico o arcade bultas an appendag (o the main 
building, and it is known in the Greck. gymaasia s well as in the Jewish communal 
consrucion in the Hellenstc-Roman period. For frthe details see Kasher, pp. 112-113 
(Englsh cd. pp. 116-117, 

1 For an extensive discussion of this document, see Kasher, pp. 132-133, 135-136 
(English ed. p. 140-141, 143-140), 

2 papyrological evidence of his has sunived from Alexandra,see: CPY, 11 143, There 
is a recolection of another Jewish srchivs in the Hellenistic-Roman Disspora from the 
Phiygian Hierapolis (CLJ, 1, T75). The fact tha in Alexandriathee also existed  paralel 
ity archives (CPJ, 1. p. ) and kewise in the Phrygian Hicrapolis see CLJ, I, 76, T75- 
779) may be indicative of the paale lgal status s institutions ecognized and protecied 
by the fore of the law 
e, or example, Aganst Apion, 31-36: Lfe 6. And see Kasher, pp. 123,151 

(Eaglish et p. 132 162,262,367, 
See, for example, Pl Gaias 156-157, 216,291, 312, 316; Special Laws, Book 1,77 

Cp. furthr, Jewish Aniguiies XIV, 110113, 227: XVI, 2728, 45, 160, 166-172, et 
Cicero, Pro Flacco 25, 6667 For frter detalssee Kasher, “Jersalem 25  Metrupols™ 
Cathedra 11 (1979 1. note 26. 

45 See Tos. Pesh 4:6 (Zuckermandel diton, p. 23 Tos. Ket. 11 (., p. 263): B. Ket. 
255, And see siso S. Licherman, Tocfta ki-Feshutah, Moed (Sutkah) (New York, 1962), 
Pp. 589.890; i, Peah, p. 182. and Jewish Aniquties XIV, 235, 260, 
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one) seats of gold.* Even if we have our reserations about that detail, ar- 
guing that the similarity is only based upon the sanctified Biblical model 
mentioned in Numbers 11:16, we cannot ignore the actual existence of a 
similariy. After all, the Talmudic traditions about the Great Sanhedrin in 

  Jerusalem also aver that its composition was on the basis of that very 
Biblical model itself.** Be that as it may, the functioning of the Great 

ue in Alexandria as the seat of the community religious court, 
according to the Talmudic tradition, can strengthen our argument above 
concerning the similrity of synagogues and the Temple in Jerusalem.* 

As stated above, Philo tells of the synagogue’s use each and every 
‘Sabbath also as a *house of study” (Bu6ackarela) for learning good sense, 
humaneness, temperance and righteousness, fear of God, holiness, and every 
virtue by which one’s duties toward God and man can be discerned (Moses, 
11,216). In his work On the Embassy 10 Gaius (115), he praises and glories 
in the tutors and instructors that have always existed in all the Jewish com- 
munities, enjoined t0 instruct in the Written Torah and the Oral Torah, to 
teach one both about the educational and scholarly ceremonial-festive activi- 
ties and also about the ongoing daily activities that took place within the 
synagogue or the nearby structures, 

‘The protection of the public using the synagogues and their installations 
could in no way be adequate if based only upon the right of asylia granted 
the place and its precinct. The right to assemble itself had to be legally 
valid, properly formulated, and publicly known. Indeed, Philo a few times 
stressed that the gatherings of the Jews in their synagogues were permitted 
by law, and that the known prohibitions of assembly that had been insti- 
tuted since the days of Julius Caesar and Augustus did not apply to them.50 

  

  

  

  

46 Y. Sukkah S5 Tos. Sukkah 416 (Zuckermandel ediion p. 198): B. Sukkah S1b. And 
see or example, Schire, vol. 2, p. 211;S. Hocaig, The Great Sanhedrin, The History and. 
Aciites ofth Great Beth-Din i the Days of e Second Temple (ierusaiem, 1961), pp. §7- 
S8 in Hebrow): S Kasher, . 310ff (English ed. p. 349 1), 

47 Sec Y. Efton, Sudies of the Hasmonean Period (Tel Aviv, 1980), pp. 268, 287 and 
note 15 (in Hebrov). 

8 Sc, for cxample, Mishnsh Sashedrin 1:5-6,2: 

   
       :and Schirer, vol. 2, p. 210, note 34 

9 The similaity motf was emphasized evn i rltion o the glory ofthe synagogue it 
similar inguistic style. “Whocter i not se the double colonnade of Alexandria never n his 
Jife saw the the glory o Israel” (Y. Sukkah 553 as was sid o the Templ of Jerusalem: 
Whoener did not see the glory of the Temple srucure nevr i his lfe saw a magnificent 

strocure” (B Sukkah S15) and “Whoever did no see Herod's sructure never in is e saw 
a beautiful sructure” (B. Baba Bata ). 
50 On Lex Julia Caesaris de Coleis. e Suetonvs, Juius 2:3 1id, Augustus 1:32. And 

s the comprehensive survy of Z. Yavetz, Julia Coesar and His Public Image (London, 
1983), pp. 85.96. As for what Philo wrte on this,sce Flceus 5, 135-136; Gaias 156,311 
312, 316; cp. Josephus, Jewish Antiguites XIV, 213216, and sce also: E. Schier, 
Geschichte des judischen Volkes i Zeialier Jesu Chrisi (Leiptig, 1909), pp. GAIT 
Smallwood, Phil, p. 208-206, 236.237; . H. Lei, Sudies i Jewish Hellenism (erusaem, 
1960),pp. 102 f, 198 Gn Hebrew). 
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  Therefore he condemned the desecration of the synagogues as a “rev- 
olutionary innovation and an abomination that has never been done” 
(Flaccus 41). His emphasis on “the revolutionary innovation” which was 
strongly expressed in a number of his atestations, was intended to protest 
against the desecration of Jewish sancia or to denounce and condem the 
damage to their laws in general &' Not for naught did Philo raise the alarm 
at the danger of the Alexandrine precedent for the Jewish communities in the 
Roman Empire (Flaccus 4547, 152; Gaius 346). The desecration of the 
synagogues in Alexandria was expressed in practice in many ways; syna- 
‘gogues were seized and plundered (Flaccus 52, 123), which is obvious from 
the information about the banishment of the Jews from four of the city’s 
neighborhoods to a single, small neighborhood in the eastern section of the 
ity (Flaceus 55 ff. & 171; Gaius 121 ff). The seizure of the synagogues in 
the four neighborhoods was also accompanied by their destruction and razing 
{0 the very foundations, including the burning of the structures made of 

vavood (Gaius 132-133). This was made possible by virtue of the fact that 
cooperative non-Jews also lived in those neighborhoods. On the other hand, 
the attack on the synagogues in the residential area with a dense Jewish 
population was not accompanied by such acts of destruction and arson 
(because of the absence of cooperating enemies living there), but it was 
expressed by the removal of the dedicatory plagues, the various shields and 
steles in honor of the emperors (Flaccus 53; Gaius 133) and especially by 
the erection of images of Emperor Caligula, and in the Great Synagogue—a 
large bronze statue (Flaccus 41, 43, S1; Gaius 134fT). It should be pointed 
out that the disturbances in Alexandria continued through the entire month 
of September (38 B.C.E.) and reached their climax during the Feast of 
Tabernacles (Flaccus 116fF.). That is o say, they continued through the en- 
tire Jewish holiday period, when Jewish communal life was especially 

vely. In 41 BLC.E.,the disturbances were renewed twice: first at the begin- 
ning of the year with Jewish instigation which began immediately after the 
death of Caligula, and sccond, in the months of September-October with 
Greek instigation. It is reasonable (0 posit that, as in 38 B.C.E., the 
Greeks directed their attack upon the Jewish community specificaly during 
the holiday period in order to do damage to their sancia and their religious 
sensitivites in the most painful and malicious way. It could not have been 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

    

51 See, for example, Flaccus 47; Gaius 152, 157, 165, 208, 292, 300, 333, The 
innovation” mater s emphasized nguistcally by means of th verb vewr<p(Co. 

52 Also, the restoraton of thei rights (0 the Jews of Alexandria, nd foremost among 
them the defense of the things sacred (0 them and the laws.of their foefathers, was 
considered a paradigm and a legal, immutabe norm thoughout the Empir. Not incidenally 

did Emperor Clauius also publish,slongside is Alexandrian Edic (Jewish Antiuites Book. 
XIX, 280285, his Ecumerical Edct (bid. 286,291, 292) 

55 For complete detils on tis, sse Kasher, pp. 247-249 (English d. pp. 272-274). 
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accidental that the period of the “batle of the Romans against the Jews'” in 
the *War of Quietus’ also took place during the holiday period, and most 
likely was done with the cooperation and inspiration of the hostile Greek 
population in Alexandria 5¢ 

In sum, the Jewish synagogues in ancient Egypt were erected on the ba- 
is of similarity o the Temple in Jerusalem as a place of prayer and gather- 
ing together in festive convocations on Sabbaths and festivals. Since all the 
Eommu nal institutions clustered around them, and since they cnjoyed the 
ight of asylum, they stood at the center of the daily Jewish communal ife. 
tis no wonder, then, that in days of calamity the synagogues were the first 

‘and primary targets for the attack and malevolence of Isracl's enemies. 

54 The date of the publication of the Edict by the govermor, Lupus—the 13th o Octobe, 
115 . —may allude o this, sinc it i the serminus ante guem forthe outbreak of the 
disturbances. See CPJ. 11, 435 . Fuchs, “The Revolt of the Jews in Egypt, 115-117 C.E.in 
Lightofthe Papyri”in D Rokesh, ed, Jowsh Rebellons in the Time of Trjan, 115-117 C.. 
(lersalem: Zalman Shazar Centr, The Hisorical Sociey of Isacl, 1978), pp. 1241f i 
Hebrew).    



    

  

    

  

  

    SYNAGOGUES IN BABYLONIA IN THE TALMUDIC PERIOD 

ISAIAH GAFNI" 

“The Babylonian Talmud records the following statement, which, while 
somewhat enigmatic, nevertheless suggests a unique status for the syna- 
‘gogues of Babylonia, in comparison (o their counterparts in the Land of 

el: “Rav Assi said: Synagogues in Babylonia are built “with a stipula- 
) and nevertheless they may not be treated disrespectfully” (B 

Megillah 28b). The ‘stipulation’ here, following Rashi’s commenary, is 
that upon their establishment it was understood that they may be used for 
certain non-sacral purposes, as opposed to synagogues in Palestne, where 
the following baraita lsts precisely what is permilted and forbidden within 
the synagogue: 

  

  

      

‘Our Rabbis taught: “Synagogues! must not be treated disrespectfully: One 
‘cannot cat in them, drink in them, dress up in them, stroll about in them 
nor enter them in hot weather 1o get out of the sun or in rainy weather to 
escape the rain, nor eulogize in them a private culogy; it is, however, per- 
missible 10 read [ic., Torah] in them and study (=7%) in them and speak a 
public eulogy in them.” R. Judah said: “When [are these laws applic- 
able]?—when they [ic. the synagogues] are in use, but in their destroyed 
state you leave them and allow the grass (o grow in them, and the grass is 
not plucked 50 as to cause anguish."? 

  

  

Rav Assi’s statement regarding the uniqueness of Babylonian synagogues is 
thus intended as a qualification of the above prescription that regulates syna- 
gogue behavior, although the various medieval talmudic commentators dis- 
agree as to what he precisely meant. It is unclear whether the special 
“stipulation’ regarding Babylonian synagogues indicates they may be used 
for non-sacral purposes only once they have been destroyed (unlike 
Palestinian synagogues), or that even when they are functioning synagogues 

* This cssay was crigially publihed in A. Kasher, A. Oppenheimer, and U. Rappapor, 
eds. Synagogues in Antiguity (Jerasalem, 1987), pp. 155-162 (in Hebrew). It has been 
transaied by the sthor and with the permision of Yad Ishk Ben Z+i 

" Ms. Munich reads: (synagogues and houses of study), as 6o other 
manuscrpts and medieval commenttors:cf. Digduge Soferi ad To..p. 145 th adition of 
‘batei midrashot" 150 sppeas inthe parleln Y Megillah 3:, 740 

2B Megillsh 28-b; . Toscfta Megillsh 218 ed, Licberman, p 353) and Y Megillah 34 
74 for a discussion o the baraita cf Licherm, Tosefia ki-Fshutah, Mocd (New York, 
1962),pp. 1162-1164 
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the structures may be utilized for certain non-sacral purposes. Whatever the 
original intention in Rav Assi’s statement, one thing is apparent: someone, 
at some time, considered the formal satus of synagogues in Babylonia o be 
different from that of their Palestinian counterparts. While we might never 
successfully uncover any explicitly cited ‘stipulation” regarding the inten- 
tions behind the very building of synagogues in Babylonia, the question 
nevertheless n sanian Babylonia perform a 
different social function or operate in a communal context that would sug 
gest a social setting at variance from that of other synagogues, whether in 
Palestine or the Greco-Roman diaspora? It is this question that serves as the 
focus of the following study. It requires, a the outset, certain methodologi- 
cal observations and words of caution, which relate to the broader question 

of any historian’s attempt to recover Babylonian Jewish social history. 
Research on the social life and communal structure of Palestinian Jews 

under Roman and Byzantine rule has a varied corpus of source material from 
which a fairly convincing picture can be drawn. Although the problems re- 
lating to the use of rabbinic literature for historical purposes have been 
recognized and enunciated by scholars of various disciplines, this literature 
does not present itself to the historian of Judaism in Late Antiquity in a vac 
uum.* For many questions, it serves neither as the single source of informa- 
tion nor even as the primary one. The history of synagogues in Palestine 
and the Greco-Roman diaspora in lte antiquity is a case in point. Alongside 
the numerous rabbinic literary allusions to synagogues and their functions 
we have a wealth of parallel, non-Jewish, literary sources—contempora- 
neous with rabbinic sources but nevertheless from a different vaniage point 
or for decidedly tendentious reasons—that describe what others saw as 
happening in the synagogues. These sources include, of course, the 
numerous Christian references to synagogue activity—from the New Testa- 
ment to the writings of Church fathers—even the vehement anti-synagogue 
polemics evinced, for example, in the witings of John Chrysostom.S To 
these we can add the numerous legal issues relating o the synagogue and its 

  

  

     

        

  

  

  

  

    

    

  

3 For a lst of both opinions smong various medival commentators <f. Talmudic 
Encyelopedia, vol. 3 Geruslem, 1981), p. 195 and notes 193-197 (i Hebrew) 

4 e, for example: . Neusner, “History and the Study of Talmadic Literature,” The Allan 
Bronfnan Lectur, Shaar Shamsyim Synagogue, Monieal 1978: W. S. Green, “What's in a 
Name™—The Problemaic of Rabbinie Biogrsphy." in Approaches (0 Ancient Judaisn: 
Theory and Praciie. vol. 1, ¢d. W. 5. Green, (Missoula MT. Scholas Press, 1978),pp. 7- 
96: D. M, Goodblt, “Towards the Rehabiliaton of Tamudic History.” in B. M. Bokser, 
History of Judaism—The Next Ten Years (Chico, CA: Scholars Pres, 1981),pp. 31-44; L 1 
Levine, The Rabbinic Clss of Roman Palesine in Late Antquity (erussiem-New York, 
1989),pp. 16-20; . Frcnkel, “Rescarch on he Aggadic Story: A Look o the Future” Jewish 
Studies 30 (1990) 21.30 in Hebrew) 

S Much of the material has been collected and examined in Cohen, 
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leadership, taken up in the Roman Imperial legislation of the time.$ Yet a 
third literary component of the non-Jewish sources on synagogues are the 
references to the Jewish insiitution found in the Greek and Latin writings of 
pagan authors.” Most of these sources were available to our predecessors 
involved in the study of the ancient synagogue, whercas our own generation 
has been enriched by the mass of archacolo 
synagogues. These discoveries are indispensable not only for examining the 
development of the synagogue in al its physical manifestations, but also as 
a control for appraising rabbinic or non-rabbinic influences that are apparent 
in the structure. Furthermore, the archacological evidence enables scholars to 
establish the general position of the rabbis within Palestinian Jewish 
society. Much of this holds true, albei to a lesser degree, when discussing 
diaspora Judaism. While we have archacological evidence of synagogues in 
the diaspora, this amounts to much less than what has been uncarthed in 
Israel. But luckily, archacological evidence is not our sole source of 
information about diaspora synagogues. Roman legal decrees relate to 
diaspora synagogues no less than to Palestinian ones, and clearly some 
Christian or pagan authors have the image of a non-Palestinian synagogue 
before them. 

Al this changes radically when focusing on the role of the synagogue in 
the largest of all Jewish diaspora communities of late antiquity, the Jews of 
Babylonia. Here our information derives from one source alone, the 
Babylonian Talmud. Indeed, physical evidence of these structures is non 
existent, and few Christian authors writing east of the Euphrates—not even 
those in contact with the Jews there (c.g., Aphrahat)—supply us with any- 
thing remotely like the amount of material available for the synagogues of 
the western world. Needless to say, therefore, our ability o derive hard real- 
ity from this unique literary source is greatly diminished. The nature of our 
sole source requires not only a careful preliminary textual, philological and 
literary analysis, but we must constantly distinguish between two types of 
synagogue discussions in the Bavli. Inasmuch as the Bavli follows and 
elaborates on all mishnaic and other early Palestinian sources on syna- 
‘gogues, we must realize that many of these discussions are only academic 
and hypothetical analyses of earlie, Palestinian statements. These have the 
aim of establishing halakhic principles and guidelines—regardless of 
whether these guidelines accurately reflect the historical sitz-im-leben of 
synagogue reality in Sasanian Babylonia. For our purposes, the stories of 
Babylonian sages about their synagogues are far more important, Although 

    

  

    

    

  

   

      

    

  

6o underSynagogue’ in the subject ndex, . 42 
See M. Stem, Greek and Latin Authors on Jews and Judaism, vols. 1-3 Cerusalem, 

19741984),and itings under “Synagogue, “Archisynagogus, and “Proseiche’in he index 
of subjects invol 3. 
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that these stories contain a legendary component that may render 
the vast majority of events described totally unhistorical, it is no less prob- 
able that a certain perception of the synagogue—one which relates to what 
the storytellers assumed was the obvious activity taking place in the syna 
‘gogue—clearly presents us with solid information concerning the nature of 
synagogue life in Babylonia. Morcover, (o the extent that Babylonian and 
Palestinian sources preserve parallel accounts or commentaries on carlier 
sources relating (o synagogues, a comparison of the contents of these ver- 
sions may often reflect the different settings and realia familiar to each of the 
transmitters. This comparison may enable us to identify Babylonian reality 
unknown to and therefore lacking in the paralll Palestinian version. Indeed. 
itis precisely through such a process of comparison, and with all the above- 
stated reservations notwithstanding, that a particular picture of Babylonian 
synagogues emerges from the Babylonian talmudic stories concerning syna- 
gogue life and activity. Moreover, these stories may shed light not only on 
the nature of Babylonian synagogue activity, but also on the organization 
and authority structure of the Babylonian Jewish community as a whole. 

Much has been written about synagogues serving not only as centers of 
worship (that s, prayer) in their earliest Palestinian settings, but also about 
their role as the nucleus of local communal lfe.* providing the population 
with “a wide range of activities ™ Synagogues can serve as the location for 
courts of law, the collection of local charity funds, a hostel, a banquet hall, 
a place of refuge and a local primary-level schoolhouse. !0 To the extent that 
some formal form of worship played a part in synagogues of the Second- 
Temple period, ths frequently focused on the reading of the Torah and in- 
struction of the Law, either by means of a ranslation and elaboration of the 
text or in the form of a public sermon. Indeed, the question of how early we: 
can identify fixed and obligatory prayer as a function of the synagogue has 
repeatedly been raised, most recently and forcefully in a major study by E. 
Fleischer. He not only raises doubls regarding the very establishment of a 
fixed prayer system in Second-Temple Palestine,! but categorically states 

  

  

  

   

    

¥ Scc . zeilin, “The Tefila, The Shemareh Ere. An Historcl Study of the Fist 
Canonization o t Hebrew Litury.” JQR 54 (1963-1964): 228-23; Baron, p. 2011 . 

“The Synagoguc.” n S. Saiai nd M. Sc,eds., The Jewish People n the Firsi 
Conty ol 2 (Phiadelpis. 1576),pp. 042984 

S Levine, SLA.p. 14 
10 Sce 2. Safrai, “Commanal Funtons of the Syrsgogue i etz feael duin the 

Misnsi ad Taimudic eiods” in . Scmid, .. Meroriat Vol for Mordecha Weer, 
Qerusalem: Yavach, 1981). pp. 230248 (in Hebrew, (<Z. Safr, cd.. The Ancient 
Syragogue, Collcied Aricles Uerusalm, 1986], . 105128 (1 i siso walated n 
volume s | cf. Baro, p. 286: I a word, the synsgogue focalized in el the whole 
Communal e ofJewry. ax thus became the clminsingexpresson of Jewish storomy. 

11E Frice,“0n the Beioningsof Olgstry Jewis Payee.” Taric 59 (1985-199): 397441 G Hebrow) 
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       that “the early synagogue, in all the authentic sources, was not a place of 

prayer but a forum for public gatherings and for reading and studying the 
Law and the Prophets 12 

Be that as it may, the picture reflected in the Bavli is dramatically 
different from the varied communal roles commonly ascribed to the 
synagogues of Palestine and the Greco-Roman diaspora. A systematic 
review of all synagogue stories in the Bavli shows that the dominant— 
almost exclusive—actvity described as taking place within the confines of 
the synagogue is prayer, and sometimes the reading of the Torah. Moreover, 
the Bavli frequently alludes en passan to the synagogue as a place of prayer, 
while linking most other manifestations of communal activity listed above 
0 other frameworks or authority structures within Jewish Babylonia. The 
following are a few examples of this one-dimensional representation of the 
synagogue in the Bavli 

  

      
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    

  

      1. B Berakhot 7b: “Rav Isaac said to Ray Nahman: Why does the Master 
(=you) not come (o the synagogue o pray? He replicd: I cannot [come].” 
2B Rosh Hashanah 24b: “There was a synagogue at Shaf ve-yareb in 
Nehardea that had 2 statue (andaria; Rashi: a statue of the king), and Ray, 

Samuel, Samuel's father and Levi would enter and pray there, and were not 
afraid of arousing suspicion [of dolatry]. 
3. B Baba Batra 3b: “Rav Hisda said: One should no tear down a synagogue 
until another synagogue has been built. Some say this s out of fear of ne- 
gligence (i.c.. not fulfilling the plan to build another synagogue), and 
some say because of prayer (it that prayer will be discontinued until a 
new synagogue is built)” This tradition, i passing, fears that the absence 
of a synagogue will disrupt prayers, but makes no mention of any other 
public functions that are likely o be neglected. 
4. B Berakhot 8b: “Rava told his sons: *..and do not walk in back of a 
synagogue while the congregation s praying.” 
5. B Berakhot 30b: “Although there were thirteen synagogues in 

| Tiberias—R. Ami and R. Assi did not pray except among the columns, the 
place where they would study.” (This is one of mumerous examples 
purporting to describe a Palestinian setting, but possibly also reflecting 
the Babylonian reality with which the transmilters of the source were 
familiar). 
6. B Megillah 29: “Abaye said: At firs 1 would study at home and pray in 
the synagogue, but when I heard what David (.. King David, author of 
Psalms) said: ‘O Lord I love the habitation [me ‘on] of Your house" (Ps. 
26:8) I would study in the synagogue.” In the parallel o this source, in B 
Berakhot 8a: “When I heard what R. Hiyya b. Ami said in the name of 
Ulla—'From the day the Temple was destroyed God has in His world only 
the four cubits of halakah'—1 pray only where I study.” 

         

       

                

   

  

    

        

    
            
        
        

  

    

   

          

  

“This last source is interesting for a number of reasons. If we noted the ele- 
ment of learning or teaching as one of the major functions of the Palestinian 

12ibia., Bag. Summary p. V.   
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synagogue, with prayer possibly establishing itself only later, in Babylonia 
the process may have been reversed. The synagogue serves primarily as 
place of prayer, with other functions—such as leaming—entering only later, # 
and with some difficulty. This process is apparent in yet another tradition, 
which describes two sages—Ravina and Rav Adda b. Matna—standing near 
a synagogue and discussing a question of halakah with Rava. *It began to 
rain heavily and they entered the synagogue, saying, We entered the syna- 
gogue not because of the rain but because the halakic discourse requires a 
clear mind like a day of the north-wind” [that is, a clear dayl; (B Megillah 
28b). While the question here was obviously the permissibility of entering a 
synagogue to get out of the rain, it is nevertheless noteworthy that the rab- 
bis make excuses for entering the synagogue for the purpose of studying. 

Moreover, the highlighting of prayer in the Babylonian synagogues 
points to what is lacking in those same traditions, namely, the projection of 
the synagogue as the central institution of Jewish communal life and the 
seat of its authoritative officers. Thus, for instance, much has been writien 
on the “archisynagogus” found in sources relating to Palestine and the 
Greco-Roman diaspora."* While some see this as referring to a particular 
position of leadership within the synagogue, others consider the phrase to be 
synonymous with *head of the community.” This last use apparently is sup- 
ported by the references to the office in the Theodosian Code, but the term 
may have taken on different meanings in different localties.!* In Babylonia, 
nowhere do we encounter any such link between officers connected (0 the 

nunal authority. In fact, the Bavli hardly 
d o the synagogue.'S 

In general, the reality and activities connected with synagogue life are 
stressed far more in Palestinian sources than in the Bavli, even when the 
particular case at hand does not relate directly to aspects of the synagogue. A 
g0od illustration of this may be found in the two traditions surrounding the. 
attempt of Hananiah, the nephew of R. Joshua, (o intercalate the calendar in 
Babylonia, only to be forced by the Palestinian authorities to back down.16 
The context of the clash between Hananiah and the Palestinian messengers 
is strikingly different in the two versions. In the Bavli’s version, the mes- 

 with him in the followi hey told 

       
  

  

  

  

  

    

  

   

    

  

    sengers literally pick a   

13 Sce Juster,pp. 450453 Krauss,pp. 114-121: and Schier, vl. 2, pp. 434-43. 
14 Codex Theodosianus 16:5:4 (Linder, .6, p. 135), 16313 (Linder, . 20 
der p. 216 cf. Linder,p- 137, .10, 
5 The Bavli refers a fow tmes o the fazan in Babylona: B Eruvin 74b, 

Acskhin 60 (hazanet de-Punbedha re mising in Arakhin 6 in Mss. Murich and Vatcan 
119);¢f. M. D. Yodelowits, Jewish Life in Talmudic Tines: Sefer Nelardea (Vilna, 1905. 
epe. Jerusalm 1971, . 26 and n. 6 Gin Hebrew), who suggests tha these references may 
be e addions o theorginal Bavi ext, possbly by the Saborim, 

168 Berakhot 63a; Y Sanbedrin 112 19 
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him: We have come to study Torah...He began o proclaim ‘unclean’ and 
they decreed: ‘clean,” he proclimed ‘forbidden,” and they— permissible’ 

- He said 0 them: Why do you declare clean when I declare unclean?.. They 
said: Because you intercalate years and fix New Moons outsid the Land of 
Israel.” The framework for this episode is obviously the ‘bet midrash,” and 
i fact after the clash erupts, Hananiah is warned that if he does not accede to 

the demands of the messengers, he will be “excommunicated” (173 7). 
This phrase, in the Bavli, almost always alludes to a banishment from the 
bet midrash, and is the logical conclusion in the context presented in the 
Bavli.” Not 5o in the Palestinian Talmud, where tradition places the clash 
in a totally different context: “R. Yizhak arose and read in the Torah: These 
are the festivals of Hananiah, nephew of R. Joshua....R. Nathan arose and 
completed (the haftarah: For out of Babylonia shall come Torah, and the 
word of God from Nehar Pekod”! For the Palestinian storyteller the public 
clash would naturally take place in a synagogue setting, where Torah and the 
Prophets are read publicly, and it is highly probable that the two versions in 
fact reflect the differences in communal life between the two Jewish centers. 
The probability that synagogues in Babylonia did not assume the same 
communal position they occupied in Palestine and the Greco-Roman 
diaspora may also be adduced from the fact that, although persecutions were 
not unknown to the Jews of Parthia and Sasanian Babylonia, these attacks 
never focused on the local synagogues to the degree that is apparent in the 
western commaunities. Synagogues were singled out for attacks both in 
Second-Temple Palestine as well as in the Egyptian diaspora,'® and it goes 
without saying that the synagogue became a primary target during the 
Byzantine period.'” Not so in Babylonia, where attacks against Jews: 
although less frequent than in the Roman west—took place, but rarely 
depict local synagogues as a major target. During the middle of the first 

ntury C.E. the two major diaspora communities—the Jews of Alexandria 
in Egypt, and those residing in and around Seleucia in Parthia—elt the 
wrath of their neighbors vented upon them. While reports of the events in 
Egypt single out the synagogues of Alexandria as a major target of the local 
mob,? the sources that describe the slaughter of fifty thousand Jews at 
Seleucia make no mention of synagogues 2! The same holds true for the 

  

    

    

   

    

    
  

  

     
  

17D Goodblt, Zion 39 1984 
358361 (in Hebrew) 

18 1n Judaca,see the case of the ynagogue at Caesara, Josephus, Jewish War 228515 
for the evens in Roman Egypt n the days o Gaius Caligul s Phil, Gaius 134 

19 Even to the extent that the Chritian-Roman legisltor flt compelled 10 inervenc, and 
thereby prevent the destrction of synagogucs in the name of Cistanty; cf. Codex 
Theodosianus 16:5:9 and see Linder,pp. 19191 

2. Smallwood pp. 235242 
21 Josephs, Antiuiies 18310379 

T Storyofthe Plot gainst R, Simeon b, Gamaliel 1 
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Tatter part of the period under discussion, the fifth and sixth centurics C.E. 
‘While the harassment and even destruction of synagogues in the Byzantine 
world has been documented and frequently discussed,?2 the role of 
synagogues as targets of the Persian clergy in the Sasanian empire is far 
more subdued.? Sherira Gaon notes only one case of synagogues in 
Babylonia being closed down, with the major targets of the persecutions 
there being the rabbis and Exilarch, accompanicd by the destruction of batei 
midrash, religious decrees outlawing Sabbath, and in certain cases the forced 
conversion of children at the hands of Zoroastrian clergy. % 

Inalegal and formal sense as well, the synagogue in Palestine was iden- 
tified with the community at large far more than in Babylonia. Palestinian 
sources refer en passant to the synagogue as public property, belonging 
equally to all residents of the community. Consequently, if a man has taken 
an oath to derive no benefit from another, he is forbidden not only to derive 
any advantage from that other person’s private possessions, but also from 
those things that belong to the particular town: “And what are the things 
that belong (o the town? The public square, the bath-house, the synagogue, 
the Ark [of the Law] and the Books [of Seripture]” (M. Nedarim :5). 
Although Palestinian sources also mention a “private synagogue,” these 
cases are not the norm. 6 Responsibility for building and maintaining the 
synagogue is almost always assumed to have fallen on the entire local 
community. In contradistinction, the BavIi frequently refers to single per- 
sonaliies and sages as having complete control over their synagogues, and 
therefore having the authority 1 either tear it down or build another one. 
Examples of such authority include: Maremar and Mar Zutra rebuilt a sum- 
mer synagogue during the winter and a winter synagogue during the summer 

  

  

  

  

2 The incident of a synagogue i Callinicum being bumt in 38 i only one cxample of 
‘wider phenomenon, cf. J. Parke, The Conflct of the Chirch and the Synagogue (London, 1939, pp. 166-165 

2 For general overviews of these evens,see G. Widengren, “The Status of the Jews in 
the Sassanian Empire." Iranica Antigua | (1961): 1421 1. Newsner, A History o the Jews n 
Babylonia, vol. 5 (Leiden: Biil, 1970), pp 60-69: it should be noted, however, that the 
persution o Jews or Judssm in Sasanian Babylonia was not a stnding and ongoing policy 
of the Zorosstrian church, but ather 3 sporadic phenomenon. By and large 3 spirt of 
coexistence scems (o have prevaled between Persians and Jows i the almudic era; e R 
Brody, “Judsism in the Sasanian Enpire: A Case Study in Relgious Coexistenc.” Irano- 
Judaica? (1990): 52.62 

2 Iggeret R, Schrira Gaon, ed. B. M. Lewin, (Hifa, 1921) . 97. 
5 Iid, pp. 94-97; Seder Tanna'im ve-Amoraim, ed. K. Kaban, (Frankfurt, 1935) p. 6 (n0 

mentionis made here of the destructon of synagogues):cf alo Scfer Ha-Qubbalah, ed. G 
. Cohen, (Philadelphia, 1967), p. 31, which only refes to forced conversion. The Bavii 
refers only once t0 the destruciion of synagogues (Yoma 103, bt as will be noted blow. 
thi reference indeed points o the roe and status atibuted by the Babylonian rabbis 1o the 
synagogue 

5 Mishnah Megilsh 32 Y Megillsh 34, T4, 
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      (B Baba Batra 3b); Rav Ashi, who saw cracks in a synagogue at Mata 

Mehasya and tore the building down (ibid.); Rami b. Abba, who built a 
synagogue and attempted to tear down another one to use the bricks and 
beams (B Megillah 26b); and one source records a gentile contributing to 
“he synagogue of Rav Judah” (B Arakin 6b). 

s there an underlying reason for the different projections of the syna- 
gogue in the Palestinian and Babylonia sources? Quite possibly the answer 
may be found in the patierns of communal development among the Jews of 
Babylonia, which appear to be strikingly different than those known to us 
from Jewish commaunities in the Roman world. The autonomous lifestyle 
‘granted the Jews of Babylonia at least as far back as the Parthians, seems to 
have led o the creation of uniquely Babylonian patterns of communal life 
and authority structures. The very same functions that were assumed by offi- 
cials attached to the local community and synagogue in Palestine, as well as 
in much of the Roman Empire, seem to have been taken over in Babylonia 
by the centralized Jewish governing bodies—in particular the Exilarchate, 
and later the heads of the rabbinic institutions. Thus, for instance, I have 
elsewhere attempied to show that atleast a major component of the judiciary 
functioned—and was physically situated—either alongside the rabbinic 

{ academies?” or was attached to the court of the Exilarch® In asimilar man- 
| ner, charity was neither collected in Babylonia by anonymous gabbaim, nor 

linked at times to public appeals made in the synagogue. What we find more 
frequently in the Bavli is that one or more of the well-known Talmudic 

| sages is responsible for the local system of charity collection and disburse- 
ment; indeed, the Bavli is not the least bit hesitant to declare a rabbi’s over- 
riding responsibility for these activities 2 

I, indeed, the practical role of synagogues in Babylonia was limited i 
comparison to that of their Palestinian counterparts, why the great stress in 

| the Bavli regarding the antiquity of these synagogues? The phenomenon 
itself has been documented by A. Oppenheimer (see his article in ths collec- 
tion), and the results of that study dovetal quite nicely with what we have 
seen here. The references to the antiquity of the synagogue of Shaf ve-yateb 
in Nehardea, or of the synagogue at Hutsal where God’s presence is to be 
found (B Megillah 292), and likewise Daniel’s synagogue (B Erubin 21a)— 
do not stress any major role for those synagogues in contemporary 

  

  

  

  

  

   
        

    
    
      

%7 C. 1. Gafn, “Count Cases i the Babylonian Talmud: Liteary Forms and Historical 
Implications” PAAJR 49 (1982): 23-40; se also D. M. Goodblat, Rabbinic Insiraction in 
Sasanian Babylonia (Liden, 1975),p. 272, who describes the rablinic dicipes in Babylonia 
a5 “apprentice Fawyers" who si before their mentors 3 the later serve 2 judges. 

28 See Beer, pp. 5793, 
29 B Megillah 275: B Baba Batra 8; B Baba Qamma 1193; B Ketubot 67b; B Baba 

Qamma 93a. Sce alo I. Gafi, The Jews of Babylonia in the Taimudic Era: A Socialand. 
Cultual History Gesusalem. 1990, pp. 105106 n Hebrew). 
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Babylonian life. What they do stress, rather, is part of the all-embracing 
Babylonian Jewish preoccupation with the continuity of their communal ex- 
istence, stretching as far back as the end of the First-Temple period. The 

rubble of the destroyed Temple was removed to Babylonia where it served as 
the building material for local synagogues, and this too serves as ammuni- 
tion in the ongoing debate between Babylonia and Palestine over issues of 
supremacy and legitimacy. 20 These sources on the antecedents of the 
Babylonian synagogues go hand-in-hand with the Babylonian claim to the 
To of the office of Exilarch, who was considercd none other than a 
descendent of Jehoiakin, King of Judah ! Through these claims, the 
Babylonians transferred to thir own community the two social and religious 

erpinnings of ancient Palestinian Judaism, namely, Temple and 
Monarchy. This will explain the frequency with which the Bavli identifies 
synagogues with the Temple: **And I was to them as a minor sancruary 
(520 27pn; Eaek. 11:16)—These are the synagogues and houses of study in 
Babylonia” (B Megillah 292). Wherever Isracl was exiled, the shekinah ac. 
‘companied them *..ind where is it in Babylonia? Abbaye said: In the syna. 
gogue of Hutsal and the synagogue of Shaf ve-yateb in (ibid.). 
“This would also explain an interesting association between the two insity 
tions found in the Bavli, namely, the laws of synagogues are frequenly dis- 
cussed in conjunction with the laws of the Templ. A lengthy discussion in 
B Baba Batra 3b raises the question of taring down a synagogue before 
new one is built. Since the decision there prohibits such an act, the Bavli 
immediately asks: How could Baba ben Buta advise Herod to tear down the 
Temple before a new one was erected (B Baba Batra 3b-42)? 

Yet another example of the Babylonian perception of a linkage between 
synagogue and Temple is found in an ineresting excrcise in what might be 
termed “future history’ carried out by the Bavl. The question s rascd, Will 
Rome fallto the Persians, or Persia to Rome? The solution offered follows 
the typical talmudic logic of a minor (kal va-home): 
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I the First Temple [was] buil by the descendants of Shem (ic., the 
Isracltes) and destroyed by the Babylonians, [and] the Babylonians fell to 
the Persians; the Second temple, buit by the Persians and destroyed by the | 
Romans—is it not fiting that the Romans fall to the Persians? Rav said: 
Persia will fall to Rome! Rav Kahana and Rav Assi asked Ray: The builders 
i the hands of the destioyers? Yes, he told them, it is the decree of the. 

  

  

30 1S, Spicgel, “On the Controversy of Pirqu b. Babei” in . A. Wolfson Jubilee 
Volume, Hebrew Section (Jerusslom, 1965, pp. 2661 G Hebrew), 

31 A, Newbauer, “Seder Olam Zuta,” Medieval Jewish Chronicis, I, (Oxfor, 1395),p. 
74;see also Seder Taanaim ve-Amaraim (sbove n. 25) p. 4 (and the ciy of Nehardea was 
seled from the days of Yehoiakhin uni the deat of Samcl); s Beer, pp. 11 
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King (=God); some say he told 
agogues (B Yoma 10). 

em: They (he Persians) also destroy yn 
  

  

in, the stress here is not on the synagogue as the center of communal 
life, but rather as the equivalent of the Temple destroyed by the Romans 

When a Palestinian sage was asked how one knows that God’s presence 
may be found in the synagogue, he answered: “The Lord is in the 
Community of God” ( m; Ps. 82:1).% When, on the other hand, the 
Babylonian Abbaye explains why he transferred his studies to the 

hoice of scripture is: “O Lord I love the habitation of Your 
house’ Ps. 26:8)34 Might it be that the two perceptions of the 
essence of the synagogue are reflected in the different choice of Scriptures? 
For the Babylonian it is the house of the Lord, as was the Temple in its 
day; whereas for the Palestinian sage, the synagogue is indeed a sanctuary, 
but the source of its sanciity derives from the fact that God resides within 
His community, and the synagogue is, in the final analysis, the focal point 
of His community 

  

  

   
   

52 This anonymous claboraton of Rav's satement may have been added i the laer part 
of the third century, following the persecution of rligious minorities by Karte;cf. E5. 
Rosenthal, “For the Talmudic Dictioniry” in 5. Shaked, ed., Iraro-Judaica | (erusalem 
1982).p. 6364 and notes on p. 131 (i Hebrew). 

33 B Berakhot 1. 
3B Megillsh 290 

  

   



   ‘THE HOUSE OF ASSEMBLY AND THE HOUSE OF STUDY 
ARE THEY ONE AND THE SAME? 

DAN URMAN® 

  

   Ina colloguium, F. Hiltienmeister raised the question of the connection be- 
tween the “house of assembly (bet ha-Anesset) and the “house of study’ (bet 
ha-midrash in the Land of Tsrael during the rabbinic period,! and his main 
conclusion is that “in general, one building served for prayer and instruction 
and was called both ‘ber knesser’ and *bet midrash, according to its function 
in that particular context.”2 In his opinion, this also explains why no re- 
mains of buildings dedicated to function as houses of study have thus far 
been uncovered3 

A. Oppenheimer and S. Safrai have not accepted this conclusion, 
stressing that from the corpus of sources of that period it is clear that what 
is being spoken of are two different institutions located in separate build- 

5.7 There was also no unanimity of opinion among the colloquium par- 
ticipants on the question of “the absence of any archacological find related to 
“houses of study’ as against the abundance of such concerning every aspeet 
of ‘houses of assembly,”™ even though one can occasionally discern points 
of contact amoneg their various conclusions. 

According to Huttenmeistr, “the sources that specifically speak of two 
separate buildings may refer o large ciies in which it was not possible o 
conduct both activities in the same building; rather, the ‘house of study” ex- 
isted in a nearby building that was partof the “house of assembly' building 
complex.” 

In Saffai’s opinion, the house of study was not “necessarily a small 
room attached to a ‘house of assembly,” for at times the “house of assembly” 

  

    

      

    

  

     

    
    

   

            

    

   
   

     
    

  

    

his csay orginally appesred inthe Journal of Jewish Studies 1994). It s reprinted by 
the permission of the Editor, Journal of Jewsh Studies. 1 ws trsnslated by Dr. Nathan H. Reisner. 

" Hiltenmeiste, “Connccton;” p. 38.44 
2 Hutenmister, “Connection” pp. 4344 
 Huttenmister, “Connection” . 4. 
4 Oppenheimer, “Study” pp. 45-48; Sars, “Halakah,” p. 49. 
 Thus Oppenbeimer, “Stdy." p. 46. And S, “Halakah,” p. 49 noted, “In my opnion, o specfically sepaate buildings ar spoken of in many of the Souces.” 
The formlationis Oppenhemr's s Oppeheme,Stdy . 4. 7Hitenmeisr, “Comecion” p. 4. 
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itself was small....” On the other hand, he argues, that “one need not 
necessarily find a separate structure for the *house of study,’ since few used 
it." A similar claim emerges from Oppenheimer's conclusions: “It is clear 
that the “houses of assembly” very greatly outnumbered the ‘houses of 
study.” Whereas in each and every setllement there was one or even more 
“houses of assembly,” only central seitlements or locations of important 
Sages possessed a ‘house of study.” Third, while ‘houses of assembly’ were 
constructed in known characteristic forms that are uniquely theirs and allow 
for their identification, we have no knowledge of a special construction 
‘method customarily used for the *houses of study.”"® 

Oppenheimer goes on to say: “Not only is it logical to assume that the 
“house of study’ was not in a special building, which naturally contributes 
to the difficulty of identification which may be insurmouniable, but it tums 
out that it sometimes was not even in a separate building of its own..., ic., 
there sometimes is not even the possibility that there be anything material 
1o survive; and more than indicating this building or another, the ‘house of 
study’ conceptappears in the sense of a ‘school.”™!! These las satements of 
Oppenheimer's were lter carried further by Z. Saffai to the conclusion that 
in most “of the instances in which the sources mention ‘the house of study,” 
they refer not to an architectural structure but o the fact of people’s gather- 
ing (0 study together."12 

‘We are witness here (0 a series of conclusions, some of which swallow 
up the institution of the house of study in the house of assembly complex 
(Hittenmeister and Z. Safrai),? while the rest transform it from an impor- 
tant, central institution in the landscape of Jewish society in the Land of 
Tsrael in the rabbinic period into the abstract concept of  ‘school,’ or “the 
fact of people’s gathering (o study together.” These surprising conclusions 
warmant reexamination, using all of the mentions of the house of assembly 
and house of study in the historical sources touching upon the Land of Iracl 
in the mishnaic and talmudic periods 

It seems that the source of the weaknesses in the above mentioned con- 
clusions stems largely from a misreading of the place and functions of the 
house of assembly in the life o the Jewish community i the Land of Isracl 
at that time. Was the house of assembly there really a house of prayer 
throughout the entire period of the Mishnah and the Talmud, as 

  

   

  

  

    

  

8 Safri, 
9 Safri, 

  

    ! Oppenbeimer Study.” p.48. 
12 S 7. Safra, “Notes on the Essence of the House of Study’ in the Land of el 

Cathedra 24 (1982)! 185 Gn Hebrow). 
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Hilttenmeister'* and many other scholars maintain?'5 A systematic study of 
the literary sources of the period leads to different conclusions. 
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For a hundred years now, so much has been written about the house of as- 
sembly as an institution in the life of the Jewish people in the Land of 
Isracl and in the Diaspora during the days of the Second Temple and the 
Mishnaic-Talmudic period that it would seem that everything about it in 
those times, about ts place and functions in the life of the Jewish society, 
is already known.'S However, one who attentively reads the instructive 
chapter that S. Safrai devoted (o the house of assembly will discover how 
‘many are the questions for which moder scholarship has not yet found sat- 
isfactory answers, questions related to the beginnings of this instituion, its 
developmental fluctuations over the different generations, its contents, its 
procedures, its prayers,is conduct, and the lke.!” For all that, no one today 
challenges the conclusion that after the destruction of the Second Temple the 
house of assembly became the central institution in the religious and social 
life of the Jewish community in the Land of Isracl 

If, during the days of the Second Temple, the houses of assembly in 
general served the communities as such,'® and for the reading of the Torah, 
and the derashah (the sermon) in particular,’® nevertheless, it was the 
Temple that mostly served as the focus of religious life in the Land of 
Tsrael. Tt was after its destruction that the religion of all the communities in 

  

   

  

        

  

   

  

        

    

    

    

    

   
      
    

    

    

     

   

  

    

  

T uneameister, “Conncetion;” p. 38, wrts: “The House of Assembly according (0 the 
Talmad [t Babylonian'—D.U. s s plce wheren thy rise up payer - in the words, 
ihe hous of asscmbly i  house of praye,a place of worshi. 

15" Amons th scholars of th carlie gencrations, ce, for cxample, Elbogen, Jewish 
Prayer, pp. 331-365. (Note the chapter heading on p. 331: “Batei ha-Teflah"). Of 
contemporay scholars, sce E. Meyen, “The Erly Houcs of Asscbly i the Gallee” E 
Schilr,ed., Sefr Zev Vilnay, Oersalm, 1984, pp. 59-262 (in Hebrewy, Tsarr, pp. 165 
189, 285.299 (in Hebrew). S especaly whit he wroe on p. 165, I i logical t assume 
st in every Jewish community in the Land of Trael (and in the Disspors) there was 3 
house of praye’s f ot a elburate synagoe, at Ieast  modest praye room such 3 the 

one i the Leontis House at Beth-Shean (devignated by the scholars a5 e small 
synagogue’).” 

16 Among the pionceing stdics ofthis subject, spesally moteworhy s Elbogen, Jewish 
Prayer,and the important work of 5. Kaus, foun n Kraus. For anextenive biblography 
on the subjcct, up-dted 0 1977, see Ruth Goldschmidt-Lehmann, “Ancient Synagogecs in 
e Land of Irael” Cathedra 4 (1977: 205-222 n Hebrew). ot the recent yeas, e the 
notcs in Tafe. 
17 S, Second Temple, p. 143-170 in Hebrow) 
18 See, forcxample, Josephus, Life 277: “The next day there was a general asembly in 

e Prayerhouse,  huge building capsbe of accommodating a rge crowd.” 
19, Luke 416.22: Acsof the Aposs 1315 
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  the Land of Israel became centered on the houses of assembly and f 
lic prayers gradually constitued their central liturgical component 20 

. Safrai has already emphasized the fact that when the tannaitic sources 
mention the house of assembly and its functions, they first and foremost 
point out the reading of the Torah, and prayer is frequently not mentioned at 
all2! The outstanding example of this s found in the baraita 

ed pub- 

Houses of assembly, one does not conduct oneself rivolously in them, nor 
enter them to escape the heat of the sun, nor 10 escape the cold, nor (0 take. 
shelter from the rain, and one does not cat in them, nor drink in them, nor 
sleep in them, nor strll in them, nor enjoy oneself in the, but one reads. 
[Scriptures] and studies [Mishnah] and teaches [delivers homilies] in them. 
A public eulogy is delivered in them.22 

  

  

It is interesting to note that even in the passage from Avor de-Rabbi 
Nathan, upon which Hiittenmeister sees fi to base his point of view, which 
says that “the house of assembly is a house of prayer,”® prayer is the last 
item mentioned in the order of things the Jew does upon entering the house 
of assembly in the evening after his day’s work. 

  

And what is the limit that the Sages placed upon their words? That the 
Sages recite geriat shema in the evening il midnighi, and Rabban 
Gamaliel recitcs it Gl dawn. How [does this apply]? Let not a man who 
omes from his [day’s] work in the evening say I shall go home, cal a bit, 
rink a b, sleep a b, and then | shll recte the qeriat shema and pray [the 
Eighteen Benedictions].” For slecp will overcome him and he will find 
himself without geriat shema and without prayer. However, when one 
comes from work, he shauld go (0 the house of assembly: i i was his prac- 
tice to read [Scripures),let him read; o study [the Mishnah],lt him study. 
and then he reads the geriai shema and prays, and gocs home, cats his 
bread, and slecps, And whoever transgresses the words of the Sages is de- 
serving of death 3¢ 

  

  

  

  

  Only in the amoraic sources does prayer gradually begin to occupy an hon- 
ored place in the houses of assembly in the Land of Israel. Thus, for exam- 
ple, in the Jerusalem Talmud: 

Rabbi Abba and Rabbi Hiyya in the name of Rabbi Yohanan: “A person 
should pray in a place that is set aside for prayer. And what of ‘in cvery 
place where I cause My name (o be mentioned" (Ex. 20:21)? ‘Where you 
cause My name (0 be mentioned! is not written, but in every plice where 1 
cause My name (0 be mentioned.” Said Rabbi Tanhum bar Hanina: A per- 

  

G, Salrs, Second Temple,pp. 150-153 
21 Safai, Second Temple,p. 145, 
22 Tog Meg. 2 (Bt ms. 3, 18, Licberman ediion p. 35%). And also see Y Meg. 31, 

(742); B Meg. 28ab. In al tanslaions n tiscssay,any words 1 have added to hep make 
the English understandsble have ben insrtcd inide brackets. 

25 See above, . 14 
24 ARN, Addendum B 0 Verson A, (Scheckieredition, p. 154). CF. B Ber. 4. 
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son should set aside for himself in the house of assembly a place for 
prayer. And what of “When David reached the top’ (2 Sam. 15:32)? ‘Where 
he prostrated himself 10 God” s not written here but rather ‘Where people 
‘would prostrate themselves to God" (2 Sam. 15:32)."25 

      

  

     
   

    
And further on in that same tractate we read:       

   

  

Huna said: “One who prays behind the house of assembly is called wicked, 
for it s stated, ‘On every side the wicked roam’ (Ps. 12:9)." Rav Huna said: 
“Whoever docs not enter the house of assembly in this world will not enter 
the house of assembly in the world to come.” What of “On every side the 
wicked roam™? Said Rabbi Yohanan: “One who prays in his house is as if 
surrounded by an iron wall” R. Yohanan's statement must be reversed. 
There said Rabbi Abba, said Rabbi Hiyya in the name of Rabbi Yohanan: 
A person should pray in a place that is set aside for prayer.” And here he 

said thus? One instance speaks of an individual; one of the public. Rabbi 
Phineas in the name of Rabbi Hoshaiah: “One who prays in the house of 
assembly is considered as if bringing a pure offering.” What is the reason? 
“Just as the Israeltes bring an offering in a pure vessel to the House of the 
Lord” (Is. 66:20)2¢ 

  

      
    

        

  

   

    

    

It would seem, then, that sceing the house of assembly institution in the 
Land of Israel throughout the entire period of the Mishnah and Talmud only 
from the viewpoint (and conception) that the house of assembly is a house 
of prayer s both namow and misleading. 

Many researchers have already shown that in addition to the house of 
assembly being a place for the reading of the Torah and its “teaching,"” it 
also served as a platform for the derashal® which was a frequent and central 
event in the religious and social life of the Jewish communitis in the Land 
of Tsrael in the rabbinic period It seems that the public derashah had be- 
come institutionalized in the Land of Isracl long before prayer. About this 
last fact one can learn from the baraita quoted in full above: “The houses of 
assembly...one reads the Torah, studies Mishnah, and delivers homilies in 

  

   

            

   

    
    
    

    

  

    

  

25 Y Ber. 4:4, 8b. Sec also L. Ginsberg concerning this passage in his work 
Commentaries and novaions for the Yerushaln, vl. 3 (New York, 1941). pp. 360-365 (n 
Hebrew). 
2 Ber, 51, 80 
27 This refes t the teaching of the mizvor, . this with the version appearing i the 

Theodotus inscription found in erusalem: .. dxobnoe Ty atvayon(il els Gvalykuosliv] véou val 15 [Bl8axhy €vrodas’ (. bult he hpuse of assembly for the reading of the 
“Torah and th teachin of the religious commandments); sce Schwabe,p. 362, 

28 About th discourses in the house of asebly,se . Heineman, Public Discourses in 
the Talmudic Period Gerusalem. 1971), pp.7-29(in Hebrew), and the biblography there. 

29 We find clar evidence of this in Y Soth 14 (16d): “R. Meir used to presch i the 
hoase of asembly of Hamath evry Sabbatheve...” See also Leviticus Rabbah 9:9 (Soncino. 
Prss, Engls edition, p. 117 the Hebrew edition of Margules, p. 191 slso indicses the ther 
panlils o this). 
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them...”* and likewise from other mentions of this in the sources of the 
period. ! 

In addition to the reading of the Torah, the study of mitzvor, and the 
public derasha, the house of assembly also served as the locus for a wide 
variety of institutions and activities in the religious and social life of the 
‘community with which S. Krauss has already dealt extensively. Recenly, 
Z. Saftai has reexamined this variety that flourished i the period under dis- 
cussion,?® and he suggests, among other things, that the house of assembly 
also “served as the office for the administration of the community and its 
various parnasinm [.c., communal leaders).” It seems that this suggestion 
brings us closer (0 a more accurate view of it in the time of the Mishnah 
and the Talmud. 

In our opinion, the house of assembly in the period under discussion 
should be seen, first and foremost, as a community center, bet ha-gehillah 
the community house In the words of S. Safrai: “The term *house of as- 
sembly’ need not be interpreted specifically as a house in which people 
gather, but rather as a people’s house, as the public house, the home of the 
community.” They assembled in the ‘community house" (the ouvaywyr) 
in Greek, the bei kenissta in Aramaic, the bet ha-knesset in Hebrew) for the 
reading of the Torah, the study of the mitzvot and the derashah” Butin ad- 
dition 1o these clearly religious and religious-educational activities, reli- 
gious-social activities took place there, such as se'udot mitzvah—namely, 
meals in conjunction with a particular religious event**—as well as social- 
organizational occasions such as charity collections,** announcements of 

  

0 Tos Meg. 2:18. 
31 See above, n. 19. And also see Y Taa. 1:2 (64a); Leviticus Rabbah 35:12 (Soncino 

diton, . 453 Lameniations Rabbah 113 (Soncinocition, .99 Eeclesiais Rabhah 63 
(Sonc ediion, . 159 Pesia De-Rab Kahaaa 1:5 Gewish Publicaton Socity Brade. 
Kapgcin didon s Englic,p.319;and e 

32 Krauss, pp. 182-198. 
33Z. Safrai, “The Communal Functions of the ‘House of Assembly" in the Land of Isracl 

in the Period of te Mishsh snd Talm,” S. Schmic, e, Mordecal Weser Memorial 
Volime Geruslem, 1981 pp. 50:248 i Hebrew. I i ansted i i vlome—Eds 

34 Iid., p. 240, {In this volume, the quote appears on p. 196—Eds.] 
35 Domus ecclesiae. Cf. Y. Tsaftir, “On the Architectural Origins of the Ancient 

Gallean Symagopues—A. Reconsderation” Cahedra 3 (1981): 3833 i Hebew).But we 
it o ht he o seured Bt howse of ssembly house of rye. S shov, . 15 

3 Sat, Second Temple,p. 14 
37 See above, notes 19, 22, 27-31. 
38 See Y Ber. 2:5 (5); Taa. 4:5 (68b); MQ 2:3 (81b) = Sanh. 15:2 (26b); and othess. 
39 See Mathew 67 Tos Shabt 16 i pin and London ms.:17:22 Licberman ion 

.79 Tos Te. 110 Guckermandel dion, . 26) = BB .14 (. 409 Y Dems 31 (230 nd ot 
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lost items,“ sessions of the courts* etc. Occasionally, alongside the house 
of assembly there were schools*? and hostels * 

As has been said, it was only in the generations of the amoraim that 
prayer became a central liturgical component in the bet ha-knesset in the 
Land of Isracl.* But, in contrast to Christianity, where the liturgy in the 
nave of the church was already in this period seen as “the true and legitimate 
heir” to Temple worship %% no clear proofs can be found in our sources indi- 
cating that ‘the prayer hall’ (the mpoceux) of the ber ha-gehillah (the 
ovvaywyr) in the Land of Isracl was perceived in this way. It would there- 
fore be an error (0 define the Jewish ber ha-knesset in the Land of Tsra 

  

  

      

throughout the period of the Mishnah and Talmud, as a bet tefillah (a *house 
of prayer’). 

    

THE HOUSE OF STUDY 

If we see the bet ha-knesset of the Land of Israel in the rabbinic period as a 
bet gehillah (a *community house’) we can understand how, alongside the 
appearance of synagogue buildings, separate buildings to serve specifically 
as batei midrash (‘houses of study’) were developed and institutionalized 

  therein. Furthermore, we shall also be able to explain why many of the 
Palestinian Sages preferred the batei midrash to the batei knesset, a fact wi 
which we shall deal below. 

The sources of the period clearly indicate that after the destruction of the 
Second Temple, under the leadership of the Sages, the goal of limiting con- 
troversy and climinating the sects curtent in Jewish society in the Land of 
Israclin the days of the Temple became stronger within Palestinian Jewry. ! 
et, while the Sages heading the Yavnch gencration (and laer on, those at 
the head of the Usha generation and those that followed) were very actively 

    

  

    

  0, for exampl 
2, 

1 Sec M. Mak, 312 and arallels; Mathew 10:17; Acts of the Apostes 22:19. And see 
further in Krauss,pp. 186-155. 

42 Se M. Shab. 1:3; Y Meg. 31 (13d) ibid, 34 (74a); Genesis Rabbah 52:4 (Soncino 
ediion p. 452); and otbers. 

43 Such  lodging is mentioned i th Theodotus inscription, see Schwabe, p. 362, Andsee 
forther in Krauss, pp. 195-196. 

 Sco above, n. 20, 
45 For an example, see the discoure of prase for the buiding of churches 

Euschius o Paulnus, Bishop of Tyre—Eusebius, His. Eccl. X, IV 271 
460, Hengel, “Proseuche” pp. 157154 
47 See Tos Ed. 11 (Zuckermandel cditon. p. 459 Y Ber. 1:7 (3b): B Eruvin 13b. And 

aso see S. Safsi, “The Period of the Mishnah and the Talmud (70-640)" in H. H. Ben- 
Susson (cd) History of the Jewish Pecple, vol. 1, (Tel-Aviv, 1969), pp. 313315 (in 
Hebrew). 

. Leviicus Rabbah 6:2 (Soncino edifon, pp. 75-79). And cf. B BM 

          

 



       

   
    

   

   
     

  

    

   
    

   

     

   

  

    
        

      

      

        

    
    

      

      

HOUSE OF ASSEMBLY 239     
attempting to remove the barriers between the nation’s different classes out 
of a strong desire to create a normative Judaism which would make national 
life possible without a Temple; they themselves, as national leaders, became 
an elite” social stratum which revealed, as s natural to the human species, 
clear tendencies to separatism and segregation 

One of the clearest manifestations of this can be seen in the creation of 
a class called bnei hakamim (‘sons of the sages’),% who gained that status 
by dint of zekut avor (‘the merit of their fathers’).** From the abundance of 
the Sages” statements derogating the ‘am ha-aretz (‘the common man’)- 
which became more and more caustic between the destruction of the Temple 
and the time of Rabbi Judah the PrinceS!—one can learn much about the 
separationist tendencies of many of the Sages of that period. 52 Two such 
statements are of especial importance for our issue. In Mishnah Avot 3:10 

we read: “R. Dosa ben Harkinas said: *Morning sleep and midday wine and 
children’s talk and siting in the meeting-houses of the ‘ammei ha-aretz, put 
‘2 man out of the world.”s* And in the Babylonian Talmud Shabbat 324: “It 
has been taught in a baraira, R. Ishmael ben Eleazar said: ‘For sinning in 
two matters the common folk perish: for calling the Holy Ark “the chest,” 

   

  

    

  

   

   

  

   
and for calling the ber ha-knesset “bet ‘am” [i.¢.the people’s house'    

    These two statements clearly reflect the daily reality of Jewish society in the 
Land of Isra in the period of the Mishnah. Many Sages of that time, as a 

social and religious ‘elite,’ absented themselves from the batei ha-knesset in 
which ‘ammei_ ha-aret: la-Torah (‘the common folk as to the Torah 
those ignorant of the Torah) congregated. In the light of this, it was but 
natural that these Sages and the circles of their students set up batei midrash 
for themselves as institutions that served their different needs, namely, for 

        

i Oppenheiner, ‘Am Ha-Arer . 182 
49 Aboutthisclss, se . Alon, “Sons ofthe Sage,” in Researches in Jewish Histoy 

Vol 2, (T Avi, 1970),p. $373 Gn Hebrew), 
50Sce for exampe: ¥ Ber 4:1 (7d): B Be. 27b,and f. Oppenheine, ‘Am Ha-Aret, pp. 

182,183 
ST A, Oppenteime b 

and specally see pp. | 
aleady discussed this t length in Oppenheimer, “Am Ha-Arerz, 
195 there    

53 I the Kaufmann snd Parma mss. and in a Genizah fragment from the Antonine 
collection [sce 1. J. Katz, Ginzel Mishnah (Mishnah Genizah Fragments), (Hebrew), 
Sersulem 1970, p. 111, the ext eads . siting inthe mectings ofthe ‘ammei a arerz 

59 In the mes. and in the carie rabbinic authortes (Rishonim) thse are cited in the 
name of the fh generstion tanna, R Simeon ben Elazar: s Dikduke Soferm for rctate 
Shabbat, And it scems tht it should b this way, . Oppenbeimer, A Ha-Aretz. p. 174, 
. 

55 On “ammei ha-arez Litorah, sce Oppenbeimer, "Am HAretz, pp. 91-114 and the 
additional bibliography tere 
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study and instruction,  for preaching, 57 and for various religious and social 
gatherings 5 

We see further evidence of this Palestinian reality in the tradition pre- 
served in the Babylonian Talmud: “R. Ammi and R. Assi, though they had 
thirteen synagogues in Tiberias, prayed only between the pillars where they 
used o study.”? From this tradition it appears that even in the generation 
Of the amoraim, when the baei knesset gradully came more and more o 

serve as bate tefllah (*houses of prayer’) and there had even been a soften- 
ing of the atitude of the Sages o the ‘ammei ha-arez® there were out- 
standing Sages of the time who preferred not o pray in the batei knesset but 
rather where they studicd, namely, in the bet ha-midrash ¢! 

56 Dozens of texts testify 1 the bet hamidrash s a lace of nsiuction and lesming, .6 
“And the boys grew” (Gen. 25:27)R. Phinchas said n R. Levi's name: “They were ke 3 
myrleand a wild ose-bush growing side by side; when they atsined o mturity, one yielded 
it fragrance and the othr is thoms. S for thireen years b went to school and came 
home from school. Aftr this age, on oes o houses ofsudy (bate midrasho and the other 
1o idolatrous shrins.” (Genesis Rabbah 63:10) [Theodor-Albeck cditon, pp. 692-693 (in 
Hebrew), and see the parallel references there) “1 will divide them in Jocob..” (Gen 
49:7)—which means that from Simeon there would be scribes in the synagogues, and students 
and teachers of Mishnah from the (b of Levi engaged in the study of the Torah in the 
houses ofstudy. (NV Genesis Rabah 97)[Theodor.Albck ediion, . 1207), 

57 Sce, for example, Tos Sotsh 79 (Licherman ediion, pp. 193-194): R. Yohanan ben 
Beroka and R. Eleazar Hisma had come from Yavieh o Lydda and pai thef respects to R 
Joshua at Pekiin. Said he 10 them, “What was new for you today a the house of study?” 
“hey eplid, “We are your pupils and i i o your waters that we drink.” Said e to them, 
*A house of study with nothing new isimpossibic. Whase Sibbath was i (., whose tum was 
110 delivr the Sabbathdiscours] 7" “I was that o R. Elerar ben Azarish " “And on what 
id'he discourse?” *Gather the people—men, women, childen..” (Gen. 31:12)-The men 
‘ome 10 lear, an the women come t0 hear, but why do the chilren come? To gain reward 

for those who bring them!™ CF_Y Sotah 3:4 (180-19): Y Hag, 14 (754): B Hag. 3a: Mekhilta 
of R Ihmael, B, 16 (Horowiz-Rabin edion (Hebtew) pp. 58-59); ARN, Version A, ch. 18 
(Schechterediion, p. 67, 

55 The Babylonian Talmud corisins . few sttements n the name of Plestinian amorain 
‘which indicatetha in the period ofthe Mishaah and the Talmud various gatherings were held 
both i the houses o study and the houses of aserbly “to supervie public affrs " For 
exampls, sce B Shab. 103a=Ket. Sa; Kel, 63b; BM 28b. But we cannot verfy thi from 
Palesinian sources. On the other hand, the Jeruslem Talmud indicates in 3 number of 
passages that se‘udot mitzvah wers hld n the house of study in the Land of Istael. O that, 
See below. 

59 Ber. 8a and 30, 
0 On the sages”chang in atitude towardthe ‘anmel f-aretz i the generstions o the 

amorain, see Oppenhime, “Am Ha-Arez, p. 158-195. 
©1 Rather than agreeing with Oppenheime, who sees the tradiion preserved in B Ber. 82 

asan indication that the house of sty “ws ot locatd in 8 sepaat bulding.” e, tht R. 
Ammi and R. Asi pursued ther studies between pillrs in some sort of open space (sec 
Oppenheimer, “Study." p. 48). we follow Bacher, who concluded that these sages “used to 
pray.."betwecn the pillrs’ in the house of study where they were stdying.” See Bacher, 
Agadat vl. 2, part I, p. 137 ofthe 1927 Tel-Aviv editin. I eems the the ilars mentioned: 

his tradiion were those of some kind of exedra (open hal) of the house of study in which 
they studied and taught, 
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It also seems that in the tradition cited in the Palestinian Talmud, 
Taanit 1:2, 64a, according to which “R. Aha preached in the bet ha-midrash, 
R Jeremiah preached in the council bet ha-knesset,"® there are intimations 
of the prevaling ‘separation’ between batei ha-midrash and batei ha-knesset 
in the Land of Israel in the rabbinic period.£* It was the practice of Rabbi 
Aha, apparently one of those Sages who kept away from the popular barei 
knesset,% o eliver his sermons in the bet ha-midrash; while Rabbi 
Jeremiah, who from the sources of the period seems to have been an excep- 
tional personality among the scholarly circles of his generation,* preached 
in the bet knesset designated in the sources as the *council synagogue,’ and 
he may have done that when he was removed from the bet ha-midrash 

We shall now discuss a few of the mentions of batei midrash in our 
sources which indicate beyond a doubt the existence of separate siructures for 
houses of study in the Land of Israel in the latter stages of the Second 
Temple times and in the Mishnaic-Talmudic period. An examination of 
these will also provide many details of the contents and procedures of the 
various houses of study in the Land of Israel at that time. 

A number of traditions indicate the existence, even during the Second 
‘Temple period, of study-house structures in Jerusalem. The first of these 
which we shall cite appears in Tosefta Sanhedrin 7:1:67 

  

Bacher and Kicin nterprete the kenishta deboulei 3  house of asembly losated 
near the buiding of the council (o) in Tiberis. See Bacher, Agadah vo. 3, pa 1 . 9%, 
. 6.of the (1930) editon. Sec also Klein, Land,p. 9. 

©3 1t should be noted that Hatenmeister sces this tradition in paricular s 
connection. between the house of assembly and house of study.in the reliy of daily e 

forone building served the two" (Hutenmeister, “Connection.” p. 43). 
5 For the exisence ofsuch houses of assembly, se the words of R, Dosa ben Harkinas 

in M. Avol 3:10: “R. Dosa ben Harkinas suid: “Morning sleep and midday wine and 
childen's tlk and sting in the meeting-houss of the ‘ammel ha-arez put & man ot of the 
world." It may be tha the Kenishia deboulel was counted among these. houses of ssembly. 

eq. 7:4 (00) 
5 See Bacher, Agada, p. 90-100; Heiman, History,pp. 803-811; Albeck, Introduction, 

Pp. 340342, 622,625 
 See B BB 23b: “Becaus of tha they removd R, Jeremiah from the house o study 

and B BB 165b: “Because of thatthy retuned R. Jeremiah 0 the house o study.” About R 
Jetemisl's ouser from th house of udy, s th discussions in Bacher, Agad, .90, n. 5 
(and the references there (0 ealir nvesigators); Heiman, History, pp. 808310 (and the 
references o the carle scholars), Albeck, Introdiction, p. 342 pp. 624-625; A. Seisatr 
“Why Was R. Jeremish Removed from the House of Stady?” Sinai 54 (1964): 339-341 in 
Hebrew), 

57 i should be oted hat chronologcaly, he earlist mention of the house of sty in our 
sourcesis in Ben-Sita 51:47 (Segal cdiion p. 358): “Draw near uto me, o unleamed, and 
dwell in my house of study.” If Ben-Sira was n fact 3 Jerusalemite (sec M. Z. Segal, The 
Complete Book of Ben-Sira, 2 ed. Uruslem. 1972, p. 6 [in Hebrew),then hismention of 
et hamidrash here can be seen s the first evidence o th exisence of houses o sudy in 
Jerusalm already in the 20d century B.C.E. About Ben-Sira's owse of stdy, also sce Sega. 
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‘Said Rabbi Jose: “At fist there were no dissensions within Israel except in 
the Court of Seventy in the Chamber of Gazith [i.c., the Temple compar 
ment in which the Great Sanhedrin sat....Although the Court in the 
Chamber of Gazith consists of seventy-one, there are [10 be] no less than 
twenty-three. Should one have need to leave, he checks: f there are twenty- 
three, he leaves; if not, he may not go until there are twenty.-three. They 
sat there from the [time of the bringing of] the morning daily bumt-offer. 
ing until the afternoon daily but-offering. On Sabbaths and festivals 
they would only enter the bet Ja-midrash upon the Temple Mount. When a 
question [of law] was asked, if they had the answer, they gave it;if not, it 
Was put (0 a vote—if those holding that it was impure were in the majorty, 
they ruled ‘impure’; if those holding that it was pure were in the majoriy 
they ruled “pure. From there the halakah went forth and prevaild in 
srael. "8 

  

  

  

‘This tradition indicates that on the Temple Mount some sort of structure ex. 
isted called bet ha-midrash in which the Sages of the Sanhedrin used to 
gather on Sabbaths and festivals to study Torah and issue rulings of ha- 
lakah.® It is difficult t0 determine if it is to that “bet ha-midrash on the 
‘Temple Mount” or to other houses of study that the words of R. Eleazar b, 
R. Zadok and R. Joshua b. Hananiah refer when they recall the practices in 
Jerusalem during the Festival of Tabernacles: 
  

Said R. Eleazar b. R. Zadok, “Thus were the men of Jerusalem accustomed to 
dos he enters the ber ha-knesset with his palm branch in his hand; he rises 
o translate and act as reader of the prayers, with his palm branch in his 
hand; to read from the Torah and rases his hands (0 pronounce the priestly 
benediction, he places it on the ground; he leaves the ber ha-knesser, with 
his palm branch in his hand; he eners to comfort mourners with his palm 
branch in his hand; he enters 1o visit the sick, his palm branch is in his 
hand; when he eaters the bet ha-midrash, he gives it o his servant o his 
emissary who returns it 10 the house."?® Said R. Joshua b. Hananiah, “All 
the days of the simhat bet ha-shoevah [ic.,the festival of the place of the 
drawing of the water] we saw no sleep. We rose carly for the daily momning 
burnt-offering, from there (o the bet ha-knesse...from there 10 cat and 
drink and from there (o the bet ha-midrash, from there to the daily after 
noon burnt-offering, thence 1o the simhat bet ha-shoevah.” T 

   

However, as A. Oppenheimer has already pointed out, there is enough evi 
dence here o show “that from s outset the bet ha-midrash was an institu- 
tion separate from that of the bet ha-knesset.”™ 

  

    

6 This is according to the Erfurt ms. version (Zuckemnandel editon, p. 425). Also see Y 
Sanh, 12 19; Tos Hag. 29 (Licberman cion. . 363, 

D G Licherman, Tora kifohuah, vo. 5. p. 1295 
70 Tos Suk. 2:10 (Zuckermandel ediion, . 195; Licberman 

Suk. 4. 
71 Tos Suk.4:5 (Licherman editon,p.273). Also see B Suk. 53 

ppenheimer, “Study.” p. 46-47 

  don, p. 265). Also see B 
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It is also possible that R. Eleazar b. R. Zadok and R. Joshua b. 
Hananiah, who were considered part of the circle of Rabban Yohanan b. 
Zakkai's disciples,” were referring (o the particular building of Rabban 
Yohanan b. Zakkai's house of study. The Jerusalem Talmud discusses this 
structure when it deals with the question of whether it s permitted to “sell a 
bet knesset and purchase a bet midrash,” a matter to which we shall return 
later: 

    

ay one sell a bet Anesset 10 acquie a bet midrash? R. Joshua b. Levi said 
is permitied.” For R. Joshua b. Levi said, “*And he bumt the house of 

the Lord" (2 Kings 259). ic.. the Temple; ‘and the king's house. ic. 
Zedekiah's palace; ‘and all the houses of Jerusalem Tour hun 
dred and cighty synagogues in Jerusalem. For Rabbi Phinchas said in the 
name of R. Hoshaiah: “There were four hundred and cighty synagogucs in 
Jerusalem, and in cach was an clementary school (ber sefer) and an ad 
vanced school (bet talmuc), an elementary school for Scripture and an ad. 
vanced school for Mishnah” And Vespasian went up and destroyed all of 
them. “Even very greal man's house burnt he with fire” i, the academy 
(bet midrash) of Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai, where they studied the 
areaness of the Holy One, biessed be He, as in “Tell me al the great 
things that Elisha has done” (2 Kings 8:4)7¢ 

  

   

  

If indeed Rabban Yohanan had his own academy building in Jersualem, then 
we have evidence that already in the days of the Second Temple there were 
private batei midrash in the country, “of the individual,"” alongside com- 
munal houses of study, “of the public.” It may be to such a reality that the 
tradition preserved in the Babylonian Talmud alludes:™ 

  

It was said of Hillel the Elder that he busied himself to carn half a denar,”? 
half of which he would give to the doorman of the house of study, keeping 
the other half for his own and his family's livelihood. Once he could not 
carn anything and the doorman would not allow him in. He went up [on the 
roof], dangled over the edge, iting near the arubah [i.c., the roof aperture 
Iooking towards the ground floor] in order to hear the words of the Living 
God utered by Shemaiah and Abtalyon 

  

  

   
73 See, for example, ARN, Verson A, chap. 4 (Schecher diton,p. 29; Lamentations 

Rabiah | (Buber aiton. . 67): B Git. 563 
T4 Meg. 31, 730 Also see Lanentaions Ribbah, Procm 12 (Buber edifon, p. 12); 

Pesikta De-Rav Kahana 10 (Mandelbaum ediion, p. 765 Pitron Torah, Pareshat Zot Hokat 
HaTorah (Ubach edtion . 131 

75O the individual”in he syl of “house of sssembly of te ndividual” menioned in 
¥ Mg 3.1 73d: “Rabbi Samuet b Nabman n the name o K. Jonathan: What you a saying 
refers t the house o assembly of the individual, whercas in the house of asembly of the 
publc s forbiddent and n the i 

765 Yoma 35b 
77 Tarpikehalf a denar; Sce Jastrow, . 557: D. Spesber, Roman Palestine 200-400. 

Money and Prices, (RamaGan 1974).p. 101 
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Whether this tradition is authentic or anachronistic,” containing Palestinian 
o Babylonian motifs,’ it can be taken as evidence of the fact that buildings 
were specifically set aside as houses of study in the Land of Isracl during the 
rabbinic period. For this tradition, which mentions the arubah of the house 
of study, can be included among the references to the house of study in the 
Palestinian soutces in which items and parts of the et ha-midrash are men- 
tioned incidentally. Thus, for example, it s reported that R. Judah b. Pazi 
went up to “the upper chamber of the house of study” and saw two people in 
close embrace.® And it i told of R. Berekiah, that he would station his 
amora at “the middle gate of the house of study.”! Likewise, it is related 
that one Sabbath they forgot the “keys of the great house of study” and came 
10 ask R. Jeremiah, who apparently was serving at that time as head of this 
bet midrash, what they should do* 

I the Babylonian Talmud traditions are preserved which mention items 
and parts of the house of study. And even though these traditions sometimes 
have no parallels in the Palestinian sources, it would seem that their authen- 
ticity should not be questioned. Thus for example, like the story of the 
“keys of the great house of study” in the days of R. Jeremiah, we have in 
the Babylonian Talmud a report that R. Isaac b. Bisna lost “the keys of the 
house of study” in the public domain on the Sabbath and came o R. Pedat 
10 ask what (0 do.® It s likewise reported that R. Abba, son of R. Hiyya 
bar Abba, and R. Zeira were standing in the market.place of Cacsarea near 
“the entrance to the house of study” when R. Ammi came out and found 
them there.% 

From the tradition about Hillel the Elder's great diligence one can also 
Tearn of a door-keeper t0 a house of study who collected the students' tition 

  

  

  

78 See 1 Neusner, The Rabbinic Traditons About the Pharisees before 70, (Leiden, 1971, 
vol, 1, pp. 28259; 5. . . Coen, “Patiarchs and Scholarchs,” PAATR 48 (1981): 7, . 51 

T9'CL.'S Safri, The Land o Iirae and s Sages inthe Period of the Mishnah and the 
Talmud, esusalem, 1984). pp. 170-17 (in Hebrew): D. Goodbltt, “On the Stoy o the 
“Conspracy’ Against Rabban Simeon ben Gamaliel 1L Zon 49 (1984): 361 (in Hebrew) 
But on the other hand,sce what he wre n his articl “New Developments in the Study of 
the Babylonian Yeshiva,” Zion 46 (1981): 35 (in Hebrew): “The term ber midrash is 
Palestiian in origin. A_comparison of the use of its parallel Aramaic term bei 

midrasha inthe Babylonian Talmd wih the use of th tem be ra (. plce ofthe 
ndicaes  cear intent 10 e th fst erm in Palestinian matters (.. i sitements 

of o soris about Paletinan figures) and the second, in mtters Babylonian, 
0y S, 136, 2c. 
$1Y Ber. 76, 11c. 
82,01 Bacher, Agada. p. 94 
83y Shab. 19, 160 
54 See Goodblat's satement quoted above in 1. 79; and lkewise in his book: D. M. 

Goodblat, Rabbinic Insructon in Sassasian Babylori, (Leiden: Bl 1975),pasim. 
855 Yeb, 1135, 
$5B Hul 36b. 
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fees before allowing them in 7 There i also an allusion to the existence of 
functionaries who looked after the houses of study in Jerusalem during the 
Second Temple days in the tradition respecting the start of R. Eliczer b 
Hyreanus’ study with Rabban Yohanan b. Zakkai: 

They said that that very day Rabban Yohanan b. Zakkai was sitting and 
teaching in Jerusalem with al the great men of Israel before him. He heard 
about (R. Eliezer's father), and set up bodyguards with instructions that if 
e came, he should not be admitied. He came and they did not admit him. 

In the Babylonian Talmud it is related that on the very day that the Sages 
revolted against Nasi Rabban Gamaliel of Yavneh, “they removed the door- 
keeper [of the house of study] and gave the students permission to enter.”s? 
And indeed, since the Yavneh generation there is no mention whatever in 
our sources of the presence of guards at the entrances to the houses of study 
in the Land of Israel 

‘While there has been some questioning of the veracity of the sources in 
relation to the presence of guards at the entrances to the academies and their 
ability to reflect the Palestinian reality,*® there seems to be no doubt con- 
cemning the existence of another functionary at the academy, the meturgeman 
o turgeman (interpreter’), who occasionally appears in the sources as an 
“amora.® OF his existence in the Palestinian academies already in the 
Yavneh generation, we learn from the Jerusalem Talmud: 

Once a student came and asked R. Joshua: “What is the formal cvening 
prayer"?...He responded: “Tomorrow, when | come into the bet fa-va'ad 
fic, the house of sdy] stand and ask for the law on this".._ And 
Rabban Gamalicl was siting and teaching and R. Joshua was standing on 
his feet, until the whole audience began to murmur against him. Said they 
10 R_ Hozpi the Inerprter (1urgeman: “Dismiss th people” Said they to 
R. Zinon, the hazzan [beadle): “Say ‘Commence [the debate]!™ They said 
{as they were insiucted]: “Commence the debat!” and al the peopie s0od 
on their feet 

     

   
  

‘There also were interpreters (meturgemanin) in the Palestinian academies in 
the   generation of Usha and those of the amoraim. Thus, for example, we 
read in the Babylonian Talmud: “It happened that the son of R. Judah b. Tlai 
  

75 Yoma 35b. 
S5 ARN, Version A, chap. 6 (Schecher ediion. p. 31). 

B Ber. 260 
0 ec above, n. 79 
51 See Y Meg. 410 (750); B Sash. 7 BMQ 212; B Qidd. 31 CI. A.S. A, Insituions 

and Titles in Talmudic Literature Gerusalem, 1977, pp. 79, 86:87,91 in Hobrew), and other 
places 

2 bt v ad=bet ha-midrash. .. . Epsein, Introducton 0 the Test of the Mishnah, 
20 d. (Tel-Aviv, 1960, p. 489 (in Hebrow).   Y Taa 4:1, 670 Alsosee Y Ber. 1, Te-d B Ber. 27b; B Bek. 360  
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died and he went into the house of study. R. Hananiah b. Akavia entered and 
sat down beside him. He whispered to R. Hananiah b. Akavia who whis- 
pered 0 the interpreter, and the interpretr repeated it aloud publicly.™ And 
in the Jerusalem Talmud: “R. Berakiah placed his interpreter a the middle 
sate of the house of study and he recited the grace after meals for those on 
cither side.™ 

“The law in the Tosefta tells us of the limitations accepted by the inter- 
preter when he served the Sage in the house of study: “An interpreter stand- 
ing before a Sage in the house of study may not [redeem]% nor subiract, 
nor add, noraler, unless h is his father or his teacher.”” It should be noted 
that in the discussion of this law in the Jerusalem Talmud,% two names of 
Sages who served as interpreters are mentioned: R. Pedat who was R 
Yose's interpretr, and Bar Yashita who served R. Abbahu.® 

I difficult o determine whether the amoraim or meturgemanin were 
in the Palestinian public houses of study only. From the Jerusalem Talmud, 
Berakot 7:5, 11, (‘R. Berakhiah placed his interpreter..”), it would scem 
that an amora was possibly also present in a private house, but we cannot 
be sure that this was R. Berakiah's own house or whether it was a public 
building, in which he served. 

‘The inscription uncovered at Dabura n the Golan, “This is the house of 
study of Rabbi Eliezer Ha-Qappar,” attests in a most tangible way to the 
existence of private houses of study in the Land of Israel inthe rabbinic pe- 
riod. 1% But other private houses of study are mentioned in the sources of 
the period. We have already mentioned the house of study of Rabban 
Yohanan b. Zakkai, the existence of which in Jersualem is established by 
the homily preserved in the Jerusalem Talmud, Meg. 3:1, 73d and elsc. 
where. ! Tn the second gencration of annaim, we know of the houses of 
study of R. Eliezer b, Hyrcanus and R. Tarfon that existed in Lod. % Of the 

  

  

  

   

  

  

  

%5 MQ 21 
95Y Ber. 76, 1. 
96 Thus according to th Lieberman cdiion: and s his comments on this in Lic 

Tosefakifiutah, vol.5.p. 1223, 
97 Tos Mg, 4 (3:41. This version s csordin tothe Zuckermandeledition, p. 229, Also 

e the Licberman cditon,p. 64, 
Y Meg. 410 (150) 
99 For addiional names of amarair and meturgemanin, see Amit (above, . 91),p. AT 
190 See D Urman, “Jewish Inscriptions from the Vilage of Dabbura in the Golan, 

Tarbiz 40 (1971): 406-408 in Hebrew): dem. On the Location of the House of Stdy of Bar 
Quppara and Rabbi Hoshaiah Rabbah,” M. Sien, cd. A Nation and its History vol. 1 
Cerusalem, 1983), pp. 164-170 (in Hebrew). 

101 Sec sbove, n. 74, 
192 The following tradition about the house of study of . Elczer ben Hyresnus was 

prserved n Song of Songs Rabbah 113 
Once R. Agiba came lat to the hous of study, so e sat ouside. A question arose, “Is 
such-and-such the halakah?” They sid, “The halaksh is outside.” Again 4 question 
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fourth generation of tannaim, the house of study of R. Jose b. Halafta in 
Sepphoris.|%3 and that of R. Meir,'* apparently located in Tiberias, % are 
‘mentioned. In the ifth generation of tannairm, we hear of the house of study 
of R. Hiyya,'" apparently also in Tiberias'07 OF the first generation of 
amoraim, the houses of study of R. Benaiah and R. Hanina in Sepphoris'®® 

    arose, and they sid, “The Torah i outside.” Again a question arose, and they sid, 
‘Aqiba s outside” They made wy for him. He came and sat at the feet o R. Elczer 

“The house of study of R. Eliczer was shaped ke an arena. and there was n i  sonc 
which was resrved for him (0 sit on. Once R. Joshua came in and began Kissng the 
tone and said, “This ston i ik Mr.Sins, and he who sa on it s Tike the Atk of the 
Covenant. 

. Aboth De Rabbi Nathan, Version A, chap. 25 (Schechtr ediion, p. 80): “When R. 
Elizer became ll, they sad thit it was o the eve of the Sabbath (Fridsy) and R. Aqiba and 
is colleagues came o visit him. He was aslep n his room, seated upon hi curtsined covch, 
and they st in his reception room.” Rabbi Tarfn's house o sudy is mentioned n Y Erubin 
44 (220 “They sid. Was not R. Tarfons hous ofstudy within the two housand cobits” 

1038 Ned. $1a: “Isi b. Judah did not come (o R. Yose's academy for three days 
Vandimus b. R.Jose found him and said o him: "Why has my master ot com to my father’s 
academy for thesc past the days?™ For new discussions of this segment, sc: 1. Gafn, 
Veshiva and Metivia,” Zion 43 (1978), pp. 35-37 (in Hebrew); D. Goodblat, “New 
Devclopments i the Investgaton of the Acaderics of Babylonia.” Zio 46 (1981): 251t (in 
Hebrew) 

104°R Sanhedrin 113: *A womsn came to R(abbi) Miein’s house o study. She sid 1o 
him, My Maser, one of you has santified me in marriage by means of intercourse. R Meir 
o, wrote her & writ of divorc, and handed it 0 her 
105 We find allusions 1o this in Y Sotah 14, 164 (-Levitcus Rabbah 9:9 [Margulies 

editon (Hebrew) p. 191, nd se the references there to urter paralll): °R. Meir used (0 
preach in the Anishia of Hammsh overy Sobbath night", and in Y Ber.2 (4): °R. Yohanan 
was leaning on R. Jacob b 16 and R. Eleazar saw i and hid from him... As they were 
walking, he saw 5 house of sty sad he 1 him: tis is where R. Meir sal and preached.” 
The last sccount is undoubtedly taken from the milieu of Tiberias . . Kiein cd), Sefer 
Ha:ishus, vol. 1 (o, 1939), p. 51 (n Hebrew). 
106 i1 Numbers, Shelah, 115 (Horowitz. diton p. 129) “Said she t0 him: T swest | 

Shall not eease you untl you vrite me your name and the name of you ity and the name of 
‘your (house] of tudy where you study Torah's and he wrote her his name and tha ofhis city 
and the name of his Master and the name of his [house] of study wherein he stdies Torah: 
She then proceeded to squander her money: a thid o the govemment,a third (0 the poo, and. 
third she took it her and stood inthe ouse ofsudy of R Hiyya.” Alsosee B Men. 44 

107 Cf. Heiman, Hisory . 434; Albeck, Inroducion,p. 14 
108 A mention of R. Benaiah's house of study in Sepphoris ha been preserved in the 

Sources o the period thanks to the discoures deivered there by R Yobanan,th gresest of 
the Palesinion amorain. Ths,forexample. in ¥ BM 2:13, 84=Y Hor. 33, 4. e ead, ‘R 
Hiyya bar Va(Abba) (was) in Sepphors (and) saw everyone running. Sid be 1 bim: “Why 
is cveryone running?” He answered, ‘R Yohanan i siting and preaching in R. Banaia's 
House of study and everyone is humying 0 hea him." And in the Y Shab, [2:3, 136=Y Hor. 
39, 48, R. Simcon b, Lakish asked R. Yohanan s legal question]. R. Yoharan went and 
delivered (the answer)in R. Benaiahs house of study: even (n a station of a basiard 
Scholar and an ignorant High Pries, th bastard schlar has priory over the ignorent High 
Priest™ By contrast, B Ket. 23 tels of the house of study of R. Hanina, “Mar Samuel’s 
daughters were taken captive and were brought o the Land of srcl. They et their captors 
tand outside nd entered R Hanina's house of study. 
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and, in the second generation, of R. Yohanan in Tiberias, % are mentioned. 
Also located in Tiberias were the houses of study of Bar ‘Itiyyan and Bar 
Ulla, in the fourth generation of amoraim. 10 

It should be recalled here that the mention of Bar Ulla’s house of study 
in the Jerusalem Talmud, Shabbat 4:2, 7a is one of the two sources from 
which we can learn with certainty of the feasts—meals taken in a group as. 
sociated with a religious occasion—customary in a number of the 
Palestinian houses of study on Sabbaths and New Moons.!!1 Thus we read 
there: 
  

R. Yonah and R. Yose visited the house of study of Bar Ulla where there 
was a feast, and there were beams there. They came and asked him whether 
they were permitted to move them [on the Sabbath]. He replied: “If you had 
it in mind yesterday, you may move them; but if not, you may . 

  

‘The second source is in the Jerusalem Talmud, Sabbath 20:1, 17c: 
In the days of R. Judah b. Pazi there was a feast in the house of study, and 
they would spread the curtains a day before to the length of four cubits, and 
the next day they would spread them all. They thought it was in accordance 
with the words of R. Judah b, Pazi. They investigated and found that it was 
not. 
  

Admittedly, in the Jerusalem Talmud, Meg. 34, 64a it says: 
Tt has been taught: In houses of assembly and houses of study, one does not 
behave frivolously, one does not eat or drink in them, nor stroll in them, 
nor sleep in them, nor take cover in them from the sun when it is sunny, 
nor from the rain when it is rainy, but one studies (Mishnah) and lectures in 
them, 

  

199 Sotah 220: “There was & widow who bad  synsgogue in hr viciity. Each day she 
would come and pray in R. Yohana's house ofstudy. Sid h to her: My daughte, i there 
0 synagogue in your nighborbood?” 

10 We team of the existence of Bar “Liyyan's house of study from the Y BB 62, ISc 
R. (Dl inthe name of R. Leszar, R Yassa i the name of rabbis who came and stended 

the house o stdy of R. “liyyan.” And s for the house of study of Bar Ull, we read in Y 
Betzah 16, 60c: “R. Yonah ordered his colkcagues: ‘Do not sit on the oute benches of Bar 
Ulla's house of tudy because they ar cold ™ Concerning Bar Ull's house of study, lso 
seein Y Shab. 42, 7acited bove. 

111 About group meals and meals associatd withrliious occasions in the raditions ang 
customs o the Jws of the Land of lsrcl i the period of the Mishnah and the Talmud, see: 
whit A. Opperheimer's “Havror that Were in Jerusalem.” in A Oppenheimer, A 
Rappaport, and M. Stern (ditrs), Essays i she Histoy of Jerusalem During the Second 
Temple: In Memory of Abraham Shall (Jerusdiem, 1981), pp. 178-190 (i Hebrew) (1ad 
especially pp. 185-189, with references thre o earlie resarch). About the “feasts,” lso 
see what was writien by J N. Epsein, “On the Remins of th Jerusalem Talrud.” Tarbic 3 
(1932): 243 (n Hebrew); . Licberman, “Jerusalem Tsimud Fragments” Tarbiz 6 (1935) 
234 (n Hebrew, J. N. Epstein,“On the Jerusalem Talmud Fragments,” iid, pp. 236237 (in 
Hebrew); S. Licberman, The Literal Jerusalem Talmud (Jerwsalem, 1539). p. 213 (in 
Hebrew) 
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Butin the Jerusalem Talmud, Pes. 1:1, 27b, we read: 
R. Jeremiah inquited: What of houses of assembly and houses of study re- 
garding checking for leaven? It is required because (leaven) is brought in 
on Sabbaths and New Moons 

‘We have suggested that the portion of the inscription uncovered in the exca- 
vations of the complex of public Jewish buildings at Qastin in the Golan, 
...Uzi made this accommodation. ...” should be seen s evidence of the ex- 
istence of special rooms or halls near the houses of assembly and houses of 
study in which the *feasts’ were arranged.!12 . Maidlis sees in this inscrip- 
tion “almost certain evidence that there was a house of study in Qasrin.” 13 
In our opinion it is still too so0n to decide whether the Qasin site served as 
a house of study or a house of assembly.!!* In any case, we do clearly have 
an inscription dedicated to a benefactor who contributed to the building of an 
‘accommodation,” that is, a hall for se‘udot mitzvah (i.c., meals associated 

with a religious event), and is finding leads us to theorize that it was a pub- 
lic one (shel rabbim).!'s 

Not a litle evidence preserved in the sources of the period atests to the 
existence of public houses of study. For example, in the Jerusalem Talmud, 
Hag. 2:1, 77b, we read:116 

  

R. Meir was siting and teaching in the house of study of Tiberias. Elisha 
his teacher passed, riding on a horse on the Sabbath. They came and told 
him [R. Meir]: “Behold, your teacher i outside.” He interrupted his lesson 
and went out (0 him, 

  

“The house of study of Tiberias” is also known in the sources as “the great 
house of study of Tiberias”!” and as “the great house of study.”1® A close 
ook at its many mentions indicates that it was in existence for at least two 
hundred and twenty years, from the time of Rabbi Meir until and including 
the fifth generation of amoraim, 

In relation to this house of study, the Jerusalem Talmud, Sheq. 5:7, 
49b relates: 

  

12 Sce D, Urman, “Jewish nscriptions of th Mishnah and Talmud Period fom Qasin 
in the Golan,” Tarbiz 53 (1984): 535-534 n Hebrew). 

113 Maidis, “On he Significance of the ‘Revah’ in Qasein,” Tarbiz 53 (1984) 46 in 
Hebrew) 

114 Cf. Uman, “Hellenistic” p. 462, 
15 See above,n. 75 
16 Ao sce Ecclsistes Rabbah 7:; R Rabbalh 64, 
117 G, for example, It hagpened once that R, Hiyya (br Abba) was collectng chasiy’ 

in Deutcronomy Rabtsh 48 wi the paralles in Y Hor. 7 (48a) and n Leviicus Rabtah 
54 (Margulies ediion, p. 113). 

118 The Aramaic exprssion sidrah rabba used hee for “the great house of sudy” of 
ibcrias appeas a number of tnes n the Palesinian Talmud. For example, see Y Siab. 6:2 
(80 = Sanhedrin 17:1 (280, 
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R. Abun contributed to the making of these gates of the great house of 
study. R. Mana came (o him. Said (R. Abun) (o him: “Look at what | have 
done.” Replied he: *lsracl has ignored his Maker and built temples” (Hosea 
814). Were there no people to occupy themselves with [the study of] T ts 

  

  

Here, then, is evidence of a Sage's contribution to the making of the gates 
of the public house of study of Tiberias in the fourth century C.E. From R. 
Mana’s words of criticism to R. Abun, identical to those of R. Hoshaiah to 
R. Hama bar Hanina when they were both strolling among the houses of as- 

sembly of Lod, it is clear that R. Abun’s gates were monumental.!20 From 
another mention of that same house of study we learn that it was customary 
10 take up collections in the houses of study: 

  

It happened once that R. Hiyya (bar Abba] took up a collcction in the great 
house of study in Tiberias and somcone promised one pound of gold.1 . 
Hiyya thercupon ook him and seated him next to himself and applied 10 
him the verse: “A man's gift makes room for him” (Proverbs 18:16).122 

  

Other evidence of the existence of public houses of study in the Land of 
Israel in the period under discussion is found in the Tosefta 

R. Eleazar [b. R. Zadok] said: It once happened that the 14th [of Nisan] fell 
on the Sabbath and we were scated before Rabban Gamalil in the house of 
study at Lod when Zinon, his officer, came and said: “The time has come 1o 
remove the leaven,” and | and father wen to the home of Rabban Gamalicl 
and removed the leaven. 

  

Elsewhere we read: 
Said R. Simeon b. Eleazar: We were once seated before R. Meir in the house 
of study in *Ardascis and someone said, “I prepared the Erub with onions, 
and R. Meir scated him within his four s, 12+ 

  

We conclude with the public house of study at Sepphoris, mentioned in the 
Jerusalem Talmud: 

R. Hananiah was a seller of bees honey but also had date honey. A few days 
later some people passed. Said he (o them: “Lest I misiead you, know that 
the honey I sold you was of dates.” Said they to him: “That is what we 

  

  

119D, Urman, “Jewish Inscrptions rom the Village of Dabbura in the Golan,” Tarbiz 
40 (1971): 400-401, and n. 6 ther (in Helrew) 

120'Y beah 89 (21b) = Sheq 5:7 (49b): *R. Hama bar Hanina and R. Hoshaiah were 
srollng among the houses of asiembly of Lod. Said R. Hama bar Hanina to R. Hoshsiah 
“How much money my fthersinvested herl” Replied the latter: "How many sous did your 
fathrs nvest here? Were there no people 0 occupy themseles with Torah?” 

121 Acconding to the paralels in Y Hor. 37 (482 and Levitcus Rabbah 5:4 (Margulies 
edion,p.113) 

122 Desteronomy Rabbah 5, 
123 o Pesahim 2(3)11 (Zuckermandeledion,p. 159; Lieberman edion . 159), 
124 Tos Eruvin 9(6) (Zuckermandel editon . 143; Licherman editon,p. 119, 
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want,for it is good for our work.” And R. Hananiah set aside the money re- 
ceived for it and built a house (0 serve as  house of study in Sepphoris.|25 

Itis true that this text is somewhat truncated, but there is no doubt about 
the meaning of its last part: R. Hananiah contributed to the building of a 
house of study in Sepphori. 

THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL FIND. 

Itis clear from what emerges above that the houses of study in the Land of 
Tsael in the last days of the Second Temple and the rabbinic period were ac- 
tual structures. Some were undoubtedly monumental edifices, as is atested 
by the remains of the bet midrash of R. Eliezer Ha-Qappar discovered at 
Dabura, 2 as well as by the mention of “the upper chamber of the house of 

study,” 127 “the middle gate of the house of study,”2* and the magnificent 
gates which R. Abun “made” for the great house of study of Tiberias,"” and 
more. The question, then, must be asked: “Why is it that in the Land of 
Tsrael there is clear archacological evidence of many synagogues and only 
one evidence of a house of study?” as Hiitlenmeister writes.! It seems that 
the answer to this question is to be found in the words of one of the fathers 
of Isracli archacology, S. Yeivin, of blessed memory, who about twenty 
years ago published an artcle tiled “Non-Existent Temples."12! This, it is 
true, deals with a matter different from ours yet very similar, both in the 
shared investigative background and in the methodological conclusions that 
necessarily follow from the investigation 

In his introduction headed “The Atmosphere of the Archaeology of the 
Land of Israel” he wrote: 

  

  

  

     

  

       

The beginning of the scientfic acivity n the research of the Land of Isracl 
in the middle of the past century was in fact but a direct, unintermediated 
continuation of the interest in the Holy Land evinced by its inhabitants 
and, later on, by pilgrims and ordinary tourists, from the days of the 
Mishnah and Taimud o our own day. ILis no wonder, then, that from the 
outsel, most of those involved with this research emorged first and fore- 
most from the circles of Jewish studens of Torah, and from men of the 
clergy and theologians of the various Christian sects. Therefore one can 
also understand the tendency to sce in every o a greater or lesser degree un- 

  

  

125Y pean 74,200 
126 Urman, “Helenisic” pp. 462464, Also sce Z llan, “The Vilage of Dabbura, s 

Arifatsand s nifcaon;”Shenaion Muzeion HaAretz 13 (1971):39.4 (n Hebrew). 
127 Sanh, 136, Z3c—sec above, n. 8. 
128 ¥ Ber, 76, 1le—see bove, .81 
129 Sheg. 57, b—sce above, . 119, 
130 inenmeiste, “Comnection” p. 40. 
191 See Yeivin, “Temples.” pp. 163175 
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usual find, something related to ritual worship and sacred sites, whether 
these were remains of structures, or whether they were utensils or utensil 
fragments...Without expanding the discussion abou this problem in gen- 
eral here, one can immediately make a sufficiently long list of discoveries 
that, when uncovered, were thought (o be remains of temples and “pillars,” 
that late turned out not to be o and were as i they had never been. 132 

  

Under the heading, “Continuation of the ‘Tradition,” Yeivin adds: 
It is known that there is nothing as conservative and persistent as 
aditions,” be their courses correct’ or “aberrant.’ But, behold today, ¢ 

even though most of those busy with investigating the Land of Israel have 
o connection with theology nor any occupation with eligion, the roots 
of the tradition spoken of above [in the chapter “The Atmosphere of the 
Atchacology of the Land of Isracl"] have sunk deeply even into them, so 
that the research of the past two-three generations has been blessed with 
structures that have been called temples or worship-sites on the basis of 
most doubiful proofs. '3 

  

  

  

  

      
    

        

      

       

  

    

    
    

  

     
    
   

  

    
      

In that “Atmosphere of the Archacology of the Land of Israc} 
but most a 

50 sharply 
urately described by Yeivin, there has in our opinion also 

developed a “tradition’ to identify every structural relic bearing Jewish orna- 
mentation or symbols s a bet knessef, a house of assembly, and g 
out of the assumption that “a *house of assembly” is a *house of pray 
As a result, “there is in the Land of Isracl clear archacological evidence 
of...only...one *house of study. ™13 

It must be remembered that the first of those to identify “house of as- 
sembly’ remains in the Land of Israel in the modern age was the American 
theologian, E. Robinson, considered to be the “father of the study of the 
Land of Israel.”3 He discovered the *synagogue” structures in Galilee on 
his second visit to the Land of Isracl in 1852, and describes frankly the 
thinking that led him to class them s such 

  

       
  

  

As these remains were the frst o the kind that we had yet scen; and were of 
a style of archilecture uiterly unknown to us; we were at a loss for some 
time what (o make of them. They were evidently neither Greek nor Roman 
“The inscription, if authentic, obviously marks both structures as of Jewish 
origin; and as such, they could only have been Synagogues.1 36 

  

  

In keeping with his approach, Robinson did in fact succeed in recognizing a 
number of monumental structures in Galilee as Jewish public structures, and 

  
  Yeiin, “Temples" p. 163, 

133 Yeivin, “Temples”p. 164 
134 Sce bove, n. 130, 
135 . 1. Ben-Avieh, The Land of Israe inthe 19t Century—Is Rediscovery Qruslem, 

1971), . 69 (in Hebrew), 
136 . Robinson, Bitiical Researches in Palesine and ihe Adjacent Regions: Journal of Travels in the Years 1538 & 1352, xd 4, vo. 3 (London, 1867, p. 71 
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was even wise enough to date them more or less accurately—(o the first cen- 
turies of the Common Era. However, among these “synagogues” he also 
counted remnants of a large structure preserved in castern Tel Kedesh,'s? 
Known today (0 be a pagan temple. 35 

Researchers in the second half of the nineteenth century al followed in 
Robinson’s footsteps, as did the surveyors and excavators of the first half of 
the twentieth century. Almost all of them, on the assumption that “a ‘house 
of assembly” is a *house of prayer,” identified practically every Jewish 
structural remain from the period of the Mishnah and Talmud as a 
“synagogue. 

‘The development of this ‘tradition” of identification has often led o0 ab- 
surd definitions and idenifications. Thus, for example, a wine-press'® un- 
covered at Hulda in 1953 was at first thought by M. Avi-Yonah to belong 
10 “a special type of [Jewish] place of prayer which was perhaps combined 
with a ritual bath.”140 Latr, Avi-Yonah refracted this'*! but the remains are 
nevertheless still marked as “a synagogue site” even in new publications. 
Yeivin was certainly right in observing that *..there is nothing more con- 
servative and persistent than ‘traditions,” be their courses “correct’ or 
aberrant. 143 

Hiittenmeister, whose artcle serves as a springboard for the present arti- 
cle, faithfully represents the continuity of this identification ‘tradition.’ A 
synagogue, he writes, 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

is identifiable only by these clear and specific characteristcs: if, according 
1o its size or plan, it s a public building; or if symbols clearly connected 
with the ritual worship, such as a menorah, a lulav, a shofar, an ethrog, are 
found; or if an inscription i found identifying the structure as an aira 
Kadisha (i3 holy site]1 4 

  

  

It would seem that the remains of the wine-press uncovered at Hulda possess 
all the peculiarities listed by Hittenmeister except one: a “holy site” inscrip- 
tion. But can such an indication really serve as “a clear and specific” syna- 
gogue sign? It is obvious from our sources tha at least some of the Sages 
saw the houses of study as holy sites no less than the synagogues, and some. 
even atiributed to them a higher degree of holiness. 

     

  

37 Rabinon (s ot 136),p. 71 and 367-368, 
138 See A, Ovadiah et al, “The Roman Temple at Kedesh in Qudnorior 15 (1983 121125 i Hebew) 
139 i Kioner,“Synagogues.” . 17. 
HOM, Avi-Yonah, “Ten Yeusof Archaclogy inTrcl,” /78 1958),. 62 41 See M. Avi-Yonah,“Synaogues” in EAEHL, vl 1, . 10 i Hebrow, 

142 Sce th mponp. 2o Levine, ASR. 
193 Yeivin, “Temples” p. 164 
4 Huenmeiser, “Comecion:” p. 42 
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We have already cited from the Jerusalem Talmud the segment dealing 
with whether a synagogue may be sold to purchase a house of study. s The 
Palestinian gemara responds there in the name of one of the greatest of the 
Palestinian amoraim: “The word of R. Joshua b. Levi is—it is permit- 
ted. 46 Also, elsewhere in the Jerusalem Talmud we read: “R. Yonah in 
the name of R. Hiyya bar Ashi: *Haverim will in the future tire themselves 
out from the synagogues to the houses of study. What is the reason? [For it 
is written,] “They go from strength to strength, appearing before God in 
Zion” (Ps. 84:8).™147 

  

  

SUMMARY 

        

      
    
    
    

     

   

      

     

   

        

    
     

  

   

  

    Whether or not building especially set aside for use as houses of study 
i the Land of Israel in the period of the Mishnah and Talmud has been the 
focal point of this paper. For an investigation of how Jewish society and its 
institutions in the Land of Israel looked at that time, the importance of a 
clear answer to this question is well known. 

It seems that until about one hundred years ago, no scholar would have. 
doubted the existence of specific houses of study, but in recent years, some 
have had them disappear within the synagogue, and some have transformed 
the house of study from a structure and central institution in the life of a re- 
spected segment of Jewish society in the Land of Isracl into an abstract con- 
ceptof a ‘school,” or “the act of gathering together for common study. 

In our opinion, two factors have merged to contribute to these conclu. 
sions. The first is the prevalence of an erroneous conception that sees the 
function of the house of assembly in the Land of Israel during this whole 
period as a house of prayer. The second is the development of a tradition that 
identifies almost all structural remains with inscriptions of Jews, o Jewish 
ornamentation, dating to that time as a synagogue. 

‘The house of assembly in the days of the Second Temple and in the 
gencrations of the Tannaim was first and foremost a bet ha-qehillah, namely, 
a community house. Only during the era of the amoraim, with prayer be- 
coming established as a central liturgical component in the house of assem- 
bly, and perhaps also under the influence of the Christian houses of prayer 

  

  

      

  

  

  

  

¥ Meg. 31, 730, Ao se n. 74 above 
196 5 of ntrest tonot tht the Babylosian Talmud in his case also prefers the house 

of study over the house of sssemply (i.. synsgogue). And in B Meg. 26b-27a we read 33 
follows: . Papi ssid n he name of Rabs: “To tum a synagogue into  colege (1. house of 
Rabbi" is permitied; 0 turn a collge nto 8 synagogue s forbidden. R. Papa, however, alio 
reporing Rabs, states the opposit. R. Aha said: “The satement of R. Papi s the more 
probable, since . Joshua ben Levisad: It pemisibe o make asynagogue into  house of 
Sudy ™ This scems concusive. 

47 Shebi 4:10, 35. And alo see B Ber. 643 and B MQ 294 
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i the East, did the Jewish house of assembly increasingly become a house 
of prayer. 48 The natural tendency to segregate on the part of the Sages, as a 
social and religious elite, let to the erection of separate structures (0 serve as 
houses of study 

‘The inescapable conclusion of our discussion is that a good part of the 
structures uncovered thus far and identified as houses of assembly were, in 
fact, houses of study. To deal with the question of criteria whereby it s pos- 
sible to identify and differentiate between a house of assembly and a house 
of study in the period of the Mishnah and Talmud is beyond our purview 
here. Let us point out, however, tht the most certain criteion i the finding 
of an inscription that mentions the functions of the structure, as that of 
Theodotus son of Vettenos, or the inscription from the house of study of R. 
Eliczer Ha-Qappar, who had already expressed the hope that “the synagogues 
and houses of study in Babylonia willin time to come be established in the 
Land of Israel.”14" 

  

  

145 The reciproca influences of the Christian churches in the East and the Jewish 
synagogues i the Land oflrsl varran  sysemaic. detaled investigaion which as nt as 
Vet been done 

198 Meg. 
   



   ‘THE SYNAGOGUE AND STUDY HOUSE AT MEROTH 

ZVIILAN® 

Research into the communal center of the Jewish settlement at Meroth, 
which began only a few years ago, sheds light on the history of the Jews in 
Northern Galilee from the time of the Second Temple up to the Middle 
Ages. It also brings forth new material concerning synagogues and study 
houses of antiquity. The site is located at Horvat Maros, north of the road 
between Tel Hazor and ‘Alma (coordinates 1998-2707), about seven 
kilometers northeast of Safed. T identified it as Meroth, a settlement that 
marked the northern boundary of Glilee facing the border of Tyre, which 
was fortfied during the rebellion of 66-72 C.E.! The fist suggestion of the 
identification of the site appeared in a document from the Cairo Genizah 
mentioning Kefar Meroth, which I read in 1977. 

1 first explored the site in 1981, and upon discovering the syn 
there, continued (0 conduct field excavations in subsequent years. 
Excavations at the site continued until October 1986, and what follows here 
is, therefore, a summary of ten years of research.? [For a table of the 
synagogue’s stages, please refer to the back of the article—Eds.] 

      

     

  

      

    

     

   

      

    

       
    
    

     

    

     

    

STAGE A.1—FOUNDATION OF THE SYNAGOGUE 

“The synagogue is built on “the hei 
looking eastward, d 

ghts of the town'” in the area from which, 
e houses of the settlement are built on terraces, facing 

  

   

  

This essay was originally published in A Ksshe, A, Oppeneimer, and U. Rappapor, 
cds. Synagogues in Aniguity Uerusalem, 1987), pp. 231-266 (in Hebrow). It has been 
tranlated wit the permission of Mrs. Z+i T1an and of Yad lzhak Ben Zvi. It was translated 
by Dr. Nathanil Stamper. 

" Regarding the discovery and identifcation, se Z. T, “The Location of Meroth—A 
Fortifed Setlement on the Border of Galiee,” Qadmoniof 16, n0s. 62-63 (1984) §3.85 (n 
Hebrew): llan, “Forified Setlement,” p. 141-146: Z. Tlan and E. Damat, “Excavaion of 
the Synagogue at Meroth.” Qadmoniol 18, nos. 670 (1985): 44.50 Gn Hebrew); Z. Ilan, 
Hidden Treasues in the Galiles. Meroth—An Ancient Jewish Setlment,” Teva va Aret 

28 (1986): 1215 (i Hebrew): 4 86 (1986): 23 (in Hebrew). Entrance to the area requies 
permission of the Iral Defense Forces 

2 The excavation ws conduced under the auspices ofthe sl Antiquites Authority. 
Beginning with the sccond full season of excavation, Emanuel Damai joined me in its 
directorship, and the summary is essentially the reslt of ur join deliberation. Asssting us 
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the Huleh Valley. The orientation of the structure is north-south, i.e., 
toward Jerusalem. It is built of large hewn chalk stones, some of which are 
decorated with relief work, common in Galilean synagogues. The structure 
i in basilica form, having two rows of columns which divide the prayer 
hall into a central area (5.5 meters wide) and aisles on two sides. The width 
of the east aisle is 2.5 meters and the western is 2.25 meters. This i similar 
to the synagogue at Beth Alpha, where likewise the aisles are of unequal 
width. The interior measurements of the hall are 17.75 x 11.5 meters. At 
the front of the building on the south there is an entrance porch with a 
columned front (a portico) built along the width of the structure. Is width is 
3.75 meters. The overall length of the building was, accordingly, 22.5 
meters. On the west side of the building, a store-room was attached, having 

vaulted ceiling, four meters in length. The width of the building including 
the store-room is 15 meters. In front of the south facade was a courtyard 
whose south wall was built seven meters from the south end of the portico. 
The courtyard had a wing which extended along the entire east side of the 
building, and was connected to the prayer hall by an opening pierced in the 
cast wall of the hall. The width of the courtyard was accordingly 20 meters, 
and this was also the widih of the entire synagogue, while the overall length 
reached 30 meters. Apparently, the courtyard wing east of the hall was 
intended to permit access and entry into the hall for latecomers to prayers 
and for those desiring 10 leave during the service. As s well known, the 
main entrances to Galilean synagogues were situated at the south end of the 
structures. South was also the direction the worshippers faced. This fact 
affected eniry and exit of the worshippers, as will be evident below, and this 
was what necessitated the opening of a side door which exists in many 
synagogues. In the center of the synagogue’s courtyard, there was a well. A 
courtyard (atrium) with a well was quite typical in churches, and evidently 
the builders of our synagogues were influenced by the designs of 
contemporancous churches. This was the first courtyard excavated in a 
Galilean synagogue. Courtyards at the front of synagogues which contain 
wells are also known at Beth Alpha, Beth She‘arim, Horvat Sumaga, 
Na‘aran, Horvat Susiya, Eshtemoa, and others 

At the southern facade wall ofthe structure there were three openings that 
were found closed up (reasons for this,see below in the description of Stage 
C). The length of the opening is 252 cm, and the length of the engraved 

    

      

  

   

  

  

  

  

    
  

  

  

were T. Amit, Z. Nizan, D. Reizel, L. Marcuson, G. Sinah, Y. Bar Yehuda, N. Pesah, A 
Shub. . Sahar, and A, Bar Or. Surveyors—M. Feist, Y. Vatkin, A Okonew. I recived ideas 

‘and suggestions for inerpeting this and ther discoveris from the scholars N. Avigad, Sh 
‘Applebaum, M. Bayer, M. Bar Asher, A Berman, M. Gibon, R Hachil, R Talgarm, B. 
Mazar, J. Naveh, Z, Ma'oz, A. Ovadi, G. Foerster and A. Kindler. My thanks (0 them 
Nevertheles. they should not be heldresponsibl for any detal staed here, which is my 
responsibiliy alone. 
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lintel is 280 cm. The lintel rests on two heavy, monolithic door posts, also 
engraved. In the vicinity of this opening there were discovered five stones of 
the arch that had originally been over the opening. On the narrow edge of 

h of these stones there was a relif carving of a frame decorated with a 
plant motif. Inside the frame were depictions, all of which had been 
destroyed. This defacing is dated to the period following the edict of Yazid I 
on this subject (721 C.E.): This dating conforms to our knowledge about 

the history of the synagogue at Meroth where in both the synagogue and the 
adjoining study house we found evidence of iconoclasm. From that 
destruction there survives, on one of the comer stones, the relief of a 
pomegranate, and in the portion beneath it, parts of the figure of a fish. On 
another stone is the figure of a pitcher (resembling a basket) from which, it 
may be surmised, a stream of water is pouring. If this i 50, then we have 
here the zodiac sign of Pisces on one stone and the sign of Aquarius on 
another. This suggests that there were originally twelve stones in the arch 
and on each of them was one of the twelve monthly zodiacal signs. 
Although in synagogues the months and their signs were usually depicted 
on mosaics graphically (at En-Gedi in the form of alist), we cannot exclude 
the possibility that they were also depicted on stone. Furthermore, it has 
been suggested thatin an embellshed tablet rom Kefar Bar'am there was a 
calendar with the signs of the zodiac.* It s also possible to identify other 
depictions on ston in [ancient] synagogues as zodiacal signs, as at Kh. er- 
Rafid and at Dabura in the Golan Heights $ At the Beth She'arim synagogue 

were found engraved on marble slabs fish, a lion,  ram and a pitcher—all of 
which the excavators assumed 1o be zodiacal signs.® It should be pointed out 
that on the lintel over the entrance of the Church of the Redeemer in 
Jerusalem, which dates to the Crusades,are depicted the twelve zodiac signs, 
apparently based on an earlie tradition. 

Inside the synagogue hall at Meroth, at the two sides of the main 
entrance, the remains of two platforms were discovered. The measurements 
of the easterly of the two are 90 x 176 cm; of it only one course of stones 
had been preserved. The measurements of the second of these platforms at 
this stage are not entirely clear, because another platform was built upon it 
at the second stage of the synagogue (see below). Apparently, the western 

    

  

      

  

   
  

  

  

  

  

platform served as the pedestal for a wooden cabinet in which the Torah 
scrolls were kept. The casterly platform was evidently used during the 

  

3 Toafir, p. 432 
4R Amiran, “A Fragment of an Omanental Rel 

(1953): 178.180 Gin Hebrew). 
5 For Kh.er-Rafd,see Sukenik,el-Hamneh,p.91. For Dabia, see Ma‘oz, Golan, .28 
 B. Meiser, “The Fourth Excavation Season at Beth She'arim,” Yedior 9 (1944 12 (in 

Hebrew), 

ef from Kefar Bar'am,” Eretz [rael 3    
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reading of the Torah. The placement of the platforms between the entrance 
and the rows of pillas, where the platforms stood in Galilean synagogues, 
is the only possible place for them given the fact that the entrances face 
southward. This placement made them visible from every other position in 
the building during the time, at least, when the location of the Torah Ark 
was fixed and the scrolls were regularly placed i it 

Benches were placed along the length of the walls, apparently two 
benches on cach side, one above theother. It apears that in order 0 increase 
the capacity of worshippers a gallery was added. The possibiliy of this 
being the case even at the first stage stems from the fact that more 

chitectural items were found than are required for a single story. It should 
be mentioned that the German scholars, Kohl and Watzinger, reconstructed 
synagogue structures as two-storied. Furthermore, there is a discrepancy 
between the size and elegance of the synagogue structures and the number of 
seats provided by the main-floor benches alone. Even if we assume that on 
Sabbaths and festivals the people sat on mats and rugs, it still would have 
been difficult o provide for comfortable worship in the larger settlements 
We estimate that there were 1000 to 1200 inhabitants in the village of 
Meroth, and so in order to enable al of them t0 pray together,they added a 
gallery. In any case, we have clear evidenc of the existence of a gallery in 
stage C (see below). 

The synagogue was buil in an area in which there were stone quarries 
and various installations, including a seris of six underground rooms dug 
beneath the southeast portion of the building. I is not clear why this 
particular location was chosen since the pis beneath might well weaken the 
structure. Several of the openings at the top of the pits were sealed up and 
over them the floor of the synagogue was placed. It is conceivable, 
therefore, that some of the hollow spaces are where the stone was quarried 
for building the structure and afterwards these spaces were uilized forstorage 
rooms. In these rooms have been found pottery sherds of the second to the 
fifih centris, and several coins of the same period (.., of the emperors 
Hadrian, Antoninus Pius, Diocletian and Constantine the Great). One of the 
pits contained a well, and a second a migweh, which had an entrance along 
the south wall of the portico. Conceivably, the well water was intended for 
the migweh which was adjacent to it. The original entrance to the migwelh 
has not been found. Judging by its size, the migweh was used by the 

e only, rather than by the public at larg 
dug which connected them. These 

     

  

  

      
  

  

  

  

  

  

  

    
  

  

officiants of the syn: 
Between the rooms, short pass: 

  

     

    7 Regarding wter insalltions in synagogues. the inscription of Theodotus son of 
Vetienos s inform: LI, vol. 2, pp. 332335, Concerning migywaor, see Dothan, 
“HammathTibeias” . 123, nd Y. Shenberger, Migwaor, Gerusalem, 1973), p. 25-27 (in 
Hebrew).[5ee also R, Reich's st in ths volume-Eds) 
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are similar o the well-known hiding caves known primarily from the Judean 
Plain.® At the bottom of one of these rooms a small bell-shaped cistern was 
dug. Since a system of this kind has never been discovered in synagogues to 
date,itis difficult 10 assess its nature.? In the settlement itself several hide- 
away systems were found, as well as portions of  defense wall, a tower, a 
huge ditch, a catapult stone, and a number of iron arrow-heads. According to 
Josephus, he fortified several towns during the rebellion against the 
Romans, including Meroth and Gamala. In connection with the latter, 
Josephus states that he added a wall and tunnels (Jewish War, 4, 1,2). If 
this was Josephus’ usual procedure, it cannot be ruled out that at Meroth as 
well systems for hiding were dug as carly as the first rebellion. Later, with 
the erection of the synagogue building, perhaps a connection was dug 
between the tunnel system beneath it (via the bell-shaped hole) and the 
settlement’s tunnels. If it should become clear that the system of Meroth 
was dug during the first rebellion, this would be a contribution to the 
research on the hiding systems in general 

The synagogue structure was paved with plaster, and signs of repair were 
visible. The walls and the pillars, too, had evidently been plastered and on 
them decorations had been painted in red. From the hundreds of pieces of 
plaster found with remnants of red decorations, it would appear that these 
were simple geometric designs. At least, it may be said, no evidence 
remains of any writing, plant designs, human figures, or animals. The roof 
was covered with tiles, apparently in all three stages of the building’s 
existence. Many broken tles were discovered of various forms and methods 
of firing. 

‘We date the foundation of the sy 

   

  

    

  

   

    

gogue building to the end of the fourth 
century or the beginning of the fifth CE. As is known, research accepts the 
view that synagogues of the Galilean type were established in the third 
century (and some also in the second century).!* Yet, discoveries of the last 
several years show that synagogues in the north, of the Galilean type or 
similar 0 it, were rebuilt or newly built in the fifth-sixth centuries, as at 
Capernaum,'! Nabratein (Kefar Neburaya),'? and in the Golan.'? After the 

  

    

  

  

A Kloner,“Hidcout Compleses from th Pei of Bar Kokb i the Judsan lain” A 
Oppenheimer and U. Rapaport, cds. The Revolt of Bar Kokhba—a New Approach 
Cerusalem, 1989, pp. 153171 Gn Hebrew), 

9 Bencath the synagopuc couryard a Susia thre was discovered “a sysem of caves 
‘which were perhaps orginally dug s stone quarics and n e fimes became sore rooms. 
See'S Guman, “Excavation of the Synapogve a Horva Susya.” Qadmonior 3. no. 18 
(197248 i Hebrew). 

10 Focrter, “Symgogucs,” pp. 241, 243 Tair, “Isel” pp. 165-189. 
11 Loffreds, “Capernaum?; Focrste, “Notes"s Av-Yonsh, “Comments, 
12 & Veyers, “The Torah Ark of Nabracin,” Qadmonior 16, nos. 8.59 (1982): 78 in 

Hebrew); Naveh. Mosaic, p. 32 
13 Ma'or, Galan. p. 3. 

  

     

  

    

 



  
  

oTH 261 

excavation at Meroth, we are able to reinforce the view that the term 
“Galilean Synagogue’ has a geographic rather than a chronological 
significance. 14 Thus, synagogues of this plan were built for along period of 
time between the third and the sixth century. The building tradition of this 
type extended for hundreds of years and was not restricted to the third and 
fourth centuries alone. From the historical viewpoint thi fact is important. 
since it adds to carler knowledge about the establishment of synagogues and 
about their construction during the Byzantine period, including the period 
when the law prohibited their being built. Similarly, it testfied (o the 
viability of these communities, and, from the discoveries at Meroth, it is 
clear that this viabilty continued for even a longer time. 

STAGE A 2—THE MOSAIC FLOOR 

  

cenerations after the building’s construction, in the second 
third of the fifth century, a mosaic floor was laid on top of the plaster floor. 
‘This mosaic was the first o be discovered in a synagogue in the Upper 
Galilee. Previously, stone pavemens had been considered characteristic of 

lean synagogues.’s 
Other Galilean synagogues have since been found to have had mosaics. 6 

‘The presence of the mosaic and courtyard in Meroth can be understood in 
context of the late date of the building. Once we saw that the Galilean 
synagogue type could not be associated with the third century alone, it 
became clear that synagogues of this later type include both elements of 
carly synagogues of the same group, and contemporancous elements such as 
mosaics and courtyards, which are found in Byzantine churches and 
synagogues of the time. The stage appears to end at the close of the fifth 
century—perhaps as a result of fire, as evidenced by the burned spot on the 
mosaic. We do not know if this fire represents a hostile act or an accident, 
and we can suggest no suitable historical event during which it might hay 
occurred. 

A fragment of the mosaic 1.70 x 2.15 meters in size was found in the 
northern part of the eastern aisle. The mosaic was discovered thanks to the 

   

        

  

        

14 See Kloner, Synagogues.” p.18. Allvough there are also some in Gliles exceptional 
i form, and the ntent i regarding the ransvere synagogue ot Khirbet Shem', and se . 
M. Meyers, “The Synagogue t Khicbet Shems™ in Levine, ASR, pp. 70-73. S the bsic 
questions raisd on this matter in ight of discovery of Byzantine period synagogucs in the 

  

     

  

Galleein L. 1 Levine, “Ancien Synagogues—Hisorcal Ineoduction” n Levine, ASR. pp. 910, 
15 Foerster, “Synagogues.” . 237 

16 For a detailed fsing of locatons of synagogues with mosaic flors, s lln, Ancient   

Synagogues.p. 2: Z. lan. A Suniy of Synagogucs in the Upper 
(1987 170195 in Hebrew). 
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fact that a portion of the stone pavement which covered it (see below) was 
removed in a later period. Another small fragment was found in the northern 
part of the western aisle. On it may be distinguished a design that seems to 
represent a cluster of grapes. No remains of the mosaic were found in the 
rest of the building. Two coins were discovered under the base of the 
‘mosaic. One of the coins was ascribed to Valentinian Il (425-455 C.E.). 
‘The floor would thus appear to have been constructed in the second quarter 
of the fifth century. This estimation agrees with the character of the floor. 

‘The colors of the mosaic are white, red, yellow, pink and black, and its 
stones are § x 8 centimeters in size. A dovetail pattern in the borders of the 
floor creates a frame around the subject of the picture: the figure of a seated 
man surrounded by articles of war. No parallel to this picture has yet been 
found either in synagogues in Israel or the Diaspora, nor in any mosaic 
associated with non-Jews. The figure is of a young man in a short, white 
tnic with long sleeves. A red cloak (sagum) covers his left shoulder and is 
fastened above his right shoulder with a pin (fibola). The upper part of the 
body, the surviving portion of which measures 28 x 67 centimeters, leans 
slightly to the left. The face is inclined in the direction of the vestibule. The 
eyes, apart from a portion of the left eye, have been gouged out, perhaps 
purposely. On the garment, over the right arm and the right thigh, are 
Tlower-like decorations (there was a similar symbol on the left thigh, as 
appears from the outline left in the foundation of the floor after that part of 
the mosaic was destroyed [see below]). The head is outlined in two colors: 
the front in black, with upward projections, and the center and back in red. 
‘The two colors may have been chosen for reasons of composition alone, but 
there could have been a desire to show the color of the man’s hair (red), and 
to portray in the foreground a kind of crown or diadem. The hands of the 
figure are extended and only parts of a few fingers have survived. Most of 
the right hand has been preserved. The left hand is preserved up to the wrist, 
and its outline, up 1o beyond the thumb. Near the right palm, where the 
sleeve ends, there survived a cuff (manchette) in black. Itis unclear what the 
man held in his hands. It may be some object mentioned in the biblical 
account (see below), or perhaps a rod or palm branch as conquerors in 
ancient depictions occasionally hold (suggestion of B. Bayer). 

‘The man s leaning on alarge, elliptical shield, with a projection (umbo) 
at the center. Such an image of a soldier leaning on a shield exists in 
Roman art. Near the shoulder and head appears a full helmet, designed to 
cover the face and neck. It has a projection on the top.!? The helmet is made 
with yellow stones meant (o represent copper or bronze. In the late Roman 
period, such a helmet was usually designed for a cavalry soldier or a 

  

  

    

  

  

     
  

  

  

  

  

    
  

17 For  sinilar helmet, see S. James, “Evidence from Durs-Europos for the Origins o 
Late Romsn Helmets” Sy 63 (1986: 130, fig. 21 
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gladiator. There may be some lack of proportion between the size of the 
elmet and sword, on the one hand, and that of the igure on the other (see 
below). 

Above and to the left of the head appears a particularly long sword 
(spatha), apparenly of a cavalry soldier. It ha a strap for hanging on one 
side, and a straight object with protrusions, apparently a leather stap used to 
secure the sword to the bell, o the other. There is a bumed spot on the 
mosaic in the area of the sword. The fact that the man is nol carrying the 
arms indicates that they do not belong to him. The mosaic is destroyed 
below the figure’s knee, but we may assume that the legs were extended 
diagonally or were crossed, and that the soles rested on the western line of 
the frame. 

  

  

In front of the lower portion of the figure are remains of an elliptical 
design formed by a black band, encircled from both sides by aline of white 
stones, of which a fragment some 20 centimeters in length s preserved near 
the figure, and smaller fragments on the opposite end. A small red and black 
fragment was preserved within the ellipse. The width of the ellpiical black 
band is 4 centimeters. In the fragment near the figure a rectangular form, 3.7 
X 4.5 centimeters in size and made of black stones lined by white, protrudes 
from the band. At a distance of 13 centimeters t0 the west (left) of this 
design, the broken beginning of a similar design has been preserved. At one 
point we weighed the possibility that the design should be interpreted as a 
wall with towers, which would have surrounded a city before most of the 
picture was destroyed. This inerpretation rested on depictions of cities With 
surrounding walls, such as Jerusalem, and particularly Neapolis, on the 
Madaba map. 18 These show both gate towers and ordinary towers joined to 
an clliptical wall. However, the depiction on our floor is not idenical. We 
now incline more to the belief that what lies before us is some picce of 
military equipment analogous o the weapons found on the other side of the 
igure. We also considered the possibilities of a chariot or perhaps a 
hippodrome (of the sort shown on the mosaic floor in Carthage), but 
because of the state of preservation of the fragment we reached no 
conclusion in the matter. 

About a meter south of the figure, near the remains of the elliptic band 
mentioned above, a straight fragment of black stones, apparenly the border 
of the picture, was preserved. Beyond the frame, to the west, a circular 
design resembling a chessboard was uncovered. On the surface between the 
circle and the frame appears an *Amazon’s Shield” (peltate) pattern which, as 
far as we know, s the frst to be discovered in a synagogue mosaic 

  

      

  

15 M. Avi-Yonsh, “The Msp of Madabi—a Translation and Commentary.” re 
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The Mosaic Inscription 
In the space between the northern frame line of this mosaic and the helmet 
and shield, a two-line Aramaic inscription was inserted.1? 

  

Text Transliteration 
Yudan bar Shimon 

    

‘The names Yudan and Shimon are common among Jews of the talmudic 
period, and there is even a sage with the name Yudan bar Shimon.20 We 
have not found in any source a historical personage who may be identified 
with Yudan bar Shimon from Meroth. The word MNY is more difficult. It 
is recognized as a given name, a shortened form of Menachem, known o be 
the name of sages; but e it occurs a the end of the inscription, and may 
in our case be interpreted in various ways: (1) As the name of the 

andfather, though the lack of the term of affiliation “bar” before MNY 
cult 10 accept this interpretation. (2) As a family name, such as 

Kimber o Katushion from En-Gedi or Goliath from Jericho, at the end of 
the Second-Temple period and afterward2! (3) As a name or ttle of a 
functionary, perhaps derived from the word memani (appointed functionary) 
in Aramaic. The phenomenon of dropping the first mem when two mems 
fall at the beginning of a word is well known, and it may be that this has 
occurred here as well—especially as, if another mem were added to the 
inscription, litle empty space would be left between the helmet and the 
shield. The functionary may have belonged to the imperial government, for 
example as ‘appointee of the emperor,” or, as scems more likely, to the 
internal Jewish administration. We leam of the existence of such a 
position in the period of the geonim when appointments in the local 
communities (gehillor) were made by the Gaon, the head of the Palestiia 
‘Academy. The local leader was appointed by the Academy and was known as 
‘meqadem.’™ We leam of such local administrators from a synagogue 
inscription from Nabratein, near Meroth, which mentions the fact that the 

  

  

  

     
   

   

     
  

      

19 This is the firt inscrption, of course, in synsgogue mosics north of an imaginary I 
drawn rom Sepphoris through Horva “Amimudim 1 Hammth-Tiberis. See Naveh, Masaie 
p6, 

20 M. Margaliyot, Encyclopeiaof the Tamudic Sages and the Geoni vo. 1, Gerusslem, 
brew). 
i, “Names and Nicknames of Jews n the Second Temple Period” Eret: 

srael 17 (1984): 196, 203 (in Hebrew); Y. Yadin, Searching for Bar Kothba, Qerusalem, 
1971), pp. 233-234 (in Hebrew) 

22 Tanna Debei Bliyahu, Chapter 14 (13), M. Ish Shlom,ed. p. 6, 
23 Gill, Paesine,vol. 1, pp. 468-470, and vl 2, leter o. 2,3 leter from Tibeiasfrom 

iea 1020, on th subjec of communl appointments in norhern Palestine o Syria. See sls0 
Vol 1 p. 475.479, (paragraph 799) 
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building was erected during the rule of Tanina and Luliana* (4) As the size 
of a contribution to the floor’s construction, a maneh of silver, which 
according to this interpretation, was spelled here with a final yod. (5) The 
word is mini, that is, mimeni_(‘from me") referring to the donor. However, 
it has been pointed out in connection with this suggestion that we would 
expect the word mini—if indeed grounds exist for this interpretation—to 
ome at the beginning of the inscription. 

Here, then, are several interpretations that have been suggested for this 
word, the difficulty of which arises from its uniqueness among ancient 
inscriptions. The last two suggestions are based on the assumption that we: 
are dealing with the dedication inscription of the man who donated the 
money for the floor’s construction. I this is indeed the case, the text is 
missing the usual components of a dedication inscription, such as 
“remembered for good,” “who donated,” “he made,” "may he be 
strengthened,” and so on. But even an inscription that lacks. the 
aforementioned verbs may occasionally be expected 25 

‘The central question is, s the name that of the figure depicted in the 
mosaic or that of the mossic’s maker? In this regard, can special significance 
be attached to the fact that the inscription was placed at the side of the figure 
and not above it?2%If indeed the inseription refers to the figure, it could well 
have fit i the space above i, a is usual in mosaics. 

OF all the possibilties that suggest themselves, it seems most likely 
that the name refers to the donor or (0 the artst, and not to the man depicted 
in the mosaic. Most synagogue inscriptions are of the names of donors. The 
writing of the artist’s name on mosaic floors is known from a limited 
number of sites: the synagogues in Beth Alpha and Beth-Shean (Marianus 
and Hanina his son), and churches in Kissufim and in Mahayyat (Mt 
Nebo).27 The artist in our case could, if this indeed be his signature, have 
placed it in the wide borders of the mosaic and not inside the picture, 
However, the artist may have chosen to put his signature further inside the 
mosaic because worshippers siting on benches around the mossic would put 
their feet in the borders. The writing of an arist’s name within the floor 
itself is known from other sites, among them the last two mentioned above. 

  

  

  

  

    

      

  

      

2 Naveh, Mosaic,p. 32 
25 As,for example, “Ana Yehuda Hazasna” (i, 1, Jdah the sexton” i the inscript 

at ApheK n the Golan, Sec Naveh, Mosaic, p. 0. Se alo inseriptions at Bar'am, Gaza snd En Nashut. 
26 Oceasionally, we find vericaly writn inscritions in mosais, including mossics of 

gladiatorial comba, and on onbstoncs. e Mzer, Beth Shearim, p. 135. S aso 1. . W. 
Drijers, Th Religion of Palmyra, (Leiden: Bill, 1976),pl. XXXIV: A.F. Blano, Mosaicos 
Romanos de lulica, vl 1, (Madid, 1978), l. 55 Descrptions e known of ndividuals who. 
died. At their burial their wespons are decribed, ee, .. C. 1. Mskaronas et . “The. 
Tomb of Lyson and Kallikles” Archacology 27 (1974): 349-359 

27 Naveh, Mosaic, p. 72,78 (No. 47 0d Taori p. 159, 
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Significance of the Depiction 
‘The symbols on the figure’s arm excite special interest. They appear in 
‘mosaics and representations from the Byzantine period frequently, on the 

clothes of simple people, soldiers and dignitaries. In our case, they may be 
symbols of a military unit or of membership in an organization or class, 
rather than purely for decoration. A symbol similar in form is that of the 
unit known as Victores, a mobile unit that served in the eastern empire and 
perhaps also in the Land of Isracl. It also appears in the early fifth-century 
list *Notitia Dignitatum."* In the lst, a cross also appears on the symbo, 
but the creator of the mosaic may have lef the cross ou. It should be noted 
that government and administrative functionaries in the provinces wore 
uniforms. These facts suggest that the commissioners of the mosaic wished 
o portray a man who distinguished himself in battle, perhaps a hero, soldier 
or other personage from ancient times, but clothed in the military dress of 
the time the mosaic was made. 

If in fact the mosaic portrays a figure unknown from the sources, it is 
unlike any synagogue mosaic discovered to date, in which biblical or 
mythological scenes alone have been found (as in Gerasa, Beth Alpha, 
Na'aran, Hammath-Tiberias, Japhia and Susiya). The late Professor Yadin 
therefore believed, in keeping with earler finds, that the Meroth figure 
represents David son of Jesse, surrounded by the weapons he ook from 
Goliath (1 Samuel 17:4-7, 38-58). We had raised the suggestion that the 
figure is David even earlier, at the time of its discovery, along with other 
possibilities 2 

This suggestion banishes most of the difficulties involved in 
understanding the depiction: it is a biblical scene, known from other 
synagogues. It explains the unusually large size of the helmet and the 
sword; and clothing David in the dress of the Victores unit makes sense for 
this particular scene. The theory is supported by the fact that the depiction 
on the floor recalls detais of scenes showing David/Orpheus playing the 
Iyre to a group of animals. There is similarity between the form of the 
seated figure from Meroth and that of many Orpheus representations: the 
placement of the hands (which usually hold a lyre) and the tunic (in Meroth 
and in several other depictions).* Our interpretation also explains why the 
figure wears a crown. 

    

  

  

  

280, Seeck, Noriia Digaitauam (Frankfu, 1962),p. 12, o. 22, Thi unt is it 
the thee Theodosian unts. The Theodosian unit erved, as known,in Nessana i the Ne 
Sce C. J. Krsemer, Excavarions ar Nessara, vol. 3 (Princeton, 1958), pp. 2021, 1t s 
Inteesing o note ha the troops were bom n Paestine. 

2 See 7. lan, “Discoveries at Merol” Devar Hashaw'a 22 (June 1, 1984), p.20 (i 
Hebrew). 
30 1 Barasch, “The David Mossic of Gaza,” Assaph 1 (1980):1-41; A, Ovadiah and S 

Mucenik, “Orpheus Mosaicsin Roman and Early Byzanine Periods” Ascaph 1 (1980): 4. 
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‘There remains the question of why David’s name was not written above 
the figure, as was done on the Gaza Maritima floor, and for biblical figures 
on other mosaic floors.3! It may be that in Meroth, the name was placed off 
o the side, on the destroyed part of the mosaic. We had hoped to find 
additional fragments of the mosaic, on the assumption that if they too, 
contained biblical figures, it would strengthen the hypothesis that the figure. 

      

    

represents David. To this end we removed the stone pavementthat had been 
laid above the mosaic in several places. However, we found no mosaic 
fragments, apart from the fragment with the cluster of grapes mentioned 
above. If ever the eniire floor s removed and a contiguous fragment o the 
picture is found, it will help to resolve the question of whether we are 
dealing with a biblical scene, and whether it represents David.*   

'STAGE B—THE STONE PAVEMENT 

At the end of the fifih and beginning of the sixth centurics, the building 
underwenta general renovation, and several changes worthy of mention were 
made though the basic siructure of the building of the previous st 
preserved. Most of the stones in the wals were replaced by stones of a hard 
imestone, as opposed to the chalkstone (girton) from which the walls of the 
first stage were built. The pedestals of the large columns in the prayer hall 
(which also had to bear the weight ofthe balcony) were not laid on the same 
foundation stones s in Stage A, but on new foundation stones. These were 
setto the south of the old ones. Upon the mosaic floor was laid a pavement 
of large, polished stones (one of the paving stones was 40 x 60 centimeters 
in size and 30 centimeters thick). The raising of the floor required the 
instllation of new benches, to conform to the new height, and these were 
placed above the benches from the previous stage. The new benches were 
apparently bult in two rows, out of a series of bench stones of a type 
common in synagogues (... in Capernaum), in which the part that was sat 
on was wide a the top and narrow at the bottom, 5o as (0 leave room for the 
fect. Only two picces of the bench stones have been preserved. The bemot 
(at leastthe western one) were extended to the interior of the building and 
were consiructed in part on the stone pavement. The dimensions of the 
western bemah, which is well preserved, are 144 x 182 centimeters. Its 

    
  

    

    

  

  

  

  

    

56. At a cerin level we weighed the possbilly of detcting in the depiction a se by the 
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31 A, Ovadiab, “The Synagogue at Gaza." Qadrmoniot 1, n0. 4 (1969): 124 (in Hebrew). 
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height at the front is 113 centimeters. The front comers of the bemah were 
decorated with two stepped pilasters. Similar pilasters appear in the picture 
of the Torah Ark in the synagogue mosaic of Beth-Shean. The stones of the 
castern bemah 

  

ave been pillaged (o the height of the paving stones. In the 
vicinity of the bemot were found fragments of decorated stones which 
apparently belonged 1o them. They include double half-colonette incised 
with a spiral design on one of which was a fragment of a rounded branch 
from a menorah. These details fit in with the relief depiction of the Torah 
Ark in Peki‘in and the pictures of the ark in the floor from Susiya. Other 
finds included pieces of a small base and miniature columns, a basalt stone 
incised with a gable design, and a stone with an aedicula engraving 

With the increase in the height of the synagogue floor, the floor of the 
vestibule also had 10 be raised. A pavement of a soft stone was laid on the 
earlier floor which had been constructed of a hard stone. A new, higher 
threshold was laid above the threshold at the entrance i the castern wall of 
the prayer hall, 

Outside and adjacent 0 the western wall was discovered the top of a 
stairway, whose foundation was constructed in part from sections of 
columns from the building’s previous stage. On two of the sections were 
engraved the leter aleph and perhaps other lettes as well. The stairway led 
1o the gallery which had probably already existed in the first stage of the 
building. The arched roof of the synagogue storeroom served as part of the 
foundation. The use of arches in synagogues is quite rare, and it would 
appear the storeroom was originally consiructed with an arched roof in order 
10 bear the weight of the stairway. In places where the stone pavement had 
been raised, were found many coins from the late Roman and Byzantine 
periods, of which the latest date 1o the end of the fifth century. The coins 
were apparently scattered as a sign of blessing, a custom known as well 
from Capernaum. The discovery of the coins indicated that the floor was laid 
at the end of the fifth and beginning of the sixth centuries C.E. The end of 
this stage came after about a century, perhaps as a result of an carthquake 
characteristi of this area near the Jordan rift 

  

  

    

  

  

  

  

  

  

   
  

  

STAGE C—REVERSAL OF THE SYNAGOGUE'S ORIENTATION 

In this stage, the building underwent significant changes, with implications 
for the study of the history of early synagogues in general. In the first 
quarter of the seventh century, before the Arab conquest, the need for a 
renovation of the building arose, and the community decided upon an 

  

  

  

  33 Concemnin the problem of the benia and s placemcnt, sce Kloner, “Synagogues.” p. 1. 
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important alteration in the building’s form. The southern wall, which had 
been the front wall of the building, was rebult, and its three entran 
sealed. Meanwhile, the orientation of the building was reversed, and the 
three entrances were thereaficr in the northern wall. The change also entailed 
moving the northern wall some 130 centimeters inward. As a result, it 
became necessary to build the wall on top of the stone pavement, and to 
install steps—apparently made of wood— leading down from the enirances 
which were 130 centimeters higher than the floor. This arrangement was 
required because the area (0 the north of the synagogue was some 130 
centimeters higher than the foundations of the wall. It may be that the 
presence of a nearby siructure to the north of the synagogue led to the length 

of the building being shortened, in order to permit approach to the entrances 
of the synagogue and to a small plaza in front of them. We found portions 
Of the three entrances which were built opposite their original locations in 
the south. In the castern entrance we found several stones from the door 
posts and the theshold in st 

In the area between the western entrance and the synagogue floor were 
found nails and metal door parts, which must have belonged both o the 
doors and o the seps 

‘What motivated the builders to make such a significant change in the 
orientation of the building? Apparently, they acted in accordance with the 
practice, familiar from later synagogues, of having the doors open in the 
direction opposite that of Jerusalem (cf. the synagogues in Beth Alpha, 
Nataran, Jericho). The change in orientation, which ran counter to the usual 
practice in Galilean synagogues, was designed to correct the basic defect of 

these early synagogues—the factthat the worshippers entered the syna 
with their backs 10 Jerusalem and the Torah Ark. With the front of the 
building (o the north, an entering worshipper would be facing the prayer 
service. In Meroth the change was made in the same, earler building during 
a renovation, in accordance with the custom prevalent a the time. Thus, we 
may now sce the two systems at work in a single structure: 

During the construction of this stage, use was made of architectural 
items from earler level. Inserted ino the north part of the castern wall were 
two large pedestals, apparenily taken from the portico in the south, which 
had ceased to function as such (see below). The sections of a column were 
placed in the foundation of the castern part of the portico, so as to permit 
the creation of the classroom (see below). The builders of this stage, 
mindful perhaps of the lesson leamed from an earlier demolition or collapse 

  

  

    

        

  

  

    

    

    

  

   
‘Concerning the change i orienttion of the synagogue, ied tothe closin of the msin 

entrance of the fron and the seting of 3 niche i it place, apparently fo architeturl raher 
than religious reasons, see Maer, Beth She’arim, p. 25. Conceming a change for riual 
reasons, from south t0 ort,see Dethan, “Hammath Tiberias,” p. 120, 
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of the walls, seem to have constructed a protective framing wall around the 
building, some 1.5-2.0 meters from the outer wall. The builders paid little 
heed to the quality of their work on the framing walls. They filled the 
between them and the synagogue walls with material from the remains of 
the carlier synagogues. The fill, yellowish in color, contained packed earth, 
stones, pieces of pottery and tiles, picces of glass vessels,-and even several 
coins. The framing wall, designed to strengthen the walls of the building, 
has been excavated along the length of the northern wall of the building and 
southwest of the eastern wall of the courtyard. 

      
     

  

  

       
  

The Amulet 
In order to remove the mosaic floor (which was to be transferred to the Isracl 
Museum in Jerusalem), we were forced to dismantle part of the northern 
wall of the building, where the eastern entrance stood in Stage C. Below the 
threshold of the entrance was found a bronze amulet 4.8 x 13.8 centimeters 
i size. The amulet contains 26 lines in Hebrew and Aramaic. It dates (0 the 
foundation of Stage C, that is, the beginning of the seventh century, as it 
was placed in the wall during construction. It presents the supplication of 
one Yosi ben Zenobia, who asks God that the villagers be utterly subjected 

to His rule. 
“The text and translation of the amulet are a 
ed on the modern Hebrew rendering of Joseph Naveh 

  

  

  

        

follows. The translation is 

  

  

1. For your merey and faithfulness 
in the name of YHWH will we act 

  

and succeed! 
3. God strong and mighty praised be 

4. and blessed your kingdom! As 
you subdue 

5. the sea with your horses and 
stamp the carth 

6. ben   ath your feet and as you 
subdue 
the tres in winter and the grasses 

8. of carth in summer so may 
{subducd] 

    
mulet was done by the scacl Museum staf, See it public 
One of 3 Kind," Tarbiz 54 (1984). 367.382 The rading and 
amule is by Joseph Naveh, the reconsiuction o fine 9 i the 
jtors” note: the English tandltion is original, but done.in 

Hebrew rendering | 

    

  

   

eading of the author. 
consultation of Naveh's mode 
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9. [the inhabitants of this ([qr]tha) 
[villlage 

10. before Yosi ben Zenobis. 1 pray 
you, may 

11 my word and authority be 
(imposed) over them just as 

12. the heavens are subdued before 
God, 

13. and the land s subdued before 
14. mankind, and mankind is 
15. subdued before death, 
16. and death s subdued befor 
17. God. So may the people 
18. of this village be subdued, 
19. routed, and fallen 
20. before Yosi son of Zenobia, 
21, In the name of Hatwaa the 

  

  

  

22, who was sent before Isacl 
23. I make the sign 1% (‘success’) 
24 o amen 

  

25. amen selah 
26. halleluyah 

  

Unlike other oriental amulets, which deal purely with personal mattrs, this 
amlet, though personal in content, has implications for the whole, and 
provides additional evidence for the vitality of the community here. It 
contains a hint of a power struggle, and we may reasonably assume that 
such a struggle would occur in a flourishing community, not one in 
process of decay. The owner of the amulet would appear to have been 
village head who wished to remove constraints on his rule, perhaps because 
others sought his power, or because of opposition to his rule by slanderi 

    

  

  

  

  

individuals. He appears to have been involved in the building of the 
synagogue, and thus had the opportunity to hide the amulet in the wall 
during construction. It s likely that he placed it under the threshold on 

  

purpose, perhaps so that his supplication would rise heavenward through the 
bodies of those who passed through the entrance and stepped on the sill. 

‘The name Zenobia is uncommon, and this may be the first discovery of 
itin a Hebrew inscription as a person’s given name. It is known as the 
name of two women, probably from Tadmor, who were buried in Beth 
She'arim. One other woman with the name is known in Moab, and several 
men are known to bear the name Zenubius, but nearly all of these are 
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gentiles and their names are written in Greek 36 The name comes from 
Zenobia, a third century queen of Tadmor, and it s likely that the name in 
Meroth originated with someone from Tadmor. 

  

In the conclusion of Naveh's article on the amulet, he raises the 
possibility that it is of later date than amulets previously discovered in the 
Land of Israel (which are primarily from the Byzantine period—Z. L). This 
takes into consideration the archacological context, the similarity in content, 
and the fact that several formulas are known only from the Geniza. He notes 
that it is becoming increasingly clear that the magic literature of the Geniza 
continues an earlier tradition from the Land of Isracl. These conclusions 
have important implications for the late existence of the synagogue and the 
community in Meroth. 

      

           

    

   

  

   
        

    

        

     
    
    

   

  

    

    

    
   

The Synagogue Treasury 
One of the important and unanticipated discoveries made by the excavators 
on the site was the synagogue treasury under the floor of the storeroom west 
of the prayer hall. In this room, both in the level part of the floor (most of 
whose stones had been pillaged), and beneath it, were found whole and 
broken pottery lamps and glass lamps which doubtless served for 
illuminating the hall. The stones of the floor which remained attached to the 
walls and difficult to remove survived at the edges, especially in the 
northeast corner of the room. There, found in place was a stone, only half of 
which survives, with a hole pierced in it. This stone rested above a hollow. 
carved in the rock, the western half of which was clogged. In the eastern 
half, under the hole, there was uncovered a sort of sloping path hewn in the 
rock which led 10 a niche dug at the edge of the large hollow. The 
dimensions of the niche, actually the treasury, are 35 x 37 centimeters. In 
this niche 485 coins were found, mingled with dirt, 245 of them gold and 
the rest bronze. The distance between the edge of the hole and the top of the 
niche is 95 centimeters. That s to say, they had to use a ladle-like tool in 
order to remove money from it Itis noted that at the top level of the edge 
of the large hollow were found a number of gold coins scattered outside the 
tweasury as well as small bronze scales. This indicates that the treasury was 
well hidden, that it was difficult to remove money from it; and, it is 
reasonable to assume that over the hole in the floor, in which there had 
obviously been a stopper, they had placed a mat or carpet in order to cover 
it. These are the coins discovered: one coin of Alexander Jannaeus (minted 
between 80-76 B.C.E.), six coins from the fourth century C.E., of Caesars 
from the reigns of Constantine up to Theodosius I. In the find there appears 

  

  

  

  

  

    

% M. Scwabe and B. Lifbits, Beth She‘arim, vo. 2, (ersalem, 1974),p. 18, 0. 24 pp. 157-155,no. 185,  
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a gap of about 100 years, ending with coins from the time of Anastasius I 
(491-518), and from that time there is a continuous sequence up to 608-609, 
the time of Heraclius as regent, namely coins of Justinus I, Justinianus 1 
Justinus I, Tiberius 1T, Mavricius Flavius Tiberius (Maurice), and Phocas. 
Similarly, in the treasury was found a golden *Abbasid dinar of the Caliph 
Muhammed al-Mahdi al-Hujjah from the year 783; the latest coin found was 
Ayyubid, from 1193. This coin marks the end of the era of the usage of the 
treasury and of the synagogue. This dating conforms to our conclusions 
based on results of the excavation and other considerations (see below). It 
appears the place was abandoned in sudden and extreme haste, apparently as 
the result of an attack by a hostile force. It also appears that during their 
flight they attempted to remove the moneys from the treasury and thus 
several coins fell at the edge of the hollow depression; as there was not 
sufficient time to gather them up, they fled, leaving behind most of the 
treasury or at least a substantial part of it 

It seems that the Jannacus coin does not shed light on the early days of 
the treasury; it was probably placed init for reasons of sentiment at the time 
the synagogue was erected. It should be noted that in excavating the 
synagogue, there were found another Jannacan coin as well a coins from the 
first and second centuries B.C.E. just as coins were found from each of the 

ly centuries C.E. The coins were discovered in an indeterminte stratum 
belonging to an earlier period of Meroth. They may have been brought to 
this place along with filler and paving materials, or were somehow swept 
into the area from the settlement. It appears, t0o, that the individual coins 
from the fourth century do not date from the time of the treasury’s 
functioning. They may have been included in it only for safekeeping and 
were not money that circulated during the synagogue’s existence. One may 
note here the repetition of a phenomenon—that of finding coins from over a 
span of hundreds of years in ancient synagogues. The gap in time between 
the end of the Byzantine coins and the start of the Muslim coins at Meroth 
attests 1o a discontinuation in the use of the treasury in the days of 
Heraclius, perhaps related to the Persian invasion by Chosroes Il in 614, as 
known from other sits. It is possible that construction of Stage C occurred 
between 610-635. On the other hand, it is possible to explain the absence of 
coins from the period of the last usage by virtue of their use for ongoing 
maintenance needs of the synagogue. and for the reason that whoever 
attempted o remove the coins in haste suceeeded in removing only the last- 
added coins placed in the treasury. Since they were al the 10p of the pile. 
only two of the coins remained from the latest period of the synagogue’s 
use. Itis clear that those who knew about the treasury and its contents were 
unable o return to empty it, either because they were killed or exiled to a 
distant land 

  

  

  

  

  

    

  

  

   

  

  

    

   

   



           

  

      
      

        

      
    
    
    
        

      

          

        
       

   

  

     

   

      

   
    

    

      

    

     

274 AN 

In the past, collections of coins were discovered in synagogues, generally 
found scattered in small caches in a wall or in the vicinity of the synagoguc 
In a few such places where a treasury was found, it was cither empty or it 
contained a few bronze coins of ltle value. The treasury discovered at 
Meroth contains the greatest number of coins ever discovered in a synagogue 
treasury in their original Tocation, and their value is also the largest. This 
observation applies to coins found in synagogue treasuries as well as those 
discovered in underground treasure troves.” This attests to the level of 
wealth of the community and o the readiness of its members to contribute 
o the public fund. The money in the treasury was worh, by cautious 

out 2,235 days of wark. The real value of the money in the 
is 17,874 polis. The calculation was done by A. Kindler on the 

basis of 6-10 polis for a day’s work (s Rabbah 70, 14). If so, we 
speak of a large sum that could be used not only for on-going maintenance 
of the synagogue, but also for its basic repairs and even for the general needs 
of the community. 

It should be noted tha in the synagogue were finds attesting (0 its 
existence in the Muslim period that should be ideniified with the third and 
final stage of the building’s history. They include poitery vessels of the type 
from Khirbet el-Mafjar from the Umayyad era, Arab and Crusader coins (in 
addition o the coins in the treasury) from each of the centuries from the 
seventh 1o the hirteenth. Also found was a bronze band of a dagger with the 
Arabic phrase “power and long life” on it. It is dated to the thirteenth 
century. 

     

     

  

  

    

  

The Classroom 
As mentioned above, the entire built-up area south of the prayer hall was 
cleared with the change of orientation northward. This area included the 
portico and the courtyard. We discovered that their space was utilized for 
erecting two institutions of leaming: a classtoom for young children and a 
building for a study house (bet midrash). In the eastern half of the portico, a 
number of preparatory measures were taken toward the use of the area for 

    

37 These are some of the treasuries discovered in synagogues and their contents: Beth 
Alpha—Sukenik. Beth Alph, p. 12. (3 copper coins): Hammath-Tiberiss-—Dothan, 

vath Tiberiss,” pp. 122123, and Dothan, Hammath-Tiberias, p. 3 (seveal coins snd 
broken lamps). For the numbers of discovered coins: Cacsarea—FAE/, vol. 2, p. S04 En. 

Qadnonior 3, no. 11 (1970) ues. . 34 “En Nashut—Ma'oz. 
Golan, p. 28, These e several of the places in which troves have been discovered in 
531agogucs of nearby them: Beth She'arim, Gush Halav, Rehab, and Ma-o? Hayyim. Sec 
Levine, ASR, pp. 75, 88, 90; nd for Rimmon, sce A. Kloncr, “The Synagogue of Horvat 
Rinimon,” Qadmoniot 16,10, 62-63 (1954) 6869 (n Hebrew), 

35 Thanks are due to Na‘ama Brosh of the Israel Museum and to Hazi Brosh for 
asistance intransating the nsciption snd establishing s dating. 
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purposes other than previous uses. We found that the foundation of the 
portico was widened by 60 centimeters by laying down cight split column 
halves on the rock. On three of these sections a Greek letter was carved. The 
widening was intended to make possible the connection with the eastern part 
of the courtyard, cleared in order to form a single expanse, measuring 7.5 x 
4 meers 

Along the north and cast walls stone benches were set. In the eastern 
section of the south wall there was set in place, as part of the bench, a sione 
lintel on which was an ‘eared frame” (tabula ansata) measuring 50 x 160 
centimeters. Apparenly, a classroom was set up here, being one of the 
insttutions associated with synagogues, as evident from the sources 3 
everal classrooms were discovered in excavations at Gamala,® and, 

apparently, i other places.! 

  

  

THE STUDY HOUSE 

‘The building occupying most of the courtyard area, that s, the entire widih 
of the area south of the synagogue, was the study house (bet midrash). The 
structure was erected in the western half of the courtyard, while the eastern 
half became the courtyard for the house of study. It is possible to trace two 
distinct stages of use: early (having a plaster floor) and a later (havi        
mosaic floor). 

In the construction of the study house, the existing south and west walls 
of the courtyard were utilized. Its north wall was set on the western section 

of the portico’s stylobate while the east wall was of new construction, with 
an entrance into the hall of the study house. The entrance was placed in the 
north portion of the wall because the builders had to reckon with the 
location of the well which had been, originally, in the center of the 
courtyard but now was situated alongside the middle of the east wall of the 
study house. 

  

  
59 1 the name of Rabbi Hoshayah it i stated tha i every synagogue in Jerusalem there 

was 2 et sefer and a et almad (lerusalem Talmud, Megila 3 73). About the tesching of 
precepts in th synagogue we leam from the inscription of Theodotus son o Vetenos. Sec 
Safea, “Functions,” pp- 106-108. I is approprist 10 quot S. Saf inthis connection. The 
main equipment o th School were “the seat for the tcachers of the young” (A1 rhe Erd of 
e Second Temple and inthe Mishnaic Perod, Derusalem, 1983).p. 176, [in Hebrew]). 

'S, Guman, Gamala, p. 121, 3nd the skich attched 10 th inide cover. 
41 These places were often thought 1o be houses of study. See Dothan, Hammarh 

Tiberias, . 123 (by viete of  potion of  sea at the sid of the wal of the aea sdjoining 
the west side ofthe building). At Chorazin, & single bench ws discovered i the side of the 
wall of the area adjoining the synagogue on the west In Khirbet Susiya, a room was 
ncovered, adjoining th prayer hall o the wes,having benches along thee of s walls. See 
Gutman, Yeivin & Netzer, . 47 (setch. p. 45.n the explanaion o the photograph on p. 49 

thea < he “outh foyer 
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The bet midrash is a hall, almost square in shape, whose axis is cast- 
west. Internal dimensions are 6 x 7.05 meters (outside dimensions are 7.65 
X 797 meters). The thickness of the walls is about 70 centimeters and, in 
certain sections, the walls have survived (o a height of two meters. A 
portion of the wall stones had been previously used. In the ruins two 
architectural stones were also found. It appears that the source of these 
stones is from the carlier stages of the synagogue, whose stones were now 
utilized in its third stage. The roof of the study hall was supported by 
arches. Two foundation stones for the pedestals of the arches were found. In 
the thick ruin layer which covered the floor of the hall, many broken tiles 
were discovered. Generally, roofs which are supported by arches are not 
covered with tles. If, indeed, these tiles did not cover the roof, it is possible 
that they were brought here, after the study house was destroyed, for paving 
and other purposes. Nails of various sizes found here evidently belong to the 
100f structure and to the doors of the building. Along the four walls were 
benches of stone. The walls and the benches had been attractively plastered, 
some small sections of which survived on the east wall and bench. Many 
pieces of plaster were found, on some of which there was omamentation of 
red color. It was impossible to identify any specific subject matter other 
than lines and curved brush strokes in red color 

  

  

     

   

  

  

  

‘The bench stones on the west wall are larger than those on the other 
walls (30 x 80 centimeters are the measurements of one of these stones and 
its height from the floor 30 centimeters). This bench s directly opposite the 
entrance, and the main frame of the mosaic faces it (see below). It appears to 
have been the seat of the chief dignitary of the study house, possibly the 
eldest of the scholars. At approximately the middle of this seat, which also 
marks the middle of the hall, there is a space in the bench and a fault, at the 
bottom of which a piece of the foundation juts out about § centimeters from 
the seat toward the floor. North of the fault, recessed into the length of the 
bench, is an engraved architectural stone, having a triangular shape. Another 
such triangular stone was found, but not in its place. Conceivably, in the 
space in question there had been an elevated stone seat or a chair of stone or 
wood, taken from its place, of which only the remnant of the base survives. 
The triangular stones served perhaps as the back support for the person 
sitting on it, presumably the leading scholar of the academy. The early 
rabbis highly regarded the seat or the bench occupied by the chief scholar of 
the study house. Regarding the academy of Rabbi Eliezer it is said, “One 
stone was there reserved for him to sit upon. One time, Rabbi Joshua 
entered and kissed that stone, saying ‘this stone may be compared to M, 
Sinai, and he who sat on it is compared to the Ak of the Covenant™™ (Song 
of Songs Rabbah 1:3). Elsewhere, we find this statement, “Upon this bench 
did Rabbi Agiba sit” (Babylonian Talmud. Yebamoth 98a). Also in the 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

              



MEROTH 277 

southwest corner of the hall, at the juncture of two benches, we found in 
place a vertical stone, higher than the level portion of the bench, whose 
upper part was smoothed. Possibly it too was intended to serve as a support 
at the side of those siting at the end of the benches. In the excavations were 
found parts of chains and other small items of bronze, as well as broken 
glass lamps, among them such as those intended for insertion in a *kelilah’ 
(around iron chandelier with holes for lighs) for illuminating the hall. 

In the first stage of the hall there had been plaster flooring, and the 
benches had been crected in keeping with its height. This floor had been laid 
on a layer of stones and earth originally used to pave this space. In this layer 
we found a coin of Arcadius (395-408 C.E.), which indicates that the plaster 
floor was laid after this date, apparently at the beg 
century. After a short time, use of the paster floor was discontinued, a layer 
of carth ten centimeters thick was placed on it and on this layer the 
foundation for the base of the mosaic (see below). It should be mentioned 
that a similar phenomenon, of the use of a plaster floor for a short period of 
time, we discovered in the synagogue itself. It seems that the maintenance 
of a plaster floor was not convenient because it wore out 5o quickly. In order 
0 adjust the level of the benches to the new flooring created with the laying 
of the mosaic, the benches were raised by laying stone slabs, 15 centimeters 
thick, on the original benches 

  

  

    

  

     

  

The Entrance and the Inscription on the Lintel 
      During the excavation, most parts of the entrance were discovered, namel 

the threshold, one of the doorposts and the lintel. The measurements of the 
threshold are 2.68 x 0.72 meters. Its south portion is made of what was 
previously a paved section of an oil press (a part of that surface was also 
utilized a5 the threshold of the east entrance to the study hall courtyard). The 
aperture for the wooden doors is 140 centimeters. The left doorpost, found 
fallen near the threshold, is a large monolith measuring 78 x 155 
centimeters, and its thickness 65 centimeters. The lintel was found fallen 
face down and broken in two about a meter and a half from the threshold. Its 
‘measurements are 203 x 80 centimeters, its thickness 66 centimeters. On it 
is a relief depicting birds and a Hebrew inscription. Covering most of the 
lintel there s a relief of two eagles on two sides of a wreath, in high relif, 
in the lower portion of which is a Hercules knot which ends in an ivy leaf at 
cach end. The depiction of eagles is among the most widespread of 
synagogue reliefs.% On the wreath were added several circles colored red, and 
inside the letters of the inscription red color was also inserted in order to 

  

  

  

    

%2 The lntel of the sudy house of Rabbi Eliczer ha-Qappr depicts hariercagles 
holding snakes in thei beaks. Sce Urman, “Dabira nscriptions——2."p. 133, Moz, Golan, 
.. [See lso D. Urman's iscusion of the se inthis volume—Eds ] 
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make them stand ou. The eagles® heads and parts of their bodies were found 
smashed, in alllikelihood by icon breakers. If so, ths was done in the days 
of Yazid I in 721 C.E. (see above), and this s evidence that the lintel was 
still in place at that time. 

Underneath the depiction of the eagles and the wreath was an inscription 
in Hebrew whose length is 160 centimeters (the average size of the letters is 
5 x 5 centimeters), which is none other than a verse from Scriptures: 
Blessed are you in your coming in and blessed are you in your going out’ 

(Deuteronomy 28:6). Although the spelling of 833 (*in your coming in”) 
in the biblical Masoretic text is without the waw, here it is spelled with the 
waw, 7133 This “full” spelling is typical of later, post-biblical 
inscriptions. It appears that the inscription was added to the lintel afte its 
original use elsewhere, possibly in the synagogue. The supposition tha the 
inscription was added is based on the fact that the text is not properly 
centered with respect (o the depiction above it. Its engraving was not | 
planned in accord with the face of the lintel. The inscription begins a 
considerable distance from the right end of the lintel and ends very close to 
its left end. After the initial word baruk (‘blessed’) there follows a | 
considerable space, then the remaining five words are carved with no space 
between them whatever. The inscription begins close to the lower right 
corner of the lintel, and slants upward Gll the end where it is at @ 
considerabe distance from the loir endof the fntel, Notwithsanding this, | 
it s possible that the FelicF carving and Ihe inScipaon werd made for the | 
study house originally, but by different a | 

Hebrew inscriptions from Seripture are extremely rare in ancient 
synagogues. Two inscriptions consisting of two words each, describing 
depictions of the sacifice of Isaac, are found in the mosaic floor of the Beth 
‘Alpha synagogue. Inscriptions of Daniel and his depictions are found in the 
synagogue at Na'aran and, apparently, at Susiya, where there remain only 
the letters *~-el."** A depiction of Daniel, apparently, was found on a lintel 
at “Ein Semsem in the Golan biblical depiction is found in the floor mosaic 

of the synagogue at Gerasa in Transjordan. A biblical inscription in Greek s 
in a synagogue at Caesarea and also at Tadmor.*5 A biblical inscription in 
stone has not been found heretofore in a synagogue. Also, an inscription of 

  

          

    
            

               

        

  

      

       
        
          
     

   

      

    
   

  

   

      

     

      
      

  

  

   

    

3 The comparison i t synagogues,inssmuch as Hobrew inscriptons fom study houses 
are unknown, and see the inscripton from Dabira in note 42, 

4 Naveh, Mosaic, pp. 7597. A Susiya, th archacologists presumed tht the reference 
was to Danie n the lions' den. Se¢ Guman, Yeivin & Netzer,p.50. 

  

5 On the doorpost of the entrance ot Tadmor were found nscriptions containin verses 
from Deuteronomy, from the same chaptr [i.c.. Deut. 28} se C1J, vol. 2, pp. 68.71. nos. 
821-822. In Cacsarea, a Greek inscripton containing  biblical quotation was discovered 
See M. Schuab. “The Synagogue at Cacsarea and s Inscriptons.” Alexander Mars Jubilee 
Volume, Hebrew section (New York, 1950), p. 433-44D in Hebrew). 
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this type which neither accompanies a biblical depiction nor is a dedicatory 
inscription so widely seen in synagogues, is discovered here for the first 
time. In this inscription there is a direct address to the individual entering or 
leaving the study house, which carries the profound implication of the 
blessings reserved for those who abide by the sacred tenets. Conceivably, the 
engravers were influenced by inscriptions of a similar type found mostly in 
Christian structures of the Byzantine period. Thus, it appears there was a 
connection between the fact that this building had been a place of Torah 
Study and that in this small place were discovered two biblical inscriptions, 
of special content (regarding the second inscription, see below) 

  

    

The Mosaic Floor and ts Inscription 
Of the colorful floor mosaic in the study hall, about half has survived, 
mainly the part at the south portion of the hal. The range of color is not 
great but the workmanship is of a high order, and an effort was made to 
produce shading by means of graduated hucing of colors, in order 10 give 
plasticity to the depiction. The colors are soft and delicate (there are shad 
of red, pink, light and dark browns, black, grey and white). The main 
depictions are not known to us from elsewhere and, indeed, we have not 
succeeded at this stage of the rescarch to dentify the workshop or the school 
where atisans produced mosaics o this ype. 

A technical detail worthy of mention is the method used by the makers 
of this mosaic. They first sketched the entire picture with red paint on the 
plaster base, and then lid the mosaic on top of it. This method is also 
known from other mosaics. During the time when the mosaic was treated at 
laboratories of the Israel Museum, Hani Kestenbaum discovered that the 
inseription itself on the back of the mosaic floor was in mirror-image in red 
color. Much to our surprise,this inscription is larger in size than that n the 
mosaic! The word TLH (‘amb’) i altogether removed from the location of 
theinseription in the mosaic, and also larger than the word in the mosaic. 
In addition to the unusual state of preservation of the paint to the point of 
legibility, it is possible to deduce from this discovery tha the artisans 
apparently intended to allocate alarger area for the inscription than that done 
in fact, and in the course of the work reduced it in the mosaic 

“The floor was framed by a border 22 centimeters wide contaning pictures 
of flowers resembling liies. Borders of this type were discovered at the 
synagoguc in Ma‘on (Nirim) and in various Christian structures (the church 
at e Tabgha, the octagonal structure at Capernaum, the Orpheus floor in 
Jerusalem, the villa at Beth Guvrin and others). The surviving portion 
contains three panels, which presumably had three opposing pancls on the 
missing northern side. The westernmost is composed of a geomelic pattern 
resembling fish scales; segments of this same type of esign are found in 
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   the floor at the En-Gedi Synagogue, in a church floor at Shavei Zion, in the 
floor of Horvat Massah (Kefar Tabor), and elsewhere. In the center of the 

floor there was a frame containing a picture in it riented westward, the focal 
picture. At the cast side of the floor there is a picture oriented southward. 
Parts of the mosaic, along the length of the benches, especially along the 
extent of the westernmost bench, are worn down in a strip measuring about 
30 centimeters in width. Conceivably, the wear was created here because it 
was here that the worshippers placed their fe 

‘The center frame includes a portion of a scriptural verse and its pictoria 
illustration. This frame apparently occupied the entire south half of the 
mosaic, from the main base stone of the arches all the way to the floor’s 
edge on the south. The surviving segment measures 82 x 116 centimeters, 
In the upper part of the segment there is a Hebrew inscription, “The wolf 
and the lamb shall graze together.” Beneath it and on both sides there are 
remnants of the depiction of a lamb (on the right) and of a wolf (on the left) 
‘and between them a large object, by all appearances an amphora. The size of 
the inscription is 12 x 33 centimeters (the size of the aleph in the 
inscription is 4 X 5.2 centimeters). The verse was taken from the beginning 
of Isaiah 65:25, which concludes a chapter of comfort and hope for the peace 
and serenity of the Latter Days. As noted, scriptural passages in synagogues 
are extremely rare, particularly passages from the prophetic books. No 
biblical inscriptions have been discovered expressing abstract notions 
relating 10 the future that are not biblical narratives set in the past and 
speaking of the “biblical future.” We do not know why here they used this 
particular verse as an expression about the Latter Days and not the more 
‘widely-known verse, at least in our own day, from Isaiah 11:6—*and the 
wolf shall dwell with the lamb.” 

In the inscription, following the letter aleph in 
inserted the letter yod, thus, = 

    

  

    

  

  

  
  

      

(Wolf"), the artist 
This spelling is not found in the Masoretic 

version. This is a vowel lettr, tesifying to the manner of pronunciation of 
that word at the time of laying down this mosaic. This form—that s, the 
use of the letter yod to indicate the pronunciation—is known from other 
inscriptions, especally from those in the synagogue at En-Gedi.* 

“The artisan who arranged the animals set the lamb on the right side and 
the wolf on the left, although the wolf is the first mentioned in the verse. 
The lamb’s head is set out n different colors and in rounded lines in order to 
impart 0 it a soft and composed image. OF the right leg of the lamb only a 
line of black stones remains. Of the wolf’s head only the tip of his sharp 
nose and his erect ears survive, and of its body there remain its tail, a hind 
leg the end of one foreleg and some other small fragments. The original size 

    

  

  

  

46 Naveh, Mosaic, . 107 (e speling forms 
using yod)). 
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of the wolf was 70 x 80 centimeters. According to the remnants of the 
animal depictions, it appears they were portrayed in exceptionally fine, 
realistic fashion. 

Betw 

  

  n the animals appears a vessel, similar to an amphora standing on 
two legs, in the form of a triangle. The portrayal of amphoras between 
animals is known from many mosaic floors. As a rule, these amphora 
pictures are of uniform color, depicting deer, rams or peacocks. Sometimes a 
vine emerges from the amphora. Here, however, while there are creaturs on 
both sides of the vessel, the two animals are mentioned in the inscription. 
Apparently, the intent was to depict a vessel filled with clear water for the 
quiescent animals,creatures at peace with each other in Latter Days. 

As mentioned, large portions of the pictured animals are missing; the 
question is whether they were destroyed on purpose or whether damaged by 
wear. The possibility of intentional destruction is supported by this 
evidence: the inscription above them survives in its entirety and the 
amphora between them almost entirely, as does most of the scale pattern 
above the frame. In the same structure, the birds pictured on the lintel of the: 
hall entrance were also destroyed, so it is conceivable both mosaics were 
destroyed by an iconoclast. The following facts support the possibility of 
wear: The entire section under the animals and the amphora is missing duc 
0 wear. If the destruction was due (o intention, we would expect the heads 
of the animals to be destroyed first and foremost (as at Na‘aran). Itis logical 
10 suppose that wear occurred here; but if intentional defacement took place: 
by governmental decree, then it was only partialy carried out, The essential 
part of the symbolic depiction—that which had significance for those who 
fashioned it—was lef. 

  

  

    

  

  

  

THE SHOFAR SECTION 

In the southeast comer of the hall there survives a section of another mossic. 
panel, measuring 139 x 149 centimeters bearing an unusual picture whose 
composition has not been discovered elsewhere before now. The panel is 
oriented southward. This s a depiction that s divided by means of ines that 
form geometric patters into squares resting on one comer, and in each of 
which is pictured a design. In the upper row there survives the design of 
heart-shaped leaf. In the row below this there are designs of pomegrar 
well executed. In the row beneath this, there remains only one square, in 
which the design is partilly missing: a rectangular form, whose wide 
flanges are in color, and leaning on its side. A its upper end there is a kind 
of pointed projection. This s possibly the depiction of a Torah Ark (of 
which only the sloped top survives (18 centimeters in length) and a part of 
the picture, on the eastern side. The possibility that what is before us is a 
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Torah Ark is supported by the fact that in the row beneath it, on two sides, 
is the depiction of two shofars, one at each side, tured outward, similar to 
the traditional portrayal of shofars at the sides of the seven-branched 
‘menorah (the length of each shofar s 17 centimeters, their thickness varies 
between 2 and 6 centimeters). In their present form they create a sort of 
frame whose object is the Ark. If this is indeed a Torah Ark, then what we 
have before us s a depiction unknown from any other place. Generally 
synagogues contain depictions of larger arks, most often with menorot or 
lions on both sides. Depiction of free-standing ram’s horns, not 

ompanying candelabra, are similarly unknown from any other site. In the 
squares below the ram’s horns there were revealed depictions of date clusters 
of which one survives complete. Depictions of date palms, sometimes 
bearing date clusters, are known from several other places s, for example, 
on the lintel of the synagogue at Capermau. A picture of a date cluster in 
floor mosaic is not known from any other place. Since the frame here is 
oriented southward toward Jerusalem, i is conceivable that this was the part 
of the hall for worship. The sources reveal the fact that prayers were held in 
houses of study. 

‘The general style of the floor is Byzantine, similar to many other mosaic 
floors of the sixth century. But several mosaic floors from the Muslim 
period are known in the Land of Isracl which are built in the best Byzantine 
tradition.#7 On the foundation in which the mosaic panel is set, next to the 
base stone for the arch at the center of the hall,  coin of the Umayyad [ 
dynasty was found dating from the first half of the eighth century (700730 
CE). Itis possible to assert with certainty that the coin testifies to the date [ 
of use of this hall. The time period of erection of the study house was in the 
first half of the seventh century. The question may therefore be asked 
whether there is any real implication at all to the choice of a scriptural verse 
or whether it was determined by chance in the course of choosing from 
book of sample mosaics. Itis also possible (0 assume that the choice was 
more intentional, and that suggests the optimism, hopes, aspirations and 
beliefs of those who placed the mosaic.# If we are right that the mosaic was 
indeed laid during the seventh century, possibly after the second Byzantine 
conquest in 629 C.E., or several years after the Arab conquest (no Arab 
influence is evident in the structure whatever), then it must have been after a 
period in which the country passed between the Byzantine and the Arabic 
empires several times. Conceivably, the inhabitants of the land, includi 

  

  

    

  

      
  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

    

  

  7M. piccrillo, “The Uayyod Churches of Jordan,” ADAJ 27 (1984): 333341 
symagogue floor from the Uniayyad perod t Tibers, dicovered by Aricl Berman 

% practcalhistorcal implicatons have been suggested 3s well regarbin the Jerusalem 
inscription containing a quoiation from the Bible e B Mazer, The Archacological 
Ercavations Near the Temple Mount Geruslem. 1970, pp. 2021 (in Hebrew). 
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the Jews, longed for peace and aspired for the good and tranquil ‘“Latter 
Days," and this was the background for the selection of this - particular 

iptural verse. In any case, it appears to us that there is significance to the 
fact that in a study house we find two scriptural verses while no customary 
dedicatory inscriptions are found. Apparently it is due to the fact that the 
place is a place of Torah study rather than a synagogue. 

Following the destruction of the building (on the mosaic floor, at one 
place evidence of fire is discernible), the destroyed layer, a half-meter thick, 
was leveled, containing stones that had fallen from the walls and the roof, 
plaster from walls and roof, broken tles and pottery, shards of glass lamps, 
iron nails and other items. The destruction occurred, apparently, toward the 
end of the twelfth century, and included the synagogue structure as well (sce 
below). Over the desiruction layer, there is a layer of greyish black carth, 
related perhaps to some installation or other that was nearby at a later 
period. 

‘We should mention the existence of the open courtyard to the east of the 
study hall. At its southeast edge were found the remains of a wall or of 
paving that suggests perhaps the existence of roofing similar (0 the roofing 
over the courtyards on the castern sides of the synagogues at Caperaum and 
Susiya. This area and additional ones in the courtyard where, possibly, trees 
grew, could have served as a place of study when weather permitted. Study 
under the open sky is known from the sources, with the individual seated 
on a stone under a tree, etc. The courtyard also made possible the gathering 
of a larger assemblage for public study on special occasions. 

    

   

  

  

  

Characteristics of the Structure as a Study House 
Many references in the talmud tell of the existence of the study house as an 
independent institution. It is also mentioned that it was, at least in some 
instances, close by the synagogue (Babylonian Talmud, Berakot 64a). After 
1968, there was discovered a lintel at Dabiira, on the Golan Heights, 
mentioning the House of Study of Rabbi Eliezer ha-Qappar. This was the 
first and only time that a house of study is mentioned in an ancient 
inscription, although the structure of the study house itself has not been 
excavated yet at Dabara.4? Although a number of scholars have assumed that 
side rooms adjoining excavated synagogues served as houses of study, other 
scholars have assumed that in actuality the synagogue and the study house 
were one and the same institution. 0 The scholars who have disputed this 

 Sec Urman, “Dabia Inscriptions—2,"p. 133. [See also D, Urman's discusion of the 

  

“The Synagogue and the House of Study and Their Connecton,” 
Cathedra 18 (1981): 38-44 in Hobrew). Among those sites where i has been suggested that 
a study house can be seen (p. 40) i s possible (0 include Khirbet Shemar. There, the 
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latter view, emphasizing that the study house was an independent 
institution, atributed the failure to discover any study houses until now to 
the supposition that study houses were generally in large cities and not in 
villages. At the same time, of course, they expressed the hope that the 
discovery of study houses would come in time.S! Regarding this, it should 
be said that the inscription at Dabira testifies to the existence of a study 
house in a village, and it is also thought that there was a study house in 
nearby Qisrin.52 We also know from the early sources about the existence of 
another village study house—at Akbarah.5* That is to say, one may 
anticipate the discovery of  study house in a village and not only in a large 
city. 

‘The characteristics which characterize the structure at Meroth as a house. 
of study are: 

A) s a place of assembly. 
B) Itis a small structure, the nature of its construction being different 

from that of a synagogue, accommodating a limited number of people. 
©) Iis orientation, different from the great majority of Galilean 

synagogues, both in the axis of its architecture and in the positioning of its 

D) Itis an independent structure, serving parallel to the synagogue, and it 
would be inconceivable o suppose that a synagogue would have been built 
alongside of a synagogue. At least we know of no such phenomenon from 
the sources. 

E) The nature of its inscriptions. 
We have not found in the sources any details about the decor or 

specifications of the interior architecture of the house of study. It is not 
surprising that the building at Meroth was suitably adomed. There was in 
the area a population of some means which contributed a great deal to the 

eds of its community, as evidenced by the large sums discovered in i 
treasury. A hint o the fact that study houses were embellished by atr 
archi 
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ural details is had from the lintel at Dabira decorated with harrie 
eagles designs. In this regard there is double significance in the excavation 

    

  

‘excavatos hypothesized tha & room near the northern part ofthe synagogue, along whose west wall benches had been hewn, servd s the house of study. See /A 44 (1972): 6 (i Hebrew):; Khirber Shema',p. 83; Z S, "Noses o the Essence of the “Bet Midras” i the Land ofIsael,” Cathedra 34 (1982): 185 in Hebrew)sSafa, “Functions.” p. 106 Levine, Sages.p. 13, nte 16 
51'A. Oppeneimer, “The Uniqueness ofthe Bet Midrash,” Cathedra 18 (1981): 4548 Gn 

Hetyew Safri, “Halaksh." 
52 Urman, “Bar Quppara—2.” pp. 163-172. 
53 A, Oppenheimer, “Those o the Schoel of Rabbi Yanai”Stdiesin the Histry o the 

People and the Land of Irael ol. 4 (Haif, 1978, pp. 137145 (i Hebrew). 
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at Meroth, because it is thanks to it we have any idea at al about the 
appearance of an ancient tudy house. The classrooms discovered adjoining 
synagogues, including the one at Meroth, as indicated above, were quite 
simple and functional, whereas in study houses much attention and 
substantial means were devoted to the structure’s decorations. 

“The research on site informs us of the existence of a village communal 
center at Meroth which included a synagogue, a class room and a house of 
study. It also reveals something of the character of the settlement, whose 
inhabitants were occupied not only in farming and in day-to-day labors but 
Meroth. In a Cairo Genizah document which we uncovered in 1977— and 
which served as a starting point for research of the site—there is a eference 
0.2 rabbi—a zaddik, *holy man’—who was buried in the area. Regrttably. 
the paper is torn just a the location of the name, which i possibly ‘Hana." 
Conceivably, his name was preserved as an oral tradition until the fourteenth 
century, the dating of the document 5 It s logical to assume that students 
from other villages in the surrounding area also gathered at this house of 
study. We found in the Genizah documents of th eleventh century tht there 
were copyists in o of the villages in the region—Dalton and Gush 
Halav.55 It appears that reference is (o the copying of Torah scrolls. From 

  

  

  

  

  

  

this and from synthesis with other information about Meroth, a picture 
emerges of rural settlements having the capability of maintaining an active 
religious-spiritual life 

‘THE LATER COMMUNAL CENTER AND CIRCUMSTANCE OF ITS DEMISE 
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Within the framework of evidence from the sources and investigations 
dealing with the issue of continuity of Jewish settlement in northern Ga 

  

      

after the Tslamic conquest, the archaeological evidence of the existence of a 
prosperous Jewish settlement until the end of the twelfth century is an 
important discovery. As known, it i stated in a ninth-century source, Pirkoi 
ben Baboi, that in contrast o the Byzantine rulers, *...the Ishmaclites came 
and permitted them to engage in Torah [study) and to recite the Shema and 
10 worship.”S6 That is 10 say, Jews were permitted o study Torah and to 
worship during the rule of Islam. 

From Cairo Genizah documents and from travelers’ impressions, we 
know about the existence of Jewish settlements in northern Galilee 
beginning with the eleventh century. Braslavski stated the opinion in his 

  

    

  

  

     

     54 lan, “Forifed Setement 
55 Gil, Palesie, vol. 1.p. 175 
56 L Ginaburg, Ginzer Schechter,vol. 2 (New York, 1928), p. S52 i Hebrew) 
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day that these settlements existed continuously since ancient times. " Gil 
deduced from the continuous existence of ancient settlements the existence 
of others as well, whose traces have not been preserved. % Prawer, in light 
of Braslavski’s opinion (although with the expressed hope of finding further 
evidence thereof), theorized the Crusaders' need for a sable local population 
for providing a food supply.* From earlier excavations we know about the 
founding of a synagogue at Hammath-Tiberias during the Umayyad period 
and of its destruction in the middle of the cighth century %0 The date of 
destruction of the synagogue excavated near ‘En Hanalziv has been suggested 
as the middle of the cighth century.5! These structures, which existed at the 
beginning of the Islamic period belong to the period of the knowledge gap 
concerning the Jewish settlement from the end of the Byzantine era until the 
period covered by Cairo Genizah collection. 

It appears to us that Meroth provides the missing link, from an 
archaeological perspective, between the settlements of the talmudic period 
and those settlements which continued to exist during the Middle Ages 
when the historical documentation resumes. Meroth is not mentioned in the 
early Genizah documents, except in the document mentioned above, and in 
the Arabic form of the name—Maros.” This reference has signi 00, 
when we examine the possibility of the existence of any Jewish settleme: 
atall in the Galilee during the Middle Ages. We have discovered that 
every settlement in which there were Jewish communities, including 
Meroth, and apparently only in those, there was also the grave of a holy 
man % In each of these places there was found, 100, an ancient synagogue or 
atleast a community of Jews during the rabbinic period. 

A t0 the circumstances of cessation of the settlement at Meroth—the 
last coin in the treasury, as mentioned, is from 1193, that is, the site was 
abandoned at approximately this date. On the other hand, among the 
settlements mentioned by Rabbi Shmuel bar Shimshon in 1211 Meroth is 
not mentioned, even though he visited settlements in which were Jewish 

  

  

  

  

  

  

   
    

  

  

7Y, Brslavsky, “The Jewish Agricltural Setementin Erctz sracl i the 16th Century 
and the Question of s Aquy,” L eger Aize (Tel Aviv, 1958), p. 169 in Hebrew) 

58.Gil, Palestine, p. 175. Gl thorized that these sctlements were gradully destroyed 
during the wars waged in Palestin by the Farimids, and that the final blow was delivered by 
the Turkomans who nvaded the aad and by the Crusadrs who followed. Sy b 

     

    

vawer, The Crusaders—Portait of a Colonial Sociey (eusalen, 1985), . 282 i 
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% Dothan, “Hammath-Tiberas.” p. 123, 
1Y, Sussman, “A Halakic Inscripion romthe Beh.Shesn Valley” Tarbiz 43 (1974): 68 

(in Helew). On p. 69, Sussman expresses hope for furhe srchaeological discoveries which 
will shed lght on the times tht followed he amraie generations uni the end of the geoni 
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communities in the vicinity of Meroth—*Amoga, Nabratein, Dalion and 
others. Concerning synagogues in the settlements in the area, he said. 
“Some of them are in ruins and others are standing."S® One might surmise 
that the Meroth community was not mentioned because it was somewhat 
removed from the main route of his journey, but it appears the reason is 
otherwise. Apparenly, he visited all the Jewish communities in the region, 
but the Meroth community is not mentioned because it did not exist at the 
time of his visit 

The question is, what occurred between the years 1193 and 1211, It 
should be mentioned that several years before this the batie of the Horns of 
Hittin occurred in which the Crusaders were defeated and their capital, 
Jerusalem, captured. A new boundary line was created between the Crusaders 
and the Ayyubids, ot far from Meroth 64 Conceivably, in the process of 
the miltary activities and of the resulting rearrangements a destructive attack 
was made on Meroth and tsstrcken populace fled in terror, leaving behind 
the entire contents of the substantial treasury. The synagogue and the study 
house were abandoned and later destroyed. During the Mameluke period, the 
structure served other purposes. 

Evidently, during the Ottoman period a new village was established on 
the site, several hundred meters southward. The inhabitants used siones from 
the synagogue for erecting fences, dwellings and the like. This was the 
situation at the stat of our expedition’s investigation and documentation 

  

  

   
  

3 A Yaar, Lettrs of the Land of lsrael (Tel Avi, 1943), pp. 80.82; Y. Prawer, 
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65:69 (in Hebrew). 
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'STAGES OF THE SYNAGOGUE ATMEROTH 
      

      
    

          Stge Date Paving  Characteristics  Remarks 

     Romanperiod —  Subterranean  Before establishment 
rooms. of the synagogue.    

            
        

       
     
  
     
       
   
    
    

   

    

     

   
     
   

      
     

400450 Plaster Facade on 

  

Construction of soft    
the south chalk stone. Colored 

decoration on plaster 
wall, 

A2 450500 Mosaic Facade on 
the south 

  

500-620 Stone  Facade on Courtyard south of 
the south structure. 

c &0 Stone  Facade on Construction of hard 
the north chalk stone. Half of 

the portico trans. 
formed into a class- 
room. Area of court- 
yard south of building 
transformed into the 
house of study, whose 
main hall is in west 
portion of carlier 
courtyard, and whose 
fown] courtyard—in 
the east portion of 
previous courtyard. 

    

DI 1250 

  

400 Stone Dwellings. Division of structure 
into open spaces. 
during Mameluke 
period. 

D2 14001600  Stone Duwellings New structures, 
uiilizing stone from 
the destroyed synagogue.



          

  

   
   

  

     

   

            

       
      

        
          

  

THE SYNAGOGUE AND THE MIQWEH IN ERETZ-ISRAEL 
IN THE SECOND-TEMPLE, MISHNAIC, AND TALMUDIC 

PERIODS 

  

RONNY REICH' 

“The lterary and the archacological evidence make it clear that the synagogue 
and the migweh (titual bath) emerged as buildings constructed for the service 
of the Jewish community in the Second-Temple period. Although the date 
of the earlist synagogues (regardless of their precise original function) re- 
mains unclear, it seems that the building excavated in Gamala i the carliest 
in Palestine.! Archacologists think s construction occurred in the second 
half of the first century B.C.E. The date of the earliest water installations 
which may be defined as migwaot (plural for migweli) is clearer; th 
from the second partof the second century B.C.E. These include installations 
found in Jerusalem, Jericho, Gezer, and elsewhere.2 From the moment both 
these institutions were created, they continued to be used, uninterrupted, in 
‘one way or another, down to present time, since they are, in essence, inscpa- 
rable components o the Jewish faith, culture and everyday life. 

‘The synagogue comprises one of the most exhaustively studied subjects 
in Judaism. Although the migweh characterizes Jewish life no less than the 
synagogue, its study has been largely ignored by archacological research 
“The aim of ths essay is (0 use archacology to examine whether there was a 
relationship between the synagogue and the migwel in the Second-Temple, 
Mishnaic, and Talmudic Periods (from approximately the late second century 
B.CE. (0 the seventh century C.E.). Did the Jews of these periods view the 
two institutions as related and therefore build complexes which contained 
both, or did they view them as unrelated and therefore not attempt to place 
them together? 

  

  

   

    

   

    
  

  

       

   

    
        
    
    
              

This cssay was originally published in A. Kasher, A. Oppenheimer, and U. Rappapor, 
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anslated by the autho and with the permission of Yad Izhak Ben Zvi 
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Jewish Popultion a Hasmonsean Gezer,” 1 31 (1981) 48-52



    

    

2% REICH 

THE SECOND TEMPLE PERIOD. 

Scholars generally recognize three buildings from this period as synagogues. 
‘These are located at Gamala, Masada and Herodium. To these, the synagogue 
of Theodotus should be added. Itis known to have existed in Jerusalem from 
an inscription found in the City of David. A water installation appears in re- 
lation to each of these buildings, an installation which probably served as a 
miqwe 

    

Gamala: In the building (0 the south and adjacent to the synagogue, a 
stepped water installation was found which the excavator idenified as 
migweh3 The installation was filed by rain waters drained from the syna- 
£0gue’s roof and conducted by @ channel starting near the synagogue’s fa- 
cade. T seems that this channel was originally connected with a second that 
crossed the rear part of the synagogue, near the town wall. This second 
channel stretched back to the spring near the town. There is evidence that 
this channel was added and brought through the premises of the synagogue 
ata later part of the Second Temple period. s probably a creation of the 
Zealots* 

Masada: At a distance of about 15 m 1o the north of the synagogue, a 
water installation was excavated (locus 1301). It measured 2.6 x 3.4 m, was 
2.0 m deep, and was built with a sde stircase.® E. Netzer has defined this 
installation as a ‘pool’ and related it to the Zealot's occupation period. 
Although this installation differs from the other Zealot's migwaot on 
Masada, it bears some resemblance to migwaot from carlier times in 
Jerusalem and Jericho, and sill could have been used as such. In addition, it 
should be noted that scholars have already suggested that the migweh which 
was built by the zealots in Building VII, which s about 60 m away from 
the synagogue to the east, i in fact the migweh which served those who fre- 
quented the synagogue S In Building IX, located to the south-cast of the syn- 
agogue, two additional migwaor were found.” One of these is located at a 
distance of 75 m from the synagogue, and may have been serving the syna 
gogue in the same manner. 

  

3 Guiman, Gania; Ma'oz, “Gas 
42 Ma'or, “Archacologiesl Excavtions i the Golsn—Summary of the acivites in 

1983 Eretz Hagolan, he oursal of the Golan setlemente (1983): 13 Gin Hebrow), 
 Masada I, p. 395, lan 34, 1,625, 
€ G. Foerter, “The Synagogues at Masada and Herodion,” Journal of Jewish Art 1.4 

(197" 6-11; G, Foerster, “The Synagogues a Masada and Herodium." in Levine, ASK, . 
2429; Masada 11, pp. 13-16, 

7 Masada I, pp. 2212, Locus 298; pp. 2218, Locus 365, 
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“The reason for the installment of the migwaot of the Zealot occupation at 
the northern side of Masada near or in the larger Herodian buildings, and not 
closer to the synagogue, is quite clear: the possibilites for concentrating 
ain water at Masada are very limited. The builders could not just consiruct 
migwaot anywhere they wished on the upper plateau. A relatively large 
drainage basin exists only at the southen part of Masada, and indeed, several 
migwaot are located there.¢ At the northern part of Masada, these installa- 

ns had 10 be incorporated within the large Herodian buldings, or adjacent 
0 them, where rain water could be gathered from their roofs and courtyards. 
It seems that the builders of the migweh did not think that the synagogue’s 
roof and the adjoining roofs of the casemate wall could gather enough ain- 
water t0 supply the migwelt's needs. Buildings VIl and IX seemed more ap- 
propriate and so the migwaot were constructed there. T can thus be said that 
at Masada as well there are migwao close to the local synagogue. 

    

  

  

Herodium: In the large peristyle courtyard located inside the mountain- 
palace of Herodium, two migwaof were excavated. The Zealots had cut both 
directly into the Herodian building remains, in a rather crude manner. The 
first appears in a bathing room built against the outer wall of the Herodian 
triclinium, which the Zealots turned into a synagogue. This bathing room 
contained a small bathtub and a stepped water installation which served, 
most probably, as a migweh A second stepped water installation was found 
nearby, cut into the floor of the large peristyle courtyard.!® Both installa- 
tions were filled by rain water gathered from the courtyard and the roofs of 
the adjacent buildings 

  Jerusalem: The inscription which mentions the existence of the syna 
‘g0gue of Theodotus son of Vettenos, was found by R. Weill in a cistern 
together with building stones (from the destroyed or dismantled synagogue?) 
all meticulously laid in the cistern.!! The inscription points to the existence 
of a synagogue and an adjacent hospice which included water installations 
Several meters to the northeast of the cistern, Weill exposed two stepped 
water installations of the type frequently found in contemporary private 
houses and in public areas near the Temple Mount.!? One installtion is 

  

     

© Masada 1, pp. 505-1. Locus 1197: pp. 13-4, Locus 1162 
5 Corbo, “L Herodion—qurta campagna.” Figs. 7. 18, Pianta No. 1l Nos. 24:25; 

Corbo, Herodion, 1 Gerusalem, 1989), Pl DF10:c, Tav, I, near No. 24 
10 For & phoo o his nstallaion se: E. Netze, Herodion Gersalem: Avicl Pblishing 

House 19801 p. 16 (sper phoo) 
1 Weil,“David” pp. 30-3;Lisitz, No. 7. 
2 Weil, “David” P 1, XVIL, XX:b, XXIV,in which the nsalations P1 through P 

4 are marked. 
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quite large. It measures 6.2 m long and its width varics between 5.5 m and 
8.2 m, measurements which place it among the largest of its kind in 
Jerusalem. !> The saicase of this installaion was originally dividd by a 
Tow partition which created two parallel lanes. (This syl suggests that th 
installation constitutes a particular type of migwaor—those with a double 
entrance. I have discussed these elsewhere.)"* Unfortunately, we do not 
know whether the location in which the inscription was found was in fact 
the site where the synagogue once stood. If we assume that this was the 
case, the close presence of the water installation is of interest. As I said 
above, water installations are mentioned in the inscription referring (o the 
synagogue (xpno (T hipua Tév G6dTv), but their precise nature is not ap- 
parent from the description. These installations were connected 1o the hos- 
pice described as near the synagogue, and therefore may have been cisterns, 
bathing rooms, or even migwaor.'s 

  

    

THE PERIOD OF THE MISHNAH AND THE TALMUD 

A number of synagogues dating to the period of the Mishnah and the 
‘Talmud (second to seventh centuries C.E.) have been excavated in Isracl, 
Only in a few cases, stepped water installations were found next to them. 
Some of these installations have been identified by scholars as migwaor. In 
my opinion only a few of these identifications are acurate. The following 
paragraphs examine the details of each of these installations. 

     

Sasa: Several meters from the comer of the ancient synagogu 
tions revealed the remains of a room containing a small water installation 
(1.1 x 165 m; 1.42 m deep).'s The measurements are quite small but suf- 
fice to identify this installation as a migweh. 

  

13 This installtion i similas i iz (0 the larger stepped installion (Pool B), adjacent to the “Tombs of the Kings” (0 the narh of the O Ciy of Jerusalem, which srved 45 a miqueh as well,sce M. Kon, The Tombs ofhe Kings (Tel Avi, 1947, p. 36.38, Ps. 11, IVa in Hebrew); It als Tk the insallaion discovered ear the monumental biding t Lower Hergium s . Neter,“Herothon-—180/583”EAS12 1983 1. 
R. Reich, “Mishnah, Sheaalim 8:2 and the srchscoloical evidence,” in Oppeneimer, e PP. 225.256 in Hebrew, with English summary on p. XIV), 

15 In this case the Greek term KRHNH seems plausibi. It usually refers to “Fountain House from th type common in Greece and Asia Mino i the Hellcistic peiod, scc: F. Glazer, Anike Brumnenbauien (KRHNAI i Gricchenland, Ocstereichische Akaderie der Wissenschaften, pilosiphisch-isorische Klasse, denkschrifien, Band 161 (Wien, 1983 
This tem s mentioncd in an inscripton from the synagogue at ide, Asia Minor, and there i refers probaby (0.8 migwe. See lso Lifichitz, no. 3. 1 would ke to thank L. Roth-Gerson for drawing my atention o this find 

6B, Braun, “Sasa” Hadashor Arkeologiyor 6364 (1978): 12 (i Hebrew), 
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Khirbet Shema: Two water installations, which were defined by the 
excavators as migwaot were found at this site. One large installation most 
probably served as a migweh.? Since this installation is located at the 
border of the site, however, about 120 m from the synagogue, it i not near 
enough to be relevant o our purpose of examining synagogues and migwaor 
constructed together. 

The second installtion is located under the foundation of the synagogue, 
indicating it existed before the building of the synagogue was constructed. ' 
Moreover, the installation is cut ito the bedrock and the access o it s dif- 
ficult. The width of it entrance is 0.7 m, and its height 1.2 m. The installa- 
tion could be filled with water only to the height of 1-12 m, in order to 
leave ample space for holding the head above water after immersion. The de- 
scent into the installation had to be performed by bending or squatting, in 
order to avoid hitting the head against the ceiling. The suggestion that this 
installation served as a migweh cannot be accepted."” 

  

  

  

   

Chorazin: In Building C. located to the north of the synagogue, a large 
stepped water installation was excavated, which seems to have been used as 
amigweh A large cistern appears nearby, but the migweh apparently was 
filled by rainwater draining from the plastered courtyard further to the north. 

The miguweh lies about 40 m from the rear part of the synagogue, and the 
walking distance is even greater. Although there is no doubt that this instal- 
lation served as a migweh, it is unlikely that it belonged to the synagogue 
complex or servedit direcily. 

  

Beth She‘arim: In Building E, which abuts the synagogue on the north, 
below the stone pavement of Room 4, a staircase of four steps led into a. 
narrow corridor (0.60 m wide) and further into a small rock-cut and plastered 
cellar (about 1.2 x 1.3 m). Itis possible that a water channel, crossing be- 
low the bema of the synagogue, diverted rainwater into this installation. It 
is unlikely, however, that this installation was used as a migweh due to its 
small size and the inconvenience involved inits use. 

  

  

17 Meyers, Khirbet Shema’,pp. 113-117,figs. 43, 4.9, Ps, 48-4.12. 
8 Meyers, Khirbet Shemar pp. 39-41 fig. 34, 35, 
192 Yeivin, “Excavatons at Chorazin” E1 1 (1973): 144-157 in Hebrew, with English 

summary on p. 27°); Z. Yeivin, “A migweh at Chorazin,” Qadmoniot 17 (1989 79-81 G 
Hebrew) 

03, Maislr, “The Fourth Carpaign a Beth Shearim, 1940, BJPES 9,no. 1 (1941): 5. 
20 Gn Hebrew), fig. 2, p. 7, 15 B. Mazar (Maisler), Beth She‘arim, Report on the 
excavations during 1936.40, 1, Catacoms 14 Gerusalem, 1973, ig3. 
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Hulda: A building excavated here was defined by Yeivin and Av 
as a migweh 1 At its southern part two basins, paved with mosaic, were 
uncovered. One basin has a circular shape, 2.5 m in diameter, and 134 m 
deep, with three semicircular steps leading into it. This installation is con- 
nected by a leaden pipe to a square basin measuring 1.2 x 1.2 m, and 0.79 m 
deep. On the bottom of both installations are concave depressions. Two 
Greek inscriptions and Jewish symbols (menorah, shofar, lulab and ethrog) 
led to the conclusion tha the enire building is a synagogue, containing a 
migweh on its premises 

Two major factors prevent us from defining this installation as a 
migweh first, the architectural characteristics are typical of an industrial in- 
stallation such as a wine press or even a bath house.? Second, the use of 
mosaic for paving a migweh is unusual. A tessellated floor often cracks in 
an installation designed to hold water for a long period. A cracked floor pre- 
sents a severe problem for migwaor. Besides of the loss of water, a migweh 
whose waters are “creeping” (}mi)—that i, leaking—is prohibited by the 
halakic regulations? In plastered migwao, the problem of cracks in the 
plaster was solved by applying a new coat of plaster, an action which is im- 
practical in tessellated floors 2+ 

It is possible that the existence of the interconnecting pipe between the 
basins led to the conclusion that the installation in question is a migyweh, as 
the pipe was identified as the “tube of a water-ski 
feature s rare in migwaot in the periods under discussion, however, and 
when it exsts, it usually s located at the rim of the installations. In the 
Hulda installation, by contrast, it is placed about 45 cm above the bottom 

    

  

  

  

    

    

  

21 Yeivin, Decade, p. 42. M. Avi-Yonah, “Various Synagogal Remsins—Hulds, 
Rabinowiz Buletin, vo. 3. p. 5760, 

22 See, for example, the confusion which oceurred in identifying the insallation 
excavated at Qulandiya, fist s a bath house and latr s 3 wine pres: D. Baramki, “A 
Byzantine Bath at Qalandiya.” ODAP 2 (1933): 105-109, Pls. XXXVIILXLI, Y. Hirchied, 
“Ancient Wine Presses i the Area of the Ayslon Park” EI 15 (1981): 383-390, and 

especially p. 387 in Hebrew): A. Kloner, “The Structure at Holda and its use 35 3 Wine 
Press” in A. Kasher, A. Oppenheimer and U. Rappaport (eds). Man and Land in Eret 
iraelin Aniiquity (Jerusalem, 1986), pp. 197-203 (in Hebrew, with summary on pp. XIX. 
XX). For baths,see V. Tzafrs, “A Roman Bathat Rama.” Arigor (English Sries 14 (1980), 
Fig_I1E, . PLXILL 

23 . Mishnah Miqwaot 5:3-: Sifra Shemini 11, 3. Onthe problem of a miguwe's wall 
‘which cracked, see Mishnah, Miqwaot 69. Here he case is crack between two adjacer 

‘whil the obviou csie of a crack in an outer wall of  migweh i not under 
discussion a it undoubidly defiles the miguet. 

    

  

      

  

  

  

24 About 4.6 coats of plaster can be observed, and even more. We can assume tat the 
annual inspection of migwaor, wich s efere toin Mishaah Shegalim 111 was mesnt not 
only o inspectthe minimal rquired depthand volume of the water in the igheh, but lso o 
heck tat the intalltion was not cracked an the Waters were creeping out of it 

5 Mishnsh Miquaot 6.7 
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of the circular installation 2 The installation in Hulda can therefore neither 
be defined as a migweh nor can the building be identified as a synagogue 
‘The inscriptions and Jewish symbols in the mosaic floor require a different 
explanation. 

Ma‘on: A stepped and plastered water installation, a cistern, and a 
drainage channel were excavated to the east of the synagogue. The excava- 
tors suggested the water installation could be a migweh, but did not elabo- 
rate further. The measurements of the installation are 2.25 x 2.50 m. 
Evidence remains of two steps. The bottom of the installation is only 0.5 m 
lower than the nearby surface. If one assumes that the installation served as 
amigweh, its minimal depth should have been about 1.4-1.5 m (3 cubits). 
‘This implies that the larger part of the installation was above the ground. 
There is nothing in this observation to disqualify the installation as a 
‘migweh, but the use would have been in this case quite unusual; the user 
would have ascended by some external steps (o the rim of the installation 
and then descended into it. Such a method of construction and use is un- 
known from other sites 

A second consideration also militates against the identification of this in- 
stallation as a migweh. It would have been impossible to fill this installa- 
tion with rain water gathered from the courtyards. Indeed, the only water 
which could have been used 1o fill it would have been rain caught on the 
synagogue’s roof. Since the region under discussion—the north-western 
Negev—is semi-arid, it is unlikely the inhabitants would have restricted the 
water collection to such a small area. The identification of the installation in 
Ma‘on as a migweh s therefore doubtful. 

  

       

  

      

SUMMARY 

From the data presented above, the following conclusions can be drawn. For 
the Second Temple period, the remains of Gamala, Masada and Herodium 
point 10 a link between synagogues and migwaor. Although the evidence of 
the Theodotus Synagogue in Jerusalem is incomplete, it may also suggest 
such a link. The archacological evidence reveals that these particular 

  

26 Only a handiol of migwaor which employ this device have been found. Two 
installations were found in Masada: Masada 1, pp. S0, S07-510; on in Herodium, n the 
peristyl (not published); one in the Jewish Quarer in Jeruslem: Avigad. Jerusalem, figs. 
145, 175; and perhaps one near the Temple Mount, M. Ben-Dov, The Dig at the Temple 
Mot Jrusalem, 1952),photo o p. 151, bottom Ieft. 

275, Levy, “The Ancient Synsgogue of Maon (Niim),” Rabinowitz Bullein, vol. 3. p. 
611, 655,23 
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migwaot appear in settlements of the Zealots, during the first revolt against 
Rome. 

A question arises concerning the nature of ths linkage; among the differ 
ent activities which took place in the synagogue of the Second Temple 
period, what required an immersion in a migweh? One of the activities 
which took place in the synagogue in this period was the holding of sacred 
meals which might have required a certain degree of purity from the 
participants  Assuming that the building and installations described above: 
belonged to communities of Zealots, who kept a certain type of Pharisaic 
Halakah, another possibilty is that the handling of the Sacred Scriptures in 
reading, studying, worship and prayer, required a degree of purity. This 
purity could have been obtained and maintained with the assistance of the 
adjacent migwaot.? There is no doubt that any additional discovery of a 
synagogue dating 10 the Second Temple period would clarify the picture 
considerably. 

‘The situation differs for the period of the Mishnah and the Talmud. We 
may point first of all 10 a drastic decrease in the construction and use of 
miqwaot in general. This is clearly attested by the small number of exca- 
vated stepped and plastered water installations which could have been used as 
migwaot. Indeed, only three to four score are known from the period afier 
the destruction of the Temple! In contrast, close to 300 such installations 
have been excavated in sites and sirata attibuted to the Second-Temple 
period. These stem from Jerusalem and from sites in Judea and Galilee. 
Migwaot appear relatively rare in the post-Temple period, despite the fact 
that several domestic dwellings have been excavated (e.g. Meiron, Khirbet 

  

  

  

  

25 A, Oppenheimer, “Benevolent Societis in Jerusalem.” in Oppenheimer, Rappa 
and Siem,pp. 178190, an especiallyp. 186 snd ntes 33, 34 Safe, Second Temple, . 

291, for exampl: Mishnah, Yadsyim 3.5, 46: and s Safsi, Second Templ,p. 161 
O The significant d primarily 1o the 

destruction ofth Te since it was the mpetus 
for many of th requirements for puriicatory immersion. Some cirles, however, continued 
10 observe high lvels of rtual purity. Sce the views of G. Alon, “The lmits of the puriy 
regulations,” in G. Alon, Stdies in Jewish History, vol. | (Tel-Avi, 1967), cspecialy pp 149-156 (in Hebrew): and Safea,Second Templ, p. 131 

“The dectine in the needs brought sbout the sittion ha from the existence of a lest one 
migueh pes private house in Jerusalem of the Second-Temple period, to he use of one 
migweh per community in post-Temple tmes. This minimal use of migwaot in cath 
Community passes o tothe medival ewish communitis of Earop, in which th use of one 
miqeh per community i rcorded 

31 seems thatthe relatvely high number of miguaot which were found in Kedumim, a 
small villge in the Samarian hill which lived on oil production, doserves a specisl 
explanaton. See R. Reich, “A Note on Samarian Ritul Bathe”in D. Jcoby and Y. Teaf. 
eds.,Jews, Samaritans and Chrisians in Byzanine Palstine (erusalem, 1988), pp. 242-244 
in Hebrew): 1. Magen, “The pigwaot in Qedumim and the Purifcaton Standards of the 
Samasitans,” Cathedra 3 (1985): 1526 (n Hobrew), 
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   Capernaum, Beth She‘arim, Chorazin). Only Sepphoris reveals a 
large number of migwaot in domestic use, as attested by recent 
excavations.® 

For the question of the relation between the migweh and the synagogue, 
the situation is even clearer. Next to each of the synagogues dating to the 
Second Temple period, archacologists found a migweh. Most synagogues 
from the period of the Mishnah and the Talmud had no migwaof connected 
0 them. Our discussion of the few synagogues which had some sort of wa- 
ter installation connected o them revealed that most of the installations 
were not migwaot. At Hulda and Ma‘on, this was clear from the installa 
tion’s extraordinary construction. At other sites, the water installations were 
100 small and predated the synagogue (Khirbet Shemat, Beth She‘arim). The 
only certain migweh was the installation at Sasa. With some difficulties, we 
could also include the migweh at Chorazin it was convenient to use but was 
Tocated at a distance from the synagogue. Since several score of excavated 
ancient synagogues are known from all over the country, while only a hand- 
ful of them are related to migwaor, we may conclude that in the period of 
Mishnah and Talmud there is no apparent linkage between these two 
institutions. 

  

  

  

S2E M. Meyers, . Netzer and C. L. Meyers. “Sepphoris Omament o ll G, 
(March 1986): 17 B4 

   



   

1. 
. 

15, 
6. 

STUDIA POST-BIBLICA 

NEUSNER, J. (ed). The Modern Sty of the Mishna. 1973. ISBN 90 0+ 03669 5 
ASMUSSEN, J.P. Studies in Juder-Pasian Litratue. [Tr. from the Danish] 
Homages & Opera Minors, 12). 1973, ISBN 90 04 0382 

BARZILAY, 1. Touph Slomo Delnedigo (Yasar of Candia). His Life, Works and 
“Times. 1974, ISBN 90 04 03972 4 

BERGER, K. Dic grchiche Danil-Exegs. Eine altkirchliche Apokalypse. Text, 
Ubersctzung und Kommenar. 1976, ISBN 90 04 04756 5 

LOWY, S. The Princples of Samaritan Bible Esegesis. 1977. ISBN 90 04 04 
DEXINGER, F. Hotocls Zdmuschmapolabpse wd ofine Probleme de Apoiabyp 

Jrschung, 1977. ISBN 90 04 05428 6 
COHEN, JM. A Samarian Chmice. A Source-Critical Analysis of the Lif 

‘and Times of the Great Samaritan Reformer, Baba Rabbah. 1981 
ISBN 90 04 06215 

BROADIE, A. A Sumaritan Pilosoply. A Study of the Hellenistc Cultural 
Ethos of the Memar Marqah. 1981 ISBN 90 04 063129 

HEIDE, A. VAN DER. The Tonaite Tradition of the Targum of Lametatons 
Critcal Text and Analysis of the Variant Readings. 1981 
ISBN 90 04 06560 | 

ROKEAH, D. Jes, Pagons and Christians in Corfct. 1982. ISBN 90 04 07025 7 
EISENMAN, RH. James the Jut in the Hababd Pesher. 1986. 

ISBN 90 04 07387 9 
HENTEN, J.W. VAN, H.J. DE JONGE, P.T. VAN ROODEN & 

JW. WEESELIUS (cds). Tradiion and Re-Itoprtation i Jevish and Earty 
‘Chrisian Liteutur. Essays in Honour of Jurgen C.H. Lebram. 1985 
ISBN 90 04 07752 9 

PRITZ, RA. Nazarme Javih Christanit. From the End of the New Testament 
Period untl it Disappearance in the Fourth Century. 1988, 
ISBN 90 04 08108 9 

HENTEN, JW. VAN, BA.GM. DEHANDSCHUTTER & HW. VAN 
DER KLAAUW. Dic Extstchingder jdichen Maryrolgi. 1989. 
ISBN 90 04 08978 0 

MASON, S. Flavius Jouphss on the Pharises. A 
1991, ISBN 90 04 09181 5 

OHRENSTEIN, R.A. & B. GORDON. Economic Analysis in Tolmudic 
Litature. Rabbiric Thought in the Light of Modern Economics. 1992 
ISBN 90 04 09540 3 

GERA, D. The Role of Judsea in Easter Medirransan. Intesatioal Polcs. Tn 
Preparation. ISBN 90 04 09441 5 

ATTRIDGE, HW. & G. HATA (eds.). Euebiss, Christaniy, and Judeisn. 
1992, TSBN 90 04 09686 4 

TOAFF, A. Tht Jes in Unlria. Vo, I: 1245-1435. 1993, ISBN 90 04 09695 
TOAFF, A. Tr Jews in Uniria. Vol. II: 1435-1484. 1904, ISBN 90 04 09979 4 
TOAFF, A. Th Jeus in Uniria. Vol. 11l 1484-1736. 1994, ISBN 90 04 10165 9 
PARENTE, F. & J. SIEVERS (eds). Josephus and the History of the Greco-Roman 

Prrisd, Essays in Memory of Morton Smith. 1994, ISBN 90 04 10114 4 

  

  

  

  

8 

  

  

    

  

    

mposition-Critcal Study 

  

    
   

#7,] URMAN, D. & PV.M. FLESHER (eds.). Ancient Synagogues. Historical 
Analysis and Archacological Discovery. Volume One. 1995, 
ISBN 90 04 10242 6; ISBN et 90 04 09904 2 

      

    

  

   

  

    
   
   
    
    

    

     
    

    
   

     

   

        

    

       

    

     
   





     

     

   
     

   

    

   

   
  

New York Universi 
W Doty 
T 70 Washingtun Square South 

Web Renewal/lnfo: New York University hitp://ibrary.nyu.cdu Bobst Library Circulation Depariment 
70 Washington Square South New Phone Renewal: 
York, NY 100121091 212.998-2482 

THIS ITEM IS SUBJECT TO RECALL AT ANY TINE} 
  

    

  

   

  

  

o < 
e UE DATE 
vy 

NOV 227 JANG'2 2008 

B0k ARy u}:’ummm 
Ci IRCULATION 

UE P 
DEC 13’253 

BUssT S8 Y 
CIRCUGA 

o 
REOMED 
MARY B0 

BgRRTREN" 
      

NOTE NEW DUE DATE WHEN RENEWING VIA WEB/PHONE!   



T 
2 01897 4322 

 



 


