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The Synagogues from the Second Temple Period
According to Archaeological Finds and in Light of the Literary Sources

k. Netzer

The discovery of the ssnagogue from Hasmonacan
tumes at Jericho enables us 1o draw a clearer pic-
ture of the characier of the synagogues that exise-
el in the [and of lsrael e the end of the Second

Temple periodd.' Aside from the inscription of

Theodotos that was found in the City of Daviel, the
information abowt 1the existence of synagogucs
from that penad that was available o sehalars, up
1 the time of the Masiada excavations, came main-
Iv rom the wenten sonrces = the writings ol Flavius
Jousephus, the New Testunent, the Mishna, the Tal-
mudl and the accessory literature. From these
sources one learns of the dozens if nor hundreds
of svnagogues extant in the Land of Israel during
the period under discussion,

The exposure of the rebels” ssmagogue on the
simmit of Masada by Yigael Yadin's expedition
caused grean excitement (Fig. 1, 4:3). The discov-
erv Imks up with the finding of the remams of {dis-

carded) serolls whose exposure was an Ipressive

find in itsel.s The presence of sections of scrolls
below the Hloor of the ssmagogue at Masada (more
precisely below a room thar was built by the rebwels
inn the rear of the hally, which can Plu'lxahly.' he con-
sidered a gesizah, corroborated the identification
of the hall surrounded by benches as a svnagogue ®
A Masidda, the excavators for the first Ume ex-
posed, in a elear archaeological context, a building
that served as a place of asscmbly and was certainly
inwended primarily for Torah-reading.* The asscm-
blv hall was erected within a structure that had
originally served a very different purpose, proba
bly a stable for horses and mules, In the initial ex-
citement afier the synagoguce’s discovery, it was
thought that even the structure’s first stage, from
the time of Herod the Grear, had served as a svna
gogue. However, a rigorous analvsis of the struc-
ture rules out such a possibilin.”

The discovery at Masada was corroborated by
the publicaucn of the finds from the excvations

Fig. | The synagogue buill wf
Musade by the rebels { G, Laron).
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of Father Corbo at Herodium, In a similar histori-
cal, archaeological and architecural complex, in
the mountain palace-foruress at Herodium, the
rebels transformed the splendid trddisiuem of the
fortified palace into a smagogue that was meant
to serve them during their stay at that site (Fig. 2).
In contrast to Masada, no genszak was found here,
but on the other hand a |'ilu.n! l‘.‘lil‘lh wis revealod
close to the tridiniue that had undergone a mans-
formation "

Ihe discovery of two halls surrounded by
benches, Both of them structures that Fraaed wppides-
gone tansformation at the hands of the rebels,
corroborates the assumption that here we are deal-
ing with synagogues that were installed by the
Zealos for the |:u::|iv-.| ‘.I.LIHI.J.I.H which Ilu.’.:g.- ook a
stand at the two sites. In any event. the existence of
two similar structures in the same circumstances
calls for further explanation. One is thus justified
in asking where is the synagogue ar Machaeruos.

Fig. 2 The svnapmrues buill of Flerodium I the voheds (F
Netorrl,

This site too was one of Herod’s building projects
and it is known to be the third site in which the
rebels ook a stand alter the destruction of the
Temple. Most of the summit of the mountain ac
Machaerus has been exposed and no hall sur-
rounded by benches has been found: however, on
the northern slope is located the “lower city,” most
of which has not been excavated, and e e laly
hall apparently conld have been located there.

A large step forward in the study of synagogues
from the Second Temple period was aken with
the: distovery, by Shmarya Guuman, of the syna-
gogue at Gamla f_l‘":lgr:. 249, 52 71 Inoa similar
historicalurchacological  context  (though  this
time not as part of Herod’s building projects), a
synagogue struciare was revealed, with a hall ar irs
centre measuring ea. 20616 m.7 The hall at Gamla,
which, in contrast to those at the ahove-men-
tioned two sites, was built as such rom the outset,
was surrounded by benches and Tormed an inte-
gl'fﬂ part of 2 ]'.trHr::r strietnre, This structure wias
of a high architectural standard, much use heing
made of basalt, the local stone at Gamla. The
basalt masonry was used for the walls, the columns
-‘”51'['-‘}}*”"-;"!,'&", the rool, the benches as well as the
paving, As at Herodium, here too a ritual bath was
revealed in close proximity o the l_mildiuf._{. It re-
cemwved s water rom a chanoe]  that ];,mwfl
through the synagogue’s hall and on the way even
fed a small pool, a basin of kinds, termed by is ex-
CAvALor a guria’

Dring the preparations for batle with the Ro-
mans, i the course of the same revoly, e hiall of
the sviagogue building ar Gamla was damaged
partly by a wall thar passed through the row of

Ftﬂ. '.1 4l' :IIJV L5 }'Jl.u:lkrr.l;p':.ﬂ Pl (.'umff;' f.f'_. _‘. f"!;."?_q_



rooms adjacent w it on the east, and parily by the
vemaoval of some of the benches and apparenily the
major part of the basalt paving that had covered
the fleors of the hall and the aisles around it from
the ouser” This partal damage makes it somewhat
difficult o comprehend the building, but the avail-
able data arc numerous and of significance.

The ERpRORIe of the sviAaguUgue from the end of
the Hasmonaean period {ca. 7550 BCE) in Jeri-
cho by the present author adds to the list of syna-
goeries from the Second Temple period another
buileling that was intended for this purpose from
the omser.” This building {Figs. 4:1, 31, 6, &
1 (was constructed in three stages, and only in the
secomid stage was the assembly hall {ea, 16.5x11.5
m in size) built, but with regard 10 the architectur-
al lavout, one can speak of a ssmagoguce that was
sprecially built for that purpose, and not a stoucture
that underwent vansformation. From this angle
{and also from others, as we shall see below), one
can note similaritics between the building exposed
at Gamla and the one in Jericho. Needless o say,
the antiguity of the building in Jericho is of impor-
lunce, and it thus makes an important contribu-
tion o the question of the development of the syn-
agogues in the Land of Israel.

The list of ssnagogues from the Second Temple
pericd contains a number of other entative sooac-
tures: a “missing” soructure at Chorazin; the “mini-
sinagoga” a1 Magdala; and the synagogue at Rirvat
Seler, a new setdement east of the city of Lod. The
tentative synagogne at Chorazin was exposed by .
Orv in 1926 but was not actually published and lat
er all race of it vanished.'! It is therefore difficult
1o determine both whether it indeed served as a
synagogue, and if so, whether it was built during
the Second Temple period.

The “mini-sinagoga”™ at Magdala was built as a
spring-house and in our view it also served as such
during the second stage, when, according to its ex-
cavators, Father Corbo and Father Lollreda, it was
used as w svmagogue. Inoan article published in
1987, I proved that the building, throughout its ex-
istence, served as a spring-house.'?

The structure ar Kiryat Sefer could indeed have
served [or assemblies, but it is difficult to discern a
clear architectural Javoutr with regard 1o henches
in i We bave corain doubis aboul the recon-
siruction of the hall, as published by s excavators,
mainly with regard to the ceiling which could also
have been bl withour arches and rather with a
busilican section.
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Further on in dhe discussion we will thereflore
relate mainly to the synagogues ar Masada, Herodi-
um, Gamla and Jeriche, presented here in the or-
der of thenr discovery,

LI ]

We open our discussion with the question of the
\']‘fif:i'.l'i'ltll'[“l ill]l’l |nc.'l.u'.nn (JI:- |ll.1_' CIrANCE Lo l]l'(.' h.ﬂ.“
and building. Smagogues from the time of the Mish-
na and the Talmud lack uniformity with regard to
these wo imporant aspects, but one can neverthe-
lesse sk of trends or ol a rule and exceptions there-
ton ' In certain of the four svynagogues under discus-
sion here, oneg can, fder afia. menton a1 orentation
tosard Jerusalem (Masaea, and 1o 0 cortain extent al
so Gamla and Jericho) or even entry from the cast
{Herodium, and to a certain extent Jenicho and
Masada) " However, ifwe analvee the choice of lacali-
tv in cach of the four cases, we learn that the choice of
the entrance s location was ot necessarily governed
by considerations of oricmaton or direcion of the
doorwav. At Masarda the soroctore that was chosen en-
sured the creation of a verv sizable hall. in a P]:H.'I: Ac-
cessible 1o the entire community without causing any
disturbance in s vcinity" In the mountain palace-
fortress at Herodium, the sclecuon focused on the
onlv hall that was suitable for this purpose. Topo-
graphic considerations probably determined the lo-
cation of the building in Gamla. [t would have been
very difficult to erect a similar structure on the steep
slope on which the city was built if the required orien-
tation had been different. The entrance at Gamla
seems to face the direction of Jerusalem (as does the
orientation), but unlike the Galilean symagogues, the
docrway does not really open onte the area outside
the synagogue but onto a small vard via which the hall
was entered. The location in Jericho was also not acci-
dental, The building was adjoined 1o the main water
conduit passing through the palace complex and
continuing eastward, bevond the row of buildings
that probably served the staff of the palaces and the
adjacent farm

Here it should be emphasized that according to
the opinion of most scholars, as is also so clearly
expressed in the inscription of Theodotos, the pri-
mary funcion of the assembly hall was to make
possible public readings of the Torah (and in par-
allel alser fargum annd seomons). A Jall suwrouncded
lw benches, with the reader of the Torah probably
located atits centre. did not call for any special ori-
entauon, In any event, prayers were probably in-
troselieed i the synapogne nnly after the destrue-
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1-1-,{_ D Cross secfpons throuoh e Tl L
Jevicha € 1), awd Gamla (2, in the sine scale.

Fig. 6 The synagogue al fericho (G, Lavon)



Fig. 7 lsomeiric wiew of Gamin synagogue by E. Netwer),

tion of the Temple, and icscems chan the custom of
fucing Jerusalem during the pravers (or pares of
thereof), in pracrice leading to an emphasis of the
arlentanon, came mio bemg only alter the Tem-
ple’s destruction.

L is most logical w assune that the svnagogues
at Masacka and Herodium were based on a model
wollFknown w the rebels — the svnagogues that ex-
isted al the end of the Second Temple period. at
least some of which were certainly built according
10 this model. Against the background of the swma-
gogues at Masada and Herodinm, the exposure of
the svnagogue at Gaunla made it possible 1o define
the main characteristics of the symagogue hall, as
well as 1o make :Lr.sum]}linus regm'rling itz architec
tural source.' The hall's characteristics can be de-
fined as follows:

1. A hall siwrroudded by beoches on all sides,

2. The use of columns in order w create a basil-
ican section,

3. The ssonagogue hall lacked any archirectural
expression on the outside of the buailding (Fig. 7).

4. The hall lacked a clear orientation that gen-
erally also found expression in an emphasized en-
Irandce.

5. The hall contained a niche that was paossibly
mtended for the storage of the Holy Scriptures
{Figs. 8, 9).

6. The hall was connected o a waler supply,
thus making possible the presence of a water basin
within the area of the hall and a ritual bath nearby
(Fig. 10).

All e alxove-diswed characwerisics ave aciually dis
cernible in the ssoagorue recenth expaosed in Jeri-
cho. There are a number of differences but they are
not fundamental: the number of benchesis ditferent;
the supports of the hall voof are dilferent — pallars -
stead of columns — as is their Jocation, adjacent 1o the
lowest benches and notin front of them. On the oth-
cr hane, m\'illg tor the gt:rud st of ]3]‘(.'54.'.I.'1|?I'I"HZ-E'I At
Jericho, the funcion of the niche is of clearer signifi-
cance (both in the cell for storing the scvolls in use
and in the subterranean cell that probably served as a
genizaf), and the connection between the water sy
tem and the rinaal bath is also clearer.

It seems that all lour of these ssoagogues had in
commaon a llat ceiling. No roof tles were found at any
ol the known Hasmonacin and Herodian siwes, and
the most common ceilings must have been based on
horizontal wooden beams. The recently Pmpﬂ-u:d rio-
construction of the synagogue at Gamla' corre-
sponds much more closcly o synagogues from the
pren o of the Mishuaand the Talied than domoss of
the buildings in the Lane of lseael durivg the periods
under discussion (sce the author’s proposed recon-
structons of the smagognes at Jencho and Camla},

Az already mentioned above, both the s
gogue at Gamla (Fig. 7 and the one in Jericho cer-
tainly reflect larger and grander swmagogues that
cxistod n the I.ﬁg CLLCs: 1Il:l'l!:iil.|'€l'l'l_. f;-::l'.-l'.-hnriﬁ,
Tiberias. Cacsarea, coe. An allusion o this is to he
found in the description in Tosefia Sukkad 4:6 of
the magnificent hasilica than existed in Alexandria
in Fgvpt. In this svnagague the nave was probably
surrounded by two aisles, and apparently two rows
ol columns, on ¢ach side.

l"_lg.. 8 M'rbr_fbr Torah sevalls wned gn:-nizah it fericho Ny R

ganee (05, Laan).



]-i;. Q [somaefere wiew rijl'-."jh' nie I:rfm' Toral sevolls and .._-"z‘iﬂ-:r:-lr
i fevicha synapopue (by 1. Liouryes).

The m*igin of the synagogue

The problem of the synagogue's origin sull en-
f_\"'jllg{‘"i ||\|l." :'I['I\'."'I]lil'il!‘i <'l+.“'-‘_l'1(:lli|.]'.‘1 Elll'l{l “'ill ('(:l]lilll'll.lﬂ' tll
tlor so i the future, It has many aspects:®!

1. When and where did the process begin: in the
Land of Israel or the Diasporas at the end ol the Fiest
Temple period: during the Babylanian exile? in the
days of Frra and Nehemiah? during the Hellenistic
period or at the end ol the Second Temple periods

2. Whar was the natmre and significance of the
process thae led 1o the erection of the synagogue
and o assemblics during the reading of the Torah?

3. What was the architectural prototype?

One of the views, only recently put forward by Lee
I. Levine,* proposes that the rudiments of the sy
gogue institute were 1o be found at the city gates. This
opinion is based on an analvsis of the various fune-
tions that can be associated with the synagogues from
the Second Temple period, and on literary sonrees as
well as archaeological finds (like those revealed at'Tel

Dan). An important cornerstone of this school of

thought is the grear assembly held by Ezra and Ne-
hoemiah in jnrumicm. in a sireet or sgquare next o the
Water Gate, at which the Torah was read belore a
large crowd, as is related in Nehemiah 8:1: “The en-

=k

l']g. lu The wbuesl bacthy li,l'lﬁil“.'l..,"ll:l, mf;.urr":.'f I fL‘f' .\j_;:lu.'gug:l(.-'
al fericho (G. Lavan),

ure people assembled as one man in the square he-
fore the Water Gate, ane they asked Ezra the scribe to
bwing the scroll of the Teaching of Moses with which
the lord hadd charged laracl.” lh:j-nud the fact thar this
wits a unique assembly, and not one of the common
gatherings, we hold that the following two data
shonile be taken into account;

l. Here we are {l{-nling with an event that was
regarded as an “official” ceremony by the re-
rnees a Zion.

2. Whether the assembly was held, according to
an existing tradition, at the ciry gate, or the site,
close o the Water Gawe, was chosen due 1o the
presence of a square that could accommodate
such a large number of participants,

Tl‘li‘ ililr:url;uu:{- and statlus <_.|‘ the F":l‘ll.‘.'f. Lin
which Levine refers in his writings correspond to
the situation in cities of the Land of Israel during
the period of the First Temple, which were popu-
lated mainly or totally by Jews. This does not nee-
essarily conform with the situation in all those
cities in which the Jews lived throughourt the Dias
pora, particularly in the Hellenistic period dur-
ing which the character of the cities differed sig-
nificantly from those in the Land ol Israel in the
days of the First Temple. The prototype of the
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buildings m which assemblies were held in that
period (if synagogues, aside from the proseuche’in
Egvpt. indeed existed at that time) should thus be
sought in buildings thar were used (o asscinblies,
primarily in bouleterion structures.** An assembly
n a closed and roofed structure has a completely
different, in fact opposite, character to that con-
ducted in a public place! The possibility that
those who assembled had a common denomina-
wr, 1.c., were of the same origin, had the same oc-
cupation, came from a certain social stratum, or
shared some other background factor, and the
desire for intimacy that could stem from this,
were unattainable au the city gate, which was
probably accessible to cvervone. Irrespective of
whether the assembly wok place initially in a pri-
vite home similar o the domus erdlesia or in a hall
that was large and differed from a reception
room in a private home, the gathering of the
conununity, in our opinion, called for the exis-
tence of a building framework that was adapied
ur construcied especially for this purpose and was
not necessarily availahle ra all inhabicais of the
citv. In any event, the First Temple period is sepa-
rated from the days of the Second Temple not on-
Iy by i time gap but also, aud mainly, by a differ-
ence in the demographic setap, in which the Jews
resided in setlements that were also inhabited by
people of other nations and religions,

Tt is sell-evident that the assembly of people
with a common denominator for a certain activi-
tv could have brought in its wake various activi-
tics that were of interest w all 1the members of
the commumity. A Torah-reading assembly conld
probably have led w other activites, such as the
discussion of social and political problems of
CONMTCr Lo CVeryone, o “H'-g-ﬁliun Lotween mem-
hers of the community. The last-imentoned activ-
ity could have been included in the communin’s
agenda without any necessary connection with
the trials that were held at the oty gates during
the First Temple period.® Evervone agrees than
even the origins of the custom of providing ac-
cennmpdation in the synagogue  building  for

members of the community who lived far Wiy,
or of the presence of ritual baths in the building,
should not necessarily be sought at the city gares,
This discussion could incorporate the question
of which came first = the public-political-sacial
activity or the reading of the Torah. In any event,
the second possibility seems more reasonable.

The function of reading the Torah finds clear
expression in all the synagommes from the Second
Temple period that have survived in the Land of
lsrael, without any indication of a religions cere-
mony or hierarchy that necessitated the nse of ar-
chitectural axes, the presence of a bemak, the sepa-
ration of the congregation from officeholders, ori-
entaton in a special direction. an emphasized cn-
tranee, ote. On the ather boaned, all of them eontain
a hall surrounded by benches on three or four
sides, lack an obligatory orientauon or enirance of
importance, and in nooe of them are there signs
of a built femah or parttions between peaple of
different status. It can be asswmed that the Torah
scrolls, when being read, were placed on a table in
the centre of the room or aleng one of its sides
{depending on the number of people present at
the time). Such a table was certainly made of wood
and was readily movable,

The syagogue i Jevicho is the caclicst of all
those revealed 10 dawe in the Land of Lsracl. his re-
mains not only contribute 10 our understanding of
the way the svnagrogue institute operated, bul alse
refllect it popularity. The possibility that the com-
munity of workers who ran the palaces at Jericho,
as well as the large agriculoaral farm adjacent to
them, needed a smagogue building of their own
calls for further explanation. In the presene writer's
opinion, other svnagogues from the Second Tem-
ple period will be exposed in the farly near fulare,
mcluding some that are even carlier and maone
splendid than the buildings that have been re
vealed at Gamla and close 1o the Hasmonaean
palace in Jericho.®
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Within the framework of this anicle, ne do oo ioend
1o enter nto A general discussion of the essence of the
svoagrogrie i the Second Temple period, but will con
centrate only on the architecinral aspect, For this gener-
al disenssion andd the relevant bibhography, see LL
Levine, The Ancient Synagagie, e Pt Phonyand Yo
ixew Hoven aned London, 19983 1926, and V.M.

Flesher, “Prolesomenon to a Tleory of Eule Sona
n N ; : :
gogue  Development ™ o AJ. Averwleck and ]

Newsier (eds. ). Julaism in Late Anbguity (Lewden, 2000 ):
121-150.

Here we will mainly memtion the clear archacological
context 1 which the seralls were revealed, which dil-
fers frowm e sineation @ Qumran where the sorolls
were oo in caves, isclated from the strueiure, s
giving risc w some ol the problemes 1o datiog them anl
determining clearly the connection between the and
the structe revealed an the site.

Yiewel Yarlin s initial definition of the stroctore at Masa-
daa as a smagogne was based solely ot an analysis of the
remmains, The discovery of the (renaiive] gerzak nuerely
corraohorated the ressomableness ol the idennificaion.

- Uimder sueh circomstances, i is didliondt roassume thal

the relacls would Bave botll a similan stowcture 1oy non-
rreligious poarposes,

Heee B Meveer, Misade, 1T The Vigeed Yadin Exievations
1903195, Ve Buildimgs: Sadigrafifer aud Awbittectiore
i Jerusaden, PRI : 23105,

. Foersier, “The Swagogues at Masada andd
Herodium,™ fet-fimel 11 {19733 284228 (Helbrew),

= |.'1|:'u||| 1lee watsel, the |}'|.I'I|l:|'ll'lg wirs clefinend as a ]nl.'!}l;{-

ane by its excavator, but later it was generallv consid-
cred to he a2 snagosue, See S, Gooman, “The Sy
gogue al Gamla,” o L Levine (el ). Ameivnd Synn
commrs Weewndedd (Jerusalen. 19813 M0-340 and see 5. G-
ranee sk W Bappel, Camle —a ity in fohelivon [Minastey
ol Defenae, Tsracl, 19040 990104 {Flebrew].

runtnvraann sl Ril.‘pi)t‘l, o, 1AM

. O this point, the proesent amthor’s opanio diflers foom

that of the siee’ s exemvators. The Tater elabm {and dyiswas
alse the vivw held by S Guoman thar the arsgginal floaor of
tlee Badl wars made ol pocked cartle These scholas regarid
the surviving pavings at the Jooof the hbenches as o sivio-
ante B coloms, andl they agply asinslac rule w che pow
Hf I'l'.!'l.'i'ﬂﬁ*i tllill ]:!‘i“'-l" Tll]'l'i.'r'l‘(l H L8 |I“! Cepple |'|| ""I‘.‘ I1ii”.
whiels in v opinion formaed the Bose for anotiue paar
ul columms e addition e e peophecal ones. Wie leslel
thoe view i T i anadysts of o way ioowhisch e s v
beg pavving was laid, i can be prove ol 1l 1o stylobae ex-

isted here wrd that other paving stones were I, For

thiis on sz ol cengon . Uhe rowe in the conere sarvived

}k‘l’li:{‘h_ il] Ol tli?'ll'lll Crly, s 1neel neecaal o h'{'-d]' flll.unl.“-‘:.
Wil 't";_"ll'll vy the aleickasess D80 o) ol dhee Dooss e
stnviving row and much thinner paviogs inother cases,

one should mennon tha 1I1.||mrlr laving of floars the
Talwsurwsns eftenn Laiel s cnonmbser of Lt"!p rovs o edistannee
tromn ome another, and then filled the spaces beoween
them. From e panue of the work, these ey rows
shaubd hines been more siable and therefore the pavers
i then were probablv thicker See I Svon and £, Yavor,
“Cazimln — O0led nnnel Nenw,™ raluoneiod 53 (3000 1 255 [ He-
brewd, In pages 910 of this aricle, the preseot aotlo’s
[Pt s i 1 luesmas clln::u.ium-. i o s o,

1.

17.

1%

i

u

2

1.
1.

21.
g
b
£
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- See Fo Nezer, "A Svnagogue from the Hasmwonean Peri-

ol Recently Exposcd in the Western Plon of Jericho,”
L E A4 {l'_'ﬂfl s HIR22].

Foerster. “The Synagomies,
See B Newer, “Did the Sprmge louse an Magdala Serve as
A Svangzomones,” e A Rasher et al, (odls b, Sy s -
ity {Jevusalem, 19873; 165-172 (Hebrew) and also ref-
erences tere i 1w pablicanon of uwe results of 1he exce-
varioms a1 the site, T shoudd be menooned thar no opinion
attempting o refote this view las snce been published.
";{'i.' \r ‘l‘q . . \,‘I ?:l:l‘l'lil II.'“.!I {.'\ Hi.l'k;: “H;r\ alil -";(\'l"."r Ee
Jewish Villige and Swoagogue ol the Secomd Temple

- l.)ll."f.

-I“L-rmtl, {_{.{r.r."mgu.!.rm B9y I‘-'?'!"JI 2532 (Hebrew).
. In oy event, the subject of the entrances and oricna

tioa1 10 the thne of che Mgt andd the Taliod will o
e dliseussed Tusre,

- For example. this was the view expressed by Foersten

“The Syoagogucs,” 2272281 in the article on the syna-
gogrwes al Masada and Herodiom, pohlished prior 1o
the exposure of the ssnagogue at Gamla,

The alicrnatives woere entber o the nordhern pa'li:l.ct.
the aceess lowhich was complicied, orm thie wesiern
palace wihnch perhaps served a certain community with
different customs. See Meteer, Masada, 11, G305,
Appsrenly it can be said that the conmection with the con-
el was invteniional. e in the cise of smagogues 0 Delos
aned Milewos, which were close w the sea. Homesoer, e s
piv of water i Jercho wins wen prroblenatic, amd i seens
thist the pliae sy chuosen becanse of de avalable open arca
wrved meest om the accont of The pl'ﬁ\lmln wor b conelon,

See LU Maloe, "The Svnagopoe in the Second Iu.:npli.'

Period = Arclotectural and Social Intevpretation,” Erz-
Soveeed 28 C W20 330543 (Hebrew).
See mometric drawing i Svon and Yavor, “Gamla — Ol
aned New,” [0, T reconstnciion has a nmnber of weak
pointst {11 there =
cation for 1T yow of columus dividing the aisle e owo; (2)
i e olassical world in general, the incorporation of
Dioric and Tonie columms in the sune ball or periste was
i Eet macceptable; (31 wall secions contaming cleresio-
vy windeaes alwwe the enlonnades were 2 common fealure
mn =uch Bialls, sl ey wee absent i this ceconsturacton;
b0 ke Dailclings's Jrhan wloses oot call Fon o saomneireal se1-
i in the enmvanee Eugide.
Whoever hive ol seen the double stoa of Alesan-
dria... It is 2 kimd of Lrge baslica, a s1oa within 2
stoa.. " 5 Liebermean, Tosfle KiFshatah, A Compolien-
Wow I'.'ll,lnmrrlq‘:.'r_'. e e 'ﬁnl:fﬁi, IV, B2 {T Iebens
Levinee, The Anetend Synagegne, 020,
Nl 26-41.
Ma'ng, T he Svnoagngue,” 336337,
Apparently the opposite can also be claimad, e, that
fiwm the outset the assombly wis for a difforenr pon-
ose and only Luer on was ihe veading of the Torab al-
filiated with it However, this docs not seem reasonable,

vies aveBiitectinrs] or sngneecing jasil

S A e nnknown sstagogue was recently excavated by

the 1A 1o the sowtle of Modon, [vwas .i,p]mrnut'- Tnls
dhining the Ist contury UL, on wop of the Foundarions of
an earlier structure that may have served a simila |wiei-
prose. Following a visil o the site, the awthor gained the
presdon thae this sypagogue i< in full accordanee
with the  above-mentioned chamceristies of  sonae
sesgranes fronm the Second Temple peciod, :



