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Relative Chronology of Tomb Façades in Early Roman Jerusalem and Power Displays of the Elite
Orit Peleg-Barkat
During the Late Hellenistic and Early Roman Periods, Jerusalem experienced a period of prosperity and expansion. Even when the city lost its status as the provincial capital of Judaea to Caesarea, in A.D. 6, it maintained its eminent position. Ongoing monumental construction projects on the Temple Mount and the Upper City, financed by King Herod and the Hasmonean kings before him are well described by the 1st c. A.D. historian, Flavius Josephus. These projects generated the livelihoods of large number of artisans, such as stone-cutters, stone movers, stonemasons, and builders, as well as architects and engineers and may have resulted in the establishment of a school or several schools of artists specializing in carving of architectural decoration elements. Those artists were hired to decorate the royal Hasmonaean and later Herodian structures, as well as the wealthy private dwellings and the tombs of the elite. 


The funerary art of Jerusalem – the tombs’ façades, ossuaries and sarcophagi – provide most of the examples of this art preserved today. This paper particularly addresses the tomb façades and the artistic development and changes in the fashions of stone decoration. Since most of the Second Temple Period decorated tombs in the necropolis of Jerusalem had already been looted in antiquity, very few can be dated accurately by their contents. Therefore, the tombs with decorated façades can only be generally dated from the second half of the 2nd c. B.C. until the destruction of the city in A.D. 70, based on interior plans reflecting contemporary burial customs.
 Examination of the details of the carvings and their style, as well as of the repertoire of motifs used by the artists, I suggest, facilitates a more precise relative dating of the tombs and permits the establishment of a more accurate timeline for their construction.


In this paper I will first present the different types of decorated tomb façades preserved within the necropolis of Jerusalem. Then I will examine in greater detail the few tombs that are assigned clear dates. Next I will compare the earlier tombs with the later ones to show that several tendencies occurred over time in the decoration of the tombs. I argue that these changes in composition and carving style enable the reconstruction of a relative chronology for the tombs and also reflect some aspects in the lives of the elites of Jerusalem prior to its destruction in A.D. 70. 

Typology of the Decorated Tombs
In his book on Nabataean architecture, Ehud Netzer suggested a chronological typology for tomb façades in Petra.
 Underlying this typology is the assumption that there existed a linear development of increasing complexity of the façades. In this respect Netzer follows earlier works.
 In contrast to the suggested growing complexity of the architectural composition of the façades, the work of Judith McKenzie on those tombs with classical-style façades and their relation to dated monuments in the city, established that the classical architectural elements became more simplified with time, rather than more complex.

Although far fewer in number than the Nabataean tombs in Petra, the decorated Jerusalemite tomb façades present no less of an interesting and significant case-study for the discussion of the developments in funerary architecture of the Roman Levant. I would like to propose that although a chronological typology for the architectural composition of the façades cannot be suggested in the case of the Jerusalemite necropolis, a nuanced examination of the architectural decoration of the Jerusalemite tomb façades points to a growing tendency towards complexity and density of the decoration of the façades. I argue that this tendency reflects the competitive spirit of the wealthy families in Jerusalem and their will to outdo their peers.

A typological classification of the Jerusalemite tomb façades was already published sixty years ago by Nahman Avigad,
 who showed that several types with variable complexity existed. Avigad did not, however, attribute chronological implications to his typology. More recently Amos Kloner and Boaz Zissu elaborated and reaffirmed Avigad’s classification and concluded that there is insufficient data to suggest a clear typological evolution.
 Results of these studies imply that simpler and more elaborate tomb façades co-existed in Jerusalem. Preference of one type over another resulted from differences in taste, funding and available space. 
 
The different types of tomb façades in the necropolis of Jerusalem draw their inspiration from various sources and find their antecedents in Greek and Hellenistic architecture. The main types of the decorated tomb façades can be summarized as follows:


The grandest type includes the monolithic funerary monuments cut from bed-rock on all four sides. These tombs are usually highly decorated and are characterized by the usage of mixed orders and incorporation of Egyptian elements, such as pyramids and Egyptian torus-cavetto cornices, alongside Greco-Roman elements. Tombs that belong to this group are the Tomb of Zachariah and the Tomb of Absalom in the Kidron Valley (Figs. 1–2), east of the Temple Mount. Pyramids were used primarily in funerary architecture during the Hellenistic and Roman periods in Israel, Syria and Phoenicia, as well as in North Africa.
 The Egyptian cornice, comprised of a projecting torus below a large cavetto, was also in widespread use in funerary monuments in the region during the Hellenistic Period, such as the Tomb in Amrit by the Syrian coast
 and in many of the Nabataean tombs in Petra.
 
In contrast to the two Egyptian motifs, the tholos of the Tomb of Absalom is a Hellenistic feature and its antecedents go back to the monument of Lysicrates in Athens (dated to the 4th c. B.C.). Funerary monuments with a tholos and a concave roof exist in several places throughout the Mediterranean. The closest examples are the Khazne and Ed-Dir in Petra and the recently exposed mausoleum of King Herod in Herodium.
 The mixture of Hellenistic and Egyptian elements, as well as the combination of components from different Classical architectural orders is not unique to Jerusalemite architecture, but remains rather common in the late Hellenistic and Early Roman periods and reflects contemporary ambitions to achieve a greater variety of forms and to deviate from what was customary in Classical architecture.
 There are different types of mixed orders, the most common one being the Doric-Ionic mixture, which is also the one prevalent in the tombs of Jerusalem.
 

Another type of decorated tombs, to which a fairly large group of tombs in the necropolis of Jerusalem corresponds, is of a distylos in antis façade, namely façade with two free standing columns between two antae that flank the entrance into the tomb. This group contains tombs that are quite simple, such as the Tomb of Nicanor on Mount Scopus
 and the Qasr el-Karme Tomb in Sanhedria (Fig. 3),
 alongside tombs with more complex decoration, which includes a decorated entablature, such as the Tomb of Queen Heleni of Adiabene north of Damascus Gate,
 the Umm al-‘Amad Cave
 and the Two-Story Tomb.
 The latter two are situated further to the north.
 The free-standing columns in these tombs normally bear Ionic capitals, similar to the engaged columns of the monolithic tombs in the Kidron Valley. Rock-cut tombs with Ionic distylos in antis façades are common in the Hellenistic architecture of Asia Minor, especially in Lycia.
 

A third type of decorated tomb façades is of antae flanking the entrance to the tomb and bearing a decorated entablature. This type is rather uncommon in the necropolis of Jerusalem and only two examples are recorded – the Frieze Tomb near Sanhedria
 and the Refuge of the Apostles Cave in Aceldama.
 It seems that the sources of inspiration for those façades are to be found in the decorated entrances of Classical and Hellenistic Greece, such as the entrances to the Erechteum in Athens and the famous Tholos in Epidauros.
 


A fourth type of tomb façades is of a decorated door frame for the entrance to the tomb. The door frame can be of the Attic type (that is, ( shaped; Fig. 4) or simpler and sometimes has a gable on top of it. The combination of the Attic door frame with the tympanum above it is eclectic; the Attic door frame originates in the decoration of gates and entranceways,
 while the gable is taken from the decoration of temple façades and other monumental edifices. This combination developed during the Hellenistic period and became popular in the Roman period. Among the more magnificent tombs in this group are the Cave of Jehoshaphat (Fig. 5),
 the Tomb of the Sanhedrin (Fig. 6)
 and the Grape-Clusters Tomb (Fig. 7).


Additionally, there are some tombs, whose decoration falls into none of the aforementioned groups. The Tomb of Annas, for example, has a façade with three entrances, the central one being crowned by a conch (Fig. 8).
 The so-called “Tomb of the House of Herod”, north of Damascus Gate is a built tomb that is making use of the opus-reticulatum technique in its foundations.
 Some of the tombs have a plain façade, but have richly decorated interiors, as is the case with the Cave of the Ariston Family in Aceldama.
 

To sum up, the different tomb façade types all have parallels dating to the Hellenistic period and there is no evidence of one type evolving out of another. Nevertheless, differences in composition of the façade decoration and in the style and technique of the carvings do have chronological implications and can point to earlier and later monuments in the necropolis. 

Changes in Composition and Style of Tomb Façades over Time
A few of the decorated Jerusalemite tombs can be relatively clearly dated and can serve as points of relevance for the undated tombs. Two of the tombs can be easily dated to the end of the 2nd c. B.C. or to the first half of the 1st c. B.C. prior to Herod’s accession to power in 37 B.C. These are the Tomb of Benei Hezir in the Kidron Valley
 and Jason’s Tomb west of the old city of Jerusalem.


The Tomb of Benei Hezir has a Doric distylos in antis façade (Fig. 9). The lack of any Roman elements in the façade and the exclusive use of Doric elements, in contrast to the other tombs that are decorated by a mixture of elements drawn from several orders, and the fact that the metopes of the Doric frieze were left blank ( all point to an early date for the façade.
 A survey of the architectural decoration elements in Judaea during the Second Temple period shows that Doric friezes dated prior to Herod’s reign had blank metopes, while Doric friezes dated to Herod’s reign or later have metopes carved with rosettes or disks. Similarly, the lack of guttae and mutules on the soffit of the cornice is also indicative, as Hellenistic Doric cornices from Judea had plain soffits, while the ones from Herod’s reign onwards are carved with guttae.


Jason’s Tomb has a built pyramid on top and a Doric monostylos in antis façade (Fig. 10). Fragments of Corinthian pilaster capitals that might have decorated the entrance courtyard or some other part of the tomb were found in front of the tomb’s façade. These fragments belong to a heterodox type of Corinthian capital characterized by a grooved caules that extends up to the abacus and by an additional flower bud that decorates the space between the volute and the abacus. This is in contrast to the normal Corinthian capital, which is characterized by a short caules and a volute that springs directly from the cauliculus.
 This heterodox type of Corinthian capital was widespread in Hellenistic and Hasmonean Judaea and ceased to exist during the reign of Herod, when normal Corinthian capitals became predominant.
 

It seems that the Tomb of Benei Hezir and Jason’s Tomb are the only tombs with decorated façades that can be attributed to the period that predates Herod’s accession to power, as all the other tombs manifest features that were only introduced to the local architecture during Herod’s time, such as ashlars with drafted margins and a smooth boss, Doric friezes with carved metopes, modillion cornices, and rich floral decorations.
 


In order to determine which of the other tombs are relatively early and can be dated back to the reign of Herod and which are later and should be dated to the 1st c. A.D., we need to track the changes that occurred with time in the fashions and styles of carving. Here the historical sources help us in identifying two of the tombs and giving them a more or less accurate date.

The tomb that is known as the Umm al-‘Amad Cave is a rock-cut tomb with a distylos in antis façade that was carved in Wadi Ramot to the north of ancient Jerusalem (Fig. 11).
 The columns stood above attic bases
 and were probably topped by Ionic capitals. Above the columns there appears a Doric frieze carved with rosettes and a hybrid Doric-Ionic cornice.
 The entablature continues beyond the boundaries of the entrance to the tomb, where it is virtually supported by shallow pilasters. The most unique feature of this tomb is the decoration of carved ashlar courses with drafted margins imitating the enclosure walls of the Herodian Temple Mount.
 This is the only example in the necropolis of Jerusalem of this decoration. 

The only other example comes from a site called Deir ed-Derb (Qarawat Bani Hassan) that is situated in western Samaria, 40 km south-west of Nablus.
 This tomb has a similar distylos in antis façade with Ionic columns bearing a Doric frieze decorated with rosettes that extends beyond the boundaries of the entrance.
 The walls of the entrance hall are all carved with 'imitation' courses of ashlars with drafted margins.
 Scholars have suggested that this tomb imitates the Umm al-‘Amad Cave in Jerusalem.
 Since the Umm al-‘Amad Cave is situated next to the road leading from Jerusalem to Samaria, it is not surprising that it was famous among the Jews from the region of Samaria, who could see it every time they passed by on their way to Jerusalem. Shimon Dar has ascribed the tomb to Ptolemy, one of the senior ministers in Herod’s court, his confidante and seal keeper.
 His suggestion is based on the identification of an impressive Second Temple period mansion exposed in the nearby village called Charis, apparently ancient Arous, as the mansion of Ptolemy. According to Josephus (BJ 2.69; AntJ 17.289) Varus and the Arab soldiers burnt down the village in the year 4 B.C., during the tumult that struck Judea after Herod’s death. The Arabs sacked the place only because it belonged to Ptolemy, since they were infuriated even against the friends of Herod. This historical reference gives a terminus ante quem to the carving of the tomb and therefore for the tomb it imitated – Umm al-‘Amad ( as well.


Another tomb that can be dated with the help of Josephus' text is the tomb known as the tomb of Queen Heleni of Adiabene (Fig. 12). This richly decorated and well designed monumental burial complex is situated about 730m north of the Damascus Gate in Jerusalem. The tomb was identified by scholars as the tomb of the royal family of Adiabene, which was a rather small semi-independent kingdom in northern Mesopotamia. According to Josephus, Queen Heleni converted to Judaism during the reign of the emperor Claudius and visited Jerusalem around the year A.D. 45 (AntJ 20.49(95). She ordered the carving of a family tomb with three pyramids on top outside of the city. Heleni and her son Isates died in A.D. 50 and her other son, Monbaz, sent their bones to be buried in the family tomb in Jerusalem. The text, therefore, supports a date for the carving of the tomb between A.D. 45 and 50. The appearance of the tomb corresponds to its detailed description by Josephus Flavius, and by later historical sources, such as Pausanias in the 2nd c. A.D. On one of the sarcophagi found in the tomb, moreover, there is an incised inscription in both Palmyrenean and Hebrew letters that mentions the name of Queen Tzedda. It is known that Tzedda was a member of the royal family of Adiabene; however scholars debate whether it was the Aramaic name of Heleni or of a different queen.


The latter two discussed tombs – the Umm al-'Amad comb and the Tomb of Queen Heleni – are two monumental structures that can be dated respectively to the reign of King Herod in the last third of the 1st c. B.C. and to the middle of the 1st c. A.D. While examining these two tombs and comparing them with one another and with the earlier Hellenistic tombs, the following conclusions emerge:
1. The Umm al-‘Amad Cave shows a more complex decoration than the earlier Hellenistic Tomb of Benei Hezir and Jason’s Tomb. Its façade is made of a mixture of Ionic and Doric components (namely Ionic columns, Doric frieze, Ionic dentils and Doric geison with guttae) and the Doric frieze has metopes filled with rosettes. The later tomb of Heleni of Adiabene shows a further complexity with the insertion of a floral frieze (between the columns and the architrave) that interrupts the Classical vertical sequence. The horizontal sequence of the frieze is also broken by the insertion of two acanthus calices, two wreaths and a grape-cluster at its center.
 The emphasis that is given on the centre of the frieze has parallels in several other tombs in Jerusalem.
 The motif that interrupts the normal sequence of rosettes or discs is in all cases a wreath or wreaths flanking grape clusters. It seems that these two motifs gained some funerary significance
 during the 1st c. A.D. and that the frieze that was previously merely decorative began to bear a symbolic meaning that is manifested by the motifs carved on its centre. At the same time, the depiction of the triglyphs, guttae, and other members of the Doric frieze deteriorated, following a growing number of deviations from the Classical styles. Consequently, the Doric frieze, a preferred form of decoration during the Hellenistic and Early Roman period, lost its original significance and became a mere convenient frame for the more important decoration that appeared on its metopes. It is not surprising, therefore, that the triglyphs and other formal components of the Doric frieze became outmoded and eventually disappeared. In the 2nd and 3rd c. A.D. a loose combination of a wreath between two rosettes or other motifs decorated lintels and tomb façades, as on the façade of the Tomb of Sentius Modestus in the eastern necropolis of Gadara.

2. Changes occurred not only in the composition of the façade and in the choice of motifs, but also in the carving technique and style; thus, for example, the bas-relief that characterized the carvings in the time of Herod and can be seen in the frieze of Umm al-‘Amad and in the decorative elements that once adorned the buildings erected in Jerusalem by the King, becomes more pronounced during the 1st c. A.D. Another change that takes place at the same time is the appearance of a more extensive use of drilling in order to create decorative patterns, as can be seen in the design of the wreaths on the frieze of the Tomb of Heleni (Fig. 13). During the first half of the 1st c. A.D. there was a growing tendency in Roman sculpture towards a higher relief and a more extensive use of drilling to create plays of light and shade.
 Corresponding changes in Jerusalemite tomb architecture demonstrate that the local artists were familiar with and acted according to the changes that occurred in the art of stone carving in Rome and in other major cities during the Julio-Claudian period. 

My conclusions also correspond with Avigad’s analysis of the evolution of the tombs in the Kidron Valley, where he suggested that the Tomb of Absalom is later than the nearby Tomb of Zechariah, since the makers of the Tomb of Absalom seem to respond to the Tomb of Zechariah and have added to it. The Tomb of Absalom can be seen as an imitation of the Tomb of Zachariah, but with the addition of a Doric frieze above the Ionic columns and a replacement of the simple pyramid by a more complex tholos structure with a concave roof.
 If Avigad’s analysis is correct, then it also attests to the tendency of growing complexity, richness and density of the decoration, while inserting elements taken from different orders and a variety of sources.

In light of the above, a relative chronology for the tombs based on their measure of complexity, density and height of the relief and drill use could be suggested (Fig. 14). Thus, for example, if we compare the carving style and density the decoration on the tympana of the Grape-Clusters Tomb, the Tomb of the Sanhedrin and that of the Tomb of Jehoshaphat, we may conclude, according to the suggested scheme, that the latter predates the other two.
Competition among the Elite and Funerary Monuments as Displays of Power
How can we explain this tendency of growing complexity and wealth of decoration in the tombs of the elite in Jerusalem of the Late Second Temple period? This tendency is opposite to the one seen on tombs with classical-style façades in contemporary Petra, where classical architectural elements became more simplified with time, rather than more complex.
 A similar phenomenon, however, existed in Augustan Rome; a sudden increase in the wealth and variety of architectural decoration during the 20s of the 1st c. B.C. is explained by Paul Zanker as the outcome of the desire of the Roman nobility to surpass their rivals and draw as much attention as possible to their own projects. In the development of the modillion cornice, for example, one can follow how this element of temple architecture was elaborated into a kind of showpiece in the course of Augustus reign. Thus, for example, the richly ornamented cornice of the temple of Apollo Sosianus (erected in 25 B.C. by Gaius Sosius) is in striking contrast to the earlier, much simpler type on the temple of Saturn (reconstructed in 42 B.C. by Munatius Plancus) and the Regia (restored in 36 B.C. by Gnaeus Domitius Calvinus). Similarly, the Corinthian capitals of the temple of Apollo Sosianus are much more complex and densely decorated than the ones from the temple of Apollo on the Palatine that was built by Augustus about a decade earlier. This tendency continues into the first century C.E, as can be seen in the elaborate decoration of the modillion cornice of the temple of Concord, restored by Tiberius between A.D. 7–10.
 

Herod’s reign in Judaea created affluence that filtered down the social scale. His patronage by Rome generated sufficient wealth to allow a wider circle of inhabitants to benefit from artistic activities; this point accounts for the fairly wide local diffusion of Herodian decorative art and architecture.
 Many of the well-to-do families of Judaea resided in Jerusalem, as is evident from the remains of rich dwellings exposed on the Upper City.
 
In Jerusalem, in contrast to Rome, public construction was mainly in the hands of Herod and his heirs and displays of power via architecture generally remained in the private sphere. It seems that the expeditious carving of decorated tombs in the end of the 1st c. B.C. and the first half of the 1st c. A.D. produced a desire among wealthy families to create funerary monuments that would overshadow monuments carved prior to theirs. This desire led to elaboration, increasing richness and variety of tomb decoration. We may assume that a similar development occurred in the interior decoration of well-to-do dwellings. Nevertheless, funerary monuments, being visible to all and easily associated with particular families ​– either through the display of monumental inscriptions (e.g. as in the case of the Tomb of Benei Hezir), or by other means of advertisement – served as manifestations of individual families' wealth and power.


The changes that occurred in the decoration of tomb façades in the necropolis of Jerusalem seem to reflect the competitive spirit of the wealthy families of Jerusalem and their desire to outdo their peers. Analyzing these changes enable us to relatively date the tombs, that otherwise could not be dated accurately. 
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Fig. 1: Tomb of Zacharia, Kidron Valley (Photo: Orit Peleg-Barkat)
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Fig. 2: Tomb of Absalom, Kidron Valley (Photo: Orit Peleg-Barkat)
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Fig. 3: The Qasr el-Karme Tomb, Sanhedria (Photo: Orit Peleg-Barkat)
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 Fig. 4: Attic doorframe, Aceldama (Photo: Orit Peleg-Barkat)
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Fig. 5: The tympanum of the Cave of Jehoshaphat, Kidron Valley (Photo: Orit Peleg-Barkat)
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Fig. 6: The Cave of the Sanhedrin, Sanhedria (Photo: Orit Peleg-Barkat)
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Fig. 7: The Grape-Clusters Tomb (Photo: Orit Peleg-Barkat)
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Fig. 8: The ceiling of the antechamber, Tomb of Annas Aceldama (Photo: Lidia Matassa)
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Fig. 9: The Tomb of Benei Hezir, Kidron Valley (Photo: Orit Peleg-Barkat)
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Fig. 10: Jason's Tomb (Photo: Orit Peleg-Barkat)
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Fig. 11: Umm al-'Amad Cave, detail (Photo: Orit Peleg-Barkat)
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Fig. 12: Tomb of Queen Heleni of Adiabene, Centre of Doric frieze (Photo: Orit Peleg-Barkat)
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Fig. 13: Tomb of Queen Heleni of Adiabene, Wreath carved on Doric frieze (Photo: Orit Peleg-Barkat)
[image: image14.jpg]



Fig. 14: Relative chronology of tomb façades in the Jerusalemite necropolis.
� For a general discussion on the Jerusalemite necropolis see Kloner and Zissu 2007; Hachlili 2005; Fedak 1990: 140–48; Avigad 1976: 627–41; Avigad 1950–51: 96–106.  


�  Netzer 2003, 13–36, 39–47, Fig. 53.


� e.g. Brünnow and Domaszewski 1904, 137–91. Avraham Negev (1976, 203–36) has pointed out that Brünnow and Domaszewski's chronological classification of the tomb façades in Petra does not correspond well with their coexistence in Meda'in Saleh, where all 28 tombs of different types are dated according to inscriptions between 1 B.C. and A.D. 72. Schmidt-Colinet (1980, 226–29) has suggested that the classification of the tomb façades in Petra does not carry chronological, but rather socio-economic implications, and that the different types of tombs represent a choice of different social groups rather than different periods of time.


� McKenzie 1990, 33–59. A structural and metrical analysis of the chambers behind the Nabataean tomb façades in Petra conducted by Lucy Wadeson (2010: 48–69) also shows that the larger and more complex types of the non-classical façades (Double Pylon and Hegr Tombs) have a tendency to be chronologically earlier than their smaller and simpler versions (Single Pylon and Step).


� Avigad, 1950–51: 96–106.


�  Kloner and Zissu 2007, 45–51.


� The pyramid is a common funerary monument, whose origin is in Egypt. In ancient Egyptian religion Ptah, the Creator, was the primordial mound of earth in the shape of a pyramid that arose from the waters of elemental Chaos and on which all life began (Aldred 1980, 11). According to the Pyramid Texts, the pyrmids were percieved as a symbolic ascent to heaven for the deceased, and thus the pyramid was chosen as the shape for many of the royal tombs (Fedak 1990, 35). There are very few examples of pyramids in Egypt during the Helenistic period (though they appear frequently in Sudan and North Africa), and it seems that the Late Hellenistic pyramids that were built in Judaea, Syria and Phoenicia (e.g. the seven pyramids on top of the tomb of the Macabbees) were not inspired by Ptolemaic architecture, but rather by earlier local funerary monuments, such as Tomb of Pharaoh's Daughter in Siloam, that in turn were influenced by Egyptian architecture – whether directly or through Phoenician madiators (Wilson-Jones 2003, 112). 


� Schmidt-Colinet 1980, Fig. 12.


� This type of cornice also appears in many of the Nabataen tomb in Petra, albeit not in the top part of the façade (Schmidt-Colinet 1980, 201, Figs. 12–13). 


�  Netzer et al. 2010, Fig. 7. Circular temples appear in Delphi and Epidaurus by the 4th c. B.C., while tholos-shaped funerary and honorary monuments appear somewhat later in that century. One of the earliest examples is the choragic monument of Lysicrates in Athens, built with a blocked tholos on top of a square podium (Lawrence 1996, 137–41). From the 4th c. B.C. and up until the 2nd c. A.D. the tholos was a common on funerary monuments throughout the Mediterranean. A close parallel to the Tomb of Absalom is the Monument of the Julii in St. Remy (ancient Glanum), France (Fedak 1990, 144, 164, Fig. 196). 


� Examples of structures built with mixed orders are abundant throughout the Mediterranean. The bouleterium in Miletus dated to the early 2nd c. B.C., for example, has hybrid Doric capitals carved with eggs and darts that normally decorate Ionic capitals, as well as a hybrid Doric cornice carved with dentils. Another prominent example is the Theater of Marcellus in Rome dated to the late 1st c. B.C., which has a similar cornice. Egyptian (cavetto) cornices also appear often above Ionic capitals (Wilson-Jones 2003, 111–12). 


� Vitruvius objects to the use of mixed orders (Vitr. 1.2.6). However, he mentions that Doric or Ionic entablatures can be placed on top of Corinthian columns (Vitr. 4.1.2). It seems that the reason for that lies in the fact that the Corinthian order was only first fully established as a complete order with a separate entablature in Vitruvius' time. This novelty could not have been known of course to the earlier sources upon which Vitruvius books rely. Doric friezes on top of Corinthian capitals are indeed common in Late Hellenistic and Early Roman monuments, such as 'Iraq al-Amir in Jordan, the Temple of Augustus in Philae, Egypt, the triumphal arch in Aaosta, Italy and several tombs in Alexandria, Petra and Pompei (Wilson-Jones 2003, 112). 


�  Avigad 1967, 119–24.


�  Jotham-Rotschild 1952, 23–38.


�  Kon 1947.


� Avigad 1945, 75–82.


�  Galling 1936, 111–23.


� Apart from the latter tombs, no other examples exist for distylos in antis façades crowned by a gable. Carl Watzinger (1935, 61) attributes the absence of gables on this type of façades to the fact that the customary construction roofing technique in Early Roman Judaea was to produce flat roofs, rather than gabled ones. Nevertheless, gables do appear on other types of decorated tomb façades (with Attic or Ionic doorframes), as on ossuaries (Rahmani 1994, 45, Fig. 100). It seems therefore that the inhabitants of Jerusalem wished to avoid the combination of a gable on top of a columned façade, as such a combination bears a strong conotation of sacred pagan architecture.


�  Bean 1978, 40, pls. 2–3.


� Vincent 1901, 448–52.


�  Dussaud 1912, 56.


� Fedak 1990, 148. Similar façades exist in Hellenistic tombs in Macedonia and Asia Minor, such as the Haliakmon Dam Tomb in Greece, though in most cases the entablature continues along the entire length of the façade, despite the absence of columns to support it (Miller 1982, Figs. 11, 15–19).


� Attic doorframes appear frequently in Macedonian tombs in Vergina and elsewhere, mostly without a gable. An example of an Attic doorframe crowned by a gable is the façade of the tomb of Lyson and Kallikles in Lefkadia dated to the second half of the 3rd c. B.C. (Miller 1982, Figs. 7–8, 12–13, 19, 24–25).


�  Avigad 1954, 135–38.


�  Rahmani 1961, 93–97.


�  Vincent 1899, 297–304; Macalister 1900, 54–55.


�  Dalman 1939, 190–208.


�  Netzer and Ben-Arieh 1983, 163–75.


�  Avni and Greenhut 1996.


� Avigad 1954, 37–78. Nahum Slouschz was the first to excavate in Tomb of Benei Hezir in 1924 (Slouschtz 1925, 23–29). During the 1940s Nahman Avigad studied the funerary monuments, including the Tomb of Benei Hezir, and published his conclusions in 1954 (Avigad 1954). In 2000–1 research was conducted at the site by Dan Barag (Barag 2003). 


�  Rahmani 1967.


� The many deviations from the Classical Doric order, such as the fact that the triglyph's width is larger than its height and the appearance of three guttae instead of six below each triglyph, are also characteristic of the architectural decoration of Judaea during the Hellenistic and Hasmonaean periods (Peleg-Barkat 2007, 35). Avigad has suggested dating the tomb to c. the mid 2nd c. B.C., based on the exclusive use of Doric elements and the resemblance of the decoration to the painted façade at the Tomb of Apolophanes in Marisa (Avigad 1954, 51–59). Nevertheless, the existence of burial niches (loculi/kukhim) in the tomb, introduced to Jerusalem only under Hasmonaean rule, has led Barag to date the tomb to not earlier that the last quarter of the 2nd c. B.C. (Barag 2003, 95). Avigad himself changed his mind and suggested a later dating for the tomb in the first half of the 1st c. B.C. (Avigad 1976, 630). This proposal was accepted by Kloner and Zissu, who recently rexamined the phases of use of the tomb (Kloner and Zissu 2007, 245).


�  Peleg-Barkat 2006, 52, 55; 2007, 53–54, 148–50.


� Foerster 1978, 152–56. In Alexandria and other places, such as Cypros and Cyrenaica, that were under Alexandrian cultural influence, a similar design of the caules exists. In Jaqueline Dentzer-Feydey's opinion, this design represents a bundle of stalks held up together by means of a ring (representing some kind of knot or bow), in a similar fashion to Egyptian papyriform or papyrus columns, and points to the Egyptian origin of this varaint of the Corinthian capital (Dentzer-Feydey 1991, 174–77). Other common features of the local and Alexandrian capitals are the supporting leaf below the volute and the additional floral motifs on the upper part of the calathos. Nevertheless, there are other characteristics of the local Corinthian capitals that differentiate them from the Alexandrian ones and set them apart as original local creations; the local capitals lack the calices and instead of helices there is a central leaf between the volutes. The acanthus leaves are attached to the calathos and in many cases they are crudely carved with parallel ridges.


� Examples of this type of capital are to be found in Tel Anafa, Marisa, Alexandrion/Sartaba, Cypros, Samaria, and the Upper City of Jerusalem. For general discussion and bibliography see: Peleg-Barkat 2007, 55–56.


� Peleg-Barkat 2006, 57–58.


� Avigad 1945, 75–82; 1947, 115–16.


� The Attic bases are carved with a low plinth. Although such plinths are common in Greaco-Roman architecture, they appear in Judaea only from the time of Herod onwards (e.g. in  Herodium; see: Peleg-Barkat 2007, 99).  


� The combination of a Doric frieze and Ionic dentils is not rare in Hellenistic architecture. Such a combination exists for example in the Doric-Corinthian temple in Paestum, on L. Cornelius Scipio Barabatus' sarcophagus and in the Temple of Athena in Pergamum. Examples of a Doric geison on top of Ionic dentils are, on the other hand, quite rare. Examples exist in the Doric-Corinthian temple in Paestum dated to the 3rd c. B.C. and in the theater of Marcellus in Rome dated to the second half of the 1st c. B.C. (Avigad 1947, 118; Fedak 1990, 145).


� The façade is carved in a fashion that imitates six courses of ashlars with drafted margins, heads and stretchers alternately. Similar carvings exist on the antechamber walls and on the eastern wall of the front courtyard (Avigad 1945, 77–78; 1947, 118). There are several contemporary ossuaries decorated with carvings imitating courses of ashlars with drafted margins (Rahmani 1994, nos. 34, 217, 353, 420, 455, 481, 668, 730). For general discussion, see: Jacobson 2000, 135–54.   


� Dar 1982, 384–410; 1986, 230–40; Magen 2008, 149–53. 


� The fact that the frieze continues on both sides beyond the antae and is not supported by carved pilasters intensifies the decorative character of the frieze. Friezes not supported by pilasters already appeared in Macedonian tombs of the 3rd c. B.C. (Miller 1982, 157–58, Figs. 17–18). 


�  Magen 2008, Fig. 23.


� Dar 1982, 391. Despite the fact that the decoration of Deir ed-Derb imitates or is influenced by that of Umm al-'Amad, the carving style of the rosettes and other motifs is different from that exhibited on the façade of Umm al'Amad and on other decorated façades in the necropolis of Jerusalem. It seems that the stylistic differences are not chronological, but rather regional and point to the work of different schools of artists (Peleg-Barkat 2007, 181–82). 


� Dar 1993, 38–50.


� Kon 1947, 1–8.


� The addition of the floral frieze around the main entranceway interrupts the vertical classical sequence by detaching the columns from the entablature and by making the Doric frieze seem "glued" to a neutral surface without any support. The interruption of both horizontal and vertical sequences of the façade puts an emphasis on the decorative nature of the façade, whose decoration no longer strives to simulate a real structure (Fedak 1990, 146).


� Grape clusters between wreaths appears on the façade of the so-called "Refuge of the Apostles Cave" (Dussaud 1912, No. 48) in Jerusalem and on the façade of a tomb in Maqati' 'Abud ("The Quarries of 'Abud") in Western Samaria (Magen 2008, 143–45, Fig. 7). A central wreath, albeit without flanking wreaths, exists on the façade of the so-called "Frieze Tomb" in Jerusalem (Avigad 1950–51, 100, Fig. 5). 


� Mention of wreaths and their connection with the deceased can be found in the writings Flavius Josephus (Contra Apionem, 2.217–18). Josephus remarks that the prize for Jews, who live according to Jewish laws, is not a wreath of olive or parsley or any other public mark of distinction, but rather a renewed existence "in the revolution of the ages" granted by God. Wreaths appear quite often on tomb façades, ossuaries and sarcophagi in 1st c. A.D. Jerusalem (Macalister 1900, Pl. III; Avigad 1954, 102–3, Fig. 63; Rahmani 1994, 41–42, Pls. 3:14R, 10:60R, 28:206L, 40:282, 44:308R; Foerster 1998, 307–8, Pls. 120:5, 124: 4, 6). Several scholars have attached meanings of eternal life to the wreath in Jewish funerary contexts (Goodenough 1956, 171; Figueras 1983, 51). However, it should be remembered that wreaths appear often in non-Jewish funerary contexts as well, as is the case with the Tomb of the Germani in Gadara. Therefore, it seems more reasonable to accept Josephus' words for their meaning; namely, that wreaths are marks of public distinction and therefore represent in the funerary context feelings of recognition and honor towards the deceased. See also: Foerster 1998, 308; Rahmani 1994, 41–42, note 85; Hachlili 1988, 318. Grape clusters are also common in Jewish art of the Second Temple period. They appear for example in the carved tympana above the entrances to the ‘Grape Tomb’ (Macalister 1900, pl. III) and the ‘Tomb of Jehoshaphat’ (Avigad 1954, 135, fig. 77). Vine leaves and grape clusters are common also on sarcophagi (Foerster 1998, Fig. 1, pl. 122: 1) on ossuaries (ibid, pl. 124: 3, 5; Rahmani 1994, nos. 600, 816, 893) and on mosaic floors (Foerster 1995, pl. XIII: 13a). In the Jewish mint this symbol appears on coins from the time of Herod the Great, Archelaus, the first revolt against the Romans and the Bar-Kochba revolt (Meshorer 1997, 66, 75, 132). It should be mentioned that a golden vine adorned the entrance to Herod’s Temple according to Josephus and the Mishna (Middot 3.8; AntJ. 15.394–95; BJ. 5.210). Patrich reconstructs the above mentioned golden vine as adorning the four columns that stood at the sanctuary’s portal (Patrich 2000, 264–65). Since the Mishna says that people donated golden leaves, grapes and clusters to this vine, the vine became a symbol of the love of the Jewish people to its Temple and of the spirit of contributing to its splendor (Meshorer 1997, 66).


�  Weber 2002, 155, Pl. 32:A.


� The intensive use of drilling is typical of the late Julio-Claudian and especially the Flavian period and it finds its most prominent expression in the depiction of female headresses of the time (Kleiner 1992, 177–79, Fig. 146). It should be mentioned that similar developments can be seen in the carving of the decorations on the sarcophagi and the hard limestone ossuaries that were found in the necropolis of Jerusalem; the sarcophagi and ossuaries also show a variable density. Normally, the more dense and rich the composition is, the more the ossuary is carved in a higher relief with more use of drilling to create textures and plays of light and shade (Peleg-Barkat forthcoming).


� Avigad 1954, 108.


� According to Ehud Netzer, a tomb estate in Lower Herodium was erected prior to Herod's decision to built a mausoleum on the northeastern slope of the hill (Netzer et al. 2010, 107). The tomb itself has never been located, but several ashlars with drafted-margins and several pieces of a large Doric frieze, decorated with rosettes and a wreath found incorporated in secondary use into structures of the Byzantine period, were ascribed by Netzer to this earlier tomb (Netzer 2006, 198). If Netzer's suggestion is correct, then we can say that Herod himself replaced a tomb with a decorated façade of probably the distylos in antis type by a much more elaborately decorated monument up the hill.


� McKenzie 1990, 33–59. Stephan G. Schmid suggests that as the Nabataeans became more sedentarized and developed their own material culture, there was an increasing preference for a more eastern style in their art and architecture, as opposed to the initial adoption of Hellenistic traditions from surrounding areas (Schmid 2001, 384).


� Zanker 1990, 68–69, Figs. 53–54. See also: Strong 1963: 73–84; von Hesberg 1980: 95–123.


� By contrast, grand Hasmonaean monuments, such as the Tombs of the Maccabees at Modi’in, were plainly visible to all and sundry as sources of artistic inspiration, but only the likes of the Hasmonaean nobility and a few individuals, such as the builder of Jason’s Tomb in Jerusalem, were rich enough to commission such work. During the first century C.E. it were mainly the high priestly families that wielded considerable authority and wealth with Roman backing, sharing power with the Herodian family (Stern 1982, 40–62). On the attitude of the sages toward these families we hear in the Babylonian Talmud, Psachim 57a: "Woe is me because of the house of Boethus, woe is me because of their staves; Woe is me because of the house of Hanin, woe is me because of their whisperings;Woe is me because of the house of Kathros, woe is me because of their pens;Woe is me because of the house of Ishmael the son of Phabi, woe is me because of their fists; For they are High Priests, and their sons are [Temple] treasurers, and their sons-in-law are trustees, and their servants beat the people with staves".


� Avigad 1983, 64–204.


� An increased need for individual expression is evident in funerary art of other cultures in the 1st century A.D., such as the Palmyrene funerary busts and the Egyptian painted mummy portraits. Personal expressions of individual identity may be found in the great diversity of the ossuary decorations (Regev 2006, 171–86). Since the Jews were prohibited from representing themselves in portraits, they turned to the elaboration of non-figural motifs. The decorated façades of the family tombs in the necropolis of Jerusalem served as manifestations of individual families' wealth and power, but may have also been associated with the head of the family, who erected the tomb. 





