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The publication under review comprises a much-needed typological analysis and corpus of numerous
temples and their sanctuaries in the Roman East, dened here by Arthur Segal as the ‘broad region
bordered by the Mediterranean sea and the Sinai peninsula to the west, Cilicia to the north and the
large desert areas of Syria and the Arabian peninsula to the east and south’ (viii). S. does not explain
why he excludes certain structures, including the Temple of Roma and Augustus at Caesarea
Maritima; but the corpus is remarkably varied and ranges from well-known cases, such as the
sanctuaries at Heliopolis, through to less familiar examples, such as the multitude of village
temples across the Hauran. In Part 1, S. begins by briey framing the perspective of his work in
the Introduction, stating that, during the Hellenistic period, the Roman East witnessed a ‘process
of amalgamation between eastern and classical traditions’, which was then accelerated by direct
Roman rule from 63 B.C. (viii–ix). Thus, between the rst and third centuries A.D., ‘religious
architecture gave faithful expression to the complexity of the Roman East and to the multiplicity
of traditions pertaining to ethnic and religious aspects as well as to the powerful inuence of
Imperial Rome’ (viii). To demonstrate most effectively this fusion of inuences, S. applies the same
methodology used in his contribution to T. Kaizer (ed.), The Variety of Local Religious Life in the
Near East in the Hellenistic and Roman Periods (2008), 97–132, and divides his temples into
Vitruvian and non-Vitruvian categories. This division is based upon whether a temple can be
‘described and analysed according to the standards and criteria dened by Vitruvius in his De
Architectura’, although S. also acknowledges that non-Vitruvian temples could possess
components derived from the ‘classical inventory of forms’ (ix).

In ch. 1, S. studies seventy-six well-preserved temples, of which fty are categorized as Vitruvian
and twenty-six as non-Vitruvian. The Vitruvian group is further sub-divided into ve temple types:
distylos in antis, tetrastylos in antis, tetrastylos prostylos, hexastylos prostylos and peripteros; and the
non-Vitruvian group into four types: concentric, exedra, broad-room and heterogeneous. Each type is
then analysed through the following components: location and orientation, dimensions, stairways,
podia, columns, doorways, walls, roof and gable, windows, exterior and interior decoration,
organization and design of the interior space, paving and stairwells. In ch. 2, S. examines the
sanctuaries within which several of the temples from ch. 1 are located, categorizing eighteen as
urban and thirteen as extra-urban. The two groups are studied through the following criteria:
location, dimensions, shape and plan, walls, entrance(s), organization of the interior space
(including location of the temple, altar and other structures), decoration, religious character and
chronological framework.

Part 2 comprises an excellent architectural corpus of the structures studied in ch. 1, with an
additional nine temples bringing the overall quantity to eighty-seven. Within individual entries,
S. summarizes the history of research, analyses the various architectural features and comments on
chronological aspects. Each entry is richly supported by gures, plans and photographs, and often
brings together material from disparate and obscure sources. One potential area for improvement
could be in S.’s treatment of epigraphic evidence, as chronologically signicant inscriptions are
often not fully referenced — for example, D. R. Hillers and E. Cussini, Palmyrene Aramaic Texts
(1995) is notably absent in S.’s discussion of the ‘Temple of Bel’. Furthermore, S. sometimes gives
disproportionate attention to earlier studies, such as H. C. Butler’s architectural surveys in the
Princeton University Archaeological Expeditions to Syria (1907–1916). That said, S. typically
synthesizes material from multiple excavation reports to produce concise, but comprehensive,
commentaries on each case. He offers a remarkably accessible corpus that will undoubtedly benet
the wider discipline of religious architecture.

However, S. makes a far greater contribution to scholarship in his typological evaluations in Part
1. In his Introduction, S. emphasizes that the diversity of religious architecture in the Roman East is a
fundamental issue in typological studies and he directly engages with this diversity throughout his
analysis. In particular, ch. 1 includes an additional sub-section in which S. examines ‘Nabataean
temples as a singular phenomenon in religious architecture’ (45). S. is not simply following the
scholarly tradition of a ‘culturally monolithic Nabataea’ that was rightly criticized by P. Alpass
(The Religious Life of Nabataea (2013), 8); rather, S.’s typological approach highlights the local
diversity of religious architecture, such as the unique forms of Petra’s four major temples (48).
Whilst I disagree with S.’s overall conclusion that the Nabataeans appropriated ‘ready-made’
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architectural forms with no local modication (50), his typological approach certainly prompts fresh
interpretations of the material. S.’s approach also encourages comparative analysis of sanctuaries that
are often otherwise geographically or socio-politically segregated in modern scholarship. For
instance, S. notes that the sanctuaries of ‘Bel’ in Palmyra, ‘Jupiter’ in Damascus, Artemis in Gerasa
and the Temple Mount in Jerusalem all feature particularly deep propylaea leading onto porticoes
(102). S. emphasizes that the distinction between the shaded area of the propylon and the light of
the sanctuary courtyard would have been an ‘inextricable element in the experience of the pilgrim’

(102). In so doing, S. draws attention to patterns of worship amongst sanctuaries that are often
perceived as belonging to different spheres of inuence. To summarize, by recognizing both the
similarities and differences in religious architecture, S.’s typological approach fosters an
appreciation for the complexity of religious life in the Roman East and demonstrates how a
thematic approach can stimulate innovative interpretations.

Durham University Eris Williams Reed
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W. AYLWARD (ED.), EXCAVATIONS AT ZEUGMA, CONDUCTED BY OXFORD
ARCHAEOLOGY. Los Altos, California: Packard Humanities Institute, 2013. 3 vols: pp.
xii + 279, vi + 258, vi + 449, illus., maps, plans. ISBN 9781938325298.

These three volumes form a monumental nal report on the archaeological rescue excavations at
Zeugma, modern Belkis on the Euphrates, which took place in the summer of 2000, when it
became clear that the ancient site would be ooded after construction of the large Birecik dam. A
total of thirty-ve chapters (thirteen in vol. I, eight in vol. II and fourteen in vol. III) are contained
in the three large volumes richly illustrated with maps, plans, drawings and photos (several in
colour). It is always a difcult choice as to how best to present archaeological material in a nal
publication — and not least material from a rescue dig. One may opt for a ‘context rst’ approach
through publishing trench-by-trench, or, as has been done in the present volumes, according to a
range of themes and objects. The chapters cover a wide array of topics: a variety of categories of
objects, architectural remains, geophysics, environmental studies and scientic analyses of a range
of nds, amongst these the faunal remains and charcoal. Each chapter is accompanied by a
substantial bibliography (except the chapter by Butcher which contains references in each
catalogue description of the coins; however a full bibliography may be found in the online version
of the publication, as also noted by Ted Kaizer in his review in Antiquity 88 (2014), 1343–45).

This way of organizing the material works well in the present case, although (due to this division)
the reader will have to search through chapters in order to recontextualize objects in their original
trenches and, most importantly, in order to understand with which other objects they were found.
This does seem the best solution when dealing with such rich and complex material where the
complete context was not in any case available due to the nature of the excavation. Even so, it
does make the overview of the nd contexts more difcult to understand. No concluding chapter
is offered; this, however, would have been an undertaking of a completely different order, and (in
some ways) the substantial introduction compensates for the lack of a synthetic conclusion. In
total nineteen trenches were excavated, but the publication only presents thirteen of these, so the
material, as it currently stands, is not complete and we may look forward to the remaining
trenches being published in the future.

The comprehensive introduction to the site and its situation both in ancient and modern times by
Aylward (55 pages with substantial bibliography) focuses on the history of the site and region in
general as well as setting out the basis for the rescue excavation, including a table informing the
reader that in total 5,238 m2 of excavations are included in this publication (I, 6) — and this is
without counting the trenches not published in the current volumes. Based on this table, it is quite
clear that a great deal of attention was paid to the careful process of excavation, as well as
detailed documentation, at least judging by the amount of time each trench took to excavate and
the number of staff assigned to each trench. How many objects (and from which categories) were
excavated in each trench is clearly presented. This does give some insight into the nature of the
trenches, without, of course, revealing anything about their stratigraphy. Pottery was counted as
well as weighed (which is a good combination since weight by itself does not tell us anything).
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