<CREUCIFORM BUILDING:

Faguye J&:» Alternative possibilities for the Fform of the vaulting

and comparison with the Avch of Marcus Aurvelius at Tripoli

Drawings A and B show the internal surfaces of two possihle
ways in which the Cruciform Building may have been roofed, using a
ctloister-vault and a cross-vault respectively. They have the same
over—all height as shown, though it would he possible to reduce the
height of B 1if the main c(ross-vaults were concentric with the
harrel-vaults in the arms rather than springing from the level of
their crowns. Solution A cor&?pnnds to the minimal wvolume of
construction, and 1is that adopted in the reconstruction suggested.
The type is attested in the so-called ‘'praetorium® at Mousmieh in
Syria ( Reference required ).

Drawing D shows the suggested geometry of the ﬂrucifﬁrm
Building, based on its plan and the adoption of solution A for the
vaults; drawing C shows a section through the Arch of Marcus
Aurelius at Tripoli drawn to the same scale for comparison. A
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comparison of the two builldings reveals remarkable’«correspondences
of design, and where there are differences, these velate to the fact
that the Arch is embellished externally, whereas the emphasis in the
Cruciform Building at Sabratha is concentrated exclusively on its
internal properties. The design of the Arch appears to embhody two

modules, of & 1/2 (x) and 8 (y) Roman feet respectively.

The (y) module alone is wused in the design of the Cruciform
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vi. The Roman Buildings
(a). Materials and Method of Construction

The Roman buildings of the ‘new’ city constructed in the first century A.D. remained 1n use,
_with minor modification, until the mid third century a.D. (fig. 54). During this period the only new
structures of note were Building L1 (early second century) and Building W (early third century).
A considerable degree of standardization was evident from the outset and the techniques used in
any one building were applied with only minor variations to the others. Continuity with the
preceding buildings of this quarter was observed in many respects, particularly in the widespread
use of mud brick. The sand-filled foundation trench was further developed in this period and roofs
remained flat.
For the character of the Roman buildings above foundation level the well-preserved Building
H (fig. 17, pl. VI q, b) serves as the basic model. The major divergence in technique from the
Hellenistic period was in the use of large block masonry for its socle walls. Whereas the Hellen-
istic buildings (see pp. 39—41) had relied on orthostatic construction, or more commonly, twin
lines of small rubble blocks, for their socle walls, Building H used sandstone or limestone ashlars.
Their size varied somewhat, but average dimensions were ¢. 1 m. long and 30-40 cm. hagh. The
outer walls were 60 cm. wide, the internal walls 40-50 cm. wide. A maximum of three courses of
blocks was preserved, to a height of ¢. 95 cm. The heavier, more durable, local limestone was used
1t foundation level and for the first course, while sandstone was used in the second course. The
sandstone blocks were more neatly trimmed than the limestone blocks which, at foundation level,
were left wider than the upper courses. Walls were generally not bonded into each other. A few
re-used blocks had been incorporated but earlier masonry was most obvious in the less well-
preserved buildings elsewhere. At foundation level in particular, very little newly quarried stone
was used. In Building R1, for example, the foundations of its south wall consisted of fine rusticated
limestone ashlars resting on an earlier wall (fig. 16) and clearly a variety of sources had been
plundered to provide the stone used here, and elsewhere, in the first century A.p. redevelopment.
Returning to Building H, there was abundant evidence in its thick demolition level for the
use of mud brick in the upper sections of its walls. As in the Hellenistic buildings, however,
nowhere did the stone socle wall and the upper mud brick survive together. In this respect Building
L1 (fig. 20) can tell us more, for there an intact section of mud walling (pl. XXXI a) had fallen
onto the floor of the south portico. The height of this building is known and the restoration
drawing (fig. 57) shows that the preserved four courses (1-60 m.) of the south wall represent the
actual socle height. All the other buildings of this period made considerable use of mud brick, as
did the third century Building W (fig. 45a, pl. XXXI ¢). The ‘Villa’ at Ptolemais employed this
material widely above a 1 m. high stone footing (Kraeling (1962), 119) and its use in the coastal
cities of Cyrenaica would seem to have by no means been confined to the poorer buildings (1).
For further discussion of the evidence from Sidi Khrebish, see p. 255 f.
The demolition levels of Building H, as in every other Roman building, produced no roofing
ule. Tt can therefore be assumed that roofs were flat or very slightly sloping as in the Hellenistic
period. The materials of which they were built were probably identical fsee p. 41). Flat roofs

(1) For the strength of mud brick as a building
material see D. W. Robinson and J. W. Graham
op. cit. (above n. 17, p. 27), PP- 228-9.
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pleas of Tw€ S(DE ALH
Side=gpenimry, including the framing of the principal opening, is

| ‘ gons
equal to vy, and the width af the R e opening hbetween the

framing pilastergﬁ% 15 appreximatelys equal to 2y. (Note that

oX is approximately equal to dy.) The tetal width of the

Arch on this axis is equal to Sy. C&ITEAE BHBICHT) IN THE BLE/ATONS

(=Y7, To Corolul To MUTWLES OF I A vy,
The geometry of the Cruciform Building, heing hased only on

the y module, 15 more straightforward. The span of the lateral
vaults is 3y, the principal span across the centre of the
huilding 15 dy and the depth of the lateral arms 1is vy,
giving a total internal width of éy. It is plausible to
suggest that, as shown here, the whole interior was inscriked in a

cnbe .

Figures 39 and 40: Reconstructed plan, cross—section A-——A° and
longitudinal section B--8°

There is a number of uncertainties of detail in these
drawings, some of which might have been resolved if it had heen
possible to revisit the site. They are offered as a plausible
rather than a necessary interpretation of the evidence.

Comparison of the plan in figure 39 with that shown in figure
36 draws attention immediately to the fact that at some time a small
rectangular room has heen cut out of the pier at the north-east angle
of the huilding. This feature is puzzling as it seems to interfere
seriously with the stability of the building and yet, as fragments of
vaulting were found in the ruins overlying the Byzantine features

(and evidence of an Arab presence: p. 000), the vault presumably

remained intact wuntil after the Arab conguest. The room must







therefore have been cut out of the solid pier with some labour and at

considerable risk. The room does not appear to have hbeen original to

1

the huilding, for its south wall is not guite on the right line, and
it projects forward to overlie the stylobate of the south forum
portico. Whatever the occasion for the construction of this curious
feature, it seems likely to be connected with a corresponding {(but
free—standing) kiosk at the north-west covner of the Forum with which

it forms a symmetrical pair on either side of +the Capitolium. (See

end-plan 2.3 It 15 possihle that further inspection may provide an
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It wiil also be appare;t ;hat whereas the entrance to the
building was framed when excavated by two cipolline columns, the
reconstruction shows in  this position the rectangular marhkle
pilasters which were later re—used to frame the apse of the church
(pls. 00, 00). It is almost certain that this was the original
arvangement, for one of the lateral engaged pilasters and its capital
{with side and rear faces prepared for building—in) are preserved in
the vaults of the Capitolium (pl. 00). The front of each of the
pilasters was decorated with an acanthus— or vine-scroll (pls. 00,
00), the sides were fluted and the rear face plain. The ovder of the
capitals i1s composite (pl. 00).

The intevior of the building was paved with marhle, and traces
of marhle veneer were noted at the hases of the walls (pl. Q0). The
arms of the cross were framed by flat pilasters which are uniform in
style with those at the entrance to the huilding: fragments of these
are preserved in the Capitolium wvaults (pl. 00) as are several

composite pilaster—-capitals (pl. 00), whose uncarved parts clearly

confirm that they were wused in this position. Above the capitals,




(1). Other Hellenistic Remains

Insula 11

The east terrace wall of Building L1 (figs. 20, 53) was built in similar style to the opus Afri-
canum walls of Building 1 in Area R (p. 39). There was, however, very little genuinely Hellenistic
material recovered from the lowest levels in this area of the site (Areas S and L) and traces of
other Hellenistic structures were not found, despite a thorough investigation. Although an isolated

building, of which the terrace wall may have formed part, perhaps stood here, there seems to have
been no dense pattern of occupation.

Area T

Deep soundings below the Roman Building T (fig. 30) produced Hellenistic occupation
material but a well was the only structure (fig. 53). Further to the east Building BB (fig. 54)
rested directly on natural sand, with no Hellenistic levels below. This suggested that Insulae I and
IV represented the easternmost extent of Hellenistic occupation in this area. The proximity of the
defensive walls may have restricted expansion.




the walls of the building were lined with an appléd marhle
entablature? 1o fragments of the architrave-moulding can be
definitely identified, pBut the Capitolium vaults now contain many
pieces of cornice-moulding, including both straight runs (pl. 00, top
rows note the re-entrant angle at the right-hand end of the
left—hand fragment) and short projecting lengths where the
entablature was broken forward over the pilaster—capitals (pls. 00,
007

Ahove this entablature, the archivolts and all other internal
surfaces and mouldings were probably rendered in plaster. Lighting
was probakly provided by windows in the lateral arms of the cross
above the aediculae, and the facade above the entrance may have been
left completely open apart from a grille or halustrade. Conversely,
the west wall opposite the entrance, which is thicker than the side
walls (1.20 m. rather than 90 cm.), was probably not pierced hy a
window, since the 1light from it would have shone in the eyes of
someone entering the building.

Section B——B' shows part of the south portico of the Forum at
its Jjunction with the Cruciform Building. The portico must have
carried a flat roof in order to fit heneath the eaves of the Basilica
hehind 1t. (See fig. d2.) The order of the portico is unusual in
its proportions: the monolithic granite columns, with marhle
capitals and bhases, have a diameter—to-height ratio of 1 : 2.67
(column—-diameter &7.1 cm., total height 5.82 m.)« The entasis of the
shafts starts unusually high up, suggesting that they were in fact
cut down from standard columns of a greater height (probably &.0d4 m.,

ratio 1 & 2). The reason for this may have hbeen either the necessity

of conforming to the eaves of the pre-existing buildings around the




k. Avea B (Insula IV)

As in Area | (Insula IT) and Area R (Insula IIT) the Hellenistic buildings in Area P (fig. 53)
had been almost completely submerged by the overlying Roman houses (fig. 52). Although isolated
stretches of Hellenistic walls were revealed during excavation (fig. 48) it was not possible to
allot sufficient resources to the recovery of a full plan. In any case, this would have required the
removal of the later buildings.

The elements of the early plan which were recovered do not form a comprehensible whole
(fig. 28) but enough survived to establish beyond any doubt that the building or buildings belonged
to the same period of expansion which saw the construction of the neighbouring blocks. The walls
in Area P were built on the same alignment and in the same style as most of the contemporary
buildings. Pottery extracted from the lowest levels above natural sand associated with these
structures was no different from similar deposits elsewhere (Deposit 31) and the three coins related
to the early structures were all Hellenistic (1934, 1891, 1926a).

The eastern corner of Insula IV was probably represented by the corner of the Hellenistic
building found under Room 1 of the Roman Building T (fig. 30, pl. V a). This wall aligned with
a4 shallow sand trench found below the Roman street level in front of Building P4 (figs. 29, 53).
Insula IV may therefore be restored as ¢. 101 m. broad, identical to Insula I to the north.
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Forum, or a desive to match the height of the porticoes surrounding
the East Forum Temple (see p. 000). The intevcolumniation of the L

portico

stuccoed

(3«21 m.y, d.78 diameters) 1is too wide for marble, and

termination

Building is

in granite ¢

bhut there

timbher architraves are likely to have heen used. The
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of the rt against the facade of the Cruciform
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uncevrtain: there are no traces of an engaged half-column
-— how easy would it have been to obtain such a thing?),

are in the vaults of the Capitolium fragments of a

decorated marble pilaster and of a Corinthian capital matching the

order of the forum porticoes,which may have been used in this
position (pls. OO0, OG). [
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columns mentioned are two of the four supporting the altar canopy

in the nave of the basilica. 0Of the six cipollino columns that you

list,

the two now at the entrance to the X-form bldg. are shown as

fatter on all drawings in which they appear {(from S«F.T.7

Therefore red breccia for central aedicula?} {The inhabited scroll

is part of the standard repertoire of the sculptors of Aphrodisias

and Nicomedia, I believe, and therefore unlikely to be of local

s1qni

ficance. I am sure that the building would make a very

worthwhile study in the wuse of imported and standardized marhble

ornament, which unfortunately I cannot undertake at the moment!}

42:

Front elevation of the Cruciform Building, with

cross—section of the South Forum FPortico and the Basilica




THE BUILDINGS

additional wall was slightly narrower (40 cm.) than the remains of the pre-existing walls and more
roughly constructed. It rested on earth 25 cm. above the foundations of the east and west walls of
Rooms A and B respectively. A rough stone paving was added within the room at this stage.
Material sealed beneath this floor dated to the first quarter of the first century A.D.

On the west three sides of Room G survived. To the north it had been destroyed by deep
Roman foundations. The room had taken shape after successive building phases which could not
be linked to developments elsewhere in the building.

The east wall of Room G stood to a maximum height of 144 m. It had been built in two
stages. The original wall stood to a height of 67 cm. and rested on earth 15 cm. above natural
sand. It was poorly constructed of small roughly squared blocks whose maximum dimensions
were 24 X 10 cm. The upper section of the wall was much better built of rather larger, more
carefully squared blocks (max. 37 X 24 cm.). It was separated in places from the underlying wall
by up to 5 cm. of earth, although this did not form a continuous layer. This rebuilding itself had
later been repaired, and bonded in with the late repair was the south wall of the room. Built in the
same general style, the south wall stood to a height of 50 cm. and rested on a sand-filled foundation
85 cm. deep. The depth of this foundation trench paralleled the depth of the foundation trenches
for the Roman buildings and was almost twice as deep as any of the other Hellenistic sand
trenches.

Dating Evidence

Due to the particular problems associated with the excavation of this part of the site (see n. 1)
only an outline chronology could be established for the Hellenistic buildings in Area R.

The early pits (A-D) contained a good group of pottery which dates to the Hellenistic period,
probably to the second century B.C. (Deposits 4-7). The first buildings can thus be dated with a fair
degree of certainty to the same period, on the analogy of other contemporary buildings in Insulae 1
and II. This receives support from the material from Pit E, a large, deep, ash-filled pit which
utilized the hole left by the subsidence of the square, stone-lined well in Room C, Building 1
(fig. 25). This material (Deposit 8) was purely Hellenistic in date, as was the fill of the circular
well to the south (Deposit 30). These deposits also suggested that the division of Building 1 into
two properties, with Building 3 (the bakery) on the south, was an earlier rather than a later
development. Levels underlying the ovens (Deposit 29) also produced solely Hellenistic material.

Within Building 1 there was no substantial deposit of comparable date, a fact possibly
explained by later construction in the area. The Phase g developments in this building belonged
to the early first century A.D., as Deposit 40, which consisted of finds sealed below the stone floor
of Room 7, suggested. External levels in the open area surrounding Rooms F and G were of
similar date (Deposit 41).

Building 1 was abandoned shortly after the Phase 3 reconstruction had taken place. A massive
deposit of rubbish (Deposit 46) was dumped over the area and this can be dated to the Tiberian
period. Building 3, however, seems to have remained in use rather longer. The oven fills and
associated levels were dated to the first half of the second century A.D. (Deposits 75, 76). There was
no dating evidence available from Building 2.

The lowest levels of Rooms A and B of Building 1 produced a coin of Ptolemy III (2003)
and three coins of Ptolemy VIII (2010, 2016, 2219), possibly a truer indication of early occupation
than the subsequent deposits suggested. Building 3 produced three coins, two illegible Ptolemaic
issues (2179, 3704) and one illegible Hellenistic issue (2215) trapped between the earlier and later
ovens on the south side of Room D.
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drawings, some of which might have been resolved if it had been

possible to revisit the site. They are offered as a plausible

rather than a necessary interpretation of the evidence.

' Fyun 39
Comparison of the plan with that shown in figure 36

draws attention immediately to the fact that at some time a small

rectangular room has been cut out of the pier at the north-east £

angle of the building. This feature is puzzling as it seems to

interfere critically with the stability of the building, and should

2 > therefore be interpreted as a late feature inserted after the vault

had fallen. And yet, as fragments of vaulting were found in the rumas of

\p
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building, the vault must still have been standing in the Byzantine 1@?
period when the building served as a baptistery. On the other hand, ?>
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the projecting room is built in line with the front of the Capitolium,
and forma a symmetrical pair with a corresponding (but free-standing)
kiosk at the opposite side of the temple. (See end-plan 2.) This
suggests that it should have been an integral part of the
re~develppment of the Forum in Period III (i.e. original to the
Créiciform Building). Both Daykin and Ward-Peekins (see fig. 37)
clearly regard the room as secondary, but further inspection is
called for. It will also be apparent that whereas the entrance to
the building was framed when excavated by two cipollino columns,
the reconstruction shows in this position the rectangular marble
pilasters which were later re-used to frame the apse of the church

(pls. 00, 00). It is almost certain that this was the origlnal

arrangement, for one of the lateral engagwd pilastersﬁ}s preserved

in the vaults of the Capitolium (pl. 00)._ _The front of each of the

> »
pilasters was decorated with an acanthus- or vine-scroll (pls. 00, 00),
the sides were fluted and the rear face plain. The order of the
capitals is composite (pl. 00).

The interior of the building was paved with marhle, and
traces of marble veneer were noted at the bases of the walls (pl. 00).
The arms of the cross were framed by flat pilasters which are uniform
in style with those at the entrance to the building: fragments of
these are preserved in the Capitolium vaults (pl. 00) as are several
composite pilaster-capitals (pl. 00), whose uncarved parts clearly
confirm that they were used in this position. Above the capitals,
the walls of the building were lined with an applied marble
no fragments of the architrave-moulding can be

entablature:

definitely identified, but the Capitolium vaults now contain many

pieces of cornice-moulding, including both straight rums (pl. 00,




top row: note the re-entrant angle at the right-hand end of the
left-hand fragment) and short projecting lengths where the entablature
was broken forward over the pilaster-capitals (pls. 00, 00). [
Above this entablature, the archivolts and all other
internal surfaces and mouldings were probably rendered in plaster.
Lighting was probably provided by windows in the lateral arms of
the cross above the aediculae, and the facade above the entrance may
have been left completely open apart from a grille or balustrade.
Conversely, the west wall opposite the entrance, which is thicker
than the side walls (}.SO m. rather than 90 c¢m.), was probably not
pierced by a windowa?ff light from which would have shone in the
eyes of someone entering the building.
Section B--B' shows part of the south portico of the
Forum at its junction with the Cruciform Building. The portico
Y = éﬁ.f must have carried a flat roof in order to fit beneath the eaves of
€b€£5%“h§§;é: the Basilica behind it. (See fig. 42.) The order of the portico
14+60 =

553?;3@@':éw& is unusual in its proportions: the monolithic granite columns, with
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0im£6}¥¥§?%é&%marble capitals and bases, have a diameter-to-height ratio of 1 =§L§§! E%é;i?
The entasis of the shafts starts unusually high up, suggesting that
6};39*’e they were in fact cut down from standard columns of a greater height.
“ The reason for this may have been either the necessity of conforming
to the eaves of the pre-existing buildings around the Forum, or a

desire to match the height of the porticoes surrounding the East

Forum Temple (see p. 000). The intercolumniation of the portico [Zenn
s e
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(3.25 m,, 5 diameters) is too wide for marble, and stuccoed timber
Bertfose, ’ ’
aos? architeaves are likely to have been used. The termination of the

,2 e:: (! »
/Cu-3¢3 A portico against the facade of the Cruciform Building is problematic
328+ OvdJ

owing to the uncertainty about the projecting room set in the




corner-pier at this point (above, p. 000). 1If the front of the [
building was as shown in the recomstruction-drawings (without the
forward projection) an engaged column or pilaster would suit the

s Alaslyy  spacing of the portice. There are in the vaults of the Capitolium

o b A fragments of a decorated pilaster and of a Corinthian capital
(et V0 S R T

y 11 10D
hnaled, U tola,. matching the order of the forum porticoes which may have fulfilled

this function (pls. 00, 00). [

Figure 41: The order of the aediculae

;yﬁ%ﬁév toal During the lifetime of the Cruciform Building, two of

e Loenfirareon

5&&£Wﬁﬁ E.‘ﬁfthe three aediculae were wholly removed and the third was substantially

7fﬁu g remodelled. The original height of the plinths (and indeed their

7 e,
j%y&%riz rf precise dimensions in plan) is therefore not certain, but the
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/€. f’“”ggé““ confidently reconstructed by identifying the individual parts. The
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éMhT 'ﬁﬁ{ aediculae were framed by columns of ted breccia or cipellino: four
2 PemI e

ﬁm&\a Lolaransnn
&’&Q. 5 were subsequently used to support the altar-canopy in the

character of the architectural orders that they carried can be

/LMWjPVfZL“W% church (p. 000 and pl. 00), whilst two remain (more or less) in [543

C%£46LM$ position., Two of the Corinthiem capitals that they carried survive
Cols . trmnnne

atop their columns in the chérch (pl. 00). Various pieces of i

‘fdﬁeﬁ&ui
- @k‘it ¢ architrave can be identified, standing loose iathe Cruciform Building

2 g (pls. 00, 00), built into the late steps in front of the survivin 14, 15

A9 - Ay y 00), P 8 (
aedicula (pl. 00) and used for the re~facing in marble of the steps [ «®
in front of the western apse of the Basilica (pl. 00). The frieze {261y

is decorated with an inhabited acanthus-scroll containing the
foreparts of wild beasts and of huntsmen armed with spears (plj\. 00§, [

~#$). Finally, there are a number of fragments of the highly ornate [
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cornice (pl. 00). The upper surface of the cornice-blocks is rough, [

o J Lot indicating that there was no pediment above. In the absence of any

& : {/ 2
bl QA RAAE “‘F; ¢\ e

7. b fragments suggesting a coffered ceiling, the interiors of the

; W v ;;% 4 Z :
ﬁ%ﬁ%&dkégga;mgaed1C“1ae may have been open behind the entablature.
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Figure 42: Front elevation of the Cruciform Building, with cross-gsection

f the Basilica

The architeave above the entrance to the Cruciform

74 ’?@ »hyul I

H) Af 4.

ﬁullding was probably of wood. If so, it is possible that the frieze
above was composed of marble veneer decoratéd with putti supporting
festoons. A suitable length of such friexe is preserved in the
vaults of the Capitolium (pls. 00, 00, middle row), which JBWP has [
attributed to the Temple of Serapis (p. 000); but the Cruciform [
Building seems to have an equal, if not strénger claim. TQo hands
of markedly differing competence are detectable in the carving of
the frieze, and it may be that the inferior version was used for the
inner face.

As in the case of the Cruciform Building, the reconstructed
section through the transvarse axis of the Basilica makes no claim
to be anything more than plausible. It has been assumed that the

capitals found in the entrance to the tribunal were uﬁ%orm with

those of the main colonnadue (see p. 000). L o
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THE SUBSEQUENT HISTORY OF THE BUILDING (See figs. 36 and 37)

A summary hixxmxy description of the later history of
the Cruciform Building has alraddy been given above in the words of
JBWP (p. 000 and fig. 37). There is no evidence for the date when [
the building was transformed into a curia, nor as to the extent of
the alterations which accompanied this change of use. the exsential

feature of this phase was the insertion around three sides of

%#  sandstone blocks on top of the original marble paving, raising the

—— s

“floor in three shallow steps to a level 3 cm. above the central
W Q‘j.&nua omse g"’} W and o
area. (See/pls. 00 and 00.) Whether the lateral aediculae still [ ¢4 4
existed in this phase or had already been removed, it is impossible
to say. The fact that so much of the marble used in the original
building was available to the restorers of the church in the
Justinianic period (Basilica Period IV) may indicate that it remained
in position until then. e pvob\os aruﬁgkwhﬁ e dodu B ke witavgdar vwou- enk o3| R pien
we W NE Comin By M\h«;\-\t‘—\u\ W "““\””‘J\‘j b w : 'f Wi vomwe s wol cwlw}y
The Byzantine alterations were undoubtedly more W uwejlove berw enfivporny
wwWe Y o \Gre R )M\“ MWM A
far-reaching, not least because the building became a quarry for the
restor;;s of the church. The lateral aediculae were certainly
removed then if not before, and their plinths made flush with the
floor. (Note the outline of the southern aedicula, just visible in
the background of plate 00.) A cruciform font set in an octagonal L
casing was sunk in the centre of the floor, and the whole floor of
the building was made good to the previously raised level around the
walls. This resulted in the raising of the floor across the entrance
to the building also, necessitating the addition of steps leading

down to the lewel of the former (but now undoubtedly fallen) south

forum portico (pl. 00). I have the impression that the Cruciform [ 52

Building was pillaged of its ornament before the idea was conceived




of using it as a baptistery: this would explain why the rectangular
pilasters at the entrance (which were presumably still in place,
for they would have broken if they had fallen) were replaced by

cipellino columns in the same position. The latter were, however,

;1,;ﬁ in place before the floor of the building was raised, for their
3 ‘'’ bagses are enveloped by the inserted steps. The aedicula opposite
to the entrance was retained and remodelled to contain a throne
M‘\'ﬁm Ko vewe ~'"\:«'-'~L(-N., RS pyeoat wt;,;{ e gv-ﬁxuw; 59 (\-M\ 40 ""9"»'\43 2yCs \r }CJ\\' ‘:tn \A_,u-g‘k\\'
(pl. 00): +the present height of the plinth may be original-to the [
: W éor wdar et d \vxv) )7 L Qtw Koo PP I o éj:‘m",
q / » f second-century building (thus Daykin in figures 39,40) or & may
.o {/ 2 5'*; ok
7 ;gﬁ%%*'#.hauewbeenwsaisedwat~amiaee;udaﬁethhas~JBWP“fn”fignre"37). Steps
& S were added in front, making use of one of the former aedicula-architraves,
"'i{; A Ai ¢ ."‘r N s
e e b
e Ao o i and a shallow apse was hollowed out of the thickness of the rear
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#e °* ,ow”  wall of the building behind. Popsine $U5 Ke fhes | Kiply K elionca | (500 Fg. %) ,
v!’:«ﬁs?"”"’;?l A gagﬁ?""\{f;}; A e W@L\ﬁ che b he O’\t*;\’“‘(“( G ke '1’\"‘1"“ y o e R G \E\' b v
o 6 g PR | The former south wall of the Cruciform Building, towards ©'=fot, b
PS¢ Ll o el b A
2, I* Al pipe B okl

v ﬁygg; the Basilica, has all but disappeared (pls. 00, 00), and its line S fuw‘y
v i

is cromsed by a surface gully of undetermined date. An access to
the church through this wall was undoubtedly created when the
building became a baptistery: it is most likely to have been made
against the eastern edge of this arm of the building, directly
opposite to the stairway which was now inserted in the north side
of the basilica apse (see fig. 35 and pl. 00), but the presence of g <17
the gully mentioned above suggests that there was a wider opening
in this wall at some time when the building was still in use.

JBWP has recorded the presence of an early arabic
graffito scratched on the concrete surface of the font (Ward-Perkins
& Goodchild 1953, 12) —- one of the few surviving traces of

occupation following the arab conquest.
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