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GLUECK’S SITES REVISITED

by

J. Maxwell Miller

The plateau between Wadi Mujib and
Wadi Hesa has received relatively little at-
tention from archaeologists, in spite of the
fact that it is exceedingly rich in surface arti-
factual remains. There are several reasons for
this: (1) The area is somewhat isolated
geographically and was not well policed during
the nineteenth century when most other parts
of Palestine were being mapped explored sys-
- tematically for archaeological remains. (2) Du-
ring the present century archaeologists have
tended to concentrate on the excavation of
tells, and there are few of these between the
Wadi Mtjib and Wadi Hesa. (3) Scholars
have relied heavily on Nelson Glueck’s as-
sessment of the archaeological remains In
southern Transjordan, based on the survey
which he conducted during 1933-38. Glueck
himself expressed the opinion that further
south of Wadi
M§ijib would produce diminishing returans:

archaeological exploration

It may be emphasized that despite

the large number of sites visited from
August 1936 ‘on in Edom and Mdab _in
the attempt to complete the survey of
these areas, the possibilities of discovery
of still additional ancient sites there have
definitely not been exhausted. Some sites
will inevitably have been missed; others
are so deeply buried under the debris of
modern settlements as to defy all surface
examination. ... On the whole, however,
the writer is confident that not very many
ancient sites in Edom and Moab, whose
ruins have not been completely oblitera-

~ ted, remain undiscovered. (1939: XXIII).
however,

During the past few years,

scholars have become increasingly aware that,
while Glueck’s very significant contribution
to Palestinian archaeology is not to be depre-
ciated, his survey of the Transjordan was'
superficial in places and some of his widely
accepted conclusions based on that survey
must be reconsidered : (1) Recent surveys in
1963-66)
and immediately east of the Jordan itself

northern Transjordan (Mittmann,

(Ibrahim Sauer and Yassine, 1975) indicate
that Glueck missed many ancient sites. (2) The
descriptions of earlier travellers who explored
south of Wadi Mijib (e.g. Musil) suggest that
he missed a number of sites there as well.
(3) The results of recent excavations immedia-
tely north of Wadi M{jib (Dhiban, 1950-56)
and south of Wadi Hesa (Umm el Biyarah,
1958-68; Tawilan, 1968-70; Buseirah, (1971-
72) have not sﬁpported Glueck’s conclusion
that southern Transjordan was resettled du-
ring the thirteenth century B. C. after an oc-
cupational gap which had lasted throughout
the Middle and Late Bronze Ages. Spesificaliy,
the excavations at these sites failed to produce
clear indications of occupation prior to ap-
proximately the ninth century B. C.

Village life disappearsd almost entirely’
from the area between VWadi Mijib and Wadi
Hesa during the period of Ottoman rule, so
that the surface archaeological remains were
easily observable, Seetzen and Rurckhardt en-
countered only four settlements when they
passed through in 1805 and .1812 respectively
(i.e., Kerak, el ‘Irdq, Kathraba, and Khanzira).
The situation had changed very little when
Glueck made hLis survey during the 19307
But recent government programs designed to



induce the Bedouin to settle down are bringing
about a rapid change. New villages have begun
to spring up all over the plateau, especially since
the 1950’s and generally thesz new villages
are reappearing on the very sites-occup.. 1 du-
ring earlier times. Consequently the ancient
ruins are being robbed for building stones and
rendered less accessible for archaeological in-
vestigation.

Primarily for these two reasons - Glueck’s
survey and conclusions seem increasingly ina-
dequate, and the ancient sites themselves are
becoming increasingly less accessible - - Emory
University in association with the American
Center for Oriental Research and the Depart-
ment of Antiquities has undertaken a new ar-
‘chaeological survey of the plaieau between
Wadi Mgjib and the Kerak-Qatrana road (i.e.,
central Moab during ancient times). Tae first
season was conducted between July 20- Au-
gust 30, 1978. The survey team was housed
.at the Kerak Rest House and consisied of
James R. Kautz, J. Maxwell Miller, Jack M.
Pinkerton and Mike R. Pinkerton. James A.
Sauer, Director of ACOR, initiated applica-
tions for the necessary permits and clearances
before the survey team arrived in Jordan, and
read the pottery on weekends. Sami S. Rabadi,
representing the Department of Antiquities,
played a crucial role explainig the presence of
the survey team to the local people and gather-
ing information regarding the names and loca-
tions of ancient sites. Charles Cashion joined
the expedition for two weeks as surveyor.
using a recently developed surveying and dis-
tance measuring device (3820 Distance Meter)
loaned for the expeditions by Hewlett-Packard

Instruments Company.

Much of the credit for the success of this
first season must go to persons who were not
directly involved in the field work. Dr.
Adnan Hadidi, Director General of the Depart-

ment of Antiquities, gave the project his
personal attention and full support. Funds
were provided by the Near East Engineering
Co., the Pinkerton and Laws Co., the Day’s
Inn Foundation and Mr. Drew R. Fuller, all
matched by a grant from the Franklin Foun-
dation. Drafting maierials and work space
were provided in Amman by the Heery Inter-
national architectural firm. Special mention
should be made of the friendliness and co-
operation of the local inhabitants of the area
being surveyed. We found these people extre-
mely hospitable and, when we explained what
we were about, eager to provide us with infor-
mation regarding the locations of ancient sites

and place names.

The primary task undertaken this first
season was to searcu out the sites which
Glueck recorded in cenwal Moab (thirty-three
sites on the plateau proper) and establish their
precise locations in terms of the maps available
today. This turned out to be a surprisingly
difficult task, in spitc of the fact that most of
these sites had been noted already by earlier
travellers and approximately half of them ap-
pear by name on the Jordan 1:50,000 Series
K 737 maps (compiled in 1960-63 irom aerial
photographs). Glueck simply estimated the
locations of the sites which he recorded, and it
became increasingly apparent as we attempted
to retrace his steps that his estimates are often

misleading.

Following is an annotated list of Glueck’s
thirty-three sites arranged in order of the
numbers which he assigned them and with his
spellings. An asterisk marks those which ap-
pear by name on the Series K 737maps, and
their spellings as they appear on these maps
are indicated in parentheses. Palestinian grid
coordinates are provided for these which do
not appear on the Series K 737 maps. Page
references are to Glueck’s report in AASOR 1V



(1934) unless otherwise indicated. Descriptions
of the current conditions of the archaeological
remains at these sites and the' statistical results
of our resherding them™will be published later,
after we are further along with these aspects
of the present survey.

No 47-48* el-Lejjiin ( Lajjin). Glueck reported -
four distinct ruins in the immediate vins
cinty of ‘Ain Lajjin : ihe Roman caiiip
= his No 47, pp. 40-41): an EB site with a
row of sixteen mondiths situated on a
knoll above the Roman camp to the NW
(pp. 44-45, plan on p.”95); a building com-
plex immediately north of the EB site and
separated from it by a deep wadi
(= No 150, kh. el-Fityan, see below); and
“a small ruined ‘watchtower” approxima-
tely 1 km. E of the Roman camp
" (No 48, Rujm LeJ]un p. 72). Both Seetzen
(1, 416) and Burcldhardt (373-374) repor-
ted ruins at ‘Aln‘ Lajjiin, although nei-
ther of them acttially visited the place
and Burckhardt misrecorded the name as
“Tedoun”. Doughty (I, 20) seems to have
published the first description of the Ro-
man camp, and Bliss (221-223) the first
sketch plan of it. Later Vincent { 437 )
provided a map which indicated the re-
lative positions of the various ruins asso-
ciated with ‘Ain Lajjln, along with a plan
of Kh. Fityan; Briinnow and Domaszew-
ski (II, 23-37) treated the Roman camp
and a nearby platform (see Glueck 40-43)
with plans, drawings and photographs;
and Musil (1, 36) described the ‘mono-
lith” site , recording its name as
harim el-Farde. This latter name corres-
ponds to a story, also recorded by Musil, -
which explains that the monoliths are bri-
desmaids which were turned to stone.

No 110 *Balg“ah (BIE). BAIT is visible from a
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- Bliss (221), etc. Tristram (139) se

considerable distance and was mentioned
in passing by several early travellers - Se-
etzen (I, 410, 411), Burckhardt:?

have been the first to claim an actual
visit to B&IG° ; but his motes clearly are
confused at this point, and one must sus-
pect that he was at some other site alto-
gether. Specifically, Tristram reporrs that,
aftér exploring the rﬂins on top of }ebe]
Shihan his party.

...descended # a north-eastern direc-
tion by another eincient‘ road, riding
at a smart pace, and in twenty- five
minutes passed through the ruins of
Bal‘hua, perhaps the poore;t and
most featurelessiwe have seen, and
all levelled with soil. .

But Bald' is not NE of . Shihan it could
not have been reached in twenty-five
minutes, even riding at a very smart pace;
and it is one of the most impressive stan-
ding ruins on the. plateau. Possibly Tris
tram was passing through Mis‘ar, which
would have fitted 'hi‘s description precisely

‘and was on the iway 10 the next site

which he described, Mehattet 1 Hajji,
The ruins at Bil& received their first
(and, only) focused attention during
1930-33, as a result of the discovery
there in 1930 of the famous Balii‘. Stele
(sée especially the study by Horsfield and
Vincent which includes a plan of the site
and map of the vicinity, and the analy-
sis of the stele by Drioton).  Crowfoot
made a sounding at Bali’ in 1933,
the same’ year that Glueck visited the site.
Both Crowfoot, whose report appeared
in PEFQS the following year, and Glueck
(1-16, 18-19, 24-25) focused their atten-
tion on the ruins sovth of Wadi Qurri and



apparently understirhat;d the extent of
the ruins north of this wadi. Crowfoot
made hardly more than a passing refe-
reference to the latter, while Glueck
ignored them altogether. .

No 111 *Azzfir .(‘Azgﬁfg.;Tristram (120) listed

‘Azz@ir among the ancient ruins in the
Kerak district, but Musil (1,139) -was the
first to actually visit ‘Azzfir and provide
a descr1pt10n Note that ‘Azzfir is ESE

of ‘Bald; , rather than NE as Glueck (56)
indicates.

No 112 *Kh. Nasib (Nasib). Tristram (120),

Briinnow (I, 46) and Musil (I, 140) were
aware of kh. NasTH which they recorded

s “N’assit” ‘en—Natlb” and “h N31b”
respectlvely

No 113 *Kh. es-Sa‘adiin’ (= Um Dimis on

the Series K. 737 map; Pal. grid: 214840).
Tristram (120) and Musil (I, 140) recor-
ded the name as “Sahdounch” and “h.
es- Sa‘diinT» respectively. The site is hardly
more than 1 km. NW of Na§1b, rather
than 3 kms. as Glueck (56-57) estimated.
The next five sites recorded by Glueck
cannot be identified with absolute cer-
tainty. The crucial part of his report
reads as follows : ‘
Two kilometres north of it ( Kh.
es Sa‘adlifi is a small ruined site
called Kh. er Rub‘i where a few Na-
bataean sherds were found and nu-
merous pieces of mediaeval Arabic
ware. Two kilometres north of Kh.
. er Rub‘Tlies another indistinguishable
ruin  called Kh. ec,i-];)enn,‘ or
ed-Denneh. A kilometre farther north
is Kh. es-Samrf, where there are
extensive ruins from- the Nabataean,
Byzantine, and mediaeval Arabic
periods.
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Characteristic sherds frobm all of
these periods were founc\i.
Ruins of a sin.ilar nature were found
on the same straight line northward
toward the Wadi el-Mojib at Kh.
ed-Dribban and at Kh. Abii Tribeh.
Kh. ed-Dribban is two kilometres
north of Kh. es-Samr8, and Kh. Abi
Tribeh is about five kilometres
northeast of Kh. egd-Dribbin (pp.
56-57). ’

Glueck’s Kh. es-Samri seems to be

the ruin now partially coverd by the

-modern village Jad‘at el Jubtr, also called

Sanird Correspondingly, it would make
sense to equate Kh. er-Rubi with the
site. which appears as «SamrS» on the
Seues K 737 map, and ed Denn(eh) with
the complex of building remains approx-
lmately 0.5 km. further NNW. The lo-
cal inhabitants today do in fact associate

“the names Kh. er-Rub‘f and ed-Denn with

these two places respectively (see below).
Note however that the iotal distance be-
tween kh. esSa‘adfnt (= Um Dimis) and
Kh. es-Samra (= Jad‘at el Jubfir hardly
more than 2 kms., which would wean
that Glueck’s estimates of the distances
between all four of these sites are exces-
sive. Glueck’s Abfi Trabeh clearly corres-
ponds to the AbG Turiba on the Series
K 737 map (see below), in spite of the
fact that Musil (1, 138) lonztes “h. Abti
Tréba” further to the SE (near the con-
vergence of Wadi Aheimir and Wadi

- Bald'. Kh. ed-Dribban must be sough* in

the vicinity of the modern village Jada,
therefore, which is confirmed by the local
inhabitants. In other words, the following
identifications seem likely.

No 114 kh. er-RubT (= Samri on the series

K737 map, Pal. grid: 215848). Appa-



rently Glueck was the first to record

-er-Rubl which now the focal people pro-

nounce er-Rubil. T hey explain that the
place was named after a man who lived
in one of the caves there many years ago

No 115 Kh. gd-Denn(eh) (Pal. grid : 214851).

No

Musil (I, 376) mentioned. a ruin which he
knew as “h. Denn”, located SE of Shihan
across the Sultan’s Higflway. This corres-
ponds with Glueck’s directions and the
site proposed here. Actually the name
Denn(eh) refers to the general area south
of Jad‘at el Jublr as well as to this parti-
cular ruin. In fact, the local people seem
to prefer the name Barddan for the latter.
Note that Tristram (120) and Briinnow
(I, 46) knew a site which they called
“el Bourdan” and “el-Burdin” respecti-
vely, and which Briinnow located in this
same immediate vicinity

116 Kh. es-Samrd (= Jad‘at el Jubiir/
Samr3, Pal. grid: 213860).

«Samrf» refers to the black stones used
for building, speciallv in the vicinity
between Jad‘at el Jubfir and Um Dimis.
As ‘in the case of Denn(eh), therefcre,

the name can. tefer, either to the parti-

cular site indicated here or to ‘the gereral
vicinity. Tristram (139) reported a ruin
called “Khirbet Sum’hra” in this area,
which he described as * a mere casile, ap-
parently of Saracenic origin, near Muhatet
el Haj, the remains of a city of yet older
date than the castle
seems to have been confused here as he

..."" But Tristram

* Churbet Sz8mra ” listed by Seetzen
(1,394) may or may not be relevant here.
Note that there is another place also cal-
led Samrd ca. 5 kms. WNW of Kerak.
The modern village Jad‘at el JubfGir alre-
ady covers much of the remains of Kh.
Samrd and is expanding rapidly. Recent
excavations in preparation for construc-
tion have revealed a complex of walls,
one of which forms a semi-circle not
more than 4 m. across. Possibly this is an
apse, since it seems to be on the east end
of a larger structure and rumerous tes-
serac were found in the area. .

No 117 Kh. ed-Dribbin (= approximateiy the

site of the modern- village Jad‘a). When
we inquired regarding the location of Kh.
ed-Dribban, we were directed to founda-
tion ruins and caves situated on the east
ern slopes of Jebel Shihan.Fioweven Musil
(1, 376) seems to have located “h. ed-Dri-
ban” (noting the - alternate spelling
“edh-Dhribb3n” somewhat further to the
east, and Glueck’s acéc;unt seems to imply
this as well. It is surprising, on the other
hand, that Glueck ignored the ruins.on
top of Jebel Shil.lﬁn. This latter site pro-
vides a comrwnding view of the whole

~ plateau north el Qasr ( No ¥{134) and
_exhibits architecural remains which vaught

was in several other instances (e.g., as in :

the cases of Bali‘ and Arihd). Mehattet
el Hajj is situated ta. 7 kms. further to
the NE and might iself be described as
the remains of “ a mere castle ”” but not

as the remains of a city (see below). The,
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the attention of virtually every other trg

veller in that vicinity.

The so-called “; Shihan Warrior Stele”
occasionally i reported to have heen, dis-
covered by de Saulcy between S&ihﬂn
and Dhiban (see, e.g., Dussand, p.' 4;
Tufnell, -p. 161 ; ete). It is difficult to
imagine how this misinformation - origi-
nated. Possibly the Kh. ed Dribban under
discussior. has Bee‘n _confuéed with the
better known- Dhib3n situated parth of



Wadi Mijib, slthough reference to nei-
ther Kh. ed Dribban nor Dhibban is ap-
propriate in this context. According to de
Saulcy’s own account (278-280), the stele
was discovered at Rujm el‘abd which was
located in another direction altogather
from Shihan than either Kh. ed Dribban
or Dhiban (see below, entry for No 128

Faqﬁ“) .

-No:18 *Kh. Abiz Trabeh (Abid Turdba). Musil

(1, 138) located ““ h. abdl Traba” on a spur
of the plateau formed by the convergence
of Wadi Aheimer and Wadi B3l§. But
Glueck (57) clearly had in mind the site
situated ca. 4 kms. further north now par-
tially covered by a village called Abt
Triba. The remains of one of the two
building compounds which Glueck ob-
. served are almost completely covered
now with modern houses. The local
peoplé insist on pranouncing the name
‘Abi Traba, as Musil and VGlueck heard
it rather than Abfi Turaba, as it appeares
on the Series K737 map.

No 119 *Mehattet el-Hajj (pal. grid: 257937)

This ruin, a large square fortress-like
building situated on the northern edge of
the plateau near where the old Romai
road ( followed by the modern road )
descends - into Wadi Mujib, was well
known to early travellers. Often they

referred to it as Upper Mehattet el Hajj,

following Burckhardt ( 374-75 ), in .or-
dert to distingush it from lIower Mehattet
elHajj another ruin situated approximately
midway down into the Wady also along
the road. Glueck does not menticn the
latter, while the local people today reserve
the name Mehattet el Hajj for the latter
site only. That is, (Lower) Mehattet el HEjj
is referred to éimply as Mehattet el Hajj
nowadays, while (Upper) Mehattet el HAjj
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is called Karak@in. The james have simi-
lar meanings ~ ie., Mehattet el H&jj
means ‘“‘pilgrimage station” in  Arabic;
Karakiin is derived from Turkish “Kara
kol”, which means “police station”. The
name Karakilin apparently began to re-~
place (Upper) Mehettet el Hajj at ap
proximately the turn of the century when
a Turkish guardhouse was built nearby.
Wilson (311) noticed the guardhouse in
1899; and Smith (374), in 1904, was the
first to record Karaklin as the preterred
name for the ruin. Briinnow and Domas-
zewski (I, 43-45) provide a detailed des-
cription of the site with a plan and pho-
tograph.

No 120 er-Rihd@ (Ariha). Earlfer readers of

Burchhardt’s account inferted incorrectly
from the context in which he mentiond
Aribd@ (recorded by him as “el Ryhha”,
that this site was locased south of Jebel
Shih@n. Tristram (135) assumed this to be
the case, for example, and viewed from a

- a distance a place ca. 2 miles north of Qa§1

‘which he surmised to be Arihd (possibly
it was Nasib). Brijnnow (I, 45) and Smith

(373) later recognized and cleared up this
misconception. Glueck (57) reported that
Arihé is 2 kms. SSE of Mehattet cl-Hajj,

“which again is somewhat piisleading. Ac-

tually, Arihd is situated SSW of Mehattet
el Hajj.

No 121 Ryjm Umm el-Qleib (Pal. grid :

233920). Glueck (57-85, plan on p. 99)
seems to have been the tirst to record this
site. It is to be distinguished from a very
similar ruin with the same name located
ca. 3.5 km. south of Ariha on the Wadi
Suwer, pal. grid 256879.

| No'122 *kh. Mig'ar (Misar). No longer re-

~fered to as a “khirbet” since a village has
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emerged on the site in recent years,
Mis‘ar is ca. 3 kms. SSW of Rujm Umm
Qleib. Glueck (58) estimated 7 kms.
Kh. Mis‘ar had been noted earlier by
seetzen (I, 416), Briinnow (I, 45) and
Musil (I, 138).-

No* 123 *Freiwén (Kh. Furaywan). « H.
Fréwan” had been noted eerlier by Musil
a, 137, 376) who mislocated it some-

“what on his map in relation to Mis* ar and~ '

lebel Shlhan i

No 124 Rujm Umm ‘Awarwareh (lsal. grid:

) 190914). Glueck (58) seems to have been
the first to record this site, although Mu
sil (see esp. I, 136-137) must have passed
nearby on one occasion. Note that ‘Awar-
wareh is situated ca. 2 kms. WNW of
rather than 4 kms. WSW as Glueck in-
dicated.

No125 Rujm Umm Heldl (Pal. grid: 164869)
This is another site recorded for the first
time by Glueck (58-59) but for which his
directions are misleading.‘ Specifically,
Rujm Umm Helﬁl is ca. 5 kms. SSW of
Rujm Umm ‘Awarwareh, rather than 4
kms. west as Glueck 1nd1cated The pos-
81b1hty must be c0n51dered of course,
that we ourselves misidentified Rujm
Umm ‘Awarwareh and Rujm Umm Helal.

. But this seems unlikely. ‘Awarwareh and
Helal are well known by those names
o the local people, and they insist that
there are no other places with such names
anywhere else in the vicinity. Moreover,

- Glueck’s directions seem to lead nowhere.
Certainly they do not lead to viable can-
didate sites for ‘Awarwareh and Helal.

No128 *Faqli‘ah (Faqi‘). De Saulcy (280,
286, 289) visited and described Kh. Faqi*

m 1851, followed by Duc de Luynes (I,
: 17074) in ]864 Palmer (67) in 1870 Mu-

'sil (I, 373) in 1902 and Albright in 1924.
Glueck (58-60) found a small cluster of
houses there in 1933. This cluster has
since expaﬁded into a thriving village.
Rujm el ‘Abd, where de Saulcy discove-
red the so-called Shihdn Stele and which
Gluek described as ““ a small tumulus”
‘, has been dismantled in the
process. When asked about Rujm el‘Abd,
two elderly men of Faqi, interviewed
separately and without further promp-
ting, mentioned a ““ statue * having beén
discovered there; and both insisted that

near Faql

foreigners had taken the statue away
while they were young. Actually, the
Shihdn Stele was transfered to the Louvre

already in 1864 (Dussaud, p. ‘}).

No'129 *Mra‘(Imra’). Here again this site
was represented only by a ruin when de
Saulcy 276-277), Palmer (67) and Musil
(I, 88; 374) passed through. Glueck (60,
62) encountered a small’ village »Vhlch
since has expanded considerably.

No 132 *Mejdelein (Kh. Majdalayn). This is a
large ruin recorded -already by Seetzen

(1, 416) and Burckhardt (389). If was visited
and described by de-Saulcy (290), Palmer
(67, 69) Tristram (136), Musil (I, 87,
375) and Giueck (62) each in turn.

No 133 *Kh. Tadin (Kh. Tad@in). De Saulcy
(291-293) and Musil (I, 87) provide full
descriptions. The Arab 1nscr1pt10n which
de Saulcy reported is still there’

No 134 Sejerah (Pal grid: 198805). Glueck’s
(62) estimates of the distances between
Imra

(3

» Kb. . Majdalayn and Sejerah are
again excessive. Also, Sejerah (prbuouu-
ced “Shejerah” by the local people) is
SE rather than E of Tadtin. Mdsil (I, 87)
observed a circular stone wall at this
_spot and a high stone basin on which orie
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of the lowcal tribes occasionally sacrificed
sheep. The place was known asv“';aéara
‘Obejdallah” in Kerak accerding to Musil,
who also heard it called “Bejt Allah”.
Note that Seetzen (I, 416) listed a ruin
called “Bét allah™.

No 135 *Qasr Rabbah (elQasr). This site was
known as Beit Kerm by earlier travellers

Seetzen (1, 411), Burckhardt ( 376 ),
Irby and Mangles ( 141 ), Macmichael
(241), de Saulcy (273-296) and de Luynes
( 172-73). Later travellers - - Tristram
(133-34), Hill (1891, p. 212; 1896, p. 40),
Bliss (217), Briinnow (1, 46-51), Smith
(371) and Musil (I, 35) - - began to hear
also as alternate names Kh. el Qasr and
less often Qasr Rabbah. Glueck (62,66;
1939, pp. 46, 48, 107-113, etc.) recorded
the name Qasr Rabbah only. Today
Qagr is one of the largest villages on the
Plateau. For a full descriptior of the ruins
which were visible before the modern

village emerged, a plan of the Nabataean.

temple and early photographs, see Briin-
now and Domaszewski (I, 46, 51).

No 136 *er-RaEbah (er Rabbah). This site also

was well known before Glueck’s survey,
and had been described in full with a plan
and photograph by Briinnow and Domas-
zewski (I, 54-55). Irby and Mangles (141)
identified it as Rabbath Moab, later
Areopolis, and most of the nineteenth
century travellers agreed (see esp. Smith,
370). Rabbah also. is a rapidly expanding
village today, secondary in size only to
Kerak among the villages in this area.
The Rabbah temple has been partially
cleared in recent years by the Department
of Antiquities.

No 137 el-Misna“ (Pal. grid: 223767). Brinnow

- (1. 54) and Musil (I, 140) both were

aware of this site, the name of which. they
recorded as “‘el-Mugsena” and “h. el-Mis-
na” respectively. Briinnow clearly dis-
tinguishes between it and another ruin
which he called “el-Misde” and lisied on
his map slightly further north also along
the old Roman road. Although Tristram
(120) listed a “Misna‘” among the zncient
sites in Moab, both he (132) and Smith
(370-71) ignored el Misna and referred
only to el-Misde (recorded as “Missdeh”
and “el-Misdah” respectively) in connec-
tion with their journeys through the vin-
cinity north of Rabbah. Actually Tris-

" tram’s description of ‘“Missdeh” sounds

rather like Glueck’s description of “el-
Misna” (62-63, plan on p. 102). Possibly
Tristram confused the two.

No 138 *Hamitd (Hamd). Tristram (120) and

Musil/ (I, 34, 139) knew this place as 12
ruin only. Glueck (63) found it to be “a
small inhabited site”. Today it is a flou-
rishing village.

No 139 *es-Simakiyeh (Sim#kiya). The situa-

tion here corresponds to that of Hamiid.
What Tristram (120) and Musil (1,34,
139) knew as a ruin and Glueck (63)
observed to be a small Christian settle-
ment is now a well established village.

No 140 Jedeideh (Judaiyida). Glueck 163) is

the first to record this site by this name,
but comparison of his report with the
observations of earlier travellers suggests
that this is the same plaice"w'hich Seetzen
(I, 416) recorded as «Korriét, Briinnow
(11, 41) recorded as “Hirbet el-Grab™” and
Musil (I, 35, 141) recorded as “h¢ el-
Rurdb”. At the time of Glueck’s visit
]udaiydia still could be described as “a
small, indistinguishable ruined site”.
Today it is a thriving village.
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No 141 el-Medeiyineh (Pal. grid: 5/9767) Musil
(I, 34) passed near the foot of the steep-
sided knoll overlooking Wadi Mfijib on
which this ruin is located and included it
on his map (spelled ‘“el-Mdejjene’ and
slightly out of place). Gluek (52-33, 98)
provided a description with a plan. This
el-Medejyinah is to be distinguished from
a strikingly similar site with the same
name and situated on a very similar knoll
ca. 5 kms. further north (Pal. grid:
322813).
Oldvarri made a sounding at the latter
site, in 1976. Apparently both el Medeiyi-
nah (South), Glueck’s site, and el Me-
deiyineh (North), Olavarri's site, tepre-

A Spanish team directed by

sent early Iron I fortificaticns.

No 142 kh. Hejfeh (Pal. grid: 244710) Seetzen
(I, 416), Burckhardt (389) and Tristam
(120) listed Hejfeh among the ruins in
the Kerak district which they learned
about but did not visit. Briinnow (I1,41)
“and Musil (I, 141) passed nearby. Glueck
(63) apparently stopped there, but tells
us only that it was “a small early Arabic
site”. Hejfeh is not identified by name on
on the Series K 737 map, but its position
is indicated by the designetion. “Ruins”.

No 143 *Ader (Adir). Adir was well known to
earlier. travellers - - see Seetzen (I, 414),
Burckhardt (387), Layard (99), Wilson
(315),- Hornstein (97), Briinnow (II, 41)
and Musil (I, 27-28). Albright collected
sherds at Adir in 1924 and made a sound-
ing there in 1933, the same year of
Glueck’s (45, 47) visit.

No- 149 el-Beteimeh (Pal. grid: 307699). Briin-"

now (11/41) recorded the name “ei-Bté-
me” in reference to the vicinity a short
distance (ca. 45 mihute horse ride) SW
of Lajjfin. Musil (28) and Glueck ( 63 )

associated this name with a particutar
site - - apparently the small ruin in that
vicinity which still today is called
el Beteimeh and indicated anonymously
as “Ruins” on the Series K 737 map.
This means that Glueck’s directions are
again misleading -- i. e., the site el Be-
teimeh turns out to be ENE of Adir,
rather than ESE and it is much nearer
to Lajjlin (ca. 3 kms.) than to Adir (ca.
8 kms.) .There is no viable candidate
site for el Beteimeh 3 kms. ENE of Adir.

No 150 Kh. el Fityan (Pal. grid:316725). Fityan
appears on the gazetteer corresponding
to the Series K 737 map. but not on the
map itself. It was a well known site alre-
ady when Glueck (47-48) visited, and
had been planned by Vincent (436-439)
and Briinnow and Domaszewski (II, 38-
40). Also Musil (1, 141) had provided an
unusually good description of the geo-
graphical surroundings. (See entry above
underN047-48 el-Lejjtin.)

These thirty-three sites recorded by Glueck
represent no more than a good sampling of .
the ancient ruins in central Moab. Musil had
already recorded at least twice that many in
the same area three decades before Glueck’s
survey; and it is apparent from the results of
our first season that there are still other sites
which escaped the attention of earlier investi-
gators altogether, including Musil. Following
are two examples of sites which belong to the
latter category: .

Kh. el-Mah@ri‘am (Pal. grid: 289789).
This site is called a “khirbet” with reference
to the numerous configurations of stones which
cover an area of approximately 0.5 sq. km.
Sherds from various periods (e.g., Roman,
‘Byzantine and Late Islamic) were found among
the stone configurations, but no more than we
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normally found scattered randomly throughout
the countryside. From roughly the same area
however, (i.e., overlapping but rot correspon-
ding exactly with the stone configurations), a
total of 416 flints were collected. The absolute
and relative frequencies of the major classes
of these are as follows.

Class Number % (blades - %
Flake Tools 47 113 (3) (64
Bifaces 5 i2
Chopper/chopping

tools 2 0.5
Core scaper 1 0.2
Total tools 53 32 B G
Cores 42 10.1 0
Flakes 213 51.2 (20) 9.4)

Chunksé&debris 106 255  (0)

Total lithics 416 1000 (23) (5.5)

The five bifaces ( handaxes ) indicate
a late Acheulian or early Middle paleolithic
complex, and the' vast majority of the unre-
touched flakes are consisteni with this general
cultural attribution based on such features as
the striking platforms and exterior scar pat-
terns. Most of the flake implements are also
suggestive of Middle Paleollthic coatexts, al-
though some of the “retouch” on several of
the pieces may be due to naiural agencies
rather intentional shaping. Two or three of
the tools indicate Upper Paleolithic or more

recent cultural stages. But the small percentage.

of these blades (none of which exhibit plat-_
forms indicating a “punch” technique of pro-
duction), the absence of pyramidal or other
blade cores, and the lack of any microlithic
elements, all suggest that the pcst-Middle Pa-
leolithic occupations at the site were rare and
sporadic. In short the lithics ccl'ected at kh.
Mahéri‘am may be described as reflecting pri-
marily late Lower and/or early Middle Pa-
leolithic characteristics, suggesting an occupa-

tion during the initial por-tions of the Upper
Pleistocene (ca. 80,000- 60,000 years ago)v.
Kh. (or Rujm) Sanina (Pal. grid: 296844).
Sanina is a regional name, referring to a north-
eastern spur of the plateau between Wadi
Bali‘ and Wadi Mijeb. Kh. Sanina is iocated
on the northeastern rim of the spur, overlook-
in Wadi

“Ghweite””) and consists of two separaie struc-

Ghuweila (locally pronounced
tures situated approximately 50 m. apart. Both
structures were built of field-dressed, squared
stones. The larger and northernmost structure
measures 20X26 m. including a courtyard or
large hall on its east side. The other measures
15.6X12.0 m. and includes several rooms
Cisterns nearby provided water. The pottery
collected at Kh. Sanina indicates occupation
primarily, if not exclusively, during the Naba-
tacan-Roman period.

We are not far enough along with the
process of sherding the sites in central Mnab
to warrant publishing a statistical report at
this time. But.we have made significant pro-
gress in that regard. Specifically, we collected
approximately 2C,000 sherds at more than
thirty sites this first season and processed
them as follows: (1) Nondescript body sherds
were counted dnd discarded on the sites where
they were collected. (2) Those which seemed
to have any potential for dating purposes were
read under Sauer’s direction and assigned
whenever possible to their respective
periods. Those which could not be assigned
to a particular period with confidence were
assigned to either of two further categories :
UD ( = unidentified) or UDE ( = unidenti-
fied, but apparently early - i. e., pre-Roman).
(3) With the exception of scme additional
discards - - poorer exampleé where there was
an abundance of sherds representing a parti-
cular period - - the sherds were then registered -

and placed in clearly identified containers
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(with a copy of the Registry Book) at the
Kerak Museum. The registered pottery from
the survey will remain at the Kerak Museum
available for general research, except for cer-
tain items which may be absent temporarily
in preparation for publication. A similar pro-
cedure was followed for lithics; which were
anelyzed by Gary O. Rollefson.

The approximately thirty sites sherded
thus far represent hardly m‘ore than a good
start on this aspect of the s#rvey, and almost
all of them are situated in Jf‘the northern part
of the plateau (i.e., ilorth‘iof Qa§r). Thus
the following trends, while/ noticeable, must
be considered extremely tentative. The Early
Bronze Age, Nabataean through Byzantine, and
Late Islamic (Late Mamluk, Ottoman) periods
are best represented in the surface pottery
collected thus far. The Late Bronze, Carly
Iron and Late Iron ages are wcll represented
also, but less abundantly. Oualy occasional
sherds have been found from the Persian.
Hellenistic and Fatamid 'periods, and thus far
none from the Neolithic period, and none
which can be assigned with ceitainty to the
Chalcolithic, Middle Bronze or Ayyubid
periods. Whether these trends will continue,
and if so, what they mean, remains {0 be seen.

Thus far we have resherded twenty- three

of Glueck’s thirty-three sites listed above, with
the following results. The periods which he
reported as represented in the curface pottery
of a particular site, we usually found represen-
ted also. But often we found other periods
represented as well. And in some cases where
he reported no pottery at all, we found pottery
in abundance. Glueck reported no pottery at:
Abl Traba, for example, and indicated that
it probably was “an early Aiabic site”. We'
found an abundance of pottery, mostly
Byzantine. Specially, we collected 813 sherds
at Abl Traba, including 99 diagnostic items
(3 Nabataean, 92 Byzantine, 4 Late Islamic) j
At ‘Awarwareh, where he likewise reported
no pottery, we collected 864 sherds including
60 diagnostic items (20 Early Bronze, S
Middle or Late Bronze, 2 Late Bronze,
1 Persian, 6 Nabataean, 5 Late Islamic, 17
Unidentified).

The fact that Late Bronze- pottery has
turned up already at least five sites (Mig‘ar,
‘Awarwareh, Balu‘, Imra‘, Mj§na‘),' seems to
be further indication that Glueck’s “gap”
hypothesis will have to be modified or dropped
altogether. But surely the most important

“result of the survey thus far is that it calls

attention to the abundance and variety of

surface antiquities yet to be investigated in
central Moab.

Maxwell Millg’r
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