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Survey of the Southeastern Plain of

the Dead Sea, 1973

by

Walter E. Rast and R. Thomas Schaub

Part I : The Sites

The following report presents the
results of a survey of the southeastern
plain of the Dead Sea conducted by the
authors between June 3 and June 19,
1973.1 The area covered extended from
the modern settlement of Haditha, 6 km.
north of Bab edh-Dra‘ due east of the
Bay of Mazra‘, to the Wadi Khanagzir
approximately 45 km. to the south at
the southern end of the Glor, just east
of * the entrance into the Arabah
( PL I ). The project received its
budgetary support from the Com-
mittee on Research of Valparaisc
University (Indiana, U.S.A.) and from
a private grant made by Mr. Frank
Schueider (Pittsburgh, U.S.A.), to both
of whom the authors wish publicly . to
.expi'ess ‘their thanks. Special recognition
is also due Mr. Ghaleb Barakat, Minister
of Tourism and Antiquities of the
Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan, for arrang-

ing the permits; Mr. Yacoub Oweis,
Director-General of Antiquities, and his
staff, for much help throughout the
project, and for allowing us to ship

pottery picked up on the survey to

the United States for closer " study;
Sami Saleyman Rabadi and Nabeel
Attalah Bega‘in of the Department of
Antiquities at Kerak, for accompanying

(1) In the division of labor for the report,
the responsibility for Part I was undertaken
by Walter E. Rast, who also did final editing., R.
Thomas Schaub, who is specializing in Early
Bronze Age pottery, wrote Part II and all

us and facilitating our stay at Kerak;
Dr. Bastiaan Van Elderen, Director of the
American Center of Oriental Research in

Amman, and Dr. John Marks (Princeton,

U.S.A.), chairman of the Amman Commit-
tee of the American Schools of Oriental
Research.

Plans and Objectives

‘Plans for the survey arcse as the
authors were preparing materials from
Bab edh-Dhra‘ excavated by the late Paul
W. Lapp for publication. Both the town

site of Bab edh-Dhra‘, first discovered
in 1924 (Albright 1924; Kyle 1924; Mallon
1924; Albright 1926:53-66; Kyle 1928;
Albright 1944), and the large cemetery
to the south, which came to light more
recently, were excavated under Lapp’s
direction between 1965 and 1967. Lapp’s
untimely death in 1970 deprived him of
the chance to publish the results as s

‘whole, but he left behind several impor-
~tant preliminary treatments (Lapp 1968a,

1968b, 1970).

As the plans for publishing this
important material have proceeded, the
problem of the meaning of the impressive

-site of Bab edh-Dhra‘ has become para-

mount. Since no additional Early Bronze

descriptions and comparisons of the pottery.
Schaub also was surveyor for the expedition,
and prepared the plans and pottery drawings.
The conclusions are the joint work of the
authors. )
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Age sites were definitely _discovered in
the southern Ghor, either during the

1924 expedition or by two explorations

launched subsequently, by Fritz Frank
of the German Institute in Jerusalem in

1932 (Frank 1934), and by Nelson Glueck
as part of his Transjordan survey (Glueck
1935), Bab edh-Dhra‘ has tended to
stand out as an isolated site along the
southeast bagin. Its uniqueness has given
rise to several interpretations, an early
one being that it was possibly a great
open-air cult site to which people from
cities now beneath the southern end of
the Dead Sea repaired for special reli-
gious purposes (Albright 1924:6-7;
Albright 1926:61; Mallon 1924:445-46;
Kyle 1928:78-9). Lapp’s soundings at the
site in 1965 brought this interpretation
under question and showed rather that
the town contained architectural features
typical of Early Bronze Age cities (Lapp
19682.:4-5) .

The basic objective of the 1973 survey
was to determine what could be found
along the southeast coastal area of the
Dead Sea to help set Bab edhDhra‘ into
an even clearer context. This included
plans to survey the terrain from Ghor
el-Mazra’ west and north of Bab edh-
Dhra® deep into the Ghor es-Safi at the
south end of the Dead Sea. It also involved
the search for Early Bronze Age tombs
elsewhere along the southeast plain that
might help to clarify the many tombs
at Bab edh-Dhra‘. ‘

The results proved to be more illu-
minating than had been anticipated.
Several additional Early Bronze Age sites,
two with identifiable cemeteries, were
discovered (PL. I). In the presentation

(2) To facilitate publication the report uses a
minimum of long vowel indicators and
diacritcal marks in transliterated names
and . words. Technically ‘the transliteration
of the site names would  approximate

which follows, each Early Bronze Age
site discovered and surveyed will be

discussed. The choice has been made to
‘present them in geographical order rather

than in the time sequence in which they
were found. Thus we begin with Bab edh-

Dhra’ in the north and proceed southward

te the southernmost sites of Feifch and
Khanazir. 2 The ceramic remaing discussed
in Part II follow the same arrangement.
A summary pointing to several conclusions

suggested by the survey concludes the

report.

A. Bab Edh-Dhra’

Although this site was originally the
focus of the survey, we postponed our
exploration of it to the very end when
the new sites farther to the south began
to come to light. This had the advantage

- of allowing Bab edh-Dhra‘ to bhe viewed

from a new perspective in its relation
to several other contemporary sites near-
by. The last three days were devoted to
combing the area and making a new
contour plan of the town site (PL II).
We were able to gather fresh dats from
the site and new possibilities concerning
its significance suggested themselves.

1. To the east and southeast of Bab
edh-Dhra‘ for approximately 1% km., the
entire area is presently under cultivation.
At the time of the survey the soil had
recently been turned over, and occasional
sherds, mostly Early Bronze, as well as
some flints, could be observed. The
present usage of the land surrounding
the town site may suggest a similar usage
in much earlier times. Careful sampling
of these open fields in the future could
well provide important data on the
ancient agrarian economy of the region.

the following: BAab edh-Dhréd‘, Numirah, Safi
Fifah, and Khanazir. On some maps, including
Plate 1, Numeirah is transliterated as Numeira
(sometimes Numeireh) and Feifeh as Feifa,
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Z2. Approximately 1 km. east of the
east defense wall of the town site, an
installation -more or less in the middle
of the cultivated area was discovered.
It was bounded by four stone walls still
visible on the surface, forming a rectan-
gular enclosure measuring approximately
38 m. by 13 m. At the west end of this
enclosure was a large pile of flints and
cores. Approximately 40 m. to the
southwest from this structure was a
further one, somewhat smaller but of
the same type. Within it were again
many flints and cores, and one example
was found of a core and flint which fit
together. These remains suggest “flint
workshops”, in which implements used
in the field were probably made. Flints
with the sheen still present have been
found in abundance in the town site
area in previous explorations of Bab edh-
Dhra‘, and a fine example was discovered
on the present survey. Further explora-
tion of these interesting loci in the cul-
tivation area could reveal much about
ancillary industries for the farming done
around Bab edh-Dhra’.

3. In light of the newly discovered
sites and their locations noted below, the
placement of Bab edh-Dhra‘ as a settle-
ment area now stands out more clearly.
That it was situated next to an important
perennial water supply carried in the
Wadi edh-Dhra‘ and the Wadi Kerak
makes it nearly identical to several
of the other sites. In addition, ‘-its
location .on  the bluffs above these
wadis betrays a plan and strategy. The
town site was sufficiently elevated to
overlook the entire farmland to the east
described above, as well as most of the
Ghor el-Mazra‘ spreading before it to the
west and north.

" 4 A new area was discovered
approximately 180 m. northeast of the
town site (Pl. H). This area consists
of -a soft limestone bluff above the deep

Wadi edh-Dhra‘, by which it is separated
from the town site. Here the surface was
covered with stone foundations and re-
mains of buildings. The pottery collected
from this area appeared to be both
homogeneous and to post-date the town
site (see below). Remains of similar
structures with the same type of pottery
were also found in the plain east of the
town site for approximately & km. One
of the buildings found approximately 200
m. east of the east defense wall was
well-preserved and measured 7 m. by 4 m.
Both areas were covered by a large
number of tombs of either cist or cairn
type. Future excavation will have to
determine more precisely the relation of
the people represented by these buildings
and burials to the town, which generally
has different pottery.

5. The area south of the south wall
of the town site is particularly intriguing.
This area was closely examined since
many lines of walls are visible here, some
of which have been sketched on the plan
(PL. II). Several possibilities offer them-
selves as explanations for this area. The

- rectangular shapes of most of the struc-

tures suggest buildings of some sort,
possibly permanent dwellings. If these
structures were contemporary with the
town site, they would indicate that some of
the population resided outside the town,
but very near it. On the other hand, the
buildings may belong to the latest phase
associated with the buildings and burials
mentioned above, and thus may post-date
the town. In addition to these walls on
the south were other larger and longer
walls, suggesting that the main entry to
the town may have been from' the south
side, or that there were towers or other
large administrative structures built in
front of the town at this point.

6. The survey also presented the
opportunity to study the interior of the

N,



town. The general nature of the site is
now clearer as a result of the other sites
discovered. There does not exist at Bab
edh-Dhra‘ the depth of debris represen-
ting different periods as is customary
for Palegtinian tells. Since little sub-
sequent occupation occurred at the site
after Early Bronze, the remains from the
latter period appear directly on the sur-
face, making it possible to reconstruct
aspects of the town from a surface survey
alone.

The most distinctive feature of the
town is the way it utilized the natural
contours of the area, a series of bluffs
above the wadis. The great stone wall
circumscribing the area simply follows
the contours of the hillocks, just as is
the case at Numeirah, Feifeh and Khana-
zir. For this reason Bab edh-Dhraf was
also strongest on the north and west and
most vulnerable on the east and south.
There is abundant evidence for structures
on the interior of the gite (PL. VII, 1).
Such buildings were built up against the
hills of the interior, much like some
modern Arabic villages are constructed.
Further exploration of the interior could
result in a more precise reconstruction
of the lay-out of the settlement. At the
moment the rubble remains of buildings
are seen on the surface, and many door
sockets and basalt mortars are strewn
about. Of note, too, is the evidence of
severe burning on many of the stones.

7. No effort was devoted in 1973 to
surveying. the main cemetery of the site
south of the town across the Kerak road
since this area has been extensively ex-
plored by Lapp. The main immediate
result of the survey for the cemetery is
that Bab edh-Dhra‘ seems to have used
a greater variety of tomb types during
the Early Bronze Age than the other
sites described below. Surface evidence

does not suggest that the cemeteries at

es-Safl or Feifeh had charnel houses like
those at Bab edh-Dhra’. Only excavation
will show whether they had shaft tombs,
which also does not seem to be indicated
by the terrain of the new sites (cf. Lapp
1968a.:6-10).

B. Numeirah

The site of Numeirah was discovered
on June 7 in an exploration of the Wadi
Numeirah area. In his report of his 1934
survey, Glueck recorded that he had
approached this site after exploring the
Nabatean Rzg’m Numeirah  off the west
side of the es-Safi road (Pl IIT). After
examining the rufm Once again ourselves,
our attention was drawn to Glueck’s
statement that several hundred meters to
the east of this Nabatean ruin was an
enclosure wall situated “on top of a high,
fiat-topped outspur” (Glueck 1835:7).
Since Glueck also recorded that he found
a few indistinguishable sherds at thig
location, we were led to examine the area
anew. Our finds show that this site is,
in reality, an Karly Bronze Age site, as
the pottery and architecture both attest,
and its features are similar o Bab edh-
Dhra‘, although it is not ag large as the
latter.

1. The location of N umeirah is approx-

imately 13 km. south of Bab edh-Dhra‘

on the south side of the Wadi Numeirah
near where it debouches into the plain
of Ghor en-Numeirah. Like Bab edh-Dhra‘
the town was built on a hilly area con-
sisting of limestone conglomerate above
the wadi. On its east and south sides it
is separated by deep valleys from other
hills of the area. The major ruins are on
the hill called by local inhabitants Nu-
meirah, but there also seem to be traces
of walls on a lower area to the southwest
(PL III). In the latter area we believed
we could see some evidence of cist burials,
but this is not certain. There are no
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examples of recently plundered tombs in
the Numeirah area as at es-Safi and
Feifeh discussed below.

2. The wall which encompasses the
site is clearly more than an enclosing
wall. It is at least 2.50 m. wide and was
constructed of large, undressed stones,
mostly local sandstone and limestone. On
the southwest side the inmer and outer
faces are well-preserved (Pl VII, 2). The
entire south and west sides of the outspur
are covered with stones which have fallen
from this wall, whereas on the steep
north side facing the wadi, the stones
have either rolled into the wadi and been
swept away by sudden streams, or are
embedded in crevices created by erosion.
Architecturally the wall fits well with
those known from the Early Bronze Age,
and has similarities to the one at Bab
edh-Dhra’.

3. At the east end of the site is a
large heap of stones, whose architectural
significance should become apparent in
excavation (PL VIII, 1). Similar heaps
are found toward the west end of the
interior of Bab edh-Dhra‘, and also at
Feifeh and Khanazir, as will be seen
below. It is tempting to speculate that
these stone piles may belong to lookout
towers which were strategically positioned
at each of the sites. It is also possible
that they may represent a later phase
of the sites, although later surface pottery
at Numeirah itself was scarce.

4. Since recent trenches dug on the
site had thrown up some debris, our
fortunes were better at Numeirah than
were those of Glueck. As can be seen
below, sherds recovered from this debris
are distinctly Early Bronze. The site as
a whole is covered with ashy soil, sugges-
ting that it was not utilized after the
destruction which .appears to be so

evident on the surface. On the north side

especially, the soil is spongy ash, and

" can be picked up in handfulls. By accident

a door socket was found iy sty in the
wall on the north (Pl. VIIL2). It may
suggest a gate leading from the town
on that side.

5. The most notable feature of this
site is its placement adjacent to the
perennial stream running in the Wadi
Numeirah. We were not able to trace the
stream to its source, which is no doubt
in the fertile area of the modern village
of Irag on the plateau. Just east of the
settlement site it flows through a sand-
stone gorge which could rival the sig
at Petra for its beauty, although it is
not as large. Beyond this it enters the
Ghor en-Numeirah, where it has probably
supplied irrigation for farming in this
region since historical times. It is possible
that there are remains of a stairway going
down to the stream from the north side
of the town, beginning near where the
door socket was found. This area is now
filled with stones fallen from the wall,
and will have to be cleared to determine
whether such a stairway existed here.

C. Es-Safi

Ruins have long been known in the
area of es-Safi, but the survey of 1973
has succeeded in putting the site into a
more comprehensive perspective. Es-Safi
was the most complicated of all the sites
since it was used not only in REarly
Bronze, but also in the Iron Age and
later, especially Byzantine, times (Avi-
Yonah 1954:42-3). Albright discovered
only Byzantine and Arabic traces in his
soundings at Khirbet Sheikh Issa and
Tawahin es-Sukkar (Albright 1924:4;
Albright 1926:57), which he explained
by postulating that the remains of earlier
cities in the area were submerged beneath
the lower end of the Dead Sea (Albright
1924:7-9). Our survey suggests another
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explanation. The remains from the Early
Bronze period are probably to be sought
to the southeast of the ruins of Tawahin
es-Sukkar, whether directly behind the
latter site on the flat plateau, or more
likely even farther southeast on the high
area to the east of the temporary road
where the later ‘“Fortress Ruins’ are
marked on the plan (PL IV). This site
is approximately 13 km. south of Nu-
meirah, and is located % km. west of
the small modern settlement of Naga‘a.

1. The key to es-Safi is the large
number of tombs which have come to
light around the site, some of which
have been plundered. The first to see
tombs in this area was Frank on his
survey in 193Z. Frank records that he
saw tombs which had been clandestinely
opened on several hills to the southeast
of Qasr et-Tuba (Tawahin es-Sukkar).
These tombs measured approximately 2
m. by .50 m. They were cut from the
surface and lined with stones, with cne
end being rounded (Frank 1934:207).
His photograph of one of these is ins-
tructive (Frank 1934: PL 23B) because
it provides an excellent parallel to a
distinctive cist-type tomb found in 1965
at Bab edh-Dhra‘ {A2). Fortunately
Frank also published a photo of some of
the pottery from these tombs (Frank
1934: Pl 21A). Although Frank seems
not to have recognized the date of this
pottery, Glueck correctly assigned it to
Farly Bronze (Glueck 1935:8).

2. Our survey showed that the situa-
tion had not changed appreciably since
the time Frank was in the area. Several
tombs had been opened recently on a
number of the hills to the southeast of
Tawahin es-Sukkar (Pl IV). They seem

(3) Pottery published by Ruth Amiran,
Ancient Pottery of the Heoly Land (New
Brunswick, New Jersey: Rutgers University

to fit the description given by Frank as
well, being cist type tombs with walls
lined either with slabs or medium-sized
smooth stones, and with one end rounded
(PL. IX, 1). Large slabs lying about the

opened tombs were apparently originally

used as coverings. Pottery from the tombs
had clear resemblances to types from
Bab edh-Dhra‘, as noted below.3 There
are many tombs and they are spread all
about the site. However, the cemetery
at es-Safi does not seem to be as large
as that at Bab edh-Dhra’.

3. From the sites of Bab edh-Dhra
and Feifeh it could be inferred that there
should be a town site nearby to accompany
this cemetery. The survey did not succeed
in establishing a definite location, but
it did find some clues. Below the area
marked “Fortress Ruins” on the plan,
the slope contained many fallen stones,
much like those off the slopes of Bab
edh-Dhra‘, Numeirah and Feifeh. Among
these stones were several Early Bronze
Age sherds as well as a broken basalt
stone jar (Fig. 6:141) and a broken shell
bracelet. There are tombs nearby and the
latter objects may have come from them,
but this area could profitably be investi-
gated for a possible Early Bronze town
site. It is possible that building remains
and walls may have been robbed by later
construction. Since es-Safi was identified
as Zoar in Byzantine times, it is to be
expected that the site was considerably
modified during this period when it ex-
perienced rather heavy use. Of the other
sites only Feifeh may have been similarly
utilized in the later periods.

4. What also speaks for the location
of a settlement at this site is the im-
pressive water supply adjacent to the

Press, 1970), p. 49, Photos 44-45, was probably
also acquired from tombs like these at es-Safi.
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area. Es-Safi is situated just south of
the Wadi Hesa, through which flows one
of the finest ‘perennial sources of water
in the entire southern Ghor. Small ditches
are cut by modern inhabitants and the
water 1s diverted into the entire areca
north of the site, making it a fertile
area at the present. During Byzantine
and Arabic times this area was extensively
used for farming, and no doubt its attrac-
tiveness as a site goes back to the BEarly
Bronze period as well. Certainly the large
number of tombs suggests that a sizeable
population- was supported in this ares
during Early Bronze.

D. Feifeh

Along with the cist tomb and pottery
from es-Safi published by Frank, several
vessels said to have come from the Feifeh
area were instrumental in provoking our
interest in a further survey of the sou-
thern Chor. Early in 1972 the authors
had seen several pieces of pottery while
visiting in Amman and Kerak, and their
provenience was given as the Feifeh area.
To check out this information Feifeh was
the first site wvisited on the survey, and
the results were extraordinary.

1. The first area which became clear
at this site was the cemetery east of
the town. A number of tombs had been
opened here recently by modern tomb
plunderers. We were able to clean up one
and to photograph it (Pl IX,2). Similar
to es-Safi the tombs were rectangular,
stone-lined cists, with some of the stones
being flattened slabs. One end was usually
rounded. The burials were apparently
disarticulated, but only execavation will
identify this with certainty.

Most remarkable is that such tombs
cover an extensive area of approximately
1 # km. in an east-west direction and
approximately % km. along a north-south
axis. This size of the cemetery makes

“whether

the Feifeh burial area a good competitor
of that at Bab edh-Dhra‘. There were

- also tombs ‘cut into the slope beneath

the town on the north side. Here ‘again

© the burials were the usual cist types. It

was not possible to determine whether
any other kind of tomb than the cist type
was used, and this problem will require
further exploration of the area.

2. ‘The town site was discovered on
a flattened hilly area to the west of the
cemetery on terrain similar to that of
the other sites discussed (Pl X, 1). The

- most characteristic feature was the large

wall constructed of medium-sized stones
which marked off ‘the settlement area.

This wall closely resembles those at Nu-

meirah and Bab edh-Dhra‘ and as was

- the case at the latter two sites many

of the stones of the wall have toppled off
on the sides of the hill. The entire eastern
end of the site is clearly encompassed
by this wall, but it is not certain whether
it was connected with the similarly walled
area at the western end of the site, or
the latter was a self-contained
area. It is possible that there was an
open area between the two parts of the
settlement so that the site consisted of
two distinet confinements (PL V). The
large wall is best preserved on the south-
east where its inner and outer faces
are clear. Tt turns definite corners at
bo-th ‘the north and south ends of the

agt side. The structure in the center of

‘the cast enclosure is a large stone heap

with a squared-off base. It is possible
once again that this may belong to the
remains of a tower. Whether the smaller
area at the Wegt end was part of the
early town or whether it is of later date
remains to be clarified. It is noteworthy
that on the east end mostly Early Bronze
sherds were found, while to the west there
were more Roman, Byzantine and Arabic
sherds along with Early Bronge, sugges-

ting heavier usage of this end in the
later periods.

—_11 =



A surface feature worthy of attention
was the thick spongy charcoal across
much of the site. Feifeh is much like
Numeirah in this regard, the destruction
dating probably to the end of the Early
Bronze settlement.

3. On the north side a distinct line
of stones down the slope to the plain
beneath may be the remains of a ramp.

This suggestion receives support from the

impressive HKarly Bronze site of Modow-
wereh on the plateau, described by Glueck
(Glueck 1939:90) and also visited by us
during one of the days of the survey.
There is a well-preserved ramp at Modow-
wereh, and the remains at Feifeh suggest
sd-mething similar. This could mean that
the main access to the site was on the
north side. It is also nocteworthy that a
number of door sockets were found strewn
on the slope cn the north and northwest
sides.

Interestingly, Feifeh has been approach-
ed at least once previously, and there
have been some suspicions that an im-
portant site existed in this ares. Frank
was at the site in 1932 (Frank 1934:209-
11) but he was unsuccessful in estab-
lishing a date for his discoveries. Glueck
went as far as the Arabic gusr approxi-
mately 1 km. west of the Early Rronze
settlement site and cemetery. The former
was called Qasr el-Feifeh, but more
recently there is almost nothing remaining
of these ruins. Glueck then decided to
turn scuthward into the Arabah, and thus
failed to approach the earlier site while
on the ground (Glueck 1935:9-10).
However, several years later he reported
seeing a site of considerable importance
while flying over the area (Glueck 1937:
21). Tt is to the latter that Emil Kraeling
makes reference in his atlas, and he

(4).  Glueck’s doubts notwithstanding, the site
he visited and that described by Frank were
apparently one and the same, corresponding

correctly concluded that the site was
important for the early history of this
area (Kraeling 1956:71). The survey of
1973 represents the first successful effort
to determine the relation of this site to
the Harly Bronze Age culture of the
southern Ghor.

4. The site of Feifeh is strategically
located adjacent to a perennial fresh
spring flowing in the Wadi Feifeh. As
at the other sites the supply of water is
much utilized teday by means of tempo-
rary ditches. At the moment the main
stream runs to the southwest of the site,
but a smaller one is found on the northern
side just below what has been designated
a ramp.

E. Khanazir

The fifth and final Early Bronze site
discovered is located approximately 6 km.
southwest of Feifeh. It is the highest of
all the sites, situated on a hilly spur east
of Wadi Khanazir, but it is also smaller
than the other sites discussed. This site
was visited by both Frank (Frank 1934:
212) and Glueck (Glueck 1935 :10-11),
the latter calling it Rujm Khaneizir. 4
Neither Frank nor Glueck succeeded in
dating the site, or in seeing its ‘possible
significance as part of a system of Barly
Bronze sites in the Ghor. The site is the
last one at the south end of the Glor
just before cne enters the Arabah. It
is a prominent one and can be seen from

some distance when approaching from
the north (PL X, 1).

1. The exploration of Khanazir was
prompted by the reports of Frank and
Glueck. Frank records that the sherds he
picked up at Tell el-Chanzir had no
Roman pottery among them, and that

also with the one reported here. Glueck 1935:
10, n. 27a,
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they were probably older (Frank 1934:
212). Giueck failed to find diagnostic
sherds, and thus his suppositions about
the date of the site as either medieval
Arabic or Nabatean were strictly based
on conjecture (Glueck 1935:11). The site
shows the effects of continual blistering
by the hot sun in the south end of the
Ghor. The remains were impacted in
hard soil, and thus the number of sherds
on the surface was less than at other
sites. Nonetheless, a sufficient amount
was gathered to indicate a date, as seen
below.

2. The promontory on which Khana-
zir is located is encompassed by a
wall whose interior face was traced at
several places (Pl VI). Stones from the
wall have fallen off the slopes, and on the
steep east side have toppled into the wadi
below. Similar to the other sites, the wall
follows the contours of the hillock on
which it was built (Pl X1, 1).

3. On the southeast side a heap of
stones provides a curious parallel to
several of the other sites, and may again
be the remains of a tower. The date of
this heap is not certain. One or more
sherds found near it were apparently
Iron Age, but only excavation will tell
the relation of the tower to the site as
a whole.

4. Two interesting items were disco-
vered in addition to the pottery. An
unfinished macehead (PL XI, 2) was
found just behind the wall on the slope
at the south end of the site. A piece of
slag was also retrieved from the slope at
the northwest end.

5. Outside the town site a tomb was
discovered approximately 125 m. from

the south wall, on a second hilly area
behind the settlement site. The tomb had
“ recently been plundered, but one important

piece of pottery remained in it (Pls. X1, 2,
22:306). The tomb was cut from the
surface and had an oblong oval shape.
The sides were lined with stones. Thus it

- may fit the class of cist or cairn graves

found at several of the other sites, but it
does not seem to be exactly parallel to
those discovered at es-Safi or Feifeh. It
was also not possible to tell whether the

~ finished tomb had a cairn of stones heaped

above it or not.

6. To the northwest of Khanazir at
a much lower level were some apparent
remains of walls (Pl. VI). Sherds found
in this area consisted almost entirely
of Nabatean decorated and plain ware,
and thus it is probable that this was the
Nabatean site related to other contem-
porary sites such as Rujm Numeirah and
those found in the Arabah by Glueck.
There were also a few remains on the
west side of Khanazir at a much lower
level near the wadi, but nothing certain
could be concluded from these finds.

Y. The Wadi Khanazir adjacent to the
site no doubt supplied the water supply
in ancient times. For the most part this
wadi was dried out when we were at the
site in June. However, there was evidence
that it had contained water recently,
with a few trickles remaining in early

summer.

Part II : the Pottery

In the treatment of each site the
occupational and cemetery areas have
been separated where possible, and within
each of these areas the material has been
ordered in broad chronological periods.
Although Early Bronze occupation was
a prime concern of the survey, all forms

suitable for drawing collected on the

- survey have been published. A preliminary

sorting was made in Amman before the
material was shipped to the United States.
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In this sorting 528 sherds were set apart
for possible publication. A second sorting
eliminated a large number of body sherds
which had been included because of their
surface treatment, as well as forms for
which a stance could not be clearly de-
termined, resulting in the published group
of 331 sherds. '

Comparative material supporting the
agssignment of chronological periods to
the pottery has been listed. Given the
nature of the material as surface finds,
no attempt has been made to be exhaus-
tive in citing paraliels. The objective has
been to let the evidence speak for itseif.
The commentary is limited to pointing out
the more significant diagnostic features
and summarizing the implications of the
comparative materials. '

A. Bab edh-Dhra‘ (Fig. 1:1-3:66)

The occupational history of Bab edh-
Dhra', extending throughout the Early
Bronze Age, has been firmly established
by the excavations of Lapp during 1965-
67. These excavations concentrated on the
cemetery, revealing its lengthy use be-
tween Early Bronze TA and Early Bronze
IV. Limited soundings were also made
inside and ocutside the walls of the settle-
ment, dating the latter between Early
Bronze 1B and Early Bronze III. The
1973 survey collected pottery from two
new areas outside the settlement. This
evidence supplements our present know-
ledge of the occupational history of the
site.

1. East Area (Fig. 1:1-2:51). As noted
above, to the north and east of the settle-
ment, across the deep Wadi edh-Dhra’ a
new area was found. The pottery from
here was later than that found in the
1965-67 soundings in the settlement, and
may be dated by comparative material
to late Early Bronze III and IV. The
latest material is similar to that found

in two tombs, A52 and A 54, excavated in
1967 (Schaub 1973).

- The most distinctive bowl forms, flat
rims with rounded lip (1-6), rolled rims
(8-9), rolled pointed rims (10-14), and
beveled rim bowls with exterior ribbing
and rills (19-25), have clear parallels at
the Early Bronze IV sites of Aro‘er,
Khirbet Iskander and Ader in Jordan.
Although some of these forms have an
earlier history (Dever 1973), the combi-
nation of form and fabric, particularly
in the case of the rilled rim bowls, points
to Karly Bronze IV. Added support for
this is given by the distinctive plastic
bands (46-49), the pinched-lapped ledge
handle (45), and the incised straight
and wavy line decoration on the
Jar sherd (51). The latter is the common
decoration of the caliciform culture, and
it is also found on an unpublished Harly
Bronze IV jar from Tomb A52 at Bab
edh-Dhra‘,

The jar with short everted, square-
cut rim (32) is unique among the sherds
from the survey and is unparalleled by
anything found in the recent excavations
at Bab edh-Dhra‘. The paste is finely
levigated, dense and well-fired. The fabric
and grooved-line decoration have simila-
rities to the “scrabbled” wares of the
Jebeleh region (Ehrich 1939:35), a few
examples of which were also found in the
Amug. The fabric is even closer to the
“smeared wash” wares of Phases I and J
in the Amuq. These wares in certain
unusual cases were also decorated with
wavy bands and “smeared with some sort

~of tool and with pressure almost sufficient

to incise the clay surface under the wash”
(Amug:450). The latter perfectly describes
the decoration of this sherd. Its date in
the J Phase in the Amuq corresponds
well with the other Early Bronze IV
material in this area, and might also
suggest northern contacts during this
period.
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2. Southern Area (Fig. 2:52-3:66).
Between the town site and the cemetery
to the south the area is covered with the
foundations of buildings. The pottery
collected in this area corresponds for
the most part to the Early Bronze II-IIL
pottery of the settlement, including in-
verted and incurved rims (52-55); thick-
ened rims (57-59), thumb-indented ledge
handles (65), and an Abydos jug handle
(64). Although the nature of the remains
in this area needs to be determined by
future excavation, the ceramic evidence
suggests that these buildings were con-
temporary with the main occupation of
the settlement site.

B. Numeriah (Fig. 3:67-91)

The sherds from Numeirah were collec-
ted in two areas: the town settlement
and along the lower terraces to the south-
west of the town, where a number. of
walls were observed.

1. Town Settlement Area (Fig. 3:67-
87). The sherds collected within the town
settlement were typical Early Bronze in
fabric and form, including inverted rims
(69-70), thickened beveled rims (71-72),
a large stump base (79), a series of flat
jar bases (80-85), and two ledge handiles
(86-87). The two inverted rims were
found in the ashy debris surface near the
town wall. The most distinctive forms for
dating are the inverted rim (70), which
belongs to a large banquet bowl, a form
occuring outside the settlement at Bab
edh-Dhra‘ in the latest phases, and ap-
pearing for the first time in Early Bronze
IIlb levels at Jericho; the thickened be-
veled rims (71-72), forms associated with
deep flat base bowls with steeply angled
sides, which are common in the later
phases at Bab edh-Dhra‘, as well ag at
Aro‘er; the grooved holemouth jar (78),
which appears in the upper Early Bronze
levels at Jericho; the tall narrvow stump

base (79), a common Early Bronze III
form; and the two ledge handles (86-87),
which also have many Early Bronze IIT
parallels, although they could be earlier.

- All of the sherds have parallels in the

Karly Bronze III period, so that an
extended occupation during this period,
at least, seems likely.

2. Lower Slopes (Fig. 3:88-91). On
the lower terraces, between the Early
Bronze Age settlement and the Nabatean
Rujm Numeirah, a few Roman sherds,
one Nabatean bowl, and one Byzantine
handle were found. The base (89) is
Roman I or Herodian ware dated at

~Samaria to 75-25 B.C.

C. Es-Safi (Fig. 4:92-6:164)

The exploration of es-Safi was restric-
ted to the slopes and plateau area above
Tawahin es-Sukkar. Although the slopes
were predominantly covered with tombs,
the plateau and slopes just below it
appear to have been used, at least in
part, for.occupation. Pottery from the
latter is separated in the plates from
that which is clearly from tombs, although
a  satisfactory differentiation was not
possible. Three major phases of occupation
are indicated by the pottery: Early Bronze,
Iron and Byzantine.

1. Farly Bronze Age (Fig. 4:92-6:
144). The pottery in Plate 15 contains
the evidence gathered in the settlement
ares on the plateau. The majority of these
sherds, particularly the tall, wide-mouth
flaring rim jars (97-101), and the bases
(104-109), find their best parallels in the
earliest phases of the Bab edh-Dhra
cemetery. This is also true of the small
pierced ledge handle with thumb indenta-
tion (110), which is closely paralleled by
a complete jar from the cemetery at es-
Safi (123), and by two examples from
Feifeh (244-45).
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The tomb material from es-Safi (Fig.
5:113 - Fig. 6:144), mostly complete forms
from broken pots abandoned by tomb
robbers, was abundant. The forms and
fabric are predominantly early, corres-
ponding to the Karly Bronze I phase at
Bab edh-Dhra‘, with some forms possibly
later. The Early Bronze IA use of the
cemetery is supported by the small
bag-shaped jars (117-121), the medium
wide-mouth jars with tall neck, flaring
rim and ring base (123-126), the basalt
stone jar (141), and the raised-band
decoration on two sherds (142-43). Al
these forms are paralleled in the Early
Bronze IA phase at Bab edh-Dhra’,
and many also at Jericho in the Proto-
Urban A tombs. Farly Bronze IB is
represented by the jar with short everted
neck and vertical painted lines (133),
and the small jar sherd with group line
painted decoration (144). The best pub-
lished parallels for the large store jars
with tall faring neck (127-132), come
from Avad, Strata IV-IL ‘

The most distinctive forms of the es-
Safi cemetery are the shallow cup bowls
with loop handle from the rim to the
rounded base (Pl 16:113-118). The fabric
is thin, well-levigated, with some traces
of mica temper along with small limestone
grits. The bowls are handmade but finely
shaped, with slight everted rim. The
handles are round in section and thickened
at the upper attachment with a distinctive
bulge or horn. This horn may have been
more or less functional, providing a better
grip on the vessel. A similar function is
suggested for the clay strips added over
handles on Early Bronze I juglets (ef.
Jericho I:Fig. 12:7; Bab edh-Dhra‘ 1962:
Fig. 23:515). Many one-handled cup
bowls are common in Early Bronze IIT
contexts in the charnel houses of Bab
edh-Dhra‘ (cf. Bab edh-Dhra‘ 1965- Fig.
28:8). They are also found at Jericho in
Tombs A, D1 and F2. The low profile
and everted rim of these bowls is close

to certain Khirbet Kerak forms. Yet none
of the parallels are as shallow, nor do
they have the triangular bulge at the

‘rim ‘and the flattened attachment of the

handle at the base characteristic of the
es-Safl vessels.

Given the predominance of Early
Bronze I wares in the cemetery at es-
Safi, the possibility must be left open
that they are a mnovel type in Early
Bronze I. Additional evidence for an
Early Bronze I date is provided by paxr-
allels from the Amug (shallow bowls
without handles) and from the Jebeleh
region  (shallow bowls, some with
similar handles), attributed by Ehvrich
te phases earlier than FEarly Bronze
II.  The “natural burnished” ware
(IC) of the Jebeleh region, from
Qal‘at er-Rus Layers 17-19, of which all

‘the fragments “are of bowls, either wide,

shallow and plate-like or small, deeper
cups” (Ehrich:10) appears closest to the
es-Safi cup bowls. This ware is assigned
to the beginning of the fourth milennium
B.C., but it is also paralleled by the “Late
Neolithic” of Level VII at Jericho. In
fact, three of the ten examples of IIC
ware were in Layer 14, dated to 3100
B.C. To summarize, these shallow vessels
at es-Safi may be Early Bronze I, but
the possibility remains that they may be

-earlier,

% Iron Age (Fig. 16:145-149). Only
a few Iron Age forms were found at es-
Safi. The bow! with beveled, inverted rim
(145) was recognized as a common form
at Buseirah by Sami Rabadi, who has
worked there. It is also found af Sahab
and at other sites in Jordan. The large
crater with grooved rim (146) has par-
allels at Dhiban, Heshbon and Samaria.
The two thickened jar rims (147-48) are
also paralleled at Heshbon. In general, the
forms point to Iron TI.

3. Late Roman and Byzantine (Fig.
6:150-164). The series of shallow bowls
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(150-157) are all Late Roman C ware.
These forms are dated to the third and
fourth centuries A.D. at Tarsus, but at
Dhiban to the third quarter of the sixth
century A.D., although it is noted they
could be earlier (Dhiban:75). A similar
date is provided by Dhiban parallels for
the cooking pot (159) and the handled
cocoking pan (161).

D. Feifeh (Fig. 7:165-11:299)

The site of Feifeh yielded the largest
amount of pottery among the sites ex-
amined, as well as evidence for a consider-
able use of the site. The Early Bronze,
Iron, Roman, 'Byza,ntine and Islamic
periods are represented. The discussion is
arranged chronologically, with the Early
Bronze town and cemetery treated first,
followed by the remaining periods.

1. FEarly Bromze Age (Fig. 7:165-9:
247). Among the bowl rims the small
bowl (165) is a common form in Early
Bronze IiI, usually exhibiting a string cut
base. The rolled rim platter (169) is also
common in Early Bronze III, although it
could be earlier. Platters with thickened
rims (170) area deceptive form. The ex-
terior flange appears on these forms only
at two opposed areas on the circumfer-
ence. These thickenings are obviously
designed for gripping the bowl. On the
remainder of the circumference the pro-
file of the rim does not show the flange
and is similar to the flat rim bowls from
Bab edh-Dhra‘ (Fig. 1:1-5). The plain
pointed rims (166-67), and slightly thick-
ened. rounded  form (168), belong to
deep bowls and are similar to the bowls
of the Early Bronze IA phase at Bab edh-
Dhra‘, but are also represented in later
phases at Ai. None of the jar rim forms
(171-78) — all from wide mouth, tall
necked jars, some with more pronounced
flare than others, — are distinctive enough
to be assigned to a separate period
within Early Bronze. The parallels from
Ai range from Phase IV to VII The

same must be said of the series of flat
bases and the ledge handles (189-206).
The punctured decoration of the jar necks
(207-208) is best paralleled by the Early
Bronze IA material at Bab edh-Dhra‘.

The cemetery material from Feifeh
is from a series of robbed cist tombs east
of the town site. The pottery is similar
in form and fabrie to the es-Safi cemetery
material, and is best paralleled by the
Early Bronze I pottery of the Bab edh-
Dhra‘ cemetery and the Proto Urban
pottery of Jericho. At Feifeh a short,
sharply flaring rim is more common on
the larger jars (214-19, 262). This is a
form which appears in late Early Bronze
IA at Bab edh-Dhra‘, and is more common
in Early Bronze IB and later. All of the
bases are from jars with the exception
of (237-39) which belong to platters or
deep bowls. :

2. Iron Age (Fig. 9:248-10:261). The
best attested Iron Age forms are the
wide bowl with thickened rim and Iong
horizontal handles (248), the Iron II

‘storage jar (252), a large-handled crater

(255-56), and the small tripod cups (257-
59). These forms all have good parallels
in Iron II contexts. '

3. Roman (Fig. 10:262-267) and
Byzantine (Pl 21:268-277). The Roman
sherds belong to the early and late Roman
periods, dating from the late first to the
third centuries A.D. The cooking pot
(264) is paralleled by examples from the
Judean desert caves, and two of the jar
forms (263-266) find parallels at Petra.
One of these from Phase XVIIT is dated
by Parr to the second century A.D. (cf.
263), and the other from Phasges X-XI1
to the first century A.D. (cf. 266).
Byzantine forms are less numerous than
at es-Safi. The bowl with combed decora-
tion (271) is made of red brick ware.
Forms from Nebo and Jerash are made
of similar ware, and often have g white
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sllp They are dated at these sites to the
end of the sixth oentury A.D. The cup
(276) is of reddish yellow ware, contin-
uously burnished and decorated with
incised wavy lines. The parallels cited
to it date it in Late Byzantine to the
sixth - seventh centuries A.D. ‘

4. Late Islamic (Fig. 10:278-11:299).
The latest pottery from Feifeh belongs
to the Ayyubid-Mameluke phases of Late
Islamic. A number of parallels from the
Ayyubid destruction phase at Dhiban are
supplemented by parallels from the latest
phases at Khirbet Mefjar. Mameluke pot-
tery is best represented by the bowl
forms in 281-285 (and probably also 209).
The fabric is a soft ware using grit and
organic material for temper, with the
burnt out traces of the latter evident on
the surface. The surface is often cracked,
and bands of finger impressions -are
frequently used for decoration. The cook-
ing pot sherd (292) with traces of glaze
on the rim may also be Mameluke. It is
found in the Ayyubid destruction phase
at Dhiban. The horned ledge handle (295)
could be an Early Bronze form, but the
ware and cracked surface recall Mameluke
wares, & the finger impressions at the level
of the handle suggest a poor imitation of
pierced Ayyubid horned handles (see
Dhiban: Fig. 8:4). Two examples of giazed
ware (298-99) appear to be late Mameluke.

E. Khanazir (Fig. 11:300-12:331)

Although the pottery from Khanazir
is limited in scope, several periods of
occupation are indicated: Early Bronze,
Iron, Roman, Byzantine and Islamie.

‘1. TFEarly Bronze Age (¥ig. 11:300-
- 308). Evidence for the Early Bronze Age
is limited to a hole-mouth jar rim (300),
a series of flat bases (301-304) and a jar
handle (305). All of the pieces are very
worn but- are distinctively Early Bronze
in fabric. Two of the sherds (304-305)
have traces of red slip. Three sherds from

a robbed tomb south of the town site,
the squat jar with incised combing (306),
a jar shoulder and neck (307), and the

" yestigial handle (308), may be classified

ag Barly Bronze IV according to the new
terminology proposed by Dever (Dever
1973:58-61).

2. Iron Age (Fig. 11:309-320). The
Tron Age is represented by a shallow bowl
with everted rim (309), three jar rims
(310-312), and four ring bases (313-16).
One of these (309) could also be from
an Iron I chalice, and the rest of these
forms also find parallels in Iron I. The
remaining Iron Age forms belong to Iron
II. The bases (313-16) and two craters
(317-18) are distinctive in ware, with
pitted surfaces like the Edomite wares
from Sela-Petra (Horsfield 1939:Pl. XL
IX).

‘3. Roman (Fig. 12:321-25), Byzantine

(Fig. 12:326-28) and Islamic (Fig. 12:

329-31). Among the few scattered sherds
of later periods, the Byzantine handle

- (328) belongs to a jar with carinated

shoulder (drawing is upside down), the
bowl rim (329) is of the same soft ware
as the Feifeh sherds dated to the
Mameluke period, and the wheel-made
form (330) belongs most likely to a deep
sugar vat. The latter is similar to forms
from Pella, although exact parallels have
not been published (Pella: 237).

- CONCLUSIONS

The survey of the sites and the study
of the pottery suggest the following
conclusions, which have a bearing upon
the site of Bab edh-Dhra‘ but also broader
implications for the southern Ghor, as a
whole during the Early Bronze Age.

1. The ceramic remains at the various
sites are noteworthy for many similarities
in from and sometimes also in fabrie.
Perhaps more significant is the range
found at several of the sites. At least
three of the sites — Bab edh-Dhra, es-
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Safi and Feifeh — suggest an occupation
from Early Bronze I through Early
Bronze III or IV. Numeirah, and probably
also Khanazir, appear to have been
founded later in Early Bronze III.

2. The most important conclusion is
that the site of Bab edh-Dhra‘ need no
longer be viewed in isolation, but was in
fact part of a system of Early Bronze
Age towns or bastions in the southern
Ghor, at least in its latest phase of
occupation at the end of Early Bronze
III or the beginning of Early Bronze IV.
During this period the towns are charac-
terized by great similarity in location
and layout. As the northernmost and
- largest site in this system, Bab edh-Dhra’
seems to have controlled the area
of the plain to the east (Ghor edh-
Dhra‘), as well as the large plain
to the north and west (Ghor el-
Mazra‘) . The sister towns, spaced at
roughly regular intervals to the south,
also apparently controlled the areas of
the plain adjacent to them. Thus Nu-
meirah would have been ideally situated
to oversee the Ghor en-Numeirah, es-Safi
the Ghor es-Safi, Feifeh the area presently
called Ghor el-Feifeh, and Khanazir the
entire area at the south end of the Glor.

3. A new context is similarly estab-
lished for the large cemetery at Bab
edh-Dhra‘. The new data from cemeteries
at es-Safi and Feifeh puts in question
the interpretation of the Bab edh-Dhra‘
cemetery as a burial ground for an
extensive area. Rather it seems that it
may simply have served as the cemetery
of the town itself. Several factors need
to be weighed on this problem. In the
first place, the history of the settlement
at Bab edh-Dhra‘ extended over a long
enough time to account for the large
number of burials apparently in this
cemetery. Along this line the cemetery
reflects closely the occupational history
of the settlement site. In the second
place, Bab edh-Dhra‘ probably possessed

the most intensively used cemetery be-
cause of the size of the town itself, as
well as the much wider and probably

-~ more heavily populated area which it con-

trolled. The soft limestone terrain around
Bab edh-Dhra‘ apparently also encouraged
a greater variety of tomb types, including
shaft tombs as well as charnel houses.

4. From surface survey and a con-

- sideration of the region as a whole, it
appears

that the economy of the
southern Ghor throughout Early Bronze
was essentially oriented toward an agri-
cultural and pastoral mode of life (Al-
bright 1962:56-57). The examination of
the Bab edh-Dhra‘ environs in particular
has shown the viability of such an
interpretation. The results point to the

- desirability of a more comprehensive ex-

ploration of these sites and the areas over
which they assumed control.

3. Implications from the survey for
two related areas of investigation may
also be noted. In the first place, the
sites may bear on the biblical tradition
of the ‘“cities of the plain” (Gen. 14, 18,
19), long believed to be located in this
area and sometimes thought to have been

_ submerged beneath the shallow waters

of the southern basin of the Dead Sea.
If the biblical traditions find roots
going back as far as the Early Bronze
Age, the sites reported here may be of
some importance. The problem of the
relation will be taken up in a future
article which will consider literary evi-
dence along with the archaeological.
Secondly, the discoveries of the survey
may also challenge the popularly
held geological theory that the south
basin  of the Dead Sea has filled
up only in recent times. Given the location
of a string of important sites right down
the southeast plain, the question must
be raised whether the level of the Dead
Sea and its fluctuations as observed in
recent times were appreciably different as
long ago as the Early Bronze Age.
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10-12
13
14

15

16

17

18

19-22

23-25

26-27

Pottery Comparisons

Aro‘er VIb (Fig. 1:3); Ai Ph. VI
(Fig. 60:18); Arad St. I (PL 52:
18); Jericho 1932, Tomb A (PL IV:
20); cf. Amug Ph. H (Fig. 269:4).
Ader (Fig. 13:15).

Aro‘er (Fig. 1:5, 4:1); Ader (Fig.
14:23,15:13).

Jericho 1935, Tomb 351 (PLXXXIV:
5); Jericho I, Tomb Di2 (Fig.
36:12, 38:21, 22), Tomb F4 (Fig.
57:32); Kh. Iskander (Fig. 1:9).
Ader (Fig. 13:1, 15:10); Jebel
Qa‘aqgir (Fig. 3:9). o
Ader (Fig. 14:6, 24); Amug, Ph.
H (Fig. 272:2), Ph. G. (Fig. 216).
Ader (Fig. 14:6, 24); Aro‘er (Fig.
1:4.

Ai Ph. 4 (Fig. 44:23); Arab St II
(Pl 23:12); Jericho. II, Tomb
D12 (Fig. 33:20).

Al Ph. V (Fig. 44:19-20) ; Jericho
II, Tomb F4 (Fig. 43:3).

Jericho 1932, Tomb A (PL 1V:19):
Jericho II, Tomb A127 (Fig. 25:4),
Tomb F4 (Fig. 43:9), Tomb D12
(Fig. 38:13); Ai Ph. III following
(Fig. 26:24, 45:4, 56:15, 67:5, 80:
5). '
Arad, St. IV (Fig. 8:10), St. III
(Fig, 13:34), St. II (Fig. 23:9-17) ;
Ai Ph. IV (Fig. 36:1-3), Ph. VI
(Fig. (60:18), Ph. VIIL (Fig. 75:6).
Aro'er Via (Fig. 4:4, 8, 12); Ader
(Fig. 13:4, 14:26, 15:9): Kh.
Iskander (Fig. 1:10-11).

Ader (Fig. 13:7, 14:5, 7, 15:7):
Aro'er (Fig. 1:18-21); Ai (Fig. 78:
3); Tell Ajjul (Fig. 7:2); EEP T
(PL 147:7, 154:8); Amuq Ph. H
(Fig. 271:3), Ph. J (Fig. 336:11,
12), Beth Shan (Pl VIII:14).

Ader (Fig. 14:1); Aro‘er VIb (Fig.
3:1); Lachish IV (Fig. 65:381, 66:
4493,

28

b2
o

33

35

e

37-43

Ader (Fig. 13:13), 14:6, 15:15);
Jericho 1932 (Pl I:8); Ai Ph. V
(Fig. 46:13), Ph. VI (Fig. 61:13);
Arad St. II (Pl 29:13); EEP IV
(Pl 154:11-24).

Tell Ajjul (Fig. 8:6-9); Lachish
IV (Fig. 67:458, 462, 468-69, 471-
12).

Arad St. II (Fig. 40:9); EEP IV
(PL 184:23); Amug Ph. J (Fig.
336:26}. »

Amuq (Fig. 320:1, 2, 319:21, 345:
5, 6, 347:10, 11). |

Ader (Fig. 14:13); Aro‘er (Fig. 4:
14, 17); Kh. Iskander (Fig. 1:19);
Jericho I (Fig. 57:12).

Ader (Fig. 14:4); Jericho I (Fig.
110:3); Jericho I (Fig. 72;5, 80:
3); Bab edh-Dhra‘ 1973 (Fig. 6:5).
EEP I (PL 10:8, 12:8, 16:6, 17:
1); Arad St. II (Fig. 46:7, 50:10-
14).

Ai Ph. V (Fig. 50:8, 12, 51:12, 52:

- 6); Ph. VI (Fig. 64:21, 65:1,’14).

44
45

47
48

49
50

51
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Ader (PL 22B:2, 3); Aro‘er (Fig.
3:3); Jericho 1932, Tomb A (PL
VI:13). '

EEP IV (Pl 131:14-16, 19, 25-27,
145:1-3, 151:11, 14, 18, 153:1-13).
Aro‘er (PL IIL:7).

Bab  edh-Dhra‘ 1944 (Pl 3:10) ;
Bab edh-Dhra‘ 1973b (Fig. 6:5).
Ader (PL 22A:7, 24A:11) ; Bab edh-
Dhra‘ 1944 (PL 3:41).

EEP IV (Pl 122:6-10, 155:6) ; Ader
(PL 23B:2, 6, 23A:1, 6): Bab edh-
Dhra‘ 1944 (Pl 3:3, 13, 34, 40).
EEP IV (PL 155:9, 14, 16-17, 20-
22); Aro'er (PL IV:1-6, 9): Ader
(PL 22A:2-4).

Aro’er (Pl IIT:10-11, 13-14); cf.
TBM Ia (PL 3:2-3, 21:6-7).



52

53

34

55

56

57

59

60

61

62
63

65

66

Hennessey (Pl. VI:60, VIIL:78); Ai
Ph. VI (Fig. 60:17), Ph. IV (Fig.
35:34-35), Ph. V (Fig. 44:19), Ph.
VIII (Fig. 80:1, 2); Arad St. II
(Fig. 23:13, 15, 18), St. I (Fig.
02:20); Lachish IV (Pl 64:344):
Jericho 1936 (Pl. XXXVIII:18).

Hennessey (Pl IX:87); Jericho I,
Tomb 114B (Fig. 67:1, 2); Jericho
1932 (PL 1:14); Ai Ph. VI (Fig.
61:8). ’

- Lachish IV, Cave 6013 (Pl. 64:351) ;

Ai Ph. V (Fig. 56:14).

Lachish IV (PL 59:142);
VI (Fig. 67:4).

Ai Ph. V (Fig. 45:3), Ph. VI (Fig.
67:5, 7); Lachish IV (PL 58:91,
59: 154, 64:348, 65:376-77) ; Jericho
1932, Tomb A (Pl IV:19).

Al Ph. IV (Fig. 36:5), Ph. V (Fig.
44:25, 45:1, 2), Ph. VI (Fig. 60:2);
Arad St. III (Fig. 13:41), St. I
(Fig. 52:18); Lachish IV (PL 64:
346) ; Jericho 1932, Tomb A (Pl
IV:18); Jericho 1935 (PL XXVIII:
34).

Jericho 1932, Tomb A (Pl IV:23).

Ader (Fig. 13:8) ; Lachish IV (P1,
65:373, 58:90); Jericho 1932 (PL
IV:15); Jericho 1935 (Pl. XXVTIII:
33).

Arad St. IT (PL 23:22); EEP IV
(Pl 153:21, 156:4): Aro‘er (Fig.
5:10).

Meg. Stages (Chart 12a); Arad St.
IIT (Pl 21:31, 18:26). :

Ader (Fig. 15:15).

Ai Ph.

A, Ph. V (Fig. 46:13).

Jericho I (Fig. 23:9, 45:1, 59:11);
Hennessey (PL XXXIX . passim),

Ader (PL 24A :2); EEP III (PL 1:
4, 8, 3:5).

Ader (Pl 23R 2)
155:4, 6).

EEP 1V (Pl.

68

69

70

71
72
73

74

75
76
77
78
79

80

81

83
84
85

86

87 -

88

90
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Jericho I, Tomb 114A (Fig. 17:3);
Ai Ph. VI (Fig. 59:17), Ph. V
(Fig. 56:6); Ader (Fig. 15:23);
Jericho 1935 (Pl XXVII:7). -
See Nos, 1-5; Ai, Ph. VI (Fig. 67:7) ;
Arad, St. I (PL 52:18); Jericho
1935 (Pl XXVII:34).

Ai, Ph. VI (Fig. 60:7, 9, 12), Ph.
V (Fig. 44:19); Arad, St. I (Fig.
52:19, 20). g

Hennessey (Pl. IX:87);
Dhra‘ 1944 (Pl 1:27).

Aro‘er (Fig. 4:3).
Arc'er (Fig. 4:8).
Ader (Fig. 15:12);

Bab edh-

Arad, St. II

- (PL 28:1, 4, 8, 12, 41:6).

Ai, Ph. VII (Fig. 68:10-11) ; Jericho
I, Tomb F4 (Fig. 47:4); Jericho
1932, Tomb A (Pl VI:16-17) ; Arad,
St. I (Pl 28-29, 30:1-4, 31-34).

‘Jericho 1932, Tomb A (PL V:9-19).

Arad, St. IT (PL 41:1, 12, 40:1-10).
Arad, St. I (Pl 53:1).
Jericho 1935 (Pl XXX:11).

Jericho I, Tomb D12 (Fig. 34:13),
Tomb F (Fig. 45: 4, 5).

- Ai, Ph. VI (Fig. 64:37, 65:5, 11).
Al, Ph. VI (Fig. 65:14-16).

Ai, Ph. VI (Fig. 65:14). ,
Ai, Ph. VI (Fig. 64:24, 27, 29).

Ad, Ph. VI (Fig. 65:7, 13, 64:31,
33, 40), Ph. V (Fig. 51:8): EEP

LIV (PL 146: 12).

Jerlcho 1935 (PL. XXXV: 8 9);
Lachish IV (p. 151, Form 10); Ai,
Ph. VIII (Fig. 76:17), Ph. VI (Fig.
65: 23) Ph. V (Fig. 53:3-5).

Jerlcho 1935 (PL XXXV:9; Ai, Ph.
VII (Fig. 68:25).

Lapp, PCC (Type 11.1).
SS I (Fig. 68:9, 67:10).
Dhiban (Fig. 3:21, 4:76).



92

93
95

96
97

98-99 .

106

102

103

104

105

106

107

108

110

113

114

Al, Ph. VI (Fig. 59:5, 17); Arad,
St. TI (PL 13:22); Jericho 1935
(Pl. XXVII:T).

Ai, Ph. II (Fig. 16:1).

Lachish IV (Fig. 64:346) : Hennes-
sey (Pl X:97).

See Nos. 10-14.

Bab edh-Dhra’
0106b).

Bab edh-Dhra‘ 1973a (Fig. 21:
0106a) ; Arqub edh-Dhahr (Fig. 14:
124).

Bab edh-Dhra‘ 1973a (Fig. 25
0150} ; Jericho II, Tomb K2 (Fig.
10:4).

Bab edh-Dhra‘ 1973a (Fig. 30:
0261).

Bab edh-Dhra‘ 1965 (Fig. 21:4):
Bab edh-Dhra‘ 1973a (Fig. 39:
0562b).

Bab edh—Dhra‘
0408).

Bab edh-Dhraf
02060¢).

Bab edh-Dhra’
0123b).

Bab -‘edh-Dhra‘ 1973a (Fig. 20:
0104a); Jericho II (Fig. 14:10).

Bab edh-Dhra‘ 19733 (Fig. 20:
0102); Arad, St. V (P. 6:9).

Bab edh-Dhra‘ 1973 (Fig. 25:
0180).

Jebeleh (PL VII, fig. VIII); Bab
edh-Dhra‘ 1965 (Fig. 28:8) ; Jericho
1932 (PL VI:3); Jericho I, Tomb
Di2 (Fig. 36:22), Tomb F2 (Fig.
58:7).

Amuq (Fig. 171:12-18, 172:1).

1873a (Fig. 21:

1973a (Fig. 31:

1973a (Fig. 25:

1973a (Fig. 23:

117-121 Bab edh-Dhra‘ 1973a (Fig. 26:

123

0214c); Jericho I, Tomb A04
(Fig. 12-13).

Bab edh-Dhra‘ 1973a (Fig. 25:

0180, 26:0220) ; Jericho II (Fig.
14:5, 6) for base.

125-126

127
128-129

130

132

133

134

135

136

Bab edh-Dhra‘ 19732 (p. 107:6) ;
Jericho II (Fig. 10:3) for base.

-’Arad, St. II(PL. 31-41, passim).

Arad, St. IV (PL 12:18), St. TIT
(PL 15:26), St. II (PL 31:41).

Arad, St. IT (PL 15:1), St. 1I
(Pl 31-41).

Arad, St. IT (Pl 40:9),

Bab ‘edh-Dhra‘ 1973s (Fig. 52:
1211) ; Amiran, p. 49, photo 41.

Bab edh-Dhra‘ 1973a (Fig. 43:
0750, 0754).

Bab edh-Dhra*
04023).

Bab edh-Dhra’

1973a (Fig. 30:

1973a (Fig. 25:

- 0200b).

138
189
140
141
143
144
145

146

147
148
150

151

153
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Bab edh-Dhra
0106a).

Bab edh-Dhra’
0106b).

Bab edh-Dhra‘ 1973a
0104c, 21:0106b).

Bab edh-Dhra‘ 1973a (p. 108:
St.o1).

Bab edh-Dhra‘ 1973,
0561). '

Amiran »(PL 11:8).

Deir Alla (Fig. 59:32, 66:73,
75:19); Madeba (Fig. 13:44);
Balu‘ah (Fig. 1:4).

Dhiban (Fig. 1:46); SS III (Fig.
11:20, 12:5); Heshbon I (PL X:
531). ‘

Heshbon I (Pl IX:469),
Heshbon I (PL IX:476, 477).

Dhiban (Fig. 11:14); Tarsus I
(Fig. 207: 818).,

1973a (Fig. 21:

1973a (Fig. 21:

(Fig. 20:

(Fig. 39:

‘Dhiban (Fig. 11 :13); Tarsus I

Fig. 2074).

Dhiban (Fig. 11:’7); Tarsus I
(Fig. 208M); Nessans (P1.
XLVII1:14C2).



154

155
156

157
158
159

160
161

162
163
165
166
167
168
169
170
173
174

176
177

178
179

180
181

182
184
187-188

189

Dhiban - (Fig. 11:8); Tarsus I

(Fig. 208N).

Tarsus I (Fig. 208A).

‘Tarsus (Fig. 208F) ; Nessana (Pl

XLVIIL:11B3),

Tarsus I (Fig. 208D).

Nessana (PL XLIX:24, 3).
Dhiban (Fig. 9:20) ; Nessana (Pl
LVI:134, 17).

Dhiban (Fig. 11:20-25).

Dhiban (Fig. 9:28) ; Nessana, (Pl
LII:74B16).

Nessana (PL L:35A3) : Jerusalem
N. Wall (Fig. 8:11).

Peﬂé\ (PL 32:1278): Jerusalem
N. Wall (Fig. 7:3).

Al, Ph. VIII (Fig. 79:2-12, 74:3).
Bab edh-Dhra‘ 1965 (Fig. 21:2).

“Ai, Ph. V (Fig. 56:5).

Ai, Ph. VI (Fig. 62:27), Ph.. IV
(Fig. 39:17).

See Nos. 8-9, -

Ai, Ph. VI (Fig. 67:5, 6).

Al, Ph. V (Fig. 46:9).

Ai, Ph. IV (Fig. 43:4).

Al, Ph. IV (Fig. 37:3).

Ad, Ph. VI (Fig. 61:12, 16), Ph.
IV (Fig. 37:8).

Ai, Ph. VII (Fig. 68:11).

Al, Ph. IV (Fig. 39:15), Ph. V
(Fig. 47:21, 23), Ph. VI (Fig.
63:16-18).

Ai, Ph. VI (Fig. 62:8).

Bab edh-Dhra‘ 19733 (Fig. 25:

- 0180, 27:0227).

Bab edh-Dhra* 1973a (Fig. 30:
0404a).

Bab edh-Dhra‘ 1973a
0104c).
Bab edh-Dhra‘ 1973s (Fig. 21:
0106a). :

Bab edh-Dhra‘ 1973s,
0104e, 21:0106b).

(Fig. 20:

(Fig. 20:

190-191
196
197
198-201
203

204

206

207
212

213

- 214-215

217-218
219

220

221
222.226
227
228-229
230
231

232-233
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" Bab edh-Dhra‘ 19732

'Bab edh-Dhra
0106a).

Bab edh-Dhra‘ 1973a (Fig. 24:
0130b).

(Fig. 22:
0122a).

Bab edh-Dhra‘ 1973a
0120a, 23:01232).
Bab edh-Dhra‘ 19733
0120b, 23:0122b).

Bab edh-Dhra‘ 1973a
0122b).

Bab edh-Dhra‘ 19732
0180).

TBM la (Pl 1:4, 5).
Bab edh-Dhra‘ 19733
0104c). -

Bab edh-Dhra‘ 19732
0102).

(Fig. 21:
(Fig. 22:
(Fig. 23:

(Fig. 25:

(Fig. 20:

(Fig. 20:

~ Bab edh-Dhra‘ 1973a (Fig. 22:

0120b); Bab
(Fig. 15:1).
Bab edh-Dhra‘ 1973a (Fig. 24:
0130b). ‘
Bab edh-Dhra‘ 1973a (Fig. 26:
0214a, c); Jericho II (Fig. 10:5).
Bab edh-Dhra‘ 19735 (Fig. 29:
0260a-d).
Bab edh-Dhra‘ 1973a (Fig. 27:
0226-7); Jericho II, Tomb K2
(Fig. 7:7): Jericho I, Tomb
Al114A (Fig. 18:23), Tomb A127

edh-Dhra‘ 1985

(Fig. 26:4).

Bab edh-Dhra‘ 1973a (Fig. 27:
0226).

Bab edh-Dhra‘ 19732 (Fig. 26:
0214c).

Bab edh-Dhra‘ 1973a (Fig. 26
0210a).

Bab edh-Dhra‘ 1973a (Fig. 26:
0220).

19732 (Fig. 21:

Bab edh-Dhra
0200¢). ,
Bab edh-Dhra‘
02004).

1973a (Fig. 25:

19732 (Fig. 25:



234
235
237-240
241

244-245

248
249

250
251

252
253

255-256

257
260
261
262
263
264
265

266
267

268
269
270
271

272

Bab edh-Dhra‘ 1973a (Fig. 28:
0243, 29:0260c¢).

Bab edh-Dhra‘ 1973a (Fig. 27:
0242b).

Bab edh-Dhra‘ 1873a (Fig. 20-
24 passim).

Bab edh-Dhaa‘ 1973a (Fig. 23:
0123b).

Bab edh-Dhra’ 1973a (Fig. 25:
0180, 38:0556b); Far‘ah (N)
(Fig. 1:7); Lachish IV (Pl 58:
110-11, 113, 130, 60:227, 61:265) ;
Jericho I, Tomb A%4 (Fig. 15:4,
14:11). ,

Nasbeh II (PL 60:1378).
Nasbeh IT (Pl 57:1319).

Nasbeh II (Pl 20:340).

SS III (Fig. 3:34, 6:8); Nasbeh
II (PL 17:284).

Meg. I (PL 3:74).

Umm el-Biyara (Fig. 2:11);
Nasbeh II (Pl 48:1028).
Dhiban (Fig. 1:41-45); = Tell

Goren (Fig. 16:6).

Heshbon T (Pl. V:281, 282).
Heshbon I (Pl VI:357, VI1:359).
Nasbeh II (Pl 23:366).

See 217.

Petra (Fig. 8:128, 130).

Jud. Desert Caves (Fig. 2:6-8).
Heshbon II (Fig. 2:56); Jeru-
salem N. Wall (Fig. 6:6).
Petra (Fig. 7:101).

Heshbon II (Fig. 1:44); Tarsus
I (Fig. 208U); Dhiban (Fig. 11:
21).

Dhiban (Fig. 11:14).

Tarsus I (Fig. 207:818).
Jerusalem N. Waﬂ (Fig. 8:5).

Nebo III (p. 77); Nassana (Pl
LIT:72, 1); Jerusalem N. Wall
(Fig. 10:11).

Heshbon II (Fig. 2:89).

275
276

277
278
280
281
282

285

286

287
288

291

292
295

298

299
300
306
308
309

310
311
312
313
317
318
319
320
321

323
327

328
330

24 __

Kh. Mefjer (Fig. 12:4).

Kh. Mefjer (Fig. 10:2), Ramat
Rahel (Fig. 3:4, 5); Nebo III
(P. 118, PL 156:11, 12).
Dhiban (Fig. 12:35-42).

Dhiban (Fig. 7:43).

Dhiban (Fig. 8:21).

Kh. Mefjer (Fig. 12:1, 3, 4).

Dhiban (Fig. 8:8, 6) for
decoration.
- Dhiban  (Fig. 8:15-18) for
decoration.

Kh. Mefjer (Fig. 12:20, 22).
Kh. Mefjer (Fig. 7:4, 5).
Dhiban (Fig. 7:35).

Kh. Mefjer (Fig. 7:3); Dhiban
(Fig. 8:2).

Dhiban (Fig. 8:3).

Dhiban (Fig. 8:4), similar but
pierced; SS IIT (Fig. 842a:12).
Heshbon II (Fig. 4:143) ; Dhiban
(Fig. 8:9, 11).

Dhiban (Fig. 8:14).

Arad, St. IV (Pl 8:25, 26).
Lachish IV (Pl 67:477, 480).
Ma‘ayan Barukh (Fig. 6:8).

Nebo III (Fig. 20:3); Nasbeh II
(PL. 69:1572, 1584). '

Nasbeh II (Pl. 15:258).
Nasbeh II (PL 16:275).
Heshbon I (PL VIII:409).
Tell Goren (Fig. 14:3, 4, 6).
Umm el-Biyara (Fig. 3:2, 4).

Tell Goren (Fig. 14:3); Nasbeh
II (PL 58:1329).

Nasbeh II (Pl 47:995, 997).
Nasbeh IT (Pl. 63:1437).

Dhiban (Fig. 4:40); Petra (Fig.
5:68, 69).

SS I (Fig. 72:3).

Dhiban (Fig. 12:35, 38); Jeru-
salem N. Wall (Fig, 14:5, 6).
Jerusalem N. Wall (Fig. 21:6).
Pella (p. 237).
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Reg. No.

B-D

B-D

B-D

B-D
B-D

B-D
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4
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17

38
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B-D &

B-D
B-D

B-D

B-D

B-D
B-D
B-D
B-D

B-D
B-D
B-D

24

19

40

3
12

Fig. 1. Bab edhDhra’, Fast Area

Color and Description

Ext. 5 YR 7/6 (reddish yellow); int. 2.5 YR 6/6(Light red};
traces or red slip ext. 10R 5/6 (red).

Ext. 7.5YR 7/4 (pink); int. 10YR 5/3 (brown); traces or
red slip ext., 7T.5YR 8/6 (reddish yellow).

Ext. 75YR 7/6 (reddish yellow); int. BYR 6/6 (reddish
yellow) ; very worn.

Ext. 10YR 6/8 (light red); int. 5YR 6/3 (light reddish
brown).

Ext. 75YR 6/4 (light brown) to 5YR 6/4 (light reddish
brown); int. 5YR 5/4 {(reddish brown); very worn.

Ext. 7.5YR 7/4 (pink}; int. 7.5YR 6/4 (light brown) to 7.5YR
6/2 (pinkish grey) traces of red slip ext. and int., 10R 5/6

(red).

Ext. 10YR 8/4 (very pale brown) in patches; int. 5YR 6/6
(reddish yellow); slip int. and ext., 2.5YR 5/8.

Hxt. 5YR 6/8 (reddish yellow) ; int. 5YR 6/8 (reddish yellovv)

Ext. 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow} to 7.5YR 8/4 (pink); int.
5YR 5/8 (yellowish red).

Ext. 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow); int. 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow).

Ext. B.7YR '7/4 ‘(pink) to 7.8YR 6/4 (light brown) ; int. 75YR
6/6 (reddish yellow).

Ext. 7.5YR 6/4 (light brown) ; int 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow)
traces of red slip ext., 10R 5/6 (red).

Ext. 5YR 7.4 (pink); int. core, 5YR 6/1 (gray).

Ext. 7.5YR 7/4 (pink); int. 7.5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow)
traces of slip ext., 10R 5/6 (red).

Ext. 7.5YR 7/4 (pink) to 7.5YR 8/4 (light brown); int.
same with reddish spots.

Ext. 10YR 8/3 (very pale brown) to 2.5YR 6/6 (light red);
int. BYR 6/8 (reddlsh yellow).

Ext. 7.5YR 6/4 (light brown): int. 5YR 7/4 (pink).
Ext. 5¥YR 6/6 (reddish yellow) ; int. 5YR 6/4 (ling red brown).
Ext. 5YR 6/8 (reddish yellow); int. 5YR 5/8 (yellowish red).

Ext. 5YR 8/6 (red/dish yellow); int. 5YR 5/4 (reddish brown) ;
ext. slip 2.5¥R 4/8 (red); burnished.,

Ext. 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow} ; int. 5YR 5/6 (yellow red).

Ext. 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow); int. 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow).
Ext. 7.5YR 7/4 (pink); int 7.5YR 6/4 (light brown); slip
int. and ext., 2.5YR 6/6 (light red): continuously burnished.
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31
32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40
41

42

43

44

Reg.

B-D

B-D
B-D

B-D

B-D
B-D

B-D

B-D

B-D

- B-D

B-D

B-D

B-D

No. Color and Description

26 Ext. 5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow); int. 5YR 6/8 (reddish yellow) ;
continuously burnished int. and ext.

27 Ext. 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow); int. 5YR 5/1 (gray).

7 Ext. 75YR 7/6 (reddish yellow); int. 5YR 7/6 (reddish
yellow}.

18 Ext. 5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow); int. 7.5YR 7/4 {pink) surface
to 10YR 6/4 (light yellowish brown); burn marks upper part
of ext. rim.

14 Ext. 5YR 6/8 (reddish yellow); int. 2.5YR 6/8 (light red).

34 Ext. 10YR 7/4 (very pale brown) to 10YR 7/6 (yellow); int.
10YR 6/4 (light yellow brown); tool marks on rim.

35 Ext. 2.5YR 6/6 (light red); int. 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow);
sand and quartz particles near ext. surface.

i5 Ext. BYR 7/6 (reddish yellow) ; int. 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow).

11 Ext. 5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow); int. 5YR 5/6 (yellowish red);
ext. wash 10R 4/8 (red); many granules, rim wheel-made.

9 Ext. 5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow); int. same with light core
5YR 7/3 (pink); tool marks on rim, light wheel combing.

10 Ext. 5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow); int. 7.5YR 6/4 (light brown);
int. surface same.

29 Ext. 7.0YR 7/4 (pink); int. 7.0YR 7/6 (reddish yellow); very
WOorn.

39 Ext. 5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow); int. 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow).

Fig. 2. Bab edh-Dhra’ East Area (37-51), South Area (52-62)

42 Ext. 2.5YR 6/6 (light red); int. 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow).

43 Ext. 7.5YR 7/4 (pink); int. 2.5YR 6/8 (light red)to 5YR 6/8
(reddish yellow) near int. surface; traces of red slip, 10R
5/6 on int. surface.

48 Ext. 7.5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow); int. same; ext. slip 2.5YR
4/6 (red).

45 Ext. 25YR 6/6 (light red); int. 2.5YR 6/8 (light red).

49 Ext. 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow); int. surface 7.5YR 7/4 (pink)
to 7.5YR 6/4 (light brown).

48 Ext. 10YR 8/4 (very pale brown); int. 7.5YR 7/4 (pink);
light red patching on ext. with combing.

50 Ext. 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow); int. 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow);
int. surface 5YR 7/4 (pink) to 5YR 6/8 (reddish yellow);
large burn patch ext. surface.

54 Ext. 10R 6/6 (light red); int. core, gray.
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No.

45

46

47

48

49
50

51

52

56

57

58
59

60

61

62

Reg. No.

B-D

B-D

B-D

B-D

B-D

B-D

B-D

B-D

B-D

B-D

B-D

53

58

65

67

61

51

4

78

7%

77

70

73

69

68

71

12

Color and Description

Ext. 10YR 7/4 (pale brown) to 7.5YR 7/4 (pink); int. 5YR
6/4 (light reddish brown); int. surface 5YR 6/6 (reddish
yellow) ; vertical combing below handle.

Ext. 5YR 6/4 (light reddish brown); int. gray; int. surface
10YR 6/2 (light brownish gray).

Ext. 2.5YR 6/6 (light red); int. surface 5YR 7/8 (reddish
yellow}.

Ext. 25YR 6/6 (light red); int. 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow);
thin gray core.

Ext. 75YR 7/6 (reddish yellow) ; int. 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow}.

Ext. 10YR 7/3 (very pale brown) with spots of 10R 6/3 {weak
red); int 10YR 7/3 (very pale brown}. ‘

Ext. 75YR 6/4 (light brown); int. 7.5YR 5/4 (brown); int.
surface 5YR 7/3 (pink) to 5YR 6/3 (light reddish brown).

Ext. 5YR 7/6 (reddish yeliow); int. 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow) ;
slip 10R 5/6 (red) int. and ext.

Ext. 25YR 6/6 (light red); int. 25YR 5/8 (red), gray core;
int. surface 2.5YR 5/6 (red) slip.

Ext. 7.5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow) ; int. same.

Ext. 7.5YR 7/6 ({(reddish yellow); int. 5YRB 6/6 (reddish
yellow) ; traces of red slip int.; sand, guartz temper.

Ext. 75YR 7/6 (reddish yellow) to 2.5YR 6/6 (light red);
int. 5YR 5/6 (yellowish red): int. slip 2.5YR 5/6.

Ext. 7T5YR 6/8 (reddish yellow); int. 3YR 5/8 (yellowish
red) ; int. surface same.

Ext. 25YR 6/6 (light red); int. 5YR 4/1 (dark gray).

Ext. 5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow); int. 2.5YR 6/6 (light red);
int. surface 2.5YR 6/8 (light red).

Ext. 8YR 6/6 (reddish yellow); int. 25YR 5/8 (red): int.
surface 10YR 7/2 (light gray).

Ext. 5YR 6/4 (light red brown); int. 5YR 5/1 (gray); ext.
and int. slip 2.5YR 6/8 (light red).

Ext. 5YR 6/6 (reddish yeliow); int same; ext. slip 10YR 8/4
{very pale brown).
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64
65
66
67

68
69
70

75
76
7

78
79
80
81

&R B

86
87
88

89
90
91

Fig. 3. Bab edh-Dhra‘, South Area (63-66), Numeirah, Early
Bronze (67-87), Numeirah, Roman-Byzantine (88-91)

Reg. No.
B-D 79

B-D 82
B-D 81
B-D 80
Nu 9

Nu 17
Nu 11
Nu 18

Nu 25
Nu 33

Nu 35
Nu 12

Nu 29, 30

Nu 20
Nu 23
Nu 31
Nu 27
Nu 22

Nu 28
Nu 43

Nu 38
Nu 52
Nu 45

Color and Description
Ext. 10YR 7/3 (very pale brown); int. 5YR 6/6 (reddish
yellow) ; int. surface 7.0YR 7/6 (reddish yellow).
Ext. 25YR 6/6 (light red) ; int. same.
Ext. 10R 6/6 (light red); int. 25YR 5/4 (reddish brown).
Ext. 2.5YR 6/4 (light reddish brown); int. 25YR 4/0 (gray).
Ext. 25YR 6/8 (light red) with blackened areas; int. 2.5YR
6/8 (light red).
Ext. 25YR 5/6 (red); int. 25YR 5/8 (red)}; very worn.
Ext. 5YR 6/8 (reddish yellow)}; int. same. '
Ext. 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow); int. 5YR 5/1 (gray); tool
marks below inner ledge.
Ext. 75YR 7/6 (reddish yellow); int. 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow).
Ext. 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow); int. 5YR 5/1 (gray).

Ext. 75YR (reddish yellow); int. 7.5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow);
numerous white, gray grits.
Ext. 5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow); int. 10YR 6/2 (light brown

gray).
Ext. 25YR 6/6 (light red); int. 5YR 6/8 (reddish yellow).

Ext. T5YR 7/4 (pink)- int. 1.5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow) ; gritty.

Ext. 5YR 7/4 (pink) to 5YR 6/4 (light reddish brown); int.
same to gray.
Ext. 25YR 5/6 (red); int. T5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow).

Ext. 10R 5/6 (red); int. 10R 6/4 (pale red).

Ext. 5YR 6/2 (pink gray); int. 10R 6/4 (pale red).

Ext. 5YR 6/8 (reddish yellow); int. same to light gray.

Ext. 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow); int. gray.

Ext. 10R 6/6 (light red) to 2.5YR 6/6 (light red) int. same.
Ext. 75YR 7/4 (pink); int. 7.5YR 6/2 (pinkish gray).

Ext. 7.5YR 7/4 (pink); int. surface SYR 6/4 (light reddish
brown) with gray core.

Ext. 5YR 6/8 (reddish yellow); int. 5YR 6/2 (pinkish gray).
Ext, 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow); int. 5YR 7/3 (pink).

Ext. and int. 25YR 6/6 (light red); ext. slip. 10YR 8/4
{very pale brown]).

Ext. 25YR 5/4 (reddish brown}); int. 10R 5/6 (red).
Ext. 28YR 6/8 (light red); int. same.

Ext. and int. 7.5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow); ext. slip 10YR 8/3
(very pale brown}.

— 34 —



K

J 77
U@




Fig 4. Es-Safi Settlement Area, Early Bromnze

No. Reg. No. Color and Description

92 St 41 Ext. 25YR 5/6 (red); int. 2.5YR 6/8 (light red); ext. thin
slip, continuously burnished.

93 Sf 44 Ext and int. T5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow); gritty.

94 Sf 97, 98 Ext. 5YR 5/6 (yellow red); int. 5YR 4/8 (yellow red); fine,
flint-like paste.

95 St 34 Ext. 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow); int. 5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow);
traces of red slip 10R 5/8 (red).

96 Sf 45 Ext. 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow); int. 5YR 5/6 (yellow red);
vertically stroked burnishing int.

g7 St 112, 114 Ext. 25YR 6/8 (light red); int. 5YR 6/8 (reddish yellow).

98 Sf 101 Ext. 25YR 6/8 (light red); int. same to 2.5YR 5/0 (gray)
near int. surface.

89 St 51 Ext. 10R 6/8 (light red); int. 2.5R N3 (very dark gray).

160 Sf 33 Ext. 25YR 6/8 (light red); int. same to 2.5YR N5/ (gray)
near int. surface.

101 3f 8 Ext. 75YR 7/4 (pink); int. 5YR 5/2 (reddish gray); near
both surfaces 2.5YR 6/8 (light red).

102 Sf 110 Ext. 10YR 5/2 (grayish brown) to 10YR 4/1 (dark gray);
int. same, burnt surface.

103 St 29 Ext. T5YR 7/4 (pink); int. 7.5YR 6/4 (light brown); ext.
slip 25YR 5/6 (red).

104 Sf 48 Ext. 7.5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow); int. thin gray core, 7.5YR
N5/.

105 Sf 99 Ext. 10YR 8/4 (very pale brown); int. 2.5YR 6/8 (light red);
int. surface 2.85YR N3/ (dark gray); finger marks on int.
surface.

106 Sf 12, 26 Ext. 10YR 8/4 (very pale brown}; int. 16YR 4/1 (dark gray).
107 St 6 Ext. 2.5YR 6/6 (light red); int 2.5YR N4/ (dark gray); int.
surface 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow}.

108 St 50 Ext. 2.5YR 6/8 (light red); int. 2.5YR N3/ (very dark gray);
int. surface 2.5YR 5/2 (weak red).

109 Sf 36 Ext. and int. 5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow); ext. slip 25YR 5/6
(red); continuously burnished.

110 St 100 Ext. BYR 7/6 (reddish yellow); int. S5YR 4/1 (dark gray);
int. surface 5YR 6/4 (light reddish brown).

111 Sf 32 Ext. 5YR 7/6 (veddish yellow); int. 75YR N4/ (gray); int.
surface 7T.5YR 7/2 (pinkish gray).

112 SE 47 Ext. 25YR 6/8 (1ighﬁ red) to 7.5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow);

int. 75YR N3/ (very dark gray); combing on ext. surface.

— 836 —



14

-
&

l

129

119

124

121

130

— 37

115

125
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122




113
114
115

116
117
118
119
120
121
122

123

124
125
126

127

130
131

132

133

134

135
136

Reg. No.

St
St

St
St
St
St
St
St
St

St

St
St

St

St

St

St
SE

St

St

115

91

87
67
89

81

73

111
83

69, 70, 74

68

Fig. 5. Es-Safi Cemetery Area, Farly Bronze

Color and Description

Ext. and int. 5YR 7/8 (reddish yellow).
Ext. 75YR 7/6 (reddish yellow); int. same.

Ext. 10YR 8/3 (very pale brown); int. surface 2.5YR 6/8
(light red).

Ext, and int. 5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow).

Ext. 7.5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow); int. 5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow).
Ext. 5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow); int. 2.5YR 6/8 (light red).
Ext. and int. 5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow).

Ext. and int. 5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow).

Ext. and int. 25YR 6/6 (light red).

Ext. 5YR 7/6 (reddish vyellow); int. core, 2.5YR N3 (very
dark gray); int. surface 2.5YR 6/8 (light red).

Ext. 75YR 7/6 (reddish yellow); int. BYR 6/6 ({(reddish
yellow) ; int. surface YR 5/1 {gray).

Ext. 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow); int. 5YR 5/6 (yellow red.
Ext. BYR 7/6 (reddish yellow); int. same.

Ext. 25YR 6/8 (light red); int. 7.5YR N4/0 (dark gray);
Ext. wash 10YR 8/3 (very pale brown).

Ext. 5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow); int. 7.5YR N3 (very dark
gray); ext. wash 10YR 8/3 (very pale brown).

Ext. 5YR 6/8 (reddish yellow); int. 5YR 5/1 (gray); int.
surface 2.5YR 6/8 (light red).

Ext. 2.5YR 6/8 (light red); int. same with gray core, 10YR
5/1 (gray); ext. wash 10YR 7/3 (very pale brown).

Ext. 5YR 6/6 (reddish yeliow); int. 25YR 5/8 (light red).

Ext. 7.5YR 7/4 (pink); int. 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow); int.
surface 2.5YR 6/8 (light red).

Ext. 25YR 6/8 (light red) to 10YR 8/4 (very pale brown);
int. 2.5YR N4 (dark gray).

Ext. 10YR 8/2 (white) slip with red paint, 10R 5/6 (red);
int. 5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow).

Fig. 6. Es-Safi Cemetery Area, Farly Bronze (134-144),

Settlement Area, Iron Age (145-149), Byzantine (150-164)

Sf 71

St
St

43
79

Ext. 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow); int. 5YR 6/4 (light reddish

brown}.
Ext. and int. 2.5YR 6/6 (light red).
Ext. 75YR 7/6 (reddish yellow); int. 7.5YR 6/4 (light brown).
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137
138

139
140
141

142 -

143
144

145

146

147
148
149

150
151
152
153
154
155
156

157

158

159
160
161
162
163

164

Reg. No.

St 76
St 85

Sf 61
St 80
St 96
St 88
St 92
St 126

SE 11
SE 53

St 55
St 121

Sf 40

St 15
Sf 119
SE 120
Sf 104
Sf 3

St 105
St 106
St 39

St 7

St 57
St 2

St 30
St 10
St 124

St 49

Color and Description

Ext. 2.5YR 6/6 (light red); int. 5YR 6/4 (light reddish brown).

Ext. and int. 7.5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow); int. core T.5YR
7/6 (light brown); ext. slip 10YR 8/2 (white).

Ext. 7.5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow); int. 7.5YR 6/4 (light brown).
Ext. 10R 6/8 (light red); int. 5YR 5/2 (reddish gray).
Basalt.

Ext. and int. 5YR 6/4 (light reddish brown).

Ext. 5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow); int. 5YR 6/1 (gray).

Ext. and int. 10YR 7/4 (very pale brown); painted decoration
10R 5/8 (red).

Ext. and int. 5YR 7/3 (pink); ext. burnished slip 10R 5/6
(red).

Ext. 2.5YR 6/8 (light red); int. same to 2.5YR 4/4 (reddish
brown}; ext. surface 10YR 8/3 (very pale brown) slip.

Ext. 28YR 7/4, (pale yellow); int. 10YR 4.3 (brown).
Ext. 7.5YR 7/4 (pink); int. same; ext. slip 7.5YR 5/4 (brown).

Ext. 258YR 6/6 (light red); int. same: traces of slip ext.
25YR 4/6 (red). '

Ext. 10R 5/8 (red) polished slip; int. 2.5YR 6/6 (light red).
Ext. and int. 2.5YR 6/6 (light red).

Ext. 10R 5/8 (red) polished slip; int. 10R 6/8 (light red).
Ext. 2.5R 5/8 (red) polished slip; int 10R 5/8 (red).

Ext. 10R 5/6 (red) polished slip; int. 2.5R 5/4 (reddish brown}.
Ext. 10R 5/8 (red) polished slip; int. 10R 5/6 (red).

Ext. 10R 4/8 (red) polished slip; int. 10R 5/8 (red).

Ext. 25YR 6/6 (light red); int. 25YR 5/4 (reddish brown) ;
ext. glip 2.5YR 5/6 (red).

Ext. 10YR 8/4 (very pale brown): int. core 10YR 6/6
(brownish yellow), near surface 7.5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow).

Ext. and int. 10R 4/6.

Ext. 5YR 5/6 (yellow réd); int. 5YR 5/4 (reddish brown).
Ext. 25YR 5/4 (reddish brown); int. 10R 5/6 (red).

Ext. 2.5YR 6/6 (ﬁght red); int. 25YR 5/8 (red).

Ext. 10YR 8/3 (very pale brown): int. 2.5YR 6/8 (light red);
int. surface 5YR 6/8 (reddish yellow).

Ext. 5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow) ; int. 75YR N3/ (very dark
gray); int. surface 75YR 7/4 (pink); traces of slip ext.
surface, 2.5YR 5/6 (red); chaff and grit temper.
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Fig. 7. Feifeh Settlement Area, Early Bronze

No. Reg. No. ' Color and Description

165 Ff 84 Ext. 5YR‘ 7/4 (pink); int. 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow); ext.
slip 2.5YR 6/4 (light reddish brown).

166 Ff 85 Ext. 2.5YR 6/6 (light red); int. 2.5YR N5 (gray).

167 Ff 86 Ext. 5YR 7/4 (pink); int. same; numerous large grits.

168 Ff 6 Ext. 2.5YR 6/6 (light red); int. 7.5YR 5/4 (brown).

169 Ff 83 Ext. 5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow); int. 5YR 5/6 (yellow red).

170 Ff 178 Ext. 5YR 5/6 (yellow red); int. 5YR 4/1 (gray;) int. slip
10R 5/6 (red).

171 Ff 156 Ext. 2.5YR 5/8 (red); int. 2.5YR N3/ (gray).

172 Ff 96 Ext. 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow); int. 25YR N8/ (very dark
gray).

173 Ff 123 Ext. 2.5YR 6/6 (light red) ; int. 2.5YR 6/4 light reddish brown).

174 Ff 135 Ext. 5YR 7/3 (pink); int. same; ext. slip 5YR 7/4 (pink}).

175 Ff 132 Ext. 25YR 6/6 (light red); int. 25YR N4/ (dark gray).

176 Ff 87 Ext. 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow).

177 Ff 136 Ext. 2.5YR 6/6 (light red); int. 25YR N5 (gray); slip int.
and ext. 7.5YR 7/4 (pink).

178 Ff 154 Ext. 5YR 7/4 (pink).

179 Ff 130 Ext. 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow); int. 5YR 5/6 (yellow red).

180 Ff 144 Ext. 7.5YR 7/4 (pink); int. T5YR 6/4 (light brown).

181 Ff 192 Ext. 5YR 7/4 (pink) to 10YR 7/3 (very pale brown); int.
10YR 4/1 (dark gray).

182 Ff 158 Ext. 10YR 7/4 (very pale brown); int. 5YR 6/4 (light reddish
brown); int. slip 5YR 7/3 (pink).

183 Ff 165 Ext. 75YR 7/4 (pink); int. 25YR 5/8 (red).

184 Ff 106 Ext. 5YR 6/4 (light reddish brown); int. 25YR N3/ (very
dark gray).

185 Ft 196 Ext. 7.5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow); int. 5YR 6/6 (reddish
yellow); near int. surface 10YR 5/6 {yellowish brown).

186 Ff 37 Ext. 2.5YR 6/8 (light red); int. 2.5YR 5/6 (red).

187 Ff 90 Ext. 2.5YR 6/8 (light red): int. 25YR N5/ (gray).

188 Ff 167 Ext. 5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow) ; int. 25YR N4 (dark gray).
189 F£ 7 Ext. 5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow) ; int. 25YR N3 (dark gray) ;
traces of combing on ext. surface.

190 Ff 141 Ext. 10YR 8/4 (very pale brown); int. 7.5YR 6/4 (light

brown); slip on ext.
191 Ff 116 Ext. 5YR 6/4 (Iight reddish brown); int. 5YR 5/4 (reddish

brown) to light gray.
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193
194
195

196

197
198
199
200

201

202

203
204
205
206

207

208

210

211
212
213
214
215
216

Reg. No.
Ff 1

Ff 174
Ff 42
Ff 5

Ff 139
Ff 78
Ff 137
Ff 164

Ff 94

Ff 184

Ff 88
Ff 4

Ff 89
Ff 115

Ff 2
Ff 3
Ff 74

Ff 35

Ff 147

Ff 46
It 53
Ff 48, 49
Ff 23
Ff 20

Color and Description

Ext. 25YR 6/6 (light red); int. 25YR N4/ (gray); ext. slip
7.5YR 7/4 (pink).

Ext. 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow); int. 2.5YR N4/ (dark gray}.
Ext. 25YR 6/8 (light red); int. 25YR N4/ (dark gray).
Ext. 25YR 6/6 (light‘red); int. 5YR 6/3 (light reddish
brown).

Ext. 10YR 7/3 (very pale brown) slip; int. 5YR 5/3 (reddish
brown).

Ext. 7.5YR 7/4 (pink); int. 7.5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow).
Ext. 10R 5/4 (weak red); int. 10R 5/6 (red).
Ext. and int. 2.5YR 6/6 (light red).

Ext. 25YR 6/6 (light red); int. 2.5YR 6/4 (light reddish
brown).

Ext. 5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow); int. 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow).

Fig. 8. Feifeh Settlement Area (202-208), Cemetery

Area (209-227), Early Bronze
Ext. 25YR 6/6 (light red); int. 25YR 6/4 (light reddish
brown).
Ext. 5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow); int. same with gray core.
Ext. 5YR 6/8 (reddish yellow); int. 5YR 6/2 (pinkish gray).
Ext. 7.5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow) ; int. 5YR 7/6 reddish yellow).

Ext. 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow); int. 25YR N3/ (very dark
gray).

Ext. 5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow); int. 25YR N3/ (very dark
gray).

Ext. 5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow); int. 25YR N3/ {very dark
gray); int. surface 2.5YR 6/8 (ight red).

Ext. 5YR 6/8 (reddish yellow); int. 2.5YR 5/8 (red}; int.
core 2.5YR 5/1 (gray).

Ext. 5YR 7/4 (pink); int. 5YR 7/1 (light gray); ext. surface
OYR 7/4 (pink).

Ext. 5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow): int. 5YR 6/2 (pinkish gray).
Ext. 10YR 7/3 (very pale brown); int. 5YR 5/1 (gray).
Ext. 5YR 7/4 (pink); int. 5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow).

Ext. 10YR 8/4 (very pale brown); int. 2.5YR 6/6 (light red).
Ext. and int. 5YR 6/8 (reddish yellow).

Ext. 10YR 7/4 (very pale brown); int. 5YR 6/6 (reddish
yellow).
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217

218
219

220

221

222
223
224

225
226

227

228

229
230

231
232
233

234
235
236
237

238
239
240

Reg. No. Color and Description

Ff 31 Ext. 10YR 8/4 (very pale brown); int. 5YR 5/1 (gray),
near surface 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow).

Ft 33 Ext. 5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow); int. 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow).

Ff 64 Ext. 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow); int. 25YR 6/6 (light red)

to 10YR 8/4 (very pale brown); raised nob on shoulder not
shown on drawing.

Ff 14 Ext. 75YR 8/6 (reddish yellow); int. 7.5YR 7/6 (reddish
yellow) to 7.5YR N5/ (gray); small raised “horn” near rim
in addition to ledge handle.

Ff 30 Ext. 25YR 6/8 (light red); int. 25YR N4 (dark gray); traces
of slip ext. 7.5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow).

Ff 22 Ext. and int. 7.5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow).

Ff 34 Ext. 2.5YR 6/8 (light red); int. 2.5YR N3/ (very dark gray).

Ff 149 Ext. 10YR 8/4 (very pale brown); int. 2.5YR 6/6 (light red)
to 2.5YR N4/ (dark gray).

Ff 67 Ext. 2.5YR 5/6 (light red); int. 2.5YR N5/ (gray).

Ff 32 Ext. 5YR 6/4 (light reddish brown) to 7.5YR 8/4 (pink);
int: 5YR 6/4 (light reddish brown).

Ff 11 Ext. 5YR 6/8 (reddish yellow); int. 5YR 5/1 (gray).

Fig. 9. Feifeh Cemetery Area, Early Bromze (228-247),
Settlement Area, Irom Age (248-260)

Ff 148, 153 Ext. 10R 6/8 (light red); int. 7.5YR 6/2 (pinkish gray); ext.
slip 10YR 8/2 (white).

Ff 145 Ext. 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow); int. core 5YR 5/1 (gray).

Ff 46, 150 Ext. and int. 25YR 6/6 (light red); ext. wash 25YR 8/4
(pale yellow). ,

Ff 52 Ext. 5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow); int. core 5YR 5/1 (gray).

Ff 51 Ext. and int. 5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow). ‘

Ff 50 ‘ Ext. 10R 6/8 (light red); int. 5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow) ;
int. core 5YR 5/1 (gray).

Ff 13 Ext. 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow); int. same.

Bf 17 Ext. and int. 25YR 6/6 (light red).

Ff 29 Ext. 7.5YR 8/4 (pink); int. 25YR 6/6 (light red).

Ff 27 Ext. 5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow); int. surface 2.5YR 6/6 (light
red); int. core 5YR 6/3 (pinkish gray). :

Ff 26 Ext. 10YR 8/4 (very pale brown); int. 2.5YR 6/6 (light red).

Ff 24 Ext. 75YR 7/4 (pink); int. 25YR 6/6 (light red).

Ff 152 Ext. and int. 2.5YR 6/4 (light reddish brown).
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244

245

246
o4t

248

249

250
251

252
253
254
255
256
257
258
259

260

261
262

263

264
265
266

Reg. No.

Ef 21

Ff 25
Ff 9, 10

Ff 15

Ff 151

Ff 146
Ff 18

Ff 901

Ff 179

Ff 129
Ff 40

Ff 44
Ff 41
Ff 59
Ff 38
Ff 159
Ff 169
Ff 57
Ff 55

Ff 79

Color and Description
Hxt. and int. 5YR 6/6 (reddish vellow); traces of 2.5YR 6/6
(light reddish slip)..
Ext. and int. 7.5YR 6/4 (light brown).

Ext. 25YR 6/6 (light red;; int. 2.5YR 8/8 (light red); burn

marks on ext.

Ext. 10YR 8/3 (very pale brown); int. 25YR N3/(very dark
gray); int. 10R 6/4 (pale red).

- Ext. 5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow); int. core 5YR 6/1 (gray).

Ext. 2.5YR 6/6 (light red); int. 5YR 6/2 (pinkish gray).

Ext. 5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow); int. same; band of 10R 4/8
(red) paint on ext. surface.

Ext. 7.5YR 6/4 (light brown); int. 5YR 5/1 (gray); int.
surface 5YR 5/1 (gray).

Ext. 2.5Y 8/4 (pale yellow); int. 5YR 6/4 (light reddish
brown).

Ext. shp 7,5YR 8/4 (pink); int. 2.5YR 6/8 (light red).

Ext. 10YR 8/3 (very pale brown); int. 10YR 7/4 (very pale
brown).

Ext. 10YR 8/3 (very pale brown); int. 10YR 5/1 (gray).
Ext. slip 2.5YR 6/8 (light red); int. 5YR 5/2 (reddish gray).
Ext. 7.5YR 5/4 (brown); int. 7.5YR 6/4 (light brown).
Ext. and int. 10YR 8/4 (very pale brown).

Ext. 2.5YR 6/6 (light red); int. 25YR N4/ (dark gray).
Ext. 2.5YR 6/8 (light red); int. 25YR N5/ (gray).

Ext. 2.5YR 6/6 (light red); int. 25YR N4/ (gray).

Ext. 2.5YR 6/4 (light reddish brown); int. 2.5YR N4/ (dark
gray). o

Ext. 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow); int 5YR 5/1 (gray).

. Fig. 10. Feifeh Settlement Are&, Iron Age (261), Roman

Ff 82
Ff 36

Ff 120

Ff 124
Ff 166
Ff 171

(262-267), Byzantine (268-277), Islamic (278-291)

Ext. 5YR 7/4 (pink) int. 10YR 7/4 (very pale brown).

Ext. 10R 6/8 (light red) int. 2.5YR N{/ (dark gray);
blackened ext.

Ext. 10YR 8/4 (very pale brown) ; int. 5YR 6/3 (light reddish
brown)

Ext. 25YR 6/4 (light reddish brown): int. 10R 5/6 (red).
Ext. and int. 25YR 5/8 (red).

Ext. and int. 10R 4/4 (weak red).
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No.
267

268
269
270

271
272
273
274
275
276

277

278

279

280

281

282

283

284

285

286

287

288

Reg. No.
Ff 157

Ff 95
Ff 128

Ff 173
Ff 101
Ff 80
Ff 142
Ff 63

Ff 134
Ff 170

Ff 77

Ff 111
Ff 113
Ff 185
Ff 112

Ff 175

Ff 191
Ff 16

Ff 197

Color and Description

Ext. 25YR 4/8 (red) polished slip; int. 5YR 5/5 "{reddish
brown).

Ext. and int. 10R 4/8 (red); polished slip ext. and int.
Ext. 10R 5/8 (red); int. 10R 5/8 (red); polished slip.

Ext. 10YR 7/3 (very pale brown); int. 10R 6/8 (light red)
with gray core; int. surface 10R 5/8 (red).

Ext. 10R 4/6 (red); int. 10R 3/1 (dark reddish gray).

Ext. 2.5YR (light red); burnt areas.

Ext. 10R 4/8 (red); int. same.

Ext. and int. 2.5YR 6/6 (light red).

Ext. 5YR 7/4 (pink); int. surface 10YR 8/3 (very pale brown).

Ext. and int. 5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow) ; continuously burnished.

Ext. 5YR 7/4 (pink); int. 25YR 6/8 (light red); light gray
core.

Ext. 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow); int. 25YR N3/ (very dark
gray)

Ext. 5YR 6/6 (yellowish red); int. 5YR 4/1 (dark gray);
straw and limestone temper.

Ext. and int. surface T5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow) ; int. core
75YR 2/0; traces of red paint on ext., 2.5YR 5/6; straw
temper. '

Ext. 5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow) ; int. core 2.5YR N3/ (dark
gray); grit and chaff temper; “soft” ware.

Ext. 10YR 8/2 (white); int. 75YR N4/ (dark gray): grit

and chaff temper; cracked surface; “soft” ware.

Ext. 10YR 8/4 (very pale brown); int. same; grit and chaff
temper; “soft” ware.

Ext. 75YR 7/6 (reddish yellow) ; int. core 7.5YR N4/ (dark
gray); chaff temper; “soft” ware.

Ext. 5YR 7/4 (pink}; int. core 25YR N3/ (dark gray) ; paint
on ext. surface 10R 4/8 (red); grit and chaff temper: “soft”
ware. :

Ext. 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow); int. core 2.5YR N2/ (very
dark gray); grit and chaff temper; “soft” ware.

Ext. 7.5YR 7/4 (pink); int. surface 2.5YR 6/8 (light red):
int. slip 10YR 8/4 (very pale brown); grit temper.

Ext. 5YR 8/3 (pink); int. surface S5YR T/6 (reddish yellow)
to SYR 7/4 (pink).
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No.
289

290
201

292
293

294

295

206

297

2908

299
300
301

302

303

304
305

306

307

308
309
310

Reg. No. Color and Description

Ff 183 Ext. 5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow); traces of reddish paint 10R
4/6 (red).

Ff 180 Ext. 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow); int. core 5YR 5/1 (gray).

Ff 102 Ext. 7.5YR 6/4 (light brown); int. 2.5YR N3/ (very dark

gray); paint on ext. and int. lip 25YR 4/4 (reddish brown).

Fig. 11. Feifeh Settlement Area, Islamic (292-299), Khanazir
Settlement Area, Farly Bronze (390-308), Iron Age, (309-320)

Ff 195 Ext. and int 10R 4/6 {red); traces of glaze on rim.

Ff 119 Ext. 10YR 8/4 (pink); int. 10R 6/6 (light red); grit and
chaff temper.

Ff 28 Ext. 5YR 7/4 (pink); int. 5YR 6/1 (light gray); small grit
and chaff temper; “soft” ware. ,

Ff 45 Ext. 10YR 7/4 (very pale brown); int. 5YR 6/8 (reddish

yellow) to gray; numerous large grits; ext. surface cracked;
thumb impression on surface to right of handle.

Ff 176 Ext. 5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow) ; int. 25YR N3/ (very dark
gray); grit and chaff temper.

Ff 172 Ext. 5YR 6/4 (light reddish brovvn); int. 5YR 3/1 (very
dark gray); grit and chaff temper; cracked surface; “soft”
ware.

Ff 76 Int. 10R 5/6 (red); ext. glaze painted 10R 3/6 (dark red)
and 5Y 7/8 (yellow).

Ff 99 4 Int. 25YR 5/4 (reddish brown}) ; traces of glaze 5Y 6/4 (olive).

Kh 51 Ext. 2.5YR 6/6 (light red); int. 2.5YR 5/4 (reddish brown).

Kh 43 - Ext. 5YR 5/2 (reddish gray); int. 5YR 4/1 (dark gray);
int. surface traces of red slip 10R 4/6 (red). ’

Kh 36 , Ext. 25YR 4/4 (reddish brown); int. 2.5YR 6/6 (light red);
light gary core.

Kh 35 Ext.‘ S5YR 5/2 (reddish gray}; int. 25YR 6/6 (light red);
burnt areas ext. surface.

Kh 34 Ext. 5YR 5/2 (reddish gray); int. surface slip 2.5YR 5/8 (red).

Kh 49 Ext. 5YR 7/4 (pink); int. 5YR 5/1 (gray); traces of red slip
on ext. surf. 2.5YR 5/8 (red).

Kh 62 Ext. 25Y 8/4 (pale yellow); int. 5YR 6/4 (light reddish
brown); 3 series of incised lines on shoulder.

Kh 63 Ext. 25Y 8/4 (pale yellow); int. 5YR 6/4 (light reddish
brown).

Kh 46 Ext. 10YR 8/4 (very pale brown).

Kh 23 Ext. 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow) ; int. 5YR 5/4 (reddish brown).

Kh 16 Ext. 10YR 6/2 (light brownish gray); int; 10YR 5/1 (gray).
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No.

311
312

313

314

315

316

317

318

319
320

321
322

323

324

325
326

327

328

329

330

331

Reg. No. Color and Description

Kh 20 Ext. 25YR 5/6 (red); int. 2.5YR 5/2 (weak red).

Kh 7 Ext. 25YR 6/6 (light red); int. 2.5YR 5/4 (reddish brown);
slip ext. and int. 10YR 8/4 (very pale brown).

Kh 2 Ext. 5YR 6/6 (reddish yeliow); int. 5YR 5/1 (gray); pitted
surface.

Kh 27 Ext. 5YR 6/4 (light reddish brown); int. 5YR 5/1 (gray);
pitted surface.

Kh 17 Ext. 5YR 6/4 (light reddish brown); int. surface 7.5YR 7/4
(pink); int. core B5YR 5/2 (reddish gray); pitted surface.

Kh 15 Ext. 10YR 8/3 (very pale brown); int. 5YR 6/4 (light reddish
brown) ; few pit marks on surface.

Kh 11 Ext. 7.5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow); int. 7.5YR 6/2 (pinkish
gray); pitted surface.

Kh 6 Ext. 2.6YR 6/6 (light red); int. 5YR N4/ (dark gray); tool
marks on int. lip; pitted surface.

Kh 29 Ext. 25YR 5/6 (red); int. 10YR 6/3 (pale brown).

Kh 4 Ext. 10YR 7/4 (very pale brown); int. surface 2.5YR 6/6

(light red); int. core 10YR 4/1 (dark gray).

Fig. 12. Khanazir Settlement Area, Roman (321-325),
Byzantine (326-328), Islamic (329-331)

Kh 10 Ext. 10YR 8/4 (very pale brown) ; int. 2.5YR 6/6 (light red).

Kh 13 Ext. 5YR 6/2 (pinkish gray); int. 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow) ;
thin gray core.

Kh 25 Ext. 5YR 6/4 (light reddish brown); int. 25YR 6/6 (light
red) ; thick gray core 5YR 5/1 (gray).

Kh 24 Ext. and int. 2.5YR 6/6 (light red); int. core 7.5YR 7/2
(pinkish gray); ext. slip 7.5YR 8/4 (pink).

Kh 21 Ext. and int. 2.5YR 3/6 (dark red).

Kh 19 Ext. 10YR 7/4 (very pale brown); int. surface 7.5YR 6/4
(light brown); int. core 2.5YR 6/6 (light red).

Kh 1 Ext. 5YR 8/4 (pink); int. 2.5YR 6/6 (light red); ext. wash
7.5YR 8/2 (pinkish white).

Kh 12 Ext. 5YR 7/4 (pink); int. surface 2.5YR 6/6 (light red);
int. core 5YR 6/3 (light reddish brown).

Kh 8 Ext. 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow) ; int. surface 5YR 6/1 (light

gray); int. core 2.5YR N3/ (very dark gray); chaff and grit
temper; “soft” ware.

Kh 5 Ext. 25YR 8/4 (pale yellow) to 2.5Y 8/2 (white) ; int. 2.5Y
8/4 (pale yellow); thin tool marks ext. surface below rim.
Kh 9 Ext. 5YR 7/3 (pink); int. core 7.5YR 6/4 (light brown).

Walter E. Rast and R. Thomas Schaub
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Second Season of Excavation at Sahab, 1973*

( Preliminary Report )

by

Moawiyah M. Ibrahim

The Department of Antiquities com-
pleted the second season of excavations
at Sahab, 12 km. south-east of Amman
(Pl. XII). The work continued through
the months May and June of 1973, under
the supervision of the author. The team
members of the Department were: Sabri
Abbadi, Lina es-Sa‘di, Abdul-Sami‘ Abu Di-
yeh, Mohammad Murshed Khadijeh, Isma‘il
Hazaz, Kurt Langer de Polacky, and Omar
Dawoud. Four volunteers of the Society
of Friends of Archaeology: John Unde-
land, Barbara ‘Atalla, Hazel Plummer
and Dan Shak, in addition to two technic-
al men trained at Tell es Sultan, provid-
ed the dig with a considerable assistance.
30-35 workers from Sahab and its
vicinity were employed.

The members of the dig are thankful
for the interest shown by the public-in
Jordan and abroad. Special thanks are
due to HRH Ra‘d bin Zeid, who assisted
the dig, not only in.visiting the site and
explaining. its importance to the authori-
ties, but also in attending the excavatlons
on a part-time basis. :

We also appreciate the continuous
support of Mr. G. Barakat, Minister of
Tourism and Antiquities, Mr. Y. Owelis,
Director General of Antiquities, and all
colleagues of the Department as well as
other archaeologists, who joined us in
solving the strahgraphlcal and datmg
problems.

The work took place in four majoi'
areas (Pl. XIII), designated as: B, D, ‘E

F, which were chosen in different parts
of Sahab. It was decided to excavate in
some of these spots, as archaeological
strata were partly exposed by modern
constructions, such as houses, streets
and drainage pits. To prevent further
damage, any undertakings which may
effect the ancient site require permission
from the Department of Antiquities with
the cooperation of the Mummpahty of
Sahab.

Two excavation areas (£ and F)
were opened at the beginning of the 1973
season, whereas the work in Areas B
and- D is ‘a continuation of the 1972
investigations. Because of the location of
Areas A and C among modern houses,
the work could not be extended in any
direction. We hope in coming seasons to
be able to make a few soundings in the

courtyards of the surrounding houses.

Area B

Two more squares (3 and 4) were laid
out to the south of the area excavated
in 1972. Clear evidence of three major
perlods was revealed. Debris of the three
periods in Sq. 3 was disturbed by a large
modern pit which extended to Squares 1
and 4. :

The latest dates from the Early Iron
Age. (Pl. XV) shows a ground plan of a
house from this period. The major part
of the house was excavated during the
1972 season and briefly described in the
first preliminary report ( ADA J XVII,
23 ff). The rooms of the house were

*See Ibrahim, M. M., Excavatlons at Sahab, 1972, ADAJ XVII (1872) p. 23 ff
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paved with medium sized stones except
that plastered floor around the cave
opening. This floor was renewed several
times as indicated by a series of thin
layers of plaster. Part of the cave, under
the plastered floor seemed to have been
reused by the owners of the house as
a store room; this is indicated by the
stratigraphy and by a plastered wall
built inside the cave by the users of the
building. The foundation trench for this
secondary wall was traced through the
fill of the Chaico-EB cave habitation.

A more complete ground plan of the
Iron I house can probably be achieved
by extending the trenches to the west,
which we hope to do in a coming season.
Nevertheless this was the first house
from the Early Iron Age, as far as the
writer is aware, yet excavated in central
East Jordan. The suggested date is based
on the pottery types and wares, including
collared-rims and cooking pots with ribbed
rims, in addition to bowls with thickened
rims.

A tunnel built of one row of small
stones set upright and covered by a small
stones layer horizontally (Pl. XIV) was
uncovered in Sq. 4. The date of this
tunnel, which was interrupted by a large
modern - pit, could not be determined
during the 1973 season. Stratigraphically
it is earlier than the Iron I walls, since
the foundation trench of the southern
wall was cut through the debris covering
the tunnel.

The second period is represented by
two ‘Hocker’ burials from the MB period
(PL. XVII, 1). Each burial was placed
above a rounded stone-pavement, similar
to the MB tomb of Area A. The pave-

ments were accessible from a shaft (Pl
XV, 1) which was cut through the Chalco-
EB debris. The shaft and the northern
edges of the burials were disturbed by a

modern pit. It seems that the objects related
to the burial were stolen by the people
who dug this modern pit. A bronze needle
and many sherds of the MB II period,
including piriform juglets with button
bases and carinated bowls, were found in
association with the burials.

A third period (Pl. XIV) in this area
dates from the late IVth millennium
B.C. and designated as Chalco-EB. This
designation is preliminary. A detailed
study of the pottery and its relations is
necessary. Material from this early period
was found in all open areas, and in
Areas A, B, C, and D in association with
cave habitation. In Area E, evidence of
walls and floors of domestic buildings
was uncovered. The pottery is hand-made
coarse ware. Thumb indented bands and
ledge handles are common. Painted bands
of red and brown appear. Hole-mouth jars
and bowls with flat bases and plain rims
are common forms.

The chronological situation is not very
clear yet. The pottery repertoire shows
characteristics of Late Chalcolithic and
the very beginning of the Early Bronze
Age. Some types and wares correspond
with - Kenyon’s + Proto Urban.
indentations and thick coarse pottery may .
well be compared with the late Ghassul
Culture, though the typical Ghassul shapes
do not occure in Sahab.

The situation in Area B (PL XIV) is

interesting. The excavated part of this -

period shows that people lived in a large
cave-complex, which was divided by well
built stone-walls, possibly indicating that
it was inhabited by a large family. But
a complete plan of this complex  needs
further excavation. A hard packed floor
mixed with pebbles (Pl XVII, 2) with
thin stone-walls above were found over-
lying the cave. Pottery from this level ig
the same as that from inside the cave,
The same material was found in Area
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A, which indicates that people lived above
as well as inside the cave. The cave
has rounded corners, and opens to the
south-east direction. The cave, although
not deep, was enlarged by the building
of walls extending from it. The author
has no doubt that these caves were at
least seasonally inhabited, and not merely
temporary shelters.

A wall, five courses high, stretches
to the SW, meeting the cave in its SW
corner. It appears to be seperated from
another wall extending towards the NW,
forming an entrance(?). The first wall
meets a third wall in the SW corner,
forming a 90 degree angle. This third
wall overlies the cave. A fourth wall in
‘poor condition apparently rebuilt, was
found south of the Iron Age wall within
the cave. A floor of hard packed dark
soil, and a fire place lying above, were
found in association with the inner cave
and related walls. Sherds of 2 - 3 hole-
mouth jars, tabun fragments, flint tools,
and animal bones were found directly
above the floor of the cave. This floor
was partially disturbed by the pavements
of the MB burials. ‘

Area D (PL. XVIII)

About 30 m. north of Cave 1, referred
to in the 1972 report ( ADA] XVII, p- 34),
the shaft of another cave (Pl XIX) was
accidentally found. D1scovermg the nature
of the cave constituted the first phase
of the work. For this purpose a square
(8q. 1), 4x4 m, was laid out above the
shaft. A corner of a stone room appeared
in the north- eastern part of the square,
about 40 cm. below the surface. Three
other squares 2, 3, 4) were opened
thereby allovvmg us to determine the

dimensions of this unexpected structure.

The rounded shaft Was cut through
virgin soil and bed-rock and covered with

two stone slabs, the spaces bemg filled

with small stomes. Directly above the
slabs, a large number of small stones
were set, down, forming a circle, probably
to mark the shaft. Another cave en-
trance was found on bedrock in the baulk
between Squares 1 and 2 towards. the -
western section, through which the cave
became filled in. This entrance seemed
to have been known to the builders of
the structure, at least during its early
phase. :

The cave itself became cluttered with
fill to a height of over two meters, which
made it difficult to trace its limits
and to complete investigations within it.
The foundation of a modern house to
the south were to be seen from inside
the cave. However a trial trench, 2 x 2. m,
was cut down. into the cave. fill to a
depth of about two meters, to an uneven
lime layer, covering a black layer of
ash and charcoal. Under these two layers,
a layer of packed red soil mixed with
‘huwwar, chips was uncovered obove
bed rock. The ashy layer seemed to be
an- occupation level, but no dating evi-
dence was found. The shaft and its cover
remind one of the Iron Age rock tombs
found in Sahab and elsewhere, though
no bones were found.

. The building (Pl. XX, 1), which was
partially uncovered, was not expected in
this relatively flat part of the site. The
pottery associated with it suggest an
Iron I dating and shows the widest varia-
tions from stratified context yet found
in Sahab. It is not yet clear whether
this building was constructed before or
after the major Iron I settlement on the
mound. Some of the- pottery types sug-
gest an eIeventh century date. The pots
and cooking facﬂltles indicate a domestic
building. - '

. There are : two architectural phases
to be identified. The first and earlier one
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is' represented by a large rectangular
room (1) with a stone pavement, covered
by an ashy occupation layer, and walls
of large stones. The room seems to have
been reused during the second phase. The
entrance of the room was on the long
side, to the west. The southern contin-
uation of the western wall seems to have
been destroyed by a modern pit. The
height of the southern wall was pre-
served to about 80 cm. (4 - 6 courses).
Another entrance on the long side, to
the east, leads to another small Room
2 which was rebuilt during the later
phase of the bpuilding. The northern part
of Reom 1 is not yet excavated. Further
excavations will hopefully provide a clear
ground plan. Some of the floors belong-
ing to the earlier phase were identified
below the walls of the second phase.

The second and later architectural
phase also dates from the Iron I period.
The two phases can not as yet be divided
in terms of the pottery, but they can be
recognized stratigraphically, as well as
by the use of different stone materials.
The stones used in the walls of the
second phase are much smaller than
those of the-earlier phase. Two walls
built of such small stones form, together
with the southern wall of Room 1, a
small rectangular Room 3. The long wall
runs W-E, meeting a shorter N-S wall,
and thus forming the south-eastern cor-
ner of Room 3. The height of the long
wall measures to about 80 em. above
the room floor. 8 courses. (80 cm. high)
of the short wall were preserved. A
bench, 50 cm. ‘wide, consisting of a single

course of small stones, was built against

the long wall, directly above the floor of
Room 3. The bench begins at the western

edge of the long wall, ending about 60
cm. before hitting the short wall. The

floor itself was of hard packed dark
brown soil covered by a thin ashy layer
of occupation. The short wall of Room
3 meets another, poorly preserved wall,

which is an extent of the southern wall
of Room 1.

The walls of the second phase were
partly built above the floors of the
earlier phase and partly on virgin soil
(Pl. XX1I, 1). The E-W wall of Room 3
was partly cut into the virgin soil. The
virgin soil outside the wall was left
undisturbed, providing support for the
wall. :

. Room 2 is narrow and seems to have
been poorly rebuilt during the second
phase. An irregular line of larger stones
seperates Room 2 from the ‘tabun’ group
in Sg. 3. One large ‘tabun’ (Pl XX, 2)
is situated in the southern part of the
room, while the other part was paved
with smali stones.

Several ‘tabuns’ and one ash-pit,
causing a he_avy ashy burnt level, were
excavated in Sq. 3. The ‘tabuns’ were
set above a hard packed red plastered
floor, into which the ash-pit was sunk.
Another ash-pit was partly uncovered
in Sq. 4. The ‘tabuns’ may mdxcate a
collective cooking area.

Ares E

During the 1973 season, the work in
Area E was carried out in a deep and
complicated bulldozer- cut in the southern
edge of the moundcentre. This cut, which
is surrounded on the west and east by
modern houses, was made by the owner
of the land in preparation for buﬂdmg a
bouce On the top of its north face, to the
west, there are remams of a bulldmg,
probably dating to the medleval or. late
Arab period. Several years ago, a street,
was opened to the south of the bulidozer-
cut, joining the main street in the mzddle,
of the settlement. As a result, the Iron
Age strata on this side of the mound
were further d1sturbed The three faces
exposed by the bulldozer measure ap-
proximately 9 m. (west), 21 m (north)
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and 10 m (east). The maximum height
of the cut towards the north-west corner
is about 6 m. The archaeological strata
and structures (stone and brick) were
easily recognizable on all faces.

It was decided to first clear the floor
of debris and then trim back the north
face of the cut for drawing and general
interpretation. However, several problems
were encountered: the large size of the
cut; protruding stone and brick struc-
tures which were in some cases under-
mined by the bulldozer; the possibility
that the medieval ruins, on the north
face and the loose walls inside the ex-
ceedingly dry and crumbly section, would
fall; and the difficult task of separating
debris from the preserved material. In

addition, the bulldozer had cut more

deeply into the centre of the north face
than at either end, thus making it im-
possible to trim back the cut to the same
depth across its length, without destro-
ving even more material.

After removing the debris from above
the floor of the cut, it was decided to
trim at 80 degree angle and to leave
ledges below phase B ‘lime kiln complex’
to prevent its caving in and to avoid
undermining the structure above.

'To draw and describe such a long
section without excavating stratigraphi-
cally was a toilsome job. A description
of the phases and the related features
follows: ' '

Four main building phases (Pl. XXIII)
were identified below the top-surface,
which begins to slope downward to the
east, where it was tilled by the present
day inhabitants. The maximum height
of this dark brown surface in the western
side of the north face ranges from 50 -
150 cm. A modern floor, cemented with
concrete, was preserved on the surface
in the middle of the section. Above the
walls of Phase A (W1, W2) there is a
deserted building with vaults, designated

as ‘medieval and late Arabic’ probably
from the 14 - 18th century. Part of the
foundations of this building are sitting
above Iron Age walls.

Phase A

This is the latest phase to be identified
in the section; related to Phase A are
two walls (W1, W2). The walls are at
the same level, and built of large parti-
ally hewn stones, which were preserved
to a height of approximately 1.50 m. At
the west end of the face we have several
fill loci above wash and drift layers.
Against the bottom of the walls is a
long horizontal floor which could be
traced, although occasionally with inter-
ruptions, not only here but also in the
east and west faces. A line of paved
stones belonging to this floor could
clearly be seen against W2, but it is
disturbed at both ends of the section. The
space between the two walls had been
plastered.”

Phase B

Below Phase A is what we have cal-
led the ‘lime kiln complex’, which presu-
mably indicates the function of this
structure. The entire complex appears to
be cut into a thick series of wash levels
and parts of the earlier Phase C. The
foundation trench (W4T, W12T) can be
easily recognized at both ends of the
complex, alongside walls (W4 and W12),
cutting through the wash levels. An
occupation floor, running against walls
W4, W6, W8, W10, W11, and W12, could
be partly traced. Fallen roof structure,
immediately above® ash and black
charcoal, shows heavy burning. This

‘evidence, in addition to burnt, ‘huw-
‘war’ and bricks within the debris, is an

indication for its function as a lime-kiln.
Soil analysis of these strata ought to be
made. The extension of the walls and
the interior arrangement of the complex
remain to be investigated. There are two
standing large stones (W6, W8) in the
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middle of the complex which may have
served as an entrance. One wall (W11},
partly built above the wall (W16) of an
earlier Phase C, appears horizontally
alongside the section and meets walls
W10, W12 in two corners.

Between walls W13 -W14 and W3 -
W4, the accumulation of the wash levels,

cut by the intrusive kiln complex, must

be earlier than Phase B and later than
C. It seems from the stratigraphy that
these levels, appearing right and left of
the kiln, were formed when the buildings
of Phase C were no longer in use.

Phase C
(Walls W3, W13, Wi4, W15, K16, W17,

All structures appear to have been
constructed in a similar way. The stra-
tigraphy shows several walls, W3, W13.
One was able to identify occupation floors
abutting against them. It was difficult
to trace these floors in the middle of the
section. It appears difficult to relate walls
W18, W15 to the rest of the structure,
since they could not be traced in the
ledges below the lime-kiln. The time rela-
tionship between Phase C and D is not
clear.

Phase D

It was only identified below walls
W16, W17. The extention of wall W19
could not be clarified. Tts relation to the
LB building is also uncertain.

The dates of these phases and various
related architectectural features, visible
in- the north face of the cut, cannot be
established wuntil  further evidence is
available from ‘Area E-N and - other
sections. They must be later than the
LB building in front-of the trimmed cut
(north face). The pottery from the upper

levels of Area 'E-N (Sq. 1) and the

meager evidence picked up from the loci
of the cut indicate that they belong to
the Iron Age. Thers were no typical Iron

II sherds among the small pottery col-
lection, and the time relationship between
these phases is as yet unsettled.

Square 1 - 3

After trimming back the north face
of the bulldozer-cut, it was decided to
sink a trench (4 x 4 m.) in the new
floor of the cut, right against the north
face. Later two other squares (6 x 6)
were laid out to the east of Sq. 1. As
a result two main phases could be
identified.

LB building (Pl XXI1,2)

Part of a large stone building was
uncovered in Sqg. 1, and continued to
appear alongside all squares. There are
three excavated walls to be seen in as-
sociation with this building. One of the
walls runs Hast-West and measures ap-
proximately 17 meters in the trenches;
the western end of the wall was not
found, which seems to continue below a
large modern house. The excavated width
of this wall is over 1 m, and runs below
the deposit of the north face. Its height
was preserved to about 1.20 m. (5 - 7
courses) in the west. This wall meets two
other walls running north-south. The
eastern wall is wider and built of larger
stones than the inner one. The massive
construction of the first one may indicate
that it wasan outer wall (PL. XXII, 1)
of the building.

All the walls were similarly construc-
ted of fairly large hewnstones, wedged
with smaller ones. They seem to have
been plastered from the inside with a
red brick-like material. The same material
covered the walls and their interior faces.
The foundation trenches are very sharply
slanted close to the walls and are filled at the
bottom with lcose rubble. The Chalco-
EB deposits were cut by the foundation
trenches. Quantities of stratified LB sherds
were obtained from the foundation tren-
ches and above the floor between the
two sidewalls, as well as other loci in
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association with the building. A few MB
sherds were found in the fill among the
walls.

The occupation floor of the building
could be traced, although disturbed to
the west of the interior wall. The floor
itself is of hard packed reddish soil co-
vered by an ashy layer of occupation.
The loci to the east of the outer side-
wall, including a part of a wall and a
related stome-pavement, seem to be
earlier than the LB building, since the
foundation trench of the latter wall was
cut through these loci. All these features
seem to extend beyond the southern
baulk. No definite date can be given to
these features, which were uncovered
during the last days of the excavation.
It is too early to come to a conclusion
about the nature and extent of the LB
building. Further excavations will hope-
fully throw more light on the associated
walls and their relationship to the other
structures.

Chalco.-EB Phase

These are the first walls of domestic
poor houses excavated in the Chalco-EB
period at Sahab. The walls were found
only east of the LB interior wall. These
were interrupted by the LB building.
Hard packed pebbly floors and hearths
were related to these walls. One floor
seemed to continue below the walls. A
good number of sherds of a handmade
coarse gritty ware, sherds with red-
painted bands, and hole-mouth jars very
similar to those from cave dwellings
excavated in Area A, B, and C, were
found. All these area s yielded red-bur-
nished pottery, thumb-indented bands
and ledge-handles. The range of this
early phase and its pottery repertoire in
relation to other sites will be discussed
at a later time.

Area I

A long trial trench (30 x 2 m.) was
sunk in the western slope of the mound,

seeking the outer limits of the settlement
and a fortification structure. The western
edge of the trench reached the foot of
the tell, but no signs of fortifications
were found.

Wash loci (3 major levels}), ranging
from 1.50 - 2.00 m, les on bed-rock.
Sherds from the upper two levels were
mixed and show specimens of the Chalco-
EB, MBE, Iron I - II periods. the lowest
floor-like level yielded typical sherds of
the Chalco-EB period.

Sunmmery

During this season more evidence
from the Chalco-EB period was found,
in association with cave-dwellings (Area
B) and probably with poor domestic
houses, of which walls and floors were
uncovered in Area E (Sq. 1-2). In Area B,
two MB burials were excavated, each above
a rounded stone-pavement. MB sherds were
also found in fill loci. This may indicate
the presence of a settlement from this
period. The LB building in Area E seemed
to have been a large one and it does not
look like an ordinary domestic dwelling.
Sherds of painted craters, jugs and bowls
may go back to the 14 - 13th centuries,
but a more definate date must await a
study of the pottery and further strati-
graphical information. The site seems
to have been extensively populated
during the Early Iron Age. Evidence of
domestic structures dating to this period
was found in various excavated areas
(A, B, D). Two houses with paved stone-
rooms were partially uncovered in Areas
B and D. Bricks seems to have been used
In the upper courses and roofs of the
rooms, as for example in Ares B. The
pottery suggests a 12-11th century da-
ting. Four architectural phases in Area
E appear to belong to Iron I, insofar
as could be identified from the meager
pottery evidence. A definite answer must
await further work.

M. M. Ibrahim
The Department of Antiquities

— 81 —






. E . - i
Observations on the Bronze Age mjordan

by

Thomas L. Thompson

* In the writing of the history of Jordan
in the Bronze Age, one most serious and
fundamental problem is determining the
basic sociological structure of the people
of this period. The difficulty of this
historical task, hoWever, is made even
more acute by the added burden that
any adequate reconstruction of the his-
tory must first deal with the problems
which historians themselves have created
and which. pi-event any fundamental re-
examination of our sources for history.
This burden for the early history of
Jordan is the well-worn problem which
William Albright and Nelson Glueck
helped to create with their historical
evaluation of the surveys of the Jordan
Valley and the East Jordan plateau. 2
This was the theory that the Jordan

(1) 'This paper was first presented as a lecture
sponsored by the American Center for Oriental
Research at the British Council in Amman on
April 6th. 1974. Tt is presented here unchanged
except for 'the addition of the footnotes. This
historical interpretation has’ ‘been developed
during research on maps of the Bronze Age
for Palestine and- Syria‘ to be published in
the new interdisciplinary Tiibingen Atlas des
vorderen Orients (TAVQ) being prepared at
Tibingen University in West Germany.

(2) W. F. Albright, “The Jordan Valley in the
Bronze Age”, AASOR, 6 (1926 p. 13-74; idem,
Notfe to Nelson Glueck; “Three Israelite Towns
in the Jordan Valley,, BASOR, 90 (1943) p.
17-18; Nelson Glueck, “The Archaeological
Exploratlon of El-Hammeh on the Yarmuk”,
BASOR 49 (1933) p. 22f; idem, “Further
Explorations in Eastern Palestine”, BASOR,
51 (1933) p. 9-18; idem, Explorations in Eastern
Palestine I, AASOR, 14 (1934); idem, “Explora-

Valley and the entire region south of
the Wadi Zerga was depopulated during
the Middle Bronze IT and the Late Bronze

periods, that is, throughout most of the
second mﬂienium B.C. This theory held
that the earlier settlements of the Early
Bronze and Middle Bronze I perlods had
been succeeded in this region until about
the thirteenth century, B.C. by semi-
nomadic tribes, which had left no ar-
chaeological trace whatever. This picture
which Glueck gave of the settlement of
Eastern Jordan, which is still held by
many, was that of a relatively dense
agricultural settlement 'during ‘Middle
Bronze I throughout the whole of Eastern
Jordan. This, according to Glueck, was
followed by a period of nomadic control
and total lack of agricultural settlements

tions in Eastern Palestine and the Negev”,
BASOR, 55 (1934) p. 3-21; idem, Explorations
in Easterm FPalestine II, AASQR 15 (1935);
idem, “Explorations in Eastern Palestine I117,
BASOR 64 (1936) p.  9-10; ‘65 (1937) p. 8-29;
idem, “An Aerial Reconnaissance in Southern
Transjordan”, BASOR 66 (1937) p.- 27L&, 67
(1937) p. 19-26 idem, “Explorations in the Land
of Ammon”, BASOR, 68 (1937) p. 13-21; idem,
Explorations m Eastern Palestine III AASOR,
18-19 (1939); idem, “The Earliest History of
Jerash”,; BASOR 75 (1939) p. 22-30; ldem,
The Other Side of the Jordan (1940); idem,
“Further Exploratlons in Eastern Palestine”,
BASOR, 86 (1942) p. 14-24; idem, “Three
Israelite Towns in the Jordan Valley: Zarethan,
Succoth, Zaphon”, BASOR, 90 (1943) p. 2-23;
idem, “Some Ancient Towns in  the Plams of
Moab”, BASOR, 91 (1943) p. 7-26; idem, The
River Jordan (1946), idem, Explcratlons in
Eastern Palestine 1v, AASOR, 25-28 (1955).
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south of the Wadi Zerqa from:the Middle
Bronze II period onwards.3 Glueck’s
interpretation is based on the fact that
he had found little pottery from the
Middle and Late Bronze Age in this region.

This ‘“nomad” hypothesis, used to
explain the lack of finds in his survey,
is very interestingly paralleled by the
still almost universally accepted under-
standing of the Middle Bronze I period
in the region to the west of the Jordan. 4
This understanding of the Midlle Bronze
I in Palestine, based primarily on the
lack of major architectural structures
from this period at sites such as Tell

es-Sultan (Jericho) 5 and Tell Beit Mir-
sim, 6 but also at other important Bronze
Age sites as well, 7 tries to explain the
distressing lack of material finds by

(3) Nelson Glueck, “Transjordan” in Archaelogy
and Old Testament Study, D. W. Thomas, ed.,
(1967) - p. 445; idem, The Other Side of the
Jordan (1940) p. 15f. 114f.; idem, ‘“The Age
of Abraham in the Negev”, BA, 18 (1955)
p. 7f.; idem, The Seventh Season of Archeao-
logical Exploration in the Negev”, BASOR,
152 (1958) p. 20; W. F. Albright, BASOR, 163
(1961) p. 36f. For a more detailed criticism
of Glueck’s survey results, ¢f. Th. L. Thompson,
The Historicity of the Patriarchal Narratives:
The Quest for the Historical Ahraham, BZAW
133 (1974) p. 192-95.

(4 Thompson, Historicity of the Patriarchal
Narratives, 144-71.

(5) Cf. E. Sellin and C. Watzinger Jenicho Die
Ergebnisse der Ausgfabugen (1913) p. 14f. 46f
108-12: K. Kenyon, “Some Notes on the History
of Jericho in the Second Mlllemum, B.C.” , PEQ,
(1951) p. 106-13; idem, “British School of
Archaeology in Jerusalem Excavatxons at Je-
richo, 1952: Inferim Report”, PEQ, (1952) »p.
4-6; idem, “Excavations at Jericho, 1852” EEQ,
(1952) p. 65-68, p. 74-80, idem, “Excavahons at
Jericho, 19537, PEQ, (1953) p.. 90-93; idem
“Excavations at Jericho, 19547 PEQ, 1954) p.
56-58; idem, Digging up Jeriche (1957) p. 186
209; idem, Archaeology in the Holy YXand
(1960) p. 135-61; idem, Jericho I (1960) p. 180-
262; idem, Jeriche IT (1964) p. 33-186, 551, 565;

relating them to a few scattered literary
texts from Sumer, which deal with the
threat of nomadic incursions there,8
drawing the conclusion that Palestine
hosted a semi-nomadic population, whose
arChaeo:logical remains consisted mostly
of quite elaborate shaft tombs found
throughout the hill country of the West
Bank.

Since we are dealing here with a
survey of archaeological finds, I will only
point out that these Sumerian lterary
texts, dealing with people whom scholars
often refer to as ““Amorites”, not only had
nothing to do with Palestine, but they

are specifically described in the literary
texts -as 5ot burying their dead at all,9
while, if the present -literature on the
period in Palestine is to be believed, the

idem, “Syria and Palestine, c¢. 2160-1780 B.C.”,
CAH, fascicle 29 (1965) p. 38-6; idem, “Pa-
lestine .in the Middle Bronze Age”, CAH,: fa-
scicle 48 (1966) p. 3-13; idem, Amoriles and
Canaanites (1966); idemn, “Jericho” in Archaeo-
logy and Old Testament Study, D W. Thomas,
ed. (1967) .p. 267-69.

(6) W.F. Albright, The Evcavation of Tell Beit
Mirsim I: The Pottery of the First Three
Campaigns, AASOR, 12 (1932) p. 8-14; idem,
I A: The Bronze Age Poitery of the Fourth
Campaign, AASQOR, 13-(1933) p. 62-67; idem,
“Palestine in the Earliest Historical -Period”?,
JPOS, 15 (1935) p. 220; idem, TBM X The
Bronze Age, AASQOR, 17 (1938) p. 12-16; idem,
From the Sione Age to Christianity (1957) p.
163f.; Archaeclogy of Palestine (1949) p. 80-
82. r

(7) See further on the history of this question,
W. G. Dever, “The ‘Middle Bronze I’ Period
in  Syria - and Palestine”, in Near FEastern
Archaeclogy in the Twentieth Century, Essays
in Honor of N. Glueck, J. A. Sanders, ed
(1970) - p. 134f.

(8) "Especially, K. Kenyon, CAH, fascicle 29,
pp. 34f; W. G. Dever, “The People of Palestine

in the Middle Bronze Period”, HThR, 64 (1971)
p. 218.

(9) Ci. Thompson, Historicity of the Patriarchal
Narratives, pp. 67-88, 157f.
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people of the Middle Bronze I pericd are
known salmost @xclusiye])/ from their
tombs. 10

It is baffling to try to correlate the
received opinions about the state of set-
tlement in both East and West Palestine
together. One is presented with the quite
remarkable picture that during the tran-
sition period of Early Bronze IV and
Middle Bronze I, both eastern Jordan and
the arid central Negev, south of Palestine,
were settled extensively by an agricultural
population, while the rich farmland of
western Palestine  was controlied by
sheep and goatherding seminomads. We
are asked to believe that during the
succeeding period, Middle Bronze II, when
Palestine flourished with the most in-
tensive agricultural settlement of the whole
Bronze Age, those previously preferable
regions for farming, the East-Jordanian
plateau south of the Wadi Zerga, as well
as the whole of the central Negev, were
now abandoned to wandering semincma-
dic shepherds. While this is a very
interesting  configuration — indeed, it has
fascinated a whole generation of schol-
ars — it is hardly uuderstandable.

I am not suggesting, however, that
the historian can abandon the — neces-
sarily arbitary — piecemeal gathering
of data, nor can he give up constructing
hypotheses to interpret his arbitrarily
gathered data. Eyents — categorically —
do not have their own logic ! Nor is their
interpretation amenable to any pre-set

(10) I am presently preparing a collection of
the EB IV/MB I remains in Palestine which
will be included in the monograph: The Bronze
Age Settlements of Syria and Palestine. being
prepared for TAVO. A useful list of some of
the EB IV/MB I sites can now be found in
K. Prag, “The Intermediate Early Bronze -
Middle Bronze Age: An Interpretation of the
Evidence from Transjordan, Syria and Leba-
non”, Levant, 6 (1974) p. 112-16.

patterns furnished by the historian.
Nevertheless, before an historical theory,
based on limited and fragmented knowl-
edge, can be accepted as expressive of
what once took place, that is, as higtory}
it- must have a minimal coherence, not
only with what we know, but with what
we know to be possible and likely.

Simple common sense and an aware-
ness of the incoherence of the generally
accepted interpretation has led -a few
scholars to the unfortunately extreme
position of denying the existence of that
part of the evidence which most embar-
rassed the orthodox. Thanks primarily
to the confirmatory survey of Siegfried
Mittmann in the northern Trans-
jordan, carried out in the middle sixties,
the agricultural nature of the settlements
of Eastern Jordan during the EB IV/MB
I period, as embarrassing as it is to the
interpretations of Palestinian archaeol-
ogists, has proven unassailable. 11 The
over 300 known EB IV/MB I sites of the
central Negev mountains, 12 however, are
now being written off as nomadic camping
sites. It is argued that since the Beer-
sheba Basin, which in an absolute sense
is unquestionably better suited to agricu-
lture than the central Negev, was for the
most part not settled at this period, the ar-
id regions to the south could not have been
settled with farmers. 13 Although this
would dismiss one of the most embar-
rassing obstacles in the path of inter-
pretation, we are still left with the also
illogical description of this period as

(11) Beitrige zur Siediunge - und Territoria-
lgeschichte des nordlichen Ostjordanlandes,
ADPY, (1970).

(12) A list of these sites will be published by
the author in the monograph: The Bronze Age
Settlements of Sinai and the Negev, to be
published as a supplement to TAVO.

(13) So. M. Kochavi in his uppublished dis-
sertation: The Settlement of the Negev in the
Miiddle Bromze I Period (Jerusalem, 1987).
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primarily a curiosity, with intensive
farming of the East-Jordanian plateanu
alongside of the empty fertile valleys of
Palestine. The Amorites mentioned above,
and the biblical patriarchs, because of
attitudes toward their place in Jewish and
Christian faith, tend to distract the reader
from any toc critical examination of
details. 14

In spite of this, the hopes of inter-
preting the settlement patterns of the
Bronze Age are not nearly so bleak as
the foregoing recital perhaps seems to
suggest, for we have only so far discussed
the central attempt to put together an
interpretation of the archaeological re-
mains of the region of Palestine and
Jordan, and in this synthesis, the surveys
of Glueck, and the excavations of Kenyon
and Albright have determined the course
of all the subsequent discussion of the
history of the Bronze Age. Whatever sub-
sequent material was found has either
been fitted into their hypothesis, changing
the form of the argument only in detail,
or the material has been left to the side,
uninterpreted and by and large ignored.

The late Dr. Dajani of the Depart-
ment of Antiguities, 15 Dr. Dornemann of
the American Center,y'lfi my colleague Dr.
Mittmann of Tubingen, 17 as well as many
other scholars of the archaeological his-

(14) That neither the Amorites nor the biblical
patriarchs have anything to do with this period
is argued in detail in my Historicity of the
Patriarehal Narratives, pp. 17-171. ‘
(15) A. Dajani, “A Hyksos Tomb at Kalandia”,
ADAJ, 2 (1953). ,

(18) R. H. Dornemann, The Cultural and Ar-
chaeological History of the Transjordan in the
Bronze and Iron Age (unpubl. Chicago Diss.
1970).

(17) S. Mittmann, Beitrige, esp. p. 221; cf. also,
G. Lankaster Harding, “Excavations in Jordan,
1951-1952”, ADAJ, 2 (1953) p. 82-88; idem,
“Four Tomb Groups from Jordan”, PEFA, 6
(1853); F. Ma‘Ayah, “Recent . Archaeoclogical
Discoveries in Jordan” ABAJ, 4-5 (1960) .p.

tory of Jordan, over the years have
continuously been pointing out to us that
Glueck’s gaps in settlement in the Jordan
Valley and the area south of the Wadi
Zerga during the Middle and Late Bronze
Ages never in fact really existed, and
that our map of the known settlements
in these regions is progressively being
filled out. The gap in Glueck’s surveys is
not to be explained as a historical curio-
sity, but rather as having been caused
by the limited nature of the survey
itself. The present plans and activities
of the Department of Antiquities make it
happily clear that the work of these
scholars is being continued and expanded
by the department, and that the coming
years will show us the true state of af-
fairs in the region south of the Wadi
Zerqga.

The real curiosity is that Glueck's
hypothesis was ever taken so seriously
— as literally true — in the first place.
Not only had his theory been based on
the very shaky grounds of what he had
not* found, but his own survey itself, and
not just subsequent discoveries, shows g
significant number of settlements from

both the Middle Bronze II and the Late
Bronze periods,18 though it must be admit-

ted that fewer such sites were found in
his later surveying once he had published

114-16; idem, “Recent Discoveries in Jordan”,
ADAJ, 89 (1964) p. 47-55; G. R. H. Wright,
“The Bronze Age Temple  at Amman”, ZAW,
78 (1966) p. 351-57; J. B. Hennessy, “Excavation
of a Late Bronze Age Temple at Amman”, PEQ,
98 (1966) p. 155-62; D. Gilead “Burial Customs
and the Dolmen Problem”, PEQ, 100 (1968) p.
18; V. Hankey, “A Late Bronze Age Temple at
Amman”, Levant, 6 (1974) p. 131-78.

(18) N. Glueck, “The Archaeclogical Exploration
of El-Hammeh on the Yarmuk”, BASOR, 49
(1933) p. 23, BASOR, 51 (1933) p. 9-18; idem,
“The Earliest History of Jerash”, BASOR, 90
(1943) p. 22; idem, “Some Ancient Towns in
the Plains of Moab”, BASOR, 19 (1943) p. 7~
26; and the AASOR, volumes, passim.
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his Wadi Zerqga hypothesis. Moreover,
perhaps because Glueck never gave us
maps of his Middle and Late Bronze
finds, it has not been noticed that the
number of sites from these periods juorth
of the Wadi Zerga is also not large, and,
moreover, no pericd is represented by
a large number of sites to the south of
the wadi. Apparently the south had not
received a very thorough survey, and
this resulted in fewer sites being found
here, especially since the Transjordanian
plateau becomes more arid the further
south one goes. Finally, it must be sus-
pected, on the basis of Mittmann’s survey
of the north, that Glueck was not suf-
ficiently familiar with Middle Bronze and
Late Bronze pottery, with the result that
his survey shows the distorted picture
that throughout eastern Jordan there was
a disproportionately low number of sites
of the Middle and Late Bronze Age. This
disproportion is not found in Mittmann’s
survey. ' '

This does not and is not meant to
discredit Glueck’s surveys. The inade-
quacies of Glueck’s surveys are stressed,
rather, to emphasize an important rule
in interpreting any surface survey: not
only must all that has been found be
taken seriocusly, but all negative evidence
(that is, what was not found), and any
conclusions drawn from such lack of evi-
dence, have to be always treated with
severe scepticism.

Glueck’s southern boundary for his
Middle Bronze II culture in eastern Jordan
— the north bank of the Wadi Zerga —
is furthermore unacceptably arbitrary,

and should have been rejected on prin-

ciple from the very beginning, for it pays
no attention to the real causes which
separate unsettled desert regions and
semi-arid steppelands from the traditional
agricultural regions. As all who live in

Amman are aware, the Zerqga can hardly
be seen as forming a boundary of this
type since its rich supply of water sup-
ports farming on: both the north and the
south banks of the river. This is of course
not in itself an argument for settlement
south of the river, but it does point out
the potentialities for settlement that were
also then available, and it should prevent
us from dismissing too lightly the positive
archaeological evidence for settlement
that we. do have with strange theories
about nomadic shrines with Mycenean
pottery and the like.

The striking contrast between the lack
of Middle Bronze I archaeological remains
in the Beersheba region south of the
northern branch of the Wadi Gaza, and
the very large number of sites in the
much more arid region of the central
Negev mountains raises similar questions.
Of course, we ought not to assume the
existence of extensive agricultural set-
tlement in regions of relatively barren
mountains and steppeland, such as
the mountains of the central Ne-
gev and Sinai, when agriculturally
more promising regions — such as the
Beersheba Basin — are obviously lacking
such settlement. We ought to ask, how-
ever, whether the people of the Bronze
Age considered the Beersheba Basin more
preferable for the kind of farming they
pursued; or perhaps better put: since
the sites in the Negev do after all exist,
why didn’t people at this time find the Be-
ersheba region also suitable for farming,
when they settled over such large regions
of the more arid central mountains only
twenty kilometres to the south of Be-
ersheba ?

The answer lies not so much in the
relative amount of rainfall in the two
regions, but in the
water  which the

amount of
crops in  fact
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receive.19 The Beersheba Basin is a large
flat plain with less than 200 mm. of
rainfall, "and has a ‘rich agricultural
potentiality only with the support of a
developed technology in both water stor-
age and irrigation. Such a technology,
alongside of widespread agricultural set-
tlement in this region, was not common
until towards the end of Middle Bronze
Ii, and was never fully exploited in this
region before the sixteenth century, A.D.
No such knowledge in the conservation
of “water resources necessary to farm
this rich region is known to have existed
in Palestine during the Middle Bronze I
period. The small number of MB T sites
that there were in the region lay along
the banks of the larger tributaries of
the Wadi Gaza, and apparently exploited

the naturally irrigated fields there. 20 On

the other hand, the large flat plains of
the Beersheba region offer admirable
grazing range, and with a relatively high

(19) Indeed, too often, totally untenable
hypotheses are made on the basis of rainfall
patterns alone. So XK. Prag, in her Levant
article argues that the 100 mm. Isohyet both
coincides with the continuation of the Indo-
Turanian vegetatian types and marks the border
of the region of most dense settlement in the
Negev. She presents the principle that the
100 mm. Ischyet in general marks the limits
of the EB IV/MB I settlement in the Near
East. Not only is Indo-Turanian vegetatian
found in patches south of the 100 mm. Isohyes
line but the majodity of the EB IV/MB. I sites
lie in areas which receive less than 100 mm.
mean annual rainfalll (Cf. M. Evenari et alii,
The Negev, 1971, p. 30: Sde Boker 76mm; Avdat:
83mm; Shivta: 86mm; cf. also, P. Mayerson,
The Ancient Agricultural Regime of Nessana
and the Central Negeb, 1960, p. 10: Bir Asluj:
86mm; Auja: 65mim). Moreover, the southern
part of the Beersheva basin receives an annual
rainfall of nearly 200mm (Evenari, p. 30: 185
mm; Mayerson, p. 10: 192mm), though it appears
to be unsettled at this time. When taken alone,
rainfall.

Isohyets are only indicative of agricutural
potentialities in areas where large flat fertile
plains are found. In the few areas of Palestine

water table accessible to shallow wells,
is extraordinarily suited for a non-agric-
ultural people.:

The situation in the central Negev
mountains is quite different. Here we
find an annuall rainfall of less than 100mm,
not even half that of Beersheba. Never-
theless, in contrast to the sparsely settled
Beersheba region, there are hundreds of
EB IV/MB I sites scattered alongside
narrow terraced fields in the small but
fertile wadis which run down from the
mountains between the barren rocky
hills. 21 Though the amount of water from
rainfall at first appears prohibitively
limited, water running down off areas of
many square kilometres is trapped by
the terraces constructed in the wadis
which hold back the soil and allow the
water slowly to percolate into the rich
loess. The floods in the Negev bring to
these agricultural patches an abundance
of water, on the average equivalent to

and Syria which fit such a description, the
limits of agricultural feasablity, without com-
pensating factors such as the development of
irrigation technology and storage, probably
lies somewhere between the 200-300mm Isohyet
rather than ihe 100mm line.

(20) Far more important than absolute rainfall
for the displacement of agricultural settle-
ments in the fringe areas of the Near FEast
is ~the drainage network which presumably
brought supplemental water to the Selds. It
is along the banks of these wadis that most
settlements in the semi-arid regions are found
during these early periods. This settlement
pattern changes radically during the MB II
period. I hope to demonstrate this in detail
in the TAVO voumes now in pi‘epaz*ation,

(21) The fertility of these wadis has long been
known (Cf. P. Mayerson, The Aucient Agri-
cultoral Regime), but mnow is beyond cavil
after the extensive experimentation of M.
BEvenari’s team (The Negev - passim). I is
also apparent from widespread Arab settlement
of this region prior to 1948. The description of
these people as. “beduin’ is more related to
cultural heritage than indicative of nomadism.
(Cf. E. Marx, Beduin of theNegev, 1967).
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about 600 mm. of annual rainfall22 an
amount simiar to the better regions of
Palestine. In dry seasons it has been
found that even a single flood caused by
at least 10 mm. of rain is sufficient to
produce a minimal crop. During the Iron
Age, and especially during the Nabatean,
Byzantine, and early Islamic periods, the
technology of terracing and water control
was expanded to include most of the
major waterways in the central Negev
as well, from Nissana to Subeita and
the Wadi Abda‘. Before the 1948 war,
approximately 25.000 Arabs settled this
region — many in year-round settlements.
Run-off agriculture — not counting the
raising of feed crops for their sheep and
goats - furnished some 609% of their in-
come. Wheat and barley, grapes, dates,
and figs, fruit trees and winter vegetables
were their basic crops.

A further important difference bet-
ween the MB I sites here and the few
that have been found in the Beersheba
Basin is that the sites near Beersheba, as
much as can be determined from what we
know of the sites today — several of
which have been excavated — were

relatively compact Villages, next to good
water sources, very similar to what we -

find throughout Palestine and Transjordan

during most periods of their settlement.

Most of the Negev sites, however, give

(22) There is an abundance of evidence for
this; the estimate here is taken from the

experimentations carried out by the above-
mentioned Evenari team. :

(23) Descriptions of these sites can be found
in the publications of Nelson Glueck: “Ex-

ploraions in Waestern Palestine”, BASOR, 131
(1953) p. 6-15; “Further Explorations in the
Negeb”, BASQOR, 137 (1855) p. 10-22; “The
Age of Abrah‘am in the Negev”, BA, 18
('1955) p. 2-9; “The Third Season of Explora-
tion in the Negebh”, BASOR, 138 (1955)
p. 7-29; “The Fourth Season of Explora-
tion in the Negev”, BASOR, 142 (1956)
p. 17 - 35; “The Fifth Season of Ex-
ploration 'in the Negeb”, BASOR, 152 (1958}
p. 18-38: Rivers im the Desert (1959): “An

rather the appearance of widely scattered
homesteads, with individual dwelling
units and corrals for flocks. 23 Larger
sites, still maintaining however the ap-
pearance of a conglomeration of home-
stead-like structures, occur only in a few
extraordinarily fertile and relatively well
watered regions, such as near a major
spring. The architecture of the Negev
sites, with their round stone foundations,
courtyards and corrals, is strikingly dif-
ferent from anything found in Palestine
or northern Transjordan. 24 Even the
burial practices of the MB I people in
the Negev, characterised by a shallow
cist, covered by a mound of stones, is
in stark contrast to the shaft tombs and
the cave burials which are the more
typical burial places of the regions to the
north.

The overall picture that we now have
of the MB I sites in the central Negev,
extending from the north-central Sinai,
differentiates them from the MB I siteg
of eastern Jordan. Geographically and
ecologically, there is nothing in the cen-
tral Negev which resembles the fertile
regions of eastern Jordan. Jordan can,
by no stretch of the imagination, be
understood as an agricultural “fringe”
area. The central Jordanian plateau is

sui generis, and the hill country, even
far to the south of Karak, has more in

Aerial Reconnaissance of the Negev”, BASOR,
155 (1959) p. 2-13; “The Negev”, BA, 22
(1959) p. 82-97; “Archaeological Exploration
of the Negeb in 19597, BASOR, 159 (1960) p.
3-14; “Further " Explorations in the Negev”,
BASOR, 179 (1965) p. 6-29. See also Y. Aharoni,
“The Land of Gerar”, IEJ, 6 (1956) p. 26-32;
idem, “The Negeb of Judah”, IEJ, 8 (1958) p. 26-
38; idem, “The Ancient Desert Agriculture of the
Negev: Early Beginnings”, IEJ, 8 (1958) p.
231-268; “The Negev” in Archaeology and Old
Testament Study, D. w. Thomas, ed,, (1967)
P. 384-401; and also. B. Rothenberg, Geod’s
Wlldemess (1961); idem, Timnga (1973).

(24) M. Kochavi, “The Excavation at Te
Yeruham?”, BIES, 27 ( 1863) p. 284-92. .
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common with the hill country of Palestine
than it does with the Negev and Sinai:

The EB 1IV/MB 1 sites of eastern
Jordan continue the tradition of village
agriculture common to both Palestine
and Jordan during the whole of the
Bronze Age. Changes in settlement pat-
terns are only regional and loecal changes,
and in no way reflect the sweeping his-
torical disruptions one is asked to believe
in most of the literature on this period.

This is also true of the EB IV/MB I
period on the West Bank of Jordan.
Kenyon's and Albright’s claims that this
transition péréod somehow reflects a con-
quest of Palestine by semi-nomadic Amo-
rites, who are known mostly by their
tombs, pastoral wanderers in the hill
country, who buried their dead after their
return from seasonal migrations, is not
even born cut by their own excavations
at Tell Beit Mirsim and Jericho. Both
these sites show extensive, though shal-
low, occupation from this period.

Continued excavation and especially
surface exploration throughout Palestine
have brought to light numerous ocecupa-
tion ‘sites from the EB IV/MB I period.
Furthermore, when it is remembered that
most burials during this period were in
single. interments,
known burials to settlements seems to be
about the same as during the Late
Bronze Age, when the custom of multiple
burials with a single tomb — thus the
use of fewer tombs — was widely prac-
ticed. Also the EB IV/MB I settlements

are not usually found in the traditional

grazing regions where one would expect
to find them if the people had really been
semi-nomadic shepherds. Most of the EB
IV/MB 1 sites are located near the rich

the - proportion of

agricultural fields of the Plain of Es-
draelon, the Beisan Valley, along the
rich alluvial stretches of the Wadi el
Far‘ah, and especially in the Jordan
Valley, on both sides of the river. In the
hill country, however, except for a few
cave dwellings, the MB I settlements are
found next to the sinall fertile valleys
scattered among the hills. 25 As already
mentioned above, in the wide grazing
plains of the Beersheba region, such sites
are found only in very limited numbers,
and there only where a minimal unir-
rigated farming seems possible. They are
totally absent in the bedouin lands of the
great Judaecan Desert.

Judging from such evidence — the
evidence we now have— the culture of this
period can be described as a typical vil-
lage farming culture, in every way con-
firming the results of Glueck’s and Mit-
tmann’s surveys of the northern Trans-
Jjordan.

To summarize very briefly: the typical
Bronze Age settlement of both Palestine
and eastern Jordan can be characterized
as that of small village agriculture. This
type of settlement seems to be continuous
throughout this entire area from the Late
Chalcolithic period through the Late
Bronze period. The heaviest concentration
of settlements seems to be in those areas
where rich and extensive fields are com-
bined with plentiful water, especially
the northern Jordan and Beisan Valleys.
The settlements of the central Negev
and northcentral Sinai form a separate
fringe culture with its own regional his-
tory, is independent of the richer and
more populous regions of the north.

Thomas L. Thompson
June 19, 1974

(25) A detailed presentation of this material will be given in the above mentioned TAVO,

volume. .
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The Excavation of the Roman Forum

at Amman (Philadelphia), 1964 - 1967

Adnan Hadidi

Introductmn
- Little excavation has been carried out

at Amman and that was confined to some

- soundings and removal of debris in and
~around the acropolis hill, the Qal‘a (Fig.
1), and to the clearance of a few tombs

of the Bronze Age, Iron Age, Roman
~and Byzantine periods which have been

discovered in the course of building

operations, 1 At intervals between 1929

and 1938, an Italian arehaeblo‘gical ex-

pedition under the direction of Renato

Bartoccini conducted limited excavations

on the acropolis. The results of these

excavations are unfortunately as yet not
fully pubhshed 2 The Roman temple has

been partly cleared, and many 1mportan’c
architectural features brought to light.
Among them was a frieze with the name
of Marcus Aurelius on it. 3 Much ev1dence

of the pre-Roman occupation of the acro-
polis hill was uncovered. The impressive
Byzantino-Islamic building north of the

temple was also cleared.

(1) @DAP, XI (1944) p. 87-74; XIIT (1946)

p. 58-62; XIV (1950) p. 81-94; ADAJ, I (1951)
p. 30-33; IV-V (1960) p. 114; XV (1970) p.

37-38; XVII (1972) p. 81-83; APEF, VI (1953)"

p. 48-65.

(2) The following preliminary reports have
been published by the excavator,” R. Bartoc-
cini, “Ricerchi " e . scoperte della missicne
italiana in Amman”’, Bellettino: dell ‘Assccia-
zioni Internaziomale degli Studi Mediterranei,
also under the title, International Mediterranean
Research Association, 3 (1930) p. 15-17; “Scavi
ad Amman -della Missione Archeologica It-
aliana”, ibid., 2 (1932), p. 16-23; 4-5 (1933-34)
p- 10-15; “La Rocca Sacra degli Ammoniti”,
Atti del IV Congresso Nazionale di Studi Ro-
mani, (1938) p. 3-8.

(3) Cf. C. R. Conder, Survey of Eastern Pales-

Much of our information about the
archaeological remains in Amman has
been provided by reports of surface ex-

 plorations carried out by nineteenth cen-
tury travelers and explorers. Among the

earliest pioneers to visit Amman and
describe its remains were the well-known

. travelers Ulrich Seetzen, 4 J. L. Burck-

hart, 5 and J. S. Buckingham 6 in 18086,

1812 and 1816 respectively. The first
thorough exploration of the monuments

at Amman was made by C. R. Conder
on behalf of the Palestine Exploration
Fund in 1885.7 This was followed by

two more systematic explorations of the
city first by R. E. Brunnow and A. v.
- Domaszewski in 1900, 8 and a few years
later by H. C. Butler and the Princeton

Umvers1ty Archaeologlcal Expedltlons to

~~ Syria 9

The Department of Anthmtxes of
Jordan was established in 1928 and since o

, then its actmtxes have been devoted to

tine, (1889) p. 33; H C. Butler Syna, Prmceton' ,
Umversxty Archaeological Expeditions to Syrla‘\

in 1904-5 and 1909 Div. III, inser. 4.

(4) Reisen durch Synen, Palastma, Phomcxen,.,

die Trans;mrﬁanlander, Arabiz Petraea wnd ';
Unter-Aegypten (1806) ed F. Kruse et al, Vol

I (1854) p. 396f.
(5) Travels in Syria and the Holy Land (1812)
(1822) p. 357-360.

(6) Travels in Palestme through the C(mntnes
of Bashan and Gllead East of the River
Jordan (1816) (1821) . 67-79. :

(7) C. B. Conder, op. cit., p. 19-64.

(8) Die Provincia Arabia, Vol. II (1905) p-
216-221.

(9) Op. cit., Div. II, Section A, Southern Syria,
(1919) p. 34fr.
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the protection and conservation of ar-
chaeological sites and monuments. One
of the most remarkable achievements of

this Department in the field of conser- -

vation is the clearance and reconstruction

of the Roman theater at Amman. 10 The
first three systematic excavations which
were undertaken by the Department of

Antiquities of Jordan in Amman are the
excavation of the Roman forum in the

lower section of the ancient city under

the direction of the writer, the excavation

of the Roman temple area on the acro-

polis under the direction of R. H. Dor-
nemann 11 and recently the excavation

on the eastern rectangle of the acropolis
hill under the direction of Fawzi Zaya-
dine, Senior Archaeologist of the Depart-

ment of Antiquities. 12

During the last few decades, the city

of Amman has grown out of all pro-
portions, and an important part of down-
town Amman was built on the major

ruins of the Roman city in an area less_, /,
than a square mile. The crucial area lies

at the lowest point in the city, where
the Pmladelphlans
forum, beside the wadi, or stream that
drains the surroundmg hills (Fig. 1).

On the south side of the forum rises

the great Roman theater, Amman’s best
landmark, and on the east side is the
odeum. The forum area had long been
overlaid by a modern street

Description of the Excavation

In the summer of 1964, the Munici-
pality of Amman finally decided td con-

vert the area in ‘dovvn-town Amman

(10) The late Mr. Hassan . Awwad, fhen te-
chnical assistant is credited with the super-

vision of the project.

(11) The Cultural and Archaeological History
of the Transjordan in the Bronze and Tron

Ages, Vol. I (Unpublished Dlssertatlon), Chi-

cago, 1970.

(12) Recent Excavations on the Citadel of
Amman”, ADAJ, XVIII (1973) p. 17-35.

‘built their great

bounded by the Roman: theater on the
south, the Roman odeum on the east,
the Philadelphia Hotel on the north and
the Municipality building on the west,
into a city park (Figs. 1, 2, 3). It was

agreed, however, that first the Depart-

ment of Antiquities of Jordan should be
gwen the opportunity to excavate the

‘ s1te and record the results. 13

The excava,tion ~had. four general
goals: F&rst to contribute to our under-
standing of the history of Amman and
its times; secondly, to discover evidence

- that would help in dating more closely

the Roman buildings around the area
and to find out when the city had been
taken over by the larger Roman archi-
tectural scheme; thirdly, to recover

~ stratified pottery which would contribute
' to our yet insufficient knowledge of the

Hellenistic and Roman ceramic chrono-
logy in East Jordan; 14 and fourthly, to

' proiiide opportunity for field experience
. in archaeology The specific objective of

this excavation was to uncover the plan

: and extent of the forum Whlch has long
~ been believed to have occupied this area,
~ and to probe the area for domestic and

industrial installations, public buildings
and religious structures of the Hellemstlc

‘and Roman times.

Excavation ‘comyin,enced; on November
14, 1964 and ended on January 1st, 1967.

There were several intervals extending
~ sometimes for a few months due either
to delays in obtalmng officia) permissions
- to shut off vehicular traffic which passed
~ ",through the busy street that ran across‘

,A,(IB) Thanks are due to those who made the

excavation at the Roman forum of Amman

‘possxble, the Lord Mayor and the Municipality
: ; engmeers, Director of the Traffic ‘Department,

D1rector of the Department of Anthultles, and
above’ all to the United States Agency for
International Development to Jordan

(12) See ADAJ, XV (1970) p. 11-15.
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the area, to alter water mains, telephone
and electricity lines, sewers and etc., to
rainy weather or to lack of fund. The
excavation was a joint project of the
Department of Antiquities of Jordan and
the United States Agency for Inter-
national Developmen in Jordan. 15

Description of Method

The method adopted for this execa-
vation consisted of the following steps.
First, the establishment of a three di-
mensional system for accurately and
efficiently locating and relating excavation
and conservation work. Secondly, a two
dimensional horizontal grid of 5 (E-W)
by 5 (N-S) meter was plotted for each
assigned quarter of the site; the elevation
of each major grid point above a per-
manent reference point or established
bench mark. Permanent bench marks of
known horizontal location and elevation
were established in sufficient quantity to
enable any area or find within the site
to be located quickly and effectively.
Squares on the grid are cited by (1)
guadrant, (2) number on the horizontal
axis, followed by a hyphen, and (3)
number on the vertical axis. The area
under excavation was conventionally

divided into three geographical quadrants:

the southwest quadrant near the theater,

the northeast gquadrant near the odeum,

and the northwest quadrant near the
Municipality building (Fig. 3). For ex-
ample NW 11-6 is in the northwest qua-
drant between 50 and 55 meters west
of the vertical axis and 25 to 30 meters
north of the horizontal axis. Within the
above grid system, one, meter wide balks
centered on the grid lines were estab-
lished. The 5 by 5 grid was chosen over
the larger 6 by 6 or 6 by 8 grid to

(15) Grateful acknowledgment is due Prof
Prescott H.- Williams and the late Prof. Paul W.

Laapp, Masters of archaeoclogical methods, who
during their assignment as archaelogical ad-

provide a more scrutable working con-
dition. This grid seems to have some
disadvantage chiefly in that it does not
allow space for more than a very few
people to work in the square. A detailed
evaluation, however, should await more
experience in using it. It should be noted
that the elevations in all plans and sections
are in meters above Mediterranean
Datum.

The excavation of the Roman forum
at Amman was beset with difficulties.
Difficulty arose out of the fact that most
of the area had long been overlaid by a
modern street (Pl XXIV:A) and a few
modern buildings, notably the Philadel-
phia Hotel  complex. This Hotel is a pri-
vate property and therefore exploration
of the area is out of the question at least
for the time being. Further, each phase
of the salvage excavation was carefully
scheduled, and any disruption of this
schedule had far-reaching and expensive
effects on the total program of the city

“park and sewerage -construction. The

archaeologist in such a program has to
coordinate his efforts as closely as pos-
sible with the demolition and construction
activities including the diversion of public
utilities, for under no circumstances was
the excavation allowed to hold up con-
struction. Such cocoperation requires that
the archaeologist carefully evaluate his
efforts, because in many instances, as
past experience has shown, the progress
of construction will not permit complete
and thorough excavation by standard
procedures. It was decided, therefore, to
concentrate systematic excavation in three
main areas (Fig. 3): the northeast qua-
drant between the back wall of the
of the

scaenae frons odeum and the

visors with the U.S.-Jordan National Parks

Planning Team (1964-1967) gave much of their

knpwledge and technical advice that helped
bring the project to a successful end.

— 6 —



garden-wall of the Philadelphia Hotel, the
southwest quadrant between the colon-
nade north of the back wall of the
theater’s stage building and the modern
street that ran across the forum area,
and finally the northwest quadrant ad-
jacent to the side-walk of the Munici-
pelity Building.

The significance of the northeast
guadrant is two-fold. First, to the west,
Squares NE 81 and NE 8-2 cross the
extension of the eastern colonnade of the
forum and therefore would show whe-
ther the line of columns on this side
of the form continued northward in front
of the odeum. Secondly, to the east,
Squares NE 9-1 and NE 9-2 run to the
line of the surviving portion of the back
wall of the - scgenae fmns of the odeum
and therefore would clarify the date as
well as the relationship this building to
the forum.

Roman and Hellenistic levels were rea-
ched in all squares that were opened in the
forum area. In Squares NE 8-2, SW 5-1
and NW 11-6, excavation was carried
further down to virgin soil. The objective
of reaching wvirgin soil in these signi-
ficantly located squares was to establish
the sequence of occupation in the forum
area from the earliest times.

Description of Loci 18

In the northeast guadrant, the lower
part of the back wall of the sgenge ﬁ’(ms
of the odeum was uncovered to its
foundation (Fig. 4; Pl. XXIV:F). A one
by one meter trench was opened at right
angle against this foundation wall to
establish its date and composition (PL
XXIV:D). It was foun® that iide foun-
dation wall was built ¢f lrregular blocks

and chips of limestone of various sizes

{16) The term “locus” is used in this teport
01T expressing any coherent layer of earth or

discernible archifectural feature which can be
meaningfully  distinguished from  features

with mortar tc a height of about 1.60 m.
and its bottom reached close to bedrock
(Fig. 4). Locus 19 to which this wall
belongs yielded Early Roman sherds
which can be dated to the period between
50 B.C. and 70 A.D. 17 Thus, these sherds
provide a date for the construction of
the wall. At about two meters to the
west and parallel to this wall, another
wall was built on similar foundations (Fig.
4). This second wall provides a flundation
for the stylobate of the eastern colonnade
of the forum which ran in front of the

‘cdeum.

" The material and method of construc-
tion of the two walls are similar. Above
the foundations were laid two courses of
roughly shaped blocks of limestone with
mortar and smaller stones in the inter-
stices (Fig. 4; PiL. XXIV:D). The lower
course is laid on a thick layer of mortar
and small chips of limestone. The stones
in these two courses are well bonded and
their sizes average about 0.40 m. by

“0.15 m. Above these two courses in the

eastern wall, were built three courses of
dressed blocks of limestone laid out in
alternating lines of headers and stret-
chers with i:ortar between the joints and
the whole was topped with long slabs of
limestene. The headers measure 0.40 m.
by 0.25 m. each, the stretchers measure
0.35 m. by 0.18 m. each, and each of
the slabs on the top measures 1.25 m.
by 0.57 m. The masonry here presents
two kinds of workmanship. The blocks
in the first two lower courses are left
with rough and heavy bosses with very
wide marginal drafts. The blocks in the
third course as well as the slabs are
smoothly dressed and their bosses re-
moved, One explanation for the use of
bossed and unbossed masonry is that the

" around it; of. H. D. Lance, Excavation Manual

for Area Supervisers, (1967) p 12, 32.

M.

(17) ADAJ, XV (1970) p. 13.
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lower courses were not to be seen and
thus the stones were left with their heavy
unbossed faces. A closer examination,
however, shows that the Roman builders
intended to remove the bosses from all
the stones as witnessed by the unfinished
condition of a few blocks where the
chisel marks are clearly seen. Moreover,
the same process is obvious in the upper
courses of the scaenae ﬁong and in the
superstructure of the odeum (Pls. XXIV:
E; XXVIII: B, C, F). It is very likely,
therefore, that the builders of the odeum
were forced to leave the masonry of the
building in this unfinished condition,
perhaps either for lack of finances or in
order to save time. 18 It should be noted
in this connection that, although generally
speaking the retention of smoothed bos-
ses is characteristic of large Herodian
masonry, exceptions do occur from time
to time, as in the round tower at Hero-
dium where the bosses of the smaller
stones have all been removed. 19

In the western wall, which runs pa-
rallel to the eastern wall, three courses
of roughly shaped stones are directly
topped with long slabs similar to those
in the eastern wall both in size and ap-
pearance (Fig. 4). It is, however, lower
than the eastern wall by aout 0.30 m,
The area between the two walls is covered

with a layer of mortar and small irregular

stones. The whole complex indicates that
the odeum may have been originally
approached by a wide entrance consisting
of two or more wide steps. 20

(18) A similar example is to be found in the
building of Qasr at Araq el-Emir, about 17
km. west of Amman, Although this building
is generally attributed to John Hyrcanus (187-
175 B.C.) on the basis of literary evidence,
its date is still disputed and by no means
certain; cf. H. C. Butler, op. cit., Div I1,
Section A, p. 9, I11. 5:1 & p. 12, I11. 6:1; V.
Tcherikower, Hellenistic Civilization and the
Jews, (1961) p. 458-459; Paul W. Lapp, “The
Second and Third Campaings at Araq el-Emir”,
BASOR, No. 171 (1963) p. 22, 24-25.

The fill above the two walls consists
of wash and dump that had accumulated
in a series of layers varying in color,
thickness, texture and contents (Fig. 4).
Loci 1 through 11 yielded mixed Roman,
Byzantine and Islamic sherds and coins.
Locus 5 is a large pit that contained
debris of whitish stone chips and
Umayyad sherds. I.ocus 6 had a
Plaster lining which may have be-
longed to some sort of an Umay-
yad structure of a poor quality, although
no other architectural elements were
found associated with it. The stratigraphy
of this fill indicate that the western wall
and presumably the eastern wall and the
odeum were still in use during at least
part of the fourth century A.D. as shown
by the ceramic and coin finds. The loci
between 741.00 and 743.00 m. indicate

‘that the area went out of use thereafter.

A major earthquake in East Jordan is
known to have knocked down walls and
buildings in several sites in 365 A.D. 21
The same quake could have toppled the
superstructure of the odeum, several
columns in the forum and part of the
theater. If this is so, the debris above
the walls must be attributed to the
period following 365 A.D.

The fill between the two walls i.s., between
740.75m. and 738.00m., consists of several
layers varying in color, thickness, texture
and contents. Locus 15 is made up of
hard-packed dark gray earth ranging in
thickness from 0.65 m. to 0.85 m. Its
top was sealed with a layer of mortar

(19) Cf. V. Corbo in, BB, No. 2 (1964) p. 258-
263, Pl. XIIIL

(20) Most of the area where excavation may
throw more light on this question: lies within
the private property of the Philadelphia Hotel,
It is hoped that when the Municipality hag
acquired ownership of this area, further in-
vestigation would be undertaken in thig section.
(21) D. H= Kallner—Amiran, “A Revised Earth-

quake-Catalogue of Palestine”, IEJ 1 (1950-
51) p. 2%5.

—_ {9 —



and small tc medium size rough blocks
of limestone. This indicates that the area
between the two walls was paved and
that this layer provided the subpavement.
The sherds recovered in this locus were
mixed Early Roman, Hellenistic and Iron
Age. Locus 16 is about 040 m. thick
in the middle and consists of loose light
brown esrth and mixed Early Roman,
Hellenistic and Iron Age sherds. Locus
17 is about 0.30 m. thick and consists
of loose light gray earth and the same
mixture of sherds as in locus 16. Under-
neath, is a very thick layer, locus 18,
which is about 0.80 m. deep and consists
of loose reddish debris with small chips
of limestone and mixed Karly Roman,
Hellenistic and Iron Age sherds. A nar-
row ash-pit was found dug in this locus
but no sherds were found in it. Locus 20 is
about 0.35 m. thick and consists of
compact gray earth and mixed KEarly
Roman, Hellenistic and Iron Age sherds.
Locus 21 is about 0.40 m. thick and
consists of hard-packed light red earth
and mixed Early Roman, Hellenistic and
Iron Age sherds. Thus, the stratigraphy
of this fill show that the area was dug
out in the course of building the walls
and then thrown back in. The FEarly
Roman sherds which can be dated to
between 50 B.C. and 70 A.D., provide a
date for this operation.

In the southwest quadrant which
abuts the line of the columns porth of
the theater (Fig. 3), excavation began
in Square SW 5.7 where virgin soil was
reached (Fig. 5). This squa.re was used
as a control trench for the excavation
of the other sguares flanking it in this
area to the east and west in order to allow
speed with accuracy down throgh Roman
and Hellenistic {-vels, Tt was found that

o

the plinthe of the columns ave placed
on a stylobsis swhich consiste of two

parallel courses of smoothly dressed

(22) ADAJ, XVIN (1873) p. 53, PL HXXIII, 3, 7.

quadrated blocks of limestone with per-
fect joints without mortar (PL XXV:A).
Underneath the stylobate is laid the
w;h};mma or leveling course which con-
sists of smoothly dressed flattish blocks
of limestone well jointed and without
mortar. The foundation wall underneath
this course consists of two parts. The
first 1mmedlately under the glv[fkyn[g;'ia)
is made up of finely dressed blocks of
limestone laid out in four alternating
courses of headers and stretchers. Each
of the headers measures 0.80 m. by 0.80
m. znd each stretcher is 0.80 m. by 0.40
m. The second part of this foundation
wall below, consists of a massive platform
of roughly shaped limestone blocks ave-
raging in size 040 m. by 0.25 m. and
reinforced with smaller stones and mortar
(Fig. 5; PL XXVI:E). The height of this
platform is nearly 3.75 m..

KExcept for a disturbance caused by
a modern sewer that ran across this
pool in Square SW 3-1 (Fig. 5; Pl XXV:
pool in Square SW 3-1 (Fig. 5; PL XXV:
C), a very similar stratigraphic picture
is found in all squares of this quadrant.
Loci 1-4 (Fig. 5) are disturbed layers
which consist of debris diffffering in color
and texture and contained mixed Roman,
Byzantine, Umayyad, Abbasid, Mamluk,
Ottoman and modern brick tiles. The
Iatest coins recovered in these loci are
of Constans II (641-668 A.D.) and an
Umayyad coin of Damascus mint which
can be dated to ca. 650 A.D.22 Locus 5
is about 0.80 m. thick and consists of
loose light brown earth associated with
fallen ecolumns, capitales and stones as well
&s second century A.D. Roman sherds.
A coin dated in the fourth century A.D.
PI‘Qvides &  rerminus post quem  for the
formation of this locus. The terminys ante
quemn for the collapse of the columns,
capitals and stones is in all probability
the earthquake of 365 A.D. (see above).
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Loci 6 to 13 inclusive, constitute a fill
associated with the lower section of the
foundation wall (Fig. 5). These loci
contained mixed Roman, Hellenistic and
Iron Age I-II sherds. Locus 7 yielded a
coin of Elagabalus (218-222 AD.) 23

A bronze statuette of the infant god

Harpocrates (Egyptian Haru-Pa-Khert)

was recovered in Locus 13 (PL XXVII}.

This statuette belongs to the Egypto-
Roman type of bronze figures of Har-
pocrates which became popular in the
Hellenistic period and more so in Roman
times especially among soldiers. Unfor-

tunately, it is not possible to give a

precise date to this statuette, as the type

was in use for a long period of time

from the third century B.C. to the fourth
century A.D. 24 Judging from the context
in which the statuette was found, it can
be probably dated to the second century

AD. All Roman sherds found in this fill.

including a few KEastern terra sigillata
pieces are of second century A.D. date. 25
Parallels for the foundation walls are
found at neighboring Jerash, 26 Palmyra

in Syria, 27 and a score of other Roman -

sites in Near East and North Africa.

The remarkable thing about these foun-

dations is that they extended to a depth

of nearly 5 m. At this depth they are set

upon a layer of-hard-packed grayish-
reddish gravel, Locus 14, which in the

abesnce of bedrok, provided the best

footing obtainable for the foundations. 28

(23) Ibid., p. 52, PL XXXII, 3.

(24) Bronze statuettes of Harpocrates are ge-
nerally dated either Hellenistic or Roman: cf.
D. K. Hill, Catalogue of Classical Bronze
Sculpture in the Wallers Art Gallery, (1949) p.
XXIX, n. 89, & p. 36-39, pls. 16-19;-A. de Ridder,
Les Bromze Antiques du Louvre, Vol. I Les
Figurines. (1913) p. 53ff., pl. 29, Nos. 330-338,
& pl. 44, No. 629; H. B. Walters, Catalogue of

the Bromzes, Greek, Roman and Efrusean in

the British Museum, (1899) p. 238-244 esp.
No. 1496; P. Perdrizet, Bronzes grecs d’Egypte

de la Collection Fouguet (Paris 1911) p. 46ff.,

Pl XX.
(25) ADAJ, XV (1970) p. 13-14.

It is then obvious that what lay above
this layer was a secondary deposit of
earth. It is very likely that the site of
the forum was filled in artificially and -
that an area of such size as this required
preparation before it could be transfor-

- med into a plaza. The mixture of pre-

Roman sherds and coins with Roman

material in these loci become clearly

understood in the light of this fact.

The fill underneath the foundations
consists of several loci varying in color,
thickness, texture and contents (Fig. 5).
Loci 15 to 22 inclusive, contained mixed
Iron Age II and Hellenistic sherds. The
former can be dated to the eighth century
B.C. and the latter to the second century
B.C.29 Locus 15 yielded seven coins of
which only three could be identified. The
first coin belongs to the autonomous
coinage of Sidon dating probably to the
year 60/59 B.C.30 The other two coins
are Nabataean, one is of King Aretas IV
(9 B.C-40 AD.), and the other is of
king Rabbel II and queen Gamelath (71-
106 A.D.). 31 Locus 22 yielded three Hel-
lensitic coins of which the earliest is of
the type generally attributed tc Antiochus
IIT the Great (223-187 B.C.), and the
latest is of Antiochus VIII Gryphus (125-
96 B.C.).32 The third coin is of Deme-

~ trius T (154/153 B.C.). 33 Loci 23 through

26 contained purely Iron Age I sherds
(ca. 1200-900 B.C.). 34

(26) C. S. Fisher, “The Forum” in, Gerasa,
City of the Decapolis, edited by C. H. Kraeling,
{1938) p. 154.

(27) K. Michalowski, Palmyra, (1962) p. 41,
fig. 46.

(28) It is interesting to note that the whole
brocess of building these foundations conforms
to Vitruvius’ description, cf. Book ITI, Ch. 1V,
2 (Translated by F. Granger), 1931.

(29) ADAJ, XV (1970) p. 12, Pl I-IIL

(30)" ADAJ, XVIII (1973) p. 51, PL XXXI, 6.
(31) Ibid., p. 52, PL. XXXI, 8, 9.

(32} Ibid., p. 51, Pl. XXXI 1, 3.

(33) Ibid,, p. 51, Pl XXX, 2.

(34) ADAJ, XV (1970) p. 12, PL I-IL
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On the basis of the archaeological
evidence, there appears to have been at
least three periods of occupation before

the construction of the forum. The first
period is in the Iron Age I, the second.

period is in the Iron Age II and the
third period is during the Hellenistic and
Nabataean times covering the last two
centuries B.C. and at least the first three
quarters of the first century A.D. There
is no archaeological evidence to indicate
that the site was occupied during the
Persian period (550-331 B.C.). This
may be explained by the fact that
in 582 B.C., Nebuchadrezzer captured
Amman and sent its population off into
exile in Babylonia. 35

In the northwest quadrant which
abuts the western line of the colonnade
of the forum next to the side-walk of
the Municipality building, a very similar
stratigraphic picture is found (Fig. 6).
The first five loci consist of disturbed
layers that contain mixed Roman, By-
zantine, Islamic and modern = sherds.
Locus 6, in addition, yielded a Byzantine
coin of Constans II (641-668 A.D.) and
five Umayyad coins of mid-seventh cen-
tury A.D. date. 36 Locus 8 is about 1.20
m. thick and consists of loose gray earth,
pebbles and several fallen columns and
other architectural members. To this

locus also belongs a stairway which

leads down to the central area of the
forum (Pl. XXVI:A). The steps are built
on sterile artificial fill of small irregular
blocks of limestone and mortar. A ter-
racotta pipe drain was laid alongside and
slightly lower than the lowest step (Pl

(35) Jesephus, Antig. X. 9, 7; Jeremiah 48, 76.
It is significant to note that the excavations at

Arag el-Emir (see fn. 18 above), show that

there is a gap in occupation during this period
on this site; cf. Paul W. Lapp, op. ¢it, p. 20.
According to Herodotus (III. 89.), Darius I
(522-485 B. C.) reorganized the administration

XXVI:B). Second century A.D. sherds
associated with this drain make it con-
temporary with the Roman scheme for
the construction of the forum. Loci 9
through 13, constitute a fill associated
with the lower section of the foundation
wall (Fig. 6). These loci contain mixed
Roman, Hellenistic and Iron Age I-II
sherds. No coins were recoverd. The
foundation wall itself is built of the same
material and in the same way as in the
southwest quadrant. The only difference
here is that the footing was provided by
a stratum made up of irregular blocks
of limestone and mortar. Underneath the
foundations, Lioci 14 through 16 contain
mixed Iron Age I-TI, Hellenistic and
Roman, sherds. The discovery of Roman
sherds in these lower loci may be con-
sidered further proof that the area was
filled and leveled artificially’ and thus
explains the disturbance in the majority
of the loci in the forum.

Several test trenches were opened on
the north side of the street in the central
part of the forum to find out whether

there was a variation in the stratigraphy
from that observed in the other areas,
and to probe this part for architectural
remains {Pl. CXXIV:C). It was found
that this section contained a fill which
consisted mainly of disturbed and con-
taminated layers of wash and dump to
a depth of about 2.25 m. above the
Roman level. Further, there was no
evidence of any architectural activity in
the area. The sherds and coins recovered
are predominantly late Roman, Byzantine
and Islamic. It was decided, therefore,

of the Persian empire into twenty satrapies or
provinces. Amman was placed under the fifth
satrapy - of Palestine. However, nothing is
known of events here until the time of the
congquesis of Alexander in 331 B.C.

(36) ADAJ, XVIII (1973) p. 53, PL X3XIIIL.
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to employ a bulldozer for the removal of
the street, the sub-pavement and the
debris underneath. The fill, however, was
carefully searched for coins and other
significant material.

Occupational History

The occupational history of the forum
area. as far as it has emerged from the
excavation may be outlined as follows.
The earliest occupation of the forum

area was in the Iron Age I-II (Iron I:ca.
1200-900: Iron II: 900-600 B.C.).37 to
this period belong loci in the lowest levels
which all but in the southwest quadrant
were disturbed by the subsequent Roman
building activity. In the areas where
these loci were disturbed, it is not pos-
sible to differentiate Iron I levels from
those of Iron II. The complete absence
of archaeological material that can be
attributed to the Persian period, make it
almost certain that the site was not
occupied during this time.38 The area
seems to have been reoccupied probably
about the beginning of the third century
B.C. after the division of Antigonus’ king-
dom between Ptolemy and Seleucus in
301 B.C.39 This is indicated by the
discovery of Hellenistic sherds and coins
mixed with Iron Age sherds in the loci
below the Roman foundations as well as
in the fill associated with these founda-

(37) Cf. W. F. Albright, The Archaeclogy of
Palestine, (1961) p. 112.

(38) See fn. 35.

(39) By right of possession Ptolemy obtained
Palestine and southern Syria in the partition of
Antigonus’ kingdom after the battle of Ipsus
in 301 B.C. He and his successors held these
districts virtually intact up to 218-B.C., in
spite of repeated Seleucid attempts fo make
good their rival claims. As a city of the
administrative district of Ammanitis under
Ptolemaic control, Amman was undoubtedly

tions. The Hellenistic coins recovered in
the forum are all of the Seleucid mint.

_ The absence of Ptolemaic coins is rather
- striking since we know that the city was

founded by this dynasty and renamed

 Philadelphia. after Ptolemy IT Philadel-

phos. Coins of this monarch were, how-
ever., discovered at nearby Arag el-Emir
and Jerash. The discovery of Nabataean
sherds and coins of the first century A.D.
may indicate that the city had come
into closer ties with, if not under the
direct control of the Nabataeans. During
the second century A.D., the forum must
have reached its highest development

- and prominence. The architectural ele-

ments were laid out and constructed in
typical Roman style of the Antonine
period, with at least two phases evident.
The first style is manifestly dependent
upon the ‘grand style” of the second
century A.D. which we find especially
represented in Jerash, Palmyra and
Baalbek. Here, the east and south colon-
nades are built in this style. The capitals
with their rich modelling are definitely
in the Antonine tradition, but the treat-
ment of the foliage is already somewhat
dry, the spirals are quite plain and the
cauliculus  has almost disappeared (Fig.
T:A-B; PL XXIX).40 Similar capitals,
cofumns and bases in Jerash, Palmyra,
Baalbek, Antioch-on-the-Orontes and Mi-
letus, are dated to the middle of the

exposed to Greek influence since early in the
third century B.C.

(40) For the development of the type, cf.
Daniel Schlumberger, “lI.es formes anciennes
du chapiteau corinthien en Syrie, en Palestine
et en Arabie”, Syria, 14 (1933) p. 283-317,
especially p. 286, 306-308; E. Weigand, "Baalbek
und Rom, die romische Reichskunst in ihrer
Entwicklung und Differenzierung”, Jdf, 29 (1914)
p. 37-91, especially p. 61-63, figs. 15, 25, 27,
30-31, & pls. 1: 2, 3: 2; K. Ronczewski, “Kapi-
telle des el Hasne in Petra”, JdiI, 47 (1932)
p. 38-90, figs. 9, 10, 16.
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second century A.D.41 Further, the
decoration of the architrave finds paral-

lels on friezes and cornices of gates and -

temples throughout Syria during the
first and second centuries A.D. (PL
XXIX). 42

The west colonnade seems to be the
product of a later period. This is attested
by the use of a debased type of Corin-
thian column. The column-base and the
plinth on this side find similar examples

in those used in the Camp of Diocletian
at Palmyra dated to the last quarter of -

the third century A.D. (PL XXX:D; Fig.
7:C). 43 Although no capitals were found
in this side of the forum, one may assume
that they were of the late squat Corin-

thian type used in Palmyra and eleswhere '

in the third and fourth centuries A.D.

The theater (Fig. 8; Pl. XXVIII:A)

This celebrated monument was noted
and illustrated by many an archaeological
visitor during the last century, and was
first fully described by H. C. Butler in
1905. 44 The dates which have been given

to this theater range from the beginning

to the end of the second century A.D.

(41) Ct. C. H. Kraeling, op. eit., pls. I: b, VI:

a, VII, XVIII: b, & XXVII; Th. Wiegand,

Palmyra, Ergebnisse der Expeditionen von 1902,
1917, 1932, p. 85-107, figs. 96, 176-182, Pl 38;
K. Michalowski, ops cit., (1961) p: 19, fig. 16;
A. Champdor, Les ruines de Palmyre, (1953)
p. 81ff.; Th. Wlegand Baalbek Ef’gebmsse der
Ausgrabungen u Untersuchungen
Vol. 2,7 (1923) p. 6-7, figs. 9-14; R. Stillwell,
Antioch on-the Orontes, Vol IIL (1937-1939)

p. 150ff, pls. 3-31; A von Gerkan, Milet, Das

Stadion, (1921) p. 36ff., fig. 46

(42) Cf. D. Krencker & W.' Zschietzschmann,
Romische Tempel in Syria, 1938,, especially
the frieze of the temple at Bziza, pl 4 dated
to the early first century A.D., and the cornice
of the basilika at Burkush, pl. 104, dated to
the middle of the second century A.D.; also
the pediment of the temple of Bacchus in
Baalbek dated somewhere in the second century
A, D., cf. Th. Wiegand, op. cit., figs. 12-14, pls.

1898-1905,

D. S. Robertson dates it to 150 A.D.
with a question mark.45 The recent
clearance of the stage-building and the
excavation of the forum calls for a re-
examination of the problem of its date
and its relation to the forum.

The fill underneath the pufpitum (PL
XXXK:A) in front of the

yielded sherds of the second century A.D.
and a coin of Marcus Aurelius (169-177

scaenae ﬁ’Ol’iS

“AD.) issued at the mint of Philadelphia

or Amman. 46 A coin of Commodus (180-
182 A.D.) was discovered in the upper
passage on the west side of the audito
rium. 47 These two coins are the earliest
Roman coins discovered in the theater up
to this date. The first coin was discovered
at the bottom of the scaenae frons almost on
bedrock. Since the stage-building must have
been built after the cgyeq of the theater was
excavated and built up, we are in a po-
gition to conclude that the theater was
finished sometime between 169 and 177
A.D. This date is supported by the very
close similarity between this theater and
the North Theater at Jerash which is
securely dated by inscriptions to ca. 162~

166 A.D.48 Thus the theater is anterior

7, 8,9 etc., especially on the south cella wall,
pl. 56; the cornice of the monumental gate of
the Camp of Diocletian dated to the late third
cenfury A.D., ¢f. K. Michalowski, op. cit,, p. 76,
figs. 93-94; an  architfrave in Jerash which
carries a similar motif is dated to the fifth
or. sixth century AD. cfi C. H. XKraeling,
‘op. cit., pl CXXI: c.

(43) Cf. K. Michalowski, op cit., (1959) p. 57,
fig. 59.

(44) Op. cit.,, Div. II Section A, p. 47-50, Ills.
31-33, plL Iv.

(45)Greek and Roman Architecture, 2nd ed.,

(1969) p. 343; Edmond Frézouls, “Recherches

sur les théitres de 1’Orient Syrien”, Syria, 26
(1959) p. 225, pl. XVII, dates it to the last
part of the second century A.D.

(46) ADAJ, XVIII (1973) p. 52, Pl. XXXII, 2.
(47) Ibid., Pl. XXXII, 1.

(48) Cf. C. H. Kraeling, op. cit., p. 54, inscr.
65, p. 405. Pl II: ¢; Edmond Frézouls, op. eit.,

p. 223; Syria, 38 (1961) p. 80, PL VIL:2.
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to the forum as shown by inscriptional
evidence,. 49

The odeum

Though there is scarcely a monument in
ancient Amman which does not present
some problem to the excavator, few
indeed raise more problems than the
small theater, commonly known the
odeum on the east side of the forum
(Figs. 2, 9; Pl. XXVIII:B). The first of
these questions is whether it was oi’igi-’
nally roofed, and if it was, what was

the shape of this roof ? How was it

approached from the forum ? When was
it constructed ? More with the intention
of discovering the date of its construc-
tion than of trying to answer the other
questions, excavation was centered in
front of the building (see ~above). The
results were gratifying in themselves,
but many questions will have to wait
unanswered until the clearnce of the site
is completed; The first to describe the
odeum, though iqaccuxately, wasg C. -R.

Conder. 50 A more accurate deseriptmn'

than Conder’s was published by H. C.
Butler. 51 Extremely valuable in these

pubhcatmns are the Jllustra,tlons showmg o

the scaenae fyons which is now almost

completely robbed of its stones (PL
XXIV: E).

(49) Cf. F. Zayadine, “A Greek Inscription
from the Forum of Amman — Philadelphia,
AD. 189" ADAJ, 14 (1969), pp. 34ff. Pls. XXI-
KXIIL

(50) Op. cit., p. 36.

(51) Op. cit., Div II, Section A, p. 50-54, Ilig
34-35.

(52) Usually Roman theaters are oriented to
the north but exceptions do occur from time

to time as can be seen at Umm Qeis (Gadara)

where the theater is oriented io the west, and

The base moldings of the

Much of the plan of the odeum is
restored (Fig. 9). It is semicircular with
a stage-building that is connected with
an outer wall by a barrel-vaulted passage
with a corner tower at each end (Pls.
XXVI:F; XXVII:C, F). The cavea 18
oriented to the west and is built up
entirely from ground level of well-dressed
blocks of limestone sometimes bossed
and drafted especially in the interior

~-Sections. 52 The external diameter of the

cavea iS 38 m. and its internal diameter
is 22m. It conmsists of two divisions of
seats separated by a praecinctio, 1.20 m.
wide. The upper division has seven tiers
of seats divided by five scalarip  into five
cunei  and a balcony at the north end.
The lower division has eleven tiers of
seats divided by three mzlaiz'a into four
cunet There were addmonal ¢(g[a]m at
each end of the two leISlonS There is
a barrel-vaulted parodos at the south end
of the cgpeq. The scaenae frons extends the
whole width of the caveqg and has five
doorways with molded Jambs and lintels
and relieving arches over them. Only
vestiges of these exist today (PL XXIV:
F). 53 Decorative and functlona,l _portals
of thig shape and style were employed
throughout Syria from the first to the
sixth centuries A.D. and even later. 54

proscaenivm

at Petra where the theater is oriented to the
east.

(53) Cf C. Butler, op. c¢it., Div. II, Section A,
I where three of these doorways were

still pzeserved up to the first decade of this
century. o

(54) .Cf. R. E. Brinnow and A.v. Domaszewski,
op. cit., Vol. III, 1909, p. 47, figs. 928, 932, 945.

946, 948, Pl L (the theater at Bosra); H. C.
Butler, op. cit., Div. II, Section B {(Northern
Syria), Il 287 290 (Der Sima‘ an), Ill. 309

(the chapel at Kafr Lab); Div III, Section B,
p. 208 (Deorway of a church).
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are simple but very elegant (PL XXVIII:
E). The back wall of the  scenae frons
has corresponding portals and in addition
two round and two square niches in the
outer face of the wall. Architectural
fragments discovered in the debris inside
the stage-building indicate that it was
originally decorated with friezes, cornices
and niches.

In dating the odeum, we have two
important considerations to guide us.
First, the stratigraphic evidence from
the foundation walls of the scaenge frons
indicates a date in the early second cen-
tury A.D. for the construction of these
walls (see above). Secondly, the base
scaenae  frons find
parallels in those of the temple of Bac-
chus at Baalbek dated somewhere in the

moldings of the

second century A.D., 55 and at Jerash in
the south theater dated by inscriptions

(35) Th. Wiegand, op. cit.,, pls. 7ff; D. S.
Robertson, op. cit.,, p. 432 dates this temple
120-200 A.D. with a question mark.

(56) C. H. Kraeling, op. cit., p. 43, 134, 145, fig. 1,
pls. V: b, XVIII, XIX, & plan XIV; Bastiaan
Van Elderen, “New Tablets Unearthed at
Jerash”, JORDAN, A Quarterly Magazine of
Tourism And Cultural Interest, Vol. V, No. 2,
(1974) p. 14-15.

(57) C. H. Kraeling, op. cit.,, p. 43, 134, 145,
(58) Ibid., p. 52, 54, pls. IV: b, XXV: a.

{59) B. Schulz, “Bogenfries und Giebelreihe in
der romischen Baukunst”, JdI, XXI (1906) p.
224-225, fig. 3; M. Bieber, The History of the

Greek and Roman Theater, 1961, p. 182, fig.
634.

to the year 90-91 AD.,56 the south
tetrapylon tetrakionia ~ dated
to the middle of the second century A.D.
and in the temple of Artemis dated by
inscription to 150 A.D. 57 The moldings
and shape of the portals in the back
wall of the scaense frons seem to be

characteristic of Syrian architecture of

in its four

this period. Parallels are found at Jerash
in the temple of Zeus dated by inscription
to 163 A.D., the propylaea of the temple
of Artemis dated by inscription to bet-
ween 161-169 A.D., 58 at Palmyra, and

on a stage-model in the  Terme Museum

at Rome dated to 150 A.D.59 From these
considerations, it is only reasonable to
conclude that the foundation walls of
the odeum were built early in the second
century A.D. and its superstructure and
the stage-building were finished some
time close to the middle of the century. 60

Adnan Hadidi

Jordan University

(60) The general plan of the building is very
similar to the plan of the odeum at Corinth
dated to the late first century A.D., cf. Oscar
Broneer, Ceorinth, the Odeum, Results of Ex-
cavations conducted by the American School
of Classical Studies at Athens, Vol. X, p. 144,
Pl I; the theater at Bosra built shortly after
106 A. D., and the theater at Shuhba dated
early second century A.D., furnish the closest
parallels in Syria, c¢f. R. E. Briinnow & A. v.
Domaszewski, op. cit., Vol. III (1909) p. 47f.,
Figs. 928, 930, 932, 945, 948, Pls. L & L1I;
Edmond Frézouls, op. cit., p. 225, 228, dates the
odeum of Amman to the last decade of the
second century A. D. which in the opinion of
the writer is far too late and cannot be ac-
cepted in the light of the evidence at hand.
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An Examination of the Ruins of Qasr Burqu

by

Heinz Gaube

1. Through the Kindness of the
Director-General of the Department of
Antiquities of Jordan, I had the op-
portunity to visit Qasr Burqu‘ and
restudy the remains of the qasr. I
was accompanied by two friends, M. Jean-
Paul Pascual and Jelal Saad. The fourth
member of our party was the inspector
of the Department of Antiquities, Mr.
Abed el-Jalil Amr, whose friendship we all
equally esteemed.

Burqu‘ was visited first by the Field
Museum Arabian Desert Expedition in
1928. In this connection an architectural
report on the site was published by Erie
Schroeder. 1 Schroeder’s short report and
sketch-plan of the ruin do not answer
the question of the chronological sequence
of the different parts of the building.
The present purpose is to elucidate _this
question and to determine those parts of
the structure which might be connected
with the well-known inscription of al-
Walid 2 (Pl. XXXI,1). This inscription in-
forms us that in the year 81 of the
Hijra (700 A.D.) the “ 4u7r al-Walid, son
of the Commander of the Faithful 7, was
responsible for construction-work on the
site. The extent of this work, however,
has not been clearly defined, although
some theories concerning the Umayyad
work have been published. 3

Qasr Burqu' is situated about 25 kms
NW of the pumping — station H 4, now
a small village on the road from Mafraqg

(1) Field, H. North Arabian desert archeaological
Survey 1925-50, Cambridge, Massachusetts (1960)
(Peacbody Museums Papers XLV, 2.) p. 94-99.

gi 8Rocea, Nr. 12: additions: fleld. H. op. cit.

to Baghdad. A harra-plain of about 650 m
altitude surrounds the ruin which lies
on the NE-bank of the Wadi Migat.
About 2 kms NW of Burqu’, the wadi is
blocked by a low dam forming a small
lake which at the time of our visit (May
4th to may 7th 1974) reached the foun-
dations of the SW-wall of the gasr. The
exact alignment of the foundations of
the western part of the enclosure with the
limits of the water in the dammed-up
wadi suggest that there existed a similar
dam in the wadi at the time thig part
of the enclosure was first constructed.

The remains consist of g plain en-
closure-wall at the NE-side and the SW-
side and ranges of rooms at the SE- and
NE-side enclosing a courtyard within
which is a rectangular tower. Access to
the courtyard is given by a door in the
NW-enclosure-wall. The building was
constructed on a slope. Thus the founda-
tion stones of the S- and W-corner of
the enclosure lay 3.27 m lower than the
E-corner of the building (Pl. XXXI, 2).

2. Only the SW-part of the original
doorway, which gives access to the co-
urtyard (ca. 30 m x 30 m), is preserved
(Pl. XXXII, 1). Most of the SW-part of
the enclosure is crudely repaired. Only a
stretch ca. 4.5 m to the SW of the door-
way would appear to belong to an earlier
stage of the construction. From the NE-
half of the NW-enclosure, a wall which

projects to the SE formed the
SW-wall of g room (1) of
(3) Sauvaget, J. Remarques sur les monuments
Omeyyades. In: Journal Asiatique CCXXI1

(1938) p. 23-24.
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which some traces of a SE-wall are
preserved. From this room a narrow and
low door led to a small room (2). SE
of room (2) les room (3) which was
connected with room (4) by an arch
(now fallen (Pls. XXXII, 2, XXXIII, 1).
In the NE-wall of room (4) is a small
niche. Both rooms were connected with
the courtyard by a door in the middle
of the SW-wall of room (3). Adjacent
but unconnected with these rooms was
a complex formed by a rectangular
room (5) and an apsidal room (6) with
niches (Pls. XXXIII, 2, XXXIV, 1).
This complex was entered from
the courtyard (PL. XXXIV, 2). The
next voom (7) is the longest room of
the whole complex. It is entered from
the courtyard by a door in its SW-
wall. The lintel of this door bears the
Walid-inscription, but this inscription is
at present not in its original archifec-
tural context (PL XXXI, 1). This is
proved by two holes in the NW-end
of the stone. The more NW of the
two was supposed to hold the door-
post of the Walid-structure, the second
to the SE of it took the door-post of
the present day building (Pl XXXV, 1).
Within the SE-enclosure-wall we find
a range of rooms (8 — (11) (PL
X¥KHIV, 3). SW of rcoom (11) there
is an open space and in the S-angle of
the enclosure is room (12). Room (8)
is almost square. It is accessible by
a. door from the rectangular room (8)
(PL 30303(V,2y. This room is connected
with the courtyard by a door in the
SW-half of its NW-Wall. Room (10)
SW of room (9) is bounded on the
SW by an irregular, oval, towerlike
structure (room 11). There are interior
pilasters engaged in the SW and NE
which carried the floor of an wupper
storey (Pl XXXVI, 1). Entrance was
given to the tower from the courtyard
by a door the lintel of which is en-
graved carrying a cross and some Greek
letters (P, XXXVI, 2). Room (12)

occupies the S-angle of the building
(Pl. XXX VII, 2). The lower courses of
the SW-enclosure belong to an early
stage of the structure (Pl. XXXVII, 1).
The wunusual straightness of this wall
merits notice.

1)

8. The enclosure and the rooms to
be found inside its NE and SE half
show traces of repeated repairs, plan
alterations and reconstruction. The
masonry of the structure is of poor
Hauranean style (ie. an outer and
an inner face formed of pyramidal
basalt-stones set with their bases to
the outside and the spaces between
them filled with small stones and clay,
with courses of bonding-stones running
through the walls at different heights).
This makes the task of determining
the different stages of construction
very difficnlt. However, a thorough exa-
mination of the bondings, construction-
methods and irregularities in the plan
permits the isclation of four stages of
building activity, exclusive of the rec-
tangular tower (B) in the western par‘t
of the complex:

Stage 1: Room (11)

Stage 2: Enclosure, room (2), (3),
2y, (7), (8}, (10) and (6) 7

Stage 3: Room (4) and (6) ?
Stage 4: Room (1), (8) and (12).

In addition to - this, but not clearly
to be connected with any of these stages
of construction, repairs were undertaken
on the enclosure walls and the court-
yvard wall of the range of rooms in
the NE.

3. 1. The tower-room (11) is not

bonded with the walls of the adjacent
parts of the building. Its masonry dif-
fers from the masonry of the rest of
the structure. The shape of the room
makes no sense in the context of the
whole  building. The fact that the en-
closure walls converge onto it together
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with the other previously mentioned
observations suggest that room (11)
existed before any other of the present
existing parts of the complex were
erected.

3. 2. Next, the enclosure wall and
the rooms Iinside its NE half were
built. This building period is charac-
terized by a homogeneous type of
masonry with two courses of bonding-
stones (fourth and tenth course). Sev-
eral sections of the walls of this
period were later repaired, namely the
walls of room (2), the NW-half of
the SW-wall of room  (3), the
NW-half of the SW-wall of room (5),
the SE-half of the SW-wall of room
(7), the SW-parts of the walls of
room (10), the NE-half of the NW-
enclosure, and the wupper courses of
the SW-enclosure.

3. 3. Room (4) was added in a
subsequent period. This is shown both
by the strange plan which the con-
struction of the room produces and
also by a distinet type of masonry
with bonding-stones in the sixth course.
This connects its construction with the
SE-half of the SW-wall of room (3)
and the partition-wall between room (3)
and room (5). The apsidal annex to room
(5) is probably earlier than room (4). It
has no bondings with room (5) and
shows a distinct style of masonry which
has no parallels in the whole complex.
However, this might be due to the
peculiar shape of room (6), which does
not permit the use of bonding-courses.

3. 4. The rooms (1), (8) and (12)
are distinguished from the rest of the
building by a more simple door con-
struction and the use of lower and
longer stones.

4. Some parts of the building pos-
sessed a ground-floor and an upper

floor. Distinct traces of an upper floor
are preserved in the rooms (2), (8},
(11) and (12), showing that in stage
4 the three corner-rooms in the N, E
and S of the complex had an wupper
ficor. The walls of the upper floor of
room (8) rose above adjacent walls.
Thus, at the highest point of the ter-
rain on which the gasr is built, an
upper floor room overtowered the rest
of the structure. Next ftc room (8)
the S-wall of room (9) rises five cour-
ses above the corbels which carried the
roof. Since this part of the building
did not have an upper floor (which is
suggested by the dressing of the stones
of the SW-side of the upper floor of
room &), it is hardly imaginable thst
any of the other long rooms (ie. room
3, 4, 5, 7, 10) possessed an upper floor.
As a consequence, a staircase on the
courtyard facade between the doors
leading to the rooms (3) and (5)
(another staircase must have been on
the courtyard-side of the rooms 9 or
10) can have led only to a roof-
terrace. This terrace was surrounded
by walls about 1 m high. The sece-
mingly uneconcmic a height of these
walls had constructive reasons. The
weight of the upper part of the wallg
had to counterbalance the pressure the
stone roof exercised onr the corbels
which carried it.

3. The wrectangular tower (B) in
the SW-half of the complex must be
treated separately (Pl XXXVII, 1).
Its architectural conception, its tech-
nique of masonry and its quality of
construction separate it from the other
buildings to be found at Burgu’.

Its relation with the above described
sections of the site is only a geograp-
hical and a functional one. The
masonry of this structure is Similar
to that of the earlier buildings of
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Umm el-Jimal4 (to name the largest
southern site with distinet Hauranean
style of architecture). Its plan is simi-
lar to that of many structures which
can be seen all over the eastern parts
of Syria (i.e. in the Hauran, the
Lejah, the eastern slops of the Jebel
el-‘Arab, the ‘Ala-region and the Jebel-
Hass). In the north-western massif simi-
lar structures can be found. 5

The ground floor of the tower is
divided into three rectangular rooms
of similar shape. It possessed originally
a ground floor and two upper floors.
The masonry is characterized by reg-
ular = courses of well-dressed stones.
The regular courses of bonding-stones
(which are to be seen in the sixth,
eleventh, sixteenth, twenty-first, twenty-
sixth, thirty-first, and thirty-sixth course)
and their intervals remind one of simi-
lar structures which can be found all
over Syria.6 The fourth bonding course
projects on the exterior to form a
string course. This string course is a
very common feature on similar struc-
tures in the Hauran and adjacent regions
(e.g. Umm el-Jimal, Melah, Busan,
Burd ‘Orman}.7 It can be seen in the
Lejah (e.g. Haiyat), 8 and also in the ‘Ala.
region (e.g. tower of Temek). 9

The walls of the tower are preserved
up to a hight of almost 9 m. Its SE-
corner overtowers the rest of the re-
maining walls. It is more than 12 m
high. The central part of the E-wall
has collapsed and was crudely repaired.

Entrance to the tower was given
by a very narrow and low (window-

(4) Butler, H.C. Ancient architecture in Syria.
Section A.B. Leyden (1907-1920) (Syria. Pu-
blications of the Princeton TUniversity arch-
aeological expedition to Syria. Div. 2.) II, A:
150 ff.

(5) Tchalenko, G. Villages antigues de la Syrie
du nord. I-III, Paris (1953-1958) (Bibliothéque
archéologique et historique tome L.), I 30,

like) door at its W-side. This door
was the only opening of the whole
building. Thus the defensive character
of the structure is obvious. The door
gave access to a long room. On the
right (-south-) side this room was
connected by an arch with a similar
room. A door led to a third room
north of the central room. The upper
floors of the tower had only two rooms.
Rooms which were almost square filled
the southern two-thirds of the building.
Rectangular rooms, similar to the room
in the ground floor, were in the north-
ern third. The ceiling of the upper
floors must have been made of wood
(at least in the southern part of the
building). This is suggested by the
lack of any remains in the southern
part of the tower which could have
carried stone-ceilings.

This tower was originally designed
to stand isolated. With its small door
(which was easy to block) it could
resist any enemy who was to be ex-
pected in this region. The function of
the building can not be the subject
of any discussion. It was one among
many Roman-Byzantine watch-towers to
be found along the pre-Islamic roads -
of Bilad ash- Sham.

6. A relative chronology of the
rooms (1) - (12) and the enclosure-walls
was egtablished above (cf. p. 94). The
rectangular tower (B) is doubtless the
earliest part of the whole complex. Thus
five stages of building-activity can be
isolated at Qasr Burqu‘. The question
is now, whether it is possible to con-
nect some (or all) of them with con-

161, 173, 433, II. pl. CLXXXVII, 4 and
CLXXVII, 2.

(6) Gaube. H. Ein arabischer Palast in Sud-
syrien Hirbet el Baida. Beirut (1974) (Beiruter
Texte und Studien 16.) p. 63-65.

(7) Butler, H.C. op. ¢it. II, A, 150 ff. (Umm
el-Jimal).

(8) -Butler, H.C. op. cit. II, A, p. 362 £
(9) Butler, H.C. op. eit. I, B, 1:12.
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crete dates. Some dates are provided
by the epigraphical material found at
Burqu‘. This Consists of two Greek
and three Arabic inscriptions.

6. 1. A Greek inscription, which
was already the subject of several
studies, comes from the tomb of a
man whose name was probably Hani.
It was dated by Dow 10 on palaeo-
graphic grounds to the III century A.D.

This inscription is not iy iy anymore
but kept in the Chicago Natural His-
tory Museum (acq. no. 219461).

6. 2. A Greek inscription on the
lintel of the door leading from the
courtyard to room (11) was first pub-

lished by Field as  rthe Safaitic letters
and the cross ? 1. Tt fills the right

half of the mentioned lintel which carries
in its center an incised cross:

iirloy 4 VAO

That this inscription is not Safaitic at
all does not need to be discussed. It
could possibly be read:

kYBlioy Aiaofy]

“ Respect the Lord I’ The ‘Safaitic’
letters seen by Field below the lintel
on the jambs of the door are nothing
but wusum. Wusum are tribal marks
which are used by the nomads to mark
their cattle. They became some kind
of heraldic sign and are engraved on
stones in the -desert, on ruins (e.g.
Bel-temple of Palmyra) and on rocks.

6. 3. The Arabic inscription of al-
‘Walid, the no. 12 of the RCEA, is
now used as lintel of the docor that

(10) Field, H. op. cit. p. 161 ff.

(11) Field, H. op. cit. p. 156 f.

leads from the courtyard to room (7).

This, however, is not its original place
(cf. above p. 94). The text published
in the RCEA is not complete. The
missing words were published by Field12
who was advised by Sir Hamilton Gibb.
Gibb suggests that the two last letters
of the second line read HW and the
first eight letters of third line read
LAALBYWT. This is, in fact, the only
possible transliteration here.

The inscription is to be read thus:

bbe e Al M1
594 L::\.:A:él‘ JTT'J o V\JJH \}'W:oyi L:.J — 2

pieds Bam g A gl Y — 3

X3

The translation would be (1) “O
God ! Bismillah. This is what (2) the
Amir al-Walid, son of the Commander
of the Faithful, built: (3) these rooms.

In the year 81.” This is the reading of
Field/Gibb.

6. 4. Two other Arabic inscriptions

are preserved above the Walid-inscrip-
tion (PL XXXVI, 2).

ieled U"' iju_z
[ i @] dy a3

L‘{\SL.@:’; @3\} e oo — 4

(1) It read this Kufi-scripit  (2)

Harun Ibn Samma‘a (3) az-Zubaidi.
He saw it (4) [in the year] 782
(=A.D. 1380).

B. e U L ufz{ Lo e 1

sl (:)Lo.jj — 2

(12} Field, H. op. cit. p. 154 £
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(1) [The] year [this] was written
[is the] year (2) 812 (=A.D. 1409).

The first of the two inscriptions
gives a terminus ante quem for the
restoration-work on the courtyard walls
of the rooms (2), (3), (B) and (7).
In the course of this work, the Walid-
inscription most probably was trans-
ferred to the door of room (7).

9. The epigraphical material gives,
therefore, four periods which are of
relevance for the ‘dating of the in-
dividual stages of construction or vre-
construction at @Qasr Burgu'.

7. 1. With the tomb-inscription (6.1.)
which seems to be pre-Byzantine (that
means 1li/beginning of the IV century
AD.) the watch-tower (B) is contem-
porary. Structures of this kind were
built at the end of the Roman- and
the beginning of the Byzantine period.13
The birkeh 8 of the tower can well
be of the same date. It certainly did
not suffice to provide the men in the
watch-tower with water..

Therefore the bigger birkeh N of
the NW-enclosure must already have
existed in this pericd. Observations on
the SW-enclosure (ef. p. 94) suggest
that the dam in the wadi was ex-
isting when this wall was built. It
can well be contemporary with the
watch~tower.

9. 2. The lintel of room (11) sug-
gests a pre-Islamic date for this struc-
ture. This, however, is not as certain
asthe pre-Islamic dating of the ree-
tangular tower. The surface dressing
of this lintel with the cross and the
Greek inscription as well as the holes
for the door-posts give the impression
that the Ilintel is in situ. Thus the

(13) Poidebard, A.: La Trace de Rome dans le
désert de Syrie. Paris (1934) (Bibliothéque

Greek inseription indicates a pre- Walid
date (i.e. before AH. 81/700 A.D.) for
the door of room (11). Only the Greek
inscription, the above mentioned ob-
servations on the masonry (cf. p. 94)
and the bondings can be used as po-
sitive argument for a pre-Walid dating
of room {11}. The cross could be much
later.

7. 8. The Walid-inscription is not
in sity. The stone on which it is
incised is not broken. It is most pro-
bable that the stone was used as a
lintel of one of the doors leading from
the courtyard to the rooms (3), (8),
(73 or (10). The most likely place for
the inscription would have been above
the door of room (5). Intensive recon-
struction-work was done in this room
later {(cf. p. 95), and in the course
of this work the inscription could have
been removed.

Since the size of the lintel with the
inscription of Walid does not permit
the supposition that it was used as a
lintel of the main-entrance to the gasr
in the NW-enclosure, one of Thus it
can be supposed that the inscription
was used as lintel of one of the doors
leading from the courtyard to one of
the rooms at its NE- or SE-side.

It must refere to the range of
rooms along the east and south-side
of the courtyard, except the rooms 1),
(4}, (6) ? and (11). The walid-struc-
ture thus would have comprised all
sections of the building with bonding-
stones in the fourth and tenth course.
If this conclusion is correct, it shows
that in the time before Walid became
caliph, considerable building-work was
executed in his name at Burqu‘. Burquf
is situated in the same harra-region

archéologique et historigque, tome XVIIL) p.
52056.
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which another building of Walid
own: the palace at Jebel Seis. 14
palace is situated a two days
ey to the N of Burqu'.

s already mentioned above (cf.
), it is hard to determine whether
(6) belongs to stage 3 (i.e. the
l-structure), or is later. There are
ondings between the east-wall of
(6) and the walls of room (6).
suggests a later date for room
But why was there built an ap-
annex to room (5) in the time
Walid ? In Walid’s time this
al room would not have been un-
ion. We know buildings from the
of Waealid with apsidal
ag them are smaller structures as
‘Amra.15 Some of the Ilarger
es possess apsidal rooms in their
16 These rooms are generally re-
d to as “throne”- rooms. A more
)priate word would be madafa (re-
op-room). Room (5) together with
(6) could well have been a re-
on-room in whose apsidal part the
e was seated.

. 4. The post-Walid stages of the
ing cannot be precisely dated.
a {4) which was added to the buil-
in the course of extensive res-
dion work is older than the eay-
of the two Arabic inscriptions
e the Walid- inscription (i.e. in-
tion 6.4 A). This means it was
before 1380 A.D. The  different

lique of comstruction and the dif-

it size of stones used Tfor the
s (2), (8) and (12) suggest that
» rooms were added after room

Brisch, K.: Das Omayyadische Schloss in

Vorlaufiger Bericht {ber die mit
In der DFG unternommenen Grabungen.
itteilungen des Deutschen Archaeologischen

utes. Abteiiung Kairo 19 (1963), p. 141-

rooms. .

(4) (whether before or after 1380 A.D.
is not determinable).

8. In the course of its centuries-
long use Qasr Burqu‘ served different
purposes. The nucleus of the site, the
rectangular tower (B) was a Roman-
Byzantine watch-tower. It was built
along one of the main caravan-roads
from Arabia to Syria. In the old days
the traveller knew that he could find
water at Burqu‘. The installations to
secure the water supply at the place
date partly (if not entirely) back to
the III/IV centuries A.D. when the
watch-tower was built. They consist (A}
of the small birkeh next to the rec-
tangular tower (it never was covered
as Schroeder supposed, 17 (B) a large
birkeh north of Qasr Burqu‘, about
100 m x 150 m wide, and (C) the
artificial lake on the west-side of Burqu'
which was formed by a dam in the
Wadi Migat. The present dam is of
recent date. But our above (p. :88)
mentioned observations led to the con-
clusion that there already existed a
dam at the time the enclosure-wall was
built (700 AD.).

In the V and VI centuries, as many
of the advanced posts were evacuated
by the Byzantines, Burqu‘ probably was
transformed into a monastic settlement.
This was a common process in late-
Byzantine Syria. 18 The Arab phylarchs
controlled the eastern regions of Syria
and monks {(Arabs or Syrians) moved
into the old military installations. The
lintel - of the tower-like structure (11)
with - the cross and the Greek Iletters
suggests that Burqgu‘ became s monas-
tic: settlement. The extent of such a

(15) Creswell, K. A. C.: Early Muslim archi-
tecture. Umayyades. AD. 622-750. Oxford
(1969) p. 390-449.

(16) eg. Jebel Seis, Minyeh

(17) Field, H. op. cit. p. 98.

(18) cf. Rubin, B.: Das Zeitalter Justiniauws. I.
Berlin (1960) p. 274 f.
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cultural exploitation of the harrat a-
round Burqu‘ would have been rather
troublesome. There are some spots not
far to the W of Burqu’ where non-
irrigation agriculture is practised today.
They would have been more appro-
priate for an agricultural exploitation
than the terrain around Burqu‘. The
raison d’étre of the Walid-structure
is the water in the wadi. It is
not only provided man and animal
with drinking water, but attracted wild
animals who were easily to be hunted
there. Thus Qasr Burqu‘ could well
have been a ‘badiya’19 - a place where
the Umayyad prince spent some weeks
of the year to reaffirm his personal
links with the tribes of the region,
enjoy the fresh air of the desert and
go hunting. The rather simple feature
of the building, however, does not sup-
port this interpretation strongly. It does
not contradict it, either, since we have
to bear in mind that Burqu‘ was built
when al-Walid was not yet caliph. The
apsidal room gives weight to this in-
terpretation. Room (6) is most pro-
bably part of the Walid-building. Its ex-
istence is explainable only if a resi-
dential character is attributed to the
building. In such a context, the rooms
(5) and (6) would have served as a
reception-room:.

If room (6) is later than room
(5), the building could have been built
as a han. Then, of course, the expla-
nation of the function of room (6)
becomes a rather troublesome task. The
only possible conclusion would be to

(18) cf. Gaube, H. op.cit. p. cit. p. 119-128.

(20) Butler, H. C.: Early Churches in Syria.
Amesterdam (1969) p. 51, 76 f. 137, 188.

(21) Gaube, H., op. eit., pl. II, p. 3 and 4.

(22) Brisch, K., op. eit., map.

(23) Rocea, Nrs. 3320, 3465, 3563, 3593, 3745,

vise LU svuae  LUBULLILE  LGLLALIUS  ULIT
of the plan of simple village-churches
in Syria 20, Convincing historical argu-
ments for this interpretation ean not
be provided yet. This, however, is not
due to the fact that historical material
is lacking. The reason is that too little
attention has been given to the Chris-
tian ‘province’ of Islamic Syria (ie.
the regional history of the eastern and
the mountainous regions of Bilad ash-
Sham in ‘Abbasid and post-‘Abbasid
times). That Christian communities lived
in the eastern desert parts of Greater
Syria in post-Umayyad times is beyond
any question. Next to Khirbet el-Baida
we found crosses incised into the walls
of post-Umayyad buildings. 21 The church
at  Jebel Seis22 seems to be part
of the post-Umayyad settlement there.

In medieval times (before and after
1380 A.D., a date provided by inscrip-
tion 64. A) Burqu‘ was used as a
han. From this period we have clear
indications of ‘colonization’ activities in
the eastern parts of Syria. Here it
must suffice to refer to the statistical
evidence the inscriptions of Salhad pro-
duce.23 \

Burqu‘ seems not to have lost its
han-function earlier than the beginning
of the age of the truck. This is sug-
gested by present-day maps which show
that desert roads coming from the
south converge to Burqu‘ and diverge
from Burqu‘ to the north.

Heinz Gaube
Beirut

3831, 3844, 3877, 4038, 4049, 4050, 4051, 4112, 4207,
4306, 4307, 4348, 4349, 4403, 4611. Additions:
Gaube, H. Arabische Inschriftenaus Syrien.
Beirut (19875) (Beiruter Texte und Studien 17.)
Nrs. 162-168.
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Observations about the Roman Installations

at Mukawer

August Strobel

1. The testimony of Josephus in the
light of topographical observations.

In October 1965 an excursion of the
German Evangelical Institute for Ar-
chaeology of the Holy Land was conducted
by the late Prof. M. Noth and kindly
supported by the Department of Antigui-
ties. On a sunny afterncon we drove from

Amman to Mukawer to visit the ruins of .

the Byzantine town and to walk later to
the site of el-Mishnaga, one and a half
kilometer from the village. The conical
hill contains the ruins of the ancient
fortress of Machaerus, founded in the
Late Hellenistic Period. While standing
on this high top-flattened place (699/700
m above sea level), T discovered a line of
stones, looking like a wall and encircling
the whole area around the fortress. I
then surmised, and now it is beyond all
doubts, that these stones, artificially ar-
ranged, represent the remains of the
Roman circumvallation, erected in  72 AD
at the end of the Roman-Jewish war,
still visible in the landscape of Mukawer. 1

The historian Josephus (Bell. Tud VII,
163 ff.) tells us that at that time the
Roman troops threw together and built

up installations for the siege of Macha-
erus. The commander-in-chief was Lucilius

(1) See A. Strobel, “Machaerus. Geschichte und
Ende einer Festung im Lichte archaeologisch -
topographischer Beobachtungen”, in: Bibel und
Qumran. Festschrift H. Bardtke (Berlin. 1968),
pp. 188-225,

(2) For the exact data cf. W. Eck, “Die Eroberung
von Masada und eine neue Inschrift des I
Flavius Silva Nonius Bassus”, ZNW 66 (1969),
pp. 282-289. According to this paper, respecting

Bassus who indeed succeeded in conquering
this powerful Jewish fortress, second only
to Jerusalem (see Plinius, hist. nat. 5,
16, 72). J OSephus writes that the Roman
‘General Lucilius Bassus was sent as a
legate to Judaea after the City of Jeru-
szlem had been captured in 70 A.D. At
once he took over the command of ‘the
army, formerly led by Cerealis Vitel-
lianus. 2 With part of it he first marched
to Herodeion (djebel Freidis), Southeast
of Bethlehem, were he easily defeated the
Jewish garrison. Then he gathered his
forces3 and headed for Machaerus to
conquer this fortress in the ‘Arabic moun-
tains’. He also united his army with
the famous legio X (the tenth legion),
called  fretensis. With such enormous

powers he reached the mighty bulwark,
once erected - by the Hasmoneans and
later reinforced by Herod the Great.

The assumption that the still visible
remnants are the parts of structures
erected for the siege of Machaerus is
based on the testimony of Josephus and
on‘the witness of manifold objects, which
can be clearly interpreted as military
installations of the Romans. The archaeo-
logical remnants are in exact analogy to
the famous structures erected for the
siege of Masada. Evidently this site in

the important inscription of Urbisaglia (Italy),
Sex. Lucilius Bassus became commander-in-chief
not before the midst of 71 AD.

(3) See H.N.D. Parker, The Roman Legious,
(Oxford, 1928), p. 268. Cf. also p. 145. It is
possible that ‘Bassus gathered some legions
which were stationed in Syria (for example:
III Gal, IV Scyth., VI Ferr., XII Fulm.).
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the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan is also
a very singular one. The wall for the
siege, once enclosing the foriress from
all sides, still runs along the heights, cuts
directly the deep valleys in the INorth
and South, and iz often interrupted by
smaller or bigger camps, today typieal
rectangular accumulations of stones (see
Fig. 1). In 1933 A. Schulten, the famous
excavator of Numantia (Spain) and pro-
fessor at the University of Erlangen,
gave a complete and thorough analysis
of the impressive installations at Ma-
sada, 4 where the Romans had gloricusly
demonstrated their overwhelming military
power and technie. According to Josephus
the siege of Masada happened after the
conquest - of Machaerus. It is therefore
possible and necessary to compare both
sites with their impressive installations. 5
Our most recent inquiries and measure-
ments in the hills around Mukawer in
March 1973 show that the following
observations are not merely suggestions.
A detailed report wili be given as scon
as the map resulting from our surveying
is complete.

When A. Schulten wrote 40 years ago
that he felt sorry for having no time to
visit Machaerus, which he calls the ‘sister
of Masada’, he was only considering
historical and topographical items. Today,
after my researches in March 1973, 1
am sure that the relationship between
the two Roman sites is a very close and
special one. A. Schulten, of course, knew

(4) A. Schulten, “Masada. Die Burg des Herodes
und® die rémischen Lager”, ZDPV 56 (1933),
pp. 1-185; cf. also L.A. Richmond, “The Roman
Siege-Works of Masada, Israel”, J. B. S§t. 52,
(1862), pp. 142ff.

((5) Neither the problems nor the archeological
facts are sufficiently discussed until today.
J. Vardaman, “Preliminary Report on the
Results of the 1968 Excavations at Machaerus”,
(Louisville Ky., 1869), p. 20, only writes that
“the circumulation (??) walls and seige ramp

‘were not yet complete”, when FEleazar was
captured.

nothing about the still preserved circum-
vallation, even if he might have been
convinced to discover some relicg of it.
He pointed out that, like Silva around
Masada, Hassus too erected a dam fo
move the machines against the foriress.
And indeed, we can find two such dams
in the surroundings of Machaerus.

The frst is clearly described by
Josephus who veports that the Roman
troops filled up the valley Hast of the

~cone once crowned by the citadel. 6 This
is the place from where we can reach

the top of el-Mishnaga today, if we choose
the path from the village of Mukawer.
Formerly an aqueduct ran on this side,
which was newly discovered by excava-
tions of J. Vardaman in 1968 7 and which
supplied the cisterns of the fortress with
water. We can assume that this canal
was destroyed already dunng the frst
attacks and that afterwards it was to-
tally demolished when the stones were
used for building the dam. In this area
we find a lot of stones, which are not
the result of annual erosion. We must
also take into consideration that the
lower fortifications, the so-called ‘Yower-
city’ (mentioned by Josephus), which
covered the eastern slope of the hill, were
the main aim of the attacks. It is very
probable that the eastern parts of the
fortress possessed strong outworks, Per-
haps we still can detect some foundations
of former walls on the low ridge, which
connects the djebel Djumeidjme

(6) Awnother explanation of the eastern dam,
mentioned by - Josephus, gives J. Vardaman,
op. cit. v. 20; “Thus, when Josephus says that
Bassus decided te fill up the eastern ravine. ..
he means the eastern vart of the ridge where
the slope rises up to the western side of the
hump on which Machaerus is built”. It is
there that the agger is located and can be
seen by visitors today”. This solution of the
problem is difficult to accept, because the more
reliable Josephus Mss. talk of ‘dams’.

{7) J. Vardaman, op. cit. pp.  Off.
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Fig. 1 : The Roman siege-works at Mukawer (scale 1
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with the mighty cone of el-Mishnaga
and which once formed the only access.
Here, between the lower outworks and
the eastern hill a dam was erected.

The second dam, Josephus actually
speaks of ‘dams’, can be seen on the
western ridge, on Qal‘at Mishnaga, where
an immense heap of stones reaches 10
to 12 meters in heigt and extends 80
meters in length.
impressive object Ilater. We want to
mention here only that evidently the
Romans attacked the fortress from two

sides, from Kast and West. This may
have been an enormous investment of

troops and material.

Yet the besiegers seized the fortress
without any decisive combat. By pure
chance they captured a young man,
named Eleazar, the member of a well-
known and wealthy Jewish family, whom
they threatened to crucify. When the
Jews in the fortress learned of this, they
were immediately ready to capitulate in
order to stop this cruelty. But they also
demanded free retreat of all Jewish in-
habitants and soldiers, which was grant-
ed to them. Evidently the besiege of
the fortress ceased immediately. Some
installations for the siege may still have
been incomplete, nevertheless the work for
the circumvallation had already been quite
extensive. The ramparts in the western
and eastern area of Machaerus, especially
the line of the impressive wall, which
we can follow around the central cone
for two and a half kilometers, can clearly

be located. Big accumulations of rough
stones still testify the existence of pér«
haps ten or eleven camps with various
extensions, all constructed at important
tactical places. They illustrate and sup-
plant the report given by the well-in-

(8) Ctf. A. Storbel, “Machaerus,,, pp. 206ff.; and
O. Ploeger, ‘“Die makkabiischen Burgen”, in:

We shall discuss this

formed historiograph Josephus. Before I
briefly describe these numerous instal-
laticns around the hill of Machaerus
some historical datails concerning the
history of the citadel may prove useful.

2. Machaerus in the light of its
history. &

Evidently the Jewish high-priest and
king Alexander Jannai (103 -76 BC)
was the founder of the fortress. Jose-

“phus says: ‘He recognized the favorable

situation of the place’. The purpose of

~.the foundation is quite clear: the fort-
‘ress was situated near the southern

border to the Nabateans. During the
reign of Alexander Jannai their country
became a mighty and dangerous neighbour
of the Hasmonean kingdom. From time
to time the Jews were seriously attacked
and bitterly defeated. In the years between
83 and 80 BC., the Jewish rule was
stabilized by some military campaigns
into Transjordan. This strengthened the
Jewish power considerably. It is quite
possible that during this period of ex-
pansion the fortress was enlarged and
reinforced to become the main citadel
of the extreme southeastern area. The
name Machaerus does not only affirm
the Hellenistic interests of its founder,
but it is also a document of massive
military intentions, Machaerus had the
task and the function of a drawn
‘sword’. Situated in the most endange-
red southeastern district of the country
and lying transverse to the Moabite
highlands between the Wadi Mojib
and the Wadi Zerqa Ma‘in on the edge
of the mountains near the Dead Sea,
it had to shelter the border. The natu-~
ral inaccessibility of the place, sur-
rounded by deep valleys, and the work
of men, who shaped and fortified its
steep and conical hill, made the Has-

ZDPV 71, (1955), pp. 141ff.
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monean citadel a bulwark, which se-
cured the possession of the whole district
beyond the Dead Sea.

If we follow the history of Ma-
chaerus, we must pay attention to the
rule of Alexandra, the widow of Alex-
ander Jannai (76-67 BC). She took
hold of the fortress as well as of
Alexandreion (garn sartaba) in the
Jordan valley and of Hyrcania (khirbet
el mird) near the Western shore of the
Dead Sea. Josephus writes that she had
hidden her treasures in Machaerus. The
question arises wether the fortress be-
longed to the private property of the
dynasty or wether it was a citadel of
the country. Some arguments support
the first possibility, but we do not want
to discuss this probiem at this point.

Strabo mentions that Pompeius, the
Roman consul, destroyed Machaerus,
after he had occupied Syria and Pales-
tine in order to .enlarge the Imperium
Romanum. In these years there were
quarrels among the members of the
Jewish dymasty. Therefore, it was easy
for Pompeius, the successful Roman
general and diplomat, to dispose of the
rivaling Jewish kings. He also destroyed
all Jewish fortresses and conguered
Jerusalem. Strabo gives this report (XVI,
2, 40): ‘After this he ordered to pull
down’ all the walls of the city and
demolished — as much as he could —
the Dburglery -fortresses and also the
houses of treasures belonging to the
Jewish tyrants’. Besides the two forts
Threx and Taurus near Jericho, he men-
tions Alexandreion, Hyrcania, Lysias,
and also Machaerus. The consequences
of these internal and external struggles
were disastrous for the Jewish kingdom,
because the Roman Empire gained pre-
dominance in Palestine. Especially in

(9) Cf. M. Lindner, ‘“Die Geschichte der
Nabataer”, in: Petra und das Koenigreich der

the North, West, and Kast of the
country the Hasmoneans lost many non-
Jewish towns, won in former years by
military activities. They were all added
to the Roman province of Syria, ruled
by the Proconsul Scaurus. From this time
on the Jewish state could omly exist
through collaboration.

During the controversies between
Hyrcan I and his brother’s son
Alexander the fortress Alexandreion

was besieged which the latter had
occupied. The two other fortres-
ses, Hyrcania and Machaerus however,
were immediately surrendered to the
Roman Governor Gabinius. Soon after-
wards, Alexandreion was lost too by
the Jews. According to Josephus all the
fortresses were finally demolished by
Gabinius in order that they could never
again become centers and points of
supporting for the war. Perhaps the
Jewish dymasty, compelled by Roman
au’chorities, had to consent to this
decision.

Aristobul II later rebelled against
Rome and he made attempts to rebuild
Machaerus. After him a new Period
began with Herod the Great, who
gained through his wife Mariamne the
Hasmonesn heritage and who also ruled
as a roval vassal of the Roman Cesar.
Being an excellent diplomat, he - suc-
ceeded in reinforcing the Hasmonean for-
tresses. Yet until the battle of Actium
(31 BC) Machaerus was inhabited by
a sister of Antigonus. After this event
Herod was able to lay hold of the
fortress. Perhaps this was achieved
through special permission, since we
know that he was lobbying in Rome
at the court of Emperor Augustus. It
may oave been that he magnified in
Rome the Arabian danger in the
South. 9 We remember that the Naba-

Nabatder”, (Muenchen, 1970), pp. T71ff. 95
(‘Herod the: Great’).
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teans conserved their freedom until to
the beginning of the second century
AD. In short, Herod the Great turned
Machaerus into a powerful bulwark
with: a special architectural value. It
became a fortress as well as a mar-
vellous palace, similar to Herodeion, the
famous and now excavated showplace
of Herod South of Bethlehem. 10 Evi-
dently both places were generously
planned and built in the same years
of Herod’s rule. Moreover, the king was
anxious to strengthen Machaerus in ifs
difficult geographical isolation. It is likely
that he made efforts to improve the
roads in this area and to promote the
traffic on the Dead Sea. For example,
there is no doubt about the fact that
small harbours existed on the northern
and eastern shore (for Jericho and
Kallirrhoe). 11

After the death of Herod the Great,
Galilee and Peraea, the northern and
the eastern districts of his kingdom,
were geparated from the rest and com-
bined to a special tetrarchy.12 For
this reason, Herod Antipas, the ruler
of Galilee in the time of Jesus, could
throw John the Baptist into the remote
prison of the citadel, where he was
beheaded. He did so in order to avoid
a rebellion of the baptist's followers.
Josephus also informs wus of unrest
among the people caused by the amoral
behaviour of Herod Antipas. Some of
these troubles are important for the
history of Machaerus. We hear that
the sovereign was first married to a
daughter of the Nabatean king Avretas.
Yet he bhetrayed her, after he had
fallen in love with his brother’'s wife
Herodias. Secretly he had decided to

(16) Cf. V. Corbo, (I’ Herodion di Gebal
Fureidis”, in: Studii Biblici Franciscani, Liber
Annus 13, (Jerusalem, 1963), pp. 219#.; id.
op. cit. 17, (1967), pp. 65f.

(11)Cf.. A, Strobel, “Zur Ortslage von Kal-
lirrhoe”, in: ZDPV 82, (1966). pp. 149-162;

marry her too. When the daughter of
Aretas, the proud princess, heard
of his intentions, she was willing to
leave her unloyal husband. According to
Josephus she wanted ‘to be brought to
Machaerus, a citadel situated in the
borderland of Herod and Aretas’. Mean-
while, she had sent a message by which
some higher persons of her confidence,
especially the commander of the for-
tress, also an Arab, were informed of
her plans. Arriving at Machaerus, she
found everything prepared so that dur-
ing the night she could cross the
border at the other side of which her
father expected her. The result of this
very intimate guarrel was a war between
the two countries, in which Herod An-
tipas was seriously defeated. If we may
trust upon Josephus, the execution of
John the Baptist happened after this
affair. Finally, in 39 AD, Herod An-
tipas was accused of conspiracy against
the Roman BEmpire and exiled to Trier,
Germany. In his arsenals, probably in
Machaerus too, he had collected a lot
of weapons.

Agrippa I, his successor, also ruled
over Machaerus. After his death, the
country was occupied by the Romans.
In 68 AD, at the beginning of the
Jewish-Roman war, a Roman garrison,
stationed in the citadel, was forced by
the Jewish zealots to give up the place.
It seems that the detachment had only
been a small one. Josephus writes:
‘When the Romans had gone, the Jews
of Machaerus — a town founded by
Herod — left the settlement and “tock
hold of the fortress’. This occupation
remained undisputed until the Roman
troops of Lucilius Bassus arrived in the

and H. Schult, “Zwei Hifen aus rb'mischér Zeit
am Toten Meer”, in: ZDPV 82, (1968), pp.
139-148.

(12) Ct AHM. Jones, The Herods of Judaea,
(Oxford, 1967), pp. 156ff. and 184f.
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area of Machaerus and began the siege
of the mighty fortress. This military
action . gignifies the end of the short
History of Machaerus, & history of only
150 years, but a period iroportant and
decisive for mankind up to the present.

3. Archeological remnants in West
and IMorth of Machaerus.

Around Machaerus we discover many
Roman installations which remained un-
noticed until now. But the site is uni-
que, because there are only two or
three places (Numantia, Masada and
Bet-tir) where we can study the Roman
siege tactics in such an illustrative and
convincing way. In no other area of
" the ancient world - Masada included -
can we find so many Roman camps
forming one military object. Ma-
chaerus is by 1no  means less
interesting and less significant than
Masada. In 1965, when I first was
fascinated by the immense artificial ac-
cumulations of stones, I was uncertain
about some items. Many sentences in
my first paper, 13 written after a stay
of only two or three hours, contain
very cauticus utterings and considera-
tions. Today, after my second stay in
March 1973,14 I wmust say that all
important suggestions I had formerly
made are confirmed. The observations
are based on data we can measure and
analyse. We may walk along the wall
of the circumvallation which can clearly
be traced for two and a half kilo-

(13) Cf Annot. 1.

(14) For the successful performance of the
survey-work I am much indebted tc Ingen.
E. Kuehner (Karlsruhe) and to the leading
officials of the Department of Antiquities.
Director General Y. Uweis, Techn. Dir. Y.
Alami, Dir. of Excav. Dr. M. Ibrahim, and
Insp. A. Musa. We also were kindly supported
by the Schnelier-School at Amman, esp. by
Mrs. Ehmann and Mrs. Lohmann. Worthful
technical instruments were granted by the
following German institutions: Fachhochschule

meters. Moreover, We can study the walls
and many items of the camps which
interrupt the wall at certain places of
military importance around the central
cone of Machaerus.15 Indeed, the remains
are oftenr not =o high and not so
evident as at Masada, but they can still
be identified as military installations,
erected by the Roman pioneers and
soldiers.

As menticned above, there is the
characteristic ridge leading from the
West to the cone of el-Mishnaqa (nearly
760 m above sea-level), where the cit-
adel was situated (PL XXXIX, 1). This
long flat ridge with the summit of
el-Mishraga extends between the nor-
thern and the southern Wadi el-Mish-
naga. If we climb down from here to
the small plateau we stand before an
enormous ramp of stones cf about 1Z m
in height (Pl XE3XIX, 2). It was built
by the soldiers so that the siege-ma-
chines could be transported +to the
walls of the fortress. Imrcediately behind
the dam, going to the West, we may
enter upon a smaller construction of
stones surrounding a fattened place of
the ride (20 m long, 11 to 17 m wide).
It is the camp where the machines were
congtructed and where the preparations
were started fto erect the dam. In
German it is called the ‘Baulager’ (s.
Fig. 2).16 This is in exact analogy to the
installations at Masada where there
was bhuilt a giantic dam for taking the
fortress by assault. 17 At Machaerus

Karlsruhe (Mr. Garner), Fa. Quelle Firth
(Mr. Dr. G. Schickedanz), Fa. Lufft (Stutt-
gart), Vermessungsamt Hof/Saale (Oberregie-
rungsrat Gesierich).

(15) The object is misinterpreted by H.B.
Tristram, The Land of Moab, (London, 1874},
pp. 257ff.: ‘the carefully collected material of
the once formidable fortress’.

(16) See A. Schulten, “Mésada”, p. 162,

(17) See A. Schulten, “Masada”, pp. 167f. (by
Laromerer)
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Fig. 2 : Siege-dam building plot on the western
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from this point onward the ridge grows
more and more narrow. Walking on it,
where it bends to the Southwest, we
arrive at another large rectangular con-
struction of stones,<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>