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PREFACE

I T IS with great pleasure that we dedicate this vol-
ume to Professors Frank Moore Cross and Benja-
min Mazar, two luminaries of the history of the an-
cient Near East and of the biblical world. Frank
Moore Cross and G. Ernest Wright became my men-
tors when I decided to major in Near Eastern Lan-
guages and Literatures (now Near Eastern Languages
and Civilizations) during my sophomore year at Har-
vard in 1962, and Frank has remained my teacher and
friend throughout my academic career. During his
days as the Hancock Professor of Hebrew and Other
Oriental Languages, he sat on more than 300 Ph.D.
dissertation committees and was primary adviser on
more than a hundred of those. Many of these disserta-
tions were published in Harvard Semitic Museum
series.

Frank always assumed that his good students knew
as much as he did, which, of course, was impossible.
He never talked down to his students, only up. As
Ernest Wright said, as they took turns teaching the
introductory course at Harvard that dealt with the Old
Testament/Hebrew Bible: “Frank teaches to the ‘A’
student; I, to the ‘C’ one.” Frank’s expectations of his
students were always greater than they had of them-
selves, and rightly so. But the high expectations of
their mentor often drove them to achieve at a higher
level than they imagined for themselves.

Indeed, I am in archacology and not law today
because of Frank’s encouragement. He and Ernest
Wright were my undergraduate advisers, beginning in
my junior year at Harvard. During my senior year, |
did my senior thesis (not a very good one) on Iron
Age 1II burial customs in Israel, under the tutelage of
Roland de Vaux—Wright was then on sabbatical and
serving as director of Hebrew Union College in Jeru-
salem. In 1965 I took a fellowship to Israel with the
American Friends of Hebrew University. Little did I
know at the time that the dormitory and university
where [ studied at Ramat Gan was largely built by the
vision and financial savvy of Benjamin Mazar, presi-
dent there for ten years.

Connections count for a lot in Israel, as in many
other parts of the world. An entrée from Cross and
Wright opened doors for me early in my archaeologi-
cal career. B. Mazar, Y. Yadin, N. Avigad, T.
Dothan, R. Amiran, and many others welcomed me
to Israel and into their courses. But the kairos for me
came shortly after 1 settled into Shikun Sprinzak.
Down the slopes from the university was an Iron Age
cemetery in the suburb of Manahat. A friend and 1
went exploring to see what new tombs could be

added to those I had studied for the senior thesis. In a
robbed-out bench tomb, clearly of the Iron II period,
we found a few potsherds, took them back to the lab,
and observed a four-letter incised inscription on one
of them. I excitedly sent a photograph of it to Frank
Moore Cross, the world’s leading epigrapher of
Northwest Semitic. This is a small part of his re-
sponse to me about the discovery, in a letter dated
January 13, 1966:

My warmest congratulations on the discovery of the
ostracon. . . . Let me say first of all that you have
found what we all have been searching for: a south-
ern exemplar of the script contemporary with the 11—
10th century inscribed weapons, and the earliest
Byblian material. I wish there were more. But on the
basis of the four letters, I think the dating is fairly se-
cure.

I had expected him to publish this very important
epigraph. Instead, he encouraged me to research the
find and publish it. Needless to say, this discovery
confirmed that I would be an archaeologist and not a
lawyer.

Eventually, in the early 1980s, Philip King, then
president of the American Schools of Oriental Re-
search, introduced me to two of his trustees and
friends, Leon Levy and Shelby White. He introduced
me as a creative archaeologist who liked to explore
untried ideas to see what happens regardless of the
consequences. I told Leon and Shelby that if [ were to
fail, I’d rather fall off the top rung of the ladder than
the bottom one.

In 1984 there was a convergence between Leon
and Shelby’s interests in supporting me and in under-
taking the excavation of a large, prominent site and
the interests of Benjamin Mazar, who was looking for
the right archaeologist, with sufficient funding, to
tackle the site of Ashkelon. Mazar’s stature and his
influential position as the head of the Council on Ar-
chaeology helped launch the Leon Levy Expedition
to Ashkelon in 1985, when we received our license
from the Israel Antiquities Authority.

Another great benefit of Mazar’s guidance came
when he introduced me to the best majordomo I had
ever known in my years of digging in Israel, Cyprus,
and Tunisia, the inimitable Moshe (“Musa”) Shi-
moni, a longtime resident of Ashkelon known to and
respected by everybody in the town. For twenty years
he looked after our interests as though we were fam-
ily. Mazar counseled me from the beginning: “You
will need Musa if you want to have a successful ex-
pedition.” And he was so right.



X Preface

Both Cross and Mazar sought to understand the
“original intent” and context of the biblical historians
(or historiographers, as many would now prefer to
call them). Their interests and their specialties often
complemented each other. They could not agree,
however, on the most significant focus for Israelite
and Canaanite religion. For Mazar the paradigm was
Baal Shamem; for Cross it was the amalgamation of
phenotypes from El and Baal.

When we were digging Canaanite burials in Ash-
kelon we encountered difficulties with some of the
ultra-Orthodox, who came from Jerusalem to harass
our excavations. Mazar consoled us by telling me
what they had done to him, not because he was dis-
turbing the dead, but largely because of what he
stood for as a secular Zionist and influential biblical
historian and teacher. One night, they called the au-
thorities to pick up Mazar’s corpse at his apartment in
Rehavia. Of course he was very much alive. On an-
other occasion, the octogenarian came home at night
to find that his key would not fit into the lock of his
apartment: they had filled the lock with lead.

In spite of these and other obstacles, our commit-
ment to the Ashkelon project did not waver, and we
relied heavily on the advice and encouragement of
Cross and Mazar over the course of the excavations.

-

e

The results of our years of work on the remains of the
seventh century B.C., in particular, are contained in
the present volume. Ashkelon 3 provides the template
for subsequent volumes in the series that will deal in
depth with specific cultural periods. Of course, these
are “final reports” in only a qualified sense, because
our conclusions today will, in the cumulative disci-
pline of archaeology, be only preludes for what will
come tomorrow.

With twenty-eight chapters by a wide range of
specialists in various aspects of archacology, Ash-
kelon 3 makes a major contribution to our under-
standing of the Philistines and the world in which
they lived. Three of us (Master, Schloen, and Stager)
have assumed authorial, rather than just editorial,
responsibility in this volume. From the conception to
the execution of the seventh-century project, one or
more of us has taken a major hand in carrying out
each of our objectives. We have carefully reviewed
and extensively edited the works of the other con-
tributors. We are in turn greatly indebted to Michael
D. Coogan for his editorial acumen, knowledge of
archaeology, and literary skill, which have greatly
improved the volume. The chapters for which no au-
thors are listed (chs. 2-8 and 27) are the result of the
combined efforts of all three of us.

Benjamin Mazar, Frank Moore Cross, and Lawrence Stager at Ashkelon in 1987
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In 1987 a probe trench at Ashkelon by Abbas Ali-
zadeh gave us a window on what was to come, al-
though none of us realized it at the time. Before
reaching seventh-century levels, we had spent several
seasons excavating the very extensive Persian period
at Ashkelon, which included more than 1,500 dog
burials preceded by a well-organized warehouse next
to the sea. Below the Persian-period stratum was evi-
dence of a hundred-year gap in occupation, beneath
which we finally encountered the 604 B.C. destruction
of the Philistine seaport by Nebuchadrezzar’s army.

Only in the summer of 1992, when we exposed
large areas of seventh-century architecture in Grid 38
and Grid 50, did I realize how completely the Baby-
lonian army had destroyed this once great seaport. It
reminded me of the excavations in the commercial
port of Carthage (1975-1980), where archacology
brought to light the Roman destruction of 146 B.C.
The Roman senator Cato the Elder had declared:
“Cartago delenda est” (Carthage must be de-
stroyed)—and so it was.

Many people have contributed to the excavation
and investigation of the Babylonian destruction of
Ashkelon in 604 B.C. Leon Levy and Shelby White
were of course indispensable, not just for their finan-
cial support but for the advice and encouragement
they gave us on their annual visits to Ashkelon. Ex-
cavations in the Grid 38 winery were supervised by
Egon Lass (1991-1994), Bryan Stone (1994-1996),
and Elizabeth Bloch-Smith (1997). Excavations in
the Grid 50 marketplace were supervised by Eliza-
beth Bloch-Smith (1991-1996), Egon Lass (spring
1992), and Susan Cohen (1997). For both excavation
areas, Lass played a major role in the formulation of
the stratigraphic interpretations that are presented in
this volume. Special mention should also be made of
the contribution of Jane Waldbaum, who not only
participated in the excavation of the material as a
field supervisor, but applied her expertise in Greek
pottery to the enormous task of sorting, identifying,
and interpreting the very important corpus of Greek
ceramic imports found in seventh-century contexts at
Ashkelon (see chapter 10).

My two coauthors have been working on this vol-
ume with me for many years. In 1994 my student
David Schloen became associate director of the Leon
Levy Expedition to Ashkelon, a position he held until
2004. He, Dr. Charles Adelman, and I developed the
initial typology of the seventh-century pottery, of
which by then we had accumulated a large amount.
Schloen and his students from the University of Chi-
cago worked on this pottery for several seasons, until
the summer of 2000, as large quantities continued to

be excavated. In 1997 he received a National En-
dowment for the Humanities postdoctoral fellowship
that enabled him to spend four months studying the
pottery at the W. F. Albright Institute of Archaeo-
logical Research in Jerusalem. Meanwhile, he began
to organize the field notes, plans, and photographs,
not just of the pottery but of all the seventh-century
material. This material has been digitized within the
OCHRE database system developed by Sandra and
David Schloen, which is the main vehicle for online
publication of data from the Ashkelon excavations
and a number of other archaeological and philologi-
cal projects (see http.//ochre.lib.uchicago.edu). In the
final stages of the preparation of the present volume,
David Schloen extensively edited all of the chapters
for both content and style and laid out the text and
illustrations in their final form.

In 1997 Daniel Master began to work on the mate-
rial as part of his Harvard doctoral dissertation pro-
ject under my supervision, in which he applied the
techniques of ceramic petrography. In 2001 he com-
pleted a dissertation entitled “The Seaport of Ash-
kelon in the Seventh Century B.C.E.: A Petrographic
Study.” In subsequent years he has refined our pot-
tery typology, finished digitizing the plans and photo-
graphs, researched comparanda, constructed the illus-
trations and plates, and continued the project of
sorting the pottery with the assistance of his students
from Wheaton College. Since 2007 he has directed
the renewed field excavations at Ashkelon and has
been codirector with me of the Leon Levy Expedi-
tion. In 2008-2009 he was awarded a fellowship
from the National Endowment for the Humanities
that enabled him to spend a year at the Albright Insti-
tute in Jerusalem working on this volume and com-
posing initial drafts of the jointly authored chapters.
This research opportunity was also sponsored by a
sabbatical grant from Wheaton College and the Leon
Levy Foundation.

As we bring to a close this major publication pro-
ject, I want to express my deep gratitude to all of
those, professionals and volunteers alike, most of
whom could not be named here, who have contrib-
uted to this project, both during the “604” excavation
seasons and during the long and equally grueling
process of studying and writing up the finds. I am
grateful above all to my earliest and oldest archaeo-
logical mentors; thus I am delighted to present this
volume in honor of Frank Moore Cross and in mem-
ory of Benjamin Mazar.

Lawrence E. Stager

Concord, Massachusetts December 2010
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PART ONE

HISTORICAL SETTING,
ARCHITECTURE, AND STRATIGRAPHY






1. ASHKELON ON THE EVE OF DESTRUCTION IN 604 B.C.

by Lawrence E. Stager

FTER Nebuchadrezzar had been crowned king of
Babylonia, he set off with the world’s most
powerful army to consolidate the gains he had made
in Syria in 605 B.C.! He campaigned in “Hatti-land”
(Syria-Palestine) throughout most of the year 604,
beginning in the month of Sivan (May/June), con-
tinuing through Kislev (November/December), and
concluding in Shebat (January/February), when he
returned to Babylon. By the winter of that year, Ne-
buchadrezzar was striking at the heart of Philistia, at
the primary seaport of the Philistines—Ashkelon.
In the Babylonian Chronicle, Nebuchadrezzar
briefly describes the annihilation of Ashkelon:

He (Nebuchadrezzar) marched to the city of Ash-
kelon and captured it in the month of Kislev. He cap-
tured its king and plundered it and carried off [spoil
from it . . .] He turned the city into a mound [Ak-
kadian ana tili, lit. ‘a tell’] and heaps of ruins and
then in the month of Sebat he marched back to Baby-
lon. [BM 21946, 18-20] 2

Normally, nobody would think of conducting mili-
tary operations, especially those so dependent on the
horse and chariot, as the winter rains fall, sometimes

! The present chapter is adapted from “Ashkelon and the
Archaeology of Destruction: Kislev 604 B.C.E.,” by Law-
rence E. Stager, published in £7 25 (1996) 61*-74*,

2 In the editio princeps of the Babylonian Chronicle, D. J.
Wiseman (1956:68, 85) restored “Ashkelon” (is?-qi?-[era-
sure]-i/-lu- nu) as the name of the captured city in BM
21946, obverse line 18. Later W. F. Albright, accompanied
by Wiseman and A. Sachs, reexamined the tablet in the
British Museum and concluded that Wiseman’s reading
was correct. More recently, A. K. Grayson (1980) declared
the reading of the name Ashkelon to be “very uncertain.”
He apparently convinced Wiseman that his earlier reading
was “uncertain” (see Wiseman 1991:23 n. 15). In 1992 my
colleague Peter Machinist asked Irving Finkel, curator of
cuneiform tablets in the Department of Western Asiatic
Antiquities in the British Museum, to check the tablet once
again for the name of the captured city. In a letter dated
November 11, 1992, Finkel responded with this reading of
the text in question: ana URU is-gi-[erasure]-il-lu-nu, not-
ing that the first syllable i is “quite clear”; the second is
probably gi (the doubled Winkelhaken made with a trem-
bling stylus); the third is “almost certainly an erasure in
which the scribe possibly wrote and then erased aleph”;
and the last three syllables -i/-/u-nu have never been in
doubt. This fresh assessment reconfirms the reading “Ash-
kelon” as the city which Nebuchadrezzar captured and
destroyed in Kislev 604 B.C.

in torrents. If Nebuchadrezzar had planned his siege
of Ashkelon well in advance, why did he wait until
the rainy season to do it, or was it a last-minute, ca-
pricious decision to attack this great Philistine city? |
posed this conundrum to Israel Ephcal, eminent histo-
rian of the ancient Near East and an expert on mili-
tary matters. He recently reexamined the Babylonian
Chronicle with this problem in mind and came up
with a convincing explanation.

Beginning his expedition to Hatti-land in May,
Nebuchadrezzar took some time to move his army
from Babylon into the West. But, as Ephcal empha-
sized, that does not mean that he did not reach Ash-
kelon until the month of Kislev, as I had previously
assumed. During Kislev the siege ended in the com-
plete destruction of Ashkelon. To quote Ephcal,
“Nebuchadrezzar could have reached Ashkelon and
begun the siege as early as late Ab or early Elul [i.e.,
late July or early August], it lasting at least three
months. Hence, unlike the siege of Jerusalem in 586
B.C., which did start in winter (Tevat 10th), so there
is nothing extraordinary in the date for the beginning
of the siege of Ashkelon. By comparison, Nebu-
chadrezzar’s siege of Jerusalem lasted seven months
and Alexander’s siege of Gaza in 332 B.C. two
months” (e-mail from Israel Ephcal sent in July
2010). By understanding the siege of Ashkelon as an
event lasting two or three months and planned in ad-
vance, some of the shortages at Ashkelon, docu-
mented in the excavated flora, fauna, and fish (see
chapters 23-25 in the present volume), do seem to
indicate a great seaport under stress well before the
coup de grace.

In the previous year, while still crown prince and
field commander, Nebuchadrezzar routed the Egyp-
tian pharaoh Necho II and his army at the Battle of
Carchemish, a victory which, for the prophet Jere-
miah, foreshadowed the fate of Judah and the West
(Jer. 25:8-14; 46:1-12; see Wiseman 1991). Merce-
naries from Ethiopia, Cyrene (Put), and Lydia (Lud)
fought on the side of the Egyptians (according to Jer.
46:9). Foreign mercenaries also served in the hetero-
geneous army of Nebuchadrezzar.

The most famous mercenary in that army was a
Greek hoplite by the name of Antimenidas, who slew
a Philistine giant in the battle of Ashkelon. His
brother Alcaeus, a poet from the isle of Lesbos, cele-
brated the heroics of Antimenidas at Ashkelon with
these lyrics:
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From the ends of the earth you are come, with your
sword hilt of ivory bound with gold . . . fighting be-
side the Babylonians you accomplished a great la-
bour, and delivered them from distress, for you slew
a warrior who wanted only one palm’s breadth of five
royal cubits. [Lobel and Page 1955:fragment 350; see
also Braun 1982; Quinn 1961] 3

J. D. Quinn (1961) was the first to link Alcaeus
Fragment 350 and Fragment 48, which mentions “sa-
cred Babylon” and “Ascalon,” thereby establishing
the probable setting of Antimenidas, the giant-killer.
Braun nicely summarizes the combination: “So it was
to join in the destruction of Ascalon that Antimenidas
crossed the sea and here that he won glory by killing
and capturing the enemies of Babylon” (Braun 1982:
22; see also Campbell 1982:xv.)*

Most Greek scholars think that Alcaeus wrote the
poem to welcome his brother home. Alexander
Fantalkin, in his paper entitled “Why Did Nebuchad-
nezzar Il Destroy Ashkelon in Kislev 604 B.C.E.?,”
has a very different idea.> He claims that this lyric
poem is a “mockery of Antimenidas’ achievements—
pure sarcasm for which Alcaeus was so notoriously
famous.” Fantalkin asks: “Is it possible that Anti-
menidas, like the rest of the Greek mercenaries in the
East during the Archaic period, served in the Egyp-
tian army, but fell into Babylonian captivity during
the course of one of the battles?” I suppose it might be
possible, but it is hardly probable. It seems to me that
Fantalkin is torturing the texts in order to wrench from
them support for his more general notion that behind
nearly every East Greek pot found in the southern Le-
vant is a Greek mercenary, and that all Greek merce-
naries of this era were in the hire of the Egyptians.

3 Strabo, the Greek geographer, some six centuries later,
paraphrases this fragment in his geography (13.2.3):
“Mytilene produced famous men: in olden times Pittacus . . .
and the poet Alcacus and his brother Antimenidas, who
according to Alcaeus performed a great feat while fighting
as ally of the Babylonians and rescued them from trouble
by killing a warrior who, he says, was only one palm’s
breadth short of five royal cubits” (Campbell 1982:387).

4 Of this fragment, only a couple of words are preserved at
the end of each line: “. . . the sea . . . takes alive . . . of sacred
Babylon . . . Ascalon . . . stirred up cruel war . . . utterly [de-
stroyed] . . . to the abode of Death . . . decorations for us . . .”
(Braun 1982:22; see also the translations of Campbell
[1982:261-63] and of Quinn [1961:20], with commentary).

5 1 thank Alexander Fantalkin for producing a very stimulat-
ing paper about Ashkelon and, without solicitation, for send-
ing me a prepublication copy of it. It is scheduled to appear in
The Fire Signals of Lachish: Studies in the Archaeology and
History of Israel in the Late Bronze Age, Iron Age, and Per-
sian Period in Honor of David Ussishkin, ed. 1. Finkelstein
and N. Na’aman (Winona Lake, Ind.: Eisenbrauns, 2011).

Another witness to the events of 604 B.C. was the
prophet Jeremiah, who proclaimed that Nebuchadrez-
zar would overwhelm Philistia:

At the noise of the stamping of the hoofs of his
stallions,
at the clatter of his chariots, at the rumbling of
their wheels,
Parents do not turn back for children,
so feeble are their hands,
because of the day that is coming to destroy
all the Philistines,
to cut off from Tyre and Sidon
every helper that remains.
For the Lord is destroying the Philistines,
the remnant of the coastland of Caphtor [Crete].
Baldness has come upon Gaza,
Ashkelon is silenced.
O remnant of their power! [Jer. 47:3-5]

The devastation of Ashkelon in the winter of 604
B.C. provided the portent of disaster that would befall
Judah and Jerusalem in the years to come, if the kings
of Judah pursued a pro-Egyptian policy. The events
in Ashkelon give new meaning and poignancy to
many of Jeremiah’s prophecies. The siege and de-
struction of Ashkelon sent shock waves all the way to
Jerusalem, right into the king’s court. After all, it
would have taken only a couple of days’ march for
the greatest army on earth to have reached Jerusalem.

In the ninth month of the fifth year of King Jehoi-
akim, son of Josiah of Judah, all the people in Jerusa-
lem and all the people coming from Judah pro-
claimed a fast before Yahweh in Jerusalem. It was
then that Baruch . . . read the words of Jeremiah from
the scroll to all the people in the House of Yahweh.
[Jer. 36:9-10]

The ninth month of Jehoiakim’s fifth year was
Kislev 604 B.C., precisely the time the Babylonian
army was besieging Ashkelon (Malamat 1956:252).
Probably the fast was called to gain divine favor in
warding off the threat from the Babylonians.

After the public reading of the scroll, Jehoiakim’s
officials received a private reading of it from Baruch
and reported what they heard to the king. He sent his
scribe Yehudi to fetch the scroll and read it to him.
After hearing what Jeremiah prophesied, Jehoiakim
was defiant, supposedly declaring: “How dare you
write in it that the king of Babylon will come and
destroy this land and cause humans and animals to
cease from it!” (Jer. 36:29). With that, he had Yehudi
burn the scroll. “As Yehudi read three or four col-
umns, he would cut them off with a scribe’s knife and
throw them into the fire on the hearth, until the entire
scroll was consumed” (Jer. 36:23).
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Yahweh then directed Jeremiah to dictate to his
scribe Baruch another scroll just like the one the king
had burned. Many scholars think that the second
scroll probably contained the core of what is now
preserved in chapters 1-24 of the Book of Jeremiah.

Thus, three very different sources provide witness
to the events of 604: a Babylonian king, a Greek mer-
cenary in the Babylonian army, and a Hebrew pro-
phet. Each of these sources can be challenged, even
impugned—the Babylonian Chronicle as self-serving
royal propaganda; Jeremiah’s oracles as vague and
tendentious rhetoric aimed primarily at Judah, not at
Philistia; and Alcaeus’s encomium for his brother,
the giant-killer, as poetic license.

However, most of the documents left us by the last
Philistines to occupy Ashkelon are not in writing.
The “documents” we must use to understand what
happened at Ashkelon in the winter of 604 B.C. must
be “read” and decoded using archaeological, not lin-
guistic, methods. The Leon Levy Expedition to Ash-
kelon has given us an opportunity to test the accuracy
of the three written accounts by exploring the sev-
enth-century B.C. remains in two places within the
city. It has also provided us with a detailed still-life
of a Philistine metropolis in the late seventh century
B.C., on the eve of Nebuchadrezzar’s vaunted de-
struction of the city.

Fortifications

Before Nebuchadrezzar’s juggernaut advanced to-
ward Ashkelon, the Philistines probably felt quite
secure in their well-fortified city of 10,000—12,000
inhabitants. During the Iron Age II they had reforti-
fied the seaport by adding another thick sheath of
sand and debris over the 2.2-km arc of artificial
earthen ramparts, built originally by the Canaanites
ca. 1800 B.C.® Our expedition has excavated two
large mudbrick towers (10.5 x 8 m) of the Philistine
period, located on the crest of the rampart, some 20
m apart, in the Grid 2 excavation area (figure 1.1). If
this pattern persists along the crest of the arc, perhaps
as many as fifty or more towers fortified the city in
the Iron Age, just as fifty-three towers protected the
Islamic/Crusader city in the medieval period. This
massive fortification system was built in the Iron Age
IIB and was in use until the end of the Iron Age. No
successor was rebuilt along the North Slope until the
Hellenistic era.

6 The Bronze and Iron Age fortifications of Ashkelon, visi-
ble on the North Slope in the Grid 2 excavation area, are
described in Ashkelon 1, pp. 215-36.

Normally, when an ancient city was besieged, the
gates and fortifications were the first features to come
under attack. If the assault was successful, the de-
fenders usually surrendered and the rest of the city
was spared. For Nebuchadrezzar’s version of events
to be accurate, his armies must have advanced deep
into the interior of Ashkelon and reduced the seaport
to a heap of ruins. Our excavations have confirmed
that this is indeed what happened. In particular, we
found evidence of a massive destruction in the center
of the city, in the Grid 38 excavation area, and on its
western edge, in the Grid 50 excavation area over-
looking the Mediterranean Sea (figure 1.1).

The Winery

In the heart of the city stood Building 776, a sturdy,
even stately, building that was utterly destroyed in
604 B.C. (figure 1.1). It had plastered mudbrick walls
supported on foundations of sandstone ashlar blocks
laid in header-stretcher style. The location of the
building in the center of Ashkelon, its monumental
size (ca. 400 square meters of the building was exca-
vated), and its architectural style, utilizing ashlars and
timber, indicated that this was not a residential but a
public quarter, probably belonging to King Aga, the
last of the Philistine kings of Ashkelon.”

Four winepresses and various storage chambers
suggest that Building 776 was a winery. The plat-
forms, vats, and basins were lined with cobbles and
coated with smooth, shell-tempered plaster of unusu-
ally high quality. The best-preserved winepress had a
shallow plastered platform where grapes were trodden.
A channel for liquids led into an intermediate-sized
plastered vat. Another channel drained the juice into a
deeper plastered vat, with a small sump or catchment
in the corner. The grape juice was then decanted into
wine jars and left to ferment in adjacent storerooms.
Dipper juglets and fat-bellied storage jars were the
predominant pottery types found in the winery.®

We also found in this building dozens of unbaked
clay balls, some as large as grapefruits, with a single
perforation through the center.” They were probably
loom weights. Since wine-making is a seasonal activ-
ity that takes place during and after the grape harvest

7 See chapter 2 in the present volume for a detailed descrip-
tion of the winery in Building 776 of Grid 38, Phase 14. A
summary was previously published in Ashkelon 1, pp. 279—
82; the present volume updates and supersedes the descrip-
tion of the winery found in that earlier volume.

8 These pottery types are described and illustrated in chap-
ter 5 of the present volume.

9 These are described and illustrated in chapter 18.
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in August/September, the winery building may well
have been used for weaving during the rest of the year.

Some of the larger loom weights might have been
used secondarily as jar stoppers (see the discussion of
this by Daniel Master in chapter 18). They fit nicely
into the mouth of the typical fat-bellied storage jar,
the most common Philistine wine jar found in Ash-
kelon. Their perforations would have made them use-

ful in wine production because wine, as it ferments,
emits gas. To prevent explosions, the gases are re-
leased, sometimes through a bunghole in the side of
the wine jar or cask. The same effect, without damag-
ing the vessel, could be obtained if perforated stop-
pers, such as these clay spheres, were sealed in the
mouth of the jar, and the hole opened and closed to
release the gases (Gal 1989).
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Figure 1.1: Map of Ashkelon showing the excavation areas (shaded green) that are discussed below

The plans inset on the right show the structures excavated in Grid 2 (the Iron Il fortification towers), Grid 38 (the winery), and
Grid 50 (the marketplace). The inset plans show the 10 x 10-meter squares within the relevant 100 x 100-meter hectare grid.
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The royal winery at Ashkelon shatters another
modern myth about the Philistines: that they were
uncouth, beer-guzzling louts. W. F. Albright (1956:
115) even labeled one of their most characteristic
pottery vessels, a jug with strainer spout, the Philis-
tine “beer jug.” In fact, the ecology of Philistia favors
the production of grapes over barley. The sandy soils
and warm, sunny climate of the coastal plain pro-
duced many palatable wines, from the light varieties
from Ashkelon to the heavier ones from Gaza (see
Mayerson 1992; 1993 [reprinted in Ashkelon 1, pp.
471-77]). Wine production reached its peak during
the Byzantine era, when the wines of Ashkelon and
Gaza were exported throughout the world (Johnson
and Stager 1995 [reprinted in Ashkelon 1, pp. 479—
87]). The royal winery at Ashkelon and similar Iron
IT winepresses recently excavated near Ashdod sug-
gest that coastal Philistia was already an important
producer of wine both for local consumption and for
export.

Whereas coastal Philistia was ideal for viticulture,
the inner coastal zone, with its expansive rolling
fields of deep fertile soils, was better suited to cereal
and olive cultivation. Its olive oil producers supplied
not only Philistia but also other regions of the Levant
and the eastern Mediterranean. Throughout antiquity,
the biggest consumer of Levantine olive oil was
Egypt, where the olive tree does not grow. During the
latter half of the seventh century B.C. Ekron was the
undisputed oil capital of the country, if not the world
(Gitin 1989b; 1995; 1997). Just inside the fortifica-
tions of Ekron more than a hundred olive oil factories
lined the outer industrial belt. At the end of this chap-
ter, I will suggest that it was Egypt, not Assyria,
which fueled the oil economy of Ekron in the seventh
century B.C.

The Marketplace

Tell it not in Gath, proclaim it not in the streets of
Ashkelon, or the daughters of the Philistines will re-
joice, the daughters of the uncircumcised will exult.
[2 Sam. 1:20; NRSV]

David’s elegy over Saul and Jonathan, who per-
ished in battle with the Philistines, contains the most
memorable and oft-quoted reference to Ashkelon.
The poet who composed this early Hebrew verse
knew about Ashkelon as a great commercial center
and entrep6t, where news and information traveled
fast. In this case, he anticipated that when the demise
of King Saul and Prince Jonathan was announced in
the hisor (usually mistranslated “streets”) of Ash-
kelon, the news would be greeted with joy, dancing,
and celebration by Israel’s arch-enemy at the time.

As Benjamin Mazar (1986a; 1986b) noted, the word
hiisot does not mean “streets” but rather “bazaars” or
“marketplaces.” It was in the bazaars of Ashkelon
that the king’s demise would be announced, the mar-
ketplace being the most bustling part of any Middle
Eastern city, then and now.

The marketplace that the Leon Levy Expedition
partially uncovered in the Grid 50 excavation area
(figure 1.1), overlooking the sea, was probably not
much different in layout and function from the earlier
marketplaces to which the Hebrew elegist alludes.
Building 406 has been interpreted as a row of shops
that flanked the street in the northeast corner of the
excavation area.'” Across the street from the shops
was Building 260, which has been identified as an
“administrative center.” As one walked westward
toward the sea, the street opened up into a small
plaza. On the west side of the plaza was Building
276, in which was a series of long narrow rooms—
probably magazines of a warehouse where produce
and goods were stored before being put on sale.
Turning left at the plaza, a narrow corridor led to
Building 234 on the right, tentatively identified as a
“counting house.”

Room 375 in Building 406 was littered with fat-
bellied wine jars, the most common storage jar found
in Philistia. Just outside the entrance to this shop was
a row of these jars, with a jug, juglet, and wine de-
canter nearby. This was very likely a wine shop.

On East Street, in front of the wine shop, lay an
ostracon written in late Phoenician script according to
staff epigraphist F. M. Cross. The inscription lists so
many units (bottles) of “red wine” (yn °dm), and so
many units of §ékar (see Ashkelon 1, pp. 341-42, no.
1.5), usually translated “strong drink” (the verb form
means “to become drunk™).

The brew itself is often taken to be beer; however,
beer was not the beverage of choice in the Levant—
wine was always more common and the preferred
drink, contrary to the view expressed by Michael
Homan (2004b; 2010). Homan offers a number of
arguments as to why beer was the beverage of choice
in the Levant. The only argument worth considering
seriously is his contention that Hebrew sékar means
“beer” because Akkadian Sikaru means “beer.” But
Dennis Pardee (2009) doubts the derivative status of
Sékar, as do I, and says the two words are nothing
more than cognates. A similar cognate Sakra in

10 See chapter 3 in the present volume for a detailed de-
scription of the marketplace in Grid 50, Phase 7. A sum-
mary was previously published in Ashkelon I, pp. 309-12;
the present volume updates and supersedes the description
of the marketplace found in that earlier volume.
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Syriac refers to date-palm wine (Brown, Driver, and
Briggs 1906:1016). According to Leo Oppenheim
(1964:315), date wine was added to the list of alco-
holic beverages in Mesopatamia no earlier than the
Neo-Babylonian period.

There is no compelling reason to think that sékar
is beer. In fact, there are many reasons for thinking it
is not. The noun sékar occurs twenty-three times in
the Hebrew Bible, usually in parallel with “wine”
(yayin). The most significant context for thinking
Sekar is a drink derived from the grape is the Nazirite
vow of Numbers 6, in which sékar, along with nu-
merous other grape products, is forbidden. It is no
wonder, then, that sékar appears in the same list as red
wine on the ostracon from the Ashkelon wine shop.

I would suggest that sekar is a grape-based brandy,
a secondary product, with an alcoholic content from
30 to 60 percent, distilled from grape residue (po-
mace) consisting of grape seeds, skins, and stems;
that is, the pulp left over after wine making.!" One of
the leading arguments against such a suggestion is
the claim that distillation of alcohol was so complex
and required such elaborate apparatus that the process
was not discovered until the medieval period. But this
is a specious claim because zivania or tsikoudia is
made with very simple equipment in many house-
holds today on Cyprus and Crete. From Crete comes
archaeological evidence for grape-brandy distillation
dating as early as Middle Minoan II, ca. 1900-1700
B.C. (Kanta 1999).

Room 431 in Building 406 contained cuts of meat,
including two complete forelegs of beef, which
prompted staff zooarchaeologists to label this a
“butcher shop” (Hesse and Wapnish 1996:62).1> One
can imagine that various cuts of meat hung in the
windows and doorway of this shop in Philistine
times, much as they do today in the meat markets of
the Old City of Jerusalem. Locational studies of the
faunal remains indicate that most of the carcasses of
goat, mutton, and beef were dressed outdoors in the
streets and plazas of late seventh-century B.C. Ash-
kelon.

One of the most interesting correlations of artifacts
and architecture occurred in and around Building
234, which we have identifed as a “counting house.”
Two piles of charred wheat, probably once held in
cloth sacks, lay in the destruction debris. The heap
inside the “counting house” came from the Sharon

1 In Italian, this grape-based brandy is called grappa; in
French, marc; in Greek, zivania in Cyprus and tsikoudia in
Crete; and in biblical Hebrew, sekar.

12 These and other animal remains are described below in
chapter 24.

Plain and was imported by sea. The other heap, in the
middle of the South Street between Building 234 and
Building 260, came overland from Judah. In the
South Street, adjacent to the “counting house,” were
also found a dozen weights of bronze and stone (de-
scribed below in chapter 17) along with two bronze
pieces of balance pans and part of a bronze beam
from a balance scale. Some of the bronze weights
were cuboid, a rare type found at Ashkelon only in
seventh-century contexts.

In the same debris another ostracon was discov-
ered. It was written in an alphabetic script similar to,
but not identical with, Hebrew and Phoenician. It is a
local script peculiar to Philistia in the seventh cen-
tury, known also from Tell Jemmeh and Tell esh-
Sharicah, which we have dubbed “Neo-Philistine”
(Cross 1996; Naveh 1985). The ostracon seems to be
a receipt for grain which was paid for in silver (see
Ashkelon 1, pp. 336-39, no. 1.2).

At Ashkelon it seems that commerce and religion
marched hand in hand. The ostracon receipt, together
with the smashed jars, charred wheat, weights, and
balance scale were sealed by collapsed roofing mate-
rial consisting of reed-impressed and mat-impressed
clay. Sitting on top of the roof debris was a small
sandstone incense altar (without horns) that was used
to offer incense, such as myrrh and frankincense, to
Philistine deities.”* In his catalogue of Judah’s sins,
Jeremiah lists rooftop rituals such as offering incense
along with wine and oil libations to pagan deities.'*
He declares that the “Chaldeans (Babylonians) who
are fighting against this city (Jerusalem) shall come,
set it on fire, and burn it, with the houses on whose
roofs offerings have been made to Baal and libations
have been poured out to other gods, to provoke me
[Yahweh] to anger” (Jer. 32:29; also Jer. 19:13).

International Trade

Nowhere is the connection between coastal Philistia
and Phoenicia more pronounced than in the abun-
dance of red-slipped ware, both locally made and
imported, which is found along the Mediterranean
coast at Ashdod and Ashkelon. Red-slipped pottery
decreases significantly at contemporary sites of the
inner coastal plain, such as Ekron (Tel Miqne) and
Timnah (Tel Batash).

13 This incense altar is described below in chapter 22 (altar
no. 1). For horned altars connected with the olive oil indus-
try at Ekron, see Gitin 1989a.

14 In this regard, see also Zeph. 1:5, which mentions rooftop
rituals performed for the “multitude of the heavens” (lisba®
hassamdyim), but gives no specific notice of offerings.
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Figure 1.2: Excavation director Lawrence E. Stager
examining the destruction debris in the marketplace

Cargoes from Phoenician ports such as Tyre
arrived in Ashkelon loaded with svelte amphoras and
with elegant bowls and cups of highly polished
Phoenician fine ware, much of it red-slipped.'> In the
seventh century B.C. the Philistines of Ashkelon were
producing large amounts of red-slipped pottery them-
selves. One red-slipped carinated bowl combines the
form of Assyrian bowls with the decoration of Phoe-
nician fine ware (sometimes called “Samaria ware”).
The most common Philistine red-slipped wares were
bowls and cups: for example, hemispherical bowls
with upright rims painted with wide red burnished
bands on the exterior; carinated bowls with everted
rims; and delicate bowls with S-shaped profiles.
Many of these red-slipped wares served as eating
bowls and drinking cups (see chapter 5 below).

Phoenician (and perhaps Philistine) ships also
brought amphoras and various fine wares from lonia,
the Greek islands, Corinth, and Cyprus. A number of

I3 The Phoenician pottery found in seventh-century B.C.
contexts in Ashkelon is treated in detail in chapter 6 of the
present volume.

East Greek one-handled cooking jugs, with highly
micaceous fabric and S-shaped profiles, were also im-
ported to Ashkelon before the destruction of 604 B.C.'¢
A special trading relationship between Philistia
and Phoenicia, known as hubiir, has been inferred
from the Egyptian “Tale of Wenamon,” which is
dated ca. 1050 B.C. (Mazar 1986a:65-68). Apparently
such trading agreements persisted until the demise of
Philistia, and it is to those agreements that Jeremiah
alludes in his “Oracle against Philistia” (Jer. 47:4).

Philistia in the Vise-grip of Bipolar Politics

Unlike the Assyrians, the Neo-Babylonians under
Nebuchadrezzar Il had few economic reasons for
maintaining the Philistine maritime networks. Nebu-
chadrezzar’s primary concern was with Egypt, which
was on the rise. He dealt Necho II a serious military
blow when he decisively routed the Egyptians at the
Battle of Carchemish in 605 B.C. The next year he
followed up that victory by reducing Ashkelon to
rubble. That same year, Ekron suffered a similar fate.
The seeds of the destruction of both cities were sown
during the last decades of their existence, when Phil-
istia was under the sway, if not the direct rule, of
Egypt (Na’aman 1991). However, in 601/600 B.C.
Nebuchadrezzar overextended his army in an unsuc-
cessful invasion of Egypt. He was defeated by
Necho, who then conquered Gaza, as the superscrip-
tion later added to Jeremiah’s “Oracle against Philis-
tia” indicates (Katzenstein 1983).

The close connections between Ashkelon and
Egypt are documented in the 604 B.C. destruction.
Some of the Egyptian artifacts found in the debris
could be explained as trade items, such as the Egyp-
tian barrel jars and tripod stands made of Nile clay, or
the jewelry box made of abalone shell, where a neck-
lace of Egyptian amulets found nearby had once been
kept.!” Other items cannot be so easily explained.

In the winery, a bronze statuette of Osiris lay in
the ashes near a cache of seven bronze situlae, each
with a procession of Egyptian deities in relief around
the bottle (see the detailed discussion of these items
by Lanny Bell in chapter 13 below). In the midst of
the cache was a miniature bronze votive offering tray.

Emily Teeter (1994) had surmised that Egyptian
votive offering trays and situlae were connected. In
Egypt, none of the bronze votive trays predates the

16 Imported Cypriot and Greek pottery found in seventh-
century B.C. contexts in Ashkelon is presented in chapters 7
and 10, respectively.

17 Egyptian pottery is treated below in chapter 9 and Egyp-
tian amulets in chapter 12.
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fourth century B.C. Situlae were usually found in
temple or mortuary settings. They apparently held
liquid offerings, such as milk or water, to revivify the
deceased (Lichtheim 1946).

To the list of Egyptian cultic items found in
seventh-century Ashkelon, we can now add most of a
bronze hoard uncovered long ago in a small salvage
excavation and published by J. H. Iliffe (1936). He
misdated the cache of forty bronzes to the fourth cen-
tury B.C. Twenty-six bronze statuettes of Egyptian
deities, including a twin of the Osiris figurine men-
tioned above, and eleven bronze weights, seven of
which were cuboid weights identical to those found
in the 604 destruction debris, leave no doubt that the
bronze hoard dates to the late seventh century B.C.,
the Saite period in Egypt.

The many bronze statuettes of Egyptian deities
(not mediated through Phoenician cultural channels)
plus the rare combination of bronze situlae and the
votive offering table indicate direct contact with, or
an actual presence of, Egyptians at Ashkelon. Very
probably there was an Egyptian enclave with its own
sanctuary there.

Egypt and Ekron were also inextricably inter-
twined during the last decades of the seventh century
B.C. If the name Ekron is to be read in the Saqqara
Letter, as Bezalel Porten (1981) maintains, then its
last Philistine king Adon was a client of Pharaoh
Necho II. Their relationship was supported by treaty
obligations that allowed the Philistine client-king to
appeal to Necho, his patron, for military help in re-
pelling the fast-approaching Babylonian army.

The excavations at Tel Migne—Ekron, directed by
Trude Dothan and Seymour Gitin, provide us with a
trove of Philistine artifacts and the most detailed
plans of a Philistine city, in both the Iron I and the
Iron II periods (Dothan 1995; Gitin 1995; 1997). The
utter devastation of Ekron at the hands of Nebuchad-
rezzar in 604 B.C. has left many material remains,
including thousands of whole or restorable pots, ani-
mal bones, and a rich array of small finds, including
several Egyptian objects. The bulk of these artifacts
date to the last half, if not the final quarter, of the
seventh century B.C. So also do most of the hundred
or more olive oil presses which mark the perimeter of
that impressive Philistine city.

The prodigious efforts of Seymour Gitin to link the
prosperity of Ekron to the Assyrian Empire have pro-
duced an anachronistic conclusion. The economic
“take-off” did not occur during the late eighth or
early seventh centuries B.C. but later, in the second
half of the seventh century. What propelled the olive
oil industry at Ekron into the international sphere was
not a dying Assyria but a rising Egypt, ever the great-

est consumer of the Levantine olive oil. The expan-
sion of Ekron and the development of its oil industry
occurred after Assyrian interest and power in the
West had begun to wane in the late 640s (Machinist
1992). Prior to that time, Assyria had made a serious
investment in the West by transforming former king-
doms and city-states into administrative provinces, by
developing a complex imperial infrastructure there,
and by building new military and economic centers to
organize and direct the flow of trade in the region
(Tadmor 1966; Oded 1974). The imperial imprint of
Assyria can be impressively documented by many
forms of material culture found in Palestine during
the eighth to seventh centuries B.C. Pottery known as
“Assyrian Palace Ware” is found in key locations
controlled by the Assyrians. Architecture of the
“open court” style was introduced into the West by
the Assyrians and is found at a number of their admin-
istrative centers (e.g., Megiddo and Hazor). The open-
court architectural form continued to be used long
after the Assyrians had disappeared from the West.

One of the most magnificent examples of Assyrian
architecture, using mudbrick barrel vaulting, has been
excavated at Tell Jemmeh, ancient Arsa (Van Beek
1993). Another example is the Assyrian palace lo-
cated about 200 meters north of the Philistine city of
Ashdod, which served as the headquarters of the
overseer after Ashdod was annexed to Assyria in the
late eighth century B.C. (Kogan-Zehavi 2008). This
palace sits on a three-meter-high platform.

Both the Tell Jemmeh building and the Ashdod
palace are made of square mudbricks, typical of
Mesopotamia. The multistory Ashdod palace even
had a bathing room with several ceramic bathtubs,
another feature of Assyrian palaces. Complementing
the architectural evidence are cuneiform texts and
Assyrian-style seals, found at various sites, which
attest to Assyrian control.

Nebuchadrezzar probably lacked the capability to
impose an effective imperial bureaucracy on these
small Mediterranean states, as Assyria had done. His
overriding concern was with Egypt, and his instru-
ment of foreign policy toward real or potential allies
of Egypt was a blunt one: annihilation, and for those
who survived, deportation.

During the reigns of Psamtik I (664—-610 B.C.) and
his son Necho II (610-595 B.C.), Egypt had moved
into the power vacuum left by the withdrawal of As-
syria from the West. For a few decades, Egypt held
sway over former Assyrian provinces, such as Me-
giddo, and dependent territories, such as Philistia,
later to be checked and repulsed by Nebuchadrezzar
in 605 B.C. at the Battle of Carchemish. This was the
era of bipolar politics, as Avraham Malamat (1975;
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1990) has so felicitously applied the concept. During
this period, the kings of Judah vacillated between
Egypt and Babylonia a half-dozen times or more.
Ashkelon and Ekron cast their lots with Egypt. But
even though Nebuchadrezzar never succeeded in con-
quering Egypt itself, he was able to reduce Egypt’s
real or potential allies and client-states to rubble.
Eventually, the pro-Egyptian policy of Judah (against
the counsel of Jeremiah) led to the destruction of Je-
rusalem and Judah in 586 B.C.

Archaeology cannot be so precise as to date the
destruction of Ashkelon to 604 B.C., but the Babylo-
nian Chronicle leaves little doubt that the late sev-
enth-century destruction we found all over the site,
followed by a seventy- or eighty-year gap in occupa-
tion until the Persian period, was the work of Nebu-
chadrezzar in 604 B.C. In the winery, remnants of
charred wood were all that remained of the paneling
that once framed mudbrick doorjambs. Indeed, the
path of fiery destruction could be traced throughout
the building by carefully observing the crushed pot-
tery, charcoal, vitrified mudbrick, and wall and ceil-
ing fragments. There is no doubt that the building had
come to an abrupt and catastrophic end. In the
“counting house” of the marketplace, a large con-
tainer of olive oil had spilled on the floor; when the
fires of destruction reached that part of the building,
they burned so hot that mudbricks and other clay
material were vitrified. The rest of the bazaar, too,
was plundered and pillaged in every area. In the win-
ter of 604 B.C. wailing and despair replaced the joy
and laughter that had once rung throughout the Ash-
kelon bazaar.

Evidence of just how far into the city Nebu-
chadrezzar’s troops proceeded came to light in one of
the shops of the marketplace (Room 406 in Building
406), where we found the skeleton of a middle-aged
woman, about thirty-five years old, who had been
crouching down among the storage jars, attempting to
hide from the attackers. When we found her, she was
lying on her back, her legs flexed and akimbo, her
left arm reaching toward her head. The skull was
badly fragmented. We removed the skeleton to the
laboratory of physical anthropologist Patricia Smith
of The Hebrew University of Jerusalem, who care-
fully reconstructed the skull and determined that the
woman had been clubbed in the head with a blunt
instrument (see Ashkelon 1, pp. 533-35).

Those fortunate enough to survive this devastation
were usually deported. Philistines, Jews, and many
others were exiled by Nebuchadrezzar. He needed
deportees to repopulate and rehabilitate his empire
after the depletion of its manpower in the earlier

Assyro-Babylonian wars (Ephcal 1978). In a “rations
list” in cuneiform, dated to 592 B.C., we find promi-
nent Ashkelonians serving Nebuchadrezzar in Baby-
lon: two sons of Aga (the last king of Philistine Ash-
kelon), three mariners, several officials and chief
musicians—all deportees from Ashkelon (Weidner
1939). A century and a half later, as we know from
the Murashu Archive, masses of deportees from the
West had been settled in the Nippur region, southeast
of Babylon. Philistines from Ashkelon and Gaza
were living in their own economic communities lo-
cated along canals leading into Nippur, where they
were doing business with a big firm run by the Mu-
rashu family (Ephcal 1978).

From the Chronicler’s theological perspective,
writing long after Nebuchadrezzar’s destruction of
Jerusalem in 586 B.C., Judah “lay desolate” for
seventy years “until the land had made up for its
sabbaths” (2 Chr. 36:20-23). Only with the emer-
gence of the Persian Empire under Cyrus the Great,
successor to the Babylonians, does the archacological
record begin again in Ashkelon. The Philistines did
not return from the diaspora but Phoenicians resettled
the site and rebuilt the city. The same period wit-
nessed the resettlement of Jerusalem and Judah,
where many Jewish exiles returned to their home-
land. From an archaeological perspective, not only
Judah but also Philistia and most of Palestine west of
the Jordan River lay desolate for seventy years, a
veritable wasteland resulting from Nebuchadrezzar’s
“scorched earth” policy in the West (Stern 2001:308—
9).

The remainder of this volume consists of the de-
tailed results of our excavation of the “heaps of
ruins” left behind by the Babylonians in 604 B.C.
Chapters 2 and 3 describe the architecture and stratig-
raphy of the winery (Grid 38) and marketplace (Grid
50), respectively. At the end of the volume, in Chap-
ter 27, we provide a comprehensive spatial and quan-
titative analysis of the distribution of pottery and
other artifacts found in these areas.

The intervening chapters report on the various
categories of small finds. Chapters 4-10 describe the
pottery types, both local and imported, that were un-
earthed in seventh-century contexts at Ashkelon.
Chapters 11-22 describe other kinds of artifacts, in-
cluding seals, amulets, jewelry, figurines, weights,
and weapons. Chapters 23-26 describe the botanical,
faunal, and microartifactual remains. Finally, in chap-
ter 28, we offer some concluding thoughts about the
broader economic and political context in which
Ashkelon flourished and met its demise in the late
seventh century B.C.






2. THE WINERY IN GRID 38

THE Grid 38 excavation area is located on the
north side of the “South Tell” of Ashkelon (fig-
ures 1.1 and 2.1). It is a deep trench, 600 square me-
ters in size. In this trench was found the most com-
plete sequence of archaeological periods in Ashkelon
(see fold-out sections), although the density and con-
tinuity of occupation were such that earlier architec-
tural features were routinely robbed by later builders.!

Grid 38 is the primary area for understanding the
Philistine period at Ashkelon, with a sequence ex-
tending from the early twelfth century B.C. through
the destruction of the city at the end of the seventh
century. This area also contains the best ceramic se-
quence for the subsequent Persian, Hellenistic, Ro-
man, Byzantine, and Islamic periods.

At the time of the 604 B.C. destruction, there were
two major buildings in the Grid 38 excavation area.
Building 776 on the west was a winery that had been
remodeled at some point before its destruction. Origi-
nally, the winery contained four wine presses distrib-
uted symmetrically throughout the building (figure
2.2). The northern and southern wine presses were
located on the central axis of the building, while the
presses in the middle of the building were built into
the eastern exterior wall. Grape juice produced in
these middle presses flowed along small channels
through the east wall into an alley that ran the length
of the building. The alley was lined with wine jars
and was an integral part of the production process.

At some point, the winery was renovated (figure
2.3). Press 777, the northern winepress, was covered
by walls, which canceled its use. Press 420 in Square
74, in the middle of the building, had its outlet to the
alley plastered over and jars in the alley were broken
and covered. In the southern part of the winery, Press
218 in Square 94 was partially covered by a new
beaten-earth floor, signaling that it had been modified
in some way, although not canceled.

! Excavations of the seventh-century B.C. phases in Grid 38
were supervised by Egon Lass (1991-1994), Bryan Stone
(1994-1996), and Elizabeth Bloch-Smith (1997), under the
general direction of Lawrence Stager. The stratigraphy of
these phases was reexamined by Daniel Master in 2001 and
again by Egon Lass in 2007. Lass wrote the original ver-
sion of the present chapter in 2007. The chapter was subse-
quently revised by Master, who altered the stratigraphic
conclusions substantially, returning to an interpretation first
proposed by Stager and Lass in 1993 but discarded in 1994
by Stager, Lass, and Stone. Lass, who supervised the exca-
vation of most of the seventh-century material, has read the
revised version and accepts the conclusions presented here.
The fold-out section drawings are at the back of the volume.

Figure 2.1: The winery at the end of the 1993
excavation season (view to the north)

Building 7, on the east side of the excavation area,
is so poorly preserved that little can be determined
about its function or development. Traces of rooms,
two deep against the alley, seem to show regularity,
and the walls were substantial enough for a multi-
story structure, but little else can be said about this
building because its floors were obliterated by later
building activity in the Persian period.

The eastern building (Building 7) and the western
building (Building 776, i.e., the winery) were both
destroyed in 604 B.C. Destruction debris covered
much of the excavation area. The debris was uni-
formly burned, and, in those areas where this debris
was not disturbed by later building activity, abundant
small finds preserve a snapshot of the life of the city
in the late seventh century (figure 2.4).

After a hiatus following the destruction, this part
of the city was reinhabited during the Persian period.
The later builders robbed most of the stone from the
walls of the winery, as well as portions of the walls in
the eastern building. In the course of robbing and
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rebuilding, the piles of burnt destruction debris cov-
ering the winery were raked over and leveled, a proc-
ess that sometimes gouged out the floors of the sev-
enth-century buildings and sometimes created heaps
of mixed destruction debris. Robbed-out walls were
usually back-filled with mixed debris stemming from

BLDING 776

the 604 B.C. destruction. In subsequent centuries, the
seventh-century remains in the Grid 38 excavation
area, already disturbed during the Persian period,
were periodically intruded upon by wells dug down
through earlier strata and by a large Late Roman
sewer (see Ashkelon 1, pp. 287-98).

BUILDING 7

Figure 2.2: Detailed plan of the original
seventh-century B.C. winery (Building
776) and the eastern building (Building 7)
| that were excavated in Grid 38, Phase 14.
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Figure 2.3: Detailed plan of the remodeled seventh-century B.C. winery (Building 776)
and the eastern building (Building 7) excavated in Grid 38, Phase 14
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BUILDING 7

Figure 2.4: Detailed plan of the 604 B.C. destruction debris layers in the winery (Building 776)
and the eastern building (Building 7) excavated in Grid 38, Phase 14
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The Western Building (Building 776)

Building 776 took up the entire western half of the
Grid 38 excavation area. The excavated portion of the
building is about 30 m in length from north to south,
although there is reason to believe that it extended
farther in both directions. The building averaged 14.6
m in width, from east to west. Many of its walls
could be traced only by locating the trenches from
which stones had been robbed. In some cases, the
original stone foundations remained, or occasionally
there were portions of mudbrick walls. The main
outer walls of the building had three components: a
fieldstone base, an ashlar foundation that rose out of
the ground for one course, and a mudbrick super-
structure made up of staggered headers (figure 2.5).

There were four wine presses within the building.
Each consisted of a treading pool and a vat; these
were found in varying states of preservation.

Figure 2.5: Wall 458 showing method of construction
of exterior walls in Building 776 (view to east)

Room 739

Room 739, the northwesternmost room of Build-
ing 776, was 2 m wide from east to west and 3 m
long. It was bordered on the west by mudbrick Wall
730 in Square 63 (66 cm wide, 1.13 cm high), which
had a doorway 1.3 m wide at its southern end, com-
posed of threshold Feature 734 and door socket Fea-
ture 765 (figure 2.6). The socket was placed in such
a way that the door would have swung inward and to
the left as one entered. The socket perforated the
stone entirely; it is 16 cm in diameter, cut into a
dressed cube 23 cm in height. Under the threshold,
the foundation continued south.

The north wall of Room 739 was completely de-
stroyed. The room did not appear to have a southern
wall but opened directly onto Room 796 to the south.
Room 739 was bordered on the east by mudbrick
Wall 70 in Square 64, which had a stone foundation
0.6 m wide and was preserved to a height of 1.1 m.

Figure 2.6: Doorway into Room 739 (view to north)

Room 739 had a beaten-earth surface, Floor 739
in Square 63, upon which rested occupational debris
Layer 733 (figure 2.7). This layer was cut by a small
pit filled with gray ash, Pit 737.

Figure 2.7: Interior of Room 739 (view to east)

Room 780

Room 780 in Building 776 was 4.3 m long from
east to west and 2.3 m wide. It was bordered on the
north by mudbrick Wall 54 in Square 64 (0.7 m
wide, 0.95 m high). This wall had wooden beams
incorporated into its structure and a timber-lined door
jamb for a doorway 0.85 m wide that led into the
room from the north. All that remained from the area
to the north was a bit of mudbrick detritus Layer 71
and a fragment of the foundation trench for Wall 54.

Room 780 was bordered on the east by Wall 758
in Square 64 (0.82 m wide, 0.50 m high). This wall
had a fieldstone-and-ashlar core that was encased
with mudbricks on its western and upper sides.
Foundation Trench 807, into which Wall 758 had
been placed, was sealed on the east side by Floor 806
(all in Square 64).
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The southern border of Room 780 was fieldstone-
and-ashlar Wall 773 in Square 64 (1.1 m wide, 0.30
m high). This wall sat on a sandy-silt bedding Layer
809 in Square 64, which was the bottom part of
Foundation Trench 800, into which the wall had
been placed (figure 2.8).

Figure 2.8: Wall 773 and Press 777 (view to north)

The beaten-carth surface of Room 780 was Floor
780 in Square 64, which was contemporary with the
original wine press and walls. Room 780 contained
Press 777, the best-preserved wine press in Building
776. It was located in the center of the room and was
constructed with fine, white hydraulic plaster that
was tempered with shells. A treading pool on the east
side of the press measured 1.38 m (east—west) by
1.15 m. It was connected via a channel to the north-
eastern corner of a sunken vat on the west side of the
press. This vat measured 1 m (east-west) by 1.50 m
and had a depth of 0.9 m (figure 2.9).

The difference in elevation between the bottom of
the treading pool and the bottom of the channel that
led into the vat was 6 cm. This means that no more
than 6 cm of grape juice could have accumulated in
the shallow pool before it began to spill over into the
vat. The vat itself was L-shaped, with a smaller
northern portion that was 37 cm higher in elevation
than the rest of the vat. This may have served as a
settling pool. Between it and the deeper part of the
vat was another 6-cm-high spillway.

The southeastern corner of the deeper portion of
the vat was 10 cm lower than the other three inner
corners, which would have facilitated emptying and
cleaning it. The intact west wall of the vat stood 1.05
m above the floor, but at its northern end there was a
step 25 cm deep that led down into the northern part
of the vat. There were two layers of plaster on the
inner walls of the vat and multiple applications of
plaster in other areas of the press, attaining a thickness
of 3.5 cm in the vat and 6 cm in the treading pool.

Figure 2.9: Sunken vat of Press 777 in Room 780
(view to south)

The plaster of the treading pool was slightly con-
cave; the deepest part was in the middle of the pool,
about 8 cm deep. As stated above, a plastered chan-
nel, the northern part of which was destroyed, led
into the northeastern corner of the sunken vat. A silty
fill, Layer 764 in Square 64, had accumulated within
the vat.

The walls of the vat were built of fifteen courses of
cobblestones four rows wide (average size 7-10 cm
in diameter), lodged in mud mortar with a high clay
content, which was then covered with plaster. The
treading pool had two layers of cobbles as a founda-
tion, separated by a layer of mud mortar (figure
2.10). The bottom layer of cobbles contained several
slabs of stone, one of which may have been a door
socket in secondary use.

Press 777 was canceled in a later phase by Wall
766 (width 0.75 m; figure 2.11), a stone wall that
formed a corner with another stone wall, Wall 745
(width 0.58 m, height 0.28 m). Wall 745 also can-
celed part of Wall 773 in Square 64. The remodeled
room did not contain clear surfaces. In the south, a
layer of sandy silt, Layer 774, covered both the wine
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press and the floor, but along the north side of the
room were destruction debris Layer 58 and Layer 67
(all in Square 64). On the northern side, some evi-
dence for multiple stories was found: above a group
of collapsed mudbricks was Layer 61, a massive
destruction layer full of smashed jars.

Figure 2.10: Cobblestone foundations of the treading
platform and sunken vat of Press 777 (view to west)

Wall 766

Figure 2.11: Press 777 canceled by Wall 766 when
the winery was remodeled (view to north)

Room 801

Room 801 in Building 776 was 2.4 m long from
east to west and 2 m wide (figure 2.12). It was bor-
dered on the north by Wall 64, a mudbrick wall with
an ashlar base (0.57 m wide, 0.49 m high); on the
east by mudbrick Wall 794 (0.65 m wide, 0.62 m
high); and on the south by fieldstone-and-ashlar Wall
773, which is described above (all of these walls are
in Square 64).

Room 801 differed from Room 739 and Room
780 in that it had three superimposed beaten-earth
floors. The initial floor was Floor 806, in which was
a centrally located stone, Feature 810—probably a
pillar base (diameter 0.34 m, height 0.16 m). Floor
806 was followed by Floor 802 and Floor 801. An
ashlar, Feature 74, was set into the corner where
Wall 758 and Wall 64 met; it probably served as a
platform for those who walked on Floor 802.

These floors (all in Square 64) were capped by
destruction debris Layer 785, which contained pot-
tery that was concentrated on the west side of the
floor (figure 2.13). Under the pottery, a row of at
least eight loom weights, but perhaps as many as
thirty, was aligned against Wall 758. Some of the
loom weights were melted together into a single mass
of clay. They were probably used with a loom that
stood close to, and parallel to, the wall (see chapter 18).

Figure 2.12: View of Room 801 showing the pottery
of destruction debris Layer 785 (view to west)
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Room 796

Room 796 lay to the south of Rooms 739, 780,
and 801 in Building 776. It was a slightly asymmet-
rical long space, 11.5 m long and 2.8 m wide, which
extended from the west side of the building all the
way to the east wall. It was bordered on the north by
Wall 773 in Square 64 (described above) and, in the
northwest corner, by Wall 762 in Square 63 (width
0.75 m). It was bordered on the west by fieldstone
Wall 751 in Square 63 (1.2 m wide, 0.3 m high) and
Robber’s Trench 362 in Square 73. It was bordered
on the south by Wall 457 in Square 74 (1 m high)
and its western fieldstone remnant Wall 483, along
with Robber’s Trench 497 and Robber’s Trench
502 in Square 74.

On the east, Room 796 was bordered by Wall 458
in Square 74, a mudbrick wall with an ashlar and
cobblestone foundation (0.6 m wide, 1 m high; figure
2.13). This wall, the best preserved in the winery, had
two courses of foundation cobbles, three courses of
sandstone ashlars, and one preserved course of mud-
bricks. The ashlars were mostly laid in header-
stretcher fashion. Some of the ashlars had a perfora-
tion, running obliquely from a vertical to a horizontal
face, possibly for ease of transport. Additionally, the
ashlars were scored lengthwise on top, in order to
make a better bond with the mudbricks laid on top of
them.

Figure 2.13: Cobblestone and ashlars of Wall 458
of Room 796 (view to the southeast)

A layer of silt, Layer 574, preceded the initial
beaten-earth surface, Floor 799, which lay on the
east side of Room 796. On this beaten-earth floor
were a series occupational accumulations: Floor 797,
Floor 796, and Layer 795 (all in Square 64). These
floor accumulations were capped by destruction de-
bris Layer 803. On the west side of Room 796 was
Floor 778, which was partly capped by destruction

debris Layer 776. On the west side of the room was
also a small alcove with a beaten-earth surface, Floor
394 in Square 73. This may mark a different func-
tional space because this alcove was open to Room
739 to the north and perhaps led to a corridor on the
south that was delineated by the continuation of Rob-
ber’s Trench 415 and Wall 365 in Square 73.

Room 420

Room 420, a large room to the south of Room
796, was bordered on the east by the continuation of
Wall 458 in Square 74. The south end of Wall 458
terminated in a doorway 0.86 m wide with a thresh-
old, Feature 534, that was 0.95 m across (figure
2.14). On the east side of Wall 458 was a door
socket, Feature 512 in Square 74 (length 36 cm,
width 22 cm, height 9.5 cm; socket diameter 10 cm,
depth all the way through the stone); thus the door
would have swung outward to the east. After this area
was remodeled, the eastern face of Wall 458 was
resurfaced with a coating of cobbles and mud plaster
(Feature 515) that lapped over the western edge of
the door socket. Room 420 was bordered on the
south by the robber’s trench of Wall 476 in Square
74. On the west side, it was probably bordered by the
continuation of Wall 365 or Robber’s Trench 415 in
Square 73. It is impossible to know for sure because
the stratigraphy in this area is interrupted by a large
well or cistern of the Islamic period.

Wall 476

F-

Pit 462

-
Threshold 512 ™

Wall 458

Figure 2.14: Doorway of Room 420 (view to south)
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Pit 451

Jjar bases in alley

Figure 2.16: Channel Feature 518 from Press 420
through ashlar of Wall 458 (view to northwest)

Figure 2.17: Channel from Press 420 (view to north)

Press 420 in Square 74 was built against Wall 458
(on the east side of the press) and against Wall 457
(on the north side). It was made with the same kind
of fine, shell-tempered plaster as was used in Press
777 in Room 780 (described above). Press 420
rested on a cobblestone foundation (Feature 589 in
Square 74) that consisted of one to four courses of
cobbles of uniform size packed in a mud mortar. The
cobbles were preceded by a leveling fill (Layer 591).
Press 420 was repaired and resurfaced at least once
during its period of use. Stones and sherds were
packed between the plaster of the pool and the sur-
rounding mudbrick walls.

Unfortunately, much of Press 420 was destroyed
by a later pit. All that is left is part of the treading
pool on the east side of the press (figure 2.15). The
preserved portion measures 2.72 m (north—south) by
1.25 m. The west side of the press was destroyed
along its entire length, though the plaster curves up
sharply to where it would have met its western wall.

In order to drain the grape juice from the treading
pool, a channel 25 cm wide, 60 cm long, and 4-6 cm
deep (Feature 518 in Square 74) had been cut into an
ashlar that was built into Wall 458 (figures 2.16 and
2.17). This channel led from the treading pool
through the topmost stone course of Wall 458 to the
alley on the east side of Building 776. The channel
descended 6 cm toward the alley, and several jars
were found in the alley which must have been in-
tended to collect grape juice produced in the treading
pool. The sediments within some of these jars con-
tained grape pips.

The eastern, exterior face of Wall 458 was covered
with a thick layer of mud plaster, 3 cm thick, except
under the place where the channel came through the
wall from the press, where the wall was instead plas-
tered with white plaster. The cobbles embedded in
mud plaster (Feature 515) on the eastern face of
Wall 458 are evidence of later remodeling because
they covered the channel (Feature 518) that drains
Press 420, thereby canceling it, and they also lapped
over the door socket (Feature 512), as described
above.

Pit 451 in Square 74, a rectangular pit 1.1 m long
(east-west), 1 m wide, and 1.07 m deep, cuts across
the western edge of the treading pool at the place
where it begins to curve upward (figure 2.15). This
pit apparently destroyed the sunken vat that was
originally part of Press 420, assuming that it was
constructed in the same fashion as Press 777. Per-
haps the pit was dug in order to rob the foundation
stones of the vat. The silty material filling the pit
contained chunks of plaster from the wine press and
red-fired bricks from the 604 B.C. destruction.
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A small channel, Feature 588 in Square 74, led
from the treading pool into the robbed-out vat. After
the stone-cut channel through Wall 458 on the east
side of the press had been blocked by the mud-and-
cobble resurfacing (Feature 515), it seems that only
the drainage channel on the west side of the treading
pool was used.

Bits of destruction debris and floor material, exca-
vated as Floor 460 in Square 74, were found in the
southeastern corner of Room 420, just south of Press
420. Pit 462 of Square 74 was cut into Floor 460 and
lies next to the place where the room opens onto the
street across a threshold (Feature 534). Although this
pit was filled with unremarkable silt and sand, its
bottom was lined with cobbles.

West of Press 420, the floor was churned up by
later building activity. All that remained were dis-
turbed remnants consisting of bricky silt with some
plaster fragments from the wine press (Layer 514 in
Square 74). There may have been a wall against the
south side of Wall 483 in Square 74, represented by
the fragmentary Wall 365 in Square 73 (0.57 m
wide). If so, there may have been a narrow corridor
1.7 m wide at the west end of the unit.

Room 408

Room 408 is a small room that perhaps was situ-
ated at the end of a corridor that ran between the con-
tinuation of fragmentary Wall 365 and Robber’s
Trench 415/358 in Square 73. The room is bounded
on the south by Wall 336 in Square 83 and on the
east by Wall 507 in Square 74. A hard brown beaten-
earth surface, Floor 408 in Square 73, was the only
floor detected in the room.

The only outlet from Room 408 toward the east
leads directly into Robber’s Trench 508 in Square
74, which ran immediately south of Wall 476. This
robber’s trench may mark the location of a stone
staircase to the second floor, a second story which
extended south over the rest of the winery. There are
no clear exits in this room to the south or east at the
first-floor level, so there may have been other stair-
cases farther to the south.

Room 492

Room 492 was bounded on the west by Wall 507
in Square 74, which left an opening in the southwest
to enter Room 341. On the east, Room 492 was
bounded by Wall 510 in Square 74 and Wall 307 in
Square 84, which left a gap allowing entrance into
Room 460 with its wine press. On the south, Room
492 was bounded by Wall 425 in Square 84.

The original plastered floor of this room, Floor
492, was preserved in patches. In some places it was
plastered; in other places it was covered with a shell
surface. The floor was sealed by a mixture of silt and
mudbrick detritus that had been deliberately depos-
ited for leveling, including Layer 482 in Square 74
and Layer 317 in Square 84 (cut by Pit 416 and pre-
ceded by bricky silt Layers 420 and 431). After the
604 B.C. destruction, Room 492 was covered by de-
struction debris Layer 429 in Square 74, which
spilled into Room 420.

Room 460

Room 460 was the third wine-pressing room in the
middle section of the winery, just south of Room 420
with its press. Room 460 was bordered on the north
by mudbrick Wall 476 and on the east by Robber’s
Trench 545 (both in Square 74). The robber’s trench
did not entirely rob the east wall of the winery but
left a line of stones intact (Wall 378 in Square 84).
These stones appear to go with the earlier phase of
the winery, when the alley on the east side of Build-
ing 776 was being used to drain Press 420 (and
likely also Press 282 in Room 460). The southern
border of Room 460 was indicated by a small wall
fragment (Wall 425 in Square 84); the rest of the
original wall line was marked by Robber’s Trench
391 (also in Square 84), which veers off in a north-
westerly direction in order to adjust for the irregular
spacing of rooms to the west. The western border of
Room 460 was Wall 510 in Square 74 and Wall 307
in Square 84.

i

Press 282

L3

destruction debris in alley

— —

Figure 2.18: Press 282 in the southeastern corner
of Room 460 (view to north)

Press 282 in Square 84 was situated in the south-
eastern corner of Room 460 (figure 2.18). Of this
wine press there was preserved only a remnant of the
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plastered treading pool (length 1.75 m, width 1 m),
built on a cobblestone foundation set into a layer of
shells and ashes. Press 282 seems to have had the
same configuration as Press 777 in Room 780, at the
northern end of Building 776 (described above). The
sunken vat of Press 282, which was not preserved,
was most likely on the west side of the treading pool,
which had begun to lip up slightly where it was bro-
ken off. Underneath Press 282 were sandy silt depos-
its: Layers 419 and 433 in Square 84. Layer 419
contained carefully laid cobbles.

The only preserved floor deposit in Room 460 was
found in the northeastern corner of the room (Floor
460 in Square 74). Although there were some intact
areas of the room, including a small pit in the north-
western corner (Pit 463 in Square 74), the floor of
Room 460 was poorly preserved, especially on the
eastern side. In this area, the division between the
intact floor and the destruction debris, which in-
cluded complete vessels from a second story, was not
always clear. Furthermore, because of the Persian-
period practice of robbing wall foundations and back-
filling them with nearby seventh-century destruction
debris, the whole room was badly disturbed. Some of
the finds attributed to Floor 460 are actually from the
Persian-period back-filling of Robber’s Trench 545.
After the 604 B.C. destruction, the northeastern por-
tion of Room 460 was covered with collapsed mud-
bricks and destruction debris, excavated as Layer
464 in Square 74 (some of which was excavated as
part of Floor 460). The destruction debris contained
smashed pottery and fired bricks with charred beams
and plaster still adhering to them.

Room 341

Room 341 probably functioned primarily as a pas-
sage to Room 492 to the northeast and Room 312 to
the southeast. Within the confines of this narrow
space, Floor 341 in Square 83 was an ephemeral sur-
face marked by flat-lying sherds but no with occupa-
tional buildup. Most of the material excavated as
Floor 341 is really the floor makeup, a continuation
of Layer 357, the constructional fill that was sealed
below the floor.

Room 342

Room 342 is bordered on the north by Robber’s
Trench 346 in Square 83, on the west by Robber’s
Trench 358 in Square 73, and on the east by the
Robber’s Trench 323 in Square 84. The southern
border was destroyed by a Late Roman sewer. De-
spite the vagueness of the architectural plan, this area

produced a sequence of well-preserved floors (all in
Square 83). At the bottom was a layer of shells,
Floor 345, which provided drainage. The shells were
covered with a soil layer (Floor 343—a technical
surface) sealed with beaten-earth Floor 342, above
which was destruction debris Layer 320.

Room 312

Room 312 lay immediately to the east of Room
342. It also contained a rich layer of destruction de-
bris. The room was bounded by Robber’s Trenches
391, 396, and 323 (all in Square 84). Note, however,
that Robber’s Trench 323 could not be delineated
for any great distance and may indicate the robbing
of a stone installation rather than a wall. The southern
half of the room was destroyed by a later sewer.

Floor 312 in Square 84 covered the southern half
of Room 312. It lay on top of a constructional fill
(Layer 410). During its period of use, an uneven
buildup occurred on top of Floor 312, resulting in a
deposit in the center of the room that was excavated
as Floor 402 and occupational debris Layer 401. To
the south of this deposit were two small postholes:
Pit 421 (diameter 12 cm, depth 8§ cm) and Pit 422
(diameter 10 cm, depth 6 cm), both in Square 84. All
of this was covered by Layer 299, a layer of destruc-
tion debris containing fired bricks, many charred
wooden beams (which lay directly on the ashy floor,
indicating that they were roof collapse), white plaster
identical to that of the wine presses, restorable
smashed pottery vessels, an Egyptian Bes figurine
(figure 2.19), and seven Egyptian bronze situlae with
a small model offering tray (figure 2.20).2

Figure 2.19: Egyptian Bes figurine (reg. no. 43694)
in situ in the destruction debris in Room 312

2 The Bes figurine is described in detail below in chapter 12
(cat. no. 8). The bronze situlae and offering table, and the
Ogsiris statuette (see below), are described in chapter 13.
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Figure 2.20: Bronze situlae and model offering tray
in situ in Room 312 (reg. nos. 44543—44550)

Room 413

Like most of the rooms in this part of the winery,
Room 413 was heavily disturbed by the Late Roman
sewer that ran the breadth of the excavation area be-
fore turning to the south. The northern border of the
room is marked by Robber’s Trench 391, the east-
ern border by robber trench Robber’s Trench 414,
and the western border by Robber’s Trench 396 (all
in Square 84). It is possible that the room extended as
far south as Wall 553 in the south, but this is uncer-
tain. Robber’s Trench 396 did not connect with
Robber’s Trench 391, leaving an opening for pas-
sage into Room 312. This also means that Floor 413,
the original beaten-earth floor in Room 413, contin-
ued into the northeastern corner of Room 312. Floor
413 was preceded by a leveling fill consisting of
Layer 427 and Layer 459 (all in Square 84). After
the 604 B.C. destruction, Floor 413 was covered with
destruction debris Layer 295, which contained a bronze
statuette of the Egyptian god Osiris (figure 2.21).

Figure 2.21: Bronze Osiris statuette (reg. no. 44445)
in situ in the destruction debris in Room 413

The Winery in Grid 38

Room 210

Room 210 lacks architectural boundaries except
for an eastern closing wall, Wall 259 in Square 94,
and associated Bench 263. The primary feature in
Room 210 was a wine press (figure 2.22). It is the
least well-preserved press in the winery. It has the
same plastered surfaces and cobblestone substructure
as the presses to the north, but is so broken up that
the location of the treading platform and vat are un-
certain. Its highest part was excavated as Press 218
in Square 94. At first it was thought to be a wall be-
cause its west and east sides were lined with cut
blocks. However, it is very wide (more than a meter)
and was isolated in the middle of a room.

In subsequent excavation seasons, more of the
press was discovered an an elevation about 30 cm
lower than Press 218. Feature 273 in Square 94
(width 0.7 m, length 1 m) was a plastered surface
with a plaster-lined ridge (Feature 283; 0.15 m wide,
0.55 m long, 0.06 m high) on its east side and possi-
bly another plaster-lined ridge (Feature 267; 0.15 m
wide, 1.20 m long) as its western border. Neither
Feature 283 nor Feature 267 (both in Square 94)
were preserved more than a few centimeters in
height. Judging by the traces of plaster found on top
of the small cobbles, it appears that these features
were not the base of a high vat but rather smaller
ridges that bounded a treading platform. This recon-
struction gives us a press with two treading platforms
but no vat, so it is hypothesized that Pit 266 is evi-
dence of a robbed-out vat; however, this remains un-
certain.

A series of beaten-earth floors was laid around the
wine press: Floor 268 to the east, Floor 262 to the
south, and Floor 210 to the west (all in Square 94).
At some point before its destruction, Room 210 un-
derwent a renovation in which the press was taken
out of use. This renovation is visible only in the area
immediately to the east of the press, where a fill layer
(Layer 261), a subfloor layer (Floor 236), and finally
a new beaten-earth floor (Floor 209) were laid over
the eastern side of the highest pressing platform
(Press 218). The new floor also covered Bench 263
on the east side of Room 210. The western side of
Press 218 continued to be used for some other pur-
pose, perhaps as a bench, but its connections to the
rest of the pressing installation, particularly Feature
273, were completely severed.

After the 604 B.C. destruction, every part of Room
210 was covered with destruction debris (figure
2.23). Floor 210, itself a poorly preserved sloping
surface, was covered by Layer 207 and Layer 230,
which contained vitrified orange destruction debris
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with many chunks of fired brick and fallen roof mate-  silo or hearth (Hearth 237) cut into it at some point,
rial. Floor 262 was covered by destruction debris but was then entirely covered by destruction debris
Layer 243 and Layer 255. Floor 209 had a small Layer 206.

Pit 266

Figure 2.22: Press 218 in Room 210 (view to west)

Figure 2.23: Destruction debris in Room 210 (view to south)
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Room 299

Room 299 was east of Room 210 at the south end
of Building 776. It was bordered on the north by
Wall 553 in Square 84, on the west by Wall 259 in
Square 94, on the south by Wall 264 in Square 94, and
on the east by Robber’s Trench 295 in Square 94.

The beaten-earth floor surface of Room 299
(Floor 299 in Square 94) was covered by destruction
debris (Layer 296). This debris layer contained black
ash topped by chunks of fallen roof material, with
more ash above that, indicating multiple stories. To
the south of Room 299 (i.e., south of Wall 264), a
layer of burnt brick material (Layer 252 in Square
94) indicates the southward collapse of the wall at the
time of the destruction.

The Area West of the Winery

The area west of the winery became a street during
the Persian period. The construction of this street
seems to have destroyed the surfaces dating to the
seventh century B.C. In Square 63, west of Wall 730
at the northwestern corner of the winery building,
was a deposit of collapsed mudbricks (Layer 768)
that was covered by a layer of brown silt which con-
tained restorable pottery (Layer 732). Farther south,
no seventh-century layers could be found along the
western fagcade of the winery building in Square 73
and Square 83. In Square 93, in the southwestern
corner of the excavated area, all of the Iron Age lay-
ers and features had been destroyed or badly dis-
turbed by the Late Roman sewer.

The Alley East of the Winery

East of the winery was an alley. It varied in width
from 1.8 m to 2.6 m. This alley was first laid out as a
street in the twelfth century B.C. (Phase 19). As the
area around it developed, the street continued to build
up between the various buildings that bordered it.
This sometimes resulted in a step up into a newer
building or a step down into an older structure. The
alley was a patchwork of surfaces and churned sandy
silt, making stratigraphic equivalences over large
distances difficult. Adding to the confusion, almost
the entire eastern side of the winery building was
defined by robber’s trenches that had severed the
connections between the many laminations of the
alley and the building itself.

Based upon the stratigraphic connections between
the alley deposits and the single preserved eastern
wall segment of the winery (the fieldstone-and-ashlar
Wall 458 in Square 74), it appears that there were

two main phases in the alley. The initial phase was
contemporary with the initial phase of Press 420,
when it drained through Wall 458 into the alley. In
this phase, the alley contained a complex buildup of
jars and stones, and also waterborne silt and sand that
gave evidence of drainage through the alley.

A striking feature of this phase of the alley was a
row of jars that extended in a long line southward
from the outlet of Press 420, at the point where it
drained through a channel in Wall 458. The jars clos-
est to the outlet were placed immediately below it,
indicating a clear functional relationship. Jars were
found in long rows (excavated as Feature 509 in
Square 74, Feature 412 in Square 84, and Feature
298 in Square 94) on a surface that sloped gently
from north to south. The alley built up around the jars,
with water-deposited silt on both sides of the jars.

It is not clear whether the jars were intact when
they were originally placed in the alley. At some
point they were cut off at the shoulder, allowing them
to be filled with debris (including grape pips, sand,
whole juglets, seals, and other miscellaneous finds).
Stones were set alongside or immediately above the
broken jars (figure 2.24). In one part of Square 84,
the jars were stacked two courses deep, with the
higher jars set into the bottoms of the lower jars (fig-
ure 2.25). In the far south, where the jars were lowest
in elevation, the preservation of the jars was better.
There were two complete jars in Feature 298 in
Square 94, which perhaps indicates that the jars had a
function in the alley as whole jars before a change in
the use of the area rendered them obsolete, at which
point they were cut off at the shoulder. It seems likely
that the jars in the alley, which are so clearly linked
to the outlet of Press 420 in Square 74, fell out of use
when the winery was remodeled and this outlet to the
alley was stopped up by mud-plaster Feature 515.

The alley east of the winery also contained the
remnants of a drain that sloped downward from south
to north (figure 2.26), opposite in direction to the
slope of the jars, whose highest point was in the
north, near the outlet of Press 420 in Square 74. The
eastern wall of the drain, Wall 61 in Square 75, was a
reused stone foundation from an earlier phase. To the
south, this wall continued as Wall 169 in Square 85,
although without evidence of a drain. In the south,
the wall was simply being reused to ensure that the
activity in the alley did not undercut the foundations
to the east (Wall 378 in Square 84 had the same func-
tion on the west side of the alley). The western stone
wall of the drain, Wall 60 in Square 75, was much
less substantial than the eastern wall because it was a
new construction intended solely for the purpose of
creating the drain.
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Figure 2.24: Stones capping jars in the alley east of the winery building (view to northeast)
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Figure 2.25: Two courses of jars stacked in the alley (view to northeast)
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Wall 61

Feature
77

Figure 2.26: The drainage channel in the alley
east of the winery (view to south)

The drain had a mudbrick floor, Feature 77 in
Square 75, which probably had a plastered surface in
antiquity. The sediments filling the drain, which were
excavated in several segments, included Layer 54
and Layer 65 in Square 75. The unifying element
that ties together the drain and the jars is Press 420
with its outlet to the street through Wall 458. Even
the mudbrick platform, Feature 513, which was con-
nected to Wall 458, seems to fit well with the jars to
the south and the drain to the north.

Following the abandonment of the jars and the
drain, the alley continued to build up until it was de-
stroyed in 604 B.C. The destruction debris includes
Layer 840 in Square 64, which continues as Layers
1 and 38 in Square 65. Farther south, the debris con-
tinues as Layer 472 in Square 74 (collapsed mud-
bricks with charred beams); as Layers 371, 540, and
552 in Square 84; and as Layer 297 in Square 94.

The Eastern Building (Building 7)

Building 7 was situated across the alley to the east of
the winery (Building 776). It is a much less coherent
structure than the winery in its present state of pres-
ervation. The almost complete lack of occupational

debris on floors makes it very difficult to reconstruct
the activities that took place in this building. It seems
to have been founded at a lower level than the winery
building. This may be the result of its location on the
northeastern edge of the “South Tell,” the mound that
rose in the center of Ashkelon.

Prior to the construction of the winery, this area
had substantial stone walls whose wall lines were
reused by the seventh-century builders. Strangely,
however, they did not build directly on top of the
stone foundations of the earlier buildings (with the
exception of the drain in the alley), but tended to lay
down a small amount of leveling fill first, perhaps to
compensate for the difference in elevation on the east
side of the alley.

Building 7 was 8 m in width, from east to west,
and at least 12.4 m long, from north to south (this is
the excavated length of Wall 7 in Square 75, which
may have extended farther to the south). This large
wall was 1.2 m wide; at the northwest corner of the
building it made a corner with Wall 36 in Square 65,
which was also 1.2 m wide. At a later date the stones
of Wall 36 were largely robbed, leaving Robber’s
Trench 59; however, the stone foundations continue
to the east as Wall 35 in Square 65 (0.70 m wide),
which made a corner with Wall 25 (1.25 m wide,
0.35 m high) at the northeast corner of the building.
Most of the eastern wall of Building 7 was removed
by Robber’s Trenches 9, 39, and 35 in Square 75.
Only stone foundation segment Wall 45 (width 1 m,
height 0.9 m) preserves the original construction.

The excavated part of Building 7 was partitioned
into four rectangular rooms of roughly equal size,
two in the north and two in the south. Unfortunately,
no floors were detectible in these rooms so it is diffi-
cult to determine their function. The eastern rooms
were separated from the western rooms by a partition
that ran through the middle of the building from north
to south, indicated by Wall 18 in Square 75 (width
0.7 m, height 0.55 m). After a gap created by Rob-
ber’s Trench 40, the line of this stone foundation
extended through the north wall of the building as
Wall 27 in Square 65 (width 0.6 m, height 0.15 m).

At its southern end, Building 7 had been obliter-
ated by later activity. A stone wall fragment, Wall 36
in Square 85 (width 0.40 m, height 0.22 m), was
aligned with Wall 45 in Square 75 and may have
been a remnant of its southern extension. Robber’s
Trench 32 in Square 85, which was located 8§ m to
the west, may indicate the extension of Wall 7 in
Square 75. In the north, the area in between was
filled with collapsed mudbrick material (Layer 56 in
Square 75) and with ash striations farther south
(Layers 5, 9, and 21 in Square 85).
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Room 32

Room 32 was the northernmost of the two rooms
identified on the west side of Building 7. It measured
3.8 by 2.8 m. In it was a base of silt (Layer 44 in
Square 65) covered by an ashy and silty fill deposit
(Layer 32). The room was entered from the south
through a doorway 0.9 m wide (the doorjambs may
have been disturbed) located between Wall 16 (width
0.65 m) and Wall 15 (width 0.80 m) in Square 75.

Room 57

Room 57 in Square 75 was the southern room
identified on the west side of Building 7. It measured
3.7 by 2.9 m. In it was Layer 57, which consisted of
mudbrick detritus and destruction debris. The room
was bordered on the south by Wall 37 (width 0.75
m), a remnant of a stone wall foundation that had
been removed by Robber’s Trenches 36 and 28.

Room 22

Room 22 was the northernmost room identified on
the east side Building 7. It measured 4.4 by 1.8 m. In
it was destruction debris (Layer 22 in Square 65) and
a silty fill layer (Layer 106 in Square 75). The room
was bordered on the south by a mudbrick wall frag-
ment (Wall 31 in Square 75) that may have included
a doorway. Over this part of the room was destruc-
tion debris (Layer 4 in Square 75) that had likely
been raked and leveled to prepare the area for reoc-
cupation in the Persian period.

Room 104

Room 104 in Square 75 was the southern room
identified on the east side of Building 7. It measured
4.4 by 2.4 m. In it were deposits of sandy silt (Layers
89 and 104).
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3. THE MARKETPLACE AND QUARRY IN GRID 50

HE Grid 50 excavation area is located on the
west side of the “South Tell” of Ashkelon, over-
looking the Mediterrancan Sea to the west (figures
1.1 and 3.1). It is a deep trench, 600 square meters in
size (see fold-out sections). This seaside area does
not contain a complete sequence of the periods of
occupation at the site. In some ways, it appears to
have been a marginal area of the city. During the
Middle Bronze Age it was the site of a necropolis
consisting of rock-cut chamber tombs; in the late Iron
Age it briefly became a stone quarry; and in the Byz-
antine and Islamic periods it was a waterfront park or
open area (see Ashkelon 1, pp. 299-318). In the final
years of the seventh century B.C., however, it was the
location of a marketplace—a rare discovery at any
Iron Age site and therefore one of the most important
areas excavated in Ashkelon.
In terms of stratigraphy, a major event took place
in the Grid 50 excavation area that reshaped the land-

scape. Sometime in the seventh century, the western
slope of the site along the seashore was quarried for
building stone, presumably during a period of intense
constructional activity in the city. This quarrying
operation extended thirty meters or more eastward
toward the center of the South Tell. The south edge
of the quarry cut through the center of the excavation
area in Grid 50 (Phase 8), removing earlier Iron or
Bronze Age occupational strata from the northern half
of the excavation area (figure 3.2).

South of this cut, a few seventh-century architec-
tural fragments survived from the time before and
during the quarrying operation. But these earlier
buildings were further damaged when the open
quarry was filled in not long after it had been created.
The massive filling operation created a new surface
on which the buildings of the marketplace (Phase 7)
were constructed in the final years of the seventh
century B.C. (figure 3.3).

Figure 3.1: Grid 50 excavation area in 1998 (view to west); the quarry was cut into the north side of the area

! Excavations of the seventh-century B.C. phases in Grid 50 were supervised by Elizabeth Bloch-Smith (1991-1996), Egon
Lass (spring 1992), and Susan Cohen (1997), under the general direction of Lawrence Stager. In 2003—2004, Lass reexam-
ined the field notebooks and reports and wrote the first draft of the present chapter, which has been extensively revised by
Daniel Master. The fold-out section drawings are at the back of the volume.
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Figure 3.2: Detailed plan of the quarry and contemporary buildings in Grid 50, Phase 8
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Figure 3.3: Marketplace buildings above the filled-in quarry (indicated by dark shading) in Grid 50, Phase 7
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Four new buildings were built above the quarry fill
in the Grid 50 excavation area (figure 3.3). They
were separated by streets and an open plaza. Build-
ing 406 in the northeastern part of the excavation
area consisted of a row of four shops which fronted
onto a street that had a drain (or sump) running down
its middle. Building 276 in the northwestern part of
the area, most of whose foundations had been re-
moved by later robber’s trenches, had three long,
parallel rooms, suggesting that it was a warehouse.
Building 234 in the southwestern part of the excava-
tion area was also poorly preserved; however, two of
its rooms could be clearly delineated. Building 260
in the southeastern part of the area, where the quarry
had not reached, shows an awkward attempt to incor-
porate older architectural remains into the new plan.
These four buildings were separated by streets in
which were found artifacts and installations that gave
evidence of a thriving commercial district.

The marketplace buildings of Phase 7 were con-
structed on top of an unconsolidated deposit that had
rapidly filled the quarry of Phase 8. As a result, they
gradually sank, ultimately settling about a meter be-
low the original surface on which they were built.
Since the market was in use for only a decade or so, it
is possible that much of the subsidence occurred after
this area was destroyed and abandoned. Still, this
problem appears to have been noticed and addressed
by means of a drain built as a sump along the edge of
the now-buried quarry. In 604 B.C., the marketplace
was thoroughly burned and the rubble lay untouched

until the area was robbed of its stone and reworked
by later builders who returned to the abandoned site
in the Persian period.

Before the Quarry: Early Seventh-Century Remains

The earliest seventh-century architecture (possibly
constructed in the eighth century) was preserved in
the southeastern corner of the excavation area, which
the quarrying operation did not destroy. Building 307
is a poorly preserved building that measured 13 x 8
m (figures 3.2 and 3.4). Unfortunately, it provides no
clues concerning the function of the area. The west-
ern boundary of the building was a mudbrick wall,
Wall 297 in Square 58, which was 8.5 m long and
1.2 m wide. Only one course of bricks was preserved.
The bricks rested on a layer of sand, most likely to
prevent damage during earthquakes. This mudbrick
wall made a corner with Wall 296, a mudbrick wall
2.25 m wide that extended to the east in multiple
segments which joined to form a continuous wall that
formed the northern boundary of Building 307. After
running eastward for 5.5 m, Wall 296 was inter-
rupted by a passageway 0.6 m wide that had been
blocked with stones. The north wall of Building 307
then continued east of the passageway as a stone wall
0.6 m wide, Wall 411 in Square 59, of which a seg-
ment 3.5 m long was preserved. Building 307 may
have been closed on the east side by a stone wall that
was reduced by erosion to a stone heap, which was
excavated as Wall 450 in Square 59.

Figure 3.4: The northwest corner of Building 307 (view to south)
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The large stone near the southeastern corner of the
excavation area (Wall 457 in Square 59) and the
floor surfaces that ended on a line east of this stone
(Floors 442 and 447) may attest to the southward
extension of Wall 450. The east-west stone wall
fragment Wall 415, which lay on a well-preserved
mudbrick foundation bedded in sand (Wall 437),
may have closed Building 307 on the south side.
Two small portions of mudbrick walls that were not
preserved to their full width, Wall 428 (which went
into the east balk) and Wall 436 (an extension of
Wall 437), may also have belonged to this building.

The interior walls of Building 307 included a
north—south mudbrick wall (Wall 301 in Square 58)
that made a corner with another mudbrick wall (Wall
306) to create a narrow room in the northeast corner
of the building. Just east of the blocked northern en-
trance was another partition wall (Wall 445 in Square
59). In the southwestern corner, a beaten-carth floor
with components of lime and shell (Floor 307 in
Square 58) and its occupational debris (Floor 276)
met Wall 265 and extended 4 m to the east. Subse-
quent debris on this floor was excavated as Layer
279 and Layer 291 in Square 58. Both of these layers
were equated with Layer 278, which was under Wall
228 in Square 58, a partition wall in the later phase of
the building.

To the west of Building 307 in Square 58, two
mudbrick benches (Bench 329 and Bench 78)
opened onto a street or alley buildup (Layer 327).
North of Building 307, an east—west alley ran along
the northern face of the building. In this alley was an
outdoor surface (Layer 390 in Square 59) that was
preceded by a street deposit consisting of ash and silt
(Layer 465).

The southern wall of a fragmentary building to the
north of the alley appears in the form of several east—
west robber’s trenches: Robber’s Trench 293 in
Square 58, Robber’s Trench 458 in Square 59, and
Robber’s Trench 407 in Square 49. At least four
walls abutted this robbed wall from the north: a stone
wall (Wall 345 in Square 48), a mudbrick wall (Wall
420 in Square 48), a stone foundation (Wall 387 in
Square 49, width 0.5 m), and Robber’s Trench 408
in Square 49. These three walls were all cut on their
north ends by the quarry. Silo 373 in Square 48 was
probably within the building, although its relationship
to Wall 420 is unclear. The silo was filled with mud-
brick detritus and sand (excavated as Layer 403) and
was the latest architectural feature clearly cut by the
quarrying activity. Within the layer cut by the quarry
was a mortarium typical of the seventh century (see
p. 108). This provides a post-eighth century date for
the quarrying that destroyed the building.

An Isolated Installation in Square 67

In the southwestern corner of the excavation area was
a large plastered installation that cut into earlier Iron
Age material (figures 3.5 and 3.6). Seventh-century
pottery was found below its lowest foundations, yet
the entire installation was placed out of use by the
construction of the marketplace buildings destroyed
in 604 B.C. The precise chronological position of this
installation relative to the other structures excavated
in Grid 50 is unclear; however, it must represent an
earlier phase of seventh-century occupation.

Wall 158 in Square 67, which was detected within
the balk at the southern edge of the excavated area, is
the earliest element of this installation. It was con-
structed in a different fashion than the other parts of
the installation, with larger, drafted blocks; it may be
an earlier wall that was reused as the foundation
against which the rest of the installation was built.

Other walls clearly buttressed a deep cut on each
excavated side though the full southern extent of this
installation was not reached. Walls 159, 67, and 66
(all in Square 67) were laid at the bottom of the cut,
but only Wall 66 and Wall 67 were preserved high
enough to show evidence of the plastering that cov-
ered the entire installation. At the bottom, the same
plaster ran horizontally over Wall 158.

Other than the poorly preserved plaster (visible
primarily in cross-section), the only material associ-
ated with this installation was the collapsed mudbrick
material that filled it when it went out of use, which
contained burnt bricks and ash (excavated as Layers
61, 76, 77, 78, and 80 in Square 67). The entire room
was subsequently covered by Layer 59, which was
made up of mudbrick collapse, also with pieces of
burnt bricks and ash. Of particular note are two large,
complete storage vessels that were placed in the de-
bris inside the installation: a Greek amphora from the
Aegean island of Chios (see chapter 10, cat. no. 517)
and a basket-handled amphora, probably from Cyprus
(see chapter 7, figure 7.57).

Wall'158

Figure 3.5: Foundation of installation (view to south)
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Figure 3.6: Section showing plaster traces on interior of the installation in Grid 50, Square 67 (view to south)

The Quarry and Its Fill

If the mortarium found in a pre-quarry deposit is cor-
rectly understood as a seventh-century type, the large
quarry that intruded on the Grid 50 excavation area
must have been dug sometime during the seventh
century. This quarry was cut down into bedrock from
the seaside cliff on the west to a point an unknown
distance inland to the east. Soon after the quarry was
dug, it was filled in with a large deposit consisting of
alternating layers of clay, sand, and silt that contained
a great deal of pottery and other discarded items. The
alternating layers in the quarry fill, which included
several examples of puddling created by standing
water, show that the quarry was open for at least one
winter rainy season and possibly more. However, the
finds within the fill were quite homogeneous in date:
all of the pottery belongs to the last decade or two of
the seventh century, which indicates a rather short
period of accumulation, in ceramic terms.

When these alternating layers were first excavated,
they were not recognized as part of a massive deposit
in a back-filled quarry (whose existence was not yet
suspected). The fill deposit was therefore separated
by the excavators into a large number of units and
excavated quite carefully, especially in rooms of the
marketplace that lacked clear floor surfaces. This was
encouraged by the fact that the fill deposit consisted
of distinct layers of very different composition—clay,
silt, and sand—creating a welter of technical sur-
faces. Only after extensive probing was it clear that
they belonged to a single fill deposit that was more
than five meters deep.

The earliest layers in the quarry fill (Layers 468,
471, 474, 495, 475, and 496—all in Square 48) were

deposited directly on top of Middle and Late Bronze
Age tombs chambers that had been cut into the bed-
rock long before. As a result, there was some Late
Bronze Age material mixed into these layers. In gen-
eral, however, the quarry fill deposit contained a re-
markably homogeneous assemblage dated to the late
seventh century B.C.?

Several architectural features emerged from the
quarry fill, some ephemeral and some substantial
(figure 3.2). Two rows of stones seem haphazardly
placed. One of them, Wall 447 in Square 48 (2.53 m
long, 0.38 m wide, 0.25 m high), was interpreted as a
windbreak. The other, excavated as Wall 301 in
Square 47 and Wall 458 in Square 48, could not be
associated with any other feature. A more substantial
structure, excavated as Wall 255 in Square 57 and
Wall 324 in Square 58, was preserved over two me-
ters high (figure 3.7). It appears to have been the
southern retaining wall of a structure that lay just
south of the quarry. It is the largest structure directly
associated with the open quarry and is the only evi-
dence that it remained unfilled for any length of time.

2 In addition to the layers already listed, the quarry fill de-
posit was divided into the following technical layers:
Square 46—Layers 75, 79, 80, 81, 84, 85, 88, 100; Square
47—Layers 281, 283, 284, 285, 300, 302, 303, 304, 305,
306, 307, 308, 309, 310, 313; Square 48—Layers 405,
408, 414, 419, 426, 427, 434, 436, 439, 444, 445, 446, 448,
449, 450, 451, 452, 453, 454, 460, 461, 462, 465, 466, 467,
469, 491, 492; Square 49—Layers 420, 421, 425, 432,
436, 437, 438, 439, 440, 441, 443, 444, 445, 446, 449, 451,
453; Square S56—Layers 205, 212; Square 57—Layers
197, 213, 221, 227, 239, 240, 244, 245, 248, 252, 254, 256,
258, 259, 272, 274; Square 58—Layers 271, 313, 314,
316, 318, 320, 321, 322, 323, 325, 326, 362, 396.
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Wall 255

Figure 3.7: Retaining Wall 255 (view to south)

In the northeastern corner of the quarry in Square
49, three walls were constructed above the almost
completely filled quarry. Fieldstone Wall 433 (5 m
long, 0.5 m wide) and Wall 434 (3.3 m long, 0.8 m
wide) joined with Wall 435 to form a U-shaped en-
closure. Collapsed material to the west of Wall 433
tumbled down into the open quarry, demonstrating
that the quarry was not completely filled when these
walls were built. No occupational remains were dis-
covered in association with these walls. They appear
to have been used by the later builders of the row of
shops (Building 406 of the marketplace) both as
foundations for the main southern wall of the shops

(Wall 358) and as north-south benches within the
second shop. These walls may represent an abortive
attempt to build a new building on top of the quarry
fill deposit—an attempt that was arrested for some
reason in order to continue filling the quarry.

In most cases, the sides of the late Iron Age quarry
consisted of a vertical cut through earlier strata
downward into the bedrock. In the eastern part of the
quarry in Square 49, however, the quarry was cut at
an angle, slicing through some, but not all, of the
earlier strata and never fully reaching bedrock (the
fill layers in this corner were Layer 399 and, above
it, Layer 390). This may be an indication that quarry
did not extend much farther to the east.

The Marketplace

After the filling of the quarry, four new buildings
were constructed in the Grid 50 excavation area:
Buildings 260, 406, 276, and 234 (figure 3.3). These
buildings are reasonably coherent in plan and func-
tion despite extensive robbing and the presence of
only ephemeral beaten-earth floors in several of the
rooms. Furthermore, the construction of later Persian-
period buildings in the area completely destroyed the
the seventh-century marketplace in the southeastern
corner of the Grid 50 excavation area.
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Figure 3.8: Detailed plan of Building 260
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BUILDING 260

The excavated portion of Building 260 in the
southeastern corner of the Grid 50 excavation area
measured 14.5 m from east to west and an estimated
11 m from north to south (figures 3.8 and 3.10). The
northern closing wall was not found, so these meas-
urements are approximate. The preserved portions of
the building show an awkward attempt to follow the
orientation of the earlier building in this area (Build-
ing 307 in Phase 8; see figure 3.2) while accommo-
dating the orientation of the new east—west street that
ran north of Building 260. Along the eastern end of
this building, accumulations of naturally deposited
waterborne sediments indicate a hiatus of some dura-
tion between the occupation of Building 307 in Phase
8 and the construction of Building 260 in Phase 7.

The main east—west partition wall running through
the middle of Building 260 was excavated as Wall
228 in Square 58, Walls 368, 385, and 361 in Square
59, and Robber’s Trench 364 in Square 59. The
maximum width of this wall was 1 m at its eastern
end. From this central wall, northern and southern
walls branched out to form a total of fourteen possi-
ble rooms of various sizes. Most of these walls had
stone foundations ca. 0.7 m in width.

Room 252

In Square 58 in the northwest corner of Building
260 was Room 252, a rectangular room 2.45 m wide
from east to west. A layer of naturally deposited wa-
terborne sediment had accumulated over and through
the 604 B.C. destruction debris in this room during the
period when Ashkelon was abandoned after the
Babylonian conquest and deportations. This deposit
was made up of sand and many large potsherds that
may have come from a floor.

Room 252 was bounded on the west by Robber’s
Trench 250 and on the east by Robber’s Trench
251 and Wall 280. The north wall of the room was
totally destroyed and could not be detected. The room
was bounded on the south by Wall 228. Underneath
the floors in this room (Floors 252 and 253) was a
sandy fill layer (Layer 255).

Room 251 and Room 287

East of Room 252 were Rooms 251 and 287, most
of which lay within Square 59. These rooms were 4
m wide from east to west. No floors were preserved.
Room 251 originally occupied the entire space until a
partition was inserted (Wall 326) in order to create
Room 287. The space occupied by these rooms was

bordered on the south by Wall 368 and on the east by
Wall 339, whose northward extension was indicated
by Robber’s Trench 395.

The initial phase of Room 251 is indicated by
sandy fill layers and mudbrick detritus (Layers 288,
289, and 290 in Square 58). No clear floor was de-
tected. Subsequently, an oblique partition wall was
added from east to west (Wall 326 in Square 59).
This wall was built on a slope that rose toward the
north, so a small step was cut into the slope on the
north side of the wall in order to allow Wall 326 to
rest on a level surface. Along its northern face was
sandy fill Layer 365 and south of it was mudbrick
collapse Layer 380. These layers were preceded by a
sandy fill Layer 405. South of Wall 326, in Room
287, was sandy fill Layer 274, which was very simi-
lar to Layer 365 on the north side of the wall.
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Figure 3.9: Wall 326 between Rooms 251 and 287
in Building 260 (view to southwest)

Room 395, Room 396, Room 339, and Room 394

East of Wall 339 in Square 59 was a group of four
rooms. None of the floors of these rooms was pre-
served. Bounded on the west by Robber’s Trench
395, the northern extension of Wall 339, was Room
395, which contained nothing but a sandy fill deposit
(Layer 337). East of Room 395, separated from it by
Robber’s Trench 396, was Room 396, which was
largely destroyed by a later well. Robber’s Trenches
395 and 396 were visible in the south section of
Square 49, so the north—south walls of which they
give proof must have continued at least into the
southern part of Square 49.

South of Room 395 was Room 339, which was
bounded on the east by Wall 339. It contained only
mudbrick collapse Layer 386. East of Room 339,
separated from it by Wall 342, was Room 394,
which lay directly south of Room 396. It contained a
sandy fill deposit (Layers 371 and 379).
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At the south end of Wall 342 were a number of
slabs (Feature 377), which may have served as the
base for a doorsill. Both Wall 341 and Wall 342 had
a large stone 1.1 m from the corner where they met,
indicating perhaps a strengthening pillar in each wall.

Room 260

In the southwest corner of Building 260 in Square
58 was Room 260, which was bounded on the west
by Wall 265, on the north by Wall 228, and on the
east by Wall 234 (in which a tuyére was embedded,
vitrified at the broad end of the clay tube). Within the
room was a sandy deposit full of smashed pottery
(Layer 260 in Square 58). It lay over occupational
debris made up mostly of brown, sandy material that
contained much less pottery (Layer 272). This in turn
was deposited on top of Floor 276, which consisted
of small depositional lenses from the first phase of
the building. Below the floor were Layers 279 and
291; both of these were equated to Layer 278, which
ran under—and thus was earlier than—Wall 228.

Room 393 and Room 414

East of Wall 234 on the south side of Building
260 were two rooms separated by east—west partition
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Wall 398 in the southwest corner of Square 59. Both
rooms were 3.5 m long from east to west. Room 414,
south of Wall 398 and bounded on the east by Wall
412, was only partially excavated. It had a poorly
preserved beaten-earth floor (Floor 283 in Square 58)
covered by occupational debris (excavated as Layer
282 in Square 58 and Layer 414 in Square 59).
Room 393, north of Wall 398 and bounded on the
east by Wall 383, was 2 m wide. Its beaten-earth
Floor 393 was capped by brick collapse Layer 392;
below it was natural wash Layer 404.

Room 376

Room 376 lay east of Wall 383 in Square 59. It
was 2.9 m long from east to west and 1.3 m from
north to south. It was bordered on the north by Wall
385, on the east by Wall 382, and on the south by
Wall 373. No floor was found in this room—only
sandy fills Layers 372 and 376.

Room 406
South of Room 376 was Room 406, a partially
preserved room bordered by Wall 412 on the west

and Wall 399 on the east. It had a poorly preserved
beaten-earth floor (Floor 406).
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Figure 3.10: The eastern part of Building 260 (view to west)


http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/fb3f2c1e-ea4a-e6e2-cdf5-98b7e4da6d67
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/b11943ae-f36a-28af-d731-98d5eed4f3cf
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/2ca7b8a2-7ac2-95a2-70d7-33c41bd71281
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/95cba0e3-d584-f01b-6756-43468b3d5689
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/95cba0e3-d584-f01b-6756-43468b3d5689
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/6822ef7a-8ce2-6fdd-985e-242d11e0e293
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/6822ef7a-8ce2-6fdd-985e-242d11e0e293
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/fc9d59bc-53e3-722b-0026-a2af09b0e80b
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/fc9d59bc-53e3-722b-0026-a2af09b0e80b
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/50d303af-90f0-a5b2-a9fd-48df062df0c5
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/c5ad1ece-11f6-2ab1-18bf-070ff3d81ca3
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/56ac78f3-7070-92ad-b0fe-c7435aea41bd
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/56ac78f3-7070-92ad-b0fe-c7435aea41bd
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/857a972a-bc55-dfe8-aefb-7f6c3c1ecd3c
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/5483db4d-20be-f6e4-b8e4-2d04744f43bb
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/15c00b52-f0e1-84e7-7a8b-3ef6ad5845f0
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/563ddf9c-b6d9-9596-616d-3fcfe3e29b3b
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/10089403-9fbf-7961-d716-56f10d48abf9
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/10089403-9fbf-7961-d716-56f10d48abf9
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/10089403-9fbf-7961-d716-56f10d48abf9
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/88c96939-2d14-a1cd-b6b5-c788cd570bbb
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/88c96939-2d14-a1cd-b6b5-c788cd570bbb
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/88c96939-2d14-a1cd-b6b5-c788cd570bbb
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/0b1b73f9-be0e-387f-03fc-d1ae3ff64cc7
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/c4e00cbd-9269-e310-de92-7bbd7f85d8a4
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/c4e00cbd-9269-e310-de92-7bbd7f85d8a4
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/e7fd6122-d4e3-9022-b943-c01054ce9d98
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/f95c5d8c-6480-cf79-e824-fae3fee703cd
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/f95c5d8c-6480-cf79-e824-fae3fee703cd
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/ef5150f1-bc2c-6287-2575-3d6261877984
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/3bfae9fd-4719-1a9a-3e87-9306c747c9da
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/0f404921-71bb-f030-c0c8-4a5f790c06dc
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/8bfd20df-ce95-18f5-afea-d4d727a2d310
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/84f92045-8007-7b27-e340-082128b5e07d
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/93faedd8-6fbb-ade2-b480-e20938e4da06
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/c2e32388-14b2-c68c-2013-54562b38c34b
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/b1f5d4ae-6dd2-2694-08dd-1f47437d080a
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/939f478f-f316-5629-5c42-2b5a8d9526d6

40 The Marketplace and Quarry in Grid 50

Room 418

Building 260 was quite poorly preserved in Room
418, which lay east of Walls 382 and 399 in the
southeast corner of Square 59 (i.e., east of Rooms
376 and 406). Erosion in this area, which occurred
both before and after the seventh century, appears
have been severe. A series of naturally deposited wa-
terborne accumulations (Layers 417, 419, and 432)
were topped by mudbrick detritus (Layer 420).
Above these the only evidence of occupation was
Layer 418, a small patch of floor preserved over an
area of only 1.7 X 0.9 m.

BUILDING 406

Building 406 lay in the northeastern corner of the
Grid 50 excavation area in Squares 48 and 49 (figures
3.11 and 3.12). It was not completely excavated on
its northern and eastern edges but was exposed to a
length of 12.4 m (east-west) and a width of 5.9 m
(north—south). It has been interpreted as a row of four
shops. Most of its stone walls are ca. 0.6 m wide.
Wall 358, the long stone wall that ran along the street
to the south of the building, was common to all four
rooms. It had a thin mud coating on its south face.

Figure 3.11: Building 406 (view to west)
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Figure 3.12: Detailed plan of Building 406, the East Street south of it, and the Plaza west of it
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Room 423 and Room 426

Room 423 was the easternmost room excavated in
Building 406. It lies in Square 49. It was bounded by
Wall 362 on the west and Wall 424 on the east. Wall
362 had a threshold (Feature 402) at its south end
whose flat stone surface was 0.8 m wide, making a
doorway into Room 406 to the west.

Room 423 was partitioned from Room 426 by
cast—west Wall 417 (figure 3.13). This created a front
room on the street (Room 423) measuring 2.8 x 1.9
m, and a back room (Room 426) that was not fully
excavated and whose size is not known. The front
room had a beaten-earth floor (Floor 423) whose
subfloor makeup included crushed kurkar, the local
soft sandstone. On this floor was found destruction
debris Layer 418, which consisted of mudbrick ma-
terial and ash and contained a number of smashed
jars and dipper juglets. A storage jar remained in
place against the wall with its toe embedded in the
ground. Other storage jars were positioned against
the walls but had toppled over from their original
upright positions. The destruction debris was covered
by collapsed mudbrick wall material (excavated as
Layers 411, 413, and 414).

Room 426, the back room north of Wall 417, also
had a beaten-earth floor with kurkar bedding (Floor
426). No artifacts were found on it. It was covered by
wall fall (excavated as Layers 416 and 419).

e #

Figure 3.13: Room 423 and Room 426 (view to west)
Room 406

Room 406 was west of Room 423 in Square 49
(figure 3.14). It was bounded on the ecast by Wall 362
and on the west by Wall 354. On top of its beaten-
earth surface (Floor 406) was destruction debris con-
sisting of collapsed mudbrick wall material, plaster,
and charcoal (excavated as Layers 392 and 401). The
destruction debris was covered by brick collapse in a

sandy matrix (excavates as Layers 386 and 391). Of
particular interest is a complete human skeleton (Fea-
ture 400) that lay on the floor amid the debris. The
skeleton was of an adult female who was lying in an
extended posture with her right leg and left arm
flexed and left leg semiflexed. All of her long bones
were broken at the time of the collapse (for a descrip-
tion of this skeleton, see Ashkelon 1, pp. 533-35).

Wall 358

Room 406

Figure 3.14: Room 406 with skeleton (view to south)

Up against Wall 354 on the west side of Room
406 were several installations: Feature 404, a small
platform of squared stones (length 1 m, width 0.5 m,
height 0.2 m) at the south end of the wall; Feature
403, a mudbrick bin (length 0.7 m, width 0.5 m,
depth 0.3 m); and Feature 405, a stone circle (diame-
ter 0.6 m). In addition, the excavators thought that
two stones resting on the east wall of the bin (Fea-
ture 403) may have been grinding stones.

Room 375 and Room 373

Room 375 was west of Room 406 in Square 49.
This room was bounded on the west by Wall 410. It
was partitioned by Wall 378, forming a front room
on the street (Room 375) that measured 3.4 x 2.7 m
and a back room (Room 373) that was not fully ex-
cavated and whose size is unknown. An ash layer 5
cm thick (Layer 375) was concentrated in the north-
east corner of Room 375; this may be evidence of a
hearth.

A sandy fill deposit which covered the two rooms
was excavated as Layer 374 south of the partition-
Wall 378 in Room 375 and as Layer 373 north of
the partition in Room 373. These sandy fills were
topped by collapsed mudbrick material that contained
smashed, restorable pottery (excavated as Layers
364, 353, and 360). The sequence of floor, sandy fill,
and then brick collapse and restorable pottery may
indicate multiple stories.
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Figure 3.15: Room 431 (view to west)

Below the floor, a pit 40 cm deep (Pit 422) had
been filled with naturally deposited sand and puddled
clay. This pit extended underneath the partition wall
(Wall 378) and marks the highest point of the Phase
8 quarry fill in this area.

Room 431

Room 431 in Square 48 was the westernmost
room of Building 406 (figure 3.15). It was bounded
on the west by Wall 394, which had an entrance and
threshold ca. 0.5 m wide at its south end (Feature
437). Room 431 had two superimposed beaten-earth
floors. The upper floor was Floor 429, which had a
kurkar bedding. This floor was destroyed in 604 B.C.
On it were found some flat-lying shells and restorable
potsherds, as well as a cow’s leg that was fully articu-
lated from hip to hoof and five articulated sheep’s
feet. Occupational debris on top of the floor (Layer
428) also contained some restorable sherds. A layer
of collapsed mudbrick material (Layer 390) in turn
covered the occupational debris in this room and in
much of the adjoining plaza to the west.

Below Floor 429 was Floor 431. This was an ear-
lier beaten-earth surface that was identified by the
presence of flat-lying sherds.

BUILDING 276
Building 276 was located across the plaza about 5

m west of Building 406, in the northwestern portion
of the Grid 50 excavation area (figure 3.18). It con-

sisted of three long rooms, the walls of which had all
been robbed out. The plan of the building suggests
that it was a warehouse. It was 9.5 m long from north
to south but it was not completely excavated on its
north side, so its complete length is unknown; it was
excavated for a distance of 16 m from east to west
and may have extended farther to the west.

Room 421

Room 421 was the easternmost room in Building
276. It was 2.3 m wide. On the east it was bounded
by Robber’s Trench 400 in Square 48 (containing
Layers 402 and 432 as backfill); on the south, by
Robber’s Trench 407 in Square 48 (containing
Layer 406 as backfill), which continued as Robber’s
Trench 279 in Square 47; and on the west, by Rob-
ber’s Trench 277 in Square 47. There was evidence
of a beaten-earth floor (Floor 421), of which only the
kurkar bedding remained. The floor was covered by
occupational debris (Layer 392). A small pit (Fea-
ture 268 in Square 47) was probably cut from this
floor.

Room 285

Room 285 in Square 47 was the middle room of
Building 276. It was 2.6 m wide. On the east it was
bounded by Robber’s Trench 277; on the south, by
Robber’s Trench 279 (a continuation of Robber’s
Trench 407 in Square 48); and on the west, by Rob-
ber’s Trench 276 in Square 47. No floor was found.
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Room 281

Room 281 was the westernmost room in Building
276. It was 2.8 m wide. On the west it was bounded
by Robber’s Trench 278 in Square 47 and by two
wall fragments in places where the wall had not been
completely robbed (Wall 94 and Wall 95). No floor
was found in this room.

THE TERRACE WEST OF BUILDING 276

West of Building 276 were structures in Square 46
that were constructed before, or at the same time as,
the building (figures 3.16—18). Two chambers were
preserved: Room 57 to the south and Room 78 to the
north. The east wall of Room 57 (Wall 92) lay partly
beneath the southern fragment of the west wall of
Building 276 (Wall 95). Rather than indicating two
successive phases, it is more likely that these walls
were built in such a way as to support Building 276,
which was perched at the edge of a seaside bluff.
Wall 92 did not rise above foundation level—its
stone courses were covered by bins in Room 78 and
by Floor 57 in Room 57. Although subsequent ero-
sion of the bluff destroyed much of the structure, it is
likely that Rooms 57 and 78 constituted the first in a
series of stone terraces descending toward the beach.

Room 57

Room 57 was bounded on the south by Wall 93
(width 1 m), on the east by Wall 92 (width 0.50 m,
with mud plaster on its western face), and on the
north by Wall 91. Beaten-earth Floor 57 was covered
by collapsed mudbrick material (Layer 56).

Room 78

Room 78 was bounded on the west by Wall 90, on
the south by Wall 91 (width 0.85 m, coated with mud
plaster on both sides), on the north by Wall 86 (width
0.65 m), and on the east by Wall 89 (width 0.62 m).
A group of stones south of the north wall (Wall 86)
was interpreted as the remnant of a stone pavement
(Feature 96; lateral extent 0.90 x 0.65 m).

Room 78 was lined on three sides by mudbrick
bins (figure 3.17). Feature 70 was a bin on the west
side, Feature 59 on the east side, and Feature 68 on
the north side south of the stone pavement. Feature
70 had a beaten-earth base. Feature 59 may have had
an earlier phase later partitioned into two bins.

The bins and the walls of Room 78 were associ-
ated with a beaten-earth surface (Floor 78), which
was covered by ashy silt (Layer 73/Layer 61)—

probably from the collapsed walls of Building 276,
assuming that the bricks from these walls slid west-
ward down the slope onto the terrace that had but-
tressed the building.

There was evidence of another room on the eroded
slope to the west of Room 78. Only two wall stubs
remained: a continuation of Wall 91 on the south end
of Room 78, and Wall 76, which abutted Wall 90 on
the north end of the room.

Figure 3.16. Terrace Rooms 57 and 78 (view to north)

Feature 70

Feature
Floor 78 68

"

Feature 59

T——

Figure 3.17: Room 78 (view to west)
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BUILDING 276
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Figure 3.18: Detailed plan of Building 276 and the Terrace west of it (Rooms 57 and 78);
Building 234, the South Street east of it, and the West Street north of it; and Building 58 in Square 67
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Figure 3.19: Destruction debris in Room 221 of Building 234 (view to south)

BUILDING 234

The excavated portion of Building 234 measured
8 m from east to west and 7 m from north to south
(figure 3.18). Most of the walls had been robbed of
their stone; only a few fragments remained. The line
of the building’s northern wall was indicated by Rob-
ber’s Trench 215 in Square 57 and by its eastward
continuation in Square 58, Robber’s Trench 300.
The line of the eastern wall was indicated by Rob-
ber’s Trench 299 in Square 58. The western end of
the building had been destroyed by the erosion of the
tell, which slopes toward the sea on that side.

At the bottom of the robber’s trenches were layers
consisting of crushed kurkar, the local soft sandstone
(Layers 308 and 312 in Robber’s Trench 300 and
Layer 311 in Robber’s Trench 299). These may be
the surviving beddings of the stone foundations that
had been robbed out. A fragment of the original
foundations (Wall 304) survived only at the south
end of Robber’s Trench 299. It consisted of two
rows of medium and large stones, ranging in diameter
from 20 to 40 cm, arranged along the faces of the
wall, with smaller stones in the middle, with a total
width of 0.85 m.

An east-west partition wall subdivided Building
234. It was indicated by Robber’s Trench 222 in
Square 57 and by a mudbrick wall fragment (Wall
208) consisting of three bricks (total length 1.04 m,
width 0.43 m) which continued along the same line to

the east. The space north of the partition wall was
further subdivided by a wall whose location is indi-
cated by north—south Robber’s Trench 220.

Room 221

Room 221 in Square 57 lay in the northwestern
corner of the preserved part of Building 234. This
room was disturbed by an intrusive later wall (Wall
229) that ran across it, making it impossible to draw
stratigraphic connections across the entire room.
West of the intrusive wall was Floor 212, a plaster
floor whose plaster had been partly vitrified by the
intense heat of the fire that accompanied the 604 B.C.
destruction. The floor was covered by Layer 196,
which contained destruction debris made up of reed-
impressed roof clay, some of it still bearing a thatch
pattern. The destruction debris was disturbed by a
natural gully (Layer 203 in Square 57) formed by the
drainage of water through this area on the western
slope of the site during the years when Ashkelon was
abandoned following the 604 B.C. destruction.

In the destruction debris were vitrified fragments
of clay with distorted, liquefied forms still impressed
in them, as well as charred wood from roof beams,
smashed pottery, and a group of loom weights with
strips of charred wood between them that may have
been the beams of a loom. A partially preserved vat
was sunk into Floor 212, propped up on its west side
by a dressed stone. Not far west of it, among the
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loom weights, lay a large clay jar stopper that had
been accidentally fired during the destruction.* Other
finds in Layer 196 included an Egyptian amulet de-
picting the goddess Isis with the Horus-child.*

East of the later intrusive Wall 229 in Room 221
was a plaster floor fragment (Floor 221, probably the
continuation of Floor 212) on which was found a
layer of collapsed roof material (Layer 225), includ-
ing fallen charred beams that were oriented in an
east—west direction. On top of the roof material lay a
sandstone incense altar (figure 3.19).5 It must origi-
nally have been situated on the roof or an upper floor
and have fallen when the building collapsed.

Room 227

Room 227 occupied the northeastern corner of
Building 234. It measured ca. 2 by 2.3 m. In the
northwestern corner of this room was a mudbrick bin
(Feature 219 in Square 57; length 0.92 m, width 0.73
m) which had been built against the east side of the
wall that was robbed by Robber’s Trench 220.
There were no indications of what this bin was used
for; however, a nearly complete lamp was found in
the debris that filled it. Under the plaster floor associ-
ated with the bin (Floor 227 in Square 57 and Floor
269 in Square 58) was a layer of carefully placed
shells, round side up (Layer 270).

On top of the floor was a layer of destruction de-
bris excavated as Layers 206 and 226 in Square 57
and as Layer 262 in Square 58. The debris contained
a large amount of fired clay in which were reed and
beam impressions, indicative of collapsed roofing
material mixed with charred wooden beams.

Layer 262 is problematic because Robber’s
Trench 299, which forms the eastern boundary of
Building 234, was not initially recognized during the
excavation, with the result that finds from the South
Street cast of Building 234 were mixed with some of
the finds from inside the building. Among the items
scattered on the floor of Room 227 amid the destruc-
tion debris were an ostracon recording a grain trans-
action (reg. no. 39594)¢ and a variety of smashed
storage jars, cooking pots, and juglets.

3 The loom weights and jar stopper are described in detail
below in chapter 18.

4 The Egyptian amulet is described in chapter 12, cat. no. 2.
3 This incense altar is described and illustrated below in
chapter 22 (altar no. 1).

 This ostracon is published in Ashkelon I, pp. 336-39
(inscription no. 1.2).

Room 234

Room 234 lay south of Rooms 221 and 227, sepa-
rated from them by the east-west partition wall
whose existence was indicated by Robber’s Trench
222 and the fragmentary Wall 208. In this room was
found destruction debris that was excavated as Lay-
ers 134, 136, 223, and 234 in Square 57. However,
these layers were occasionally contaminated by later
building activity in the Persian period.

Wall 255 in Phase 8 (figure 3.2), which was built
as a retaining wall for the southern edge of the quarry
in the period before the marketplace, was immedi-
ately below the earliest Persian-period walls in this
area. This suggests a long period of visibility and use
for the stones of this wall, during both the quarry
phase (Phase 8) and the marketplace phase (Phase 7).
Wall 255 may therefore have functioned as a founda-
tion for the southern wall of Room 234; that is, for
the southern closing wall of Building 234. This can-
not, however, be demonstrated stratigraphically.

THE SOUTH STREET

The South Street in Square 58 was a north—south
street on the east side of Building 234, between it
and Building 260 (figure 3.18). It showed every sign
of having been the locus of an open-air street market.
At its southern end, between Wall 304 and Wall 265,
it was ca. 2.6 m wide; from there it widened toward
the north to a width of ca. 3.2 m (it was bounded by
robber’s trenches so these measurements are ap-
proximate). The street accumulation, excavated as
Layers 302 and 266, was often difficult to distin-
guish from the top of the quarry fill.

On the east side of the street, built up against the
western wall of Building 260 (now robbed out) was a
mudbrick bench or platform 2.4 m in length and 0.65
m wide (Feature 231). This bench was composed of
three rows of headers. It was cut on its eastern side
by Robber’s Trench 250, so it may originally have
been wider. Quite possibly, it served as a place for
displaying wares that were sold in the street. A small
pit containing mudbrick detritus (Pit 273; diameter
0.23 m, depth 0.16 m) was cut into the bench; it was
probably used to hold a large jar.

Running down the middle of the South Street was
Drain 294 (width 0.55 m, depth 0.15 m). This drain
led into the street from the north, curving at a 90°
angle from the east-west East Street that ran be-
tween Building 406 and Building 260. The drain was
intermittently lined with yellow kurkar and brown
clay. Layer 303 may have been a cover for Drain
294, but its preservation was ephemeral.
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Figure 3.20: Destruction debris in Drain 294 in the South Street (view to south)

Two small pits were cut into Layer 266, directly
in front of the mudbrick bench (Feature 231) on the
east side of the street: Pit 267 (diameter 0.95 x 0.65
m, depth 1.38 m) and Pit 268 (diameter 0.95 x 0.75
m, depth 0.44 m). These pits contained botanical re-
mains, including wheat.”

Above the sandy street accumulation in the South
Street in Square 58 was Layer 262, which contained
a large quantity of collapsed mudbrick material and
destruction debris. This debris layer (as excavated)
extended from the northern part of the street into
Building 234, as explained above. Layer 262 con-
tained many artifacts of all types. Of particular inter-
est are several scale weights and the remnants of a
bronze balance scale.® These are what gave rise to
Lawrence Stager’s interpretation of Building 234 as
a “counting house.” Under Layer 262, directly on top
of Layer 302, was ashy destruction debris (Layer

7 The botanical remains in the South Street, which included
a significant concentration of wheat, are described below in
chapter 23.

8 See chapter 1. The scale weights and balance pan found in
Layer 262 are described and illustrated below in chapter 17
(figure 17.1 and cat. nos. 2-6, 11-13, 24, 26).

274). The southern part of the street was covered by
Layer 275, an ashy sandy fill, and by Layer 264, a
mudbrick collapse.

THE WEST STREET

The West Street ran from east to west between
Building 276 and Building 234 (figure 3.18). It was
ca. 2.6 m wide (an approximate figure because the
street was bounded on both sides by robber’s
trenches). It intersected the South Street at a 90°
angle from the west.

The latest street accumulation, a patchwork of
sand, silt, and crushed kurkar, was excavated as Lay-
ers 310 and 330 in Square 58, as Layer 269 in
Square 47, and as Layer 422 in Square 48. These
layers were similar to those of the quarry fill beneath
the marketplace, which made it difficult to distin-
guish the earliest street layers from the latest layers of
the quarry fill.

Wall 224 in Square 57 projected northward into
the West Street from the north face of Building 234.
It was a poorly built mudbrick wall that presumably
created a small windbreak in the open area between
Building 276 and Building 234, partially blocking
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the street. East of Wall 224 was Floor 218, an ashy
beaten-earth surface on which olive pits (reg. nos.
44014 and 44092) and grape pips (reg. no. 44090)
were found. The floor was covered by destruction
debris Layer 217, which consisted of fired mud-
bricks and various in-situ artifacts. In the street to the
north of Wall 224 was more destruction debris (also
excavated as Layer 217 since this destruction debris
covered the intact portions of the wall) in which was
found reed-impressed roofing material and charred
wood from fallen roof beams.

THE EAST STREET

The East Street ran from east to west between
Building 406 and Building 260 (figure 3.12). Drain
409 in Square 48, in the plaza at the west end of the
East Street, is the place where the drainage channel
in the center of the street turned 90° to run south
through the South Street, where it was excavated as
Drain 294 in Square 58 (figure 3.20). Farther east,
the drainage channel was excavated as Drain 388 in
Square 49. This drainage feature dominated the mid-
dle of the East Street. During its period of use and
especially after the destruction and abandonment of
the city in 604 B.C., it became filled with a sandy
accumulation (excavated as Layers 377 and 379 in
Square 49) which was washed in by seasonal water
flows. Over time, the built lining of the drain eroded
away so that only a ragged gully was left.

North of Drain 388 was a street accumulation con-
sisting of sand and silt lenses, excavated as Layers
365, 369, 389, 394, and 398. A stratigraphic connec-
tion was traced from Layer 389, in particular, to
Layer 415 farther west in Square 48, which was a
street deposit in the Plaza (see below). A mudbrick
bench or platform (Feature 374 in Square 48) sat at
the western end of the street accumulation in the East
Street, perhaps only for a short period early in the
lifespan of the street. A hearth (Feature 371 in
Square 49) was found in Layer 369. A small patch of
crushed kurkar formed a surface (Feature 367 in
Square 49) that connected directly to Wall 358, the
southern wall of Building 406 and the northern bor-
der of the East Street.

Lying on top of the street accumulation to the
north of Drain 388 was collapsed mudbrick material
from Building 406, which was excavated as Layers
368, 370, and 393 in Square 49. These layers also
contained occupational and destruction debris. Re-
storable pottery was found in Layer 368 and Layer
370. A set of intact bricks was visible in Layer 370.

South of Drain 388 was another street accumula-
tion that was contemporary with the accumulation on

the north side of the street. The earliest deposit was a
black clay surface with a crushed kurkar bedding
(Layer 385 in Square 49). Above this surface were
silt and sand striations (Layers 383 and 384 in
Square 49), topped by a naturally deposited water-
borne clay (Layer 382). This was covered in turn by
another layer of sand (Layer 381 in Square 49). As
on the northern side of the East Street, the southern
street accumulation was sealed by collapsed mud-
brick material (Layer 380 in Square 49), in this case
the fallen north walls of Building 260.

THE PLAZA

The Plaza was an open area between Building 276
and Building 406 (figure 3.12). It contained multiple
lenses of material that were resting immediately on
top of the deep quarry fill. The latest accumulations
in the plaza (before the 604 B.C. destruction) were
stratigraphically connected to Layer 422 in Square
48 in the West Street and to Layer 389 in Square 49
in the East Street. The plaza accumulation included
the following layers (all in Square 48): Layer 393
and its kurkar bedding (Layer 417), Layer 415, and
Layer 430.

As noted earlier, the portion of the drainage chan-
nel which was excavated as Drain 409 in Square 48
was the place where the channel that began in the
East Street cut through the south end of the Plaza
and changed direction from its east-west bearing to a
north—south orientation in order to flow through the
South Street. The continuation of the drainage chan-
nel to the south was excavated as Drain 294 in
Square 58 and its continuation to the east was exca-
vated as Drain 388 in Square 49.

Drain 409 was filled with a sandy deposit (Layer
433), on top of which was a mixture of naturally de-
posited silt and destruction debris containing restor-
able pottery (excavated as Layers 388 and 398). The
destruction debris in the drain was capped by a sandy
material that had been washed in (Layer 397).

The Plaza as a whole was covered by collapsed
mudbrick material, no doubt from the surrounding
buildings, which was excavated as Layers 387, 396,
and 418 (all in Square 48). On top of this collapsed
mudbrick were naturally deposited sand and silt de-
posits, including Layers 383, 384, 385, 389, 391, and
404, as well as a build-up of ash and silt lenses
(Layer 412).

BUILDING 58

Additional evidence of the 604 B.C. destruction of
Ashkelon was uncovered in Building 58 in Square
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67, in the southwestern corner of the Grid 50 excava-
tion area (figure 3.18). It has proved very difficult to
determine the relationship between this building and
the marketplace buildings described above. Only a
small part of Building 58 was excavated. Moreover,
Persian-period building activity broke the strati-
graphic connections between this building and the
others in the same phase.

Two rooms were identified in this building, Room
52 on the east and Room 58 on the west, separated
by Wall 41. The western wall of Room 58 was Wall
28, which may have served as the western closing

wall of the entire building. The northern closing wall
was probably destroyed by the construction of a later
wall during the Persian period.

Room 52 was bounded on the west by Wall 41. It
had a beaten-earth floor (Floor 52) with a subfloor
bedding (Layers 53, 64, and 70). On top of the floor
was destruction debris (Layer 42).

Room 58 was bounded by Wall 28 on the west
and Wall 41 on the east. It had a plastered floor
(Floor 58). On top of the floor was occupational de-
bris (Layer 56) and above that was destruction debris
(Layer 46).
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PART TWO

POTTERY






4. POTTERY CLASSIFICATION AND PETROGRAPHIC ANALYSIS

HE LOCATION of Ashkelon on the shore of the

Mediterranean Sea and its role as a seaport in
contact with distant regions have resulted in a diverse
assemblage of pottery produced in many different
eastern Mediterranean locales in the seventh century
B.C. For this reason, the pottery published in this vol-
ume is arranged first of all according to place of ori-
gin rather than by function or form. In the present
chapter, we summarize the petrographic analyses of
clay fabrics that were an important basis for the clas-
sification of the pottery by place of origin, augment-
ing identifications made on the basis of form and
decoration. Then, in chapters 5 through 10, we treat,
in turn, the various types of local pottery produced in
the Philistine coastal plain in which Ashkelon lies
and from the Shephelah foothills that border this
plain to the east (ch. 5); the Phoenician pottery from
the coastal region to the north (ch. 6); the pottery
from even farther north in Cyprus and North Syria
(ch. 7); the pottery from the Negev and other regions
to the southeast of Ashkelon (ch. 8); the pottery from
Egypt (ch. 9); and, last but not least, the large and
highly distinctive corpus of Greek pottery, which was
produced mainly in Ionia and the eastern Aegean.

The Greek pottery is of special importance and
merits extended treatment, which it has been given by
Jane Waldbaum, a leading expert on this material. In
chapter 10, she catalogues 560 pieces of Greek pot-
tery found in late seventh-century contexts at Ash-
kelon and she discusses in detail the variety of forms,
functions, and production centers they represent. In
her introduction to this catalogue, she provides an up-
to-date and insightful discussion of the significance
of this material in light of its find-contexts at Ash-
kelon and elsewhere, and she reviews the various
interpretations that have been proposed to account for
it—in particular, the theory that this material was
brought to the Levant by Greek mercenaries in the
employ of the Egyptian pharaohs Psammetichus
(Psamtik) I and Necho II, who were bent on imperial
expansion in Palestine and Syria in the wake of the
retreating Assyrian Empire in the final decades of the
seventh century B.C.

In the following chapters, we illustrate and discuss
representative examples of each major type and sub-
type, based on the most complete specimens. A total
of 189,199 potsherds were sorted and studied in the
course of preparing this publication. In chapter 27,
we give estimates of vessel quantities and relative
proportions by functional class or type, geographic
origin, and findspot. This information appears in con-

junction with a broader synthesis and locational
analysis of the various finds, including not only pot-
tery but other artifacts and faunal remains found in
association with the pottery.

Arrangement of Pottery by Geographic Origin

The geographically based arrangement of the pottery
adopted in this volume is useful because it highlights
the political and economic interactions in which the
inhabitants of Ashkelon participated at a time of con-
siderable flux, both politically and economically. The
late seventh century was characterized by the waxing
and waning of great empires and new movements of
goods and people around the eastern Mediterranean.
The weakening of the Assyrian regime had left a
power vacuum in the Levant and set in motion a fate-
ful rivalry between Egypt and Babylon for control of
the area, a contest in which the inhabitants of the re-
gion were called upon to play a part. In the years be-
fore the destruction of Ashkelon by the Babylonians
in 604 B.C., the Egyptians dominated the Levantine
coast through alliances with local vassals. There is
artifactual evidence in Ashkelon itself of close ties to
Egypt (e.g., the Egyptian amulets catalogued in chap-
ter 12 and the collection of Egyptian bronzes pre-
sented in chapter 13).

On the economic level, the lifting of the Assyrian
yoke and the rise of the Egyptians led to new patterns
of interaction among the inhabitants of the eastern
Mediterranean, from Philistia to Greece. This can be
seen in the diversity of pottery and other artifacts of
disparate origin discovered in the precisely dated
destruction level at Ashkelon, which were all in use
at that time. The total destruction and abandonment
of the flourishing seaport of Ashkelon in 604 B.C. is
itself a grim emblem of the sudden extinction of this
nascent Mediterranean interaction sphere, when the
Babylonian army defeated the Egyptians and drove
them out of the Levant, sealing them off from access
to their erstwhile allies in the eastern Mediterranean
and carving out a swath of destruction across the
southern Levant that reduced economic activity to a
low ebb.

The drawback of a primarily geographic arrange-
ment of material, however, is that a reader interested
in a particular functional class (e.g., storage jars or
cooking pots), regardless of place of origin, must
consult several different chapters. On the other hand,
it can be argued that the geographic origin of a vessel
has considerable bearing on our understanding of its
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function, in the broader sense—that is, in terms of its
particular social, economic, and political significance
for those who acquired and used it. For example, a
Greek cooking pot or wine pitcher may well have
been used in different contexts, and by different so-
cial groups, than its locally made functional equiva-
lent. We have therefore retained the geographically
based organization of the material and in the remain-
der of this chapter we discuss the determination of
place of production that results from the detailed
petrographic analysis of pottery fabrics undertaken
by Daniel Master (2001; 2003).

Petrographic Analysis

Pottery is ubiquitous in the archaeological record, so
considerable work has been done over the years to
investigate pottery production systems. The pioneer
in this research, who first examined pottery produc-
tion systems within their ecological contexts, was
Frederick R. Matson (1965). Matson built on the
“cultural ecology” approach of Julian Steward, argu-
ing that, by looking at ecological factors such as the
presence of water, fuel, and clay, much could be
learned about pottery production systems. In addition
to these basic ecological factors, one may also exam-
ine pottery in light of the cultural systems pertaining
to transportation, subsistence, and other related sub-
systems. Matson showed that considerable informa-
tion about cultural systems could be gleaned through
close analysis of pottery fragments and their contexts.

Matson’s ecological approach was developed fur-
ther by Dean Arnold (1985), who collated a wide
variety of ethnographic information about traditional
potters in order to determine general patterns that
characterize the relationships between pot, potter, and
environment. Arnold worked out a threshold model,
showing that there is typically a preferred territory of
exploitation and a maximum area of exploitation for
the different resources associated with pottery pro-
duction. For example, in the case of clay, the pre-
ferred territory of exploitation is normally within a
radius of less than 1 km from the potter’s base of
operation. Potters prefer to obtain their clay from
very close at hand. The maximum territory of exploi-
tation is usually within a radius of less than 7 km.

In his research, Arnold has attempted to account
for geographical and technological differences that
might affect the preferred territories of pottery re-
source exploitation in different parts of the world. He
considered climate, the level of technology, and other
factors in order to arrive at a robust cross-cultural
model that can be used by archaeologists who study
pottery production systems.

Archaeological work in and around Ashkelon has
revealed that ancient potters there had ample access
to all of the elements necessary for pottery produc-
tion. This can be shown purely by means of paleoen-
vironmental reconstruction, drawing on the work of
Matson and Arnold, but direct evidence is even more
conclusive. In late Iron Age contexts at Ashdod, less
than 20 km from Ashkelon, excavators found a series
of pottery workshops, each containing a kiln. A total
of seven kilns were discovered, each roughly two
meters in diameter (Dothan 1971:90-91, 116). They
appear to have been used for a considerable length of
time because the area around them underwent
changes during their period of use and the kilns
themselves were rebuilt on several occasions.

Even though no kilns were found in the excava-
tions at Ashkelon, there is little doubt that they ex-
isted in that city and were used to produce much of
the locally made pottery found at the site. However,
petrographic analysis has shown that a substantial
portion of the Ashkelon pottery assemblage was pro-
duced, not at the site, but in a variety of other produc-
tion centers, near and far (Master 2001; 2003). Fol-
lowing a preliminary analysis of stylistic similarity
and difference on the basis of form, decoration, and
macroscopic examination of the fabric, specimens of
each type were chosen for petrographic analysis.!

Petrography involves identifying the fine mineral
inclusions in pottery. A 30-micron slice of the pottery
specimen is fixed to a glass slide and this “thin sec-
tion” is examined using a polarizing microscope.
Because of their atomic properties, minerals have
different optical properties when analyzed under this
kind of microscope, allowing them to be identified
and characterized (Rice 1987:376-82). The minerals
found in the thin section can usually be meaningfully
associated with a particular geographical region. By
determining the suite of minerals present and the de-
gree of weathering they have undergone, the general
mineralogical character of the clay bed from which
the clay was taken can often be identified.

At the very least, description of the mineral con-
tent of pottery provides comparative data for future
studies. In other words, even when petrography is
insufficient for the geographical identification of a
particular piece, considered by itself, it may be used
for this purpose in concert with subsequent analyses
of related material.

! The pottery was studied by David Schloen, Jane Wald-
baum (the Greek pottery), and Charles Adelman (the Cyp-
riot pottery). Daniel Master’s subsequent petrographic ana-
lysis made use of the typological, stratigraphic, and
quantitative results reached by these researchers.
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If the mineralogy is distinctive enough, the petrog-
rapher can ascertain the specific location of the clay
beds that produced the raw materials of which the
pottery was made (Whitbread 1995b:98). The deter-
mination of the clay sources, in comparison to the
findspots of the pottery, is helpful for understanding
the movements of pottery vessels and, more broadly,
patterns of ancient trade and migration. Systematic
petrographic analysis of a well-quantified assemblage
can be used, as it is here, to determine relative pro-
portions according to place of manufacture, distin-
guishing local production centers from those in
neighboring regions and from those in distant locales.

In addition to determining the place of production,
the orientation, size, and frequency of the inclusions
found in the pottery fabric can yield valuable infor-
mation about the technology used to produce the pot-
tery. For example, petrography can be used to deter-
mine the method of construction (wheelmade or
handmade) and the temperature and method of firing
the clay.

The petrographic testing of the Ashkelon assem-
blage began as part of a project at the Center for Ma-
terials Research in Archaeology and Ethnology at the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology. During this
phase, most of the Aegean fabrics were described.
Later, the project continued as the dissertation of
Daniel Master (2001), which involved multiple con-
sultations at the laboratory for microarchaeology at
Tel Aviv University under the direction of Yuval
Goren, and a consultation at the Fitch Laboratory in
Athens with Tan Whitbread. The choice of samples
was made by Daniel Master and David Schloen based
on the typology established previously by Schloen
and Stager. Over the course of time, as this typology
was refined, a few gaps emerged in the petrographic
sample set; but by and large, each typological cate-
gory was sampled. Thin sections were made at MIT
or by the technicians of Spectrum Petrographics, Inc.

In keeping with the qualitative and often rather
general picture produced by petrographic analysis,
we have been relatively cautious in our classification
of the pottery and have grouped it into quite broad,
rather than highly specific, geographical categories.
For example, although Master (2003) identified sev-
eral distinct clay fabrics in the region around Ash-
kelon, in chapter 5 these have been combined into a
single “local” category, which includes vessels that
originated from anywhere in the ancient Philistine
coastal plain and Shephelah. Likewise, although Yu-
val Goren has done much to distinguish between
North Syrian and Cypriot fabrics (Goren, Finkelstein,
and Na’aman 2004:58-69), in our discussion of im-
ports from Cyprus and North Syria in chapter 7, we

have grouped into a single category the pottery from
these two regions, whose fabrics share the ophiolite
complexes of the northeast Mediterranean.

Local Fabrics from the Philistine Coastal Plain and
Shephelah Foothills

1. Brown or red alluvial soil with coastal inclusions

The most common pottery fabric at Ashkelon is made
of an isotropic, noncarbonatic clay and has a brown-
to-black core and a black-to-red fabric on the edges
(figure 4.1). While the pottery-making process ob-
scures the parent soil to some extent, it is likely a
dark brown grumusol (brown xererts [Brady and
Weil 2002:100-2]). The fabric is dominated by
coarse sand-sized, rounded quartz fragments (beach
sand), accompanied by smaller angular fragments of
silt-sized quartz and a variety of birefringent acces-
sory minerals. This local fabric, in addition to being
the most common at Ashkelon, is also found at Ash-
dod in pottery taken from Iron II kiln loci (Dothan
1971:pls. 41.9, 11; 43.3).
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Figure 4.1: Photomicrograph of local pottery fabric
made of alluvial soil with coastal inclusions
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Goren argues that this fabric is merely a form of
coastal loess that has been altered during firing,
which was of sufficiently high temperature to alter
the fabric and hornblende inclusions but did not last
long enough to substantially degrade the calcite. As
he notes, this firing would be very unusual for a cu-
neiform clay tablet (Goren, Finkelstein, and Na’aman
2004:295-96). This was once accepted by Master
(2001: Category la—d), but he is now of the opinion
that different soil types (Master 2003) rather than
different firing temperatures account for the differ-
ences between this alluvial fabric category and the
coastal loess category discussed below.

In an attempt to refine the provenience of this fab-
ric, samples were sent for chemical analysis (ICP) to
compare them to Byzantine wasters found at different
places in the southern coastal plain, including Ash-
kelon and Ashdod. The samples clustered chemically
with the Byzantine wasters from Ashkelon as op-
posed to Ashdod; however, the control sample, an
Ashdod waster (Dothan 1971:pl. 44.17), also clus-
tered with the Ashkelon Byzantine wasters. Thus, it
is difficult to distinguish Ashdod fabrics from Ash-
kelon fabrics.

Figure 4.2: Photomicrograph of local pottery fabric
made of loess with coastal inclusions

2. Loess with coastal inclusions

Coastal loess is the most common loessial soil in the
Ashkelon area. Among the inclusions found in pot-
tery fabrics made with this kind of soil are beach
sand and abundant heavy minerals (figure 4.2). They
match Goren’s “coastal matrix” (Mazar and Panitz-
Cohen 2001:18; Goren, Finkelstein, and Na’aman
2004).

An Ashdod waster (Dothan 1971:pl. 39.5), which
was analyzed as part of the reference collection for
this fabric, falls into the same category. Goren has
demonstrated that this fabric extends along the south-
ern Levantine coast from Gaza to Ashdod (for Ash-
kelon, see Goren, Finkelstein, and Na’aman 2004:
295).

3. Loess with inland inclusions

Loess from the Shephelah foothills inland from Ash-
kelon has the same carbonatic soil as coastal loess but
is dominated by the chalk and chert inclusions typical
of the southern Shephelah (figure 4.3; Goren 1996:
54).

Figure 4.3: Photomicrograph of local pottery fabric
made of loess with inland inclusions
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4. Terra rossa

Several samples in this study contained clays derived
from the terra rossa soils typical of the highland re-
gion east of Ashkelon. Goren has shown that while
this soil is indeed typical of the highlands (Goren,
Kamaiski and Kletter 1996), it was also alluvially
transported to the foothills of the eastern Shephelah,
if not farther. The terra rossa clay matrix is mixed
with inclusions of windblown coastal sand, Eocene
chalk, and cherts. The closest, but by no means the
only, clay sources that exhibit this combination of
parent soil and inclusions are in the Shephelah
(Goren, Finkelstein, and Na’aman 2004: 284-85).

Figure 4.4: Photomicrograph of local pottery fabric
made of terra rossa

5. Cooking-pot fabric

“Cooking-pot fabric” may be a subset of the brown or
red alluvial soils that characterize much of the local
pottery at Ashkelon, although Goren sees it as a sub-
set of the hamra group (Mazar and Panitz-Cohen
2001:20, Fabric Group 15). In any case, it is widely
agreed that this is a specialized fabric made exclu-
sively for use in cooking pots. The cooking-pot fabric

is orange in color, has coastal inclusions (beach sand
and accessory minerals), and is characterized by
many parallel cracks surrounding the inclusions.
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Figure 4.5: Photomicrograph of local cooking-pot fabric
Clays from the Negev or Southeastern Philistia

Some Ashkelon pottery was made with loess from
the Negev or southeastern Philistia. This type of loess
may reflect several clay sources (note the variability
in Goren’s “western Negev cluster” in Gilead and
Goren 1989:8, fig. 2). The inclusion suite consists of
the angular quartz fragments typical of loessial parent
soils and argillaceous rock fragments of unknown
composition (figures 4.6-8).

The vessels in this category are either Assyrian
bottles or have the white-green fabric typical of Iron
II ceramics of the Negev (see Freud 1999). No clear
match for this fabric was found in the reference mate-
rial that was examined, so no precise provenience is
possible. One sherd of “Assyrian Palace Ware” is so
well levigated that it is hard to assign it to a petro-
graphic category. Judging by the fabric, it could quite
easily have been made with a well-levigated clay of
the Negev group; however, it is also possible that it
was made with levigated clay from another source.
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Figures 4.6—8: Photomicrographs of pottery fabrics
made of clays from the Negev or southeastern Philistia

Edomite Clays

A small quantity of pottery in the Ashkelon assem-
blage is made of clay characterized by quartz and
angular fragments of plagioclase feldspar, with rare
small fragments of pyroxenes (figure 4.9). There are
no clasts with smaller grain sizes, indicating that the
feldspar inclusions likely have a phaneritic parent
such as a diorite or gabbro. The presence of dolomite
rhombs is indicative of the limestones in the hills of
central Israel and highland Transjordan; however, the
cooccurrence of feldspar and dolomite inclusions
strongly supports a provenience in southern Trans-
jordan or the Aravah, namely, ancient Edom.

Phoenician Clays

Phoenician clays are characterized by biomicritic
sand in a highly calcareous orange clay matrix (fig-
ures 4.10-11). The presence of Amphiroa algae,
among other microfossils, points to a provenience on
the coast of northern Israel or southern Lebanon
(Sivan 1996; Buchbinder 1975; Goren, Finkelstein,
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and Na’aman 2004:166). Master (2001) was formerly
under the mistaken impression that this clay should
be sought north of Tripoli, and this error is repeated
by Barako (2008); it was corrected in Master 2003 in
light of Goren’s work on material from Sidon, Tyre,
and the Akko Plain (Goren 2004:161-66).

Cypriot or North Syrian Clays

It is relatively easy to detect the ultrabasic inclusions
characteristic of the ophiolite complexes of the north-
eastern Mediterranean (figures 4.12—13). However, it
is much more difficult to differentiate among the
Troodos, Kizildag, and Beer-Bassit geological com-
plexes. In Goren’s discussion of the Amarna tablets,
he notes several ways to subdivide samples from
these ophiolite complexes, including subdivisions
based on the proportion of basalt clasts and the ap-
pearance of radiolarian chert (Goren, Finkelstein, and
Na’aman 2004:58-60).

In the Ashkelon assemblage are three subtypes of
the northeastern Mediterranean fabric, which may
represent different proveniences in Cyprus and/or
North Syria. The first subtype combines fossiliferous
limestones, micrites, and chalks; fresh ultrabasic ig-
neous rocks; and occasional basalt clasts. The combi-
nation of limestones, ultramafic rocks, and basalt
clasts mirrors the pattern described by Goren for
south-central Cyprus (ibid., pp. 61-63); however, in
light of other studies of the forms in question, which
include mortaria (Blakely and Bennett 1989:56;
Blakely, Bennett and Vitaliano 1992:204), we cannot
be certain about the specific provenience of this fab-
ric. The second subtype, found in a basket-handled
amphora, was harder to distinguish, because its inclu-
sions of polycrystalline quartz, glass, and various
minerals typical of the basic igneous repertoire, pro-
vided little to go on. The rarity and well-weathered
nature of the igneous inclusions, however, might sup-
port the NAA studies which have attributed this form
to eastern Cyprus (Courtois in Keisan: 353; Gun-
neweg and Perlman 1991). The third subtype in-
cludes a temper of heavily weathered, heavily serpen-
tinized peridotite or similar ultramafic olivine-rich
rock. The weathering of this rock produced examples
of pure serpentine as well as peridotites with the oli-
vine almost completely removed. Small amounts of
several other igneous materials occur, including
hornblende, clinopyroxene, and various feldspars.
This might be the best candidate for a provenience in
the CAmugq, according to Goren’s summary (2004:
59), although the forms in questions—band-handled
cooking pots and a polychrome painted body—are
also present in Cyprus.

Figure 4.9: Photomicrograph of Edomite clay fabric

Aegean Clays

The Ashkelon pottery assemblage includes more than
1,570 pieces of Greek pottery of many different
forms and types, of which 560 are catalogued below
in chapter 10. Several different Aegean clay types
have been identified by petrographic analysis.

1. Highly micaceous Aegean clays

The Ashkelon samples in the “highly micaceous”
category contain moderately active clay with a ran-
dom/parallel striated birefringent fabric (Whitbread
1995a:Table A3.5) whose primary inclusions, both
coarse and fine, are monocrystalline quartz and mus-
covite, a white mica (figures 4.14-15). In addition,
these sherds also have rare igneous inclusions of bio-
tite, feldspar, and polycrystalline quartz. As Whit-
bread notes, several places in the Aegean region pro-
duce similar micaceous fabrics. Although Samos is
known for the dominance of muscovite within its
clays, muscovite and quartz also dominate Whit-
bread’s Rhodian Class 3, Knidian Class 2, and Koan
Class 4 amphoras (Whitbread 1995a:129-30).
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Figure 4.12: Photomicrograph of Cypriot or Figure 4.13: Photomicrograph of Cypriot
North Syrian (northeastern Mediterranean) fabric or North Syrian (northeastern Mediterranean) fabric
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Figure 4.14: Photomicrograph of highly micaceous
Aegean fabric (probably Samian or Milesian)

Figure 4.15: Photomicrograph of highly micaceous
Aegean fabric (probably Samian or Milesian)

Attempts have been made to distinguish Samian
fabrics from Milesian fabrics, which are dominated
by the same minerals (Domingo and Johnston 1995).
Because of the variety of clay beds in these areas,
Domingo and Johnston worked backward from the
stylistic attributions to the petrography. Similarly,
Whitbread utilized stamped amphora handles: if the
stamp said “Rhodes,” it was assumed that the jar was
made there. This method is not entirely unproblem-
atic but it probably works in the majority of cases.

The identification of Samian versus Milesian fab-
rics was made on the basis of Dupont’s work on
style, together with jar stamps that match those found
on the coinage of Samos. Whitbread observed “a dis-
tinct similarity” among all of these micaceous fabrics
(Whitbread 1995a:63). On stylistic grounds, Jane
Waldbaum has attributed at least one of the Ashkelon
vessels in the “highly micaceous” fabric category to
Miletos (cat. no. 498 in chapter 10 below). Whitbread
(pers. comm.), when consulted regarding the Ash-
kelon samples, suggested that many of these samples,
particularly the storage jars, would be best grouped
with the Koan micaceous fabrics because many
highly micaceous Aegean fabrics are accompanied by
other minerals that have a very small grain size,
whereas the Koan fabrics often have larger sand-
sized grains of quartz and other minerals. Nonethe-
less, the form of the Ashkelon vessels, which corre-
spond to Milesian forms, and the historical situation
of Miletos in the seventh century B.C., point toward a
Milesian provenience for the Ashkelon examples,
even though a range of Aegean proveniences, from
Samos to Kos, is possible.

2. Aegean clay with quartz-mica schist

This fabric is dominated by the intentional inclusion
of sand-sized fragments of a quartz-mica schist (fig-
ure 4.16). A number of Aegean locales could be the
source for the Ashkelon samples; very little distin-
guishes one from another. The process that produced
the metamorphic rocks is related to the collision of
the African and European plates in the Aegean, a
geographically widespread phenomenon that pro-
duced similar transformations over a large area. The
angularity and freshness of the mica schist suggest
that it was added as a temper after having been spe-
cifically collected from larger formations.

This creates some difficulty in determining prove-
nience. Unless clay is transported an abnormal dis-
tance (Arnold 1985), it generally reflects the geologi-
cal environment in which the pottery is produced. In
this case, however, material was consciously mined
and transported to be added to an otherwise relatively
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well-sorted clay. This caveat aside, the mica schist
that dominates this fabric comes from a well-defined
metamorphic belt: the Median Crystalline Belt, which
begins in the southern part of Euboea and extends
past Aegina, Naxos, Mykonos, and Samos, and on
into the Anatolia interior around Miletos (Whitbread
1995a:fig. Al.1). Stylistically, this specialized fabric
is found at Ashkelon only in Greek cooking pots
similar to those found in the late seventh-century B.C.
destruction of Mesad Hashavyahu. A brief examina-
tion of a cooking pot from the latter site showed that
its mineralogy is identical to that of the Greek cook-
ing pots found at Ashkelon (Waldbaum 2002a).

Figure 4.16: Photomicrograph of Aegean
cooking-pot fabric containing quartz-mica schist

3. Aegean clay with andesite inclusions

Clay with andesite inclusions comes from a volcanic
environment dominated by acid-intermediate igneous
rocks (figure 4.17). Stylistically, the Ashkelon sam-
ples of this fabric are from East Greek “coarse ware”
amphoras that likely originated in the igneous region
that includes Lesbos and most of northwestern Ana-
tolia.

Figure 4.17: Photomicrograph of Aegean
fabric with andesite inclusions

4. Aegean clay with a weathered mix of sedimentary
and metasedimentary inclusions

This fabric contains a mixture of various types of
rock, all well worn (figure 4.18). There is nothing in
this mixture that can be definitively matched with
any geological region. All of the minerals appear in
one form or another in many of the petrographic sam-
ples from Ashkelon. From a stylistic standpoint, how-
ever, the two Ashkelon samples of this fabric come
from highly distinctive vessels: one sample comes
from a completely restored Chian amphora and the
other comes from a different amphora that is coated
with the distinctive Chian white slip.

An examination of the geology of Chios reveals
that all of the mineral inclusions found in the fabric,
including the various types of limestone, the chert,
and even rare bits of serpentine, are present on Chios.
The petrography of these samples closely matches the
inclusions of “sedimentary and metasedimentary ori-
gin” described by Whitbread in his Chian Fabric
Class 2, and the similarity is visible even in his pho-
tographs of this fabric (Whitbread 1995a:pl. 4.38,
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143). Tan Whitbread was kind enough to examine the
Ashkelon data and, without the benefit of stylistic
information, he picked out these two samples as
matching his Chian fabrics.
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Figure 4.18: Photomicrograph of Aegean fabric
with mixed inclusions (probably Chian)

5. Aegean clay with trachyte inclusions

A petrographic sample was taken from the base of a
storage jar that appeared to be Aegean in form. The
vessel is not preserved above the shoulder so its sty-
listic identification is unclear. The fabric contains
trachyte, an extrusive igneous rock dominated by
feldspar (figure 4.19). Fragments of trachyte and
loose fragments of feldspar are the most dominant
inclusions in the sample. It is possible that the quartz
component is overestimated, as some of the feldspars
do not show clear signs of twinning.

Whitbread has found this particular fabric only in
the Sinope region along the north Black Sea coast,
but its distribution is potentially much wider, because
extrusive acid-igneous rocks are found throughout
northwestern Anatolia and the Aegean, including
Lesbos.
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Figure 4.19: Photomicrograph of Aegean fabric
with trachyte inclusions
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Figure 4.20: Photomicrograph of “Nile mud” fabric
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Egyptian “Nile Mud”

A number of pieces in the Ashkelon pottery assem-
blage are made of Egyptian “Nile mud.” This fabric
consists of a silty clay with a variety of sedimentary
and igneous inclusions (figure 4.20). The inclusions
do not constitute a narrow suite of materials that
point to a specific region, but their very diversity is
an excellent indicator of provenience. All of the geo-
logical regions touched by the Nile are present in the
fabric, including sandstones, mudstones, and igneous
materials. Quartz, which best survives the weather-
ing, is the most common mineral. The Egyptian fab-
rics found at Ashkelon are recognizable to the naked
eye as the “Nile C” fabric of the Vienna system
(Nordstrom and Bourriau 1993:170, plate 2:f, i) and
thin-section analysis confirmed this assessment.

Conclusions

Petrographic analysis has been used to classify the
seventh-century B.C. pottery found at Ashkelon in a
way that reflects the diverse origins of the clays from
which the vessels were made. In some cases, thin
sections of very different appearance were deter-
mined to be “local” in origin and were grouped to-
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gether. In other cases, the geological profile of the
pottery does not match the Ashkelon area, so a com-
bination of mineralogical and stylistic evidence was
used to determine the origin of the vessels. Some-
times, stylistic information is so overwhelming and
specific that petrography is almost unnecessary, as in
the case of the amphora from Chios discussed above.
Conversely, petrographic examination sometimes
demonstrates that the geographical name traditionally
attached to a style has nothing to do with the prove-
nience of the vessels. Most pottery lies somewhere
between these two extremes.

Neither stylistic nor petrographic analysis is neces-
sarily conclusive, but each can suggest a geographi-
cal region in which to look for the place of manufac-
ture. Moreover, for pottery that originated far afield
in the Aegean region or in the northeastern Mediter-
ranean region (Cyprus and North Syria), the combi-
nation of distinctive styles and petrographic data of-
ten provides a good indication of the particular area
in which the pottery was made, despite the great dis-
tance between the proposed provenience and the pot-
tery’s final resting place in Ashkelon. The Ashkelon
pottery presented in the following chapters is there-
fore a useful indicator of changing patterns of trade
and migration in the eastern Mediterranean.

Table 4.1: Petrographic Samples of Pottery of the Seventh Century B.C. Found at Ashkelon

The unique field registration number contains the following items of information, separated by periods:
1. The Israel Antiquities Authority license number and the last two digits of the year of excavation.

. The 100-meter grid location.
. The 10-meter square within the grid.
. The layer and/or feature number, prefixed by “L” or “F.”
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. The pottery bucket number, prefixed by “B” (optional).

. The 1-meter fine-grid number within the square, prefixed by “FG” (optional).

7. The registration number of the sherd(s) or, in rare cases, an intact vessel.
For example, the field registration number A72/92.50.58.L.262.FG13.B72.(14) indicates the findspot of the piece and the
year it was excavated; in this example, the findspot is Grid 50 Square 58 Fine-grid 13 Layer 262, excavated in 1992. (See
chapter 11 of Ashkelon 1 for a detailed explanation of the recording system.)

Note that “Ir2¢” in the type names refers to the “Iron Age IIc,” the conventional name for the archaeological period that

encompasses the seventh century B.C. in the southern Levant.

Field Registration Number Type

Petrographic Category

Local Pottery (chapter 5)
A72/92.50.58.L.262.B166.(4)

A72/92.50.58.L.262.FG12.(25) Ir2c:Bowl 1
A78/95.50.48.L.453.(104) Ir2c:Bowl 2b
A72/92.50.48.L.384.B302.(6) Ir2c:Bowl 3

A89/96.50.48.L.453.(59)
A72/92.50.49.L392.FG36.B286.(1)

A72/92.50.48.L393.B353.(16) Ir2c:Bowl 5
A78/95.50.48.0L452.(258) Ir2c:Bowl 5
A78/95.50.48.L453.(105) Ir2c:Bowl 5

Ir2c:Bowl 1 (fig. 5.4)

Ir2c:Bowl 4 (fig. 5.15)
Ir2c:Bowl 4 (fig. 5.16)

Loess with inland inclusions

Loess with coastal inclusions?

Terra rossa with chalk

Loess with coastal inclusions

Loess with coastal inclusions

Loess with coastal inclusions

Brown/red alluvial soil with coastal inclusions
Brown/red alluvial soil with coastal inclusions
Brown/red alluvial soil with coastal inclusions
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Pottery Classification and Petrographic Analysis

Field Registration Number Type Petrographic Category

Local Pottery continued
A89/96.50.49.1.453.(38) Ir2c:Bowl 5 Brown/red alluvial soil with coastal inclusions
A78/95.50.58.LF318.(43) Ir2c:Bowl 6 Brown/red alluvial soil with coastal inclusions
A55/94.50.48.L444.B93.(31) Ir2c:Bowl 6 Loess with coastal inclusions

A78/95.50.58.LF318.(48)
A78/95.50.48.1.453.(107)
A72/92.50.49.1.389.B349.(2)
A72/92.50.58.L274.B316.(9)
A73/93.50.48.L405.FG15.B4.(3)
A72/92.50.58..279.B245.(8)
A72/92.50.48.L405.FG18.B433.(4)
A72/92.38.94.LF207.FG12.B144.(1)
A78/95.50.48.L461.(20)
A73/93.50.57.L290.B62.(17)
A72/92.50.58.LF252.B16.(3)
A73/93.50.49.L389.B90.(3)
A78/95.50.48.L453.(112)
A55/94.50.48.L439.(19)
A72/92.50.58.LF252.B24.(5)
A72/92.50.58.L262.FG34.B83.(9)
A89/96.50.49.L449.(16)
A55/94.50.48.L439.(18)
A78/95.50.58.LF318.(47)
A72/92.50.49.L353.B84, 85, 88.(4)
A72/92.50.49.L353.FG34.B62+.(2)

A72/92.50.57.L.206.FG49+50.B197+.(3)

A72/92.50.57.L.206.FG50.B232.(2)
A72/92.50.58.L.262.(13)
A72/92.50.58.L.262.B68+.(16)
A72/92.50.58.L.262.B74+.(18)
A72/92.50.58.L.262.B74+.(18)
A72/92.50.58.L.262.FG43.B100.(26)
A72/92.50.57.L.206.FG49.B216.(1)
A72/92.50.58.L.262.FG43.B100.(22)
A72/92.50.58.L.262.FG54.B103
A72/92.50.58.L.262.(12)
A73/93.50.49.L418.FG18+.B33+.(7)
A78/95.50.48.L453.(113)
A78/95.50.48.L453.(114)
A78/95.50.48.L453.(115)
A78/95.50.48.L453.(116)
A78/95.50.48.L.453.(116)
A73/93.50.49.L418.FG18.B71.(6)
A72/92.50.58.LF252.B7.(4)
A73/93.50.46.L56.FG60.B133.(1)
A72/92.38.64.L764.B38.(5)
A73/93.50.49.L389.B16.(4)
A89/96.50.49.L453.(14)
A78/95.50.58.LF318.(54)
A89/96.50.48.1.453.(110)
A78/95.50.58.LF318.(53)

Ir2c:Bowl 6 (fig. 5.22)
Ir2c:Bowl 6 (fig. 5.23)
Ir2c:Bowl 8

Ir2c:Bowl 9

Ir2c:Bowl 9 (fig. 5.32)
Ir2c:Bowl 11 (fig. 5.34)
Ir2c:Bowl 12
Ir2c:Bowl 12 (fig. 5.36)
Ir2c:Bowl 13 (fig. 5.37)
Ir2c:Bowl 13 (fig. 5.38)
Ir2c:Bowl 13 (fig. 5.39)
Ir2c:Krater 1 (fig. 5.41)
Ir2c:Krater 2
Ir2c:Cooking Pot 1
Ir2¢:Cooking Pot 1

Loess with coastal inclusions
Loess with coastal inclusions
Loess with inland inclusions
Loess with coastal inclusions
Loess with coastal inclusions
Loess with inland inclusions
Loess with inland inclusions
Loess with coastal inclusions
Indeterminate

Loess with inland inclusions
Loess with inland inclusions
Loess with coastal inclusions
Terra rossa with chalk
Brown/red alluvial soil with coastal inclusions
Terra rossa with chalk

Ir2c:Cooking Pot 1 (fig. 5.48) Terra rossa with chalk

Ir2c¢:Cooking Pot 2
Ir2¢:Cooking Pot 2
Ir2c¢:Cooking Pot 2
Ir2c:Storage Jar 1
Ir2c:Storage Jar 1
Ir2c:Storage Jar 1
Ir2c:Storage Jar 1
Ir2c:Storage Jar 1
Ir2c:Storage Jar 1
Ir2c:Storage Jar 1
Ir2c:Storage Jar 1
Ir2c:Storage Jar 1
Ir2c:Storage Jar 1
Ir2c:Storage Jar 1
Ir2c:Storage Jar 1

Brown/red alluvial soil with coastal inclusions
Loess with coastal inclusions
Loess with coastal inclusions
Brown/red alluvial soil with coastal inclusions
Brown/red alluvial soil with coastal inclusions
Brown/red alluvial soil with coastal inclusions
Brown/red alluvial soil with coastal inclusions
Brown/red alluvial soil with coastal inclusions
Brown/red alluvial soil with coastal inclusions
Brown/red alluvial soil with coastal inclusions
Brown/red alluvial soil with coastal inclusions
Brown/red alluvial soil with coastal inclusions
Loess with coastal inclusions
Loess with coastal inclusions
Loess with coastal inclusions

Ir2c:Storage Jar 1 (fig. 5.561.) Brown/red alluvial soil with coastal inclusions

Ir2c:Storage Jar 1 (fig. 5.56 m.) Brown/red alluvial soil with coastal inclusions

Ir2c:Storage Jar 2
Ir2c:Storage Jar 2
Ir2c:Storage Jar 2
Ir2c:Storage Jar 2
Ir2c:Storage Jar 2

Ir2c:Storage Jar 3 (fig. 5.58)

Ir2c:Amphora 1
Ir2c:Amphora 1

Ir2c:Amphora 1 (fig. 5.59)
Ir2c:Decanter 1 (fig. 5.64)

Ir2c:Decanter 2
Ir2c:Jug 1
Ir2c:Jug 1

Ir2c:Jug 1 (fig. 5.61 left)

Brown/red alluvial soil with coastal inclusions
Brown/red alluvial soil with coastal inclusions
Brown/red alluvial soil with coastal inclusions
Brown/red alluvial soil with coastal inclusions
Terra rossa with chalk

Brown/red alluvial soil with coastal inclusions
Brown/red alluvial soil with coastal inclusions
Loess with coastal inclusions

Loess with inland inclusions

Indeterminate

Loess with coastal inclusions

Brown/red alluvial soil with coastal inclusions
Brown/red alluvial soil with coastal inclusions
Brown/red alluvial soil with coastal inclusions
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66 Pottery Classification and Petrographic Analysis

Field Registration Number

Type

Petrographic Category

Local Pottery continued
A78/95.50.58.LF318.(52)

A73/93.38.64.LF785.FG87.B34+37.(1)

A55/94.50.48.L444.B51.(33)
A61/91.38.94.L429.FG23.B88
A72/92.50.58.L.264.FG82.B219
A55/94.50.58.0.262.B3.(15)
A72/92.50.58.L262.B156.(16)

A73/93.38.83.L320.FG49.B34.(2545)

Phoenician Pottery (chapter 6)
A72/92.50.58.L.262.FG44.B19.(24)
A55/94.50.58.1.262.B1.(20)
A89/96.50.49.L451.(31)
A72/92.50.48.1.384.B302.(7)
A78/95.50.48.1.453.(118)
A89/96.50.49.1.453.B130.(18)
A89/96.50.49.1.451.(32)
A73/93.50.57.L.245.B123.(2)

A72/92.50.58.LF260.FG86.B190.(1)

A72/92.50.58.L262.FG34.B77.(7)
A55/94.50.58.1.262.B3.(30)
A78/95.50.58.LF318.(55)
A78/95.50.58.LF318.(56)
A72/92.50.58.L262.FG23.B84.(8)
A55/94.50.58.L262.B3.(121)
A72/92.50.58.L262.B3.(18)

A72/92.50.58.L.262.FG53.B118.(19)

Ir2c:Jug 1 (fig. 5.61 right)
Ir2¢c:Jug 2

Ir2c:Juglet 1

Ir2c:Juglet 2

Ir2c:Juglet 2

Ir2c:Lamp

Ir2c:Lamp

Painted stand? (fig. 5.73)

Ir2c:Phoenician Bowl 1
Ir2c:Ph. Bowl 1 (fig. 6.1)
Ir2c:Ph. Bowl 1 (fig. 6.2)

Terra rossa with chalk

Brown/red alluvial soil with coastal inclusions
Brown/red alluvial soil with coastal inclusions
Loess with coastal inclusions

Loess with inland inclusions

Brown/red alluvial soil with coastal inclusions
Brown/red alluvial soil with coastal inclusions
Brown/red alluvial soil with coastal inclusions

Phoenician clay
Phoenician clay
Phoenician clay

Ir2c:Ph. Bowl 1 (fig. 6.3 left) Phoenician clay
Ir2c:Ph. Bowl 1 (fig. 6.3 right) Phoenician clay

Ir2c:Ph. Bowl 2 (fig. 6.4)
Ir2¢:Ph. Bowl 3 (fig. 6.5)
Ir2c:Ph. Bowl 4 (fig. 6.6)

Phoenician clay
Phoenician clay
Phoenician clay

Ir2¢:Ph. Cooking Pot (fig. 6.7) Phoenician clay
Ir2¢:Ph. Amphora 1 (fig. 6.10) Phoenician clay

Ir2¢:Ph. Amphora 2
Ir2c:Ph. Amphora 2
Ir2c:Ph. Amphora 2

Phoenician clay
Phoenician clay
Phoenician clay

Ir2c:Ph. Amphora 2 (fig. 6.11) Phoenician clay

Ir2c:Phoenician Jug
Ir2c:Phoenician Jug

Ir2c:Ph. Jug, ext. black paint

Cypriot and North Syrian Pottery (chapter 7)

A72/92.38.64.L764.B38.(5)
A78/95.50.47.L285.(16)
A89/96.50.49.L453.(32)
A72/92.50.59.L419.B186.(1b)

A89/96.50.48.1.453.(111)

A72/92.50.58.L.272.FG76.B268.(1)
A55/94.50.46.L75.B56.(2)

A78/95.50.58.LF318.(49)
A78/95.50.58.LF318.(50)

A78/95.50.58.LF318.(7)

A72/92.50.48.LF383.FG28.B273.(1)

A73/93.50.49.L418.FG38.B72.(8)

A73/98.50.67.L61.FG37.B93+.(2)

White Painted IV
Bichrome IV (fig. 7.28)
Bichrome 1V (fig. 7.32)

Polychrome White Ware
(fig. 7.40)

Black-on-Red II jug
(fig. 7.44)

Black-on-Red II jug

Bichrome Red I Ware
(fig. 7.48)

Ir2c:Cypriot/North Syrian
Mortarium

Ir2¢:Cypriot/North Syrian
Mortarium (fig. 7.53)

Ir2c:Cypriot/North Syrian
Mortarium

Ir2c:Cypriot/North Syrian
Cooking Pot 1 (fig. 7.55)

Ir2¢:Cypriot/North Syrian
Cooking Pot 2 (fig. 7.56)

Ir2c:Cypriot/N. Syrian

Phoenician clay
Phoenician clay
Phoenician clay

Cypriot or North Syrian clay
Cypriot or North Syrian clay
Cypriot or North Syrian clay
Coastal Syrian clay? (Goren 2004:58-69)

Cypriot or North Syrian clay

Indeterminate

Cypriot or North Syrian clay
Cypriot or North Syrian clay
Cypriot or North Syrian clay
Indeterminate

Cypriot or North Syrian clay
Cypriot or North Syrian clay

Cypriot or North Syrian clay

Basket-handled Amphora (fig. 7.57)
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Field Registration Number Type Petrographic Category
Southeastern Pottery (chapter 8)
A55/94.50.48.L.439.B52.(20) Ir2c:Southeastern Bowl 1 Clay from Negev or SE Philistia (like fig. 4.6)
A72/92.50.58.1.262.FG13.B72.(14) Ir2¢c:SE Bowl 1 (fig. 8.1) Clay from Negev or SE Philistia (like fig. 4.7)
A73/93.38.64.LF785.FG87.B34+37.(6) Ir2c:SE Bowl 1 (fig. 8.2) Clay from Negev or SE Philistia (like fig. 4.6)
A78/95.50.48.1.452.(259) Ir2¢:SE Bowl 2 Clay from Negev or SE Philistia (like fig. 4.6)
A73/93.38.84.1.299.FG53.B165.(5) Ir2c:SE Bowl 2 (fig. 8.3) Clay from Negev or SE Philistia (like fig. 4.6)
A16/87.50.58.1.99.B489.(82) Ir2¢:SE Bowl 3 (fig. 8.4) Edomite clay
A55/94.50.48.1.444.B23.(32) Ir2¢:SE Bowl 4 Clay from Negev or SE Philistia (like fig. 4.6)
A73/93.38.64.LF801.B39.(1) Ir2c:SE Bowl 4 (fig. 8.5) Clay from Negev or SE Philistia (like fig. 4.6)
A16/87.50.58.1.99.B489.(89) Ir2¢:SE Bowl 5 (fig. 8.7) Edomite clay
A72/92.50.58.1.262.B233.(23) Ir2c:SE Bowl 6 (fig. 8.8) Clay from Negev or SE Philistia (like fig. 4.6)

A78/95.50.48.L454.(14)
A72/92.50.48.1.384.B320.(5)
A72/92.50.58.LF252.B8.(6)
A89/96.50.49.L453.(37)
A89/96.50.48.L453.(108)

Egyptian Pottery (chapter 9)
A89/96.50.48.1.453.(106)
A72/92.50.58.0.264.(14)
A78/95.50.48.1.452.(257)
A78/95.50.48.1.453.(109)
A78/95.50.58.LF318.(51)
A78/95.50.58.LF318.(46)

Assyrian Bowl (fig. 8.11)
Assyrian Bowl

Ir2¢:SE Jug (fig. 8.13)
Assyrian Bottle (fig. 8.14)
Assyrian Bottle (fig. 8.15)

Ir2c:Egy. Bowl 1 (fig. 9.2)
Ir2c:Egy. Bowl 1 (fig. 9.3)
Ir2c:Egy. Bowl 2 (fig. 9.4)
Ir2c:Egyptian Bowl 2
Ir2c:Egy. Bowl 3 (fig. 9.5)
Ir2c:Egy. Jar 2 (fig. 9.8)

East Greek and Corinthian Pottery (chapter 10)

A78/95.50.48.L.453
A78/95.50.48.L454
A89/96.50.49.1.449.B2
A55/94.50.48.L439.B71
A78/95.50.58.LF318
A78/95.50.48.L.452
A78/95.50.48.L461
A89/96.50.49.L451.B24
A78/95.50.57.L256
A55/94.50.48.L444.B16
A55/94.50.58.L302.B6.(2)

A72/92.50.58.1.274.B406
A73/93.50.48.L405.FG14.B26
A55/94.50.48.L439.B48
A78/95.50.48.L452
A55/94.50.48.L439.(60)
A55/94.50.48.L444.(40)

A78/95.50.48.L452.(50)

Ionian cup (cat. no. 55)
Ionian cup (cat. no. 56)
Ionian cup (cat. no. 57)
Ionian cup (cat. no. 100)
Ionian cup (cat. no. 101)
Jonian cup (cat. no. 249)
Tonian cup (cat. no. 250)
Tonian cup (cat. no. 251)
Tonian cup (cat. no. 252)
Tonian cup (cat. no. 253)
South Ionian Archaic
stemmed/footed dish (cat. no.

“Wild Goat” oinochoe
body sherd (cat. no. 289)

“Wild Goat” oinochoe
shoulder (cat. no. 320)

“Wild Goat” oinochoe
shoulder (cat. no. 321)

“Wild Goat” oinochoe
shoulder (cat. no. 322)

“Wild Goat” oinochoe
body sherd (cat. no. 356)

“Wild Goat” oinochoe
body sherd (cat. no. 357)

“Wild Goat” oinochoe
body sherd (cat. no. 358)

Clay from Negev or SE Philistia (like fig. 4.7)?
Clay from Negev or SE Philistia (like fig. 4.6)
Clay from Negev or SE Philistia (like fig. 4.6)
Clay from Negev or SE Philistia (like fig. 4.6)
Clay from Negev or SE Philistia (like fig. 4.7)

Egyptian “Nile mud”
Egyptian “Nile mud”
Egyptian “Nile mud”
Egyptian “Nile mud”
Egyptian “Nile mud”
Egyptian “Nile mud”

Indeterminate

Indeterminate

Indeterminate

Indeterminate

Indeterminate

Highly micaceous Aegean clay
Indeterminate

Highly micaceous Aegean clay
Indeterminate

Highly micaceous Aegean clay
Highly micaceous Aegean clay
258)

Highly micaceous Aegean clay
Highly micaceous Aegean clay
Highly micaceous Aegean clay
Highly micaceous Aegean clay
Highly micaceous Aegean clay
Highly micaceous Aegean clay

Highly micaceous Aegean clay



http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/d267ea61-0cf9-2e20-5cbf-c0b46372f4d1
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/d267ea61-0cf9-2e20-5cbf-c0b46372f4d1
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/a1ecc454-0c7a-9a69-872a-71ca3770ea57
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/a1ecc454-0c7a-9a69-872a-71ca3770ea57
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/a1ecc454-0c7a-9a69-872a-71ca3770ea57
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/a1ecc454-0c7a-9a69-872a-71ca3770ea57
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/25d47bdd-332c-b77f-f173-978fed902dc8
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/a33125f1-9ed6-90cd-8ad1-cdfcef059f48
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/a33125f1-9ed6-90cd-8ad1-cdfcef059f48
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/a33125f1-9ed6-90cd-8ad1-cdfcef059f48
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/a33125f1-9ed6-90cd-8ad1-cdfcef059f48
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/a33125f1-9ed6-90cd-8ad1-cdfcef059f48
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/054265c4-4145-8434-f8f1-baf60d9449ec
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/b63f3d6c-d36d-b835-5dcc-8b0678ff17bc
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/b63f3d6c-d36d-b835-5dcc-8b0678ff17bc
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/b63f3d6c-d36d-b835-5dcc-8b0678ff17bc
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/5c768e9d-87a9-ee16-2458-e08638d269bd
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/5c768e9d-87a9-ee16-2458-e08638d269bd
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/5c768e9d-87a9-ee16-2458-e08638d269bd
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/aa5ec9e8-0c79-f303-6e7d-b7f80f72f749
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/b6a044b4-141a-3caa-96fd-c70f4d07900e
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/34de82e9-2057-af7c-4303-53cd9a2339fc
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/5872636c-c388-8d43-288e-83c38e449403
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/097f5e6d-be1a-2af1-fa00-e85f4dd91b0d
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/097f5e6d-be1a-2af1-fa00-e85f4dd91b0d
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/097f5e6d-be1a-2af1-fa00-e85f4dd91b0d
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/097f5e6d-be1a-2af1-fa00-e85f4dd91b0d
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/f129a3c4-489a-b5be-6822-a35597ce15a3
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/35ed51dc-35fa-d396-d3d4-63429ce71a6f
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/a4b67ed6-0eeb-782a-e4ee-8226290e2b7a
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/a1cc83e0-c01d-9161-b9ff-8a5d5cb3598b
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/8062ac1e-8ee5-ed52-82be-0b0d35e56979
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/c008e299-bedb-38d4-8dbb-e1952dc9b75f
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/c008e299-bedb-38d4-8dbb-e1952dc9b75f
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/d0db887e-1f95-87d9-9f5b-f35ff3677c65
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/e1a93f6c-90ba-b736-b0eb-5efbf4cb2706
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/e1a93f6c-90ba-b736-b0eb-5efbf4cb2706
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/6728c5fd-1896-ef2e-a592-12cc44a436b0
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/70179972-d19e-541d-7489-7be7ef96e4c8
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eld Registration Number

Type

Petrographic Category

East Greek and Corinthian Pottery continued

A78/95.50.48.0L453.(19)
A72/92.50.48.L392.FG22.B360
A73/93.50.49.L413
A78/95.50.48.L453
A78/95.50.48.L454
A78/95.50.57.L256
A78/95.50.58.LF318
A89/96.50.49.L.461.B20.(3)
A78/95.50.48.L398.B361
A78/95.50.48.L.452
A78/95.50.48.L.453
A78/95.50.48.L461
A78/95.50.57.L256
A78/95.50.49.L451.B30
A78/95.50.58.LF318
A78/95.50.57.L259.B112

A78/95.50.48.L454.(3)
A78/95.50.48.L452.(53)

A78/95.50.48.1.452.(52)
A72/92.50.58.L.262.FG11.B163
A55/94.50.48.1.444.B40
A89/96.50.49.1.449.B2
A73/98.50.67.L61.(1)

A55/94.50.48.L439.B69.(3)

A55/94.38.84.L371.FG20/30.B101+.(1)

“Wild Goat” oinochoe
body sherd (cat. no. 359)

“Wild Goat” oinochoe
base sherd (cat. no. 377)

“Wild Goat” oinochoe
body sherd (cat. no. 395)

“Wild Goat” oinochoe
body sherd (cat. no. 396)

“Wild Goat” oinochoe
body sherd (cat. no. 397)

“Wild Goat” oinochoe
body sherd (cat. no. 398)

“Wild Goat” oinochoe
body sherd (cat. no. 399)

Aiolian black polychrome
oinochoe (cat. no. 415)

East Greek cooking pot
(cat. no. 487)

East Greek cooking pot
(cat. no. 488)

East Greek cooking pot
(cat. no. 489)

East Greek cooking pot
(cat. no. 490)

East Greek cooking pot
(cat. no. 491)

East Greek cooking pot
(cat. no. 492)

East Greek cooking pot
(cat. no. 493)

East Greek cooking pot
(cat. no. 494)

Mortarium (cat. no. 495)

South Ionian transport
amphora (cat. no. 498)

South Ionian transport
amphora (cat. no. 504)

South Ionian transport
amphora (cat. no. 514)

South Ionian transport
amphora (cat. no. 515)

South Ionian transport
amphora (cat. no. 516)

Chian transport amphora
(cat. no. 517)

Chian transport amphora
(cat. no. 519)

Northeast Aegean

Highly micaceous Aegean clay
Highly micaceous Aegean clay
Highly micaceous Aegean clay
Highly micaceous Aegean clay
Highly micaceous Aegean clay
Highly micaceous Aegean clay
Highly micaceous Aegean clay
Highly micaceous Aegean clay
Aegean clay with quartz-mica schist
Aegean clay with quartz-mica schist
Aegean clay with quartz-mica schist
Aegean clay with quartz-mica schist
Aegean clay with quartz-mica schist
Aegean clay with quartz-mica schist
Aegean clay with quartz-mica schist
Aegean clay with quartz-mica schist

Highly micaceous Aegean clay

Highly micaceous Aegean clay
Indeterminate

Highly micaceous Aegean clay
Highly micaceous Aegean clay
Highly micaceous Aegean clay
Aegean clay with a weathered mix of

sedimentary and metasedimentary inclusions

Aegean clay with a weathered mix of
sedimentary and metasedimentary inclusions

Aegean clay with trachyte inclusions

transport amphora (cat. no. 522)



http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/d267ea61-0cf9-2e20-5cbf-c0b46372f4d1
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http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/34de82e9-2057-af7c-4303-53cd9a2339fc
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/097f5e6d-be1a-2af1-fa00-e85f4dd91b0d
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/f129a3c4-489a-b5be-6822-a35597ce15a3
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/a1cc83e0-c01d-9161-b9ff-8a5d5cb3598b
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/23393295-5e90-2d6b-01b6-e92c8c4f9819
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/e1a93f6c-90ba-b736-b0eb-5efbf4cb2706
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/e1a93f6c-90ba-b736-b0eb-5efbf4cb2706
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/6728c5fd-1896-ef2e-a592-12cc44a436b0
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/6728c5fd-1896-ef2e-a592-12cc44a436b0
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/d08d2612-0a1b-1730-8d4a-42a5438c5027
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/84696f68-cde0-21ba-3424-5cf397cf3b7c
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/1fd7ca57-c3b2-fbdb-d197-a47341e845ff
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Field Registration Number

Type Petrographic Category

East Greek and Corinthian Pottery continued

A89/96.50.49.1.453.B46.(3)
A89/96.50.48.L453.B7

A89/96.50.48.L.453.B9.(6)
A78/95.50.58.LF318.(4)
A72/92.50.48.1.393.B349

A78/95.50.48.L.452

A78/95.50.57.L.256

Northeast Aegean Aegean clay with andesite inclusions
transport amphora (cat. no. 523)

Northeast Aegean Aecgean clay with andesite inclusions
transport amphora (cat. no. 527)

Hydria (cat. no. 549) Highly micaceous Aegean clay
Hydria (cat. no. 550) Highly micaceous Aegean clay
Hydria or amphora Highly micaceous Aegean clay

(cat. no. 558)

Hydria or amphora Highly micaceous Aegean clay

(cat. no. 559)

Hydria or amphora Highly micaceous Aegean clay

(cat. no. 560)
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5. LOCAL POTTERY

T HE LOCAL POTTERY of the seventh century B.C.
excavated at Ashkelon was produced in the
Philistine coastal plain and, in some cases, in the
Shephelah foothills that border this plain on the east.
Lawrence Stager and David Schloen developed a
typology of the pottery and Schloen and his students
subsequently sorted and quantified it on this basis.
Daniel Master then further refined the typology in
light of his petrographic analysis and comparisons to
recently published pottery found at other sites in the
region. In this chapter, we discuss each type in turn,
citing relevant parallels at other sites.! These seventh-
century types belong to the Iron Age IIC (according
to the conventional terminology for the southern Le-
vant); this period designation is incorporated into the
pottery type names in this volume using the abbrevia-
tion “Ir2¢” (e.g., “Ir2c:Bowl 17).

The “local” pottery includes vessels made in Ash-
kelon itself and in the surrounding region, as far east
as Lachish, as far north as Ashdod or Ekron, and as
far south as Gaza. Although several petrographically
distinct fabrics are found within this geographical
area, it is a well-defined region, both topographically
and culturally, with excellent comparative material
dated to the late Iron Age now published from Ash-
dod, Mesad Hashavyahu, Gezer, Ekron, Tel Batash,
and Lachish. We therefore restrict ourselves to rela-
tively brief summaries of pottery types found at Ash-
kelon that are well documented at these other sites,
indicating the range of forms attributed to each basic
type. The Ashkelon types are sometimes wider or
narrower in scope than the corresponding types in the
publications of related sites; however, every effort
has been made to make the Ashkelon types commen-
surable with those of other sites.

In Gitin’s (1985; 1989) studies of the Iron Age
pottery of Ekron, he makes a basic distinction be-
tween “coastal” and “inland” forms, a distinction that
has underpinned recent discussions of the pottery of
the region. But Singer-Avitz (1999) subsequently
showed that Gitin’s coastal-versus-inland stylistic
distinction, when applied to sites outside the Shephe-
lah, does not always correspond to the actual place of
production. For example, she found that so-called
Edomite bowls were made in the Shephelah and
some “coastal” forms came from the highlands.

' Quantitative estimates and relative proportions of the
types of pottery found in various architectural contexts are
presented below in chapter 27, as part of a general analysis
of the spatial distribution of finds of all kinds.

With this in mind, we made no assumptions about
provenance in the course of developing our typology
and instead began with a petrographic analysis of all
forms. In the end, we determined that much of what
Gitin would define as coastal is indeed present in our
local pottery assemblage at Ashkelon, as might be
expected. But some of Gitin’s inland types, such as
the “Judean” cooking pot, are also found among the
locally produced pottery of Ashkelon.

The greater problem with the the coastal-versus-
inland distinction is that it does not adequately cap-
ture the regional variation within the coastal region,
broadly defined. For instance, Ashkelon and Ashdod
share forms that are not found at other seventh-
century sites thought to exhibit a “coastal” assem-
blage, such as Ekron and Tel Batash, and vice versa.?

A lack of understanding of this regional variation
among the “coastal” sites led Finkelstein and Singer-
Avitz (2001) to argue that Ashdod was a populous
settlement only in the eighth century B.C. and was
largely abandoned in the seventh century, on the
grounds that it lacks certain key ceramic forms typi-
cal of Tel Batash and Ekron, which are also consid-
ered to be “coastal” sites. It is true that certain well-
known forms, such as the ridged-neck bottle, the de-
canter with sloping shoulder, and lamps with a heavy
disk base, are either quite rare or are completely ab-
sent at Ashdod, but they are also missing in the sev-
enth century at Ashkelon. Since the Ashkelon chro-
nology is clear, the absence of these forms at both
sites is more plausibly interpreted as evidence of re-
gional variation than as a chronological indicator.

Unfortunately, it is difficult to be sure about the
situation at Ashdod. The seventh-century remains are
a confusing assortment of phases that were severely
disrupted by later Hellenistic building activities.
Moreover, the publication of the finds, although quite
extensive, has been done in a piecemeal fashion over
the years, giving rise to some uncertainty with regard
to the internal correlations among the phases exca-
vated at the site and, more broadly, causing problems
for the reconstruction of Ashdod’s settlement history.

2 Although Ashdod and Ashkelon belong to the same ce-
ramic subregion, their pottery assemblages differ in some
respects. In particular, Ashdod lacks the East Greek imports
found in substantial quantities at Ashkelon (see chapter 10).
Herodotus (Histories 1i.157) may well be correct that Ash-
dod (Azotus) was subjected to a long Egyptian siege in the
reign of Psamtik I (664—-610 B.C.) and was thus presumably
destroyed or greatly diminished just before Greek pottery
began to arrive in Palestine at the end of the seventh century.
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Still, we find close parallels between the Ashkelon
local pottery and the pottery from Ashdod Area A,
Phase 6; Area D, Phase 3a-2; Area G, Phase 4; Area
H, Phase 1; Area K, Phase 5; and Area M, Phase 7b—
a. These constitute some, but not all, of the phases
typically grouped in Ashdod “General Strata” VII
and VI (see the summary chart in Finkelstein and
Singer-Avitz 2001). For example, Ir2c:Bowl 5, the
most abundant plainware bowl, is also common at
Ashdod but is rare elsewhere. Ir2c:Bowls 6, 7, and 14
are even more narrowly confined to Ashkelon and
Ashdod.

In light of these close ceramic parallels between
Ashkelon and Ashdod, we conclude that some of the
architectural phases of Iron Age Ashdod should be
dated to the seventh century B.C. The coastal-versus-
inland distinction has worked well, but it should be
modified to take account of the existence of ceramic
subregions with their own distinctive pottery tradi-
tions. Ashkelon and Ashdod belonged to one such
subregion, and Ekron and Tel Batash belonged to
another.

To the south and southeast of Ashkelon, many
stylistic parallels can be drawn between the local
pottery at Ashkelon and pottery found at seventh-
century sites such as Tel <Ira and Qitmit. Unfortu-
nately, there are no published pottery plates from
recent excavations at nearer neighbors to the south-
east, such as Tell Jemmeh, Tel Sera, and Tell er-
Rugeish. But it is already apparent that several of the
most common bowl forms found at Ashkelon have
their closest parallels in vessels excavated by Petrie
long ago at Tell Jemmeh, including Ir2c:Bowl 2 (par-
allel to Petrie 1928:Type 3j, pl. 48) and Ir2c:Bowl 4
(parallel to Petrie 1928:Type 2j and “Assyrian”-style
bowls, pl. 48, pl. 65:15-23). Other typical seventh-
century forms are common to Ashkelon and various
southeastern sites (see chapter 8), but the Tell Jem-
meh examples are highlighted here because they are
the best parallels for types which are abundant at
Ashkelon (and presumably at Tell Jemmeh) but are
very rare elsewhere. Forms found at Ashkelon that
are paralleled at sites to the southeast probably be-
long to a ceramic subregion centered in Gaza.

A. BOWLS

Ir2c:Bowl 1—Simple Hemispherical Bowl

The simple hemispherical bowl is a common form at
Ashkelon. Almost 80 percent of them (calculated on
the basis of rim fractions) have a red slip and are bur-
nished. Many examples of this type are preserved
only as small fragments, making it difficult to deter-
mine the relative frequencies of the morphological
variations within the hemispherical bowl repertoire.
The whole examples show, however, that several
different pottery traditions are combined in this type.
Vessels that are similar to Ekron Bowl 3.2/3b
(Gitin, Dothan, and Garfinkel, in press:Type [IBL3.2/
[IBL3B) and Tel Batash Bowl 12 (Mazar and Panitz-
Cohen 2001:Type BL12), which have a very slight
carination, were probably present at Ashkelon; how-
ever, none of the whole examples from Ashkelon has
the slightly raised disk or ring base that is typical of
the Ekron and Tel Batash forms. Ekron Bowl 10

(Gitin, Dothan, and Garfinkel, in press:Type IIBL10/
IIBL10A) is a better parallel, although it, too, has a
different base.

The simple hemispherical bowl type is also present
at Ashdod (Dothan 1967:40.7; Dothan 1971:37.8;
Dothan and Ben-Shlomo 2005:3.106.5), where it has
a red slip and burnish and the gentler curve that char-
acterizes the Ashkelon examples. This form, like sev-
eral others in the local pottery repertoire of Ashkelon,
also has parallels at sites to the southeast; for exam-
ple, the rounded semiglobular bowls found at Qitmit
(Beit-Arieh 1995:211; fig. 4.1.26, 31). Some of the
Ashkelon hemispherical bowl fragments may have
their closest parallels in Phoenician globular bowls
(Briend and Humbert 1980:pl. 28:5; pl. 41:5), but
they are poorly preserved and difficult to distinguish
from locally made hemispherical bowls.

Photo of interior showing
red slip and burnish.

Figure 5.1: Bowl 1 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A72/92.50.48.L439.B27.(2516); 5YR 4/4 (core); 2.5YR 5/8 (interior); 2.5YR 6/6 (exterior).
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Photo of interior showing
red slip and burnish.

Figure 5.2: Bowl 1 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A72/92.50.57.L.206.FG49.B197.(2506); 10YR 4/2 (core); 7.5YR 5/6 (interior); 7.5YR 6/6 (exterior).

Photo of interior showing
red slip and burnish.

Figure 5.3: Bowl 1 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A72/92.50.58.L.262.FG13.B87.(17); 10YR 6/3 (core); 5YR 6/6 (interior); 5YR 6/6 (exterior).

Photo of exterior showing red slip and burnish
with reserved area on the lower part and base.

Figure 5.4: Bowl 1 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A72/92.50.58.L.262.FG12.B166.(4); 5YR 6/6 (core); 10R 5/6 (interior); 5YR 6/4 (exterior).

Ir2c:Bowl 2—Bowl with Everted Rim

Small bowls with everted rims, usually with a red slip
and burnishing on the interior, are common at most
sites in the region around Ashkelon; but close paral-
lels to the type found at Ashkelon are rare. The typi-
cal form at Ekron (Gitin, Dothan, and Garfinkel, in
press:Type IIBLS) has a low carination and an out-
turned rim, which is paralleled at Tel Batash (Mazar
and Panitz-Cohen 2001:Type BL47) and at Mesad
Hashavyahu (Fantalkin 2001:Type BS5). However,
unlike Ir2c:Bowl 2 at Ashkelon, these bowls have a
short, almost triangular, out-turning at the rim.

In his study of the Mesad Hashavyahu pottery,
Fantalkin (2001) links the type to Phoenician forms,
but we do not find these parallels to be apt and prefer
the local parallels at Ekron and Tel Batash. More
specifically, Ir2c:Bowl 2 resembles Ekron Bowl 5.3a
(Gitin, Dothan, and Garfinkel, in press: Type IIBL
5.3a). The typical pattern of decoration at Ekron, with
red slip and burnishing on the interior only, is present
on nearly 90 percent of the sherds from Ashkelon.
Yet, the Ekron bowl shapes are generally a poor
match for the Ashkelon form.
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In Phoenicia, the common Tyrian bowl (Bikai
1978:pl. 2) resembles Ir2c:Bowl 2 but it has a shal-
lower profile and a wider, more horizontal rim.
Moreover, most of the Ashkelon examples are bowls,
not plates, and they have a soft carination entirely
missing from the Tyrian form (but cf. Karageorghis
1967:pl. 125 [Salamis Tomb 3] and Karageorghis and
Demas 1985:pl. 25.19 [Kition] for examples with a
very slight carination and a slightly deeper profile).

Perhaps the closest parallels to Ir2c:Bowl 2 are the
ledge-rim bowls of the Negev found at Tel “Ira (Beit-

Arieh 1999:fig. 6.61.1; 6.91.1; 6.92.1; 6.100.1, 3) and
at Qitmit (Beit-Arich 1995:fig. 4.9.7; 4.9.20). Similar
forms are common at a number of sites in the
Transjordan (see Bienkowski, Bennett, and Balla
2002:256, Busayrah Bowl 5 with parallels). Nearer to
Ashkelon, this form is also attested at Tell Beit Mir-
sim (Albright 1932:65.23; 1943:21.8) and Tell Jem-
meh (Petrie 1928:pl. 48), and without decoration at
Ashdod (Dothan 1967:fig. 93.19) and Gaza (Humbert
2000:38.6). At Ashdod, the rim form also appears in
chalices from this period (Dothan 1971: fig. 58.10).

— @

Photo of plain exterior showing
red slip dripping over rim.

Figure 5.5: Bowl 2 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A72/92.50.48.L.415.B455.(2501); 5YR 5/6 (core); 5YR 7/4 (interior); 5YR 6/4 (exterior).
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Photo of interior showing
red slip and burnish.

Figure 5.6: Bowl 2 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A72/92.50.48.L.393.B352.(2499); 5YR 5/1 (core); 5YR 7/4 (interior); 5YR 6/6 (exterior).

Photo of interior
showing red slip and burnish.

Figure 5.7: Bowl 2 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A72/92.50.59.L.274.B34.(9); 5YR 5/6 (core); 10R 4/4 (interior); 2.5YR 5/6 (exterior).
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Ir2c:Bowl 2b—Bowl with Everted Rim and Slight Carination

This bowl type, which resembles the bowl with
everted rim, has been described by the excavators of
Tel Batash as a variant of the carinated bowls (dis-
cussed below) with a softer, higher carination (Mazar
and Panitz-Cohen 2001:43-44). They conclude that
this variant form is a relatively late addition to the
repertoire, flourishing only in the latter part of the
seventh century.

The type is attested at Ekron (Gitin, Dothan, and
Garfinkel, in press:Type [IBLM14), Lachish (Ussish-

kin 2004:fig. 26.56.5), and Ashdod (Dothan and Ben-
Shlomo 2005:fig. 3.105.12). The Tel Batash excava-
tors also cite parallels at Tell el-Kheleifeh (Pratico
1993:36.1-3). Unlike these examples, however, the
Ashkelon exemplars have a red slip and burnishing
over at least the interior of the bowl, sometimes with
a bit of red paint on the lip. The two tested examples
were both locally made. It is possible that some rim
fragments of this type come from chalices (see Mazar
and Panitz-Cohen 2001:55, Type CH4).

Figure 5.8: Bowl 2b (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A78/95.50.58.LF318.(44); 5YR 5/4 (core); 5YR 6/8 (interior); 2.5YR 6/6 (exterior).

Ir2c:Bowl 3—Bowl with Folded Rim

The bowl with folded or triangular rim is one of the
most common forms in the Ashkelon region during
the eighth and seventh centuries B.C. At Tel Batash,
this is the second most common bowl in Stratum II
and the excavators provide a thorough history of the
type (Mazar and Panitz-Cohen 2001:39—40, Type
BL13). Because of its ubiquity, Gitin has divided this
type into several subtypes based on rim construction,
size, and chronological development (Gitin 1990:
Types 50a, 51, 71, 81a; Gitin, Dothan, and Garfinkel,
in press:Types 1IBL18 and IIBL19). He cites paral-
lels ranging geographically from Tarsus to Nimrud to

Dibon (Gitin 1990:169), emphasizing the wide distri-
bution of the form.

The folded-rim bowl is also common at Lachish
(Ussishkin 2004:fig. 26.54.4, 1-12; 26.55.1, 25-28;
26.56.1-4), Mesad Hashavyahu (Fantalkin 2001:57—
58, Types B11 and B13), and Qitmit, where it consti-
tutes 50 percent of all bowls recovered (Beit-Arieh
1995:210). At Ashkelon, most examples of this form
were made locally, but a few seem to have been im-
ported from the southeast. In most cases, the im-
ported fabrics were identified and separated before
the pottery was quantified.

Figure 5.9: Bowl 3 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A73/98.50.67.L61.FG36.B36.(2); 7.5YR 6/6 (core); 5YR 5/4 (interior); 5YR 6/4 (exterior).

Figure 5.10: Bowl 3 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A72/92.50.48.L439.B47.(2547); 10YR 4/2 (core); 10YR 4/2 (interior); 10YR 7/4 (exterior).
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Figure 5.11: Bowl 3 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A3/88.50.57.L134.B535.(15); 7.5YR 3/3 (core); 5YR 4/6 (interior); 2.5YR 8/2 (exterior).

o
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Figure 5.12: Bowl 3 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A80/97.38.84.LF548.B54.(59)

Figure 5.13: Examples of Ir2c:Bowl 3, the common bowl with folded rim

Ir2c:Bowl 4—Carinated Bowl with Red Slip and Flaring Rim

Carinated red-slipped and burnished bowls with flar-
ing rims are very frequent in seventh-century B.C.
contexts at Ashkelon but are rare at other sites in the
vicinity. The closest parallels to this Ashkelon type
are a series of bowls discovered by Petrie in a single
silo at Tell Jemmeh (Petrie 1928:23-24, pl. 65).
Petrie published some bowls from this silo (ibid., pl.
65:1-9) for which he noted parallels to Assyrian sil-
ver bowls in the British Museum, but he did not cite
any specific parallels for the carinated bowls from the
same silo (ibid., pl. 65:11-23). The latter provide the
best parallels for Ir2c:Bowl 4. Petrie described the
entire assemblage, which came from a single context,
as tableware for an Assyrian governor.

In her pottery manual, Amiran (1969:291, n. 26)
followed Petrie’s lead and linked all of these vessels
to Assyria, although she chose to illustrate only the
bowls with clear Assyrian parallels (ibid., pl. 99). In
Gatti’s (1986:pl. 58) more recent treatment of Neo-
Assyrian pottery, some of the carinated bowls from
Tell Jemmeh that parallel Ir2c:Bowl 4 (Petrie 1928:
pl. 65:17, 19, 20) are illustrated without citing any
direct parallels in the Mesopotamian homeland. This
carinated bowl form was probably part of an Assyr-
ian provincial style distinct from that of the Assyrian
heartland. If so, its abundance at Ashkelon is of some
interest, especially in light of the fact that “Assyrian”
bowls which imitate the style found in Assyria proper
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are quite rare at Ashkelon and were not made locally
but were imported from Assyrian centers to the
southeast. It seems that the potters of Ashkelon were
influenced by the provincial style, which had its own
history of development, even though they saw very
little true Assyrian pottery and did not directly imi-
tate native Assyrian styles. The recent publication of

several sites in the northern provinces of Assyria
(e.g., Tille Hoyik in southeastern Turkey—see
Blaylock 1999) now provides examples of the pro-
vincial carinated bowl form to add to the examples
known from the Ashkelon—-Gaza corridor in the
southwestern corner of the empire (see ibid., fig.
5.13-15).

Figure 5.14: Bowl 4 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A72/92.50.48.L.384.B312.(2525); 10YR 4/2 (core); 5YR 5/8 (interior); 7.5YR 7/4 (exterior).

Figure 5.15: Bowl 4 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A78/95.50.48.L453.(59); 5YR 5/4 (core); 2.5YR 4/6 (interior); 7.5YR 6/4 (exterior).

Photo of exterior showing red slip
with reserved area at bottom.

Figure 5.16: Bowl 4 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A72/92.50.49.L392.FG36.B286.(1); 7.5YR 4/1 (core); 7.5YR 6/4 (interior); 7.5YR 7/3 (exterior).
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Ir2c:Bowl 5—Plain Carinated Bowl with Flaring Rim

Unslipped carinated bowls were the most common
plainware bowls in seventh-century Ashkelon. This
type is well known at Ashdod, where it is found in
contexts dated to the eighth and seventh centuries
B.C. and was the most common bowl in Area D,
Phase 3 (Dothan 1967:134). In the eighth century, the
flare of the rim does not extend much past the widest
point of the carination on the body (Dothan 1971:fig.
39.2—-11 [Area D, Phase 3b]). In the seventh century,
the carination is sharper and the rim flares out more
widely (Dothan 1971:figs. 52.7-8; 93.1-3, 7-8, 10
[Area D, Phase 2]).

The excavators of Ashdod wanted to link this form
to Assyrian prototypes from the ninth and eighth cen-
turies, but they realized that those forms have a much
more rounded body (Dothan 1967:134; see also

Mazar and Panitz-Cohen 2001:43). We would agree
with Gitin that this is a regional type specific to the
Philistine coast. It appears in quantity at Ashdod and
Ashkelon, with few parallels at other sites (Gitin
1990:198-99, Type 74).

At Tel Batash, the excavators noticed that more
than a third of the bowls of this form were not plain
but were red-slipped and burnished (Mazar and
Panitz-Cohen 2001:43). This is a far higher propor-
tion than in the illustrated examples from Ashdod,
and quite different also from Ashkelon, where this
form is undecorated. Although it is possible that some
small fragments of Ir2c:Bowl 5 at Ashkelon were red-
slipped and burnished, and thus confused with Ir2c:
Bowl 4, all examples whose profiles are preserved
well enough to be identified as Bowl 5 are unslipped.

Figure 5.17: Bowl 5 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A78/95.50.48.L452.B176.(269); 7.5YR 7/4 (exterior).

Figure 5.18: Bowl 5 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A78/95.50.48.L.453.8253.(108); 10YR 5/3 (core); 5YR 5/6 (interior); 5YR 6/6 (exterior).

N

Figure 5.19: Bowl 5 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A73/93.38.64.LF785.FG87.B34+37.(2); 7.5YR 4/6 (core); 2.5YR 5/8 (interior); 2.5YR 6/6 (exterior).
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Figure 5.20: Bowl 5 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A5/86.38.64.L61.8118.(7); 2.5YR 4/8 (core); 2.5YR 4/8 (interior); 2.5YR 6/4 (exterior).
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Ir2c:Bowl 6—Small Bowl or Cup

This type encompasses small bowls or cups that lack
close parallels at other sites. The cup with flared rim
is present at Ekron (Gitin, Dothan, and Garfinkel, in
press:Type IIBLM4, fig. 7.1); however, the Ekron
example is unslipped and has a ring base, whereas the

—
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Ashkelon cups usually have a burnished red slip and
flat base. They are most closely related to the cups
from Ashdod (Dothan 1971:97; pl. 39.21-25; pl
52.14) and Tell Jemmeh (Petrie 1928:Bowl Type 25c,
pl. 50).

Figure 5.21: Bowl 6 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A78/95.50.48.L452.B47.(5); 5YR 6/4 (exterior).

o
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Figure 5.22: Bowl 6 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A89/96.50.58.LF318.(48); 10YR 5/4 (core); 10YR 5/4 (interior); 5YR 6/4 (exterior).

-

Figure 5.23: Bowl 6 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A78/95.50.48.L453.(107); 5YR 6/6 (core); 2.5YR 5/6 (interior); 2.5YR 5/6 (exterior).

=

Figure 5.24: Bowl 6 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A72/92.50.48.L439.B52.(2561); 2.5YR 4/1 (core); 2.5YR 6/8 (interior); 2.5YR 6/6 (exterior).
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Ir2c:Bowl 7—Red-slipped Fineware Cup

The straight-sided examples of Ir2c:Bowl 7 have par-
allels at Ashdod (Dothan 1971:97, pl. 39.21-25, pl.
52.14). Because of the small size of these cups; their
low, gentle carination; their lack of a base; and their
decoration with red slip, burnishing, and occasionally
with black paint, the Ashdod excavators connected
them with the Phoenician Fine Ware hemispherical
bowls. However, the Ashkelon examples, like those

from Ashdod, are not as finely polished as true Phoe-
nician Fine Ware, leading to the conclusion that this
is a local variant inspired by a Phoenician prototype
(e.g., Bikai 1978:28, Tyre Fine Ware Plate 4; see also
Anderson 1988:164—65, Sarepta Type F-2A, with
parallels). But it should be noted that this type di-
verges from its northern precursor (if such it was) and
lacks close parallels at Phoenician sites.

Figure 5.25: Bowl 7 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A55/94.50.57.L.259.B121.(2564); 7.5YR 5/6 (core); 7.5YR 5/6 (interior); 7.5YR 6/6 (exterior).

Figure 5.26: Bowl 7 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A72/92.50.48.L.393.8342.(22); 5YR 5/6 (core); 5YR 5/6 (interior).

Figure 5.27: Bowl 7 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A72/92.50.48.L415.8432.(2533): 7.5YR 5/2 (core); 5YR 7/6 (interior); 10YR 7/3 (exterior).

Figure 5.28: Bowl 7 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A72/92.50.48.L.393.B345.(2562); 5YR 5/6 (core): 5YR 5/6 (interior); 5YR 6/6 (exterior).
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Ir2c:Bowl 8—Large Bowl with Folded Rim

Ir2c:Bowl 8 is a large folded-rim bowl type similar in
construction to the smaller bowls with folded or tri-
angular rims that have been classified as [r2c:Bowl 3
at Ashkelon. At Tel Batash, the larger and smaller
folded-rim bowls are grouped together into a single
type (Bowl 13; Mazar and Panitz-Cohen 2001:Type
BL13). In terms of function, however, the large
bowls do not seem interchangeable with their much
smaller cousins. The smaller folded-rim bowls are

not present at Ashdod, although the larger version is
(Dothan 1971:52.26).

Folded-rim bowls are common at sites from Tell
Keisan (Briend and Humbert 1980:pl. 41.3) to En-
Gedi (Stern 2007:Bowl 1.1I). They appear at Gezer
(Gitin 1990:Types 56-57), at Mesad Hashavyahu
(Fantalkin 2001:Type B10), and at Lachish (Ussish-
kin 2004:111-B-3; the form also appears in Stratum II
[fig. 26.55.1]).

Figure 5.29: Bowl 8 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A6/86.38.64.L67.B102+103+104.(39).

Figure 5.30: Bowl 8 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A73/93.38.64.LF785.FG87.B34+37.(2599); 10YR 6/4 (core); 10YR 6/4 (interior); 5YR 7/6 (exterior).

Ir2c:Bowl 9—Platter with Triangular Rim

This type is a variant of what Gitin calls the “platter
bowl,” which was ubiquitous in the southern Levant
during the Iron Age II. The specific variant in evi-
dence at Ashkelon is paralleled at Ekron (Gitin,
Dothan, and Garfinkel, in press:Type IIBL7 with vari-
ants 1IBL7.1, IIBL7.1a, IIBL7.7a, 1IBL7.9a). It has
straight walls, a triangular rim, and a concave base.
In Gitin’s discussion of this form at Gezer, he notes a
development of the base from disk to concave (Gitin
1990:182—-84; for Ashdod, see Dothan 1967: 37.5
[disk base]; 40:6 [concave base]). At Ashkelon, the
examples of this type are not preserved well enough

to describe their bases. Similar vessels are found in
the Shephelah at Tel Batash (Mazar and Panitz-Cohen
2001:Type BL14) and Lachish (Ussishkin 2004:pl.
26.55.22-23). They are also found along the coast at
Ashdod (Dothan 1967:fig. 40.6; 1971:fig. 5.16, 18)
and Mesad Hashavyahu (Fantalkin 2001:53).

Mazar and Panitz-Cohen (2001:49) suggest that
this bowl type is derived from Phoenician-influenced
northern prototypes. This seems likely for the rim
shape, but the northern forms consistently have a
carination below the rim (Briend and Humbert 1980:
pl. 39), which is lacking in Ir2c:Bowl 9 and other
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similar examples in the region. Perhaps Gitin’s con-
clusions concerning the local development of the
form and Mazar and Panitz-Cohen’s observations

about the northern derivation of the rim should be
combined in order to understand the development of
this widespread seventh-century form.

e
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Figure 5.31: Bowl 9 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A55/94.50.48.L439.B47.(2579); 7.5YR 4/1 (core); 7.5YR 5/4 (interior); 7.5YR 6/4 (exterior).
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Figure 5.32: Bowl 9 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A73/93.50.48.L405.84.(3): 5YR 5/6 (core); 10R 5/6 (interior):; 5YR 6/6 (exterior).

Ir2c:Bowl 10—Hemispherical Bowl with Groove on Exterior

This bowl type is very common at Ekron (Gitin,
Dothan, and Garfinkel, in press:Type I1IBL1, fig. 1). It
is less abundant and less standardized at other sites in
the region. There are parallels at Mesad Hashavyahu

(Fantalkin 2001:Type B9), Tel Batash (Mazar and
Panitz-Cohen 2001:Type BL12 variant b), and Ash-
dod (Dothan 1971:93.12). At Ashkelon, it is very rare
and appears there always with a red slip and burnish.
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Figure 5.33: Bowl 10 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A5/86.38.65.L1.(313); 5YR 5/4 (core); 5YR 5/8 (interior); 5YR 6/4 (exterior).

Ir2c:Bowl 11—Bowl with Wide Everted Rim, Imitating Phoenician Fine Ware

Bowls of this type are locally made copies of Phoeni-
cian Fine Ware (Lehmann 1996:Form 75). At Tell
Keisan, where the form is quite common in Level 5
(although many are from Locus 6078), Chambon sees
it as a marker for the end of the eighth century B.C.
(Briend and Humbert 1980:167-68). However, it
appears in the south in later contexts; for example, in
Stratum IB at Ekron (Gitin, Dothan, and Garfinkel, in
press:Type IIBL31a) and Phase D-2 at Ashdod

(Dothan 1971:fig. 53.12). It also appears in Stratum
B at Sarepta (Anderson 1988:pl. 31.19, 21, 23) and
Stratum E2 at Tel Kabri (Kempinski et al. 2002:fig.
5.76.5).

The Ashkelon examples have a red slip and bur-
nish on the interior, similar to the decoration on the
examples from Ekron—a surface treatment which is
somewhat less common at Tell Keisan (or Dor or
Tyre).

=

Figure 5.34: Bowl 11 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A72/92.50.58.L.279.8245.(8); 7.5YR 5/1 (core); 7.5YR 5/6 (interior); 7.5YR 7/4 (exterior).
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Figure 5.35: Bowl 11 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A72/92.50.58.L.279.B245.(2507); 10YR 4/1 (core); 10YR 6/4 (interior); 7.5YR 7/4 (exterior).

Ir2c:Bowl 12—Locally Made Phoenician Fine Ware

This type includes other imitations of Phoenician
Fine Ware that were petrographically determined to
have been locally made. Bowls of this type appear to
imitate Lehmann’s Type 78 (Lehmann 1996), which
is typically dated to the end of the eighth century.
Although other bowl types made at Ashkelon show
evidence of external influence, the bowls in this cate-

gory are the only examples of locally made vessels
that are indistinguishable from imported vessels
without microscopic analysis. The idea that these
were expert “fakes” whose local provenience would
have been unknown to the typical seventh-century
consumer has been discussed elsewhere by Master
(2003).

Figure 5.36: Bowl 12 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A72/92.38.94.LF207.(1); 2.5Y 8/3 (core); 5Y 8/2 (interior); 5Y 8/3 (exterior).

Ir2c:Bowl 13—Large Bowl with Sharply Flaring Rim

Ir2c:Bowl 13 is a red-slipped bowl with a sharply
flaring rim. It has few parallels at other sites. It ap-
pears in Ekron Stratum IB (Gitin, Dothan, and
Garfinkel, in press: Type IIBL43, fig. 6.9-11) and it is

also found at Tell el-Hesi (pers. comm, S. Gitin and
J. Blakely), but we know of no other parallels. The
Ashkelon examples have a loessial fabric similar to
what one might find in or around Tell el-Hesi.
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Figure 5.37: Bowl 13 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A78/95.50.48.L461.(20); 10YR 6/1 (core); 5YR 6/6 (interior); 5YR 7/6 (exterior).
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Figure 5.38: Bowl 13 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A73/93.50.57.L.290.862.(17); 5YR 6/4(core); 5YR 6/4 (interior); 2.5YR 4/4 (exterior).

Figure 5.39: Bowl 13 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A72/92.50.58.LF252.B16.(3); 5YR 5/6 (core); 2.5YR 4/8 (interior); 2.5YR 5/4 (exterior).
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Ir2c:Bowl 14—Footed Bowl or Chalice

Three fragments of a single decorated chalice or
footed vessel were found in the Grid 50 excavation
area at Ashkelon, consisting of two joining sherds
and one nonjoining piece. The fragments were found
in three different deposits, demonstrating that the
vessel was broken and out of use before the destruc-
tion of 604 B.C. Although we have found no precise
parallels for the motif painted on this vessel, its style
of decoration and the form itself are closely paral-

Local Pottery

leled in the decorated “bowls” found at Ashdod
(Dothan and Ben-Shlomo 2005:3.106.90; Dothan and
Porath 1982:13.18). The Ashdod parallels have rims
that are much wider than most chalice rims, even the
flaring rims on fenestrated chalices (Mazar and
Panitz-Cohen 2001:55; Gitin, Dothan, and Garfinkel,
in press:fig. 11.5); thus Ben-Shlomo may be correct
to describe them as wide bowls, even though their
complete form is not certain.

Figure 5.40: Bowl 14 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A72/92.50.48.L.388.(6); 10YR 5/1 (core); 2.5YR 6/6 (interior); 7.5YR 6/4 (exterior).

B. KRATERS

Ir2c:Krater 1

The small red-slipped vessels in this category lack
good parallels at other sites. The slip and burnishing
are typical of the bowls found at Ashkelon. The
shape may be related to that of the Phoenician deep
bowls with upright rims (Briend and Humbert 1980:
pl. 40.11) or, looking to the south rather than to the
north, perhaps to that of a bowl from Tel ¢Ira (Beit-
Arieh 1999:fig. 6.90.1). However, the Ashkelon ex-

amples have a less flaring rim and they lack interior
slip and burnishing, suggesting that they are closed
forms, that is, jars rather than open bowls. Unfortu-
nately, no example is sufficiently well preserved at
Ashkelon to reconstruct the complete form. In the
end, we have grouped them with the kraters on the
basis of another possible parallel from Ashdod
(Dothan 1971:37.22).

/

Figure 5.41: Krater 1 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A73/93.50.49.L.389.890.(3); 5YR 5/6 (core); 5YR 5/6 (interior); 5YR 6/4 (exterior).

'\

Figure 5.42: Krater 1 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A72/92.50.58.L.262.B72+94.(2565); 10YR 4/3 (core); 10YR 4/3 (interior); 7.5YR 6/4 (exterior).

p

Figure 5.43: Krater 1 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A73/93.50.48.L.430.891.(2567); 10YR 5/3 (core); 7.5YR 5/6 (interior); 5YR 6/6 (exterior).
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Figure 5.44: Krater 1 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A72/92.50.48.LF407.B395

Ir2c:Krater 2

Kraters are very rare in the seventh-century Ashkelon
assemblage. The function of the classic krater seems
to have been taken over by deep bowls (Ir2c:Bowl 8)
and perhaps by the Krater/Jar type (discussed below).
There is one example, however, of the typical krater
of the period, which is found at both Ekron (Gitin,
[
1|

Dothan, and Garfinkel, in press:Type IIKR4) and Tel
Batash (Mazar and Panitz-Cohen 2001:Type KR11).
Petrographic analysis indicates that the Ashkelon
example was not made near the site but was imported
from an inland location, possibly from the Sorek Val-
ley.

Figure 5.45: Krater 2 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A55/94.50.48.L439.B50.(23); 10YR 6/6 (core); 5YR 6/8 (interior); 5YR 7/4 (exterior).

Ir2c:Krater/Urn

This red-slipped vessel probably belongs to the tradi-
tion of kraters with upright or flaring rim found at
Ashdod (Dothan 1971:40.3, 6, 7; Dothan and Ben-
Shlomo 2005:3.107.1). The form is very rare at Ash-
kelon so it is difficult to know whether it should be

considered residual or whether this type continued in
use into the seventh century. The best parallels are to
the burial urns from Tell er-Ruqeish (Culican 1973:
fig. 7.524; other examples have been found in the
excavations of Eliezer Oren [pers. comm.]).

il

Figure 5.46. Krater/Urn (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A72/92.50.58.L.272.FG96.B262.(2573); 10YR 7/4 (core); 7.5YR 5/6 (interior); 7.5YR 6/6 (exterior).

Ir2c:Krater/Jar

The holemouth krater with a folded rim appears spo-
radically in the Ashkelon assemblage. There is some
discussion about whether it should be considered a
jar or krater. Gitin uses the term “Jar/Krater” for the
parallel form at Ekron (Gitin, Dothan, and Garfinkel,
in press:Type IIJK 2.2), but it is not always possible
to distinguish between Ekron Jar/Krater 2.2 and
Ekron Krater 16 (Gitin, Dothan, and Garfinkel, in
press:Type IIKR15). At Ashkelon, no complete ex-
ample of this type is preserved, so the jar interpreta-
tion cannot be ruled out; however, the diameter of the

mouth is generally larger than in clear jar forms such
as Tel Batash Jar 14a and Lachish I1.SJ-5a (Dothan
and Porath 1982:23.1).

In the eighth century, this jar/krater form was
widespread (for examples at various sites, see Mazar
and Panitz-Cohen 2001:70-71; Gitin 1990: 128-29,
Jar 8a). In the seventh century, its distribution was
more restricted and it was characterized by handles
that join at the rim, which is the typical position for
the handles in the Ashkelon examples (to the extent
that the handles are preserved).


http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/097f5e6d-be1a-2af1-fa00-e85f4dd91b0d
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/041a93b1-0d21-7ba3-9d0d-194581999c30
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/5483db4d-20be-f6e4-b8e4-2d04744f43bb

86 Local Pottery

Figure 5.47: Krater/Jar (scale 1:5)
Reg. no. A16/85.38.65.L1.(5)

C. COOKING PoOTS

Ir2c:Cooking Pot 1—“Coastal” Cooking Pot

This cooking pot type has come to be known as the
“coastal” cooking pot because of its sharply limited
distribution in the seventh century B.C. along the
southern coast of Palestine (see Gitin 1989b; Dothan
and Porath 1982:fig. 20.6). It is by far the most com-
mon type of cooking pot found at Ashkelon, but it is
not necessarily local to Ashkelon or coastal from a
petrographic perspective. The fabric, also observed
by Fantalkin in the pottery of Mesad Hashavyahu
(Fantalkin 2001:Type CP 2), is most similar to a
hamra fabric, which is at odds with its coastal distri-
bution. Goren describes it as “cooking pot fabric”
that was derived from an unknown clay source and
underwent special processing in order to prepare it
for use in cooking (see Mazar and Panitz-Cohen
2001:20, Batash Fabric Group 15). The examples
from Ashkelon, Ekron (Gitin, Dothan, and Garfinkel,

in press:Type IICP6.1), and Mesad Hashavyahu
(Fantalkin 2001:Type CP2) all have identical fabrics.
It seems likely, therefore, that the cooking pots of this
type found at these sites were all produced in a single
locale and were distributed throughout seventh-
century Philistia and its immediate hinterland. Mazar
and Panitz-Cohen (2001:87, CP 10) note the rare
appearance of this form in the Beersheba Valley, see-
ing this as indicative of connections between the
northern Negev and the Philistine coast in the seventh
century. However, if these cooking pots were not
produced in Philistia but rather in a specialized pro-
duction center elsewhere, from which they were
shipped in large quantities to coastal sites, examples
found in the Beersheba region would be just as likely
to demonstrate a connection with the production cen-
ter than with the coastal cities themselves.

Figure 5.48: Cooking Pot 1 (scale 1:5)
Reg. no. A72/92.50.58.1.262.FG34.B83.(9); 2.5YR 4/8 (core); 2.5YR 4/8 (interior); 2.5YR 5/3 (exterior).
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Figure 5.49: Cooking Pot 1 (scale 1:5)

Reg. no. A73/93.50.48.L.430.B91.(1);
2.5YR 4/6 (core);2.5YR 4/6 (interior); 2.5YR 5/4 (exterior).
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Figure 5.50: Cooking Pot 1 (scale 1:5)

Reg. no. 50.48.0.439.B41.(11039);
2.5YR 5/8 (core); 5YR 6/6 (interior); 5YR 4/3 (exterior).

Figure 5.51: Cooking Pot 1 (scale 1:5)

Reg. no. 50.48.L441.B128.(11038);
5YR 5/6 (core); 5YR 6/6 (interior); 10R 5/6 (exterior).

Figures 5.50 and 5.51 are very similar in form to Cooking Pot 1 but they are slipped and may have functioned as jugs.

Ir2c:Cooking Pot 2—*“Judean” Cooking Pot

This is the second-most common cooking pot at Ash-
kelon; however, it is much less frequent than the
“coastal” cooking pot (Ashkelon Cooking Pot 1),
which comprises more than 90 percent of the total.
Ashkelon differs in this respect from other sites in the
region because the “Judean” cooking pot is the most
common type at Tel Batash (Mazar and Panitz-Cohen
2001:Type CP11), Gezer (Gitin 1990:Form 106), and
Mesad Hashavyahu (Fantalkin 2001:CP 1). It is also
well represented at Lachish (Ussishkin 2004:26.54.6,
14; 26.55.11-12, 14).

Gitin discusses this type in some detail and con-
cludes that it is a southern form with a distribution
centered “at inland, Shephelah and northern Negev
sites” (Gitin 1990:220). It is often referred to as the
Judean cooking pot because it is common at sites in

—T¢

Figure 5.52: Cooking Pot 2 (scale 1:5)

Reg. no. A81/96.50.49.L.449.(16);
10YR 5/1 (core); 2.5YR 5/8 (interior); 2.5YR 6/6 (exterior).

Ir2c:Cooking Pot 3—Small Cooking Pot

The small cooking pot is a very rare form at Ash-
kelon. Its relative abundance is difficult to determine
because of its similarity to Jug 2. Similar small cook-
ing pots are present at Ekron but there is no precise
parallel there because the rim of the Ashkelon type is
like that of Ekron Cooking Pot 7 (Gitin, Dothan, and
Garfinkel, in press:Type IICP7), albeit with a some-
what more pronounced exterior ridge, whereas the

-

Judah; however, the Ashkelon examples were made
locally in the same fabric as the local bowls and jugs.
While it is true that this “local” fabric need not be
confined to Ashkelon (it could be from Gaza or Ash-
dod), its geological range does not overlap with
Gitin’s inland distribution zone. As was the case with
the “coastal” cooking pot (Ir2c:Cooking Pot 1), we
should distinguish the location of production from the
zone of distribution. This is especially necessary in
the case of cooking pots, which required specialized
production techniques to enable them to function well
as cooking vessels exposed to frequent heating and
cooling. The so-called Judean or inland cooking pot
was particularly popular among the inhabitants of
seventh-century Judah, the Shephelah, and the north-
ern Negev, but it may have been produced elsewhere.
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Figure 5.53: Cooking Pot 2 (scale 1:5)

Reg. no. A72/92.50.58.LF252.B45;
2.5YR 4/8 (core); 2.5YR 4/8 (interior); 2.5YR 6/4 (exterior).

body of the Ashkelon type is very similar to that of
Ekron Cooking Pot 11, with its more pronounced
carination (ibid., Type IICP11). Tel Batash Cooking
Pot 10 (Mazar and Panitz-Cohen 2001:Type CP10)
spans a wide size range and corresponds to both Ir2c:
Cooking Pot 1 and Ir2c:Cooking Pot 3. The smaller
form appears only once in the illustrated assemblage
of Tel Batash (ibid., pl. 34.8).

Figure 5.54: Cooking Pot 3 (scale 1:5)

Reg. no. A72/92.50.59.L420.B168.(1); 2.5YR 5/6
(core); 2.5YR 6/4 (interior); 5YR 6/4 (exterior).
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D. STORAGE JARS AND AMPHORAS

Ir2c:Storage Jar 1—Ovoid Storage Jar

The most common pottery type in seventh-century
B.C. contexts at Ashkelon is the ovoid storage jar with
short neck, short simple rim, slightly carinated shoul-
der, large rounded base, and jutting loop handles.
This was the common storage jar at Tel Batash (Ma-
zar and Panitz-Cohen 2001:Type SJ7B), Ekron
(Gitin, Dothan, and Garfinkel, in press:Type IISJ1),
Gezer (Gitin 1990:Jar 1), Ashdod, and Lachish
(Ussishkin 2004:Group II, SJ-4). It is also attested in
the Negev at Tel cIra (Beit-Arieh 1999:fig. 6.101.7—
8; 6.99.8) and Aroer (Biran and Cohen 1981:fig. 5.2),
and along the southern coast at Tell er-Ruqeish (Cu-
lican 1973:R21).

All agree that this jar appears by the last quarter of
the eighth century (Gitin 1990:119-20; Mazar and
Panitz-Cohen 2001:97-101; Singer-Avitz 2006:204—
5). At Ashkelon, it is also the most common type in
eighth-century deposits (Park 2009). During the
eighth century there was some variety in rim shape,
size, and shoulder angle, allowing for several possi-
ble streams of development that crystallized in the
seventh-century form. Mazar and Panitz-Cohen sug-
gest that it was an Iron IIA inland form that came to
the coast by the eighth century. But if we accept
Singer-Avitz’s (2006) revision of the dates for Kun-
tillet CAjrud—or at least allow that some forms there
fit in the second half of the eighth century, even if the
overall date is unchanged (see Freud 2008)—then the
argument for an inland origin rests on a single exem-
plar from Arad Stratum XI (Singer-Avitz 2002:fig.
4.9). An alternative hypothesis is offered by Gitin
(1990:119), who regards this form as a descendant of
the Iron IIA ovoid jars with a much longer shoulder
(Yadin et al. 1961:pls. 171.14; 179.11 [Hazor]; Dever
et al. 1974: pl 31.18 [Gezer]). Another possible line
of development leads from the smaller jars at Tell
Keisan (Briend and Humbert 1980:pl. 50.5), Tel
Michal (Herzog, Rapp, and Negbi 1989:7.1.17,
7.3.14), Tyre (Bikai 1978:pl. 21.13), and Tell Sukas
(Buhl 1983:10.4.34-36). In any event, this jar had
become the dominant storage jar type of the southern
coastal region by the seventh century B.C.

Of greater interest is the manner in which this
form spread throughout the Mediterranean. By the
eighth century it had arrived in Cyprus at Kition (Bi-
kai 1987:590), and it must have reached the western
Mediterranean in time to be the prototype for Doc-
ter’s “Subklasse CdE 1B” (Docter 1997:pl. 12), of
which excellent examples are extant in the seventh-
century assemblages at Trayamar (Niemeyer and

Schubart 1975:pl. 18.631) and the Playa de la Isla
shipwreck (Negueruela et al. 1995:193, fig. 5). But
though this storage jar type was known throughout
the Mediterranean, fabric analyses indicate a great
deal of regionalism in the production of the jars. At
Ashkelon (Master 2001) and Ekron (Master 2009),
petrographic analysis points to local production. In
the western Mediterranean, the analysis conducted by
Docter (1997:pl. 6.6) shows the adoption of this type
as a local style made with local clays. Indeed, the
only examples of this type that have been shown to
have been transported any great distance are the
eighth-century jars found at the caravanserai at Kun-
tillet CAjrud (Goren 1995).

It is possible that if more samples were analyzed,
and more systematically, the use of these storage jars
for long-distance trade could be demonstrated. But
the analyses conducted to date caution against con-
cluding too hastily that these vessels were intended
primarily for the long-range transportation of com-
modities such as olive oil and wine. We have yet to
find examples made in Ekron or Ashkelon that had
been transported over large distances, although that
possibility cannot yet be ruled out.

Figure 5.55: Restored example of ovoid storage jar
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Figure 5.56: Storage Jar 1 (scale 1:10)

Left:
Middle: Reg. no. A73/92.50.49.L418.(7); 5YR 5/1 (core); 5YR 7/6 (interior); 5YR 7/4 (exterior).

Right:  Reg. no. 50.58.L272.(12).

Reg. no. A72/92.50.58..262.(12); 7.5YR 5/4 (core); 2.5YR 5/6 (interior); 7.5YR 7/4 (exterior).

Ir2c:Storage Jar 2—Small Storage Jar with Rilled Rim

The typical small storage vessel in seventh-century
Ashkelon is the rilled-rim jar without handles. This
type is also found at Ekron (Gitin, Dothan, and
Garfinkel, in press:fig. 23), Gezer (Gitin 1990: Jar 11;
Tel Batash (Mazar and Panitz-Cohen 2001:Type
SJ10b), Lachish (with handles, Ussishkin 2004:fig.
26.50.5), Mesad Hashavyahu (Fantalkin 2001:Type
HM1), and Ashdod (Dothan and Porath 1982:fig.
23.4-6, 27.4-5). The form was widespread in the
seventh century (see the parallels cited in Mazar and
Panitz-Cohen 2001:107 and Gitin 1990:134-35).
Gitin has ascribed chronological significance to
variations in the angle of the rim and the number of
grooves in the rim (Gitin 1990:Jar 11). This is debat-
able, although the eighth-century examples do tend to
be slightly wider and shorter (but see Mazar and
Panitz-Cohen 2001:107). Among the seventh-century
examples, Gitin makes several typological divisions
based on rim shape (Gitin, Dothan, and Garfinkel, in
press:fig. 23); however, these subdivisions do not
seem to be meaningful in terms of chronology, func-
tion, or regional variation. At Ashkelon, a variety of
rim shapes existed within a limited period and all
tested examples of this jar type were made locally.
Mazar and Panitz-Cohen note that every house at
Tel Batash contained at least one of these small

rilled-rim jars. They are similarly ubiquitous at Ash-
kelon: every room in the Grid 38 excavation area
yielded evidence of this form, and in the Grid 50 ex-
cavation area there were concentrations in Room 252,
Room 260, Room 373, and Room 423, as well as in
the “plaza” in the center of the excavation area.

Mazar and Panitz-Cohen cite Geva’s (1992) sug-
gestion that these jars were intended for the storage
of liquids, but the holemouth form is not suitable for
dispensing liquids because the surface tension over
such a wide inturned lip area would have caused all
but the quickest and most skillful pouring operations
to end in embarrassment (hence the narrow necks and
flaring rims of most decanters and jugs). Despite their
variations in rim form, these jars are relatively con-
sistent in capacity; the many whole forms found at
Tel Batash show that this type of jar held about 5-6
liters (i.e., approximately one seah of grain or other
dry goods). There is every indication that this jar was
standard equipment in most households. The consid-
erable consistency in its size across the political
boundaries of the eighth and seventh centuries proba-
bly reflects common household transactions in basic
commodities such as barley and semolina (see 2
Kings 7), which were dispensed into these retail-
sized containers.


http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/d267ea61-0cf9-2e20-5cbf-c0b46372f4d1
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/5483db4d-20be-f6e4-b8e4-2d04744f43bb
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/c0d37464-95ad-1a24-24ae-4f53af4d9206
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|
|
| Figure 5.57: Storage Jar 2 (scale 1:10)
| Left: Reg. no. A16/87.50.58.1.99.B471+.(246)
i Middle: Reg. no. A5/86.38.64.L61.B117.(77);
1 5YR 4/6 (core); 2.5YR 4/8 (interior); 2.5YR 5/6 (exterior).
1
L Right:  Reg. no. A72/92.50.49.L.390.FG76.B267.(2);
b 5YR 6/6 (core); 5YR 6/4 (interior); 5YR 6/2 (exterior).

Ir2c:Storage Jar 3—“Butterfly” Storage Jar

The “butterfly” storage jar is described by Barako in
Ashkelon I (p. 440, Amphora 10). As he notes, the
example published there (also illustrated below) is
the only restorable example of this type in the Ash-
kelon assemblage. It is difficult to determine the rela-
tive abundance of this type based on sherds because
of the similarity of its rim shape to that of the much
more common ovoid Storage Jar 1.

Zimhoni’s observations (Ussishkin 2004:1803—-6)
concerning the changes in morphology from the
widely distrubuted eighth-century form (III:SJ-5 at
Lachish) to the somewhat rarer seventh-century form
(II:SJ-5 at Lachish) are borne out in the late seventh-
century example found at Ashkelon, which has a
shorter rim, longer body, and sharper taper toward
the base than do earlier examples of the type. The
same pattern is found at Tel Batash (Mazar and
Panitz-Cohen 2001:Type SJ18).

Zimhoni concluded that this type of storage jar
was produced in the southern coastal plain alongside

the ovoid storage jar, perhaps in separate workshops,
and the ovoid jars were then distributed on the coast
while the “butterfly” jars were distributed in the
Shephelah (but see Humbert 2000:38.4 for an exam-
ple at Gaza).

At Ashkelon, we have observed that both the
ovoid storage jar and the “butterfly” jar are made
from local clays. This is rather odd because the “but-
terfly” jar is much more common at sites to the south
and east of Ashkelon. Perhaps, in this case, the con-
cept of “local” fabric can be stretched to allow for the
manufacture of the “butterfly” jar somewhat farther
inland or at a production center somewhere in the
Gaza region. Only one example from Ashkelon was
tested, so Zimhoni may be right in saying that this
form was produced in the vicinity of Lachish (during
the seventh century at least) and exported from there
to coastal sites in small quantities. In any case, we are
forced to include the “butterfly” storage jar within the
category of the “local pottery” of Ashkelon.

Figure 5.58: Storage Jar 3 (scale 1:10)
Reg. no. A73/93.50.49.L418.FG18.B71+74.(6); 10YR 6/6 (core); 2.5Y 7/3 (exterior).


http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/d3b9bd7c-6cdd-4c88-afce-c5de04f53eef
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/c0d37464-95ad-1a24-24ae-4f53af4d9206
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/c008e299-bedb-38d4-8dbb-e1952dc9b75f
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/c2dead97-96e4-4b56-07ff-bd0dc9cacdba
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Ir2c:Amphora 1

These small amphoras appear to be related to the
eighth-century Phoenician decorated jugs (“neck-
ridge ware”) found at Tyre (Bikai 1978:33, pl. 4.8-9)
that were imitated at Tell er-Ruqgeish (Culican 1973:
R8, R13, R14, R19, fig. 6.499). Ekron provides good
examples, both decorated and undecorated, with a
sequence throughout the seventh century (Gitin,
Dothan, and Garfinkel, in press:fig. 24). Undecorated
examples are also present at Tel Batash (Mazar and
Panitz-Cohen 2001:Type AMS). The Ashkelon ex-
amples of this type include both undecorated vessels

and vessels with red slip and burnish, though none
has the paint that is present on examples found at
Ekron (Gitin, Dothan, and Garfinkel, in press:Type
ITAMP13a) and at Ashdod (Dothan and Porath 1982:
fig. 21.10). Some have the more elaborate ridged rim
found at Tell er-Rugeish (Culican 1973:R13, R14)
and Ashdod (Dothan 1971: fig. 41.22, 26; 56.25, 27).
The framentary condition of the examples found at
Ashkelon do not permit the nuanced typological ob-
servations that are possible for the better-preserved
examples from Ekron.

Figure 5.59: Amphora 1 (scale 1:5)
Reg. no. A72/92.38.64.L764.B38.(5); 7.5YR 6/4 (core); 7.5YR 6/4 (interior); 7.5YR 6/4 (exterior).

Ir2c:Amphora 2

One example of this amphora type was found at Ash-
kelon. Its decoration recalls the “bouteilles syriennes”
from Tell Keisan (Briend and Humbert 1980:pl. 36),
but the base, neck, and handles show this to be a mis-

leading parallel. The vessel is lightly slipped; the slip
is poorly finished around the neck and handles. The
lack of close parallels makes it difficult to reconstruct
the rim.

Figure 5.60: Amphora 2 (scale 1:5)
Reg. no. A80/97.50.48.L453.B22.(81); 2.5Y 4/1 (core); 2.5YR 5/8 (interior); 2.5YR 6/8 (exterior).


http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/a1ecc454-0c7a-9a69-872a-71ca3770ea57
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/c6011b1e-26e0-ee49-bfb0-737a326b693b
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E. JUGS, DECANTERS, AND JUGLETS

Ir2c:Jug 1—Jug with High Neck and Globular Body

The high-necked jug with globular body is a well-
known eighth-century form at Ashdod (Dothan 1971:
figs. 42.1-2, 46.1, 51.1-2; Dothan and Porath 1982:
figs. 15.1-2; 26.12), at Tel Batash (Mazar and Panitz-
Cohen 2001:Type JG11), and in the Tell er-Rugeish
graves (Culican 1973:R6, R10). It continues in use at
most of the seventh-century sites near Ashkelon.
Eighth-century examples are found as far away as
Beersheba (Singer-Avitz 1999:8.16) and Kuntillet

CAjrud (Singer-Avitz 2006:fig. 7.1a), but in the sev-
enth century its distribution seems to have been lim-
ited to the southern coast, with examples from Mesad
Hashavyahu (Fantalkin 2001:Type JG2), Ekron
(Gitin, Dothan, and Garfinkel, in press:Type JUG1),
and Tel Batash (Mazar and Panitz-Cohen 2001:Type
JG11). This is the most common jug form both in
Ashkelon and in Ashdod (Dothan 1967: 40.18) dur-
ing the seventh century B.C.

Figure 5.61: Jug 1 (scale 1:5)

Left:
Right:

Reg.

Ir2c:Jug 2—Small “Cooking” Jug with Wide Mouth

This vessel type is famous at Ekron as the form that
contained the late seventh-century silver hoards
(Gitin 1995:69). It also appears at Ashdod (Dothan
and Porath 1982:20.7-9; 26.9; Dothan 1971:45.23—
24, 28-29) and Tel Batash (Mazar and Panitz-Cohen
2001:Type JG16). Gitin (1995:4.5.8) originally de-
scribed it as a cooking jug, but he places it typologi-
cally within the regular Ekron jug sequence (Gitin,
Dothan, and Garfinkel, in press:Type JUGI13). At
Ashkelon, it is relatively rare and there is nothing

no. A89/96.50.58.LF318.(53); 5YR 5/6 (core); 7.5YR 5/2 (interior); 7.5YR 7/4 (exterior).
Reg. no. A89/96.50.58.LF318.(52); 10YR 6/4 (core); 10YR 6/4 (interior); 10YR 7/3 (exterior).

about its find-contexts that suggests a culinary func-
tion. However, the cooking jug description is apt, in
some respects, because of the great similarity in rim
form and fabric to the typical “coastal” cooking pot.

Figure 5.62: Jug 2 (scale 1:5)

Reg. no. A89/96.50.58.LF318.B106.(2); 7.5YR 5/4 (core); 7.5YR 5/4 (interior); 7.5YR 6/4 (exterior).

Ir2c:Jug 3—Small Red-slipped Jug

The closest parallels for this type are the slightly lar-
ger jugs found in Ashdod Area D, Phase 3a. Small
red-slipped jugs do not appear with great frequency
at Ashkelon; however, they may have been more
common than we suppose because their rims are dif-
ficult to distinguish from those of red-slipped juglets.

Figure 5.63: Jug 3 (scale 1:5)

Reg. no. A72/92.50.58..262.B84.(1); 7.5YR 6/4 (core); 5YR 7/4 (interior); 10YR 5/6 (exterior).


http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/d267ea61-0cf9-2e20-5cbf-c0b46372f4d1
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/b63f3d6c-d36d-b835-5dcc-8b0678ff17bc
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/b63f3d6c-d36d-b835-5dcc-8b0678ff17bc
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/b63f3d6c-d36d-b835-5dcc-8b0678ff17bc
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Ir2c:Decanter 1—*“Judahite” Decanter

There are just a few examples of the so-called Judah-
ite wine decanter in the seventh-century pottery rep-
ertoire at Ashkelon. The fabric of this vessel type has
been described as “salted” by Gitin (1990:153, Type
33). In a similar vein, Zimhoni notes that gritty, over-
fired clay is typical of the examples found at Lachish
(Ussishkin 2004:1804, fig. 26.51.3, 5).

This distinctive fabric, which is easily identified
with the naked eye, links the Ashkelon examples to
inland forms; the shape of the rim links them to La-
chish, in particular. However, the overfiring of the
fabric makes it impossible to determine the place of
production conclusively by means of petrographic
analysis.

Mazar and Panitz-Cohen (2001:119, Type JG14b)
discuss the rims of northern and southern decanters
and point out that the typical Judahite decanter has a
triangular or flaring rim. This differentiates it from
the Ashkelon type, which resembles the decanters of
Lachish and most probably originated there. Indeed,
the closest parallel to the Ashkelon examples is the
decanter from Lachish on which Lemaire read the
inscription “wine of ashan” (Lemaire 2004:2119-20).
Interestingly, the best example of this decanter at
Ashkelon was found in the layer that produced an
ostracon which mentions “brandy” and “red wine”
(see the discussion by F. M. Cross in Ashkelon 1, p.
341).

Figure 5.64.: Decanter 1 (scale 1:5)
Reg. no. A73/93.50.49.L.389.B16.(4); 10YR 5/1 (core); 10YR 5/1 (interior); 10YR 4/1 (exterior).

Ir2c:Decanter 2

Only one example of this decanter type was found in
a primary deposit dating to the late seventh century
B.C. The best whole example, and almost all the other
examples, come from the seventh-century quarry fill
in Grid 50. This suggests that the form is residual;
indeed, the parallels at other sites are found in eighth-
century deposits at Ashdod (Area D-Phase 3b;

Dothan 1971:fig. 41.24; 46.5) and Kuntillet <Ajrud
(Singer-Avitz 2006:fig. 2.4a). However, the complete
example from the Ashkelon quarry fill has a teardrop
shape that is not found in the earlier examples, so it
may be a seventh-century descendant of a more
globular eighth-century precursor. All of the Ash-
kelon examples are red-slipped and burnished.

Figure 5.65: Decanter 2 (scale 1:5)
Reg. no. A55/94.50.57.L.259.8103.(3); 5YR 5/1 (core); 2.5YR 5/8 (interior); 5YR 7/2 (exterior).


http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/2cda6336-e769-ac26-ce7b-3c13d1957282
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/897b39f2-9314-2233-2bd0-2b16041d14d1
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Ir2c:Juglet 1

The most common juglet type at Ashkelon has its
closest parallels at Ashdod (Dothan 1967:fig. 37.24—
25; fig. 41.14; fig. 56.2—6, 9; Dothan 1971:fig. 50.10;
Dothan and Porath 1982:fig. 21.1-6). It has a small
globular body with a rounded or slightly pointed
base, a long neck, and a handle that often loops above

LI e

the rim. Although many examples at Ashdod have a
red slip, the Ashkelon examples are uniformly plain.

An eighth-century example of this juglet type ap-
pears at Tell er-Rugeish (Culican 1973:R21d), but it
is otherwise poorly attested outside Ashdod and Ash-
kelon.

Figure 5.66: Juglet 1 (scale 1:5)
Left: Reg. no. A80/97.38.84.LF548.B52.(4); 5YR 6/6 (core); 5YR 6/6 (interior); 7.5YR 6/4 (exterior).

Right:
Ir2c:Juglet 2

The second-most common type of juglet at Ashkelon
is the cylindrical juglet typical of late Iron Age sites
in the south. In the seventh century, it appears at Ek-
ron (Gitin, Dothan, and Garfinkel, in press:Types II-
JUL3, 1IJUL4), Tel Batash (Mazar and Panitz-Cohen
2001:Type JT7), and Ashdod (Dothan 1967:fig.
41.13; 1971:fig. 50.12).

Mazar and Panitz-Cohen (2001:125-27) trace the
history of this form through the Iron Age, and Gitin

Figure 5.67: Juglet 2 (scale 1:5)

Reg. no. A55/94.50.49.L425.B28.(1); 7.5YR 4/2 (core); 2.5YR 5/8 (interior); 2.5YR 6/6 (exterior).

(1995) discusses its distribution in Judah (for recently
published parallels see Stern 2007:92, Type Jt2). It is
occasionally decorated with a red slip at Ashkelon,
with either horizontal or vertical burnishing. Gitin’s
observation that the red-slipped version, once broken,
is sometimes reused as a cup (Gitin, Dothan, and
Garfinkel, in press:fig. 29.9; Type IICUP1) explains
the discovery at Ashkelon of several examples of the
reworked bottom half of this juglet.

Left: Reg. no. A55/94.50.48.L449.FG20.B174.(3); 10YR 5/3 (core); 5YR 5/6 (interior); 5YR 5/6 (exterior).

Right:
Ir2c:Juglet 3

This rare juglet type appears, with local decoration,
in eighth-century contexts at Lachish (Ussishkin
2004:fig. 26.20.13), Tell er-Ruqgeish (Culican 1973:
fig. 5.R, Type R11C), Arad (Singer-Avitz 2002: Type
JD6), Tel Batash (Mazar and Panitz-Cohen 2001:fig.
21.30), and Gaza (Humbert 2000:38.12). It is proba-
bly a local imitation of a Phoenician amphoriskos.
The Phoenician prototype for the body and base is
quite common (Bikai 1978:pl. 5); however, the full

Reg. no. A80/97.38.84.LF548.B52.(2); 5YR 5/8 (core); 5YR 5/8 (interior); burnished exterior.

amphoriskos form with Phoenician decoration is dif-
ficult to trace (cf. Albright 1943:pl. 15.1-3; Amiran
1969:296, photo 309—although Amiran incorrectly
relates this form to an Ammonite prototype). A juglet
from Ashdod (Dothan 1971:56.15) is similar in shape
to the Ashkelon examples shown below, but it has a
white slip and paint. The best seventh-century paral-
lels for the Ashkelon examples are found at Tell Jem-
meh (Petrie 1928:pl. 59, Type 72).


http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/b9ea9639-6447-5798-9004-a7f6a346963c
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/b9ea9639-6447-5798-9004-a7f6a346963c
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/9f6d144d-782a-ce0d-0067-afea2afde91b
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/acac39cd-1038-0e29-41c7-356c979b606a
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Figure 5.68: Juglet 3 (scale 1:5)

Left: Reg. no. A89/96.50.49.L451.B145.(50); 7.5YR 5/2 (core); 7.5YR 5/2 (interior); 10R 4/6 (exterior).
Right:  Reg. no. A80/97.38.84.LF552.B67.(1); 5YR 7/2 (core); 5YR 7/2 (interior); 5Y 8/3 (exterior).

F. OTHER FORMS

Ir2c:Lamp

The lamps found in seventh-century deposits at Ash-
kelon are typical of the late Iron Age. They are com-
mon at Ashdod (Dothan 1971:fig. 58.1-6), Ekron
(Gitin, Dothan, and Garfinkel, in press:Type [ILMP1),
Tel Batash (Mazar and Panitz-Cohen 2001:Type
LP4), Mesad Hashavyahu (Fantalkin 2001:Lamp 1),
and Lachish (Tufnell 1953:pl. 50.4.6). Gitin assem-
bled an impressive list of parallels for his Gezer Type
114b (Gitin 1990:226-27). Many more parallels

—

could be cited from the last thirty years of excava-
tion. Perhaps the most interesting aspect of this lamp
type is that at Ekron, Tel Batash, Lachish, and Mesad
Hashavyahu it is typically paired with the “inland”
lamp type with short stump base (Gitin, Dothan, and
Garfinkel, in press:Type LMP4; Mazar and Panitz-
Cohen 2001:Type LP4; Ussishkin 2004:26.56.18;
Fantalkin 2001:Lamp 2), whereas at Ashdod and
Ashkelon the inland lamp form is completely absent.

Figure 5.69: Lamp (scale 1:5)
Reg. no. A73/93.50.48.L428.FG50.B78.(1); 5YR 6/4 (exterior).

Ir2c:Funnel

A rare example of a complete funnel for the pouring
of dry goods was found in a seventh-century context

at Ashkelon. No close parallels at contemporary sites
have been identified.

Figure 5.70: Funnel (scale 1:5)
Reg. no. A80/97.50.67.F41.B97.(1)


http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/a1cc83e0-c01d-9161-b9ff-8a5d5cb3598b
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/d5c73481-507d-87c0-9e0c-3deaa06c079f
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/942ae08b-edbf-42ba-f472-9a35efbedf34
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/6022039e-3179-2a68-0c92-0de372cbf81f
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Ir2c:Fenestrated Stand

The most complete fenestrated stand found in a sev-
enth-century context at Ashkelon has cut-out trian-
gles, which echo the painted triangles on eighth-
century stands from Ashdod (Dothan 1971:fig. 49.2)
and Lachish (Ussishkin 2004:26.23.6). The closest
parallels to this Ashkelon example are an unpub-
lished fenestrated stand found in Ekron Stratum IA
(S. Gitin, pers. comm.) and a fenestrated stand with

b [

t

rectangular cut-outs from Busayra in Jordan (Bi-
enkowski, Bennett and Balla 2002:fig. 9.63.8). The
basic concept seems to have been well established in
this period (cf. Gitin, Dothan, and Garfinkel, in press:
fig. 30.3; on Philistine stands in general, see Ziffer
and Kletter 2007; for a slightly earlier stand with a
similar form found at Megiddo, see Lamon and Ship-
ton 1939:pl. 34.13).

E

Figure 5.71: Stand 1 (scale 1:5)
Reg. no. A5/86.38.64.L61.B116.(5); 2.5YR 5/1 (core); 10YR 7/2 (interior); 10YR 7/2 (exterior).

Other Stands

The few stands that are sufficiently preserved to al-
low typological comparison resemble the short stands
found at Ashdod (Dothan 1967: 41.23-24; 1971:
44.10-13; 57.12-16), as opposed to the taller “hour-
glass”-shaped stands of Tel Batash (Mazar and
Panitz-Cohen 2001:137) and Ekron (Gitin, Dothan,
and Garfinkel, in press:fig. 30.1-4). A fragment of a
painted closed form, possibly a stand, was discovered

on the floor of a building that was destroyed in 604
B.C. The decoration is vaguely reminiscent of the
triangular motifs found on Edomite vessels (cf.
Cohen and Bernick-Greenberg 2007:169-70, Type
EK1), although the precise shape is impossible to
determine. Petrographic analysis shows that it was
made locally at Ashkelon, so it may represent an
otherwise unknown painted pottery tradition.

3

Figure 5.72: Stand 2 (scale 1:5)
Reg. no. A72/92.50.59.L.337.B87.(1)

12 Q

Figure 5.73: Local painted stand? (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A73/93.38.83.L320.FG49.B34.(2545); 5YR 4/6 (core); 5YR 4/6 (interior); 7.5YR 7/3 (exterior).


http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/d3b9bd7c-6cdd-4c88-afce-c5de04f53eef
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/ce066c1e-f22c-3d0d-e796-48b06288cf40
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/d3ebf7f5-c1db-13a9-d7b1-7c48f02493c2

6. PHOENICIAN POTTERY

ANCIENT TEXTS attest that Ashkelon was an ally
of the Phoenician cities in the late seventh cen-
tury B.C. (e.g., Jeremiah 48). This accounts for the
fact that more pottery came from Phoenicia to Ash-
kelon than from any other foreign source. Further-
more, it is likely that vessels found in Ashkelon that
originated in Cyprus or North Syria were trans-
shipped via Phoenician ports (Stager 2005).

Two obstacles hinder our understanding of this
connection between Phoenicia and Ashkelon: the
fragmentary state of preservation of the Phoenician
fine wares found at Ashkelon and the lack of a good
published repertoire of seventh-century pottery exca-

Ir2c:Phoenician Bowl 1

This Phoenician Fine Ware bowl is Lehmann’s Form
78, for which he provides abundant parallels (Leh-
mann 1996). Bikai generally dates bowls of this type
to the Kition Horizon in Cyprus (Bikai 1987:62). At
Tyre, they are present as late as Stratum I (Bikai
1978:pl. 1.1-2). At Tell Keisan, they are published as
a Level 5 form (though this includes L.6078; Briend
and Humbert 1980:pl. 40.12). At Dor, the form is
dated from the late eighth through the first half of the
seventh century (Stern 1995a:Type BL 47a). At
Sarepta, it is said to persist through the seventh cen-
tury into Stratum B (Anderson 1988:pl. 38.16). It is
also present at Tel Kabri in Stratum E2 (Kempinski et

vated in the Phoenician heartland. The best parallels
for the Ashkelon material are the somewhat ecarlier
Phoenician bowls and jugs from late eighth- or early
seventh-century Phoenician assemblages (e.g., Tell
Keisan V, Tyre II-1, and Sarepta C1-B). It is not clear
whether the fragmentary finds at Ashkelon are resid-
ual or provide evidence for extending the date of
these widely circulated forms down into the late sev-
enth century. In this regard, it is worth noting that
many of these Phoenician forms were found in the
late seventh-century fortress at Tel Kabri, Stratum
E2, suggesting that they may have continued in use
throughout the seventh century.

al. 2002:5.76.9,12). At Ekron, although examples of
the type are present in seventh-century fills, they are
described by the excavators as residual (typologically
pre-Stratum IC; Gitin, Dothan, and Garfinkel, in
press:fig. 6.4-5). At Ashdod, their stratification is
unclear (Dothan 1971:fig. 59.6, 10); however, the
best stratified examples come from Area D, Phase 3
(Dothan 1971:fig. 37.17).

At Ashkelon, this Phoenician bowl type is found
sufficiently often in primary contexts sealed by the
destruction of 604 B.C. that we would agree with
Anderson and Lehmann that it continued in use
throughout the seventh century.

Figure 6.1: Phoenician Bowl 1 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A72/92.50.58.L.262.B1.(20): 5YR 6/6 (core); 10R 5/6 (interior); 5YR 7/6 (exterior).

Figure 6.2: Phoenician Bowl 1 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A78/95.50.49.L451.(31); 7.5YR 6/6 (core); 7.5YR 6/6 (interior); 7.5YR 7/6 (exterior).


http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/d267ea61-0cf9-2e20-5cbf-c0b46372f4d1
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/a1cc83e0-c01d-9161-b9ff-8a5d5cb3598b
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Figure 6.3: Phoenician Bowl 1 (scale 2:5)
Left:  Reg. no. A72/92.50.48..384.8302.(7); 7.5YR 7/6 (core); 7.5YR 7/6 (interior); 7.5YR 7/6 (exterior).

Right:
Ir2c:Phoenician Bowl 2

Petrographic testing showed that this deep bowl came
from the southern Lebanese coast; however, parallels
are difficult to find in that region. The best parallel to
the Ashkelon example is found at Tell Keisan Level 5
(Briend and Humbert 1980:pl. 40.11), where Cham-

Reg. no. A78/95.50.48.L453.(118); 10YR 6/4 (core); 10YR 6/4 (interior).

bon is also at a loss for direct parallels. Chambon
links this form to a series of decorated deep bowls
(see Pritchard 1975:fig. 19.15) that have a similar
banded exterior decoration, but do not have the same
rim shape.

Figure 6.4: Phoenician Bowl 2 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A89/96.50.49.L.453.B130.(18)

Ir2c:Phoenician Bowl 3

This Phoenician Fine Ware bowl type corresponds to
Lehmann’s Form 84, which is generally dated to the
end of the eighth or beginning of the seventh century.
Gilboa’s description of Type BL5b from Dor fits well
both in fabric and decoration (Stern 1995a:3). Al-

though this type is sufficiently rare at Ashkelon that
the examples found there may be residual, Lehmann
has shown that similar rim shapes were still in use at
Tel Kabri during the seventh century (Kempinski et
al. 2002:fig. 5.76.16-17, 21; 5.77.1-4).
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Figure 6.5: Phoenician Bowl 3 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A89/96.50.49.L451.(32); 5YR 7/6 (core); 5YR 7/6 (interior); 5YR 7/6 (exterior).

Ir2c:Phoenician Bowl 4

This Phoenician Fine Ware form is a rare type, both
in general and at Ashkelon in particular. The Ash-
kelon examples correspond to Lehmann’s Form 82
(Lehmann 1996), although they also resemble his
Form 80.

The best stratified parallel is from Tell Keisan
Level 4 (Briend and Humbert 1980:pl. 30:6). How-
ever, the closest parallel in terms of the combination
of shape and decoration is a slightly earlier vessel
found at Kition (Bikai 1987:477).
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Figure 6.6: Phoenician Bowl 4 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A73/93.50.57.L.245.B123.(2); 7.5YR 6/6 (core); 7.5YR 6/6 (interior); painted exterior.
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Ir2c:Phoenician Cooking Pot

This type of cooking pot appears to be a variant of
Lehmann’s Type 448 (Lehmann 1996); however, it
also resembles the locally made everted-rim cooking
pot, so there is some uncertainty about its identifica-
tion (cf. Gitin’s uncertainty about the connection be-
tween Gezer CP106 and an example from Hazor;
Gitin 1990:219-20; Yadin et al. 1958:pl. 70.8).

This type is extremely rare at Ashkelon. Only one
example was found in occupational layers destroyed
in 604 B.C., while several more examples were found

in the preceding constructional fills, which suggests
that it is a somewhat earlier type that had fallen out of
use by the end of the seventh century. The fabric of
the stratigraphically latest example from Ashkelon
(illustrated below) points to Tyre, where this general
form was common from Stratum VI to Stratum II.
Several complete examples of this type were found
among the galley equipment of the two -eighth-
century shipwrecks found in deep water offshore
from Ashkelon (Ballard et al. 2002:fig. 7.1-2; 9.7-8).

Figure 6.7: Phoenician Cooking Pot (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A72/92.50.58.LF260.FG86.8190.(1); 2.5YR 6/8 (core); 2.5YR 6/8 (interior); 5YR 6/6 (exterior).

Ir2c:Phoenician Jug

Several fragments of closed forms with Phoenician
features were uncovered in seventh-century contexts
at Ashkelon; however, the pieces are rarely large
enough to draw conclusive stylistic parallels and the
high degree of fragmentation suggests that they are
residual. The example illustrated below is a conical
neck of a vessel whose body has been reconstructed
(after Amiran 1969:pl. 92.5-8). Bikai (1978:36) notes
that the later versions of this form have a lighter slip,

and this is true of the Ashkelon examples. The closest
parallels chronologically are found in Substratum C1
at Sarepta (Anderson 1988:pl. 37.1), or perhaps in
Tel Kabri Stratum E3 (Kempinski et al. 2002:fig.
5.72.1-4). A similar conical neck fragment was
found in Ashdod Area D, Phase 2 (Dothan 1971:fig.
56.7), although it has a slightly narrower diameter
and was reconstructed as an odd juglet shape.

Figure 6.8: Phoenician Jug (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A72/92.50.48.L.390.B7.(2575); 7.5YR 6/6 (core); 7.5YR 6/6 (interior); 5YR 7/6 (exterior).
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Ir2c:Phoenician Juglet

This unique juglet has its best parallels with the
juglets described by Lehmann (Lehmann 1996:Form
221/1; Bikai 1987:338). This complete vessel was not
tested for provenience.

Ir2c:Phoenician Amphora 1

The wasp-waisted amphora with a flat, folded, collar
rim is part of Lehmann’s Form 384, with a distribu-
tion centered on the Lebanese coast. Particularly
good comparisons are found at Tell Keisan (Briend
and Humbert 1980:pl. 25.5, 7-8; pl. 27.1-5) and Tel
Kabri (Kempinski et al. 2002:fig. 5.82.12). Barako
(Ashkelon 1, p. 444) has described parallels found on
Cyprus.

Figure 6.9: Phoenician Juglet (scale 1:5)

Reg. no. A72/92.38.94.L.206.FG3.B75.(2);
10YR 8/2 (core); 10YR 8/2 (interior);
10YR 8/3 (exterior).

The vessel appears inland from Ashkelon at Ekron
(Gitin, Dothan, and Garfinkel, in press: Type SJ13).
It is probably related to the slightly earlier wasp-
waisted form at Tel Batash (Mazar and Panitz-Cohen
2001:Type SJ15b). The rim of the wasp-waisted
Phoenician jar seems to become progressively shorter
from the eighth through the seventh century; the flat
rim appears at the end of the seventh century.

Figure 6.10: Phoenician Amphora 1 (scale 1:5)
Reg. no. A72/92.50.58.L.262.FG34.B77.(7); previously published in Ashkelon 1, fig. 23.14.
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Ir2c:Phoenician Amphora 2

This jar closely corresponds to Lehmann’s Form
390/1, for which there are parallels on the Lebanese
coast (Lehmann 1996). Barako has also described the
form, adding parallels from Cyprus and points farther
west (4Ashkelon 1, p. 447, Amphora 17). As Barako
notes, the form is found in abundance in Stratum 4 at
Tell Keisan and it is the most abundant form at Tel
Kabri in Stratum E2 (Kempinski et al. 2002:5.88a).

Although it is less common at Ashkelon, Leh-
mann’s smaller Form 391/1 is more common in the
seventh-century deposits at Tel Batash (Mazar and
Panitz-Cohen 2001:Type SJ15a) and Mesad Hashav-
yahu (Fantalkin 2001:Type SJ1). Neutron activation
analysis at Tel Batash confirms our petrographic as-
sessment that these jars were imported from the Phoe-
nician coast (Mazar and Panitz-Cohen 2001:103).

Figure 6.11: Phoenician Amphora 2 (scale 1:5)
Reg. no. A72/92.50.58.L.262.FG23.B84.(8); previously published in Ashkelon 1:fig. 23.17.

Ir2c:Phoenician Amphora 3

A narrower variant of Phoenician Amphora 2 was
found in secondary use in the alleyway of the winery
excavated in Grid 38 at Ashkelon. Dozens of exam-
ples were found cut off at the shoulder (there was
only one whole example), serving as constructional
elements in the alleyway. This jar is rare elsewhere in
the seventh-century assemblage at Ashkelon so it
might be a somewhat earlier form. There are parallels
in Lachish Stratum III, dating to the late eighth cen-
tury (Ussishkin 2004:fig. 26.37.8). On the other hand,

a similar rim shape is found in late seventh-century
contexts at Ekron (Gitin, Dothan, and Garfinkel, in
press:Type 11SJ9.5) and Tel Kabri (Kempinksi et al.
2002:5.82.14).

Stylistically, Barako links the Ashkelon jars to a
red-slipped vessel from Kuntillet CAjrud (4shkelon 1,
p- 439, Amphora 9; Singer-Avitz 2006:206). Closer
parallels are found in Lehmann’s catalogue as part of
his Type 387, with links to eighth-century contexts at
Tyre, Sarepta, and Hazor (Lehmann 1996:435).
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Figure 6.12: Phoenician Amphora 3 (scale 1:5)
Reg. no. A80/97.38.94.LF298.B57.(3); previously published in Ashkelon 1:fig. 23.9.
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7. CYPRIOT AND NORTH SYRIAN POTTERY

T HE decorated Cypriot pottery found in seventh-
century contexts at Ashkelon exhibits the pattern
expected for the late Cypro-Archaic IB-IIA transi-
tion. Type IV forms are dominant alongside forms
that have parallels with Type III or Type V motifs.
The Ashkelon assemblage is more diverse than pre-
viously published assemblages from the southern
Levant and is most closely comparable to the mate-
rial in late seventh-century tombs at Salamis. One of
the remarkable features of the tombs there is the
abundance of imported Phoenician amphoras, just as
we have found at Ashkelon. At the same time, Sala-
mis does not have any pottery from the Ashkelon
region. This suggests that there was little direct trade
between the two places; Cypriot material was not
shipped directly to Ashkelon but arrived indirectly,
perhaps via Phoenician merchants who operated both
in Salamis and in Ashkelon.

A number of other sites, especially coastal sites
north of Ashkelon, have yielded White Painted IV,

Bichrome IV, and Black-on-Red II vessels. However,
the Ashkelon assemblage contains an unusually wide
variety of decorated Cypriot pottery, including frag-
ments from several Red Bichrome and Polychrome
White Ware vessels.

From a chronological perspective, the Cypriot pot-
tery found at Ashkelon is quite typical of its period.
Gjerstad’s original description of a transition in ca.
600 B.C. from Cypro-Archaic I to Cypro-Archaic II
fits perfectly with the stratigraphic context of the
Ashkelon assemblage, which was sealed beneath the
debris from the 604 B.C. destruction of the city.

Petrographic tests on these vessels revealed exclu-
sively Cypriot clays, with the exception of the Poly-
chrome White Ware fragments, whose clay matched
samples most similar to coastal Syria and Turkey (see
Goren, Finkelstein, and Na’aman 2004:56—61 on the
Ugaritic Tablet Fabric). Of course, given the similari-
ties between the Troodos and Kizildag Massifs, this
assessment is necessarily tentative.

A. DECORATED CYPRIOT POTTERY

White Painted IV Ware (figures 7.1-23)

White Painted IV ware has a white to greenish fabric
and matte black paint that often tends toward “pur-
ple” (Gjerstad 1934:56; Munsell “reddish gray”—see
figure 7.1). It is often difficult to determine whether a
small fragment with one visible paint color was part
of a bichrome vessel. The forms found at Ashkelon
seem to be limited to bowls, kraters, jugs, and am-
phoras/hydrias. The poor preservation of the vessels
makes it difficult to reconstruct the complete forms.
Among the bowls, figure 7.2 has a form and deco-
ration which continue the traditions of White Painted
III forms (Gjerstad 1934:pl. 18.4; see Gjerstad 1960:
fig. 2.3 for a Cypro-Geometric III date; for Cypro-
Archaic I parallels see Karageorghis 1967:pl. 132.87
[Salamis Tomb 31]). However, its paint is the light
purple of White Painted IV. Among the kraters, fig-
ure 7.12 (cf. Gjerstad 1934:pl. 32.1) has the flattened
everted rim that Gjerstad describes as typical of the
move to Cypro-Archaic I (Gjerstad 1960:fig. 5). In
most cases, Cypriot kraters have vertical handles, but
this is uncertain in the case of the Ashkelon exam-
ples. A close parallel to the zig-zag decoration on the
amphora in figure 7.7 is found on a Bichrome am-
phora from Tell Keisan (Briend and Humbert 1980:
pl. 32.10) and in Cypro-Archaic I tombs at Salamis
(Karageorghis 1967:Tomb 2, pl. 108.32; Tomb 47,

pl. 127.31) and Cypro-Archaic II deposits at Kourion
(Boutrion-Oliver 1996:figs. 55.N2; 56.01). The large
vertical handles (figures 7.8-9) join at the body rather
than the rim; they may be either from hydrias (Gjer-
stad 1934:pl. 30.4) or the vertical handles of kraters
(Gjerstad 1960:fig. 5.8). No horizontal handles were
found. There are several examples of jugs, including
body fragments of barrel jars (figures 7.20-21). The
jug in figure 7.19 shows only one paint color but it
could be the top of a larger Bichrome IV vessel
(Gjerstad 1934:pl. 34.9). Two nearly intact juglets
(figures 7.22-23) are decorated with horizontal bands
and stripes on a small handle that joins halfway up
the neck (Gjerstad 1934:pl. 27). The juglets have
small ring bases typical of White Painted IV or V
juglets, although they are not as piriform as White
Painted V juglets (Gjerstad 1960:115).
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Figure 7.1: A White Painted IV sherd
Reg. no. A28/99.50.49.L.451.B127.(9309)


http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/a1cc83e0-c01d-9161-b9ff-8a5d5cb3598b

Cypriot and North Syrian Pottery

-

Figure 7.2: White Painted IV bowl (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A80/97.38.84.LF548.8104.(10); 2.5Y 8/1 (exterior); 10R 6/1 (decoration).
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Figure 7.3: White Painted IV bowl (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A78/95.50.57.L256.(4); 7.5YR 7/4 (exterior); 5YR 2.5/1 (decoration).
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Figure 7.4: White Painted IV bowl (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A78/95.50.57.L256.(5); 7.5YR 8/4 (exterior); 7.5YR 2.5/1 (decoration).
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Figure 7.5: White Painted 1V krater (scale 1:5)
Reg. no. A78/95.50.58.LF318.(6); 5Y 8/3 (exterior); 5Y 3/1(decoration).

Figure 7.6: White Painted 1V krater (scale 1:5)
Reg. no. A78/95.50.47.L285.(17); 2.5Y 8/3 (exterior); 5Y 4/1 (decoration).
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Figure 7.7: White Painted IV amphora (scale 1:5)
Reg. no. A55/94.50.48.L450.B196.(6); 2.5Y 8/2 (exterior); 10R 2.5/1 (decoration)
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Figure 7.8: White Painted IV handle (scale 1:5)

Reg. no. A80/97.38.84.LF548.B152.(14)+38.94.LF248.B65.(14)
2.5Y 8/4 (exterior); 10R 2.5/1 (decoration).
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Figure 7.10: White Painted IV jar (scale 1:5)

Reg. no. A72/92.50.59.LF366.B7.(1);
5Y 8.3 (exterior); 2.5YR 5/2 (decoration).
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Figure 7.12: White Painted IV krater (scale 1:5)

Reg. no. A73/93.38.74.LF509.B152.(1);
5Y 8/2 (exterior); 2.5YR 3/1 (decoration).
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Figure 7.14: White Painted IV jug (scale 1:5)

Reg. no. A78/95.50.57.L.256.B103.(11082);
2.5Y 8/2 (exterior); 2.5YR 2.5/1 (decoration).
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Figure 7.16: White Painted IV jug (scale 1:5)

Reg. no. A55/94.50.48.1.439.B68,69.(22);
2.5Y 8/3 (exterior); 2.5YR 2.5/1 (decoration).

Figure 7.9: White Painted IV handle (scale 1:5)

Reg. no. A72/92.50.59.L379.B54.(2);
2.5Y 8/2 (exterior).

Figure 7.11: White Painted IV sherd (scale 1:5)

Reg. no. A78/95.50.48.L454.(17)+50.49.L425.830,93.(4)+
50.49.L440.B146; 2.5Y 7.2 (ext.); 2.5YR 2.5/1 (decoration).
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Figure 7.13: White Painted IV jug (scale 1:5)

Reg. no. A55/94.38.84.LF362.FG50.B109.(1);
2.5Y 8/3 (exterior); 10R 5/1 (decoration).
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Figure 7.15: White Painted IV jug (scale 1:5)

Reg. no. A80/97.38.84.LF548.B152.(12);
2.5Y 8/3 (exterior); 2.5Y 6/1 (decoration).
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Figure 7.17: White Painted IV jug (scale 1:5)

Reg. no. A78/95.50.48.0.452.(265);
2.5Y 8/3 (exterior); 2.5Y 8/1 (decoration).
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Figure 7.18: White Painted IV jug (scale 1:5)

Reg. no. A78/95.50.48.L454.(15);
2.5Y 8/1 (exterior); 2.5YR 2.5/1 (decoration).
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Figure 7.20: White Painted IV jug (scale 1:5)

Reg. no. A78/95.50.48.L453.(102);
2.5Y 8/2 (exterior); 5Y 2.5/1 (decoration).
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Figure 7.22: White Painted IV juglet (scale 2:5)

Reg. no. A72/92.50.58.L.262.FG44.B101.(3)
2.5Y 8/3 (exterior); 10R 5/1 (decoration).

Figure 7.23: White Painted IV juglet (scale 2:5)

Reg. no. A72/92.50.49.L.392.FG5.B281.(2)
5Y 7/3 (exterior); 7.5 YR 5/1 (decoration).

Bichrome IV Ware (figures 7.24-38)

The form and decoration of Bichrome IV bowls con-
tinue the decorative patterns of the Bichrome III rep-
ertoire (Gjerstad 1934:pl. 21.4), although the “black”
paint on the Ashkelon examples (figures 7.25-27)
tends towards reddish gray. The best southern Levan-
tine parallels come from the earlier bowls at Tel

&

Figure 7.19: White Painted IV jug (scale 1:5)

Reg. no. A28/99.50.49.L.451.B127.(9309);
2.5Y 8/3 (exterior); 2.5YR 3/1 (decoration).
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Figure 7.21: White Painted IV jug (scale 1:5)

Reg. no. A72/92.50.58.L.262.B118.(32)
7.5YR 7/4 (exterior); 7.5YR 4/1 (decoration).

Mevorakh VII (fig. 18.5-6). These forms are found in
Cypro-Archaic I deposits at Salamis. The Ashkelon
example with interior and exterior concentric circles
(figure 7.25) has parallels in the Cypro-Archaic I
repertoire at Salamis (Karageorghis 1967:pl. 109.6,
19, 23 [Tomb 2]; pl. 122.65 [Tomb 31]).
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Most Bichrome IV vessels at Ashkelon are am-
phoras or kraters. From the body fragments alone it is
impossible to distinguish between the two; they have
similar vertical or horizontal handles, so even handles
are not diagnostic. Amphoras with vertical handles
can be recognized by their distinctive decoration, as
in the Ashkelon examples shown in figure 7.31, or by
their rims. The Ashkelon example shown in figure
7.28 has a close parallel at Idalion (Stager and
Walker 1989:fig. 3.3). The amphora shown in figure
7.33 is a close match for a complete example found at
Tel cIra (Beit-Arich 1999: fig. 6.101.4); the flaring
rim of these forms tends to be more typical of Cypro-
Archaic II (Gjerstad 1960:fig. 13.5).

The most striking painted Bichrome IV vessel
found at Ashkelon is shown in figure 7.29. It is a jar

or krater with trees painted across the central register.
As on a similar piece from Cyprus (Gjerstad 1934:pl.
31.9; Gjerstad 1960:fig. 4.4 for a Cypro-Archaic I
date), the free-drawn motif extends below the register
but not above it.
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Figure 7.24: Bichrome IV sherd (exterior and interior)
Reg. no. A55/94.50.57.L.256.B71.(26)

Figure 7.25: Bichrome IV bowl (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A78/95.50.48.L453.(124); 2.5Y 8/3 (exterior); 10YR 6/1, 10YR 5/8 (decoration).
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Figure 7.26: Bichrome IV bowl (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A72/92.50.48.L403.B458.(2); 2.5Y 8/2 (exterior); 7.5YR 3/1, 10R 4/8 (decoration).

Figure 7.27: Bichrome IV bowl (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A55/94.50.57.L.256.B71.(26); 2.5Y 8/2 (exterior); 10R 6/1, 10R 4/4 (decoration).
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Figure 7.28: Bichrome IV amphora (scale 1:5)

Reg. no. A78/95.50.47..285.(16); 10YR 7/4 (exterior); 10R 2.5/1, 10R 3/6 (decoration).

Figure 7.29: Bichrome IV jar or krater
painted with a tree motif (scale 1:5)

Reg. no. A80/97.50.49.L453.B3;
2.5Y 7/3 (exterior); 10YR 3/1, 10YR 4/3 (decoration).
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Figure 7.30: Bichrome IV jar or krater (scale 1:5) Figure 7.31: Bichrome IV amphora (scale 1:5)
Reg. no. A89/96.50.49.L453.B74.(44); Reg. no. A28/99.50.49.L.451.B125+127.(9311);

2.5Y 8/2 (exterior); 2.5YR 5/1, 2.5YR 5/6 (decoration). 5Y 8/2 (exterior); 2.5YR 2.5/2, 2.5YR 5/6 (decoration).


http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/9a92a22b-5cd2-ae32-8b50-2a9f67add2da
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/054265c4-4145-8434-f8f1-baf60d9449ec
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/054265c4-4145-8434-f8f1-baf60d9449ec
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/a1cc83e0-c01d-9161-b9ff-8a5d5cb3598b
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Figure 7.32: Bichrome IV amphora (scale 1:5)
Reg. no. A89/96.50.49.L453.(32); 5YR 6/4 (exterior); 10R 7/1, 10R 4/3 (decoration).
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Figure 7.33: Bichrome IV amphora (scale 1:5)
Reg. no. A78/95.50.57.L.256.(3); 2.5Y 8/3 (exterior); 5YR 2.5/1, 2.5YR 6/2 (decoration).
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Figure 7.34: Bichrome IV jar (scale 1:5)

Reg. no. A72/92.50.49.L368.B124.(2);
5Y 8/3 (exterior); 5YR 5/1, 5YR 4/6 (decoration).
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Figure 7.36: Bichrome IV jar (scale 1:5)

Reg. no. A72/92.50.58.L.262.FG64.B81.(29);
5Y 8/2 (exterior); 2.5YR 5/1, 2.5YR 5/6 (decoration).
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Figure 7.35: Bichrome IV jar (scale 1:5)

Reg. no. A55/94.50.47.L.281.B9.(6);
2.5Y 8/3 (exterior); 2.5YR 4/1, 2.5YR 4/3 (decoration).
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Figure 7.37: Bichrome IV jar (scale 1:5)

Reg. no. A78/95.50.48.L452.(51);
10YR 8/2 (exterior); 2.5YR 4/1, 2.5YR 4/4 (decoration).

M

Figure 7.38: Bichrome IV jar (scale 1:5)
Reg. no. A89/96.50.49.L.453.B74.(43); 10YR 7/3 (exterior); 2.5YR 2.5/1, 2.5YR 3/3 (decoration).

Polychrome White Ware (figures 7.39—40)

The two fragments of Polychrome White Ware found
at Ashkelon may belong to the same vessel. In the
tombs at Salamis, the decorative designs on the Ash-
kelon fragments span Cypro-Archaic I-II. The guil-
loche pattern is particularly well represented (Gjer-
stad 1960:fig. 14.7; Karageorghis 1967:fig. 14 [Sala-

mis Tomb 50]; Karageorghis 1970:pl. 256.13 [Sala-
mis Tomb 105]). The Salamis tombs also provide
examples of the almond-shaped areas filled with
paint (ibid., pl. 64.22 [Salamis Tomb 10]) and eight-
petaled rosettes (ibid., pls. B.2; 256.50 [Salamis
Tomb 105]).


http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/054265c4-4145-8434-f8f1-baf60d9449ec
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/6728c5fd-1896-ef2e-a592-12cc44a436b0
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/e754eaab-a483-8381-e738-e064d5c3455d
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/e59525eb-2141-baa8-2159-b00f9540b881
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/d267ea61-0cf9-2e20-5cbf-c0b46372f4d1
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/a33125f1-9ed6-90cd-8ad1-cdfcef059f48
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/054265c4-4145-8434-f8f1-baf60d9449ec
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Figure 7.39: Polychrome White Ware (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A72/92.50.59.L419.B186.(1a); 5Y 8/3 (exterior); 10R 5/1, 10R 4/4, 5Y 8/4 (decoration).

Figure 7.40: Polychrome White Ware (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A72/92.50.59.L.419.B186.(1b); 5Y 8/3 (exterior); 10R 5/1, 5Y 8/4 (decoration).

Black-on-Red II Ware (figures 7.41-47)

As expected, the Black-on-Red II ware found in sev-
enth-century contexts at Ashkelon is slipped but is
not as heavily polished as earlier examples of this
ware. It is decorated with horizontal bands and con-
centric circles. Figure 7.41 is a simple handleless
bowl with black paint on the lip (Gjerstad 1934:pl.
37.1-5; Stern 1995a:fig. 1.14.13). Figure 7.43 is a

slightly carinated bowl with a very small horizontal
handle (Gjerstad 1934:pl. 37.23). Figure 7.42 is a
deep bowl with pendent semicircle decoration (Gjer-
stad 1934:pl. 37.19). Closed forms found at Ashkelon
include two juglets (figures 7.45-46) and one larger
jug (figure 7.44) with horizontal lines and concentric
circles.

T v

Figure 7.41: Black-on-Red II bowl (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A72/92.50.48.L403.B391.(12); 5YR 5/6 (exterior); 5YR 2.5/1 (decoration).

Figure 7.42: Black-on-Red II bowl (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A55/94.50.46.L.85.B61.(1); 2.5YR 4/8 (exterior); 10YR 2/1 (decoration).


http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/c2afa752-e729-379b-f800-51a90c811b26
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/c2afa752-e729-379b-f800-51a90c811b26
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/a8dec5b4-3e8a-e42c-847f-feb72431661e
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/d29bdccd-cb15-2fa5-ed8d-51df67ff67a4
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Figure 7.43: Black-on-Red II bowl (scale 2:5) Figure 7.44: Black-on-Red II jug (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A72/92.50.58.L.272.FG7.B268.(1); Reg. no. A89/96.50.48.L453.(111);

5YR 5/6 (exterior); 7.5YR 2.5/1 (decoration). 2.5YR 5/6 (exterior); 2.5 YR 2.5/1 (decoration).
Figure 7.45: Black-on-Red II juglet (scale 2:5) Figure 7.46: Black-on-Red II juglet (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A73/93.50.48.L390.B30.(3); Reg. no. A73/93.50.48.L405.B25.(6);

5 YR 5/8 (exterior); 5YR 4/1 (decoration). 10R 4/8 (exterior); 2.5YR 2.5/1 (decoration).
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Figure 7.47: Black-on-Red II jar (scale 1:5)
Reg. no. A80/97.50.48.L.453.B17.(135); 2.5YR 5/6 (exterior); 2.5YR 5/2 (decoration).

Bichrome Red I Ware (figures 7.48-50)

Three fragments of Bichrome Red I Ware were found  ure 7.49) with a rim shape and decoration similar to
at Ashkelon. These are extremely rare in the main-  Gjerstad 1934:pl. 41.7. The third piece is a body
land Levant. The first piece (figure 7.48) is from a  sherd (figure 7.50) that was likely part of a jug quite
large closed vessel with decoration similar to Gjer-  similar to the one from which the aforementioned rim
stad 1934:pl. 40.10. The second is a smaller jug (fig- fragment came (Gjerstad 1934:pl. 41.6, 7, 12).

Ao
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Figure 7.48: Bichrome Red I jar (scale 2:5)

Reg. no. A55/94.50.46.L75.B56.(2); 2.5Y 8/3 (exterior); 5YR 4/1, 5 YR 5/6 (decoration).

Figure 7.49: Bichrome Red I jug (scale 2:5) Figure 7.50: Bichrome Red I jug (scale 2:5)

Reg. no. A80/97.38.84.LF548.B58.(13); Reg. no. A55/94.50.48.F395.B2.(1);
2.5Y 8/3 (exterior); 5YR 4/1, 2.5YR 5/6 (decoration). 2.5Y 8/3 (exterior); 7.5YR 2.5/1, 2.5YR 5/6 (decoration).



http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/b9ea9639-6447-5798-9004-a7f6a346963c
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/5483db4d-20be-f6e4-b8e4-2d04744f43bb
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/a1ecc454-0c7a-9a69-872a-71ca3770ea57
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/4517a3b2-b635-5086-65fd-3bde9c54c39d
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/b6a044b4-141a-3caa-96fd-c70f4d07900e
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/a1ecc454-0c7a-9a69-872a-71ca3770ea57
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/7ec68893-13b0-88c4-f984-aa8b6aeeed26
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/4db6ad89-7399-d333-903b-c31da93a46be
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B. PLAIN POTTERY FROM CYPRUS AND NORTH SYRIA

The plain pottery from Cyprus and North Syria that is
found in seventh-century contexts consists of just a
few forms, most of which are quite rare at Ashkelon.
These vessels have a petrographic profile that could
fit a production center in either Cyprus or the North
Syrian coast. The ophiolite complexes in these two
regions have many similarities. Whatever the precise
place of manufacture, it is likely that the vessels were
shipped to Ashkelon through Phoenician distribution
centers.

The most common form of this group is the mor-
tarium, which is already represented on Phoenician
ships in the eighth century B.C. (Ballard et al. 2002).
The other plainware forms produced in Cyprus or
North Syria are more common in the Phoenician en-
claves of Tel Kabri and Tell Keisan than in Ash-
kelon, which appears to have been a more distant
node in a down-the-line trade network, with a smaller
quantity of this pottery than is found in coastal sites
closer to the Phoenician heartland.

Ir2c:Cypriot/North Syrian Mortarium (figures 7.51-53)

The ceramic mortarium first appeared at coastal sites
in the eighth century B.C. Examples of that period
have been found at Tarsus (Hanfmann 1963:Form
922), Horvat Rosh Zayit (Gal and Yardenna 2000:fig.
7.11.19), Ashdod (Dothan 1971:fig. 50.1), Ashkelon
(Park 2009:Form 68), and in the eighth-century ship-
wrecks in the deep sea west of Ashkelon (Ballard et
al. 2002:fig. 9.3). Mortaria became more common by
the end of the seventh century. They have been found
near Ashkelon in seventh-century contexts at Mesad
Hashavyahu (Fantalkin 2001:Type HB3), Ekron
(Gitin, Dothan, and Garfinkel, in press:Types MRT1,
MRT 2), and Tel Batash (Mazar and Panitz-Cohen
2001:Type BL20, with additional parallels). They
were very common in the Persian and Hellenistic
periods and have been described in detail by Stern
(1982; 1995a) and by Lehmann (1996:Form 165).

The origin and function of the mortarium have
been disputed. Stern (1982:98) argued that this pot-
tery type arrived with the East Greek trade that
emerged at the end of the seventh century. Recent
well-dated finds have demonstrated, however, that
the mortarium appeared in the area long before the
East Greek pottery (e.g., Ballard et al. 2002:fig. 9.3).

Fantalkin’s petrographic tests on the mortaria
found at Mesad Hashavyahu corroborate the petro-
graphic results from Ashkelon, which link the mor-
tarium fabric to the ophiolite complexes of the north-
eastern Mediterranean. This was also the conclusion
of unpublished petrographic tests conducted by
Daniel Master on the eighth-century mortarium from
an Iron Age shipwreck (Ballard et al. 2002:fig. 9.3).
Neutron activation analysis performed on post-
seventh century mortaria also indicates a North Syr-
ian provenience, in the vicinity of the important later
production center of Ras el-Bassit (Blakely and Ben-
nett 1989:56; Blakely, Bennett, and Vitaliano 1992:
204). This conforms well to the petrographic assay of
the earlier forms.

In her study of the East Greek pottery found at
Ashkelon, Jane Waldbaum identified two fragments
with odd fabrics: a flat base of a heavy bowl and the
rim of a mortarium. When these were tested, one
showed a fabric of uncertain provenience and the
other had an East Greek fabric (see chapter 10, cat.
no. 495). This may explain Stern’s observation that
many examples of mortaria have been found in Izmir,
Samos, and Rhodes (Stern 1982:97-98).

From this distribution of finds we conclude that
the mortarium form originated in the northeastern
Mediterranean in the eighth century B.C. and this re-
mained its primary place of production thereafter;
however, there was a secondary production of mor-
taria for a limited period in the Aegean region. The
examples found in the Levant are almost exclusively
from the northeastern Mediterranean (contra Mazar
and Panitz-Cohen 2001:19-20; the thin section cited
there was rechecked thanks to the generosity of Yu-
val Goren and was determined to belong to the same
northeastern Mediterranean family). It is likely that
mortaria were distributed throughout the region by
Phoenician traders. To our knowledge, the single East
Greek mortarium found at Ashkelon is the only Iron
Age example in the southern Levant that exhibits the
more exotic Aegean fabric.

In terms of function, the classical term “mortar-
ium” is an apt designation. Although Sapin (1998:95)
has suggested that the use of this term is anachronis-
tic, his own discussion of the vessels leads to the
conclusion that the grinding of foodstuffs was a ma-
jor activity associated with them (ibid., pp. 110-12).
Sapin’s (pp. 113—15) attempt to connect the emer-
gence of this form to the rise of the nuclear family
and Blakely and Bennett’s (1989) suggestion that it
was related to the provision of military troops are
both unfounded. This was a widely traded vessel type
that was used in a variety of contexts. Indeed, one of
the earliest attestations of the type is on a Phoenician
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merchantman (Ballard et al. 2002), a context which
points neither to a nuclear family nor to a military
setting. The mortarium was a cheaper version of the
basalt grinding vessels used in earlier times and it

Fig. 7.51: Cypriot/N. Syrian Mortarium (scale 1:5)

Reg. no. A72/92.50.49.L.364.FG2.B162.(2);
7.5YR 7/4 (core); 7.5YR 7/4 (interior); 2.5Y 7/2 (exterior).
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was used in the same diverse range of settings as
those stone implements. Once it had been introduced
in the northeastern Mediterranean region, it was
quickly adopted along the entire Levantine coast.

Fig. 7.52: Cypriot/N. Syrian Mortarium (scale 1:5)

Reg. no. A72/92.50.58.L.262.FG13.(54);
7.5YR 7/6 (core); 7.5YR 7/6 (interior); 7.5YR 8/4 (exterior).

Figure 7.53: Cypriot/North Syrian Mortarium (scale 1:5)
Reg. no. A55/94.50.58.LF318.(50); 10YR 6/4 (core); 10YR 6/4 (interior); 10YR 7/3 (exterior).

Ir2c:Cypriot/North Syrian Cooking Pot 1 (figures 7.54-55)

This small cooking pot type is quite rare at Ashkelon.
Petrographic analysis indicates that it came from the
northeastern Mediterranean region (Master 2003).
The form is not well represented in Lehmann’s
(1996) catalogue, although it might be compared to a
cooking pot from Tarsus (Hanfmann 1963:Form
1271).

The placement of the handles and the slope of the
body broadly resemble northern cooking pot forms
like Lehmann’s Form 429b/3, even though the rim
and body shape do not match precisely. Another par-
allel was found on the eighth-century Phoenician
shipwrecks discovered west of Ashkelon (Ballard et
al. 2002:fig. 9.10).

-

Figure 7.54: Cypriot/North Syrian Cooking Pot 1 (scale 1:5)
Reg. no. A89/96.50.49.L.451.B99.(45); 7.5YR 5/3 (core); 5YR 5/8 (interior); 5YR 6/4 (exterior).

Figure 7.55: Cypriot/North Syrian Cooking Pot 1 (scale 1:5)
Reg. no. A72/92.50.48.LF383.FG28.B273.(1); 5YR 4/1 (core); 5YR 5/6 (interior); 5YR 7/4 (exterior).


http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/7bb00175-f87c-e343-ee32-fa776b37b9fc
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/d267ea61-0cf9-2e20-5cbf-c0b46372f4d1
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/b63f3d6c-d36d-b835-5dcc-8b0678ff17bc
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/a1cc83e0-c01d-9161-b9ff-8a5d5cb3598b
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/8fbe4388-e553-b656-2388-e8ece86801b3
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Ir2c:Cypriot/North Syrian Cooking Pot 2 (figure 7.56)

The holemouth cooking pot is a hallmark of North
Syrian assemblages in the Iron Age, beginning in the
eleventh century B.C., when the “Band Handled
Cooking Pot” was developed from the monochrome
traditions of Late Bronze Age Cyprus (Birney 2008).
Lehmann’s (1996) Forms 438—440 from the Iron Age
IT also show a clustering of findspots in North Syria
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and southeastern Turkey (1996:pl. 83), although
Lehmann has since published an additional example
from Stratum E2 at Tel Kabri (Kempinski et al. 2002:
fig. 5.85.4) which is a precise match for our example.
In Cyprus, the form is ubiquitous; for example, it
appears frequently in the Cypro-Archaic I tombs at
Salamis (Karageorghis 1970:pl. 50 [Tomb 79]).

Figure 7.56.: Cypriot/North Syrian Cooking Pot 2 (scale 1:5)
Reg. no. A73/93.50.49.L418.FG38.B72.(8); 7.5 3/1 (core); 7YR 5/3 (interior); 10YR 5/2 (exterior).

Ir2c:Cypriot/North Syrian Basket-handled Amphora (figure 7.57)

The basket-handled amphora became a widely known
form in the Persian period, but it had appeared al-
ready along the coast of the southern Levant by the
late seventh century B.C. at coastal sites such as Tel
Kabri (Kempinski et al. 2002:fig. 5.84.1-2), Tell
Keisan (Briend and Humbert 1980:pl. 23-24), and
Mesad Hashavyahu (Fantalkin 2001:fig. 34.5). The
example from Ashkelon has been published previ-
ously by Barako (4shkelon 1, p. 441, Amphora 11).

Within Humbert’s (1991) typology of the devel-
opment of this form, the Ashkelon example has a rim
that tends towards his Type C but has a body that fits
well within his Type D, which he dates to the end of
the seventh century. Lehmann’s (1996) discussion of
his Form 421b/1 is also helpful for its citation of
northern Levantine parallels.

Petrographic examination of the Ashkekon exam-
ple indicates a general Cypriot or North Syrian pro-
venience, without allowing us to distinguish between

the two. This is in keeping with previous studies that
indicate a place of origin in eastern Cyprus (Courtois
in Briend and Humbert 1980:353; Gunneweg and
Perlman 1991).

Fantalkin erroneously assigns the basket-handled
amphora to his “East Greek™ category and concludes
that they were produced on Rhodes, in particular. He
notes that Gunneweg and Perlman expressed some
doubt about the attribution of this type to eastern Cy-
prus; but their caution was only due to the fact that
they had not tested every jar that exists. For the ex-
amples they tested, they express confidence in the
Cypriot provenience. Fantalkin points out that some
Persian-period examples were made of Levantine
clays, but this hardly supports a Rhodian origin.
Every jar of this type that has been tested (and many
have now been tested) came from somewhere other
than Rhodes. All of the tested examples from the Iron
Age originated in the northeastern Mediterranean.


http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/c0d37464-95ad-1a24-24ae-4f53af4d9206
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Figure 7.57: Cypriot/North Syrian Basket-handled Amphora (scale 1:10)
Reg. no. A73/98.50.67.L61.FG37.B93+.(2); 2.5Y 8/4 (core); 2.5Y 8/4 (interior); 2.5Y 8/4 (exterior).


http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/23393295-5e90-2d6b-01b6-e92c8c4f9819




8. SOUTHEASTERN POTTERY

OST OF the imported pottery found in Ash-

kelon arrived by sea; however, a small number
of vessels seem to have arrived via the land routes
from the southeast. These vessels were identified in
the initial sorting process because of their pale yellow
slip. The distinctive slip called to mind Glueck’s de-
scription of pottery with a slip that is “light creamy
buff, or at times light grayish or greenish buff”
(Glueck 1967, quoted in Pratico 1993:41). At Tel
CIra, carinated bowls are described as “made of buff
or whitish clay and all have a buff or whitish surface”
(Beit-Arieh 1999:195), flat-rim bowls are “character-
ized by the buff or whitish clay and surface typical of
Negev sites” (ibid., p. 196), and plain-rim rounded
carinated bowls often have a “buff surface typical of
Negev sites” (p. 197).

Petrographic analysis shows that the vessels in
question were imported to Ashkelon, though their
precise place of production is not clear. Most of the
sherds were made of a relatively well-levigated loes-
sial soil fired at a temperature high enough to destroy
some of the more diagnostic calcareous inclusions.
The same, rather generic, fabric is found in the As-
syrian-style pottery, including bottles, thin-walled
bowls, and a few fragments of eggshell-thin Assyrian
Palace Ware.

The combination of Assyrian styles, in addition to
typical southern Levantine shapes, together with loes-

Ir2c:Southeastern Bowl 1
This folded-rim bowl type is ubiquitous in the south-

ern Levant and is common in the local ceramic reper-
toire at Ashkelon (see chapter 5, Ir2c:Bowl 3 and

sial soils suggests a provenience on the southeastern
border of Philistia in the region of Tell Jemmeh and
Tel Sera (Tell esh-Sharica). At those two sites, in
particular, there is evidence of a strong Assyrian
presence and a close relationship to the Negev. The
geological profile of the area where these sites are
located corresponds very well to the fabrics found in
our “southeastern” group, although the inclusions in
the Ashkelon vessels are not as definitive as those
discussed by Goren (Goren, Finkelstein, and
Na’aman 2004:299). The unpublished pottery from
Tel Sera, for example, contains all of the Assyrian-
ized forms present at Ashkelon in precisely the same
fabrics. On stylistic and petrographic grounds, there-
fore, it appears likely that the southeastern pottery
found at Ashkelon came from the vicinity of Tell
Jemmeh and Tel Sera, although this identification has
not yet been proved definitively.

Two forms, a bowl with a vertical rim and a cari-
nated cup, have a petrographic profile that is different
from the rest. These forms also have the best stylistic
parallels to sites in the Aravah such as Tell el-
Kheleifeh (Pratico 1993) and ‘En Haseva (Y. Yis-
raeli, pers. comm.). The fabrics of these vessels con-
tain all of the constituent elements of granite or dio-
rite alongside dolomitic limestone. This is a
combination which is present in southern Transjordan
and the Aravah.

Ir2c:Bowl 8). The southeastern examples described
here are distinguished by their pale yellow slip,
which is occasionally burnished.

Figure 8.1: Southeastern Bowl 1 (scale 1:5)
Reg. no. A72/92.50.58.L.262.FG13.B72.(14); 2.5Y 8/1 (core); 2.5Y 8/1 (interior); 5Y 8/2 (exterior).

Figure 8.2: Southeastern Bowl 1 (scale 1:5)
Reg. no. A73/93.38.64.LF785.FG87.834+37.(6); 5YR 5/2 (core); 5YR 7/4 (interior); 10YR 8/2 (exterior).


http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/d267ea61-0cf9-2e20-5cbf-c0b46372f4d1
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/35ed51dc-35fa-d396-d3d4-63429ce71a6f
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Ir2c:Southeastern Bowl 2

This type is characterized by a pale yellow surface
that is occasionally burnished. It is similar to the lo-
cal Ir2c:Bowl 2 at Ashkelon (see chapter 5) and to
Bowl 3j at Tell Jemmeh (Petrie 1928:pl. 48). The
bowl type with ledge rim found at Tel <Ira is a close
match for the shape, particularly in Stratum VI (Beit-
Arieh 1999:6.91.1, 6.92.1). Both the shape and fabric

can be found at Qitmit (Beit-Arich 1995:4.1.29,
4.5.7) and Arad (Herzog et al. 1984:fig. 22.2), and as
far south as Tell el-Kheleifeh (Pratico 1993:pl. 35:7—
8). This type is likely related to Bowl B at both Bu-
sayra (Bienkowski, Bennett, and Balla 2002) and
Tawilan (Bennett and Bienkowski 1995) in southern
Transjordan.

~w.! 7

Figure 8.3: Southeastern Bowl 2 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A73/93.38.84.L.299.B165.(5); 2.5Y 7/3 (core); 2.5Y 6/5 (interior); 5Y 7/4 (exterior).

Ir2c:Southeastern Bowl 3

The closest parallels to this bowl type are the deep
one-handled cups found at Tell el-Kheleifeh (Pratico
1993:pl. 25), Horvat <Uza (Beit-Arieh 2007:3.16.1),
and Busayra (Bienkowski, Bennett, and Balla 2002:
fig. 9:27 [Bowl L]). The handle is not in evidence in
the fragments found at Ashkelon, so they could be-
long instead to the related carinated plainware bowls
from the same region, which have been found at Tell

el-Kheleifeh (Pratico 1993:pl. 26; pl. 27:1-11), Bu-
sayra (Bienkowski, Bennett, and Balla 2002:K2, K3),
and Qitmit (Beit-Arieh 1995:fig 4.1.33, 39). The
Ashkelon examples have the rounded carination, long
straight or slightly flaring rim, and rounded bottom
that characterize this form. The petrographic profile
of this vessel indicates a provenience in southern
Transjordan or the Aravah.

Figure 8.4: Southeastern Bowl 3 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A16/87.50.58..99.B489.(82); 5Y 8/4 (core); 5Y 8/4 (interior); 5Y 8/4 (exterior).

Ir2c:Southeastern Bowl 4

The hemispherical bowl type is common as local Ir2c:
Bowl 1 at Ashkelon (see chapter 5), where it usually
has a red slip. Similar forms imported from the
southeast are easily distinguishable due to their pale
yellow surface color. The finish is much like that of

the semiglobular bowls found at Qitmit (Beit-Arich
1995:fig. 4.1.27). Semiglobular bowls are common
not only at Qitmit (ibid., p. 211) but also at Horvat
cUza (Beit-Arieh 2007:78), with additional parallels
from Tel ¢Ira, Stratum VI (Beit-Arieh 1999:6.106.4).

Figure 8.5: Southeastern Bowl 4 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A73/93.38.64.LF801.(1); 5YR 7/4 (core); 2.5Y (interior); 2.5Y 8/2 (exterior).


http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/8062ac1e-8ee5-ed52-82be-0b0d35e56979
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/c008e299-bedb-38d4-8dbb-e1952dc9b75f
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/org/ochre/d0db887e-1f95-87d9-9f5b-f35ff3677c65
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Ir2c:Southeastern Bowl 5

This rounded bowl with a carination under the rim is
rare at Ashkelon. Its petrographic profile suits the
Aravah or southern Transjordan and its white fabric
and details of its shape are paralleled at sites in the
Negev and Aravah, including Tel Masos (Fritz and
Kempinski 1983:pl. 164.8), Tel Sheva (Singer-Avitz
1999:pl.  9.5-6), Tel cIra (Beit-Arich 1999:fig.
6.69.3), Qitmit (Beit-Arieh 1995:4.5.3, 4.9.19), Aroer
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(Biran and Cohen 1981:fig. 15.14-19; Na’aman and
Thareani-Sussely 2006:fig. 3.2—4), Tell el-Kheleifeh
(Pratico 1993:pls. 27.15-17; 28.1-9), and Busayra
(Bienkowski, Bennett, and Balla 2002:Bowl J, with
Transjordanian parallels). In Transjordan, this bowl
type is often painted (Bienkowski 2002:282); how-
ever, the Ashkelon examples, like those in the Negev,
are generally unpainted.

N
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Figure 8.6: Southeastern Bowl 5 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A16/87.50.58..99.B489.(85); 5Y 7/4 (core); 5Y 7/4 (interior); 5Y 7/4 (exterior).

l

Figure 8.7: Southeastern Bowl 5 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A16/87.50.58.L.99.8489.(89); 2.5YR 5/8 (core); 2.5YR 5/8 (interior); 7.5YR 7/4 (exterior).

Ir2c:Southeastern Bowl 6

The best parallel to this bowl appears in the publica-
tion of Oren’s excavations at Migdol in Sinai (1984).
Oren links the form to similar examples at Daphnae,
Naukratis, Tarsus, Tell Jemmeh, and Tel Sera. The
Ashkelon example is a perfect match for the pub-
lished example from Migdol and probably an excel-
lent match for the unpublished parallels from Tel

Sera, but it is a poor match for Oren’s other cited
parallels (Oren 1984). The highly polished greenish
fabric and complex rim are reminiscent of the “thick
palace ware” described by Oates, who attributed the
greenish-buff color to intentional overfiring, a tech-
nique typical of several examples in this category
(Oates 1959:136, pl. 35.12).

i
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Figure 8.8: Southeastern Bowl 6 (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A72/92.50.58.L.262.FG31.B233.(23); 5Y 6/1 (core); 5Y 6/1 (interior); 5Y 7/3 (exterior).

Assyrian Bowl

Assyrian fineware bowls have a thickness of no more
than 2 mm. Among the Assyrian bowl fragments
found at Ashkelon were two examples of the ex-

tremely thin “eggshell” fabric typically called Palace
Ware. They are so well levigated that the clay source
cannot be identified by petrographic means.
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The fragmentary condition of the recovered Assyr-
ian bowl fragments makes it difficult to determine the
precise form. Several have a tiny but distinctive
everted projection at the lip. This small detail is visi-

ble in bottles found in Assyrian palaces (e.g., Nim-
rud: Gatti 1986:pl. 20, Type 15.1a; pl. 21, Type
16.2); but this feature also appears on bowls (Gatti
1986:pl. 62, Type 26.2; Chambon 1984: pl. 61.11).

- /

Figure 8.9: Assyrian Bowl (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A72/92.50.58..262.B1.(2542); 7.5YR 6/4 (core); 5YR 5/8 (interior); 5YR 6/6 (exterior).

s

Figure 8.10: Assyrian Bowl (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A72/92.50.58.L.262.FG12.B214.(5); 10YR 7/2 (core); 7.5YR 5/1 (interior); 2.5Y 6/2 (exterior).

Figure 8.11: Assyrian Bowl (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A78/95.50.48.L454.(14); 5Y 7/3 (core); 5Y 7/3 (interior).

|

Figure 8.12: Assyrian Bowl (scale 2:5)
Reg. no. A73/93.38.83..320.FG49.B34.(2545); 5YR 4/6 (core); 5YR 4/6 (interior); 7.5YR 7/3 (exterior).

Ir2c:Southeastern Jug

This jug has a single parallel in the region around
Ashkelon: at Gezer, where Gitin (1990:31g) remarks
on the rarity of the form. Another parallel, both in

shape and fabric is found at Qitmit (Beit-Ariech 1995:
4.12.27). It also resembles jugs from Busayra (Bi-
enkowski, Bennett, and Balla 2002:fig. 9.58.1-5).

Figure 8.13: Southeastern Jug (scale 2:5)

Reg. no. A72/92.50.58.LF252.B8.(6); 7.5YR 5/2 (core); 5YR 5/6 (interior); 7.5YR 6/4 (exterior).
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Assyrian Bottle

The Assyrian bottle is a common form at a number of
sites in the Ashkelon region (see Mazar and Panitz-
Cohen 2001:Type BT3, with references). There
would be no reason to think that the Ashkelon exam-

\
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ple had been imported from the southeast were it not
for the petrographic results, which indicate that it
originated there. The closest stylistic parallel is at
Tell Keisan (Briend and Humbert 1980:pl. 37.13).

19

Figure 8.14: Assyrian Bottle (scale 1:5)
Reg. no. A89/96.50.49.L453.(37); 10YR 5/1 (core); 7.5YR 7/6 (interior).

Figure 8.15: Assyrian Bottle (scale 1:5)
Reg. no. A89/96.50.49.L453.(108); 2.5Y 5/2 (core); 7.5YR 6/4 (interior).

Conclusions

The southeastern pottery found in seventh-century
contexts at Ashkelon spans three different morpho-
logical groups (bowls, jugs, and bottles) and two
petrographic categories. The Assyrian-style bowls
and bottles and the folded-rim and hemispherical
bowls with a white or buff slip comprise a distinct
petrographic category that can plausibly be linked to
the Assyrian fortresses located southeast of Ashkelon
at Tell Jemmeh and Tel Sera, which controlled the
major routes to and from Egypt and from the Medi-
terranean across the Negev to Transjordan and the
Red Sea. The pottery evidence for Ashkelon’s link-
age to this Assyrian-controlled corridor is not large in
quantity but it is highly significant. The Assyrian and
Assyrianizing pottery that reached Ashkelon was

presumably a subset of the pottery produced in or
near these fortresses and it demonstrates Ashkelon’s
contact with them.

The other petrographic category comprises imports
from the Aravah or southern Transjordan. These were
no doubt transported along the trade route through
the Negev that John Holladay (2006) has recently
discussed. Most of the trade items that came to Ash-
kelon from the southeast would have been perishable,
making it difficult to detect the existence of this
trade. The few surviving ceramic markers of contact
with that region are therefore of considerable value,
because they suggest that Ashkelon was a secondary
terminus, after Gaza, for the important route across
the desert to the southeast.
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9. EGYPTIAN POTTERY

by Joshua T. Walton

N THE 604 B.C. destruction layers at Ashkelon were
found five types of Egyptian pottery (three bowl
types and two jar types). All of these types can be
dated to the early Saite period; that is, the Twenty-
sixth Dynasty, in the latter part of the seventh cen-
tury. Key comparative sites include Tell el-Maskhuta,

Ir2c:Egyptian Bowl 1

At Ashkelon, only one type of small Egyptian bowl
or cup is attested—a shallow bowl with a pronounced
lip and a flat base. There are parallels at Migdol
(Oren 1984:20.7) and Mendes (Hummel and Shubert
2004:K.32). Another similar form is attested as a lid

Mendes Stratum II, Migdol, the Twenty-fifth Dy-
nasty tombs at Amarna, and Saite levels at Saqqara.

All of the Ashkelon examples of Egyptian pottery
have a red slip, which reflects the general tendency in
this period towards the application of increasingly
thick red slips (French 2004:91).

at Tell el-Maskhuta (Holladay 1982:5.19 [609-605
B.C. horizon]; Allen 1986). Two similar vessels, with
a slightly more pronounced everted rim, were found
at Saqqara (French 1988:nos. 14 and 15), although
they are smaller than the examples from Ashkelon.

- .
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Figure 9.1: Egyptian Bowl 1 (scale 1:5)
Reg. no. A73/93.50.48.LF421.B54.(2)

”

Figure 9.2: Egyptian Bowl 1 (scale 1:5)
Reg. no. A89/96.50.48.L453.(106)

-

Figure 9.3: Egyptian Bowl 1 (scale 1:5)
Reg. no. A72/92.50.58.L.264.(14)

Ir2c:Egyptian Bowl 2

This very deep everted-rim bowl or jar is characteris-
tic of the Saite period in Egypt. Only one partial rim
fragment was found at Ashkelon, making identifica-
tion difficult. This vessel most closely resembles the
large, deep everted-rim bowls from sites such as

Mendes (Hummel and Shubert 2004:M.1-2; Allen
1982:17.7), Heracleopolis (Lopez 1995:43a—c), Ele-
phantine (Aston 1999:1818), and Balamum (Spencer
1996:pl. 64.C1.6).

Figure 9.4: Egyptian Bowl 2 (scale 1:5)
Reg. no. A78/95.50.48.L.452.(257)
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Ir2c:Egyptian Bowl 3

This large open vessel is described as a platter or
basin, but it could also have been used as a bread tray
(Hummel and Shubert 2004:149). Parallels from the

Egyptian Pottery

Late Period occur in the Mendes landfills (Hummel
and Shubert 2004:M12), Heracleopolis (Lopez 1995:
52f), and Elephantine (Aston 1999:1631).

C_
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Figure 9.5: Egyptian Bowl 3 (scale 1:5)
Reg. no. A78/95.50.58.LF318.(51)

Ir2c:Egyptian Jar 1

Five examples of the wide-mouth folded-rim storage
jar were found at Ashkelon. One fragment preserves
a handle below the rim. Similar jars are well attested
in the Egyptian Delta. They are described as “ubiqui-
tous” in the landfills at Mendes (Hummel and

Shubert 2004:147; also in Stratum II, Allen 1982:pl.
17.9). Parallels were also found at Tell el-Maskhuta
(Holladay 1982:3.7 [609—605 B.C. horizon]), Migdol
(Oren 1984:24:2), Amarna (French 1986:fig. 9.10
[SJ3], and Saqqara (French 1998:no. 14).

Figure 9.6: Egyptian Jar 1 (scale 1:5)
Reg. no. A73/98.38.65.F27.B27.(3)

Figure 9.7: Egyptian Jar 1 (scale 1:5)
Reg. no. A80/97.38.75.L57.B147.(2)

Ir2c:Egyptian Jar 2

Three rim sherds of globular jars were found at Ash-
kelon. This type has a high neck with a folded or
rolled rim. The average rim diameter of this type is
14-16 cm, although larger versions approach 20 cm
in diameter.

All of the Ashkelon examples have a red slip,
which is also characteristic of the jars of this type
found at Mendes (Allen 1982:20). One of the Ash-
kelon examples has a grooved neck, which, together
with the red slip, is a mark of the Saite and Persian
periods (Hummel and Shubert 2004:146).

Aston (1999:170-71) describes this type as typical
of the Saite period throughout Egypt. The blackened
bottoms of some vessels of this type have led Holla-
day and Shubert and Hummel to classify them as

cooking pots (Holladay 1982:pl. 7; Shubert and
Hummel 2004:146); however, blackening is not
found on all examples, which suggests that this vessel
type served multiple functions, including the storage
of liquids (Paice 1986:100).

Further parallels have been found in Stratum II at
Mendes (Allen 1982:pl. 16.4, 6) and in the Mendes
landfills (Hummel and Shubert 2004:pl. 50.1, 4). This
jar type is also found at Tell el-Maskhuta (Holladay
1982:7.1-3 [601 B.C. horizon]; Paice 1986:fig. 5.4),
Migdol (Oren 1984:fig. 20.1-2), Amarna (French
1986:9.8 [SJ1]), and Elephantine (Aston 1999:1592,
1596). Two variant forms found at Tanis are associ-
ated with the Twenty-sixth and Twenty-seventh Dy-
nasties, respectively (Brissaud 1987:pl. 21.360, 372).
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Figure 9.8: Egyptian Jar 2 (scale 1:5)
Reg. no. A78/95.50.58.LF318.(46)

’

Figure 9.9: Egyptian Jar 2 (scale 1:5)
Reg. no. A80/97.38.75.L.57.B146.(1)

Conclusion

The Egyptian pottery found at Ashkelon is typical of
the late seventh century. But it is unusual to discover
such coarse and utilitarian Egyptian vessels outside
of Egypt. It seems highly unlikely that these vessels
were imported for their own sake, especially because

they appear in very small quantities. It is most prob-
able, therefore, that they were brought as personal
possessions of Egyptians who traveled to Ashkelon
during the period of Egyptian hegemony in the years
before 604 B.C.
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10. GREEK POTTERY

by Jane C. Waldbaum

T HE SEAPORT of Ashkelon was large and cosmo-
politan, and one of the capital cities of the Phil-
istines. Excavation of contexts dated to the seventh
century B.C. has produced significant quantities of
imported Greek pottery, as well as imported wares
from other places around the eastern Mediterranean,
including Cyprus, Egypt, and Syria. This is in addi-
tion to the locally made late Philistine pottery and the
pottery brought to Ashkelon from neighboring re-
gions, such as Judah and Phoenicia.! More than 1,570
pieces of Greek pottery were found, though this consti-
tutes less than one percent of all the pottery recovered
(Master 2003:52, fig. 3).2

Most of the early Greek pottery from Ashkelon is
East Greek, with a smattering of Corinthian sherds—
similar to smaller collections of Greek imports found
at other sites. The imports at Ashkelon are, however,
distinguished from those at other sites in the southern
Levant, not only in their quantity, but also in having a
greater variety of forms. In addition to the expected
assemblage of fine decorated wares for eating and
drinking (cups, bowls, dishes, and pouring vessels or
oinochoai), there are also cooking pots, transport am-
phorai, and even some hydriai (water jars) and kraters
(large mixing bowls). Moreover, there are some less
common smaller vessels, some of which are forms
not previously reported in the Levant. This makes the
Ashkelon assemblage one of the largest, and certainly

I'See Master 2001; 2003; and chapters 5-9 in this volume.

2 Most of the pieces are individual sherds, but where joins
or partial restorations could be made, they are counted as
one piece. This count includes all kinds of Greek sherds—
both “diagnostics” (rims, bases, and handles) and body
sherds—since all were identifiably Greek. How many ac-
tual vessels these represent is not certain. Some of the indi-
vidual sherds, especially the body sherds, no doubt belong
to the same vessels, though no joins were discernible. De-
spite the high absolute figures, the Greek pottery represents
only a minute fraction of the total pottery from the relevant
layers. The author studied firsthand most of the sherds in-
cluded in this chapter over several summers ending in
1998. In the summer of 2006, Daniel Master and several
students opened for the first time “hundreds of bags from
the big fill in Grid 50” (i.e., the quarry fill that preceded the
marketplace in this area) and noted a number of East Greek
and Corinthian sherds not previously seen or studied by the
author. A few of these were pulled and turned over to the
author and have been included in the catalogue, but it must
be kept in mind that there are unknown quantities of others
that have not been processed or studied.

the most varied, corpus of seventh-century B.C. Greek
pottery found thus far in the southern Levant.

Distribution at the Site

The bulk of the seventh-century Greek pottery at Ash-
kelon came from just two kinds of contexts: (1) lay-
ers in Grid 38 (the winery) and Grid 50 (the market-
place) that represent the building and use phases
destroyed by Nebuchadrezzar Il of Babylon in 604
B.C.; and (2) the quarry fills directly underlying these
phases in the Grid 50 marketplace (see Appendix B
for a concordance of findspots with pieces in the
catalogue; see chapters 2 and 3 for the stratigraphy).

A few examples came from postdestruction con-
texts, including natural silts and washes that immedi-
ately accumulated over the 604 B.C. destruction de-
bris, subsequent Persian-period constructional fills,
and surface finds. Since there is no stylistic or typo-
logical difference between the pieces found under
these circumstances and those found in 604 B.C. de-
struction or predestruction contexts, and since at least
one join was found between a piece from the pre-604
quarry fill and one from a much later Persian-period
fill (no. 419), it was decided to include them in the
catalogue for the sake of completeness.

Only 270 pieces of Greek pottery came from ac-
tual 604 B.C. layers, while the bulk of the material—
some 1,261 pieces—came from the pre-604 fill. In
addition, 39 pieces were found in later, postdestruc-
tion contexts. The material from 604 B.C. use-and-
destruction contexts was distributed between the mar-
ketplace in Grid 50 and the winery in Grid 38.

Table 10.1: Distribution of Greek Pottery in 604 B.C.

Type Grid 38 Grid 50  Total
Corinthian 0 3 3
Bird bowls 0 2 2
“Ionian” cups 55 100 155
Stemmed dishes 0 1 1
Oinochoai/plain jugs 4 35 39
Flat-based jugs 0 1 1
Cooking pots 1 52 53
Transport amphorai 3 12 15
Hydriai 0 1 1
TOTAL: 63 207 270
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BUILDING 776 BUILDING 7

Grid 38, Phase 14
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Figure 10.1: Spatial distribution of Greek pottery in the Grid 38 winery

Colored numbers indicate the findspots of Greek sherds, according to the numbers assigned in the catalogue
below. Colored dots indicate the findspots of uncatalogued sherds.



Greek Pottery 129

== jonian Cup/Bird Bowl/Dish

= Cooking Pot
== Corinthian Aryballos/Olpe
il

e Dinochos/ Jug
w=  Amphora/Hydria
L

rheny tpiE fn ctwoy

BUILDING 260

Grid 50, Phase 7 5\

ge

Figure 10.2: Spatial distribution of Greek pottery in the Grid 50 marketplace

Colored numbers indicate the findspots of Greek sherds, according to the numbers assigned in the catalogue
below. Colored dots indicate the findspots of uncatalogued sherds.
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Table 10.1 shows that only 63 pieces, or about 23
percent of the total, came from the Grid 38 layers
dated to 604 B.C., whereas 207 pieces, or 77 percent
of the total, came from the contemporaneous layers in
Grid 50. “Ionian” cups form the majority of Greek
sherds found in Grid 38, whereas the finds from Grid
50 are comprised mostly of “Ionian” cups, cooking
pots, and oinochoai, with minor quantities of other
forms (see figures 10.1 and 10.2 for the spatial distri-
bution of Greek sherds in the two excavation areas).
Unfortunately, no strictly residential areas of this
period were excavated, so we cannot discuss domes-
tic usage.

Chronology

Chronologically, this material is very important (see
Waldbaum and Magness 1997 for fuller discussion).
The 604 B.C. destruction provides a firm ferminus
ante quem for all of the imported forms. While there
is no way of putting an absolute ferminus post quem
on the material from the fills, it is significant that the
corpus of Greek pottery is remarkably homogeneous,
regardless of context, and there is no appreciable ty-
pological variation between most of the Greek sherds
from the pre-604 B.C. constructional fill and sherds
from the 604 B.C. destruction debris and floors. In at
least one case (cup no. 199), a join was found be-
tween pieces found in the fill and pieces found in
destruction debris.

Table 10.2 compares the numbers of examples of
each form found in the destruction layers with the
numbers from the predestruction fills, showing that in
most cases there are more pieces represented in the
fills than in the actual destruction debris. In fact, only
about 17 percent of the total came from 604 layers;
more than 80 percent came from pre-604 fills and ca.
2 percent from postdestruction contexts.?

In both the 604 layers and the pre-604 quarry fills,
about three-fourths of the imported Greek pottery
consisted of fine or decorated wares, including bowls,
cups, kantharoi, stemmed dishes, oinochoai, and jugs;
and about one-fourth—still a significant proportion—
of the imports were household or coarse wares, in-
cluding kraters, a mortarium, cooking pots, amphorai,
and hydriai (see table 10.3).

3 Owing to further refinement of the Ashkelon corpus, the
frequencies have changed somewhat since Waldbaum
2002b was written. It should also be kept in mind that addi-
tional East Greek pottery was identified in 2006 but not
isolated or studied. Thus, the numbers presented in table
10.2 and elsewhere represent minimum numbers and are not
complete counts of what has been found (see n. 2 above).

Greek Pottery

Table 10.2: Quantities of Greek Pottery at Ashkelon
Found in 604, Pre-604, and Post-604 B.C. Layers

Type 604 Pre Post Total
Corinthian 3 13 1 17
“Al Mina Ware” 0 1 0 1
Bird and rosette bowls 2 12 1 15
Miscellaneous bowls 0 5 0 5
“lonian” cups 155 670 20 845
Kantharoi 0 4 0 4
Stemmed or footed dishes 1 23 4 28

Oinochoai and plain jugs 38 191 10 239

Flat-based jugs 1 16 0 17
Kraters 0 2 2 4
Cooking pots 53 131 1 185
Mortarium 0 1 0 1
Transport amphorai 16 171 0 187
Hydriai 1 21 0 22
TOTAL: 270 1,261 39 1,570

Table 10.3: Comparison of Seventh-Century B.C.
Fine Wares and Household Wares Found in
604, Pre-604, and Post-604 B.C. Layers

Fine Wares Household Wares  Total
604 layers 195 75 270
Pre-604 layers 935 326 1,261
Post-604 layers 36 3 39
TOTAL: 1,166 404 1,570

Many of the decorated pieces, especially of oino-
choai and stemmed or footed dishes,* belong to the
style referred to by R. M. Cook as “South Ionian
Middle Wild Goat II” (MWG II), which he dated
generally to the last quarter of the seventh century
and plausibly identified as coming from Miletos
(Cook and Dupont 1998:39-44). Recently, Kerschner
and Schlotzhauer (2005; 2007; Schlotzhauer 2006:
134-35) have proposed a new, more comprehensive
system of classification for Archaic East Greek pot-
tery, both decorated and undecorated, that can be
applied more broadly throughout the East Greek re-
gion. According to their system, South lonian Ar-
chaic I is divided into four phases (SiA Ia—d) cover-
ing most of the seventh century, with Cook’s MWG
IT mostly subsumed under SiA Ic—d. The system is
also divided by regional and urban production cen-

4 See the catalogue below for further discussion of deco-
rated dishes and oinochoai.
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ters, so that for example, SiA Ic—d pottery produced
in Miletos can be referred to more precisely as MileA
Ic—d.> Kerschner and Schlotzhauer tentatively date
SiA Ic to ca. 630-610 and SiA Id to ca. 610-580 B.C.,
overlapping the later part of Cook’s MWG II and the
beginning of his MWG III (Kerschner and Schlotz-
hauer 2005:8; 2007:300). A comparable phasing ap-
plies to North Ionian as well (e.g., NiA Ia—d). Since
Kerschner and Schlotzhauer’s terminology and sys-
tem of periodization is widely applicable to Archaic
East Greek pottery generally, it is adopted here, with
reference to the older terminology when necessary
for clarity.

Regardless of findspot, most of the East Greek
decorated pottery from Ashkelon belongs to the SiA
Ic—d phases (some to NiA), and, of these, many—
perhaps most—of the SiA Ic—d pieces appear to fall
late in the sequence. As one illustration, several deco-
rated oinochoai fragments from a number of different
vessels have downward-pointing rays on the shoulder
and/or patterns of horizontal lines on the neck (e.g.,
catalogue nos. 291, 293, 298, 299, 303, 304, 310,
312-19, 321, 322, 379, 381, 400, 401, 410 [and un-
registered 4101, 4102, 4104, 4619]). Some of these
were found in 604 layers, some in the preceding fill,
and some in postdestruction contexts.

R. M. Cook dates this type late in his MWG II
series (Cook and Dupont 1998:41-42, fig. 8.10), or
SiA/MileA Id according to newer terminology (Ker-
schner and Schlotzhauer 2005:33—45, figs. 36, 37,
39). The sherds with downward-pointed rays thus
date toward the end of the seventh century by both
Cook’s and Kerschner/Schlotzhauer’s chronology, a
date confirmed by the chronology arrived at here.
Since this late “Wild Goat” style appears in both pre-
604 and 604 contexts, the implication is that the Ash-
kelon fills were deposited and the buildings were
constructed, used briefly, and then destroyed, all
within the space of a very few years, at a time when

5 Kiufler (2006:15) uses a variant of this classification
system for his study of archaic oinochoai from Miletos that
includes five divisions of Milesian Archaic I (MilA la—e),
with MilA Id—e corresponding more-or-less to MileA Ic—d
in Kerschner and Schlotzhauer’s system, which he does not
seem to have taken into account.

6 Kerschner and Schlotzhauer’s 2007 publication is essen-
tially the German version of their 2005 article in English
but does not include illustrations, making the 2005 version
more useful. Although the authors intend their system to
apply to all Archaic East Greek pottery, whether decorated
or not, the examples they provide are all decorated, making
its application limited until further research on the subject
is available, a point which the authors acknowledge (Ker-
schner and Schlotzhauer 2005:2-3).

the late MWG 1II or SiA Id style was already in use.
This fits chronologically also with the few pieces of
Early Corinthian ware (catalogue nos. 3—16), gener-
ally dated ca. 620/615-595/590 by Amyx’s chronol-
ogy (Amyx 1988:3:428).7

The significance of this for the chronology of early
Greek pottery cannot be overstated. With few excep-
tions, all of the pottery found in both the destruction
layers and the preceding fills is of types previously
dated to the late seventh century or early sixth cen-
tury B.C. on stylistic grounds and on a few scattered,
not completely reliable, fixed dates based on Near
Eastern events, or on the presumed but questionable
dates of the foundations of Greek colonies in the west
and in the Black Sea region (Cook and Dupont
1998:8—-10; Cook 1997:252-55; Boardman 1998:9—
10). The recent publication of the South Ionian pot-
tery from the destruction of the Temple of Athena
Assesia at Assesos in western Turkey by the Lydian
king Alyattes, now dated to 608 B.C. (Kalaitzoglou
2008:63), yields many contemporary parallels to the
finds from Ashkelon and reinforces the chronological
conclusions regarding both East Greek and Corin-
thian pottery.

Very few, if any, of the imports at Ashkelon could
be dated earlier than the late seventh century. Aside
from a few fragments of bird bowls, which in any
case appear to be late in the series (catalogue nos.
18-22), two examples of Corinthian Transitional
ware of ca. 630-620/615, one from a 604 layer, one
from the quarry fill (nos. 1, 2), and a possible Late
Geometric or Subgeometric skyphos rim of so-called
Al Mina Ware (no. 17), which could, in fact, date as
late as late seventh century,® there is little that points
to an active western trade earlier than the last quarter
of the seventh century. And since Ashkelon was ut-
terly destroyed by Nebuchadrezzar’s army and not
reoccupied until the start of the Persian period in the
late sixth century B.C., there was nothing later (Stager

7 See also the chronological discussion in Fantalkin, forth-
coming b, where he suggests that “[i]t is clear that from a
chronological point of view, the whole imported Greek
assemblage from Ashkelon, belongs to a very narrow pe-
riod between ca. 620/615 and 604 BCE.” Although we do
not know where at the site the builders of the late seventh-
century constructions in Grid 50 obtained the fill material,
it seems evident from its remarkable homogeneity that most
of the Greek material in it was originally deposited or dis-
carded not much earlier than the time of its reuse as con-
struction fill.

8 The “Al Mina Ware” sherd need not date as early as Late
Geometric. According to U. Schlotzhauer (pers. comm.,
May 2003), quantities of these were excavated on Kalabak-
tepe at Miletos, where they appeared in Phase 4, ranging
from the first half of the seventh century to ca. 600 B.C.
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1996a:71*; 1996b:69; Stager et al. 2008:282-83,
312-13).° At Ashkelon, we have a clear archaeologi-
cal horizon, securely dated on historical grounds,
which provides a wide variety of forms and fabrics
occurring together. It is reassuring that the Ashkelon
evidence confirms the traditional chronology.

The same situation holds true for other sites in the
southern Levant (see Luke 2003).!° There is a smat-
tering of Greek Protogeometric and Geometric at
scattered sites such as Tell es-Safi, Tel Hadar, Tell
Abu Hawam, Megiddo, Tel Rehov, Beth Shean,
Samaria, Dor, Tel Qiri, Tel Kabri, and Tel Migne—
Ekron; there is no Protocorinthian, elsewhere consid-
ered the Greek trade ware of the early to mid-seventh
century;'! and there is very little else that shows close
connections with the Aegean before the late seventh
century (Waldbaum 1994; Coldstream and Mazar
2003 [for Tel Rehov and Beth Shean]; Gilboa and
Sharon 2003; Maeir et al. 2009 [for Tell es-Safi]).
There is then a spurt of activity reflected in the finds
at Ashkelon and elsewhere, which is quickly snuffed
out by the Babylonian conquests. There is almost no
sign of revived contact before the beginning of the
Persian period in the late sixth century (i.e., no early
Attic Black Figure, little Middle or Late Corinthian).
Since many of the sites in question, including Ash-
kelon, were abandoned or seriously reduced in wealth
and population after the Babylonian destructions, this
is no surprise (Stern 2000). Trade with the West re-
vives again in the Persian period and flourishes from
that time on.

There is somewhat more evidence for early east—
west trade at North Syrian sites such as Al Mina and
Tall Stkas (see, e.g., Perreault 1993), as well as some
sporadic finds of Greek pottery at Tyre in Phoenicia
ranging in date from the tenth through the seventh
centuries (Bikai 1978:53-56, 66—68; Coldstream and
Bikai 1988; Nitsche 1986/87).1> At Ras el-Bassit,

9 A few stray examples of seventh-century pottery similar
to what has been found in datable seventh-century contexts
have turned up in later layers at Ashkelon, but these are
clearly earlier than their contexts and are not significant,
either stratigraphically or chronologically. In at least one
case, a join was found between a sherd from a later Persian
fill and a sherd from the pre-604 quarry fill (no. 419).

10° Although more types of the eighth and earlier seventh
centuries appear in Syria, recent research shows a similar
pattern of significant increases in Greek imports after ca.
650 B.C. (Lehmann 1998:13-15, 19, 31).

I A single fragment from Tel Kabri identified in prelimi-
nary reports as Protocorinthian (Niemeier 1994:*31, fig.
19:1) is now identified as Cypriot by neutron activation
analysis (Niemeier and Niemeier 2002:223, n. 3).

12 Despite numerous claims for early Greek settlement in
Syria (e.g., Boardman 1999a:39, 270-71; Kearsley 1995:

another important site in Syria, there are some Greek
imports in the eighth and early seventh centuries, but
according to the excavator, the imports are most
abundant from ca. 650-550 B.C. (Courbin 1978:41).
The situation in Cyprus in the seventh century seems
closer to that in Israel, although it apparently had
more regular contact with the West in the eighth cen-
tury. There is a decline in western imports in the
early seventh century followed by more abundant
East Greek wares and little Corinthian after the mid-
dle of the seventh century (Coldstream 1985:58-59).

The appearance of Phoenician and other Near
Eastern trinkets at the Greek site of Lefkandi on
Euboea from the tenth through the ninth centuries
(Popham and Lemos 1996:pls. 13235, 14345, 154;
Popham 1994:12-26; Popham et al. 1982b:237, 242—
45; Coldstream 1989:91; Coldstream 1998:355-57;
Niemeyer 2006:149-50), and of a variety of Phoeni-
cian artifacts at sites on Rhodes, Kos, and Crete in
the ninth and eighth centuries (Coldstream 1982;
Shaw 1989), show that these early contacts between
Greeks and Phoenicians were reciprocal (Lemos
2005; Sherratt and Sherratt 1993; and cf. Lehmann
1998:31-32). And occasional pieces of Greek pottery
may be found in the earliest (eighth- and early sev-
enth-century) levels of Phoenician settlements in the
central and western Mediterranean (e.g., Shefton
1982:338-43; Niemeyer 1990:478—79; Docter 2000;
Docter et al. 2005:561-63; Aubet 2007:448).

Provenance of Imported Greek Pottery

Corinthian wares have long been recognized and
studied (see, e.g., Amyx 1988, with references to
earlier research), but the pottery production of indi-
vidual East Greek centers has only been identified
relatively recently. Judging both from style and from
petrographic analysis,'? the seventh-century B.C. East
Greek pottery at Ashkelon was made in and imported
from a number of different centers. These observa-
tions can be confirmed and refined by comparing
them to excavation reports and provenience studies
on pottery from the East Greek centers themselves
(e.g., Akurgal et al. 2002; Dupont 1982; 1983; 1986;
1999; 2000; 2005; 2007; Dupont and Thomas 2006;

71-80), Perreault does not see significant traces of Greek
presence in Syria before the last quarter of the seventh cen-
tury B.C. (Perreault 1993:81). See Lehmann 1996 and 1998
for discussion of Greek imports in Syria and Phoenicia.

13 Petrographic analyses on about 50 samples taken by the
author were made by Daniel Master as part of a larger
study of Ashkelon pottery (Master 2001; 2003). Several
more samples were added at a later time (Master, pers.
comm.).
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Furtwéngler 1980; Furtwéngler and Keinast 1989;
Johnston and de Domingo 2003; Jones 1986; Ker-
schner 2006, Kerschner and Mommsen 2005; Ker-
schner et al. 1993; Mommsen et al. 2006; Mommsen
and Kerschner 2006; Schlotzhauer et al. 2006; Seifert
2004; Walter 1968; Whitbread 1995). Although not
all examples of East Greek pottery found at Ashkelon
or elsewhere in the southern Levant can be traced
back to a specific place of manufacture, the bulk of
the East Greek pottery that can be identified comes
from Samos, Miletos, Chios, and the northeast Ae-
gean, with minor representation from Corinth on the
Greek mainland. These areas represent some of the
major producers of Greek pottery in the period in
question and their wares were distributed widely
throughout the eastern, western, and central Mediter-
ranean and the Black Sea region.

In general, from Samos, Chios, and the northeast
Aegean we can identify amphorai, oinochoai, and
certain kinds of “Ionian” cups. From Miletos we have
amphorai, “Wild Goat” and other oinochoai,
stemmed dishes, and possibly some “lonian” cups, as
well as hydriai and cooking pots.'* From Corinth
there is a small assortment of aryballoi, alabastra, and
olpai or oinochoai. It is certainly possible that there
are pieces from a number of other centers as well, but
these are harder to identify given the current state of
research.

Seventh-Century Greek Pottery in the Southern Levant

Imported Greek pottery of the seventh century B.C. is
found at a number of sites in the southern Levant,
including primarily Mesad Hashavyahu, Tel Migne—
Ekron, Tel Batash-Timnah, Tel Kabri, and Yavneh-
Yam. Aside from Ashkelon, Greek pottery is rela-
tively rare at most sites, with the exception of Mesad
Hashavyahu—a small, one-period coastal site exca-
vated in the early 1960s and again in 1986, which has
been interpreted as the location of a garrison of Greek
mercenaries, largely because of the substantial quan-
tity of Greek pottery found there (Naveh 1962a:98-
99; Fantalkin 2001: 102-3, table 16 and fig. 35). The

14 The results of petrographic analyses on individual sam-
ples and other criteria for identifying provenance are dis-
cussed in the introductions to the different classes of pot-
tery in the catalogue below, and in chapter 4 of the present
volume. It should be emphasized that the vast majority of
the pottery discussed here was not analyzed and cannot
easily be assigned a provenance other than “East Greek,”
although new evidence from excavations at Miletos and
other nearby sites, together with analyses by several re-
searchers, have made it possible to identify many types of
pottery from Miletos on the basis of style.

identity of the employer of these mercenaries has
been disputed. The original excavator of Mesad
Hashavyahu, Joseph Naveh, at first proposed that
Greek mercenaries were stationed there by the Egyp-
tian pharaoh Psamtik I (Naveh 1962a:99), but he later
changed his opinion and suggested that they were in
the employ of Josiah, who was king of Judah from
639 to 609 B.C. (Naveh 1993:586). Other scholars are
divided, with some favoring a king of Judah, either
Josiah (Tadmor 1966:102) or Jehoiachim (Wenning
1989:191; 2000: 342), and others favoring Psamtik I
(e.g., Redford 1992:444-45; Na’aman 1991:44-46;
Fantalkin 2001:141-46). The designation of the site
as a Greek mercenary garrison has been generally
accepted,’> though a mercantile interpretation has
also been proposed by some scholars, including the
present author (Mazar 1997:9; Kelm and Mazar
1989:49; Waldbaum 1994:60-61).16

Comparison of the finds from Ashkelon and
Mesad Hashavyahu reveals some interesting differ-
ences in the types of forms preferred at ecach site.
Table 10.4 includes only forms of whose Greek ori-
gin I am certain. Fantalkin’s study includes ordinary
mortaria or “heavy bowls” with the East Greek as-
semblage, although petrographic analyses on later
examples indicate a Syrian or Anatolian origin for
them (Fantalkin 2001:79-82, esp. n. 44).'7 1 have
omitted them here and have included from Ashkelon
only one mortarium that has micaceous inclusions
(no. 495), which Daniel Master (2001) analyzed and
placed in his Category 14.18

15 Fantalkin (2001:137-41; forthcoming b) sees the pres-
ence of East Greek material at any site as an indication of
the presence of Greek mercenaries.

16 Arguments against the interpretation of Mesad Hashav-
yahu as a Greek military settlement include the lack of
evidence for Greek material culture except pottery; the
comparability of the East Greek pottery assemblage with
those of other sites where there is no evidence for merce-
naries; the lack of remains of military equipment such as
weapons or armor; and the Hebrew ostraca which formed
the only evidence for inscriptions at the site (Naveh 1960;
1962b). Not a single Greek grafitto was identified.

17 Alexander Fantalkin did a complete restudy of the mate-
rial from Mesad Hashavyahu in his M.A. thesis for Tel
Aviv University and in the subsequent publication (2001),
where he estimated the number of vessels in each category
through a count of preserved rims (Fantalkin 2001:99). He
very kindly supplied the quantitative data from his master’s
thesis concerning the numbers of sherds in each category.
The local pottery was studied in a Hebrew dissertation by 1.
Eshel (1986) and is also included in Fantalkin’s study
(2001:53-74).

18 The numerous other mortaria from Ashkelon have differ-
ent properties and are not classified with the Greek material
(Master 2001:142).
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Table 10.4. Comparison of Greek Pottery Forms
from Mesad Hashavyahu and Ashkelon

Form Mesad Hashavyahu  Ashkelon
est. vessels  sherds sherds
Corinthian 1 1 17
“Al Mina Ware” 0 0 1
Bird and rosette bowls 3? 3? 15
East Greek bowls/cups 2 2 5
“lonian” cups 42 180 845
Kantharoi 0 0 4
Stemmed dishes 0 0 28
Oinochoai and jugs 48 525 239
Flat-based jugs 0 0 17
Lamps 4 4 0
Kraters 9 18 4
Cooking pots 33 51 185
Mortarium 0 0 1
Transport amphorai 30 53 187
Hydriai 0 0 22
TOTAL: 172 837 1,570

Table 10.5: Imported Greek Pottery from
Mesad Hashavyahu and Ashkelon

bert 1991 for typological comparisons between Tell
Keisan and Cypriot basket-handled amphorai).'

For Mesad Hashavyahu, I have included both the
sherd count and the estimated number of vessels in
each category provided by Fantalkin?® Unfortu-
nately, I did not attempt a similar estimation for Ash-
kelon based on preserved percentages of rims, though
in some cases it is possible to estimate the number of
vessels by other means.?! In addition to the forms
listed above, Fantalkin includes in his quantitative
tables some 1,079 miscellancous imported Greek
body sherds whose forms could not be identified and
that have been left out of this count.??

The only form found at Mesad Hashavyahu and
not found at Ashkelon is the lamp. However, several
forms not identified at Mesad Hashavyahu were
found at Ashkelon, such as the hydria, micaceous
mortarium, stemmed or footed dish, kantharos, and
flat-based jug.

The arrangement of sherds by function in table
10.5 suggests some interesting distinctions in import
patterns between the two sites. By sherd count, forms
for eating and drinking (including cups, bowls, kan-
tharoi, and stemmed dishes) are much more common
at Ashkelon than at Mesad Hashavyahu, whereas
table storage vessels (including oinochoai, olpai,
jugs, and flat-based jugs) are more prevalent at
Mesad Hashavyahu, especially allowing for the many

Arranged by Function
Function Mesad Hashavyahu  Ashkelon
est. vessels  sherds sherds
Eating/drinking 47 185 898
Cosmetic 1 1 11
Table storage 48 525 266
Cooking/food prep. 33 69 186
Transport/storage 30 53 209
Lamp 4 4 0
TOTAL: 172 837 1,570

Similarly, Fantalkin includes an estimated six bas-
ket-handled amphorai among his East Greek am-
phorai, based on Stern’s suggestion that they origi-
nated in Rhodes (Fantalkin 2001:96; see Stern 1982:
110-11). But since basket-handled amphorai are not
characteristic of Greece, and since some early sev-
enth-century examples from Tell Keisan that were
tested by neutron activation and petrographic analysis
were found to originate in Cyprus, I have not in-
cluded them here either (Gunneweg and Perlman
1991:594-97; Humbert 1993:866—67; and see Hum-

19 Barako (2008:441, no. 11), discusses one example of the
late seventh-century biconical type of basket-handled am-
phora from Ashkelon. Basket-handled amphorai from Ash-
kelon are discussed in more detail in chapter 8 of the pre-
sent volume, which deals with the Cypriot pottery found in
Ashkelon. Although the type is not initially Greek, both
mortaria and basket-handled amphorai are frequently found
together with East Greek pottery and are widely distributed
at the same sites throughout the Mediterranean. See Villing
2006 and discussion below.

20 If one removes basket-handled amphorai and flat-based
mortaria from the figures for East Greek wares at Mesad
Hashavyahu (see below), the Greek imports comprise some
40 percent of the pottery found at the site.

21 The 17 Corinthian sherds, four kantharos rims, three
krater rims, one “Al Mina Ware” rim, five flat-based jug
bases, and single mortarium sherd, for example, clearly
belong to different individual vessels, and there are many
other such examples as well.

22 On my own inspection of the Mesad Hashavyahu Greek
material at the Israel Antiquities Authority storerooms at
Romema in 1989, I had the impression that most of the
miscellaneous Greek body sherds belonged to closed ves-
sels, most likely oinochoai of some type, rather than am-
phorai. My rough count of the sherds yielded a total of
nearly 2,000 sherds, which is very close to Fantalkin’s final
figure of 834 identified and 1,079 unidentified Greek
sherds.
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unidentified body sherds that probably belong to
these kinds of vessels.?* There are more cooking and
food preparation sherds (including cooking pots,
mortarium, and kraters) and transport/storage sherds
(including amphorai and hydriai) at Ashkelon than at
Mesad Hashavyahu, though it was more difficult to
estimate the numbers of vessels. Cosmetic vessels
(aryballoi, alabastra) and lamps (found only at Mesad
Hashavyahu) are very minor components of the rep-
ertoire at both sites.

Much smaller quantities of similar Greek pottery
have turned up in related destruction debris attributed
to the Babylonian invasions at several other sites in
Israel. These include the nearby sites of Tel Migne—
Ekron, Tel Batash-Timnah, and Yavneh-Yam, as
well as the more northerly site of Tel Kabri. Mesad
Hashavyahu also came to an end around the same
time, but without evidence of violent destruction.?*
The evidence for the exact dating of the destruction
or abandonment of these sites is somewhat more
tenuous than that for Ashkelon, but clearly belongs to
the same series of events in the last few years of the
seventh century, or, in the case of Kabri, possibly the
first few years of the sixth century B.C.>> While the
quantities of Greek pottery at these sites were far
smaller than at Ashkelon and Mesad Hashavyahu, the
assemblages contained no surprises: several “lonian”
cups and a “Wild Goat” oinochoe sherd at Ekron
(Waldbaum and Magness 1997:27-28; Waldbaum
2007); a Samian amphora, two “lonian” cups, one or
more cooking pots, an oinochoe handle and a Corin-
thian alabastron sherd at Timnah (Magness 2001);
two “lonian” cups, an East Greek “wave line” krater,
and “at least four” cooking pots at Yavneh-Yam
(Fischer 2002:50-51, fig. 3; Fantalkin 2001:133;
forthcoming a); and from Kabri, a few East Greek
bird bowls, “Ionian” cups, “Wild Goat” oinochoali,
transport amphorai, and cooking pot fragments, as
well as one small sherd of Etruscan bucchero ware
(Niemeier and Niemeier 2002). The homogeneity of
forms, both within individual sites and among differ-
ent sites, and the synchronisms among the several
different forms and wares, make it possible to date

23 See above, n. 22. As noted above in table 10.4, however,
there are no flat-based jugs at Mesad Hashavyahu.

24 TFantalkin (2001:49; forthcoming b) posits that “the
Greek garrison stationed at Mesad Hashavyahu simply
abandoned the fortress in face of the approaching Babylo-
nian army, most probably in order to join the garrison at
Ashkelon.”

25 See Waldbaum and Magness 1997 for general discus-
sion; Gitin 1998a:276, n. 2, for a revised date for the de-
struction of Ekron; Magness 2001 for Timnah; Niemeier
2001:24 and Niemeier and Niemeier 2002:242 for Kabri.

them with confidence and to confirm, for the most
part, the traditional chronology for this material pre-
viously arrived at by other means. All of it was ex-
tant, and being traded, in the last decade of the sev-
enth century, though there is no way of knowing how
much earlier it first appeared or how much later it
died out.

Use of Imported Greek Pottery in the Southern Levant

Why was so much Greek pottery imported to Ash-
kelon and who were its intended users? Was the pot-
tery imported for local purchasers to satisfy their
taste for the exotic? Was it meant to appeal to Greeks
living at Ashkelon in the late seventh century? Or
was it part of the baggage of resident mercenaries?

The distribution of pottery by function at Ashkelon
(table 10.5) suggests a focus on decorative eating,
drinking, and table ware, as well as a significant
number of food preparation, transport, and storage
vessels. Although this is not a full repertoire of con-
temporary East Greek forms, it may imply either the
presence of Greeks themselves or some local adop-
tion of Greek eating and cooking customs, together
with a taste for imported Greek wines or oils, which
is suggested by the presence of transport amphorai
that originally held these commodities.

The reasons for the presence in seventh-century
Ashkelon of imported Greek cooking pots, in particu-
lar, have been hotly debated and warrant more de-
tailed discussion here. Some scholars have suggested
that the presence of imported pottery in general, and
of imported domestic wares such as cooking pots in
particular, implies the presence of people from the
places where they were manufactured. This idea is
based on the assumption that local people would pre-
fer to use their own domestic wares and not import
them, and conversely, that resident “aliens” would
also prefer to use the pottery with which they were
already familiar, even in a foreign setting.® However,
Villing (2006), in her discussion of “Cypro-Phoe-
nician” mortaria from Naukratis, shows convincingly

26 Later inscriptional evidence from Ashkelon and else-
where shows that this was not always the case and that, at
least occasionally, some locals did acquire and use im-
ported pottery. For example, several pieces of imported
Attic pottery—mostly cups—from the Persian period at
Ashkelon bear Phoenician graffiti with their owners’ Phoe-
nician personal names (Cross 2008:357—61, nos. 2.15—
2.24); this is not a phenomenon exclusive to Ashkelon (see,
e.g., Waldbaum 2003:314-15, fig. 19.13, for a Phoenician
inscription on an Attic sherd from Mikhmoret; p. 310 for
Greek coarse and fine wares found in Phoenician-style
tombs at Mikhmoret).
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that these particular types of coarse domestic wares
were traded long distances and adopted as a foreign
but useful form by Greeks, as well as by others, over
a geographic area stretching from Spain to the Greek
colonies on the Black Sea.

Most of the cooking pot fragments found at Ash-
kelon belong to one-handled jugs, or chytrai, of a
distinctive, highly micaceous fabric.?’ In his recent
petrographic study, Daniel Master assigns this fabric
to his Category 15 and characterizes it as follows:
“Category 15 is dominated by the intentional inclu-
sion of sand sized fragments of a quartz-mica schist.
. . . The angularity and freshness of the mica schist
inclusions suggest that it was added as a temper after
having been specifically collected from larger forma-
tions . . . the mica schist which dominates this sample
comes from a very well-defined metamorphic belt.
This Median Crystalline Belt begins in the southern
part of Euboea, extends out past Aegina, Naxos,
Mykonos, and Samos, and into the Anatolian interior
around Miletos” (Master 2001:143—44).

Unfortunately, even though the Ashkelon cooking
pot samples exhibit great homogeneity, it was not
possible to pinpoint a more precise provenance by
petrographic methods. Recent excavations at Kala-
baktepe near Miletos, however, have turned up quan-
tities of micaceous cooking ware in a stratified se-
quence dating from the seventh into the sixth
centuries—some of it in kilns (for kilns on Kalabak-
tepe, see Senff 1995:210-11, fig. 13; 2007:321, with
references). Scientific analyses of the clays also con-
form to those from Miletos (Aydemir 2005:88-89).28
This makes it most likely that these cooking pots, like
so much of the archaic Greek pottery at Ashkelon,
were imported from Miletos.

Many of the cooking pot sherds exhibit traces of
charring and burning on the exterior surface, perhaps
from having been placed over a cooking fire during
use, but possibly acquired during the firing process.?

27 Details of fabric, shape, parallels, etc., are discussed
below in the section of the catalogue on cooking pots.

28 Aydemir’s forthcoming dissertation at Ruhr-Universitt-
Bochum is on the Archaic kitchen wares from Miletos,
where a stratified assemblage of pots, stands, hearths,
ovens, pithoi, and other equipment within domestic con-
texts at Kalabaktepe testifies to local usage and probable
production, which is confirmed also by scientific analyses
of the clays. Aydemir (2002; 2005) provides preliminary in-
formation on the assemblage of kitchen wares from Miletos.
29 Native American micaceous cooking pots from the
American Southwest are often fired in wood fires in open
pits and often exhibit charring or smudging on the outer
surface of the pots, a feature which is prized among con-
temporary collectors (see Anderson 1999:2 [plate], 5-6, 14
[plate], 23-24 [plates], 61 [plate]).
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If the charring occurred during use, then these pots
had likely been used at the site, not held as items for
further distribution. If the charring was a product of
the manufacturing process, then it is irrelevant to the
discussion.

If these cooking pots were used by Greeks, were
they there as settlers, as merchants, or as mercenar-
ies? Since most of the cooking pot fragments found
in context came from the marketplace area in Grid 50
(see table 10.1), it is likely they were used by mer-
chants, though their ethnicity cannot be determined.
Examples from the pre-604 fills were, of course, out
of context and cannot be attributed to any specific
group of users. A lack of virtually all forms of Greek
material culture of the seventh century in the south-
ern Levant other than pottery—no architecture, no
graves, no small objects—precludes the possibility of
significant Greek settlement (Waldbaum 1997). A
single Greek ownership inscription bearing an un-
usual personal name—ATATO EMI (“I belong to
Atatos”; Cross 2008:367, no. 3.3)—scratched on the
surface of a coarse storage jar, was found in the
quarry fill in Grid 50, attesting to at least one Greek
resident. Fantalkin (forthcoming b, n. 32) takes this
as evidence of mercenary presence.’” It is possible
that a small group of Greek merchants was present to
oversee the eastern end of their trade, but would that
account for the almost 200 pieces of cooking pots
found?3!

Far smaller numbers of Greek cooking pots were
found at Tel Batash-Timnah (Magness 2001:143),
Mesad Hashavyahu (Fantalkin 2001:102), Yavneh-
Yam (Fantalkin 2001:133; forthcoming a; Fisher
2002:50, 51, fig. 3c), and Tel Kabri (Niemeier 1994:
*33, fig. 19:10; Niemeier and Niemeier 2002:238,
241, figs. 5.95:10-15; 5.93:13). Master has shown
that the cooking pots from Tel Batash-Timnah and
Mesad Hashavyahu are petrographically identical to
those from Ashkelon (Master 2001:167), suggesting
that they were all specialized products manufactured
in the same place. The presence of cooking pots at
Mesad Hashavyahu and Kabri has led the excavators
to propose that these sites were occupied by Greek
mercenaries and that the cooking pots and other
Greek pottery formed part of the soldiers’ Kkits

30 Cross (2008:367) reports the context of the sherd as “604
destruction level,” but the layer in which it was found (Grid
50 Square 57 Layer 240) is part of the quarry fill (Master,
pers. comm. 2009). The sherd itself has not been studied
and the sort of jar it came from—whether local or im-
ported—is not known.

31 As pointed out above, it is difficult to estimate the num-
ber of vessels these fragments represent. Forty-two rim
sherds have been identified.
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(Naveh 1962a:92-93, 95-96; Fantalkin 2001:139-47;
forthcoming b:passim,; Niemeier 1994:%33; 2001:22—
23).%2 Fantalkin (forthcoming b, ms. p. 16) argues
that while “this breakable commodity was of no
value to moving troops . . . once stationed as garri-
sons [as at Mesad Hashavyahu], these soldiers obvi-
ously used the familiar wares alongside the local
ones.” And further, “[t]lhe East Greek assemblage
discovered at Ashkelon . . . [is] an indication of the
presence of the East Greek garrison, on behalf of the
Egyptians, located in the city. . .” Fantalkin regards
mercenary demand and usage as the only explanation
for the presence of East Greek pottery. But is this, in
fact, the case?

Context provides some clues. As noted above,
most of the imported Greek pottery from Ashkelon
comes from the commercial marketplace area in Grid
50, where it might have been held for resale, either
within the site or elsewhere; and some—mostly
“lonian” cups, but also some amphorai—also came
from the industrial winery in Grid 38.3* Most of the
imports found at Timnah came from domestic con-
texts in Area F, Buildings 608 and 607, including the
cooking pots, “lonian” cups,” and Samian amphora
(Magness 2001). They were found along with more
numerous examples of local cooking pots, bowls, and
storage jars (Mazar and Panitz-Cohen 2001:pls. 64—
68 [Building 608], 71-73 [Building 607]), suggesting
that the imports had been brought to the site for indi-
vidual use by some of the local inhabitants, perhaps
as curiosities. They complemented, but did not re-
place, local pottery serving similar functions. Al-
though no Greek cooking pots have yet been found at
Ekron, the Greek pottery from that site—mostly
“lonian” cups and a “Wild Goat” oinochoe sherd—
were also found in elite domestic contexts (Wald-
baum 2007; and see Gitin 1989b:40; 1996:227; 1997:
92). The few Greek finds from the harbor town of
Yavneh-Yam were found in Stratum IX of Area A,
some of them in destruction debris associated with a

32 Kearsley has proposed that Al Mina was founded in the
mid-eighth century B.C. by mercenaries and only later be-
came a port of trade (Kearsley 1999:117-19, 127-31). In
the same volume, Boardman adheres to trade as the motiva-
tion for the foundation of Al Mina (1999b:154-55). Luke
(2003:30), however, concludes that “[t]he available evi-
dence for the early years does not show that Greeks resided
at Al Mina, either as traders or mercenaries. The only evi-
dence of Greek interest in the port is the finewares, and that
is an item of trade, being passed through the port to the
hinterland beyond.”

33 1t is unfortunate that there are no seventh-century exca-
vated residential or funerary areas to help determine how,
and by whom, this pottery was used at the site.

monumental building and attributed to Nebuchadrez-
zar’s invasion (Fantalkin 2001:132-33 and forthcom-
ing a).3

I have elsewhere suggested that this cooking ware
might have been imported for its special properties,
that “[a]ncient pottery that developed a reputation for
having desirable properties or imparting a special
flavor to the food might . . . have been in demand
among the cognoscenti” (Waldbaum 1997:13-14 n.
16). This suggestion is disputed by Niemeier, who
says “[t]here is, however, no evidence for a special
reputation of the Greek kitchen in the Levant”
(2001:16).3° Master observes, however, that “[w]hile
it is difficult to analyze the specific thermal proper-
ties of the seventh-century cooking pots without an
extensive study of these particular schists . . . these
Greek cooking pots were far superior to cooking pots
made from the sands of the Levantine coast” in their
probable resistance to thermal shock and in resistance
to crack-propagation and thermal failure, and he re-
fers to them as items of mass production and distribu-
tion, even within Greece (Master 2001:168).

In his discussion of the long tradition of micaceous
pottery in the American Southwest, Duane Anderson
(1999:5) notes “micaceous pottery is very strong and
durable, and it is a superior ware for cooking.” Pro-
duced in several Native American cultures since ca.
A.D. 1300, it has recently begun to be collected as an
art form, valued in particular for its smooth, glittery
surfaces, though it is still used for cooking. “Even
today you can visit the homes of Taos, Picuris, and
Jicarilla Apache families and find a pot of beans
simmering on the wood or gas stove in a micaceous
pot (‘The beans taste better!” says Felipe Ortega)”
(Anderson 1999:22). In a recent visit to New Mexico,
the author conducted informal discussions with some
local potters at Taos Pueblo. These artisans noted that
mica occurs naturally in several local clay beds and
that these beds are sought out and prized for the
qualities mica adds to the pottery, particularly cook-
ing ware: they affirmed that it adds strength to the
clay, making it more heat-resistant and less breakable

34 Fantalkin (forthcoming b) suggests that the Greek mer-
cenary garrison at Mesad Hashavyahu was established to
protect the harbor of Yavneh-Yam about a kilometer away.
I am grateful to A. Fantalkin for allowing me to read his
manuscript on the Yavneh-Yam finds. The original func-
tion of the “monumental building” of Stratum IX is not
specified.

35 Contrast, however, A. Berlin, whose study of late Helle-
nistic and early Roman pottery at Tel Anafa demonstrates
the use of locally made cooking wares in shapes adapted
for preparing certain types of dishes more at home in
Greece or Rome (Berlin 1993:42-43; 1999:52-55, 62).
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and enabling the potters to make the pot walls quite
thin and lightweight. As they explained, micaceous
clay also distributes heat more evenly in cooking and
it seasons with use, rather like cast iron cookware
today, making the food it contains taste better. You
can put micaceous pottery directly on a fire or in an
oven for cooking and it will not break. The pots are
even valued for the smudge marks that come from
uneven firing in an open pit and from use. One
woman said, in fact, that if a family cooking pot
breaks, it is considered a family tragedy. There is no
reason to think that the Milesian Greeks, who (we
now know) produced the ubiquitous micaceous East
Greek cooking pots, and their customers, did not rec-
ognize and value these same properties.3

Although it is possible, and even likely, that garri-
sons including some Greeks were established at such
sites as Mesad Hashavyahu and Tel Kabri (Niemeier
2001:16; Niemeier and Niemeier 2002:242),%7 the
larger and more cosmopolitan nature of Ashkelon, its
established position as a commercial seaport, and the
richness and variety of the imported pottery, which
came not only from East Greece but also from Phoe-
nicia, North Syria, and Cyprus (Master 2003:55, 52,
fig. 3),® make a Greek mercenary settlement less
likely as the main reason for the import of Greek pot-
tery (and other commodities) to Ashkelon.

It is possible, of course, that the Egyptians, who
controlled Philistia from the 620s to 604 B.C., did
locate a small garrison of mercenaries there, but there
is no direct evidence either for or against such an
establishment. The only documentary evidence for a
Greek mercenary at Ashkelon is one Antimenidas,
the brother of the early archaic poet Alcaeus. Anti-
menidas was present at the sack of Ashkelon in 604
as a soldier in the Babylonian army, not as a resident
of the city or as an employee of Egypt (Stager 1996a:
61%).3

36 Note also the statement by Villing (2006:40) in her dis-
cussion of coarse-ware mortaria: “Potters and their custom-
ers seem to have been quite aware of the properties of cer-
tain clays to make pots good for certain functions,
particularly if it was a matter of heavy-duty daily use; this
seems suggested in particular for cooking pots . . .”

37 Curiously, no Greek cooking pots were identified at
Migdol, a site in the northwestern Sinai identified as a for-
tress housing Greek mercenaries and producing abundant
Greek pottery of the late seventh and sixth centuries B.C.
(Oren 1984).

38 1t is interesting to note in this regard, that imported North
Syrian cooking pots are also found in seventh-century Ash-
kelon (Master 2003:55). Does this mean they were re-
quested or used only by North Syrian mercenaries?

39 Fantalkin (forthcoming b) now questions the presence of
Antimenidas at Ashkelon.

The probability that the cooking pots were manu-
factured in one locale, combined with the fact that
they are often found together with imports made in
other centers, suggests that the cooking pots, like the
other imported Greek pottery, were intended for the
export trade and that all the exotic Greek pottery,
from divergent manufacturing centers, traveled to-
gether in heterogeneous shipments (also including
some forms of Phoenician, North Syrian, and Cypriot
wares—see below). Moreover, at least some of this
pottery was no doubt desired more for its contents
than for the shapes alone; for example, the occasional
Corinthian perfume flasks and the large transport
amphorai containing exotic wines and oils from such
regions as Samos, Miletos, and Chios. But was this
trade directed in particular at the southern Levant,
and especially at homesick Greek mercenaries? Or
was it part of a larger picture?

Seventh-Century East Greek Pottery in the
Larger Mediterranean World

If we expand our field of vision beyond the southern
Levant, we see that the distribution of certain types of
late seventh-century East Greek pottery at Ashkelon
and other sites in the southern and northern Levant
was part of a much larger phenomenon stretching
across most of the Mediterranean basin and around
the Black Sea. The presence of such pottery at Black
Sea sites such as Histria/Istros in modern Romania,
Berezan (Ukraine), and Apollonia (Thrace) is well
known and is explained by the fact that these were
Greek colonies founded by Milesians, apparently
during the late seventh century (Tsetskhladze 1994:
117-18, 124; 1998:19-22, 35; 2002:81).40 Clashes
with an expanding Lydian kingdom in western Ana-
tolia and the ensuing pressure on Milesian home ter-
ritory have been cited as a possible reason for Mile-
sian colonization efforts in precisely this period (see,
e.g., Tsetskhladze 1994:124-26; 1998:20; 2006b:xxx,
with references).*!

40 Tsetskhladze mentions other possible foundations from
that period as well; see also Solovyov 1999:3—4; 2007: 532.
Solovyov places the first permanent Greek settlement at
Berezan in “the last decade of the 7th century B.c.” Cf.
Posamentir 2006:163.

41 Alyattes® destruction of the Temple of Athena Assesia at
Assesos near Miletos is now put at 608 B.C. (Kalaitzoglou
2008:63) and Alyattes’ conquest of Old Smyrna at ca. 600
(Cook 1985). Fantalkin 2006:203 attributes the expansion
of East Greek activity, including colonization in the Black
Sea and the foundation of Naukratis, to cooperation with
Lydian imperialist ambitions rather than confrontation with
them. Tsetskhladze 2006b provides a recent critical discus-



Greek Pottery

Although Miletos was the founding city, the as-
semblage of imported pottery at these Black Sea sites
includes wares from both South and North Ionian
production centers.*? Little or no imported Greek
cookware was found at Berezan, where Solovyov
suggests “that locally produced pottery fully satisfied
the inhabitants’ cooking and food preparation needs,
regardless of their ethnic roots” (Solovyov 1999:
52).4 A few one-handled chytrai are published from
Histria, but Alexandrescu dates them to the late sixth
or early fifth century B.C., though he compares them
to late seventh-century types from Tocra (Alexan-
drescu 1978:124, pl. 71 nos. 816-21).

The late seventh century also saw Greek trading
and settlement activity in the central and western
Mediterranean and along the North African coast at
Naukratis in the Egyptian Delta and at Tocra and
Cyrene farther to the west.** Naukratis was the most
important of these settlements. Like the colonies
around the Black Sea, it was founded in the late sev-
enth century (Boardman 1999a:121; Moller 2000:
188; Villing and Schlotzhauer 2006b:5).*> But it was
established as a trading post or emporion by a consor-
tium of East Greek cities rather than by a single one.
Its foundation, sanctioned by the pharaoh Psamtik I
(665-610), established it as the only “official” Greek
port in Egypt, and probably represented a revived
Egyptian interest in international trade under the
Saite dynasty (Redford 1992:434-35). As far as |
know, no chytrai have been published from Naukra-
tis, though a number of “Cypro-Phoenician” flat-
based mortaria, or grinding bowls, some with signs of
abrasion from use, had been dedicated in the temenos
of Apollo and bore dedicatory inscriptions in Greek
(Villing 2006).

sion of the significance, terminology, and mechanisms of
“Greek colonization.”

42 See, e.g., Posamentir 2006:160-62 for Berezan, mostly
SiA Ic-d/MWG II oinochoai and dishes and NiA Bird
Bowls. For pottery from Histria, see Lambrino 1938; Alex-
andrescu 1978; 2005; Dupont 2005 for amphorai.

43 It is possible also that earlier excavators simply did not
collect or record coarse wares, as is too often the case (see
Posamentir 2006:159).

4 Tor a general overview of Greek settlement in the central
and western Mediterranean, see Boardman 1999a:153-224;
Tsetskhladze 2006b:1xii-1xvi. See also Tsetskhladze 2002:
87-90 for interesting observations on the nature of these
settlements and relationships with local populations.

45 Note, however, that Sullivan (1996:190) proposes that
Naukratis was first settled by mercenaries serving in the
early part of Psamtik’s reign (ca. 650 B.C.) and gradually
developed into an emporion, or commercial port, toward
the end of the seventh century.
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The distribution of “Cypro-Phoenician” flat-based
mortaria presents an interesting example of a non-
Greek form of domestic ware being adopted by
Greeks in a Greek setting. Outside of Naukratis,
Villing (2006:37) notes the presence of this kind of
mortarium at other Egyptian sites, including Migdol
and Tell Defenneh, where Greek mercenaries were
stationed, and where the pottery included both Greek
and Phoenician imports in addition to the mortaria.
Significantly, too, the “Cypro-Phoenician” type of
mortarium has now been found at several sites in East
Greece, most significantly in Miletos, where accord-
ing to Villing they appear in quantity in seventh- and
sixth-century contexts and “show obvious traces of
abrasion and were clearly much used in the Archaic
Milesian kitchen, outnumbering even cooking pots”
(2006:38). No doubt owing to Milesian action, they
also appear at the Greek Black Sea colonies of Histria
and Berezan. They turn up also at Tocra, and at sev-
eral Greek sites in the central and western Mediterra-
nean as far west as Spain, but curiously, only rarely
on mainland Greece (Villing 2006:38). And signifi-
cantly, they are frequently associated with both East
Greek pottery and other forms of Phoenician pottery
such as basket-handled amphorai and torpedo jars (all
of which are found at Ashkelon).

But the Greeks were not the only ones plying the
seas of the central and western Mediterranean. Dur-
ing the eighth and seventh centuries, the Phoenicians
also established settlements in the central Mediterra-
nean (e.g., at Carthage) and the western Mediterra-
nean (e.g., at Toscanos). In some places, such as Sic-
ily and southern Iberia, they occupied neighboring
land to the Greeks (for a summary of Phoenician or
Punic settlements in the Mediterranean, see Niemeyer
1990:471-78; 1993:335-38; 2006:146-63; Aubet
1993:135-39).46

Maria Aubet (2007:448-50) examines western
Phoenician settlements, such as Huelva in southern
Iberia, where in the late seventh century B.C. the rep-
ertoire of imported Greek pottery, including Samian
and Chian amphorai, hydriai, North Ionian bird
bowls, and “Ionian” cups, is remarkably similar to
that at Ashkelon and where the Greek imports were
found “in merchandise depots or warchouses in the
harbor area,” analogous to the Grid 50 commercial

46 Niemeyer (1990:483—87; 2006:148, 156-57) and Som-
mer (2007:98) stress the differences between typically
Greek “colonies” or apoikia, where the settlers were inter-
ested primarily in land acquisition and agricultural expan-
sion, and Phoenician settlements, where the founders were
primarily interested in trade, markets, and access to raw
materials, though these need not be rigid distinctions.
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center at Ashkelon. Other Phoenician sites, such as
Cerro de Villar in southern Iberia, Malaka, and the
port area of Toscanos, show similar patterns of im-
ported Greek pottery in local, possibly commercial
settings, and often include examples of Etruscan buc-
chero ware among the Greek pottery as well (Aubet
2007:450-53, figs. 4¢c, 6-9). East Greek pottery of the
late seventh century, together with smaller amounts
of Etruscan pottery, have also been found at Punic
sites in the central Mediterranean, such as Carthage
in North Africa and on Sicily and Sardinia (Aubet
2007:453), as well as at the North African Greek sites
of Tocra and Naukratis (Naso 2006:187—89).

In the eastern Mediterranean, an Etruscan oino-
choe sherd was found at Tel Kabri (Niemeier and
Niemeier 2002:238, 241-42, no. 42, figs. 5.93:14,
5.95:16), together with the East Greek pottery, and
Etruscan kantharos fragments were found in Tomb 25
at Ras el-Bassit in North Syria, together with late
seventh-century B.C. Greek pottery, including
“Ionian” cups, an East Greek kantharos similar to the
ones from Ashkelon, and a Samian amphora (Cour-
bin 1993:31-32, 68, fig. 17.8, pl. 19.3). Aubet notes
that Etruscan bucchero pottery is also found among
the local pottery at the East Greek cities of Miletos,
Samos, and Ephesos (to which should now be added
an Etruscan bucchero kantharos sherd and an East
Greek imitation of one from Assesos—Kalaitzoglou
2008:115, 369, pl. 25:183, 184), and she suggests that
this “seems to reflect a clear integration of Etruscan
commercial interests in the international exchange
networks of the period, dominated by the Ionian cit-
ies” (Aubet 2007:448).47

For the late seventh century, Aubet postulates “an
international trade network of huge scope that im-
pinged in a special way on all of the Phoenician cit-
ies, from Tyre to Gades, Tharos, Ibiza, and Carthage”
(2007:458) and that included not only Phoenicians
but cities of East Greece and southern Etruria as
well.#® Since Chios, Samos, and Miletos provide the
most commonly exported East Greek wares found at
many sites, it would appear that Ashkelon and other
sites of the southern Levant were part of a wide-

47 No Etruscan sherds have yet been identified at Ashkelon
or other cities in Philistia where East Greek pottery has
been found, but this could be due as much to lack of recog-
nition as to absence from the scene.

48 For a somewhat different view, see Dominguez 2006:
436-42. Dominguez views the same evidence of Greek
pottery from Huelva and other Iberian sites as signifying
“the activity of merchants coming mostly from Ionia . . .
who were attracted to the Tartessian emporion, and thus
used pre-existing ports which were mostly in Phoenician
hands.”

spread network within which wares from these cities
were traded and no doubt within which other materi-
als and commodities were also exchanged.** And
since the assemblage of East Greek pottery types
found in the southern Levant so closely resembles
those from other regions and sites, such as Tocra in
Cyrenaica (Hayes 1966; 1973) or Histria in the Black
Sea region (Alexandrescu 1978), or Huelva in south-
ern Iberia, it seems likely, therefore, that these East
Greek vessels of disparate origins found at so many
sites in the Mediterranean, including Ashkelon, were
shipped together as part of a trade assemblage of
which component types were distributed in varying
proportions and amounts, depending on the tastes and
needs of local markets. They were not individually
shipped from their region or city of origin, or carried
by homesick wandering individuals such as merce-
nary soldiers. Some types, such as amphorai or Co-
rinthian perfume flasks, were probably valued most
for their contents, whereas others, such as nicely
decorated table ware or micaceous cooking pots,
were desired for their appearance or function.

Trade Between Greece and the Levant

What is not clear is who conducted the trade between
Greece and the Levant. Was it Greeks, Phoenicians,
or both (or neither)? As shown by Villing (2006) in
her discussion of the distribution of “Cypro-Phoe-
nician” mortaria, in many of places, including Ash-
kelon, Greek wares were accompanied by abundant
examples of Phoenician, Syrian, and Cypriot pottery.
This suggests that to understand fully the significance
of importations in a given place or region, we must
look at the totality of what traveled together, not
solely at East Greek imports, or any other kind of
import. But whether it was Phoenician or Greek mer-
chants who ultimately controlled the Levantine trade
remains to be seen.>

49 In assessing the role of pottery in this exchange, one
needs to be cautious not to fall into the “positivist fallacy”
outlined by Snodgrass (1980:126-28), whereby painted
pottery, by its sheer abundance and conspicuousness in the
archaeological record, appears to play a greater role in
overseas trade than in fact it did. On this see also Gill 1988;
1991; 1994; Osborne 1996; and Salmon 2000 who argue in
different ways that despite its relative unimportance eco-
nomically, movement of painted pottery can be used as an
indicator of trade in more valuable, but less “visible” com-
modities such as grain, wine, oil, metals, timber, textiles
and slaves.

30 Lehmann (1998:32) favors the hypothesis of Phoenician
control, at least for trade with Syria. Papadopoulos (1997:
194) critiques the literature which overemphasizes the role
of Greeks at the expense of Phoenicians and other eastern-
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As noted by Gill (1994:104), the excavation of
shipwrecks carrying pottery made in several different
centers shows “that pots produced in one area could
be carried by ships from another area.”! Long et al.
(1992:202-25) published one such wreck of the late
sixth century B.C. that carried Attic, Lakonian, and
East Greek wares from Miletos, Samos, Klazomenai,
Chios, Thasos, and Lesbos, as well as several Corin-
thian amphorai. The wreck carried a minimum of 68
East Greek and Corinthian amphorai, over 1,200
Ionian cups, several hundred Attic cups, and 20
lamps, as well as small amounts of other pottery
shapes. It may have carried as many as 90 amphorai,
1,600 Ionian cups, 800 Attic cups, 100 lamps, and a
number of other vessels (Long et al. 1992:205).
Closer in time are the late seventh-century wreck at
Kekova Adasi, Turkey, where a number of Samian or
Milesian amphorai traveled with over 100 basket-
handled amphorai (Greene 2008), and the sixth-
century wreck at Pabug Burnu, off the southern coast
of Turkey, which carried between 200 and 300 East
Greek trade amphorai and a modest amount of plain
wares including both micaceous and nonmicaceous
mortaria (Greene et al. 2008:688, 696-97). These
figures are somewhat sobering in comparison with
the total number of Greek fragments (not vessels)
from sites like Ashkelon, or the estimated number of
vessels from Mesad Hashavyahu, sites that are con-
sidered to have “a lot” of imports. Given the quanti-
ties of comparable types of pottery from shipwrecks,
and given the chronological and typological homoge-
neity of the assemblages found at the land sites, it is
not outside the realm of possibility that all of the late
seventh-century East Greek and Early Corinthian
pottery found in the southern Levant formed part of
the cargo of a single ship that stopped at one or more
ports along its route to deliver selections of its wares,
of which foreign decorated pottery and amphorai of
exotic wines and oils or flasks of perfumed oils were
desirable but minor components.

ers in Mediterranean trade. Morris and Papadopoulos
(1998:254-56) suggest that Phoenicians played a role in the
distribution of Corinthian pottery. See also Docter 2000:
84-85.

31 See also Villing and Schlotzhauer 2006b:7 for possible
variances between traders and what they traded. Just what
constitutes the “nationality” of a merchant ship of this pe-
riod of antiquity is a vexed question: are we talking about
the owner, the captain, the merchant(s) who loaded the
goods, or the one(s) who received them? Or about the ori-
gin(s) of the trade goods themselves, which are often
mixed, as we have seen?

The Position of Ashkelon in East—West Trade

Although scholars have long been occupied with con-
tacts between the Aegean and North Syria at such
sites as Al Mina, Tall Stukas, and Ras el-Bassit, until
recently the southern Levant was not regarded as an
important area of contact with the Aegean (e.g.,
Boardman 1999a:38). Ashkelon is, so far, the first
major coastal site between Egypt and Phoenicia to
yield evidence for a thriving east-west trade in the
late Tron Age.

Of the other known large-scale coastal entrepots—
Akko, Dor, and Jaffa—{finds from Akko? and Jaffa
have yet to be completely published, and there is lit-
tle evidence for Aegean contacts with Dor in the sev-
enth century B.C. (Stewart and Martin 2005:81; Mook
and Coulson 1995:99; Stern 1994:145),5 though its
western contacts flourished in the Persian period
(Stewart and Martin 2005; Stern 1994:183-87).

No seventh-century Greek imports are yet pub-
lished from Ashdod, a nearby Philistine coastal city,
though it was supposedly destroyed in the same se-
ries of Babylonian campaigns in which Ashkelon and
Ekron were vanquished (Dothan and Porath 1982:33—
41 [Stratum 7]; 57 [destruction]; Dothan and Freed-
man 1967:11). According to Herodotus (I1.157),
Pharaoh Psamtik I besieged Ashdod for 29 years, and
this siege is thought to have taken place between
about 639 and 610 B.C. (Malamat 1950:218; 1953:29;
but see Na’aman 1991:40). If so, the lengthy siege
would have served as an effective deterrent to trade
in that city. Some scholars now believe, however,
that the site of Ashdod itself was not occupied in the
seventh century and that the population had moved to
Ashdod-Yam, which is not yet excavated (Fantalkin
2001:133-35 and n. 63).%

The port of Gaza, the fourth of the Philistine capi-
tals extant in the seventh century, has only recently
begun to be extensively excavated (Shanks 1997;
Gitin 1998b:165) and no results have been published.

32 Some Greek pottery from Akko has appeared in the lit-
erature, but so far most is of the Persian period (Raban
1993; Dothan 1976: 22, 27-29; Dothan 1979). I know of at
least one, unpublished, seventh-century bird bowl, however
(see Waldbaum 1994: 59, n. 23).

33 Fantalkin and Tal (2008:246) and Fantalkin (forthcoming
b) note an absence of seventh-century B.C. remains at Jaffa.

54 Gilboa and Sharon (2008:167) point out that Dor was
virtually uninhabited following the withdrawal of the As-
syrians ca. 630 B.C. and remained so until the beginning of
the Persian period.

35 Fantalkin (pers. comm., November 2007) reports some
East Greek pottery from Ashdod; the quantity and contexts
are not known to me.
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Mesad Hashavyahu, Ashkelon’s only rival for
quantity and variety of Greek finds, is a much smaller
and far less important site whose mercantile signifi-
cance has yet to be demonstrated. Thus far, then,
Ashkelon seems to have been the preeminent point of
contact for trade with Greece in the late seventh cen-
tury B.C. in the southern coastal region between the
Nile Delta and the more prominent sites to the north,
though this perception could change with further re-
search.

The Catalogue: Criteria for Inclusion; Arrangement

The following catalogue includes 560 pieces of im-
ported Greek pottery arranged by region of origin
(Corinthian and East Greek), and within these larger
classifications by shape: open decorated shapes fol-
lowed by closed decorated shapes followed by open
and closed coarse wares. There are individual entries
for all decorated sherds and all diagnostics for which
we have photographs, drawings, or both. Small deco-
rated sherds for which we had no illustrations, and
body sherds, unless they were analyzed or had sig-
nificant decoration preserved (as for the “Wild Goat”
oinochoai), are listed by field registration number
after the catalogued items with which they are asso-
ciated and are included in the overall counts of items
discussed above, and in the introductions to each
section.

Catalogued objects discussed in the introductory
texts are indicated by catalogue number in bold (e.g.,
no. 123). Uncatalogued items are indicated by a four-
digit number in square brackets, corresponding to the
entry in the author’s database (e.g., [4321]). A few
seventh-century East Greek sherds found by
Phythian-Adams and housed in the Rockefeller Mu-
seum are included in Appendix A. Appendix B pro-
vides a concordance of Greek sherds found in each
relevant layer, both catalogued and uncatalogued.

Each major type (or subtype when relevant) is pre-
sented in an introduction, in which the distribution of
examples on the site and general features of the
shape, range of sizes, colors, and decorations are ex-
amined. The type and parallels are discussed, paying
particular attention to the distribution of similar im-
ported material at other sites in the larger eastern
Mediterranean region, as well as to examples found
at other sites in the southern Levant.

Individual entries include dimensions in centime-
ters, clay texture (ranging from very fine to very
coarse), clay color and inclusions, and a brief de-
scription of shape and decoration. Colors of clay and
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painted decoration are described using the soil color
names of the Munsell Soil Color Charts with their
corresponding numbers for hue and value (e.g., “red-
dish yellow 5YR 6/6). The findspot and registration
number (if any) are followed by an indication of
whether the piece in question is from a layer dated to
604 B.C., from pre-604 constructional fill, or from a
post-604 context.

Fifty-one pieces were sampled by the present au-
thor for petrographic analysis and several other
pieces were sampled at a later time by Daniel Master.
An attempt was made to sample representatives of all
major types represented: Group A consists of large
jars, including amphorai and hydriai; Group B in-
cludes cooking pots and a mortarium; Group C in-
cludes jugs and oinochoai; Group D are probable
“Wild Goat” oinochoai; and Group E are Ionian cups.
Most of the samples consisted of small unregistered
body sherds from types similar to registered ones, but
some were small fragments broken off registered
vessels. Petrography was performed by Daniel Mas-
ter as part of a larger study of sherds from Ashkelon
(Master 2001; see also chapter 4 in the present vol-
ume). His results are incorporated here in the intro-
ductions and catalogue entries for the sampled pieces.
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Catalogue of Greek Pottery of the Seventh Century B.C. Found at Ashkelon

Catalogue entries include the following information:

1. The vessel class and/or style and/or part, and the dimensions of the piece (in centimeters).
2. A description of the piece (note the abbreviations below).

3. The field registration number and find context.

4. Parallels and/or previous publication details, if any.

5. All entries include a photograph or drawing or both of the piece unless otherwise noted.

The unique field registration number contains the following items of information, separated by periods:

1. The Israel Antiquities Authority license number and the last two digits of the year of excavation.
2. The 100-meter grid location.

3. The 10-meter square within the grid.

4. The layer and/or feature number, prefixed by “L” or “F.”

5. The 1-meter fine-grid number within the square, prefixed by “FG.”

6. The pottery bucket number, prefixed by “B.”

7. The registration number of the sherd(s) or, in rare cases, an intact vessel.

In catalogue entry no. 1, for example, the field registration number is A72/92.50.48.L.388.FG77.(1). Note that the findspot
of the piece and the year it was excavated can be read from this number; in this example, it is Grid 50 Square 48 Fine-grid
77 Layer 388, excavated in 1992. (See chapter 11 of Ashkelon 1 for a detailed explanation of the recording system.)

Abbreviations: Inclusion sizes:

BF  Black Figure 1. left I. right fine <0.5mm
C.  century L length SJSh  several joining sherds small 0.5-1.0 mm
D  diameter M maximum SNJSh several nonjoining sherds ~medium 1.0-2.0 mm
E  estimated MWG Middle Wild Goat Th thickness large >2.0 mm
EC Early Corinthian NCplt nearly complete w white

ext. exterior NJSh  nonjoining sherds W width

H  height p purple WG Wild Goat

int.  interior P preserved w-r-w  white-red-white

JSh  joining sherds r red

A. CORINTHIAN VESSELS (nos. 1-16)

Only 17 Corinthian fragments (16 catalogued and one
uncatalogued) were identified, all from the Grid 50
excavation area. Three were found in use or destruc-
tion deposits dated to 604 B.C. These are an aryballos
rim (no. 12) and two olpe or oinochoe parts (nos. 1,
3), one of which (no. 1) is Transitional style and
therefore somewhat earlier than its context. Thirteen
pieces are from the pre-604 constructional fill, in-
cluding three olpai (nos. 2, 5, 6), five alabastra (nos.
7-11), and five aryballoi (nos. 13—16; one uncata-
logued and unregistered). One olpe base fragment
comes from a post-604 Persian-period fill (no. 4).
Olpe fragment no. 2 is very similar to no. 1 and ap-
pears to be Transitional as well.

All Corinthian pieces are characterized by very
fine, well-levigated clay with few or no inclusions
ranging in color from pale brown (10YR 8/3) to very
pale brown (10YR 7/3-7/4) to light gray (10YR 7/2,
2.5Y 7/2) to white (10YR 8/2-8/1; 5Y 8/1) to pale
yellow (2.5Y 7/4). With the exception of these two
Transitional olpai fragments, all other pieces appear
to be Early Corinthian (EC) in style and decorated in
the Black Figure (BF) technique consisting of black

painted silhouette over reserved clay ground with
incised linear patterning through the black and occa-
sional areas of added red or white paint placed over
the black.

The Corinthian chronological sequence was estab-
lished by Payne (1931) and thoroughly reviewed by
Amyx (1988:397-431), who slightly lowers the dates
arrived at by Payne for the periods between Late
Geometric and Late Corinthian. Publications of pot-
tery found at Corinth by the Corinth Excavations are
invaluable (e.g., Amyx and Lawrence 1975; Stillwell
and Benson 1984).

The scarcity of Corinthian imports at Ashkelon is
consistent with the general situation in the southern
Levant, Egypt, and Cyprus, though they are some-
what more abundant in Syria (Courbin 1990:506, 508
pl. 47 [Ras el-Bassit]; Robertson 1940:16-18, pl. 4
[Al Mina]; Ploug 1973: 17-23 [Tall Siikas]), and a
single Early Corinthian aryballos fragment was found
at Sarepta in Lebanon (Koehl 1985: 51-52, 238, figs.
12, 23 no. 256). In the southern Levant, there is a
complete lack of Protocorinthian pottery of the earlier
seventh century and most of the known finds belong
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to Early or Middle Corinthian, thinly distributed
throughout the region. A piece or two have been
found at several of the other sites destroyed in the
Babylonian invasions of the late seventh and early
sixth centuries: one piece was found in Stratum II,
Area E, at Tel Batash-Timnah, and a single worn
example came from Mesad Hashavyahu (Waldbaum
and Magness 1997: 34-36; Waldbaum 1994:59;
Magness 2001:144; Fantalkin 2001:74 n. 41, 97, fig.
34.9).

Clairmont (1955:101) lists Corinthian sherds in the
Rockefeller Museum from Tell Shefelah and Tell
Jemmeh. I have examined these sherds; the Tell She-
felah sherd is not Corinthian, whereas those from Tell
Jemmeh may be Attic. In addition, two sherds found

CORINTHIAN OINOCHOAI/OLPAI (nos. 1-6)

Although no. 1 was found in the 604 B.C. use phase, it
is almost certainly somewhat earlier than its context.
The incised, black-polychrome scale pattern identi-
fies this piece stylistically as belonging to the Transi-
tional style (Amyx 1988:372-75, pl. 21.1; Amyx and
Lawrence 1975:18, pl. 4.18; Payne 1931: 28-32, pl.
11 bis), dated conventionally to ca. 630-620/615 B.C.
(Amyx 1988:428). It is thus the earliest piece of Co-
rinthian pottery found at Ashkelon. A similar piece
(no. 2) was found in the quarry fill underneath the
marketplace. A large group of vessels with similar
scale pattern is assigned to Middle Corinthian, con-
ventionally dated ca. 595/590-570 B.C. (Amyx 1988:
149-59, pls. 58.3c¢, 61.1, 2; p. 428 for date). Given the
secure terminus ante quem, however, it is unlikely that
Ashkelon Corinthian pieces nos. 1 or 2 belong to the
later group. It is interesting to note that “Transitional”

at Tel Migne—Ekron and published as Corinthian or
imitation Corinthian (Waldbaum 1994:59, fig. 8, and
n. 17; Gitin 1995:70, fig. 4.15; Waldbaum and Mag-
ness 1997:34-35, fig. 14) now appear to be the latter.
(I thank Martha Risser for inspecting the sherds and
providing her opinion [pers. comm. 2004]). Two
more fragments were found in late Iron Age Stratum
I at Tel Dan (Pakman 1992:236, fig. 5.12, 13). A few
others are known from Tel Dor, Tell Abu Hawam,
Tell Keisan, Tell Jemmeh, Tel Sera¢, and the 1920—
1921 British excavations at Ashkelon (see Waldbaum
and Magness 1997:35 for summary with references).
Although the repertoire of Corinthian pottery from
seventh-century Ashkelon is small, it is larger than
that found to date at any other site in the region.

is the earliest Corinthian style found at such sites as
Naukratis (Venit 1988:60; Moller 2000:217) and
Istros (Histria) (Alexandrescu 1978:21).

Four fragments belong to EC olpai or oinochoai. A
base (no. 3) comes from a 604 B.C. deposit. Another,
very similar, no. 4, comes from a postdestruction
context. One small, flat fragment (no. 5) with black-
polychrome tongue pattern possibly belongs to an
oinochoe shoulder of a type found at Corinth in the
Anaploga Well and dated to the EC deposit (Amyx
and Lawrence 1975:139 An 207; 141 An