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EDITORS’ PREFACE

roM the outset, the Leon Levy Expedition has

been committed to placing the excavations
at Tel Ashkelon within a wider regional context.
From 1986 to 1990, we supported Mitchell Allen’s
survey of the area southeast of modern Ashkelon
(IAA map 92), but we looked for a chance to do
more. One of the impediments has always been the
scale of the task. Since Allen’s survey, the city of
Ashkelon has grown considerably, and that growth
has been accompanied by extensive salvage ex-
cavations undertaken by the Israel Antiquities
Authority (IAA). If we were to understand the land
behind Ashkelon, we needed not only to revisit the
older surveys but also to take into account an enor-
mous amount of new information collected by the
archaeologists of the IAA.

In 2009, we met with Yigael Yisrael and Yaakov
Huster of the IAA who suggested a solution. Yaakov
Huster, who had been working in in the Ashkelon
region for many years, was about to retire. He had
completed his work on another survey area close
to Ashkelon (IAA map 96) and, as inspector for the
Ashkelon region, had seen all of the ongoing salvage
work for the last decade or more. Yigael and Jacob
suggested that the Leon Levy Expedition fund a pub-
lication project, overseen by Jacob, to pull together
all of the new data, to revisit the entire area around
Ashkelon, and to publish the new data from map 96.
We were enthusiastic. Not only would this allow us
to fulfill one of our core research goals, but Jacob’s
firsthand experience would add particular expertise.
Too many times, local 1AA inspectors are not given
their due. They are not afforded the time to articulate
the type of regional perspective that their work has
uniquely afforded them. This was our chance to rectify
this oversight at Ashkelon.

Jacob began his work in 2009 and carefully worked
through a large body of earlier materials. His work was
facilitated by the Ashkelon laboratory, directed in turn

by Michael Press (2009-2010), Rona Avissar Lewis
(2010-2012), and Rafael (Rafi) Lewis (2012-2013).
In particular, Michael Press was a close confidant of
Jacob, working through many of the details of site
identification. As the project progressed, and the final
prose was being constructed, Michael agreed to join
the project in an official capacity. Michael undertook
most of the editing for chapters 1 and 2. In addition,
Michael asked if he might write up the conclusions for
the Ottoman period (chapter 3). His positive contribu-
tions to the volume were indispensable.

This project was also aided by many others. Elise
Jakoby Laguier constructed the maps from tables sup-
plied by Yaakov Huster. She also produced several
analyses of the key spatial relationships through time
in ArcGIS. While these analyses are not graphically
relayed in the volume, many of the concepts that she
uncovered are reflected upon in chapter 4. George
Pierce provided a synthetic reflection that builds on
his previous studies of the Dothan Valley and Sharon
Plain. His is just the first of what we hope will be
many attempts to reflect on the relationship between
Ashkelon as a site and this rich dataset assembled by
Yaakov Huster. Finally, Megan Sauter completed the
layout and copy editing, a core task which makes our
job as series editors much simpler.

The land behind Ashkelon represents a fundamental
contribution to the goals of the Leon Levy Expedition,
but more than this, it is a distillation of numerous ex-
cavations by many talented archaeologists, brought to-
gether by Yaakov Huster, a man who has devoted his
life to preserving the cultural heritage of the Ashkelon
region.

Daniel M. Master
Wheaton, Illinois

Lawrence E. Stager

Concord, Massachusetts October 2014






AUTHOR’S PREFACE

THE present work builds inevitably on that of pre-
vious researchers. In particular, the surveys of
Berman and Allen are fundamental to any analysis of
settlement patterns in the Ashkelon region. These stud-
ies, however, looked primarily at small, 10 x 10 km
areas while largely ignoring a more regional outlook.
For many years, as district inspector of the Ashkelon
region for the Israel Antiquities Authority, | had the
chance to view the Ashkelon region as a whole and
was able to observe sites and surveys as they occurred.
In addition, I have been personally acquainted with the
archaeologists who have conducted the surveys and
excavations, as well as with their published reports
and unpublished data. Because of this, the opportunity
to pull together all of these sites into a comprehensive
regional study represents the culmination of a lifetime
of observation.

I would like to thank Lawrence E. Stager and Daniel
M. Master for providing us with the opportunity to

conduct this study. Thanks are due to Alon Shavit,
who was gracious with his time in discussing aspects
of his survey of the southern coastal plain and pro-
vided a copy of his unpublished Ph.D. thesis. | would
also like to thank Benjamin Felker and Elise Jakoby
Laugier for producing the maps.

Above all, this work is a tribute to the long line
of travelers and researchers that worked in this area,
starting in the nineteenth century: from Victor Guérin,
the Survey of Western Palestine, and British surveyors
and mapmakers through to the Archaeological Survey
of Israeli teams, Hiitteroth and Abdulfattah, and count-
less others that we do not have space to mention here.
Without their accumulated knowledge, the present
study would in no way be possible.

Yaakov Huster

Ashkelon, Israel October 2014
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1. INTRODUCTION

by Yaakov Huster

THE maritime networks of Tel Ashkelon extend-
ed across the ancient Mediterranean, reaching
peoples and markets from Cyprus to Spain. Less
attention has been paid to Tel Ashkelon’s hinter-
land, a region extending some 15-20 km inland
form the site. This volume attempts to fill that la-
cunae by describing the region of Ashkelon across
its entire pre-modern history of human occupation.

Previous Research

The Ashkelon region, as with the rest of Israel, has
been extensively surveyed since the nineteenth
century (for a brief survey, see Schloen in Ashkelon
1, pp. 143-152). At that time, most interest in the
region was due to its role in the Bible and, second-
arily, its historical role in the Crusades (Rey 1871,
also 1862). Of the various early explorers and
travelers, the most systematic was V. Guérin, who
conducted two detailed surveys of Tel Ashkelon
and its vicinity (1857, 1869); his work approached
that of a scientific survey. Despite this early inter-
est, however, detailed survey work for both iden-
tification of archaeological sites and production of
a high-quality, accurate map of the country only
proceeded in the 1870s with the Survey of Western
Palestine under Conder and Kitchener (1881-83).
While the PEF’s conduct of this survey was driven
by biblical interest, its ultimate sponsorship and
the production of the map itself—by the Ordnance
Survey of the UK—was ultimately produced not
for biblical but for military reasons (Goren 2002).

With World War I, the recognition came that the
Survey of Western Palestine map—while highly
accurate compared to other nineteenth-century
maps—did not meet current standards or needs
(i.e., it was not accurate enough for directing ar-
tillery). While the British mapped large parts of
the country during the war (see Collier and Inkpen
2001), a comprehensive topographic survey of the
country was conducted under the Mandate in the
1920s, leading to a highly accurate series of map
sheets produced from the 1930s by the Survey of
Palestine (printed in both 1:20,000 and 1:100,000
series; see Gavish 2005). Among the features not-
ed on these maps were archaeological sites (listed
as “ruin,” cisterns, wells, etc.), including many not
previously noted by Conder and Kitchener or other
surveyors and explorers.

A strictly archaeological survey of the coun-
try, meanwhile, was planned and started in the
mid-1930s by P. L. O. Guy, then Director of the
British School of Archaeology in Jerusalem (Guy
1937; 1938; Green 2009:176-79). This survey was
tied to the new British maps—not the large-scale
1:20,000 map sheets, however, but the smaller-
scale 1:100,000 sheets (contra Green 2009:177,
who mistakenly states that Guy used the Survey of
Western Palestine map sheets). Guy himself began
a survey on map sheet 7, covering the coastal plain
from Tel Aviv south—Dbut only as far as the region
of Ashdod. Unfortunately, due to lack of funds and
manpower, and increasing disturbances due to the
Arab Revolt, this survey was suspended in 1938 be-
fore being extended farther south toward Ashkelon.

The newly established state of Israel expressed
renewed interest in a systematic archaeological
survey of the country. Therefore, it organized the
Archaeological Survey of Israel in 1964 (Dagan
n.d.). This survey followed the large-scale 1:20,000
map sheets produced by the British. The area of the
modern city of Ashkelon itself is covered by four
of the 10 x 10 km Mandatory map sheets: Ascalon
(2 sheets: Sheets 10-11 and 10-12), Hamame (Sheet
11-12), and El Majdal (Sheet 11-11). Each of these
map sheets has been surveyed and published by
the Archaeological Survey. A team under Ariel
Berman surveyed Ascalon Sheet 10-11 (as Map
91 of the Archaeological Survey, called Zigim),
Ascalon Sheet 10-12 (Map 87, Nizzanim West),
and Hamame Sheet 11-12 (Map 88, Nizzanim
East) between 1971 and 1973; the publications
of these survey maps (Berman, Stark, and Barda
2004; Berman and Barda 2005) are revised ver-
sions of his work, as these areas were resurveyed
under L. Barda in the 1990s. The El Majdal sheet
(Map 92, Ashkelon) was surveyed by M. Allen in
the Ashkelon Regional Archaeological Survey be-
tween 1986 and 1990 (Allen 1997; Ashkelon 1, pp.
21-66). An additional survey was conducted by A.
Shavit (from 1994 to 1998) in the southern coastal
plain, including the Ashkelon region (Shavit 2003;
2008); Shavit’s survey, however, focused only on
sites inhabited in the Iron Age II.

The Ashkelon region has also seen extensive ex-
cavation over the last hundred years. Among tell
sites, the major focus has been Tel Ashkelon it-
self (for a brief summary, see Schloen in Ashkelon
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1, pp. 153-164). Tel Ashkelon was first excavat-
ed by the Palestine Exploration Fund under John
Garstang and W. J. Phythian-Adams between 1920
and 1922 (Garstang 1921a; 1921b; 1922; 1924;
Phythian-Adams 1921; 1923). The major results
of these excavations were the exposure of a ma-
jor public building from the Roman and Byzantine
periods in the center of the ancient city, as well as
a series of probes and sections revealing the occu-
pational history of the site along the sea cliff and
the western side of the site. Since 1985, the Leon
Levy Expedition to Ashkelon (directed first by L.
E. Stager, now joined by D. Master) has more sys-
tematically and broadly exposed the occupational
sequence, from Middle Bronze (with occasional
Early Bronze pottery and stratigraphic units, as
well as Chalcolithic pottery) to Crusader (see
Ashkelon 1). Beyond Tel Ashkelon, however, there
has been little excavation of large mounded sites
(in part due to the relative absence of such sites in
the area; note that we are not counting Tel Ashdod
here as part of the area of interest). The only ex-
ample of any systematic (non-salvage) work has
been at Tel Poran (Gophna 1977; 1992b); salvage
work, meanwhile, has been conducted at Netiv
Ha-cAsara (Yasur-Landau and Shavit 1999; Shavit
and Yasur-Landau 2005) and Khirbet Bakkita (see
Berman, Stark, and Barda 2004). Besides these ex-
cavations, however, a number of (generally small-
scale) excavations of non-tell sites have been con-
ducted in the region, mostly by the Mandatory
Department of Antiquities, the Israel Department
of Antiquities and Museums, and the latter’s suc-
cessor, the Israel Antiquities Authority (IAA). In
particular, in the last 15 years the 1AA has con-
ducted a series of salvage digs in and around the
modern city of Ashkelon.

Goals and Methods
The present study has two basic goals:

1. To investigate the general settlement patterns
in the Ashkelon region—period by period—and
attempt to understand how and why these pat-
terns changed over time.

2. To provide information for a study of the spe-
cific relationship between the central site of the
region, Tel Ashkelon, and the sites that consti-
tute its hinterland.

Our main tools will necessarily be archaeo-
logical surface surveys, especially those of the

Archaeological Survey of Israel (but also Shavit’s
survey). These surveys consisted (for Allen at
least!) of a full-coverage site-based surface survey
(with team members typically walking 30—40 me-
ters apart) (Allen in Ashkelon 1, p. 24). Given this
type of survey and the techniques used by the sur-
veyors, the collected data cover the entire area and
do not suffer from sample bias—either towards
particular subsets of the area or types of sites.

Nevertheless, surface survey via fieldwalking
(“pedestrian techniques” after Schiffer, Sullivan,
and Klinger 1978), as with any method, has its
own set of limitations: the complex nature of the
relationship between surface and subsurface ma-
terials; overrepresentation of larger materials on
the surface; overrepresentation of later periods on
the surface, with corresponding underrepresenta-
tion of earlier periods; and problems of visibility
(see Schiffer, Sullivan, and Klinger 1978; Cherry
1983; Leibner 2009:84; Snodgrass 1987:101-2). As
a result, some archaeologists have come to see this
technique in general as unreliable (cf. Snodgrass
1987:102). A particularly relevant situation con-
cerning the effects of sebakh—decomposed or-
ganic material forming the ancient mounds—on
site survey in Egypt (see below) caused Bailey
(1999) to question the value of this technique in
Egypt.

Therefore, for our project we are fortunate to
have, in addition to extensive survey data, results
from a large series of salvage excavations con-
ducted in and around the modern city of Ashkelon,
particularly in the last 15 years. These excavations
are invaluable for exposing a set of “windows” into
the occupational history of the region, allowing us
to test the results of systematic surface survey. In
addition, one of the major benefits of our study
will therefore be a new synthesis of data: combina-
tion of excavation and survey data, including the
results of multiple excavations and multiple sur-
veys, as well as inspection work, which has not
always been reported or registered. Moreover, for
each dataset we use material covering a larger re-
gion than merely one of the 100-square-kilometer
survey maps, thereby presenting a more regional
outlook than most survey work. This unprecedent-
ed integration of data sources will also allow the
updating of and correction of errors from previous
work.

Size of the Study Area

This study, as mentioned above, covers the area
of the Archaeological Survey of Israel map sheets
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87, 88, 91, and 92. The general size of the study
area is related in part to models of site systems and
the relationship of their sizes to transport costs
and travel times. How large can the settlement
system of a site be in order to maintain continual
contact for political and economic purposes? Thus
Weiss, Kislev, and Maher-Slasky (2008:606-7; see
also Weiss and Kislev 2004:11), in their analysis
of ancient Ashkelon’s food supply sources, suggest
that the agricultural hinterland of Ashkelon would
have formed a radius of approximately 7 km. This
estimate is based on M. Chisholm’s (1968) study
of rural settlement. In fact, Chisholm’s analysis
(1968:131) suggests 7 km as an approximate dis-
tance between settlements; thus, the maximum ra-
dius of a town’s fields is approximately 3—4 km,
and therefore the diameter of the hinterland would
be approximately 7 km. Meanwhile, Renfrew’s
“Early State Module” suggested a distance of ap-
proximately 40 km between centers, resulting in
a radius of approximately 20 km for the adminis-
trative boundary of the center, although Renfrew
noted that environmental and social factors could
lead to a range in the distance between centers
of 20 to 100 km (1975:14). Similarly, Johnson’s
work on the Uruk administration in Iran (based
on settlement density around major sites) suggests
a distance of a half-day’s journey—approximately
20 km in the pre-modern Near East—for the range
of sites under the central control of the main city
(1987:115-16). This is the figure used by Shavit
(2008:138):

Satellite sites had to be within a half-day walk-
ing distance from central sites, to allow village
residents to make their way to and from the
central site in a day. Therefore, the distance be-
tween them could not exceed 10-15 km. These
conditions are necessary for sustaining continu-
ous commercial relations between a central set-
tlement and the surrounding villages.

The applicability of these studies to the situa-
tion of the Ashkelon region may be limited: After
all, Tel Ashkelon was not a small farming village
but a large international port, with an estimated
population in various periods (see, e.g., Ashkelon
1, pp. 3-4) much greater than that of a typical
rural settlement (following discussion in Bunce
1982:13). However, while these studies may not be
useful for exact definitions of a hinterland (agri-
cultural or otherwise), we may use them to pro-
vide a general approximation; thus our study area
should fall into a range of 10-20 km radius from
Tel Ashkelon. In fact, the evidence suggests that,
at least at certain points in the region’s history,

this radius approximates or even overestimates the
extent of Ashkelon’s hinterland. For example, Tel
Ashdod, on the edge of Map 88 (Nizzanim East)
and at a distance of approximately 15 km from Tel
Ashkelon, was not strictly a part of the Ashkelon
sphere but a major site in its own right. Similarly,
there is evidence that the site of Netiv Ha-<Asara,
roughly 10 km south of Tel Ashkelon, may have be-
longed to the sphere of Gaza and not of Ashkelon
(see discussion in chapters 2 and 3).

As a result, we have adopted the basic concept
of a 15 km radius from Tel Ashkelon to represent
the hinterland of ancient Ashkelon. In order to best
approximate this radius, we have included survey
data from four of the Archaeological Survey of
Israel map sheets: Maps 87 (Nizzanim West), 88
(Nizzanim East), 91 (Zigim), and 92 (Ashkelon).
In addition, reference will be made periodical-
ly to neighboring map sheets, in particular Map
96—immediately to the south of Map 92—pub-
lished as an appendix to this volume. The use of
these sheets approximates the radius given that
Tel Ashkelon falls near the boundary of Maps 87
and 91, although the exact distance of the edge of
the study area from the tell varies (as the shape

Figure 1.1. Map of Ashkelon Regional Survey, with
coordinates given in the New Israel Grid (NIG).
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is not circular but rectangular); also, note that
Zigim and especially Nizzanim West largely fall
over the water, and so the area is not a full 20 x
20 km square. This layout also allows us to use
the complete area of each of the Berman and Allen
surveys and, therefore, to assess their conclusions
more completely.

Organization of the Study

The study itself consists of two main sections. In
the first, we present a survey of settlement patterns
in the Ashkelon region by period. This discussion
follows the general format of the archaeological
overviews in the Archaeological Survey of Israel
map sheet publications, although it is more extend-
ed in length and covers a larger area than a single
10 x 10 km map sheet. The second section includes
a more diachronic analysis of settlement patterns.
In the discussion, we try to identify longer-term
trends (following the concept of la longue durée)
in settlement patterns, considering environmental
and economic factors among others. We also try to
place the Ashkelon region within its wider context
in Palestine in order to determine to what extent
the Tel Ashkelon system is typical of larger pat-
terns in the country or marks a special case.

The settlement pattern survey by period
uses, for the most part, the nomenclature of the
Archaeological Survey of Israel, including the
survey work of M. Allen in Map 92. The periods,
then, are the following:

» Palaeolithic (encompassing the Lower Palaeo-
lithic to the Epipalaeolithic)

* Neolithic

» Chalcolithic to Early Bronze (EB) (treated
together)

» Middle Bronze (MB)

» Late Bronze (LB)

» Iron Age (Iron | and Il discussed together)

» Persian and Hellenistic (treated together, as
Hellenistic sites appear to be a continuation of
the Persian period sites)

* Roman (Early Roman [ER] and Late Roman
[LRI])

» Byzantine

» Early Islamic

* Medieval

« Ottoman

Two periods require special comment. In the
literature there is often confusion in the terms
Late Roman and Byzantine, resulting from

different usages. In typical usage, “Late Roman”
is seen as synonymous with “Byzantine” and
used to cover the third or fourth to early sev-
enth centuries a.p. (see, e.g., Johnson 2008, esp.
463; Allen in Ashkelon 1, esp. Fig. 3.21). Among
Israeli archaeologists, however, Late Roman and
Byzantine are usually treated as distinct periods.
Our usage follows that of the New Encyclopedia
of Archaeological Excavations in the Holy Land
(Stern 1993:1529), which is also that generally in
usage among the Archaeological Survey of Israel
(e.g., Berman and Barda 2005; Berman, Stark,
and Barda 2004). Thus, in the current study, the
Roman period is divided into Early Roman (first
century B.c. to first century a.n.) and Late Roman
(second to third centuries a.p.). The Byzantine pe-
riod, meanwhile, covers the fourth through early
seventh centuries. In our period by period survey,
the description of the Byzantine period—despite
the fact that this period marks, by far, the pre-
modern height of settlement in the region—will
be relatively brief. There has been an abundant
discussion of this period in previous studies, and
we will as a result make only a brief reference to
earlier work, for completeness.

The second period that needs elaboration is
“Medieval.” This is the term we are using (like M.
Allen) to cover both the Crusader and Mamluk pe-
riods. Crusader and Mamluk pottery often poses
a problem of differentiation; for any attempt at
finer distinctions we will tend to rely on historical
sources.

Sites and Non-Sites

One important topic directly related to the meth-
od of the current study is the existence of a number
of questionable sites in the study area. These sites,
localized in the sand dunes along the coast, con-
sist almost entirely of artifact scatters, especially
pottery, with little or no evidence of structures or
building stones. Berman and Allen (see Allen in
Ashkelon 1, pp. 25, 33-34) both expressed doubts
as to the characterization of these scatters as ac-
tual sites. Nevertheless, in the final publication
of the Nizzanim West, Nizzanim East, and Zigim
survey maps (Maps 87, 88, and 91; Berman and
Barda 2005; Berman, Stark, and Barda 2004), they
are not differentiated from other sites. Given that
the classification of these scatters will greatly af-
fect any regional study in the coastal plain, an ex-
tended discussion is in order here.

When Berman directed his surveys from 1971
to 1973, large parts of Nizzanim West and Zigim
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Figure 1.2. Map of Ashkelon Regional Survey with all periods shown,
with coordinates given in the New Israel Grid (NIG).
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Figure 1.3. Map of Ashkelon Regional Survey with all patch sites removed,
with coordinates given in the New Israel Grid (NIG).
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were covered by sand dunes. The very recent age
of the dunes was deduced from the Byzantine
and Early Islamic finds on the soil below the
sand (Issar 1968:25; Issar and Zohar 2007:15-16).
Notably, many of Berman’s sites were found in de-
pressions between the dunes. Most of these sites
consisted chiefly of pottery scatters of various
periods, almost devoid of remnants of structures.
Berman listed these sites as “patches” of pottery
in his original manuscript, as well as in commu-
nication with Mitchell Allen (Ashkelon 1, p. 25).
He himself hesitated to assert that they were in
fact sites. However, in the final publication of both
maps, after Berman’s sites had been resurveyed by
teams in the 1990s to confirm the original data
(mainly the location of the sites but also the na-
ture of their remains), Berman’s doubts were not
clearly reflected. Instead, the “patches” are num-
bered and registered together with the other sites
in Nizzanim West and Zigim. We believe, howev-
er, that Berman’s original determination was cor-
rect: Many of these “patches” were not true sites,
and the regional analysis therefore needs to be ad-
justed to reflect this situation.

Berman’s descriptions of several of the patches,
particularly as they appear in the final publication
of Map 91 (Zigim), are quite consistent:

Scatter of potsherds and fragments of glass ves-

sels (c.5 dunams), in long valley between sandy

hills. At the site are ruinous structures, built a

few generations ago, surrounded by agricultural

plots. Finds: Roman, Mamluk and Ottoman pot-
tery; a coin, 14th century c.k., and four perfo-
rated silver coins from the late Ottoman period.

(Berman, Stark, and Barda 2004:x [Site 78.

Holot Ashkelon, coordinates 15955-61565])

Ruins of a structure built a few generations ago
on low sandy spur. Ancient building stones,
some of them dressed, and ancient architec-
tural elements, were observed in the walls of
the structure and in the debris. Surrounding the
remains—agricultural terraces and stone clear-
ance piles. Pottery: Iron, Roman, Byzantine,
and Ottoman. (Berman, Stark, and Barda
2004:x [Site 115. Holot Zigim, coordinates
15775-61365])

Ruins of a structure (c. 10 x 35 m) built dur-
ing the last few generations, on moderate sandy
slope, NE of Nahal Shigma. In the courtyard
is a well. Scattered on the sand are building
stones and potsherds (c. 1 dunam). Pottery:
Iron 1l, Byzantine, Early Islamic, Mamluk,

and Ottoman. (Berman, Stark, and Barda

2004:x [Site 158. Holot Karmiyya, coordinates

15667-61165])

From these descriptions, the basic features of
Berman’s “patches” can be described as follows:
They consist primarily of artifact scatters located
among the sand dunes. These scatters may be asso-
ciated with terraces or other traces of agriculture,
as well as with recent buildings (other descriptions
of patches, not reproduced here, make no mention
of recent structures); otherwise structural remains
are generally absent. Sherds from various periods
are most common, but finds also include small
metal objects, coins, tesserae, and glass. The late
Ottoman period is particularly well represented by
pottery, clay pipes, and coins.

The association of these “patches” with agri-
cultural traces within the sand dunes, sometimes
adjacent to recent (late Ottoman or Mandatory)
buildings, is remarkably closely paralleled by
Charles Warren’s description a century earlier of
fruit trees within the sand dunes of the southern
coastal plain:

It is curious in traversing these sand hills to

come upon the site of some orchard which has

been covered perhaps for hundreds of years. You
suddenly come upon a sort of crater in the sand,
40ft. deep, at the bottom of which flourishes an
apple tree; then you come upon a fig tree grow-
ing in the same manner, and lastly upon a little
patch of ground, quite below the level of the
sand, with a house attached; but even this patch
of ground has several feet of sand over it. The
husbandman’s chief duty appears to consist in
dragging up the sand in baskets from the bottom
of the craters to the surface. The trees growing
in these little hollows are very fruitful, and no
wonder, for they have no wind, plenty of sun,
and good moist earth to grow in; the superin-
cumbent sand, being a non-conductor, prevents
evaporation from the soil below and keeps it

moist through the summer. (Warren 1871:84)

Both of these descriptions, in turn, are excellent
illustrations of a phenomenon known as mawasi
agriculture. In this system of agriculture—or,
more properly, horticulture—depressions in be-
tween sandy hills, either natural or excavated,
are used for growing fruit trees in particular (see
Tsoar 2000:193; Pye and Tsoar 2009:356). While
nowadays irrigation and fertilization are most
commonly practiced in the southern coastal plain,
during the late Ottoman and Mandatory periods
the mawasi fields were spread from the southern
Gaza strip to the north of Yavneh on a relatively
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Figure 1.4. Map of Ashkelon Regional Survey with only excavated sites
shown, with coordinates given in the New Israel Grid (NIG).

narrow strip running parallel to the sea. (In fact,
they probably extended well north of modern Tel
Aviv: Evidence exists for the practice of this sys-
tem hundreds of years ago in the Sharon plain, in
the vicinity of Caesarea.) This agricultural system
was developed to exploit the existence of a high
aquifer along the seashore and to make use of ev-
ery available patch of sandy ground. Mandatory
maps and especially later, more accurate Israeli
maps of the southern coastal plain are dotted with
graphic representations of these patches, most of
them vineyards. The 1948 war and the driving out
of the population of the Arab villages put an end

to this traditional system throughout the territory
held by the State of Israel. It continued, however,
to be practiced in the Gaza Strip; moreover, many
of the now-defunct mawasi patches in Israel are
still visible today.!

1The mawasi fields have often been misunderstood by recent
observers and taken for the remains of ancient fields. This
seems to be the case with Warren’s description above; com-
pare Weiss, Kislev, and Maher-Slasky 2008:606: “Relatively
recent sand dunes now cover these ancient fields, so it is
impossible to locate them precisely. However, scattered old
vines, apparently rooted in fertile soil underneath the sand
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The main addition of Berman’s descriptions to
our knowledge of mawasi agriculture is the ref-
erence to sherd and other artifact scatters. These
scatters, in our opinion, are the remains of the ma-
nuring of the mawasi fields, with fertilizer being
brought specifically from tell sites. In the mawasi
system, fertilizer such as animal manure was
added to the naturally high levels of nitrogen and
phosphorus provided by the fresh water (Pye and
Tsoar 2009:356). Gibson (1995:83-84) emphasizes
that during the Ottoman period sown fields were
very rarely manured; following Post (1891:116),
he states that manure was mainly kept for use in
vegetable gardens and orchards. Manuring, then,
would have been widely practiced in the mawasi
system of the coastal plain, which was used spe-
cifically for the growth of vegetables and fruit
trees (Pye and Tsoar 2009:356). Thus travelers’
accounts of fields at Tel Ashkelon and its sur-
roundings from the nineteenth century frequently
note the predominance of orchards, vineyards,
and vegetable gardens (e.g., Porter 1858:267-69;
Guérin 1857:83; Guérin 1869:134-35; Conder and
Kitchener 1883:237).

The use of organic material derived from ar-
chaeological sites as fertilizer is attested from a
variety of regions throughout the Mediterranean
and Middle East (Crete, mainland Greece, Egypt,
and Iraq) and through a variety of periods (from
at least the third millennium B.c. to the twenti-
eth century a.o.; see, e.g., Wilkinson 1982; 1989;
Bintliff and Snodgrass 1988; Bailey 1999; Bull,
Betancourt, and Evershed 2001). In Egypt, the
use of sebakh, the material forming the ancient
mounds, as fertilizer (and for the manufacture of
gunpowder) over many generations caused the de-
struction of ancient cities, villages, and cemeter-
ies (Bailey 1999). In 1990, Huster witnessed the
manuring of fields north of the city of Gaza with
a sort of dark soil, very rich in organic material,
containing many small sherds, probably brought
from a tell. The soil was spread only on part of the
field.2 A parallel of these episodes (at Tel Sham
and Hurvat Tzror in the Jezreel Valley) was de-
scribed by Avner Raban: “Surveyors found some
of the sites to be almost totally wiped out either

and still producing fleshy grapes, are visible in the sand-cov-
ered depressions”; see also Weiss and Kislev 2004:11.
2Manuring fields with soil brought from ancient mounds was
not the only agent responsible for the scattering of sherds
over wide areas. In the same year, in the south of the Gaza
Strip, a small tell named el Fuhari, vanished almost com-
pletely. Its soil was used for the pavement of a road, along
the length of some kilometers on sand dunes.

from land reclamation or because the tel’s soil had
been carried away for fertilizer in nearby fields”
(Raban 1991:19, also 21-22). Similarly, Shimon
Gibson (1995:311), who conducted a project of
landscape archaeology at Sataf, near Jerusalem,
has noted “evidence proving that during the
Mamluk and Ottoman periods many of the ter-
races had been artificially elevated with khirbet
soils (organic soils containing potsherds) brought
from ruins of ancient settlements located in the
vicinity.”

The above-cited studies of this phenomenon
suggest manuring as an explanation for low-densi-
ty sherd carpeting of the entire landscape (cf. Allen
in Ashkelon 1, p. 25). In the case of the dunes of
the southern coastal plain, however, the situation
is quite different: Here, instead of a light scatter
throughout the entire landscape, we have higher-
density clusters of artifacts. We believe that this
distinction is explicable through the unique char-
acteristics of mawasi agriculture. It seems that in
the southern coastal plain the manuring of fields
was concentrated in relatively small areas (“patch-
es”) between the dunes. The difference is probably
due to the composition of the soil below the dunes.
While the soil contains hamra in certain places,
it mainly consists of loam and (older) sand. These
components have a very low percentage of organic
material, although some nutrients are provided by
the fresh water (see Pye and Tsoar 2009:356). East
of the dune belt, where the land is composed of
terrestrial source deposits (meaning a mixture of
all the soils of the region), the soil contains main-
ly redeposited loess; this is the “fat” land, used
mainly for grain crops.® Here, after the harvest of
the cereals, flocks of sheep and goats and herds of
cattle dropped dung while grazing. It is not sur-
prising, then, that the number of sherds between
sites east of the dune belt was much lower: The
testing of non-site artifact density employed by
Mitchell Allen (Ashkelon 1, p. 25) in the area of
Map 92 also revealed places entirely devoid of pot-
tery. However, while Allen acknowledged the use
of organic soil from tells to fertilize agricultural
land and recognized it as a phenomenon of the
coastal plain of Palestine, he did not identify any
distinctions in this activity between the dune belt
and the land to the east.

A more detailed analysis of Berman’s “patch-
es” (than provided above) reveals the following
characteristics:

3For a suggestion of similar “zoning” for ecological and oth-
er reasons in antiquity, see Faust and Weiss 2005.
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 Sites are located in low areas within the dunes.

» Their size varies from a few square meters to
some thousands of square meters.

» They are almost devoid of structural remains,
although remains of recent structures are occa-
sionally found.

* The most common finds are sherds from various
periods; small metal objects, coins, tesserae,
and glass also occur.

» The late Ottoman period is particularly well
represented, with finds including pottery, clay
pipes, and coins.

» Sherd size is very small (an average of 5-6 cm),
as apparently larger sherds were left behind.

» Finds are polished by sand and wind.

» The depth of remains does not exceed 10-15 cm.

This associated set of features permits us to
identify “patches” of pottery in the sand dunes and
to distinguish them from real sites. In addition, re-
cent work in the city of Ashkelon has allowed this
proposed distinction to be tested. While develop-
ment works and sand quarrying have uncovered
both known and unknown real sites, they have also
revealed additional “patches” covered by the shift-
ing sand dunes over the last few decades.

It is clear, then, that a large number of these
scatters in the sand dunes were misidentified as
ancient sites in the published survey maps. As a
result, the total number of sites in Nizzanim West
and Zigim needs to be reduced. For our analysis,
it is essential to be able to identify sites prop-
erly and remove non-sites from consideration.
Unfortunately, reevaluating the data through new
ground survey is not feasible. The shifting of sand
dunes over the four decades since Berman’s sur-
veys has made it impossible to relocate many of
his sites; this difficulty was already noted in the
1980s and 1990s when Allen and Barda tried to re-
visit Berman’s sites (Ashkelon 1, p. 25). It is there-
fore necessary to develop a system to calibrate the
existing data as accurately as possible. While the
above list of features of Berman’s patches serves
as a basic guideline, many of these characteristics
are not consistently noted in the site descriptions.
It appears that the best formal yardstick at our dis-
posal is the density of stone observed at the sites
by the survey.

This method of testing stone density can be
employed on sites that are still visible (north of
Ashkelon, in a Nature Reserve) and—even more
significantly—on destroyed or covered sites
through the files, records, and descriptions of the

surveys. At the same time, this method should be
employed cautiously since, as noted above, several
“patches” contain structural remains from recent
generations, where the secondary use of ancient
architectural elements was observed. In the ar-
chaeological overview of the Map of Zigim (Map
91), total numbers of sites by period are given
alongside the proportions of sites with building
remains observed (see Table 1.1). In general, only
one-quarter to one-third of reported sites revealed
structural remains, with the rest consisting only
of artifact scatters. While the archaeological over-
view of the Nizzanim West and East maps (Maps 87
and 88) does not provide proportions of sites with
building remains, it gives indications of a similar
pattern. Our analysis of the Iron Age Il, Persian,
Hellenistic, and Roman period site descriptions for
each map reveals the same picture. The results are
given in Table 1.1: The total number of sites report-
ed for each period is provided, along with the num-
ber of sites containing structural remains (given in
parentheses). In order to compare these four con-
secutive periods in Berman’s Zigim and Nizzanim
maps with an area of similar north-south extent to
the east (i.e., outside of the belt of coastal dunes),
the table also presents the results of the surveys
of the maps of Ashkelon (92) and Sderot (96).*

In the table we have also provided the total num-
ber of Iron 11 sites listed by Shavit (2003) in the
results of his own survey, for each corresponding
Archaeological Survey of Israel map area. Shavit’s
survey was based on his own conception of site
definition and therefore merits brief discussion.
The number of Iron Age Il sites in the table derives
from the Map of Iron Il sites (Shavit 2003:154). In
Shavit’s study, sites with unclear Iron Il presence
were counted as settlements with an area of one
dunam (1000 square meters) in order not to skew
his demographic assessments. Shavit recognized
that this approach might alter the count of small
villages in the surveyed regions, meaning that the

4Note that Allen, in his publication of Map 92 (Ashkelon),
provides a number of definite sites as well as a number of
possible sites for each period (Ashkelon 1, p. 21, Table 2).
As Allen notes (Ashkelon 1, p. 26), the listing of possible
sites indicates only a tentative suggestion in an attempt to
be inclusive; thus this identification of possible sites is often
based on the presence of only one or two sherds collected in
the survey. In addition, Huster—in revisiting the sites in part
of Allen’s map did not identify pre-Roman sherds at any of
these possible sites. As a result, we believe that the minimum
number of sites in these periods is the more accurate number
and is the number we have chosen to use in Table 1.
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Table 1.1: Sites and Non-Sites in Surveys of the Ashkelon Region and the Vicinity
Map 91 Map 91 Map 88 Map 88 Map 92 Map 92 Map 96 Map 96
Zigim  Zigim (Shavit Nizzanim Nizzanim  Ashkelon Ashkelon Sderot Sderot
Period (Bermanand  2003) (Berman, (Shavit 2003) (Allen 2008)  (Shavit  (Huster this (Shavit 2003)
Barda 2004) Stark, and 2003) Volume)
Barda 2005)
C. 60 km? C. 65 km? 100 km? 100 km2
Iron 11 40 (10)* 10** 26 (10) 10 4 1 3 1
Persian 35(12) 33 (14) 10 3
Hellenistic 46 (16) 30 (14) 8 7
Roman 97 150 41 44

* The archaeological overview of the Iron Age Il at the surveyed map of Zigim emphasized that building remains were observed at only
one-fourth of the sites, meaning at 10 sites among 40. Our counting reveals more than 10.

** Four more sites were discerned outside but close to the southern border of the Map of Zigim.

actual number of sites would be even lower. On
the other hand, he emphasized that, in certain ar-
eas, geological and environmental processes could
have covered small sites, thereby preventing their
location by survey. This is true mainly of the area
of sand dunes along the Mediterranean seashore.
Since the quantity of sites listed under the catego-
ry of uncertain Iron Il representation is very low,
a certain statistical balance is created. In our opin-
ion, then, his survey generally reflects the true
number of sites from this period. It is therefore
noteworthy that, as visible in the table, Shavit’s
totals largely confirm our own use of structural re-
mains as a baseline criterion for identifying actual
sites in the sand dunes.

Two other aspects of the table are worthy of
note. One, the quantities of archaeological sites
ascribed to the Roman Period in Berman’s maps
of Zigim and Nizzanim are much larger then the
summary of sites from this period in the neighbor-
ing areas of Ashkelon and Sderot. This fact again
suggests that non-sites have been improperly re-
ported and registered for Zigim and Nizzanim.
Second, it is also important to note that the total
area of the Maps of Zigim and Nizzanim is much
smaller than the area of the maps of Ashkelon and

Sderot, further emphasizing the anomaly of high
site counts in Zigim and Nizzanim.

Conclusion

The existence of a high sweet water aquifer on a
northeast-southwest strip parallel to the coast is
an insufficient explanation for such a dense con-
centration of sites in a small area. Very similar hy-
drological conditions prevailed in areas just to the
east, in the wide flood plains of Nahal Evtah in the
north, and of Nahal Shigma in the south. Also, the
suggestion that these sites were apparently related
to the “Way of the Sea” and trade routes (Berman
and Barda 2005:x) does not provide a satisfactory
explanation for the high density of sites north and
south of Ashkelon. Furthermore, Allen (Ashkelon
1, p. 37) has already noted that, within the area of
the surveyed Map of Nizzanim, there are surpris-
ingly few sites along the assumed route of the main
north-south road during the Bronze and Iron Ages.
Our conclusion, then, is that the real site distribu-
tion is correctly represented in the area located east
of the sand belt region, while within the sand dunes
the number of sites should be drastically reduced,
according to the results presented in Table 1.1.






2. SURVEY OF SETTLEMENT PATTERNS BY PERIOD

by Yaakov Huster

HE region around Ashkelon is a palimpsest of

human activity over many millennia. From the
Paleolithic through the Mameluk period, the peo-
ple lived along the same coast and among the same
dunes but exploited the landscape in diverse ways.
This summary attempts to draw out some of the
distinctive ways in which people related to their
landscape through a focus on the size, placement,
and function of settlements around Ashkelon over
time.

Paleolithic

One of the first prehistoric investigations in the
southern coastal plain was carried out during the
First World War, near the Arab village of Huleiqgat,
located c. 12 km southeast of Ashkelon. In 1917,
Josef Bayer, an Austrian officer serving in the
Turkish army and stationed in the area, had the
opportunity to collect hundreds of stone tools and
to study them later (Bayer 1919:168; Antl-Weiser
2007). Based on Bayer’s notes, it appears that the
lithics do not derive from a single site but rather
were collected from a number of findspots over a
wide area, precisely in the same method employed
by later surveyors. Bayer used this assemblage
of tools to define a new “Askalonian” culture,
seen by him as a transition between the Lower
Paleolithic and the Neolithic (Bayer 1919:171-72;
Antl-Weiser 2007:145). Alfred Rust, who visited
Huleigat in 1931, found that Bayer’s assumptions
derived from the mixing of two flint industries,
the Late Acheulean from the Lower Paleolithic
period and the Microlithic from the Epipaleolithic
period (which Rust calls Mesolithic, 1936:12-15).

Northwest of Huleigat, on the same kurkar
ridge, and also farther to the east, on the Negba-
Sde Yoav hamra outcrops, more tools (235 items),
were collected and studied by Ytzchak Eshel
(unpublished 1973 seminar paper [in Hebrew]:
Negba Collection—Flint Tools from the Lower
Paleolithic). This study extended the survey area
and confirmed that Lower Paleolithic flint imple-
ments in this region have been found in clear con-
nection with hamra deposits.

Most recently, Mitchell Allen surveyed the
region and collected the remaining known flint
implements; by this time, however, only a small

number of mostly undiagnostic flints remained.
Most of the Map 92 (Ashkelon) prehistoric sites
(Ashkelon 1, p. 29, fig. 3.7) are located in exactly
the same area surveyed previously by Bayer and
Rust. Allen’s Paleolithic flint collections were
too small to enable him to determine the exact
phases represented at his findspots, their identi-
fication instead being presented as questionable.
Fortunately, Bayer and Rust’s drawings and notes
are of sufficient quality to allow for identification.
On their basis, we can conclude that the Huleigat
region was dotted with Lower Paleolithic manifes-
tations as well as Epipaleolithic remains.

Directly to the south, a comprehensive prehis-
toric survey of a large region on both banks of
the Nahal Shigma (Wadi Hesi) and adjacent areas
contributed additional data (Lamdan et al. 1977).

The conclusions derived from all of the above-
mentioned studies point to intensive human ac-
tivity in the region during the Lower Paleolithic
period, and specifically at the cultural-industrial
Late Acheulean phase, but without notable signs
of occupation. The findspots are related to humid
environments in the past, specifically hamra lay-
ers, probably the Holon Hamra Member that crops
out in the region. An excavation in this hamra in
the type location, Holon (Noy 1967), revealed a
Late Acheulean assemblage, as well as large mam-
mal bones.

Despite the fact that intensive use of the
Levallois technique was noted at some sites and
even occasionally dominant and Mousterian points
were also found at some sites, whole handaxes
and handaxe fragments are clearly attributable
to a lithic industry of the Lower Paleolithic pe-
riod. Distinct Middle Paleolithic sites or Upper
Paleolithic sites have not been found in the region.

Allen (Ashkelon 1, p. 27) notes that most of the
Map 92 sites are “along the spine of the eastern-
most kurkar ridge, at the highest elevations of the
survey area.” The recognition of sites being con-
centrated on the elevations of the kurkar ridges—
but not on the youngest ridges, which postdate
the Lower Paleolithic industries—was paralleled
by the work of the Lamdan survey, especially on
slopes facing north or northwest, and of Bayer
(see Antl-Weiser 2007:Abb. 4) and Eshel. It is
important to emphasize that there is no evidence
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Figure 2.1: Map of sites from the Paleolithic period over modern topography.
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for settlement, only for human activity, and there-
fore we cannot establish any pattern of settlement.
The association of lithics with elevated locations
may be significant but may simply be due to en-
vironmental factors: It is on these ridges where
the upper kurkar layer has eroded, revealing the
hamra soils below that contain stone tools. On the
other hand, the consistent association of Lower
Paleolithic tools with the hamra paleosols is cer-
tainly of significance, indicating an association of
human activity in this period with a more humid
climate with more vegetation.

The pattern for the Epipaleothic, meanwhile, is
quite distinct. In the entirety of the surveyed region
included in this study, amounting to 225 km?, a to-
tal of five Epipaleolithic sites have been noted. All
of these, in Map 88, are located on a strip close to
the Mediterranean coast, either on the first kurkar
ridge or on flat ground nearby. A similar pattern is
noticeable farther north in Map 84. There, 11 sites
were identified near the coast, generally on sandy
hills topping the kurkar ridges. (These sites were
surveyed by Berman in 1970 [Berman et al. 2005]
and published in 2005; some of these had been pre-
viously identified by Ofer Bar-Yosef in a survey
conducted in 1965-66 [Bar-Yosef 1970a; 1970b].)
Elsewhere, the identification of Epipaleothic sites
is questionable, as in the area of Huleigat surveyed
by Rust.

Neolithic and Chalcolithic

In the Neolithic period, settlement was concentrat-
ed in the southwest part of the study area. The Map
of Zigim included 26 sites identified by survey,
with one of these (site 347,! see below) excavated
by T. Noy, on the banks of the Nahal Shigma (Noy
1976, 1993). Elsewhere, very few sites were noted:
two in Nizzanim East—site 1, tentatively ascribed
to this period, and site 53 (E. Yeivin and Olami
1979; 1980; see below), and one in Nizzanim West
(site 207, in the Afridar neighborhood of modern
Ashkelon; see Perrot 1955; Perrot and Gopher
1996; Garfinkel 1999; Garfinkel and Dag 2008).
No clearly identifiable sites were located in Map
92, nor were they in Map 96 to the south: In Map
96, only two findspots were discerned, each repre-
sented by a single flint arrowhead. The site distri-
bution can be explained by a pattern of settlement
along the wadis—in particular, along the Nahal
Shigma or in its large drainage basin in Map 91

1 Note that all site numbers refer to the number in our site
table; please refer to the table for references.

(cf. Berman et al. 2004:10*).2 At the excavated site
347, the flint collection includes sickle blades and
arrowheads. In light of the finds, T. Noy (1993)
suggested it could have been a seasonal settle-
ment, situated in a high groundwater area, where
the inhabitants’ subsistence was based on hunting,
fishing, and herding.

While most of the sites in the area consist large-
ly of artifact scatters, we can conclude that—un-
like scatters of later material in the sand dunes—
these are likely to be real sites. Scatters taken from
tells would have Bronze, Iron, and later material,
but we would not expect Neolithic (and, perhaps,
Chalcolithic), as this material is not found at tell
sites.® Indeed, some twenty Neolithic sites in the
westernmost area of the Nahal Shigma contain ar-
tifacts ascribed to the Chalcolithic (see below) and
later periods as well. These sites were observed by
Berman particularly in flat depressions, the only
localities free of sand, which paradoxically are
to be included under the category of patches with
scatters of later material. Probably one of the best
examples of this type of Neolithic site, containing
later intrusive material, is site 308 (in Map 91).
Here, scatters of Neolithic flint tools were found
side by side with a ruin built in a recent period
and with irrigated agricultural fields. Only eight
Neolithic/Chalcolithic sites were devoid of later
remains. We assume that one of them, the exca-
vated site 347, represents the majority: Several oc-
cupation levels dated to the Pottery Neolithic pe-
riod followed by a thin layer from the Chalcolithic
period. Site 53 is the only Neolithic settlement in
the northern part of the study area. Its original
area was estimated at 30 dunams, but only a very
small portion was excavated. Seven occupational
layers were exposed, all of them from the Pottery
Neolithic period. The larger excavation (c. 1 du-
nam) took place in the Afridar neighborhood. This
activity area was estimated to cover some 20 du-
nams. Finds permitted the site to be ascribed to the

2Compare a similar pattern of prehistoric sites in the Map of
Urim (125), where the relatively large number of Paleolithic
and Chalcolithic sites are almost all concentrated along
the Nahal Besor; in this case there are very few Neolithic
sites, but these are also concentrated along the Besor (Gazit
1996:10*-11*, maps 1-2).

$The Map of Zigim publication claims that Neolithic remains
were found at Tel Ashkelon or its “margins” (site 1; Berman
et al. 2004:23*). To our knowledge, however, no Neolithic
remains have been found on the tell. This reference may be
a confusion resulting from the mention in the Encyclopedia
entry for Ashkelon to a Neolithic site “on the shore” (Stager
1993:150), which is in fact the Afridar site (site 207).
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Figure 2.2: Map of sites from the Neolithic and Chalcolithic periods over modern topography.
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Pre-Pottery Neolithic and suggested it to be a pas-
toral camp. The location, close to the shoreline of
the Mediterranean, is connected to the existence
of the high aquifer.

Sporadic flint tools assigned to the Late
Neolithic period were found near bedrock (not
in situ) at Area G of the EB | site of Afridar (site
209) located east of the Pre-Pottery Neolithic site
(Braun and Gophna 2004; Zbenovich 2004).

The Chalcolithic period is represented mainly
in the southern area of the study. Here, site dis-
tribution follows the settlement pattern that has
already begun in the Neolithic period, i.e., it was
directly connected to the wide drainage system
of the Nahal Shigma. Some 30 Chalcolitic sites
are located south of the wadi in a relatively small
area (2 x 2 km); of these, 20 are located exactly
on the spots where Neolithic settlements were dis-
cerned (as noted by Berman et al. 2004:11*). This
dense concentration of sites in a small area can
be explained in two different ways. First, these
settlements represent an almost continuous oc-
cupation since the Neolithic period. This assump-
tion is reinforced by the results of the excavation
of the Neolithic site, where the uppermost layer
was ascribed to the Chalcolithic period as men-
tioned above. In this case, the possibility that
the Chalcolithic finds could have been intrusive
is omitted. Second, as in other places within the
dune belt, the finds here were encountered mainly
in depressions, on the top of the soil that preced-
ed the sand infiltration. The relatively numerous
small sites and findspots are merely windows, re-
flecting a large occupational zone,* composed of
occupations of varying sizes, near water sources
whether permanent or seasonal. Quite the same
settlement pattern was observed along the banks
of the Nahal Besor (Gazit 1996, esp. Map 2). These
suggestions do not negate the idea that the depres-
sions containing Chalcolithic in situ material could
have served in the late Ottoman and Mandatory
periods as mawasi agricultural plots. Most of the
Chalcolithic sites also yielded later material and
displayed the characteristic features attributed to
“patches” (see chapter 1).

North of Tel Ashkelon only sporadic manifesta-
tions of Chalcolithic pottery and flint tools have
been discerned, consistently in relationship with

4As an example: When Berman conducted the survey of
the map of Zigim in 1972-73, a large area of c¢.1 km? on
the southern bank of the wadi had already been flooded or
covered by a layer of silt due to the Nahal Shigma dam con-
structed in 1958. Many additional sites must therefore not
have been visible to the survey team.

excavated Early Bronze Age | assemblages. At the
Ashkelon-Afridar site, Area E (site 212), the EB
I cultural horizon contains Chalcolithic elements,
among them cornet bases, suggesting an occupa-
tion during this period (Golani 2004). In the same
large site, in Area F (site 213), the lower EB | stra-
tum also contains typical Chalcolithic flint arti-
facts and pottery (Khalaily 2004). Farther to the
north, at the Nizzanim site from the EB | period
(site 58), an identical stratification was observed
(‘Yekutieli and Gophna 1994). Meanwhile, at both
Tel Ashdod and Tel Ashkelon scattered sherds dat-
ing to the Chalcolithic period have been found in
fill layers (for Ashkelon, see Stager 1993:105). It
is quite clear that occupation at Tel Ashdod and
Tel Ashkelon was much smaller in the Chalcolithic
period than it would later become, but there is
no way of providing an accurate estimate of the
Chalcolithic site size. The identification of so few
Chalcolithic sites in the Nahal Evtah (Wadi el
Ibtah) area, as opposed to the long-term occupa-
tion at Tel Poran in later periods, suggests that not
all the sites of the period under discussion were
discerned. This wadi, while small, likely played an
important role as a water source.

Both Neolithic and Chalcolithic concentrations
of sites are located close to the seashore and in the
vicinity of the Nahal Shigma and its tributaries.
The banks of the Nahal Evtah (Wadi el Ibtah) also
formed an environment conducive to settlement in
these periods.

The description of the 25 sites in Zigim var-
ies: Sometimes they include small light scatters
of flint (e.g., sites 263, 368), while in other cases
there is also processed shell (site 354) or proof for
a borer industry (as in the excavated site 281; Noy
and Berman 1974). The nature of the excavated
sites seems to be completely different from the
Paleolithic findspots in maps 96 and 92.

Early Bronze Age

The existence of Early Bronze Age occupation
in the vicinity of Tel Ashkelon has been known
since 1968. Soundings conducted that year by Ram
Gophna (2002a) revealed EB IB building remains
in the Afridar neighborhood, 1.5 km north of the
tell. Since then, a series of salvage excavations
has been conducted at the Afridar site, revealing
mainly EB IA remains (sites 209, 211-14; Brandl
and Gophna 1993; Braun and Gophna 2004;
Baumgarten 2004; 2006; Golani 2004; 2005b;
2008; Khalaily 2004). At Tel Ashkelon, pot-
tery collection indicates a long-term occupation
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Figure 2.3: Map of sites from the Early Bronze Age over modern topography.
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sporadically attested in EB I—but more extensive-
ly recovered in EB Il across Ashkelon’s north tell,
which is roughly 9 hectares (Stager 1993:105-6;
Ashkelon 1, pp. 215, 251). The various excavations
at the Afridar site, as well as recent unpublished
soundings in the most northern part of the Afridar
neighborhood, the excavation of industrial fa-
cilities south of the Sheikh Awad tomb (site 199;
Toueg 2010), and the exposure of ¢. 8 dunams in
the northernmost part of the Barnea region, the
Barnea B-C quarter (site 189), all revealed large
areas of an extensive settled zone. This remark-
able occupation reached its peak during the late
EB IA to early EB IB period when it was dispersed
intermittently over a length of c¢. 4 km along the
Mediterranean coast. The settlement characteris-
tics are almost the same at each site, comprising
clusters of residential structures, storage facilities
(mudbrick silos for grain storage), and industrial
areas used for copper processing.

Other Early Bronze Age excavated sites with-
in the bounds of this study are found north of
Ashkelon, at Tel Poran (Tell el-Farani; site 113),
where fortifications from this period were uncov-
ered (Gophna 1992b), and at Nizzanim (Yekutieli
and Gophna 1994; site 58, Holot Ashdod). A
small number of EB pottery sherds were found at
Tel Ashdod (Er-Ras) and at two small surveyed
findspots in the valley of Nahal Evtah; these sites
probably reflect seasonal camps near periodic wa-
ter sources, a pattern that can still be seen today.
In the surveyed Map 91 of Zigim, at a distance of
c. 2 km south of Tel Ashkelon, large quantities of
EB | pottery were noted during inspection works
in an already disturbed area near the remains of
a well, probably from the same period (site not in
table, Yoram Haimi pers. comm.). Farther to the
south, only the surveyed site of Saknat Muhammad
Mahmud (site 276) is a potential EB settlement.
Other sites are merely findspots related to the
Nahal Shigma valley, consisting of potsherds,
flint tools, and bones. Before the construction of
a dam, water would puddle here during the winter
rains, surviving through the spring and into early
summer. This environment, then, as with that of
the Nahal Evtah valley, is perfect pasture land
and might have been suitable for shepherds in the
past (as far back as the Chalcolithic) with these
findspots the remains of their encampments.

Turning to the east, no Early Bronze Age re-
mains are known from either surveys or inspec-
tion work. Allen (Ashkelon 1, p. 33) ascribes the
lack of Bronze Age (and Iron I) settlements to the

possibility that the area was wooded or swampy
and therefore not conducive to settlement. In fact,
swamp remains and deposits should be easily dis-
tinguishable. They were noted in deep sections be-
tween the neighborhoods of Majdal and Afridar,
where an enormous swamp existed until 1991, but
this is the easternmost point of their observance.
Searching for other reasons to explain the lack
of settlements, Allen also emphasizes the geo-
graphical and economic importance of the north-
south route running parallel to the coast, contrast-
ing it with the relative unimportance of east-west
contacts (Ashkelon 1, p. 33). This concept of in-
significant connections between Tel Ashkelon on
the coast and interior settlements, however, runs
counter to multiple reconstructions of trade net-
works in the southern coastal plain in this period.
Gophna stresses the interrelations between the
nucleated EB I-111 site of Tel <Erani (Tell esh-
Sheikh Ahmed el-cAreini), situated about 23 km
to the east, and the Afridar/Tel Ashkelon site,
defining the latter as the “maritime counterpart
and sea gate” to the former (2004:7). Another EB
site, Horvat Ptora (Petura), is situated only 4 km
east of Tel Erani. A sizeable settlement of c. 7
dunams dated to the Early Bronze Age I, it has
been partly excavated (Milevski and Baumgarten
2008; Baumgarten et al. 2008). Here, a later phase
of the Early Bronze Age I, equivalent to stra-
tum C at Tel <Erani, was exposed, but—unlike at
CErani—Egyptian pottery was absent. Only a tomb
yielded pottery from the end of the Early Bronze
Age |, during which there was not settlement at
the site (Baumgarten et al. 2008:1995). Similarly,
Stager (2001), in his application of the “port pow-
er” model, has suggested (following Fargo 1979)
that inland sites (such as <Erani) located along the
wadi systems in the southern part of the country
(especially the Nahal Lachish [Nahr Sukreir] and
the Nahal Shigma) would have funneled goods to
the seaport at Tel Ashkelon for overseas shipment.
In addition, Stager sees Tel Ashkelon as part of
a larger trading network in the Near East in this
period, a major stop on the run between Egypt
and Byblos, and thereby a link between Egypt
and Mesopotamia, as well as a way station on the
overland route to Egypt (Stager 2001; 1993:105-6;
cf. Gophna and Liphschitz 1996; Gophna 2002b).
Indeed, one might expect some sort of contacts
between Tel <Erani/Ptora and Ashkelon, since
Ashkelon is situated along the coast almost due
west, but there is no decisive data pointing toward
direct links between the eastern settlements and
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Ashkelon. While the Egyptian pottery at <Erani
demonstrates its role in part of a larger trade net-
work, the river valleys of Nahal Shigma and Nahal
Besor (Wadi Ghazzeh) could have served as an
overland transport artery explaining the Egyptian
pottery findings at Tel Erani. There is no clear
evidence directly linking these probable east-west
connections to the Ashkelon region itself, however
attractive the hypothesis.

One other aspect of the EB settlement patterns
in the Ashkelon region is worthy of note. While the
stretch of settlements along the coast is restricted
to EB 1, occupation at Tel Ashkelon is most pro-
nounced in EB III. In EB 111, then, Tel Ashkelon
stood nearly alone as a settlement, with Tel Ashdod
along with Tel Poran and its satellite site, site 58
(although farther to the east, Tel <Erani displays
the same occupational sequence; see Kempinski
and Gilead 1991; Yeivin and Kempinski 1993).
This pattern suggests two different phenomena: a
large stretch of settlements in the EB I, followed
by the consolidation of settlement at Tel Ashkelon
in the later EB. If this is true, this pattern may
follow the rise of maritime trade in EB I, which
appears to have superseded overland trade as the
principal avenue of transport between Egypt and
the Levantine coast by the EB Il (see, e.g., Stager
2001:631, 633).

Middle Bronze Age

Middle Bronze Age |
(EB 1V or Intermediate Bronze)

The existence of remains of mudbrick buildings
from the MB | period, extending over 40 dunams at
a distance of 4.5 km northeast of Tel Ashkelon (site
164), was noted by Allen (Ashkelon 1, p. 33). In the
course of a salvage excavation, small circular and oval
structures were exposed (Israel 1995a). These data are
repeated here first and foremost because this is the
only recognized settlement of this period within a large
surveyed area of 260 km2. Another site containing re-
mains ascribed to MB | is merely a scatter of pottery
sherds in an area of 90 km? located c. 6 km northeast
of Tel Ashkelon (site 169). Similarly, in the 100 km? of
Map 96 (Sderot), only two small MB | cemeteries were
surveyed (see chapter 5, sites 61, 138).

It appears that the region was mostly uninhabited
in this period, with EB settlements having been aban-
doned. At Tel Ashkelon probes have revealed a thick
sand layer beneath the MB levels in Grid 38; the con-
tinual appearance of EB sherds in later fills in this
area, however, hints at possible EB occupation below

the sand (Ashkelon 1, p. 251). This may be related to
the Ta’aruha Sand Member, an Early to Intermediate
Bronze sedimentary phase dated by Netser (1994)
from 5580 to 4110 BP. The EB | Afridar site, Area E
(site 212), was covered by a layer of sand belonging
to the first phase of this sand member (Barzilay 2004).
These intrusions of sand might be more noticeable at
sites located close to the seashore, hence their discov-
ery at Tel Ashkelon and the Afridar site.

Middle Bronze Age Il

While at Tel Ashkelon a large city flourished
throughout the Middle Bronze Age Il (Ashkelon 1,
pp. 217, 234-36, 251, 303), only sporadic manifesta-
tions of this period have been discerned beyond the
tell. At Netiv Ha-<Asara (Shavit and Yasur-Landau
2005), c. 10 km south of Tel Ashkelon, salvage exca-
vations revealed fills with MB IIA-B sherds, but no
occupation levels were observed (Yasur-Landau and
Shavit 1999; Shavit and Yasur-Landau 2005:67-69).
Survey of this site revealed a tell of ¢. 30 dunams,
settled from the Middle Bronze Age until the Persian
period at an advantageous location (on an elevated
place on the second kurkar ridge and just south of a
potential water source, the Nahal Shigma, and set on a
strategic point close to the traditional main road lead-
ing to Gaza); however, in the Bronze and lron Ages
it was probably a small settlement, as it appears to
have covered only two dunams until expansion in the
Persian period (Shavit and Yasur-Landau 2005:60).
On the northern slope of the tell, sand dunes were re-
moved during development work, exposing collapsed
walls built of dressed kurkar stones, pointing to the
existence of a large fortified structure situated on the
summit of the tell. Here too, MB sherds were retrieved,
but the Bronze Age finds are represented mainly by
the Late Bronze Age. Netiv Ha-CAsara is probably the
southern equivalent to Tel Poran (site 113), north of
Ashkelon. At Tel Poran, the archaeological excavated
remains include both EB fortifications (see above) and
an earth and gravel glacis attributed to the MB 11 peri-
od (Gophna 1977; 1992b), suggesting a long-term for-
tified settlement. (Both of these sites will be mentioned
again in relation to the LB period.) It is also worth
mentioning Tel Ashdod, located at the northeastern
edge of the area included in this study, where an oc-
cupation level of this period was exposed during exca-
vations (Dothan and Porath 1993:9; Dothan 1993:95).
Still, Berman (survey of Map 91) indicated identifiable
MB Il pottery at a distance of c. 2 km southeast of
Tel Ashkelon and other evidence for MB Il occupation
there (site 254). Berman mentions three more pottery
scatters containing MB sherds south of Nahal Shigma
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Figure 2.4: Map of sites from the Middle Bronze Age over modern topography.
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(sites 361, 362, and 402), but in our opinion these sites
are questionable: They may reflect seasonal camps or
may even be “patches” resulting from modern mawasi
agriculture. Allen also mentions MB sherds in the area
of Map 92 but notes that their identification is ques-
tionable (Ashkelon 1, p. 30; site 490). As Allen notes
(Ashkelon 1, p. 30), no habitation sites from this period
have been identified in Map 92. The situation is identi-
cal to that of Map 96 to the south, where no Middle
Bronze Age habitation sites have been discovered.

Instead, other MB sites in the region consist of buri-
al grounds: the cemetery in the Migdal (Majdal) dis-
trict (site 176; Gershuny 1996; 1997) and the cemetery
located north of Migdal and east of Barnea (site 164;
Israel 1995a). In the latter case, an additional excava-
tion proved its large dimensions. The ceramic finds in
the graves date to the end of MB I1Aand MB I1B (Zelin
2002). Both sites, together with a single MB tomb at
Negba (site 466), were already mentioned by Allen
(Ashkelon 1, p. 30); in addition to these, a set of graves
were excavated at Kh. Macraba (site 429), and another
single shaft tomb was found in the neighborhood of
Givrat Ziyyon (site 259; Gershuny 1999). These data,
in turn, lead us to reconsider the geographical relations
between cemeteries and habitation sites in this period.
While a cemetery should indicate the existence of a
settlement, we have no evidence for MB Il occupa-
tion near the cemeteries. The only exception to this
pattern is at Tel Ashkelon: In the Grid 50 excavation
area, a large cemetery composed of rock-cut chamber
tombs was unearthed (Ashkelon 1, pp. 300-3). The
tombs were cut into the kurkar bedrock beneath the
Bronze Age habitation level. Four distinct phases of
tomb use have been distinguished, spanning the MB
I1B-C (and LB I). Here, the direct link between the
cemetery and the population of the flourishing city was
obvious, with abundant evidence for occupation on the
tell throughout MB 1.

For Migdal, Koucky (Ashkelon 1) and Burke (2007)
have argued that there was an ancient settlement at the
site of the Arab village and modern Israeli neighbor-
hood going back as far as the Middle Bronze Age.’
Both have suggested an association between sites with
the Arabic name Majdal (or Hebrew Migdal) and an-
cient watchtowers; Burke has demonstrated a general
pattern of association between such names and MB
sites throughout the Levant. Both also note Migdal
Ashkelon’s placement closer to the coastal road, an
expected location for a watchtower (Burke 2007:52;
Koucky in Ashkelon 1, p. 17). While Burke (2007:39)
and Koucky (Ashkelon 1, p. 19) argue that the MB

>This suggestion had already been made by Abel (1938:218).

cemetery at Migdal proves or at least supports the idea
of settlement at Migdal in this period, the situation
is in fact far less clear. In the survey of Map 92, the
earliest pottery found at Majdal was Persian (Allen in
Ashkelon 1, p. 59). While surface survey does tend to
result in underrepresentation of earlier periods (as dis-
cussed in chapter 1), recent salvage excavations have
not revealed any traces of settlement in the Middle
Bronze Age. Thus, while there may be circumstantial
evidence of a settlement at Migdal, there is no concrete
data to support this idea.

Instead, we seem to have a pattern in the Ashkelon
region, and perhaps in the southern coastal plain more
generally, of cemeteries located at some distances from
settlements. Thus Allen (Ashkelon 1, p. 30) tentatively
related the cemeteries of Migdal and east Barnea to
ancient Ashkelon. Meanwhile, Zelin (2002:87*), who
conducted the salvage excavation in the northern cem-
etery east of Barnea (site 164), assumed that it served
a rural settlement located in the vicinity of Ashkelon.
Zelin also noted that the cemetery lies on the road to
Tel Poran, c. 5 km to the north, where an MB 11 settle-
ment is known to have existed. The same phenomenon
of an MB Il cemetery relatively far from any sizeable
settlement was noted at Rishon le-Ziyyon, the largest
cemetery excavated in the central coastal plain (Levy
2005; 2008). Again, as in the Ashkelon region, it is lo-
cated on a kurkar ridge that runs parallel to the coast.
The cemetery originally extended over an area of c.
100 dunams and included some 1,000 burials. It is
not known to what settlement the cemetery belonged,
despite the fact that the remains of a Middle Bronze
Age |1 settlement, whose extent is unknown, were un-
covered at a short distance. Levy assumes that it may
have functioned as a central cemetery for the many
settlements scattered in a wide area or for a nomadic
population, while at the same time expressing doubts
about whether attributing this large and rich cemetery
to such a population seems feasible (Levy 2008:2020).
The attribution of cemeteries containing grave goods
and vessels used during funeral ceremonies only to a
substantial and wealthy sedentary population seems
unjustified, however. It is certainly reasonable to
think that in a region around a powerful port center
such as Ashkelon, economic relations with surround-
ing populations would have been common and would
have included trade and commerce with pastoralist
populations. The existence of a pastoralist population
in the wider area around Ashkelon may also explain
both the lack of settlements and the existing light scat-
ters of MB Il pottery in the western part of the valleys
and riverbanks of the Nahal Evtah in the north and of
Nahal Shigma in the south, which are typical pasture
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Figure 2.5: Map of sites from the Late Bronze Age over modern topography.
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environments even up to the present. (Unfortunately,
at present there are not enough data to test these ideas
through a comparison of material from these cemetery
sites with the Grid 50 tombs at Ashkelon.)

Late Bronze Age

The Late Bronze Age is well attested at the major
tell sites of the region: At Tel Ashkelon remains
dating to this period reveal a prosperous port city,
and at Tel Ashdod a public building of this peri-
od was uncovered. The representation of the LB
in the surrounding areas, however, is relatively
sparse. South of Ashkelon (and with the exception
of Tel Ashkelon, mentioned above), remains from
the Late Bronze Age were not recorded by Berman
in 1972-73, nor by the later team, within the entire
100 km? surveyed area of the Zigim Map (Berman
et al. 2004). Only during 1997, when the survey
and salvage excavation was conducted on the pre-
cincts of Netiv Ha-CAsara, near a location already
mentioned as an LB site (Finkelstein 1996b:238),
were remains of a Late Bronze I-II settlement and
part of a large Late Bronze Il structure exposed
(Yasur-Landau and Shavit 1999; Shavit and Yasur-
Landau 2005). The finds included also a number of
vessels imported from Cyprus, including “bilbils”
(Base Ring Ware I-Il) and “milk bowls” (White
Slip I1). North of Ashkelon, at Tel Poran (site 113),
Late Bronze Il pottery sherds were collected,
among them fragments of imported Cypriot and
Mycenaean vessels. Northwest of Tel Poran, close
to the Mediterranean coast on the first kurkar
ridge, three Late Bronze sites containing struc-
tural remains were surveyed (sites 49, 51, and 79).
One of them, El cAbtah (site 79), was tentative-
ly identified as a possible fortress (Berman and
Barda 2005:51*). At other three locations within
the Nizzanim Map (sites 21, 45, and 156), the iden-
tification of sherds ascribed to the Late Bronze
period is questionable. In Map 92, the survey con-
ducted by Mitchel Allen identified only one Late
Bronze Age site southeast of Ashkelon at Tel Obed
(Beit Jirja; site 591), a mound of ashy soil contain-
ing a dense scatter of ceramics (Ashkelon 1, p. 58).
A similar scarcity of sites was found in the sur-
vey of the Map of Sderot (96), directly south of
Allen’s survey region: A total of three small sites,
all of them in proximity to possible water sources,
were attributed to the LB. Two are located on the
northern bank of Nahal Shigma (Wadi Hesi) at a
distance of c. 3 km apart (chapter 5, sites 88 and
114). It is worth noting that Mandatory surveyors
indicated an area on the southern bank of Nahal

Shigma, not far from site 114, under the Arabic
name Uyun es Sahra, “the springs of the bad-
lands” (Survey of Palestine, Sheet 11-10, Bureir,
1:20,000). The names of such areas, fields, or lots
on Mandatory maps were obtained from the local
population, reflecting traditions about geographic
features in the area; thus we can suggest that the
location of site 114 may have been influenced by
the presence of a spring here. The third site, mean-
while, is situated close to one of the southern trib-
utaries of Nahal Shigma (Nahal Dorot/Wadi Raml;
chapter 5, site 177).

As a rule, the settlement in the inner part of the
southern coastal plain during the Late Bronze Age
was sparse. On the other hand, one will find more Late
Bronze Age sites farther to the east, near Tell el-Hesi
(Tel Hasi), the only city from this period in that region
(Lamdan et al. 1977). The location of sites in the Hesi
region is definitely connected to the permanent springs
at Nahal Shigma. The same is true also directly east
of Ashkelon. Excavations at Tel Sippor (Tell et-Tuyur)
revealed a stratum with pottery typical of the last phase
of the Late Bronze Age (Biran and Negbi 1966; Biran
1993). This small ancient mound is located near a trib-
utary of the Nahal Lachish, not coincidentally on the
same longitude (174 NIG; 124 OIG) as Tell el-Hesi,
both being located at a distance of ¢. 20 km from the
Mediterranean.

The relatively low number of LB sites in the re-
gion was noted by Finkelstein (1996b), in compar-
ing settlement patterns in the coastal plain in the
Late Bronze and Iron | periods. Relying on multiple
sources of data—survey results, excavation reports,
and unpublished data from regional archaeologists—
Finkelstein’s settlement map of the Late Bronze 11 Age
probably reflects the general picture in the field fairly
well. At the same time, he predicted that future work
would continue to reveal sites (1996b:226); indeed,
we are able to add eight sites to his total of twelve in
the territory of Ashkelon, which he determines to be
somewhat broader than our study area (see Table 2.1).
For this area, five of the Finkelstein’s twelve sites are
located north of Tel Ashdod and, therefore, north of
our study area. They (and two additional sites from
Map 84) are mentioned here primarily because, while
Finkelstein notes the importance of Ashdod in the Late
Bronze Age, he suggests that this city and the surround-
ing sites were included in the large territory of the city-
state of Ashkelon. Basing his arguments on historical
data, settlement patterns, and geographical features,
he drew the border between the territory of Ashkelon
and the territory of the city-state of Gezer somewhere
on the path of Nahal Sorek (Nahr Rubin), north of
Yavneh (Finkelstein 1996b:fig. 1). He also emphasized
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that most large sites are restricted to the territories of
Ashkelon and Tell Jemmeh (Yurza?), a phenomenon
he relates to the importance of those two centers of
Egyptian administration (Finkelstein 1996b:229). This
conception of a large territory of Ashkelon connected
with Egyptian influence is reinforced by Berman’s
survey finds at Rasm el Jisr, northeast of Tel Ashdod
(Map 84 site 37; Berman et al. 2005:28*-29*), where
finds included imported Egyptian pottery and a stone
doorjamb fragment with a title of a high Egyptian of-
ficial (Kitchen 1993), as well as by the fragment of
an Egyptian statue bearing a hieroglyphic inscription
mentioning a Ramesside queen from Tel Ashdod it-
self (Schulman 1993). According to Schulman, such
a life-size statue would only be erected in a building
such as a temple or palace and indicates the impor-
tance of Ashdod’s role in the Egyptian administration
of Canaan (1993:114), a suggestion reinforced by the
find of the doorjamb.

Besides connections with Egypt, the wealth of im-
ported Cypriot and Mycenaean pottery appearing in
Canaan in this age of internationalism allows us the
possibility of tracking trade relationships within the
country, as these items must have arrived via one of
the Mediterranean ports. It is not surprising that Tel
Ashkelon has the largest collection of Cypriot and
Mycenaean ceramics in the region (Stager:pers.
comm.). Cypriot pottery in particular has been found at
most sites in the region: not only the tell sites of Poran,
Netiv Ha-Asara, and Ashdod, but also small sites
(such as Map 96 site 114; see chapter 5). Mycenaean
pottery, meanwhile, is known only from Poran. The
difference between the two is, in all likelihood, sim-
ply a reflection of the relative amounts of each type
of pottery imported to the region via the port at Tel
Ashkelon: Pottery from Cyprus is certainly more com-
mon than that from the Aegean, presumably because
of the relative proximity of Cyprus (and perhaps its
role in Levantine trade). More generally, the distribu-
tion of imported pottery in the region suggests a com-
plex, integrated network where material is traded not
only to other parts of the country but also throughout
the Ashkelon region as well. This material, then, does
not serve strictly as luxury material for the elite of the
larger settlements but also can be found in the hinter-
land. With further exposure of these smaller sites in the
region, more such imported pottery would presumably
be found.

Iron Age |
Identifiable remains from the Iron Age I south of

Ashkelon have been discerned at three sites that under-
went small scale excavations: Dimra, near Erez, where

the pottery collection contains elements already known
in the northern Negev, and in small sites defined by
Gophna (1966) as hazerim (see discussion of hazerim
in the northern Negev south of Tell el-Farcah, Gophna
1963; 1964). The ceramic assemblages of part of the
hazerim show close affinities to the Philistine pottery
and were therefore classified by Gophna as belonging
probably to the eleventh century B.c. The pottery of
Dimra represents the very end of the eleventh century.
Dimra is located 12 km south of Tel Ashkelon and 10
km northeast of Gaza. This small settlement could
have been affiliated with either of these city-states, but
we prefer Gophna’s suggestion that it was a satellite of
Gaza since the pottery assemblage from Dimra shows
close similarities to Iron I ceramic assemblages from
sites such as Mefalsim A, Mefalsim B, and Zeelim, lo-
cated in the northern Negev at a short distance from
Gaza (Gophna 1966). At Netiv Ha-cAsara (Shavit and
Yasur-Landau 2005) on the second kurkar ridge, a
stratum excavated in a small area containing remains
of Iron Age | was revealed (Yasur-Landau and Shavit
1999; Shavit and Yasur-Landau 2005). At Khirbet
Bakkita (site 430), near Yad Mordechai, an excavation
was conducted by Y. Baumgarten in 1999. While he
did not excavate any Iron | architecture, Baumgarten
did find Philistine bichrome sherds; based on form and
decoration, they were assigned to two distinct phases,
dated respectively to the twelfth century and the elev-
enth century B.c. (see Berman et al. 2004:61%).

North of Ashkelon, the main Iron Age I site is Tel
Ashdod along with nearby cemeteries southeast of the
tell, consisting of both caves and shaft tombs (Berman
and Barda 2005:46*). In addition, another burial cave
located along the Nahal Evtah with clear evidence of
use in the first half of the twelfth century B.c. was un-
earthed by Gophna and Meron (1970; site 146). Tel
Poran (site 113), located midway between Ashkelon
and Ashdod, yielded clear Iron Age | remains, includ-
ing fragments of Philistine vessels. Its long period of
occupation (from the EB) suggests that some perma-
nent water source connected to the Nahal Evtah system
once existed there. Whether Tel Poran was associated
with Ashdod or with Ashkelon is not clear. Three more
manifestations of Iron | containing structural remains
were documented by Berman on the coast northwest
of Tel Poran (sites 49, 51, and 79). One of these sites,
at El cAbtah, on a kurkar hill some 80 m from the
Mediterranean coast, was (as mentioned above) identi-
fied by Berman and Barda as a possible fortress.

Allen’s survey results suggested only two sites rea-
sonably dating to the Iron Age I. At the first of these
(site 451, east of Ashkelon and near Negba), however,
the presence of an Iron I horizon was based on a single
cooking pot rim (Ashkelon 1, p. 30). Repeated visits to
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Figure 2.6: Map of sites from the Iron Age | over modern topography.
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this site by the author turned up no Iron I sherds, nor
a spring mentioned by Allen while describing the site.
The absence of the spring removes the only affirma-
tive reason to place here a reliable Iron | Age site. This
removal will leave only one Iron | Age site (site 591,
Tel Obed) within the entire 100 km? area of the Map
of Ashkelon, precisely as in the Map of Sderot directly
to the south.

Thus—beyond the remains exposed during excava-
tions at Tel Ashkelon and Tel Ashdod, both thriving
cities during the Iron I—settlement remains from this
period in a wide area of ¢. 360 km? (Maps 87, 88, 91,
92, and 96) are scanty and summarized as follows:

1. Three sites south of Tel Ashkelon: Dimra (near
Erez), Kh. Bakkita (Yad Mordechai), and Netiv
Ha-cAsara.

2. Two sites southeast of Ashkelon: Tel Obed (Beit
Jirja) and the more distant site near Hoga (Map
96 site 177, Nahal Dorot; see chapter 5).

3. Four sites north of Ashkelon: Tel Poran and
three reliable sites northwest of it (EI Abtah
and two other sites in the western Nahal Evtah
system).

This leaves us with a total of nine settlements
plus the cities of Ashkelon and Ashdod.

The most remarkable feature related to the lo-
cation of Iron Age I sites, both in the immediate
vicinity of Tel Ashkelon and in the wider region,
is that most are to be found at places founded
or otherwise settled during the Late Bronze pe-
riod. This phenomenon was already mentioned
by Finkelstein (1996b:231) when dealing with the
settlement pattern in the Iron Age | in the southern
coastal plain and the Shephelah. Finkelstein also
suggested that, at the same time, within this area
there was a sharp decline in the total number of
sites between the LB and Iron I, from 102 to 49;
he concluded that this decrease was balanced by
a major shift in emphasis in the Iron | to larger
central sites with few satellites, resulting in little
net change in the total built-up area between the
two periods (Finkelstein 1996b:231). Within a ra-
dius of 20 km of Tel Ashkelon, he presented only
eight Iron Age | sites (Finkelstein 1996b:230, fig
2). Besides Tel Ashkelon itself, these include the
following: Khirbet Bakkita and Telamim (Map
96 site 88, which yielded only LB finds; see chap-
ter 5) within the lron Age | suggested territory
of Ashkelon; Hoga in the territory of Gaza; Tel
Sippor in the territory of Gath; and Tel Ashdod,

Tel Mor (Tell Murra/Tell el-Kheidar), Shafir, and
Nizzanim beach 1 (Nahal Evtah) in the suggested
territorial boundary of Ashdod.

Thus, according to Finkelstein, in our study
area proper (and in the territory of Ashkelon)
there is only one satellite site (with the removal
of Telamim): Khirbet Bakkita. Meanwhile, Dimra
and Mefalsim A and B, classified as hazerim by
Gophna (1966:44-51), were omitted by Finkelstein
because he considered them later than the
Philistine bichrome phase (and therefore as Iron
Il sites; Finkelstein 1996b:228 n. 19). Philistine
bichrome ware is dated by Finkelstein to the elev-
enth and early tenth centuries B.c. (as opposed to
the conventional/high chronology of Philistine
settlement, which dates Philistine bichrome from
the mid-twelfth century to the late eleventh; e.g.,
Mazar 1985:106-7). As mentioned above, howev-
er, the sherds of the hazerim sites were ascribed by
Gophna to the eleventh century B.c. The pottery
from the hazerim may indeed represent a phase
that comes after Philistine bichrome, but these
assemblages seem to represent part of the mate-
rial culture of the coastal entities in the Iron Age
I. As Gophna (1966) pointed out, the pottery of
these sites (in particular, the irregular burnish-
ing on brown or red ground, and the bowls with
atrophied horizontal handles) is not characteristic
of Judah but shows affinities to Philistine tradi-
tions. Furthermore, it is important to note that, in
the Ashkelon region and adjacent areas, ceramics
finds of bichrome ware have been found almost
exclusively at excavated sites, both urban and ru-
ral: Tel Ashkelon, Tel Ashdod, Tel Mor, Tel Sippor,
and Kh. Bakkita. It seems that they are rare in
survey collections. Allen emphasized that within
the entirety of Map 92, “[n]ot a single sherd of
painted Philistine pottery was found in four years
of surveying” (Ashkelon 1, p. 30). Nevertheless,
Berman’s survey of the Map of Nizzanim yielded
fragments of Philistine vessels at Tel Poran, as
mentioned above, as well as at site 51 (see Berman
and Barda 2005:46*); his survey of Zigim also
yielded a Philistine sherd at Bakkita (Berman et al.
2004:12*). Shavit (2003:56), meanwhile, indicates
only one Iron | satellite site within a radius of 10
km around Tel Ashkelon; in his dissertation, this
site appears on illustration 40 as located c. 4 km
southeast of Tel Ashkelon, approximately at coor-
dinates 107/115 (2003:157). Based on Shavit’s sur-
vey records, this is likely a site in Holot Zigim,
coordinates (OIG) 10755/11479, an artifact scat-
ter with pottery from every period from the EB
to Persian represented. The nature of this scatter,
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Table 2.1: Late Bronze Age and Iron Age | Sites in the Ashkelon Region, within a radius of c. 18 km

Site Finkelstein’s Site  Map reference Site no./Ref. Late Bronze Iron Age |
(NIG) Age
Tel Ashkelon Tel Ashkelon 156900/619000 218 City City
Tel Ashdod Tel Ashdod 167750/629600 24 City City
Holot Ashdod 163900/630950  Map 84 site 82 Settlement
Holot Ashdod Ashdod-Yam 163690/630890  Map 84 site 83 Occupation
Nahal Lakhish North of Tel 168900/630180  Map 84 site 105 Occupation Occupation
Ashdod
Holot Ashdod 168150/628700 48 Cemetery Cemetery
(SE of the tell)
Holot Ashdod Nizzanim Beach 1  161700/627200 49 Occupation Occupation
Nahal Evtah 162050/627600 51 Settlement Settlement
El cAbtah (NW) Nizzanim Beach 2 160950/625900 79 Fortress? Fortress?
Tel Poran SE of Tel Poran  163600/624150 113 Settlement Settlement
Nahal Evtah SE of Nizzanim  167300/623200 146 Burial Cave
Tel Sippor Tel Zippor 174800/618000  Biran and Negbi Settlement Settlement
1966; Biran 1993
Tel Obed 160600/611600 591 Settlement Settlement
Khirbet Bakkita Yad Mordekhay ~ 158600/610750 430 Settlement
Junction
Netiv Ha-cAsara Netiv Ha-cAsara  156850/609300  Shavit and Yasur- Settlement Settlement
Landau 2005
Dimra near Erez 158600/607500 Gophna 1966 Settlement
Mefalsim A 157800/600100 Gophna 1966 Settlement
Mefalsim B 159400/600900 Gophna 1966 Settlement
Nahal Shigma 169500/607000  Chapter 5, site 88 Settlement
Nahal Shigma 167800/606300 Chapter 5, site 114 Settlement
Nahal Hoga H. Hoga 165100/602450 Chapter 5, site 177 Settlement Settlement

plus its location on a flat area between sand dunes,
suggests it may not in fact be an ancient site but
rather a “patch”; at the same time, it is worthy
of note because, according to Shavit’s survey re-
cords, the site yielded a Philistine bichrome sherd
in survey.

Presently, the available data permit us to sug-
gest a new list of reliable Iron Age I sites within
the Ashkelon region. For this period, we have cho-
sen not to reproduce the borders of the presumed
Ashkelon city-state from the LB, as Ashdod is
generally considered (as it is by Finkelstein) a
separate political entity in the Iron I; instead, we
provide sites within a radius of ¢. 18 km around
Tel Ashkelon (a roughly 20 x 32 km area, east co-
ordinates 155/175 and north coordinates 600/632
[NIG]). In Table 2.1, they are presented side by
side with the Late Bronze Age sites. At least for
the Ashkelon region, the change between LB and
Iron | is not as great as Finkelstein thought; in

fact, within a radius of 18 km of Tel Ashkelon,
there is no change in the number of settlements.
Table x shows a total of 21 sites from one or both
of these periods, including 19 settlements and
two burial sites; in each period there are 15 set-
tlements, including Ashkelon and Ashdod, along
with one burial site in the LB and two in lron I. A
majority of the settlements (11) were inhabited in
both periods. Thus, while four known settlements
were apparently abandoned after the LB, four
new ones were founded. In our study area proper,
there are eight settlements plus a cemetery in the
LB, and nine plus the cemetery and a burial cave
in Iron I. Finkelstein, meanwhile, claimed only
five LB sites and four Iron | sites for this area.
However, Finkelstein’s data are superseded by the
publication of the Archaeological Survey of Israel
survey maps, which both add new sites to his list
and clarify the periods of occupation of the other
sites. Thus Finkelstein claimed that sites 49 and
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Figure 2.7: Map of sites from the Late Bronze Age—lron Age | transition over modern topography.
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Map 96 site 177 were inhabited only in the Iron I,
when they were inhabited in both periods; mean-
while, he reported that sites 79 and 113 were in-
habited only in the LB when they were inhabited
in both. Finally, there is the burial cave at site 146,
which Finkelstein assigned to the LB but should
be assigned to Iron I (though this may depend on
Finkelstein’s application of the low chronology
and suggestion of a later starting date for Iron I).

In general, the phenomenon of an almost com-
plete abandonment of the countryside, suggested
by Finkelstein, is not visible in an extended area
around Ashkelon. Despite the expansion of the
urban center at Ashkelon during the Iron | Age,
rural settlement maintained stability to a large
extent. The existence of Iron | sites at the same
locations where Late Bronze Age settlements were
found can be attributed also to environmental rea-
sons, such as the presence of water sources. While
trying to delimit the border between Judah and
the city-states of Gaza and Ashkelon in light of
known settlements from the Late Bronze and Iron
periods along the Nahal Shigma system, Gophna
(1981) pointed toward two dense concentrations of
sites: an eastern concentration around Tell el-Hesi
and a western one in a narrow strip near the coast
close to Gaza and Ashkelon. Gophna stressed the
correlation of settlement in these areas with wa-
ter sources: in the eastern region, the permanent
springs in Nahal Shigma and its tributaries, and,
along the coast, the high aquifer. The area be-
tween these two areas, with poor water sources
and therefore less inhabited, would have served as
a sort of border. Finkelstein (1996b:229) also rec-
ognized an intermediate strip between the lower
Shephelah and the coast, especially sparse of sites,
which helps to delineate the border between the
“inner” and coastal entities, but ascribed this phe-
nomenon to political reasons.

While we would suggest a total of 14 reliable
Iron | settlements, this is likely to change with
continued survey and excavation. Recently at Kh.
Summeily, located on the northern bank of Nahal
Shigma some 300 m east of the eastern limit of Map
96, an Iron Age | level was unearthed during exca-
vation of a known Iron Age Il site (Blakely:pers.
comm., 2011). Furthermore, three of the sites men-
tioned above—Hoga, Mefalsim A, and Mefalsim
B—were accidentally discovered lying under a
thick layer of clay/silt due to their location near
tributaries exposed to powerful floods. It is prob-
able that additional sites of this category will be
revealed in the future. Regardless, Ashkelon is

characterized in this period (as in the preceding
Bronze Age) by the lack of a true hinterland (for
further discussion, see chapter 4).

In fact, the total of currently known sites for
Ashkelon’s hinterland is probably much less than
13. As noted above, the pottery of several of the
hazerim in the south of the region was already
linked by Gophna to that of the northern Negev.
These sites—Hoga, Mefalsim A and B, and
Dimra—are all south of the Nahal Shigma, as is
Netiv Ha-cAsara; the Shigma, then, is a logical
border between the territories of Ashkelon and
Gaza in this period.

Iron Age Il

During the Iron Age Il there is a large increase,
in relative terms, in the number of sites. A care-
ful analysis of the available data, however, points
toward a minimal change in settlement patterns
in the first stages of this period, namely the tenth
to ninth centuries B.c. Berman’s survey shows an
enormous increase in the number of settlements
both south and north of Tel Ashkelon, respectively
40 and 26 sites (as illustrated above in Table 1.1).
Most of these, however, are simply patches that
do not represent real sites, as discussed in chap-
ter 1. Thus, other studies in the same regions and
neighboring areas documented fewer settlements.
Gophna (1981:49-52) mentioned that approximate-
ly 20 sites of the Late Bronze and Iron periods had
been identified by him and others in the region of
the lower course of Nahal Shigma and its central
and western tributaries. A small portion of these
sites are located in the southern part of our study
area, within the Map of Zigim, and two others
within the Map of Sderot. Gophna’s map (1981:52
ill. 1) shows four Iron Age sites aligned along the
northern bank of the wadi and two more south of
it. In addition, he included the site of Beit Jirja
(Tel Obed), located within the Map of Ashkelon.
Meanwhile, Shavit’s (2003) use of only secure site
identifications in the region helped to identify and
create relatively reliable site distribution maps by
century.

The best example of the careful identification of
definite vs. possible sites occurs outside the sand
dune belt at the site of Beit Jirja (Tel Obed; site
591) and involves three surveyors: Ram Gophna,
Mitchell Allen, and Alon Shavit. Gophna (1965)
was the first to indicate the existence of an Iron Il
Age (plus Persian and Byzantine) site on a low hill
southeast of the Arab village of Beit Jirja, revealed
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Figure 2.8: Map of sites from the Iron Age over modern topography.
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Figure 2.9: Map of sites from the Iron Age Il over modern topography.
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by deep plowing. Later, from 1986 to 1990, Allen
conducted the survey of the Map of Ashkelon; the
only Iron Il site in his survey significant enough
to merit classification as a settlement was the hill
southeast of Beit Jirja, which Allen designated
“Tel Obed” (after the nearby Nahal Obed [Wadi
Abd]). Allen’s survey of the site revealed an im-
portant multi-period settlement, with remains of
every period from MB Il to modern, as well as
Chalcolithic. In addition, Allen suggested the ex-
istence of Iron 11 satellites of Tel Obed on the basis
of occasional Iron Il sherds (site 592 and perhaps
site 590, Khirbet Beit Lajus). Finally, Shavit’s
survey of the southern coastal plain (conducted
1994 to 1998) did not locate Iron Il sherds within
Map 92; however, relying on Gophna’s and Allen’s
work, he deduced that there was one Iron |1 site in
the area at Beit Jirja. It therefore appears that Map
92 had one settlement, Tel Obed/Beit Jirja, with a
few sherds found by different surveyors (Gophna;
Allen) nearby possibly indicating satellite sites. In
particular, Allen’s survey also suggested that Tel
Obed’s Iron Il ceramic corpus largely dates to the
eighth and seventh centuries, suggesting an in-
crease in activity at this time.

For the seventh century, meanwhile, we have
more information on the economy (and other as-
pects) of the region due to the results of excavations
at Tel Ashkelon. There are well-preserved late sev-
enth-century levels, destroyed by the Babylonians
in 604 B.c., with large horizontal exposure in two
areas: Grid 50 Phase 7, a marketplace, and Grid
38 Phase 14, a winery (Ashkelon 3). The winery
with four wine presses in Grid 38 reflects Tel
Ashkelon’s role as a wine producer in this period;
most finds, however, attest to the city’s second role
as an international port. The imported pottery re-
flects connections with Egypt, Phoenicia, Cyprus,
and the Aegean (both lonia and mainland Greece).
Inaddition, a series of finds attest to overland trade
with other parts of Palestine. Some pottery points
to connections with southeastern Philistia (the re-
gion of Gaza) or the northern Negev. Other finds
include Judahite weights (as well as Egyptian and
Mesopotamian; Birney and Levine in Ashkelon 3,
p. 483). A series of types of artifacts and botanical
finds, then, point to the central role that Ashkelon
played in a complex trade network as a nexus of
overseas trade and an outlet of goods from the in-
terior of the country.

These finds have further implications for the
economic organization of the region as a whole.
Noting the lack of settlement east of the sand
dunes, the site of the richest farmland in the

region, Allen (1997:287-88) suggests that it is
unlikely that the hinterland of Tel Ashkelon and
other Philistine cities could have produced enough
grain to feed the urban population and that their
settlement patterns do not suggest they were or-
ganized for this purpose. Similarly, Weiss, Kislev,
and Maher-Slasky (Ashkelon 3, pp. 606-7; see also
Weiss and Kislev 2004:11) concluded that the to-
tal area of the hinterland of Ashkelon was not
nearly large enough to support an urban popula-
tion of some 10,000-12,000 people, as estimated
by Stager (e.g., Ashkelon 3, p. 5). Thus the city
must have imported grain from outside the re-
gion. Indeed, Weiss, Kislev, and Maher-Slasky’s
(Ashkelon 3; also Weiss and Kislev 2004) analysis
of weed species in the grain piles from Grid 50
shows species not native to the southern coastal
plain: Some grain apparently came from farther
north on the coast, while some was imported from
the Judean hills.

Another method of approaching the extent of the
Ashkelon hinterland is through artifact distribu-
tion. Elsewhere, Press (2007:303-13) has used clay
figurines as a means of analyzing relationships be-
tween different regions of Philistia. The seventh-
century figurines of Ashkelon and Philistia are
particularly well-suited for this purpose: The ex-
cavations on the tell yielded a large number (c.
150 objects), and figurines in this period typical-
ly represent local or regional variations of types
(standing females and horses) found throughout
much of the Levant. In particular, the use of mold-
made female heads as part of a composite or mixed
technique (combined with a hollow body, usually
wheelmade) provides a method of tracking the
spread of items from a single mold. An analysis of
figurine distribution suggests that the area of the
Ashkelon cultural sphere is quite small in this pe-
riod. At Tel Ashdod, 15 km to the northeast, vastly
different figurine types are present. At the other
end, while the evidence from Netiv Ha-cAsara (a
mere 10 km to the south) is very limited, exca-
vations yielded a horse that appears to be charac-
teristic of southern Philistia (e.g., Tell Jemmeh).®
Thus the north-south extent of Ashkelon’s cultur-
al sphere (if not political control) in this period

¢ In addition, the survey of Map 91 yielded what appears to
be a humped bull figurine, typical only of the Gaza region
in this period, at site 421 (Berman et al. 2004:69). This site,
south of the Nahal Shigma and c. 1 km northwest of Netiv
Ha-cAsara, could be a satellite of the latter. Alternatively, al-
though we have identified site 421 as a real site it is possibly
a patch, with its finds—including the figurine—brought from
a nearby site, perhaps Netiv Ha-cAsara.
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appears to have been particularly restricted.” In
fact, moldmade female heads of Ashkelon type
have only been found at two other sites: Tel Sippor
and Tel <Erani. At Sippor, three seventh-century
Ashkelon-type heads were found in a favissa of
the fourth century B.c. (Negbi 1966:pl. 5:15-17).
Among the published finds from <Erani are two
heads of Ashkelon type (Yeivin 1961:pl. 2, third
row, third and fourth from left); however, the ma-
jority of the figurine corpus consists of typical
Judean Pillar Figurines (JPFs), suggesting that
CErani is at the border (and the other end of the
border) of the Ashkelon sphere.

The situation contrasts greatly with that of
southern Philistia, presumed to reflect the city-
state or kingdom of Gaza. Gaza itself has not seen
extensive excavation; instead, Tell Jemmeh is the
type-site for the region, with Petrie’s excavations
yielding more than 200 figurines of seventh-cen-
tury types. Figurine types discovered by Petrie
have been found at a number of neighboring sites:
Tell el-cAjjul, Tell Farcah (south; Tel Sharuhen),
Tel Serac (Tell esh-Sharica), Tel Haror (Tel Abu
Hureira), Rugeish (Tell er-Reqeish), Horvat Hoga
(Khirbet Huj), Mefalsim A, Tel Milha (Tell el-
Muleihah), and even Tell el-Hesi. Thus, unlike the
Ashkelon region, the Gaza cultural sphere in this
period appears to be relatively large and is well-
represented at a number of sites. This distribution
also suggests the possibility that the Nahal Shigma
formed a sort of border between the spheres of
Ashkelon and Gaza, as it appears to have func-
tioned in other periods. Thus sites such as Netiv
Ha-cAsara and Hoga, on the southern banks of
the Shigma, would have been part of the Gazan
sphere (the same would be true for Hesi farther to
the east).

It should be noted that the situation at Gaza
is not paralleled at other major Philistine sites
of the period—Ashdod, Tel Migne (Khirbet
el-Mugannac)—whose figurine types are not
found over a wide area. Some of the difference
may be due to chance of excavation (both the sites
excavated and the finds at each), but certainly the
restricted size of the Ashkelon sphere is real and
contrasts with that of Gaza. As Shavit (2008:151)
and Allen (Ashkelon 1, p. 37) have observed, the

" Notably, Kletter (1999) has suggested using figurines,
among other types of material culture, as direct evidence for
reconstructing political boundaries in the Iron IIC. While
seeing some type of connection between the two, we would
consider the nature of the relationship between material cul-
ture and political (or ethnic) entities as more complex (see,
e.g., discussion in Press 2007:11-21; Ashkelon 4, chapt. 1).

lack of a true hinterland for Ashkelon might be re-
lated to the fact that its power and influence would
have come from its role as a port and therefore its
maritime connections, thus supporting Stager’s
“port power” model (Stager 2001; cf. Finkelstein
1996h:235 for Iron I). In light of this, it is worth
noting Sennacherib’s mention of the cities of
Sidqa, king of Ashkelon, which he conquered in
his campaign in 701 B.c.: Jaffa, Bnei-Brak, Azor,
and Beth-Dagon (see, e.g., Luckenbill 1924:30-31;
Oppenheim 1969:287 from the Sennacherib Prism
col. I, lines 60-72). All of these sites are located
in the area of modern Tel Aviv, some 45 km north
of Tel Ashkelon. This passage from Sennacherib’s
annals may therefore be supporting evidence for
Ashkelon’s maritime power: an enclave at the
northern edge of Philistia.

In attempting to explain the settlement pattern
within the Ashkelon region itself, and the lack of
a hinterland, Allen (Ashkelon 1, pp. 23, 37) has em-
phasized not only Ashkelon’s role as an interna-
tional port but its location near the main north-
south route of the country, the coastal road. At the
northern end of the study area, he has noted the
location of Tel Poran (site 113) close to the coastal
road (1997:227, following Gophna 1963; see also
Allen in Ashkelon 1, p. 37). He similarly observes
that Tel Obed (site 591) from Map 92 is also close to
the line of this route (1997:238, 343; the same may
also be true of the possible Iron Age site at Khirbet
Irza, site 490). Poran is roughly halfway between
Ashdod and Ashkelon, while Tel Obed—approxi-
mately the same size—lies between Ashkelon and
Gaza (as observed by Allen 1997:227). As Gophna
(1963) suggested for Poran, Allen has concluded
that both sites may have served as way stations
along the coastal road (1997:344). We would sug-
gest that the same may be true of Khirbet Bakkita
(site 430), Netiv Ha-Asara (Shavit and Yasur-
Landau 2005), perhaps Dimra (in Map 95) south-
east of Ashkelon, and of Tell Kursun (site 45) to the
northeast. In fact, Kursun, Poran, Obed, Bakkita,
and Netiv Ha-cAsara are all relatively close (with-
in c. 1 km) to the modern coastal road (Route 4)
and even closer to the nineteenth-century north-
south road. The locations of these sites thus pro-
vide support for the “access resources” model of
settlement in this period (Allen in Ashkelon 1, pp.
23, 37; 1997:330-31, 346). In fact, Dorsey came to
a similar conclusion in his discussion of the road
network of ancient Israel: For him, the line of the
“international coastal highway” was marked by
a line of sites between Gaza and Ashdod includ-
ing Nahal Hannun, Khirbet Bakkita (his site 3),



Survey of Settlement Patterns by Period 35

Tel Obed (site 4), Poran, and Tell Kursun (site 5;
Dorsey 1991:59-60 and Map 1, route 11). In addi-
tion, the large number of jar rims found by Allen’s
survey at Tel Obed led him to conclude that its
importance was due to its role in trade through
the region (Ashkelon 1, p. 33; 1997:344). Allen also
suggests (1997:242) that there was an additional
north-south road farther to the east, based on the
location of four large tells along the eastern part
of Nahal Shigma: Hesi, Tel Nagila (Tell en Najila),
Tel Qeshet (Tell Quneitirah), and Tel Sheqef (Tell
Abu esh Shuqaf). Farther to the south, Tel Milha
(Tell el Muleiha), also along the Nahal Shigma sys-
tem, may have been situated on the same route; to
the north, Tel Sippor and/or Tel <Erani (close to the
same longitude as the other sites) may also have
been related to this proposed route. The situation
in the Iron Il, then, appears to have been similar
to that observed by Gophna (1981) for the LB and
Iron I. Dorsey also proposed that these sites were
connected with interior alternates to the main
coastal highway (1991:67-69 and Map 1, 115-18).
This proposed road may mark the eastern branch
of the coastal road, as discussed, e.g., by Aharoni
(1979:49, map 3).

This analysis of these sites’ roles as waypoints
along major trade routes has been supported by
the excavations at Netiv Ha-CAsara. There, Shavit
and Yasur-Landau reported finds (albeit limited)
of imported Aegean pottery, namely an lonian cup
and a Wild Goat style sherd, both dated to the late
seventh century (2005:80-81, fig. 14:1, 3). On the
basis of the ceramics, the excavators conclude that
the site’s peak period of occupation stretched from
the seventh century through the Persian period and
note that the site takes advantage of its location on
both the Nahal Shigma and the north-south coastal
road (2005:82). They reasonably suggest the im-
ported pottery arrived through the nearby port of
Ashkelon, thus showing the integration of the hin-
terland sites with Ashkelon’s trade network in this
period.

The other Iron Il sites in the study region may
also be linked to roads, in this case newly-de-
veloped roads. Dorsey suggested two additional
north-south routes in the Ashkelon region, based
on nineteenth-century roads recorded by the
Survey of Western Palestine as well as the location
of Iron Age sites: 111, running between Ashkelon
and the Arab village Yasur, and 113, leaving the
main coastal road at Beit Jirja (i.e., Tel Obed) and
heading toward Ekron via Sawafir (1991:65-66,
Map 1). In the case of 111, Dorsey noted that the
two Iron |1 sites east of the coastal road discovered

by Berman’s survey of Nizzanim east are on this
route: site 140 (Kh. Khasse) and site 142 (Nahal
Evtah).® In the case of 113, Dorsey could only note
that the main junctions on this route, Beit Jirja and
Sawafir, both had Iron Age remains, making the
existence of an ancient route here likely; Allen’s
Map 92 data was not available to him. Allen’s sur-
vey, in fact, appears to confirm the existence of an
Iron Age route here. As in Nizzanim East, Allen’s
survey of the Map of Ashkelon revealed only two
sites east of the coastal road: Kh. Irza and Kh. ljjis
er Ras (site 463). While these two sites do not lie
on the path of the late Ottoman road between Beit
Jirja and Shawafir, they do lie almost directly on a
line between those two sites.®

Meanwhile, Dorsey also proposed a set of east-
west roads running through the region (1991:191,
195-96, 198-99, Maps 14, J9, 10, 14, 15, and 22).
However, for the area of the dune belt at least,
his two southern routes (J14 and J22), proposed
to connect interior sites to the coastal site at Tell
esh Shugaf (site 344), cannot be supported, as the
sites he uses as evidence are not ancient sites but
“patches.”’® Nevertheless, Dorsey’s work—espe-
cially his hypothesized route between Beit Jirja
and Shawafir—further confirms that Iron 11 set-
tlement patterns in the region should be linked to a
developing road network through the region.

To explain the increase in settlement in the lat-
ter part of lron I, and its apparent connection to
an emerging road network in the region, Allen
(1997) invoked the influence of Assyria. The issue
of Assyrian impact on Philistia has been a major
topic of discussion (following Gitin [e.g., 1995;
2003; see already Gitin and Dothan 1987:216]; see

8 Following Berman (later published in Berman and Barda
2005:64*—65*), Dorsey erroneously named site 140 Kh.
Bezze and site 142 H. Hassa. On the proper identifications of
these two sites, see chapter 3.

° Allen, meanwhile, tried to use the existence of Iron Age
sites at Tel Obed/Beit Jirja and Kh. Irza to argue for a more
easterly route of the coastal road (Ashkelon 1, p. 37); howev-
er, he also tried to incorporate Tel Poran into this same route,
although Poran does not line up well with these sites (lying
west of the current coastal highway). Allen did propose an
alternate route running southwest-northeast through Map 92
(Ashkelon 1, p. 37) but used a series of “possible” Iron 11
sites which, based on the principles adopted here, should be
rejected.

1\We must reject Allen’s suggestion that these sites indicate
the possibility of an alternative north-south coastal route run-
ning through Ashkelon (Ashkelon 1, p. 37; cf. 1997:343-44)
for the same reason. In this case, it is worth observing that
Allen himself recognized that some of these sites might not
be real sites (1997:235).
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also Shavit 2003). The evidence for Assyrian pres-
ence in our study area, however, is very limited.
The best evidence comes from Tel Ashdod at the
northern edge of Map 88, where M. Dothan’s exca-
vations uncovered a stele of Sargon (Tadmor 1971)
and more recent salvage excavations by E. Kogan-
Zehavi and P. Nahshoni have revealed an Assyrian
palace of the late eighth and early seventh cen-
turies (Kogan-Zehavi 2006; site 25). These finds
can be interpreted historically as the aftermath
of the revolt of Yamani suppressed by Sargon in
712, when Ashdod was turned into an Assyrian
province, Asdudi (as noted by Tadmor 1971:192).
Possible Assyrian buildings have also been noted
at the southern margins of the study region at two
sites along the Nahal Shigma system: Tell esh
Shugaf at the mouth of the Shigma (Berman et al.
2004:45*; Gophna and Meron 1963) and Horvat
Hoga in Map 96 (Porat 1976; see chapter 5, site
189). While Na*aman (e.g., 1979:81; 1995:111) and
Stern (2001:9, 21, 110), among others, have sug-
gested that these are Assyrian forts (largely on the
basis of Assyrian presence elsewhere in Philistia),
the nature of these buildings is unclear as they
have either been only partially excavated (Hoga)
or merely surveyed (Shugaf). For Hoga, the ex-
cavator only noted a large building with tenth-
century pottery in the fill beneath and eighth-
century pottery above; no floors were found in the
building itself (Porat 1976:42). At Shuqaf, mean-
while, Gophna and Meron merely reported on
Iron Il pottery at the site in their original survey,
suggesting the site was a coastal station between
Ashkelon and (the port of) Gaza (1963). Gophna
only mentioned the presence of “Assyrian” pot-
tery and made the identification of the site as an
Assyrian fort through personal communication (as
mentioned in the record files of Shavit’s survey).
At Tel Ashkelon, meanwhile, there is almost no di-
rect evidence for Assyrian influence. It is noted
only in a small amount of Assyrian-style pottery
(including Assyrian Palace Ware). However, it ap-
pears that this pottery was not locally made but
imported from either southeastern Philistia or the
northern Negev: Petrographic analysis suggests
an origin in those regions, and the corpus is par-
alleled particularly well at Tel Sera (Ashkelon 3,
pp. 117-21).

Persian (539-312 5.c.) and Hellenistic (332-37 5.c.)
periods

Our analysis in chapter 1 suggested treating the
Persian and Hellenistic periods together, as well as

drastically reducing the number of sites from each
period in the western sandy region of the study
area. As presented in Table 1.1, in the area to the
east chosen for comparison, consisting of the Maps
of Ashkelon (92) and Sderot (96), the numbers of
sites from the Persian period are ten (Map 92) and
three (Map 96), while for the Hellenistic they are
eight (92) and seven (96). In order to reinforce the
observation that the total number of settlements
from both periods was relatively small, reflecting
the same settlement pattern throughout the south-
ern coastal plain over the course of five centuries,
we shall compare the results of two additional
Archaeological Survey of Israel maps, in distinct
geographic regions. The first, the Map of Urim
(Gazit 1996), is located more than 30 km to the
south of the Ashkelon region in the Besor basin;
the second, the Map of Lakhish (Dagan 1992), is a
distance of c. 25 km from Tel Ashkelon in the low-
er Shephelah. The Persian period in the Urim Map
is represented by four sites: Tell Farcah (south) (in-
cluding its cemeteries), two settlements, and one
camp. The Hellenistic period was observed at ten
sites, two of them only tentatively ascribed to this
period. Following the principles adopted in this
study, we propose to adopt the minimal number
of sites here as well: Therefore, we may conclude
that the Hellenistic period is represented by eight
sites: Tell Farcah (south), six settlements, and one
camp. Gazit (1996:15*) concludes that the settle-
ment distribution in both periods was directly con-
nected to the east-west road between Be>er Sheva
and Philistia. In both periods, the way passed near
permanent water sources at Nahal Besor.
Similarly, the Lakhish area is characterized
by sparse occupation during the Persian period.
Besides Tel Lachish (Tell ed-Duweir), the central
city, only ten additional settlements were dis-
cerned by the survey (Dagan 1992:17*). They are
arranged along and close to the wadi systems: six
sites along the Nahal Lachish; two on its north-
ern branch, Nahal Maresha; and in the south, two
sites along Nahal Aduraim. The settlements along
Nahal Aduraim are noteworthy in that this wadi
is the main tributary of Nahal Shigma; its origin
lies in the Hebron hills, and it forms a wide drain-
age system where it joins the Shigma farther to the
west. Along this system is located the major east-
west route leading from Hebron to Gaza. During
the Hellenistic period a sharp increase in the num-
ber of settlements occurs, to a total of 25. Most of
them are located near Maresha. Dagan (1992:17*—
18*) ascribes the increase to the role of this city
as the major administrative and religious center in
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Figure 2.10: Map of sites from the Persian and Hellenistic periods over modern topography.
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the region in the Hellenistic period, superseding
Lachish, which had filled the same function in the
Persian period.

In our study area, Tel Ashkelon and Tel Ashdod
were thriving cities during the Persian and
Hellenistic periods. Tel Ashkelon, as in the Bronze
and Iron Ages, functioned as a flourishing port, as
witnessed by continuing imports from Greece and
Cyprus, among other places (see, e.g., Ashkelon 1,
pp. 290, 314, 322; Barako in Ashkelon 1, pp. 454-
56). Of particular note is a warehouse dating to
the first half of the fifth century with complete
and partial amphoras, both local and imported
Greek; the excavators concluded that imported
wine was transferred to smaller local storejars in
this building (Ashkelon 1, pp. 313-14). As in the
Iron Age, imported pottery is found beyond the
city of Ashkelon but appears to be more widely
distributed:

1. Netiv Ha-<Asara (Shavit and Yasur-Landau
2005): Imports included a white-ground le-
kythos and possible rhyton (Shavit and Yasur-
Landau 2005:80-81, fig. 14:2, 4), plus East
Greek amphorae (Shavit and Yasur-Landau
2005:83).

2. El Qabu (site 262): an imported (Hellenistic?)
amphora found during inspection (Berman et al.
2004:31*).

3. Ashkelon, Barnea Top (site 160): a Megarian
bowl and a stamped amphora handle from
Ephesus (Haimi 2008).

4. Ashkelon, Migdal (Eli Kohen St.; site 434):
Persian period lekythoi (Haimi 2009).

5. Kh. Bakkita (site 430): a Persian period mortar-
ium, whose origin was identified by petrograph-
ic analysis as southern Turkey, and a lekythos
(Baumgarten:pers. comm.).

6. Ashdod (site 24): These could be coming, how-
ever, from its own port at Ashdod-Yam rather
than from Tel Ashkelon.

At Netiv Ha-Asara, the excavators related these
finds both to the port of Ashkelon and to the site’s
position on important east-west (Nahal Shigma)
and north-south (coastal road) routes (2005:82-83).

One would perhaps expect to find some sort
of network of hinterland and satellite settlements
around Tel Ashkelon and Tel Ashdod due to the

large number of sites documented by Berman’s
survey on both periods, but the results of salvage
excavations point to a different picture. North of
Tel Ashkelon (c. 2 km), excavations at the Early
Bronze Age I site of the Ashkelon Marina revealed
a Persian period cist tomb (Golani 1996). At site
434 in Migdal, a refuse pit was found contain-
ing a few pottery sherds from the Persian period
at a Byzantine site (Haimi 2009); Persian-period
pottery was also the earliest reported by Allen at
Migdal in the Map 92 survey. East of Tel Ashkelon,
atBarzilay Hospital, two amphorae were discovered
dating to the Hellenistic period (site 221, el Jura;
Kogan-Zehavi 2007). North of Tel Ashdod, over
the monumental Assyrian building from the Iron
Il (site 25), scanty remains were revealed includ-
ing refuse pits from the Persian period and several
potters’ kilns from the Hellenistic period (Kogan-
Zehavi 2006), probably representing an industrial
quarter of the Hellenistic city of Tel Ashdod. The
“Third Mile Estate” Byzantine-period site also
yielded scanty remains from the Hellenistic period
(site 164; Israel 1995a). Turning to the south of the
study area, at Kh. Bakkita scanty remains from the
Persian and Hellenistic periods were uncovered
(Baumgarten, per. comm.), and at Netiv Ha-CAsara
a stratum from the Persian period was excavated
(Yasur-Landau and Shavit 1999; Shavit and Yasur-
Landau 2005). Also of note in the Map of Zigim is
an isolated columbarium in the Shigma basin (site
363), although it is unknown if there is an associ-
ated settlement in the vicinity.

Despite inspection of extensive development
works throughout the modern city of Ashkelon
since the early 1990s, only two new settlement
sites have been uncovered. During 2000, inspec-
tion works revealed remains from the Hellenistic
period at the highest point of the Barnea neighbor-
hood (c. 60 m above sea level; site 160), on the top
of a thin hamra layer, resting on a kurkar ridge,
and totally covered by post-Byzantine sand dunes.
During 2002 a small-scale salvage excavation was
conducted at the site (Sion 2008). Further large-
scale salvage excavations were carried out, reveal-
ing a sizeable village (with an estimated size of
c. 20 dunams) from the Hellenistic period built of
sun-dried mudbricks, laid out in a Hippodamian
plan. Persian-period remains were exposed in a
small area of the site (Haimi 2008). Remains of
another settlement from the Hellenistic period
were revealed during infrastructure work, c. 2 km
southeast of Tel Ashkelon (site not in table, just
west of site 273). Based on the local topography
and the dispersal of sherds, it also appears to have
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Figure 2.11: Map of sites from the Roman period over modern topography.
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been a sizeable settlement. Here, too, the remains
are situated on the top of a kurkar ridge at the same
altitude above sea level (60 m) and were also cov-
ered by a shifting sand dune. Two well-preserved
mudbrick walls were discerned. These are, at least
for the moment, the only sizeable settlements from
the Persian and Hellenistic periods between Tel
Ashkelon surroundings and Tel Ashdod. Thus, the
picture from excavation appears to confirm our
general analysis of the survey data, reducing the
number of sites from Berman’s surveys in the sand
dunes and accepting Allen’s minimal number of
sites in Map 92 (and from Huster’s survey of Map
96).

Meanwhile, it seems that the location of these
two settlements on high points is not coincidental.
Both could have maintained eye contact with the
city of Tel Ashkelon. Perhaps their location points
toward some settlement pattern based upon lines
of sight. Other sites, including Netiv Ha-cAsara
(Shavit and Yasur-Landau 2005), Kh. Bakkita (site
430), Tel Obed (site 591), Tel Poran (site 113), and
Tell Kursun (site 45), represent continued occupa-
tion from earlier periods, presumably related to the
location of the coastal road. The same continuity
is noted at Kh. Irza (site 490) and Kh. <ljjis er-Ras
(site 463), again probably related to the continued
use of the road branching off from the coastal road
at Tel Obed to the northeast. Further evidence for
this road appears in the Hellenistic period: After
removing Allen’s “possible” sites in Map 92, we
are left with eight sites east of the current coast-
al road. Other than ed-Dude (site 565), the other
seven fall more or less in a line running northeast
from Tel Obed: sites 591 (Allen’s site 01/3, Obed),
490 (46/1, Irza), 522 (55/1, Beit Saman, north), 494
(66/1, Khor Breish), 498 (76/1, Qimas), 463 (88/1,
cljjis er-Ras), and site 451 (89/6). Note that Allen
(Ashkelon 1, p. 37) identified a series of three south-
east-northwest lines of sites, connecting these to
his access resources model, but his identification
of settlement patterns was obscured by the inclu-
sion of uncertain sites. Overall, there is an increase
in the number of sites in these periods throughout
the study area, although it is not as sharp an in-
crease once the uncertain sites are removed. This
increase is also paralleled by the apparent growth
of previously existing sites, as at Netiv Ha-cAsara
(Shavit and Yasur-Landau 2005:60, 83) and (as
suggested by Allen [Ashkelon 1, p. 37]) at Tel Obed
and Kh. cljjis er-Ras with their satellite sites. In
general, however, we recognize the same model as
in previous periods, indicating the lack of a rural
hinterland around Tel Ashkelon.

Roman Period

As emphasized in chapter 1, the high site counts in
the Maps of Zigim and Nizzanim also extend to the
Roman period. In the Zigim map, only one-third
of the 97 sites attributed to this period contained
structural remains (Berman et al. 2004:13%). In
the Nizzanim map, Roman-period sites at which
the survey found only pottery scatters were in-
terpreted as remains of temporary encampments,
forming part of a settlement system together with
the permanent settlements and roads of the region
(Berman and Barda 2005:12*). Therefore, any at-
tempt to analyze issues such as settlement distribu-
tion or settlement patterns requires attention to the
nature of the sites and especially to the description
of sites that no longer exist. An additional prob-
lem relates not to the nature or existence of a site
but to site size: In our view, the use of structural
remains as a criterion for evaluating the area of a
site is not always valid. At many small settlements
and other sites, an initial Roman phase was almost
completely covered and obscured by the remains
of the following Byzantine and Islamic periods.
In addition, the pottery collections from surveys,
especially those containing types of the third to
fourth centuries a.p., are in many cases chrono-
logically difficult to define. These factors have led
surveyors to erroneous conclusions concerning the
intensity and size as well as the dating of the set-
tlements. The impressive increase reported in the
number of sites during the Roman period does not
reflect a respective growth in the number of settle-
ments. Many of the remains have proven instead
to be isolated agricultural and industrial installa-
tions; other remains belong to burial structures.
Meanwhile, prior to the implementation of ar-
chaeological activities, part of the landscape of
the surveyed area was drastically transformed due
to the expansion of the modern cities of Ashkelon
and Ashdod, mainly as a result of the establish-
ment of industrial areas (but also resulting from
the mechanization of agriculture, quarrying, and
other human activities). Nevertheless, archaeolog-
ical excavations and probes have taken place over
substantial portions of the surveyed area.

Byzantine Period

In many respects, the Byzantine period appears
to be an outgrowth of the Roman period; for this
reason, we treat them together to a certain extent
in this discussion. The Roman period witnesses
new settlements (and other sites) in parts of the
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Figure 2.12: Map of sites from the Byzantine period over modern topography.
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study area previously devoid of settlements—in
particular throughout the area east of the coastal
road. This trend then intensifies in the Byzantine
period. Moreover, in almost every significant ex-
cavated site of the Byzantine period, remains of
the Late Roman period (second to third centuries
A.p.) have also been noted. A specific example of
this stratification is found in the Barnea neigh-
borhood, c. 2 km north of Tel Ashkelon: Here a
narrow passageway with structures on both sides
was revealed and attributed to the Late Roman pe-
riod (site 198, Oded Feder:pers. comm.). Nearby, a
winepress dated to the Byzantine period was exca-
vated on a higher elevation (site 200, Toueg 2009).
The same stratification is found at site 216, 0.5
km north of the tell: Two construction strata from
the Roman and Byzantine periods were exposed
(Varga 2002). This is also true for a minority of the
winepresses: Their initial phase occurs in the Late
Roman period, while the main usage is during the
Byzantine period. Only one exceptional case was
recorded at el Qabu (site 262), ¢. 2 km south of Tel
Ashkelon, where the winepress complex and other
structural remains were ascribed to the second to
third centuries a.p. without evidence of continua-
tion into the Byzantine period (Sion 2012).

One of the outstanding features of the Roman
period is the relatively large number of burial
sites located outside of settlements (a phenomenon
noted since the Middle Bronze Age). Generally,
these consist of single or small clusters of vaulted
tombs, which served the wealthy residents of cities
and are therefore concentrated around urban sites.
More than a dozen of these burial systems have
been discovered in the vicinity of Ashdod-Yam (in
Map 84, just to the north of our study area), and
around Tel Ashkelon 30 are known. At the same
time, they are also found near rural settlements.
As confirmed by excavations, they first appeared
in the Late Roman period, beginning in the third
century a.n. and continued into the Byzantine pe-
riod (Huster and Sion 2006). In death, as in life,
then, cultural practices of the Byzantine period are
an outgrowth of the preceding Roman period.

Despite the large number of small-scale salvage
excavations containing cultural remains from the
Late Roman period, however, we are limited in
what we can say about the integration of this series
of sites. Therefore, ancient texts dated to that peri-
od still remain the major source of our knowledge
on Ashkelon and its surroundings in the Roman
period (beyond the excavations at Tel Ashkelon it-
self). On the other hand, surveys and excavations

have demonstrated that the Byzantine period wit-
nessed not only the densest settlement—but also
the most developed network of sites—in the his-
tory of the Ashkelon region (and of Palestine gen-
erally). In this period we see an extremely large
range of sites, representing a complex hierarchy
from cities and towns to large villages and small
hamlets, as well as isolated industrial, agricul-
tural, and commercial sites (and burials). Much of
this hierarchy is related to the confluence of the
church, the wine industry, and pilgrimage. Each of
these phenomena is attested extensively in histori-
cal and inscriptional sources, and so the archaeo-
logical data confirm and elaborate these data to
some extent. At the same time, there is always a
danger that the textual data lead archaeologists to
unwarranted assumptions about the material re-
mains; it is therefore best to survey the groups of
data individually and make a critical evaluation of
assumptions and conclusions.

In both the Roman and Byzantine periods
Ashkelon flourished and was known for its ac-
tive port, serving as an international trade sta-
tion for the import and export of goods. During
the Byzantine period the main export product
was wine, which was in demand as a product of
the Holy Land (see, e.g., Stager and Schloen in
Ashkelon 1, p. 9; Johnson and Stager 1995). Several
researchers have focused on the topic of wine pro-
duction, a subject that embraces many areas of
study. This study has produced a broad literature
that includes almost all aspects related to the sub-
ject: e.g., the typology and distribution of storage
vessels (Johnson and Stager 1995), workshop sites
(Israel 1993), and references to Ashkelon wine in
ancient texts (e.g., Mayerson 1993). The wine in-
dustry involves several stages of production and
distribution, from the making of the wine itself to
the production of storejars, the bottling of wine,
and its shipment abroad. All of these stages have
to some extent been observed during surveys and
revealed by excavations.

Evidence of the Wine Industry

Winepresses. We have identified 36 winepress-
es, winepress complexes, and clusters of wine-
presses over an extended area, ¢. 20 x 35 km (in-
cluding our core study area plus Map 96, and north
to Ashdod-Yam; see figure 13; Table 2.2). Some
are large, elaborate complexes (see Avshalom-
Gorni et al. 2008 for a discussion of this type); oth-
ers are smaller but occasionally appear in clusters
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Figure 2.13: Wine press distribution during the Byzantine period, mapped over modern topography.
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Table 2.2: Winepresses in the Ashkelon Region

No. Site Site no. Coordinates Details Notes and References
1 AdHalom 168960/632250  Winepress Talis 2010
Interchange
2 Ashdod-Yam 164690/632060 Winepress Berman et al. 2005:30*-31*
(Quarter 11)
3 Tel Ashdod site 24 168130/629200 Founding inscription Gudovitch 2006; Tzaferis 2006;
Di Segni 2008
4 Kh.Basha (SW) site 118 164850/625000 Winepress complex Peretz 2011
5 Sandahanna site 78  167950/626200  Registered winepress Yalqut HaPirsumim 1964:1441
6 Nahal Evtah sites 155, 162740/623045  Three winepresses of Varga 2010
133 different plans
7 Kh. el Biyar site 175 168700/621700  Surveyed winepress Berman and Barda 2005:70*
8 Kh. Khaur el Bak site 135 163200/622900 Elaborate winepress; a Talis 2011
second installation, prob-
ably a ruined winepress
9 Ashkelon, Barnea site 205 159700/622350 Three small winepresses Zelin 2001
of the same plan
10 Ashkelon (E) site 166 160900/621200 Elaborate winepress Fabian et al. 1995
(Hamame)
11 Ashkelon (E) site 164 160800/621600 Two elaborate winepresses Israel 1993
(“Third Mile
Estate”)
12 Ashkelon, Barnea site 200 158915/621900 Three plastered vats Toueg 2009
(Byzantine
Church) (Kh. es
Sawarif [E])
13 Ashkelon site 201  159180/621930  Winepress Haiman 2011
(Kh. es Sawarif)
14 Ashkelon, Afridar site 216 158160/620250 A concrete winepress Varga 2002
15 Ashkelon site 176  161150/620160  Winepress Nahshoni 1999
16 El Jura site 225 158300/619500 Circular installation, Ein Gedy 2002
part of a winepress
17 Hajar Id site 210 158000/620800 Treading floor, three Wallach 2003
collecting vats
18 EIl Majdal site 434 160450/619860 Treading floor, three Nahshoni 2009a
(Eli Kohen St.) fermentation cells
19 Tel Ashkelon site 218 156900/619130 Treading floor, collecting ~ Unpublished material from the Leon
vat Levy Expedition to Ashkelon
20 Tsomet Berekhya site 437 162600/619050 Plastered pool, probably Nahshoni 2009b
part of a winepress
21 Berekhya (W) site 439 163250/619280 Treading floor, two Huster in preparation
collecting vats
22 El Qabu site 262 155075/616250  Three winepresses Sion 2012
23 Kbh. el Yasmina site 325- 158990/614000 Winepress Haimi 2008
326
24 Ard el Mihjar site 346  153250/613000 Winepress treading floor  Nikolsky 2010

(Nahal Shigma)
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Table 2.2 (cont.): Winepresses in the Ashkelon Region

No. Site Site no.  Coordinates Details Notes and References
25 Nahal Shigma site 427 156750/610000 Rock-hewn winepresses Berman et al. 2004:60*
from the Roman or
Byzantine periods
26 Kh. ljjis er Ras (S) site 465 168160/617990 Elaborate winepress Paran 2009
27 Kh. ljjis er Ras site 463 168400/618700 Winepress complex Allen in Ashkelon 1, p. 47, fig. 3.25
28 Npdilya (E) site 486 161100/616950 In situ stone used as the Inspection work by Huster
base of a screw press
29 Karm esh- site 523  166100/615900 Mosaic pavement (bottom  Inspection work by Huster
Shami (W) part of a collecting vat)
(Beit Tima [N])
30 Ez Zeitun site 574 162480/612140 Three plastered pools Inspection work by Huster; prob-
ably surveyed by Allen, site 22/3
(Ashkelon 1, p. 59)
31 Kh. el Jils 171850/613000 Weight of screw press Inspection work by Huster. Exhibited
in the open museum of Kibbutz Bror
Hayl
32 Tel Bror Ch.5,  165000/608400 Treading floor (c. 3 x4 m) Chapter 5, site 61
(Tell el Mashnaga) site 61
33 Kh. Jalama Ch.5, 164500/606500  Three plastered pools Chapter 5, site 108
(H. Gluma) site 108
34 Kh. Sharata Ch.5, 167400/606600  Two screw press weights  Chapter 5, site 112
(H. Sevora) site 112
35 Kh. Najd Ch.5, 162100/605100  Treading floor (c. 4 x 4 m) Chapter 5, site 127
site 127
36 Nahal Mefalsim  Ch.5,  169600/602100 Part of a collecting vat Seriy 2010; chapter 5, site 170
(Wadi Lisin; site 170
Nir>am Junction)
37 Nahal Ruhama Ch.5, 169700/602200 Weight of screw press Chapter 5, site 183
(Wadi Abu site 183
Rashid)

suggesting large-scale production. As the survey
of winepresses shows, they are associated with
settlements of various sizes, from cities (e.g., Tel
Ashkelon) to villages (e.g., the two winepresses at
ljjis er Ras) to monasteries (e.g., the monasteries
at Ashdod-Yam Quarter 11 and Tel Ashdod) to es-
tates (e.g., site 164, the “Third Mile Estate”).

The use of industrial winepresses at large
farms is a phenomenon attested widely throughout
Palestine and has been treated by Avshalom-Gorni
etal. (2008). In our area, at least five such complex
winepresses have been identified (see Avshalom-
Gorni et al. 2008:61, fig. 8): two at the “Third Mile
Estate” (site 164), one at Ashkelon east (Hamame,
site 166), and two at ljjis er Ras (Meron, site 463

and ljjis er Ras [south], site 465 [Paran 2009]).
Clearly, winemaking was an industry involving all
segments of society.

Kilns. Another aspect of the wine industry
is represented by sites where large quantities of
ceramic containers or their fragments, mainly
the so-called Gaza jars, are found together with
kiln materials such as fired bricks and slag; to-
gether, these remains are clear indications of pot-
tery workshops involved in the mass production of
storage jars for storing and transporting wine. Y.
Israel (1993) conducted a systematic survey of this
class of sites, extending from the Nahal Lachish
around Ashdod in the north down to Haluza and
Beer Sheva in the Negev. Israel identified 22 sites
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in this region with evidence for kilns, the major-
ity of which were concentrated between Ashkelon
and Gaza east of the coastal road. Since Israel’s
survey, additional examples have been excavated.
This sort of indirect evidence for wine pro-
duction should be carefully analyzed, however.
The large number of pottery workshops and the
enormous quantities of potsherds indicate a great
demand for containers but do not necessarily in-
dicate the actual production of wine at the same
site. Excavations conduced at Geva’ot Etun, near
Netivot, c. 20 km southeast of Tel Ashkelon, un-
covered a small settlement from the Byzantine pe-
riod, whose economy was based on agriculture and
especially on industrial pottery manufacture. No
winepresses were found (Seriy:forthcoming).

Shipping Facilities. At the site Ard el Mihjar
(Zigim beach; site 331), located c. 6 km south of
Tel Ashkelon, salvage excavations unearthed a
structure attributed to the sixth century a.p. which
served as a warehouse for sealed wine jars seem-
ingly ready for shipping (Fabian and Goren 2000;
2001). The excavators also suggested the existence
of an anchorage nearby. While much wine from
the region would have been funneled through the
markets of Tel Ashkelon, there is no reason to
imagine that it was the only distribution channel.

Evidence of Churches and Synagogues

Bishops from Ashkelon, as well as the bishop
of Maiumas Ascalonis (a separate, neighboring
quarter), are well represented in ecclesiastical
documents (Hirschfeld 1990). Indeed, the spread
of Christianity resulted in the establishment of
a large number of churches. This prominent in-
stitution existed in almost every settlement in
Byzantine times, especially towards the end of
the period,* while towns and cities had multiple
churches (two each are known from Ashdod-Yam
and Barnea/ Kh. es Sawarif [Maiumas Ascalonis?;
so Tsafrir et al. 1994:175], while at least six are
known from Tel Ashkelon). The large number of
churches also reflects the central role that the in-
stitution of the Church played in both city and ru-
ral life—both religious and secular.

At this point, some remarks about methodology
are in order. Surface indications of public buildings

1 South of our study area, in the region of Tell Jemmeh, this
phenomenon was emphasized by Jerome Schaefer who listed
several sites with evidence of a church (Schaefer 1979:Table
9, Appendix C).

are clearly visible. These include marble columns,
capitals, bases or their fragments, marble tiles,
and large amounts of colored tesserae for flooring.
However, surveyors have sometimes had difficulty
determining the exact nature of these finds. Allen
(Ashkelon 1, p. 41) labeled these sites as “villas”
in his survey publication. Much earlier, Petrie had
employed the same terminology. In an extremely
short note on the excavations at Kh. Umm Lagqis he
stated, “At a little distance to the north, on a rise,
we cleared part of a building of concrete and small
stones; which, from the large bath in it, seemed to
be a Roman villa” (1891:10). Upon our visit to the
site, we judged this to be a winepress, but it rep-
resents the difficulty in determining the precise
nature of these remains. Almost as a rule, remains
of elaborate rural structures from the Byzantine
period do not appear to represent residences but
rather some sort of public building.

We used two methods to identify a church at
a site. The first was the comprehensive analy-
sis of all available data: geographical details on
maps, the name of sites with clear connection to
Christian personalities (i.e., in the Ashkelon re-
gion, Sandahanna [= St. Anne] and Barbara), the
use of the Arabic noun Deir for an actual or for-
mer monastery (as perhaps with the Arab village el
Jiya, whose name according to Guérin [1869:173]
was ed Deir and the village of Deir Suneid, both
located south of Ashkelon),’? travelers’ accounts,
historical documents, and unpublished archaeo-
logical reports. The second involved repeated
visits to potential sites and intensive collection of
indicative finds such as marble fragments of chan-
cel screen panels and posts, offering tables, col-
umn fragments, revetment slabs, and stones with
incised crosses. In addition, glass finds—win-
dow pane fragments, bowl rims, vertical suspen-
sion handles, and especially the thick cylindrical
stems—are extremely significant. These glass
finds are characteristic remains of hanging lamps
in churches (Patrich 1988).

Based on these methods, we have been able to
add significantly to the corpus of known churches
in the Ashkelon region and thus to our knowledge
of the religious life of the region in the Byzantine
period. We chose an expanded area of c. 25 by 35
km encompassing the core study area, Map 96,
as well as the area between Ashdod and Ashdod-
Yam. Within this area, Ovadiah and Gomez de

12Cf. Elitzur and Ben-David 2007, who argue that the element
“Deir” in place names has no connection to monasteries.
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Figure 2.14: Industrial site distribution during the Byzantine period, mapped over modern topography.
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Figure 2.15: Church distribution during the Byzantine period, mapped over modern topography.
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Table 2.3: Byzantine Churches in the Ashkelon Region

No. Site Site no. Coordinates Architectural Elements, Notes and References
Structural Remains
& Inscriptions
1 Ashdod-Yam 164410/632250 Columns and capitals Piphano 1990:144
2 Ashdod-Yam 164690/632060 Segments of mosaic Monastery. Piphano 1990:145, figure
(Quarter 11) p. 1V; Berman et al. 2005:30*-31*
3 Barga 171700/631600 Basilical church; found- Sion et al. 2010
ing inscription
4 Kh. Banaya (Hazor 173000/630000 Basilical church; found- Ovadia and Silva 1981-1984, Part
Ashdod) ing inscription 2:133; Avi-Yonah et al. 1993:310-11
5 Tel Ashdod site 24 168130/629200 Mosaic floor; winepress Monastery. Gudovitch 2006; Tzaferis
and monastery found- 2006
ing inscription
6 Miska Suleiman  site 88 162600/625200 Marble chancel; Ovadia and Silva 1981-1984, Part
Agha screen panels 2:123
7 Kh.Umm er Riyah site 94  165820/625970 Marble fragments; tesserae  Ovadia and Silva 1981-1984, Part
(Kh. el Wawiyat; 3:147
Nizzanim)
8 Sandahanna site 78  167950/626200 Marble fragments; tesserae  Berman and Barda 2005:51*
9 Nahal Evtah sites 155, 162740/623045 Basilical church Varga 2010
133
10 Rasm esh Shaxf 170048/623460 Marble chancel screen Segal 2006
(MassuPot Yizhaq) panels; mosaic sections
11 Sawafir el Gharbiya 172000/623200 One capital; marble Inspection work by Huster
fragments
12 Nahal Hodiyya*  site 158 165850/622250 Marble columns and Inspection work by Huster
(Nir Israel) capitals
13 Ashkelon, Barnea site 200 158950/621840 Mosaic pavement; Tzaferis 1967
(Byzantine church) two inscriptions
14 Kh. es Sawarif site 201  159100/621800 Marble columns and Ovadia and Silva 1981-1984,
(Ashkelon, capitals; basilical church  Part 2:123
Barnea)
15 Abu Juweiid 170590/620930  Marble fragments; IAA Archives (Mandatory report,
mosaic pavement J. Ory)
16 Ibdis (N) 171450/620855 Marble chancel screen Inspection work by Huster
posts; scattered tesserae
17 Esh Sheikh site 184 166720/620600 Mosaic sections Huster and Press in preparation
Kheir (W)
18 Ashkelon, site 206 157700/620400 Mosaic pavement Meron and Ovadiah 1976; Brand 2001;
Semadar Hotel Berman and Barda 2005:26*; Map 87
site 16.
19 Tel Ashkelon site 218 157260/619630  Cross-shaped chapel; Unpublished material from the Leon
mosaic pavement Levy Expedition to Ashkelon
20 Tel Ashkelon site 218 157230/619530 Marble bases; basilical Conder and Kitchener 1881-83:240.
church
21 Tel Ashkelon site 218 157140/619430 Marble chancel screen post; Unpublished material from the Leon

disturbed mosaic sections

LevyExpeditiontoAshkelon (Grid23)
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Table 2.3 (cont.): Byzantine Churches in the Ashkelon Region

. Site Site no. Coordinates Architectural Elements, Notes and References
Structural Remains
& Inscriptions

Tel Ashkelon site 218 157060/619200  Small marble capital Unpublished material from the Leon
to support altar table; Levy Expedition to Ashkelon (Grid
colored glass tesserae 38)
Tel Ashkelon site 218 157000/619000 Basilical church Guérin1869:147;Garstang1921a:12-13
Tel Ashkelon site 218 157300/619050  Granite columns; basilical ~ Tzaferis and Stager in Ashkelon 1
church; liturgical texts
Er Rasm site 257 158800/617400 Marble fragments; tesserae Inspection work by Huster
(Triangulation
Point 29)

Kh. Abu Fatun site 458 162900/618500 Marble fragments; tesserae Probably Map 92 site 28/4, Mashen
(Sheikh el

Kubakba)

Bar Tzur Farm site 468 161950/617200 Marble columns; tes- IAA Archives (reports Ram Gophna,
(Bat Hadar, serae; two inscriptions Dov Meron); Map 92 site 17/1, Bar
Hadaryiah) Tzur Farm

Kh. ljjis er Ras site 463 168400/618700 Marble capital with Inspection work by Huster

a Ccross; tesserae
Karatiya 173900/616900 Marble columns; baptistery Yalqut  Ha-Pirsumim  1964:1448;
Ovadiah and Silva 1981-1984, Part
3:147

Kh. Irza (S) site 521 163730/615200 Fragments of marble Inspection work by Huster; probably
(Beit Shigma/ chancel screen; tesserae same site as site 35/2, Beit Shigma
Gaia modern Villa, coordinates 163500-115500
cemetery) (Allen in Ashkelon 1, p. 60)

Kh. el Yasmina site 325- 158990/614000 Fragments of marble Inspection work by Huster; for a wine-

326 chancel screen and altar press, see Haimi 2008
table; six Greek letters
on altar table fragment

Beit Tima site 541 165700/614800 Marble columns and capi-  Yalqut Ha-Pirsumim 1964:1447

tals; tesselated pavement

Kh. Beit Mamin 171800/616200 Basilical church; three Avi-Yonah et al. 1993:311
(Ozem) Greek inscriptions ' ' '

Hof Shigma site 355 151770/611560 Marble column, altar H;J;tger, In-preparation; Map 91 site
(Tell esh Shugaf table fragments; '

[SD basilical church; found-
ing inscription

Dugit 151470/609330 Marble columns; tesserae  Naftali Aizik (pers. comm.)

Nahal Heletz site 610 166800/610900 Marble pillar and base; Near Map 92 site 70/1, Khirbet Nogga/
(NW) tesserae el Mahzuk

Nahal Yoav 172800/610400 Marble fragments; Inspection work by Huster

mosaic sections
Kh. Umm Lagis (E) 171070/609050 Marble fragments; tesserae Petrie 1891:53

(Sde David)
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Table 2.3 (cont.): Byzantine Churches in the Ashkelon Region

No. Site Site no. Coordinates Architectural Elements, Notes and References
Structural Remains
& Inscriptions
39 Bureir Ch.5, 166100/608950 Marble columns and Chapter 5, site 63
site 63 capitals; tesselated
pavement, baptistery
40 Erez 159600/608550 Marble fragments; Porat and Meron 1977
mosaic pavement
41 Kh.Umm Tabun Ch. 5, 161400/606300 Marble fragments; Chapter 5, site 94
site 94 building remains
42 Kh. Sharata Ch.5,  167400/606600 Marble pillars; one with Monastery. Chapter 5, site 112
site 112 a cross, fragment of
chancel screen; tesserae
43 Kh. Beit Tafa Ch. 5, 166600/606000 Marble fragments; roof IAA Archives; chapter 5, site 111
site 111 tiles; small tesserae
44 Kh. Najd Ch. 5, 162100/605100 Marble fragments; massive Chapter 5, site 127
site 127 curved wall facing east
45 Kh. el Marashan  Ch. 5, 167600/605500 Marble capital; tesselated ~ Chapter 5, site 139
site 139 pavement; small crypt
46 Mukheitem 152500/604000 Basilical church Humbert et al. 2000; coordinates are
(Jabaliya) only approximate
47 Kh. Hannuna 158300/603890 Marble base in situ; Peretz 2008
mosaic sections
48 Kilo 89 153000/603000 Marble base; mosaic Dauphin 1998:883, site 319; IAA ar-
(Kh. es Sawaqi) pavement chives (Mandatory report, J. Ory);
coordinates are only approximate
49 Kh. Zeidan 171850/603640 Marble column, marble Monastery. Lamdan et al. 1977:188
fragments; mo-
saic pavement
50 Kh. Huj Ch.5,  164700/602000 Marble columns; frag- Monastery. The inscription: 1AA
(En Nabi Huj) site 176 ments of chancel screen;  archives, file Hoga (report Ruth
tesselated pavement; Amiran); The mosaic: Meron 1969;
inscription on marble slab  chapter 5, site 176
(unpublished, now lost)
51 Kh. en Namus Ch. 5, 169400/602300 Marble columns, bases, IAA Archives,(reports Ram Gophna);
(H. Berekha; Kh. site 182 capitals, and chancel chapter 5, site 182
el Hammam, Kh. screen fragments
Umm Rujum)
52 Kh. Lasan Ch.5, 161300/601200 Marble columns, bases, Chapter 5, site 186
site 186 capitals, and chancel
screen fragments
53 Nahal Ruhama Ch.5,  169050/601600 Marble fragments; Lamdan et al. 1977:184; Cohen
(Wadi Abu site 196 tesselated pavement 1993:64; chapter 5, site 196
Rashid)
54 Kh. Jammama 170800/601200 Marble columns; Monastery. Gophna and Feig 1993
tesselated pavement
55 Kh.elHajjHarb Ch.5,  169900/600950 Vaulted wall, tesselated Lamdan et al. 1977:184; Cohen 1993:
(H. Herev) site 206 pavement 62; Schuster 2000a; chapter 5, site

206
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Silva (1981-84) were able to identify a total of
nine churches from eight different settlements.
Tsafrir et al., meanwhile (1994, esp. Map 5), iden-
tified a total of 14 episcopal sees and church sites
(including the sees of Anthedon, Maiumas Gazae,
Saraphia, and Gaza and a church at Ruhama,
which are not in our list). The most expansive list
of Christian communities is Dauphin’s list of 16
(1998:170-73, 231, 306, figs. 51, 65, 82). In this
study (see Table 2.3), we present 55 churches from
48 different sites. Of these, we suggest that six are
monastery sites.!

Beyond these 55 sites, it appears that there were
likely a number of additional churches in the re-
gion, but these are difficult to identify definitive-
ly. Scanty finds of the indicative items listed above
were reported within Berman’s surveyed maps of
Zigim (Berman et al. 2004) and Nizzanim West
and East (Berman and Barda 2005) at several ru-
ral sites. We attempted to reexamine all of them.
These efforts, however, proved to be only partially
successful. We are still left with a long list of pos-
sible churches. Complicating matters, the majority
of possible church sites are the sites of later Arab
villages. When these Arab villages were destroyed
during the first years of the existence of the state
of Israel, mainly between the years 1948-50, enor-
mous quantities of debris were left behind. This
rubble almost completely obscures earlier levels,
though surveys and probes indicate that almost ev-
ery Arab village was inhabited in earlier times, at
least from the Byzantine period.

The descriptions of Arab villages prior to their
destruction constitute some basis for our knowl-
edge of the ancient material remains. The most
detailed descriptions of Roman and Byzantine ar-
chitectural elements were made by Victor Guérin
(1869). But he typically found the architectural ele-
ments in secondary use at the public wells, sheikhs’
tombs, and other holy buildings. Guérin also pro-
vided information concerning stone robbery and
removal of building material from archaeological
sites to Arab villages. At Beit Tima, some of the

3 These are mostly concentrated at the northern and southern
edges of the survey area. The monastic life of Ashkelon ap-
pears to have been an extension of the monastic system of
Gaza, one of the most heavily concentrated areas for monas-
teries in the entire country (Hirschfeld 2004, esp. 87). Also
of note is that monasteries were not only found in isolated
settlements but could occur in villages and even in cities
(Ashdod, Ashdod-Yam). Monasteries, like churches, were an
established and integral part of life in the southern coastal
plain in the Byzantine period.

marble capitals, according to the testimony of in-
habitants, were brought from the neighboring site
of Kh. Qimas, while the rest were originally found
at the village. At Kh. Qimas and Kh. Umm Lakis,
he discerned robber trenches (Guérin 1869:128,
299). Similarly, Petrie (1891:52-53), mentioned
the transfer of marble columns from Ashkelon
to Bureir (c. 15 km distant), and the dismantling
of stones from a well at Kh. el Hammam for the
building of a new well at Jemmameh (c. 2 km dis-
tant). Despite this, we still argue that some sites
still have enough original evidence to propose that
a local Byzantine church was the source of some
of the architectural elements, for instance at Beit
Tima and Bureir (see chapter 5, Map 96 site 63). In
the end, of the thirty Arab villages with evidence
for a church, we are confident in just eleven as
originally containing a Byzantine church.

It should be noted that at least some of the
evidence used to identify churches—e.g., mar-
ble chancel screen fragments and tesserae—are
also found at Byzantine synagogues. Therefore,
some of the rural structures we have identified as
churches could conceivably be synagogues; our
identification of them as churches is influenced to
some extent by the textual depiction of ubiquitous
churches and a low Jewish population in the region.
Nevertheless, it is probably not coincidental that in
our study area, indicative remains of synagogues,
e.g., marble chancel screen panels and a lintel
decorated with Jewish symbols—have been found
only at two sites: the cities of Ashkelon (Clermont-
Ganneau 1884:82 no. 71, pl. IB; 1905:169-72;
Dalman 1903:23-28; Dussaud 1912:71-72, no. 86)
and Ashdod (Kohl and Watzinger 1916:160, 190—
91; Avi-Yonah 1960; for general discussion, see
Sukenik 1935:58-69; Goodenough 1953:218-21;
Hachlili 2001:66-68, 304-6).

Farther to the south, the synagogue at Ma’on
is also located within the boundaries of a size-
able settlement, while evidence for synagogues is
also known from the cities of Gaza and Maiumas
Gazaelel Mina.*

1 Tsafrir et al. (1994:93, map 4) also listed evidence for a
synagogue at Bureir (Buriron/Bror Hayil), based on textual
sources. Similarly, Dauphin (1998:231, fig. 65) used textual
evidence to identify Jewish communities at Bureir, Barbara
(Barbarit), and Hamame (based on Clermont-Ganneau’s
[1897:2-3] proposed identification with Peleia/Palaia), and
Diocletianopolis/Sarafia (although their identification with
each other, and with Kh. esh Sheraf [site 312], is unclear)
as well as at Jura (based on its erroneous identification
with the supposed village of Yagur). To the south, Dauphin
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This distribution resembles the pattern suggest-
ed by Hirschfeld (1997:81-84), in which the Jewish
population of the Late Roman and Byzantine pe-
riods was concentrated in large rural settlements
(and cities) for reasons of both religion (to be close
to a synagogue) and security (to be part of a large
Jewish community), whereas Christians were
found at all levels of settlement down to isolated
farmsteads.”® Hirschfeld’s observations concerned
areas with large Jewish populations in these peri-
ods, specifically the Galilee and the Golan. Thus
the pattern in the Ashkelon region could simply
reflect the relatively low Jewish population in the
southern coastal plain, with the few Jews in the
region choosing to live in large, cosmopolitan cit-
ies (cf. Sharon’s observations on Gaza [2009:19]
relating to his discussion of the synagogues found
in and around that city [2009:20-22]). Of course,
this difference in population density does not dis-
allow the application of Hirschfeld’s suggestions
(as in Fischer et al. 2008) for other areas of Jewish
settlement.

Churches and Wine Production

The overall picture of settlement in the region
is one of a developed hierarchy of settlements and
sites, consisting of cities and towns, estates and
farmsteads, monasteries, and isolated industrial
areas. These sites are witness to an integrated
economy focused especially on wine production
and export: winepresses at monasteries, estates,
and villages, pottery production at the same types
of sites, and the port of Ashkelon (as well as the
small anchorage at Ard el Mihjar), which shipped
wine throughout the Mediterranaean and Europe.

In some cases, the synergy between the many
churches in the region and the details of the wine
trade are more explicit. In the large-scale excava-
tions east of Hamame (site 155), the existence of
a church, an inn, and large winepresses there led

(1998:231-32 and fig. 67) also identified Jewish communities
known from textual sources at Kh. Sug Mazin (Sycomazon),
Rafah (Raphia), and Kefar Darom (Deir el Balah?).

> Note, however, the surveys of Tsafrir et al. 1994 and
Dauphin 1998, who used textual evidence to identify Jewish
communities at several other sites in the region. These sites,
however, appear to have been towns or at least large villages,
and so do not contradict our general conclusions here. In ad-
dition Dauphin observed (1998:306—8) that the number of
Jewish communities in both the Ashkelon region and the
northwest Negev declined in the sixth century under pres-
sure from Christianity.

the excavator to suggest that this site was part of
an official government/church system, serving
pilgrims traveling through the Ashkelon region.
In the Barne?a neighborhood, sites 198, 200 and
201 are windows into a large-scale settlement (Kh.
es-Sawarif), dating to the Roman and especially
to the Byzantine period. Site 201, Kh. es-Sawar-
if, was the location of a church (IAA Archives,
Mandatory section, report by J. Ory) and a wine-
press (Haiman 2011). Site 200, Ashkelon-Barnea
was the location of a church (Tzaferis 1967) next to
a winepress (Toueg 2009), and site 198 (excavated
by Vitto in 1995) was the location of a Byzantine
hostel for Christian pilgrims (according to Berman
and Barda 2005:21%*).

Other sites merely included the church and
winepress, side by side: site 206, Semadar Hotel,
a church (HA 59-60, 1976:40) and presumably a
winepress nearby (Brand 2001); neighbor sites
325 and 326, Kh. El Yasmina, a church (surveyed
by Huster) and respectively a winepress (Haimi
2008); site 24, Tel Ashdod, an inscription telling
about the inauguration of a winepress of a monas-
tery (Gudovitch 2006; Tzaferis 2006); site 218, Tel
Ashkelon, a winepress (Master:pers. comm.), lo-
cated c. 80 m from one of the churches. Also with-
in the Map of Sderot (chapter 5) the manifestations
of a church accompanied by a winepress occurs at
sites 108, Kh. Jalama; 112, Kh. Shacarata; 127, Kh.
Najd; and 139, Kh. Marashan.

The presence of the church and winepress side
by side may be merely an indication of similarly
ubiquitous religious and economic inclinations
during the Byzantine period, but, as with Hamame,
there may be instances where the two institutions
worked in closer synergy.

Finally, the distribution of settlements of the
Roman and Byzantine periods is particularly note-
worthy: For the first time, we have a more or less
even spread of settlements throughout the study
area. This means that a number of settlements are
located away from water sources—wadis, springs,
and the coastal aquifer. It should not be seen as
a coincidence that a large number of wells and
cisterns, usually surrounding the village sites,
can also be dated to this period, especially to the
Byzantine. Sherds embedded in the sides of wells
can often be dated to the Byzantine period, and
the basic technique can therefore be used to date
wells without diagnostic sherds. It appears that the
spread of settlements, and change in the basic pat-
tern of settlement, is intimately connected with wa-
ter exploitation. Similarly, it is worth mentioning
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Figure 2.16: Map of sites from the Early Islamic period over modern topography.



Survey of Settlement Patterns by Period 55

Table 2.4: Number of Early Islamic Sites in the Surveyed Maps

Map of Zigim (91) Map of Nizzanim west, east Map of Ashkelon (92) Map of Sderot (96)
(87,88)
Berman et al. 2004 Berman and Barda 2005 Allen (Ashkelon 1) Chapter 5
87 60 76 42

that the vast majority of excavated wells at Tel
Ashkelon itself can be dated to the Byzantine or
Early Islamic periods, with most of the remainder
from the Roman period (see Lass in Ashkelon 1;
also Carmi et al. in Ashkelon 1); this observation
supports the idea of the special emphasis on water
exploitation from the Roman period onward.

The Early Islamic Period (4.p. 638-1099)

Our knowledge of the history of Ashkelon under
the rule of the Umayyad, Abbasid, and Fatimid
dynasties is based mainly on a broad literature
composed by Arab historians (for a brief sum-
mary, see Sharon Ashkelon 1, pp. 407-15). Early
Islamic period texts describe Ashkelon as a flour-
ishing coastal city whose hinterland was one of the
most fertile in the country (as observed by Elcad
1982:151). In addition, there is supplementary ar-
chaeological evidence of the historical events in
the city itself and in the surrounding area. This
summary is based on the different surveys of the
region and, to a lesser extent, on the result of sal-
vage excavations that serve as a representative
sampling of the Early Islamic settlement.

As with the counting of sites from earlier peri-
ods, the relatively high quantity of Early Islamic
sites in the Zigim and Nizzanim maps derives
from the fact that some of them are located within
the sand belt, at sites suggested to be patches. In
Map 91, only about a dozen sites contained struc-
tural remains; the rest of the 87 sites were mostly
scatters of pottery and other artifacts (see Berman
et al. 2004:14*). In Maps 87 and 88, some 15 sites
are located on flat terrain along the Nahal Evtah,
probably reflecting seasonal camps, and nine sites
are located to the east of the modern Route 4, on
relatively flat agricultural land. The rest, as in the
Zigim map, are along the western sandy zone, not
far from the seashore. In Map 92, some Byzantine
and Early Islamic findspots are clustered around
a central site—and reflect material remains not in
situ but were moved from their original point of de-
position by various activities (human and natural)

and, therefore, should not be classified as sites. In
particular, surveyors do not appear to have been
aware of the degree for potential dispersal of an-
cient remains by modern agriculture machinery,
which can transfer large quantities of stones and
sherds long distances and therefore misleadingly
present the appearance of a real site. Since remains
from the Byzantine and later periods are found on
the surface, these are the first to be involved in
this process. Based on these remarks on method,
we emphasize the need to reduce the total number
of sites from these periods within Map 92 (as in
the other maps). Nevertheless, the Early Islamic is
still the second most densely-settled period in this
survey area, after the Byzantine.

In general, the surveys of the Ashkelon hin-
terland reveal a continuous occupation from the
Byzantine period at most Early Islamic sites but
an overall decline in settlement—not only in set-
tlement density in the region but also in site size.
Comprehensive survey of several Byzantine sites
at the map of Sderot shows that the surface area
of the Early Islamic remains appears to be consis-
tently smaller than the total area of the site. This
observation, however, is valid only at sites located
in pasture lands, where modern agricultural has
not interfered with cultural remains. The survey
results also suggest that new settlements were not
established during this period.

At the same time, there is evidence for aspects
of continuity in the archaeological remains—for
instance, in the use of winepresses. A detailed
survey of the results of recent salvage excavations
suggest that the usual discussion of major change
between the Byzantine and Early Islamic period,
encouraged by the gross nature of the survey
data, is oversimplified. For instance, at site 346
Nikolsky (2010) excavated a winepress that was
clearly out of use by the end of the Byzantine peri-
od; the same is true for the winepress excavated by
Peretz (2011) at site 118 (Kh. Basha southwest). On
the other hand, Paran (2009) notes that at Kh. <ljjis
er Ras (south; site 465) the excavated winepress
continued in use into the Early Islamic period. In
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other cases, the excavators do not explicitly state
whether there is evidence of continuity or aban-
donment before the Early Islamic.® At site 200,
Toueg excavated collecting vats from a winepress
in use at the very end of the Byzantine period; he
was unsure of whether it went out of use at the end
of the Byzantine or in the Early Islamic (2009). A
similar situation was reported for the winepress
and other installations excavated at Kh. Khaur el
Bak (site 135; Talis 2011) and at site 201 (Haiman
2011), both of which yielded Early Islamic re-
mains, but whose connection to the winepresses
is not made clear. While these results are a small
sample, they suggest that wine production in the
Ashkelon region—although more limited—prob-
ably continued beyond the end of the Byzantine
period.

Based on archaeological evidence, it seems that
Ashdod ceased to function as a major city in this
period, reduced to the status of a village, although
the decline of its size and importance may have
begun during the Byzantine period with a shift
to Ashdod-Yam as the major settlement north of
Ashkelon (Dothan 1993:102; Petersen 2005:85-86,
91; see also Sharon 1997:124-25). Thus, by the
Early Islamic, Ashkelon becomes the only urban
center within our study area. Ashkelon, however,
was a flourishing city in this period, as described
in accounts of various Arab travelers and geog-
raphers (see, e.g., Le Strange 1890:400-3). The
thirteenth-century geographer Yaqut even re-
ports that it was known as “the bride of Syria”
(1866—73c:674). During the Early Islamic period,
Ashkelon functioned as part of the ribat system
for coastal warning along the Levantine coast (see
Khalilieh 1999; Masarwa 2006). These observa-
tion points were established in existing cities or
fortresses on small hills, set at fairly regular in-
tervals along the coast (see Khalilieh 1999:215,
219); according to the tenth-century geographer
Mugqaddasi (or al-Maqdist; 1906:177; 1886:62; see
also Le Strange 1890:24), the closest ribat to the
south was at M1mas (the port of Gaza, Byzantine
Maiumas Gazae), while to the north was Mahiiz
Azdud (Minat el-Qalca, Ashdod-Yam).

Western Palestine is rich in Arabic inscriptions,
but less attention has been paid by archaeolo-
gists to this source. A number of Arabic inscrip-
tions originated at Ashkelon and other sites in its

6 At his excavation of the large Byzantine complex east of
Hamame (site 155), Varga reported building remains as late
as the ninth century; however, he does not specify the Early
Islamic remains in his report (2010).

vicinity. Of these, a small portion of them dates
to the Early Islamic period. Qurranic texts and
epitaphs are most common. These inscriptions
not only confirm the great strategic importance
placed on the city of Ashkelon from the time of
the Islamic conquest but also serve as evidence for
Islamic presence in the entire Ashkelon region and
supplement literary sources (i.e., historians’ tes-
timonies), providing important information con-
cerning names of governors, rulers, commanders,
judges, imams, and building projects in Ashkelon
and its vicinity. We shall mention several inscrip-
tions, arranged in roughly chronological order,
that in our opinion benefit this study:

1. Within the Map of Sderot, at Kh. Jalama (chapter
5, site 108), where Muslim conquerors left graf-
fiti inscribed on an ancient marble column that
belonged to a Byzantine church. The longest in-
scription mentions the name of the third Caliph,
Uthman ibn Affan (644-56). The inscription
was incised on the lower half of the column,
suggesting that it was probably still standing
on its base in the time of the writing (Sharon:
forthcoming). We suppose that the church went
out of use or was deserted in the second half of
the seventh century a.p.

2. A marble slab discovered at Tel Ashkelon in
1883 bears an inscription that mentions the
building of a mosque and a minaret, around the
year 771-72 (Clermont-Ganneau 1887:485-91;
for discussion of the problematic nature of this
inscription see Sharon 1997:144-47).

3. A construction text or epitaph of an official (the
gadi of Ashkelon?), dated to the mid-eleventh
century, refers to the city as a border fortress
(Sharon 1997:151-53; re-analyzed by Sharon
2007:21-23).

4. A series of inscriptions relate to the shrine
(mashhad) of Husein (Husayn ibn €Ali, grandson
of Muhammad), describing the circumstances of
the discovery of Husein’s head in Ashkelon and
the erection or repair of the shrine in the year A.p.
1091 (see van Berchem 1915; Sharon 1997:154—
61). The sanctuary was noted by the Survey of
Western Palestine map (Sheet XX, Ev), as well
as by Mandatory surveyors, who reported the
name as En Nabi Husein or Mashhad Sidna
el Husein (e.g., Survey of Palestine, 1:20,000,
Sheet 10-11, Ashkelon; 1944 Schedule:1264).



Survey of Settlement Patterns by Period 57

Guérin (1869:142) recognized the ruins of the
building east of Tel Ashkelon under the name
“el-Hassan Mosque.” But Guérin’s description
of the site as a small mosque appears to be in-
correct. He only saw the site from a distance—
from Tel Ashkelon. The “ruins” seen by Guérin
probably belonged to the original sanctuary, an
immense compound around a large building that
stood until 1950.1 The place of the sanctuary is
today within the grounds of Barzilay Hospital
(site 245). Remains of this structure were noted
by Berman in 1972-73. It is worth mentioning
that, according Berman’s description, the “ru-
inous sheikh’s tomb” was surrounded by doz-
ens of simple tombs (Berman et al. 2004:28%).
Relying on pottery collection, Berman conclud-
ed that the latest period represented at the site
is the Early Islamic. More recently, however,
Ottoman-period pottery has also been noted,
suggesting that the cemetery was active during
the late Ottoman period and probably during the
time of the British Mandate as well.

5. Though formally the initial date of the Crusader
period in Palestine is the year a.p. 1099 (see
discussion in the Medieval Period, below), we
mention in this summary of epigraphic material

" Images of the standing building are available at the Library
of Congress, Print and Photograph Division, reproduc-
tion numbers LC-DIG-matpc-21683 to 21690: Moslem
Celebrations at Mejdal (Wady Nemill and Sey>d Hussein
Shrine at Ascalon, April 1943) (http://www.loc.gov/pic-
tures/search/?q=%22sey%27d%20hussein%?22). For the
circumstances of the destruction of the building see Meron
Rapoport, “History Erased”, Haaretz, 5/7/ 2007. http://www.
haaretz.com/weekend/magazine/history-erased-1.224899.

from the Early Islamic period an inscription
dated to the year a.p. 1150, just three years be-
fore Ashkelon was captured by the Crusaders
for the first time. The inscription was found by
the Leon Levy Expedition in the debris of the
Islamic fortifications of the city and commemo-
rates the construction of a tower by the Fatimid
governor of Ashkelon (Sharon in Ashkelon 1).
This imperial inscription indicates the great im-
portance of the city as the last Islamic strong-
hold along the southern coast, surrounded by
Frankish territories. The same marble slab was
reused much later by the Crusaders who en-
graved heraldic shields over the inscription.

6. Also of note is the large group of Muslim epi-
taphs—nboth from old collections (especially the
Ustinow collection) and from recent salvage ex-
cavations, coming from the cemeteries around
Tel Ashkelon (see Sharon 1997:147-50, 153-54,
161-62; 2007:14-29; 2009:1-7). The epitaphs
do not occur in the first century and a half of
Islamic rule but rather cluster in the ninth to
eleventh centuries, becoming more common
over the course of that timespan.

As a whole, these inscriptions attest to the im-
portance attached to the city of Ashkelon and
its hinterland from the very beginning of, and
throughout, the Early Islamic period and show that
in many respects the region continued to flourish
despite aspects of decline in the settlement pat-
tern. They also fit the picture of a gradual process
of Islamization and Arabization, not only in the re-
gion but throughout Palestine and the Middle East
as a whole (e.g., Bulliet 1979).

Table 2.5: Crusader Villages and Their Identifications with Archaeological Sites

Crusader Name Site Name Coordinates (NIG)
Castellum Beroardi Minat el Qalca (Ashdod-Yam) 164300/632150
Azotum Isdud (Ashdod; site 24) 167750/629600
Betheras Beit Daras (site 96) 169850/625850
Zeophir Es Sawafir* 172/623
Beze Kh. Bazze (site 123)** 168450/624100
Geliadia Kh. Jaladiya 176350/622900

* Es Sawafir is the common name shared by three (now ruined) neighboring Arab villages. They were distinguished by the addition of

their geographical relative position, Shamaliya, Gharbiya, and Sharqiya, meaning the northern, western and eastern Sawafir (respectively).

Ceramic remains of the Medieval period have been observed at es Sawafir el Gharbiya.

** See chapter 3 for the location of this site.
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Table 2.5 (cont.): Crusader Villages and Their Identifications with Archaeological Sites

Crusader Name Site Name Coordinates (NIG)
Machoz Kh. Makkus (site 170)*** 164800/621600
Carcapha/Caicapha Kh. Qargafa 175250/621600
Hebde Ibdis 171500/620730
Bethafe Beit Affa 172200/618970
Semma/Casale Episcopi Kh. Sama (site 472) 165080/617200
Galatia Karatiya 173920/616900
Bethamamin Kh. Beit Mamin 171360/616170
Phaluge el Faluja 176200/614800
Coquebel Kaukaba (site 528) 167900/615500
Algie el Jiya (site 515) 161850/615200
Forbie Hirbiya (site 350) 157100/612850
Amouhde Kh. Amuda (site 576) 163100/612700
Heleiquat el Huleigat (site 583) 166800/612400
Semsem Sumsum (Map 96 site 52) 162800/608500
Zeite Kh. Zeita (Map 96 site 9)*4* 161400/609200
Camsa Kh. Kums/Qamsa (Map 96 site 82)*5* 163800/607000
Saarethe Kh Sha’rata (Map 96 site 112) 167400/606600
Malaques Kh. Umm Lagis (Mulagis) 170300/609100
Phetora Tatura (Fatura)*6* 163/616

*** See chapter 3 for the location of this site.

*4* Zeite is a common name in Palestinian toponymy. Two archaeological sites named Zeita are candidates to be identified as Zeite from
the Crusader period from the above- mentioned document. We prefer the southern Zeita, since it is located near the ruined village Sumsum,
identified as Semsem from the same document (see Map 96 site 9, in chapter 5; also Blakely and Huster in press).

*5* Camsa is another casal mentioned in the contract between John d’Ibelin and the Hospital of Saint John. This village was identified by
several researchers at Kh. Kemas/ Qimas (site 498), located east of Ashkelon (see, e.g., Prawer 1958:235; Allen in Ashkelon 1, p. 50). We
prefer to identify it with Kh. Kums, for its location between Semsem and Saarethe (see chapter 5, Map 96 site 42; for more details see also
Blakely and Huster in press).

*6* The identification of Phetora, mentioned in the 1256/7 contract between John d’Ibelin and the Hospital of Saint John, has been prob-
lematic. Rohricht (1887:240) and Prawer (1958:235-36), for example, suggested a possible identification with Kh. Fattata (Horvat Patot;
17940-61119, NIG). Meanwhile, the name is shared with Phathoura from the Onomasticon of Eusebius (K 168:22, L 288:99); this early
Byzantine village is generally identified with Kh. Fur(u)t, hence its Hebrew name, H. Ptora (18243-61080, NIG; e.g., Clermont-Ganneau
1896:191; Abel 1938:409; Tsafrir et al.1994:203; Elitzur 2004:301). This is the identification favored for the Crusader village by Blakely
and Huster (in press). However, this site is roughly 9 km east of the closest site from the 1256/7 deed (Phaluge/Faluja), where the other sites
are tightly bunched together. It is therefore worth noting the existence of a village located near Ashkelon named Fatura. This village appears
in a waqgfiyya (deed) of the Ashrafiyya madrasa in Jerusalem, from the year 1477; unfortunately the complete waqfiyya—including, most
notably, the list of endowed properties—is unpublished (contra Burgoyne and Richards 1987:591, 605 ns. 2, 23), but the summary provided
by Ibrahim (1961:409; see also Lutfi 1985:121) suggests that there was a village called Fatara in the <amal (subdistrict) of cAsqalan, and
that its lands were bordered on the west by the lands of Majdal. Meanwhile, the first Ottoman mufassal defter (TD 427, from 1525-6) gives
a similar toponym (transcribed by al-Swarieh [2009:42] as Hatira), registered not as a village but as a mazraca (sown field, usually the lands
of an abandoned village) listed between Sama and Beit Saman (see also icmal defter TD 131, which lists a village transcribed by al-Swarieh
[2008:111] as Qabiira). Meanwhile, the Survey of Palestine reported a field near Kh. Sama and Kh. Beit Saman named Tatura (1:20,000,
Topocadastral Series, Sheet 11-11, El Majdal). Thus the evidence, while not clear, suggests that a village named Fatura (or something close to
this) was located east of Majdal, around coordinates 1635-6160 (NIG)—approximately 3 km north of Kh. Amuda/Amouhde from the 1256/7
contract. The exact identification of this site is uncertain (complicated by its proximity to the major site Kh. Irza, which was inhabited in the
sixteenth century and presumably earlier), but one possible candidate is site 520 (Map 92 site 35/2), which Allen designated as a questionable
Crusader site (Ashkelon 1, p. 60; in his survey files he noted a single Crusader sherd from the site).
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Figure 2.17: Map of sites from the Medieval period over modern topography.
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The Medieval Period

As mentioned earlier in this chapter, and in chap-
ter 1, we have adopted the term Medieval for the
timespan between the official beginning of the
Crusader period in a.p. 1099 until the end of the
Mamluk period in 1516. This usage stems from not
only the difficulty of identifying Crusader-period
sites based on pottery, as discussed above, but also
historical considerations. According to the New
Encyclopedia of Archaeological Excavations in
the Holy Land (Stern 1993), the Crusader and the
Ayyubid periods coincide and occur in the years
1099-291. The next historical archaeological pe-
riod is the Late Arab period (Fatimid and Mamluk)
1291-516 (NEAEHL, Vol.4, p.1259).

In the Ashkelon region we have two historical
anomalies. The first is the continuation of Muslim
(Ayyubid) rule for half a century after the initial
Crusader conquest of almost all the country (1099)
until 1153, when Ashkelon fell into Crusader
hands. The second is the return of Crusader sov-
ereignty to the region twice: for a very short time,
from January to September 1192, under Richard I,
King of England (“the Lionheart”); and from 1241
to 1247 under Richard, Earl of Cornwall, and oth-
er Crusader leaders who rebuilt the fortifications
of Ashkelon (Prawer 1956:246-47). The shields
engraved over the Arabic inscription mentioned
above, representing the arms of an English knight,
are ascribed to the time of this last fortification
(Sharon in Ashkelon 1, pp. 414-15). During this
span of time, from 1099 to the mid-thirteenth cen-
tury (with the Muslim recapture of Ashkelon in
1247 and its ultimate destruction by the Mamluks
in 1270), the rural settlements in Ashkelon’s vi-
cinity were in several stages and processes
(Prawer 1956:233, 239). There are also document-
ed attempts of Frankish frontier colonization by
Christian farmers. The surrounding fortresses of
Ibelin (Yavneh), Blanchegarde (Tell es-Safi), and
Beit Jibrin, founded between 1134 and 1143, be-
came administrative centers surrounded by agri-
cultural villages (Prawer 1951, esp. 1067-69).

The archaeological data related to this span of
time (1099-247), however, is very sparse. Berman’s
survey of the Map of Zigim ascribes a mere five
sites to the Crusader period: Tel Ashkelon; a site
(site 240) located outside the city walls, dated ac-
cording to a single coin of Amaury | (1163-74); a
probable “patch” site (site 300) containing a silver
coin (also of Amaury 1); the site of Hirbiya (site
350), known from historical sources (as Forbie);
and a site with Crusader pottery (site 412) at the

southern edge of the survey area. In the survey
of the Map of Nizzanim, only two sites from the
Crusader period were noted: the first (site 198) in
an excavation in the Barnea neighborhood (in 1995
by F. Vitto, not published), yielding a few items
dated to the early Crusader period; the second (site
186, Bir Shugeir) included in the list of sites by
periods (under the category “Middle Ages”) but
lacking decisive finds in the pottery description.:®
These negligible results justify our adoption of the
approach used by Allen (Ashkelon 1), which treats
the Crusader and the Mamluk periods as a single
archaeological period, the “Medieval.”

The names of villages and settlements through-
out the country were mentioned in Crusader docu-
ments, especially charters, deeds, and contracts
between Crusader nobles and military orders.
Following Robinson’s travels in the Holy Land,
nineteenth-century scholars suggested geographi-
cal identifications for these settlements, at both
inhabited Arabic villages and khirbehs described
by Robinson (1841). Several Crusader casals (vil-
lages) mentioned in the various documents were
located in the Comté d’Ascalon, meaning the
Duchy (or County) of Ashkelon. This subject was
best summarized by Prawer (1958), who also sug-
gested his own identifications. Prawer provides
a list of almost 40 identified settlements in the
Duchy’s territory. Twenty-four or possibly twenty-
five settlements are located within our study area
and immediately beyond its borders (an area of 30
x 35 km, coordinates 150-180 east and 600-635
north, NIG; see Table 2.5 and figure 17). Fourteen
villages derive from a single document, a con-
tract between John d’Ibelin, Count of Ascalon
(and Jaffa), and the Hospital of Saint John (Paoli
1733:150-53). The geographical location of these
villages has been recently reassessed by Blakely
and Huster (in press).

Besides the identification of individual sites of
the period, these deeds provide important infor-
mation on overall settlement patterns. They clearly
demonstrate a continuity of settlement at Arab vil-
lage and khirbeh sites through this period, one that
refines the picture established on a coarser chron-
ological scale by the survey data; beyond the fact
that the villages were inhabited in the Crusader

18 Note that the index of sites by period for Nizzanim West
includes an additional site under the Crusader heading (Map
87 site 21; our site 216); however, the description of this site
(Berman and Barda 2005:28*-29%) lists not Crusader but
Mamluk pottery (which is not noted in the index by period).
Meanwhile, no Crusader sites are listed for Nizzanim East
(Map 88).
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Table 2.6: Number of Sites from the Medieval Period

Number of Sites from the Mamluk Period

Medieval (Crusader and Mamluk periods)

Map of Zigim (91) Map of Nizzanim west Map of Ashkelon (92) Map of Sderot (96)
and east (87,88)
Berman et al. 2004 Berman and Barda 2005 Allen (Ashkelon 1) Chapter 5
62 (26)* 56 (28)* 29 (+ 9 possible sites)** 39

* Number of sites (in parentheses) that revealed remnants of structures. The rest consisted of pottery scatters.

** \When the period was represented only by one or two sherds, or otherwise lacked clearly indicative remains, Allen suggested a possible
occupation for the period. It is likely that repeated collection of ceramics would have turned up additional Medieval sherds, causing the

identification of the period to be secure. If this is true, then the number of sites from the Medieval period in the map of Ashkelon is almost

the same as in the map of Sderot.

period, the remarkable continuity of toponyms
must reflect an overall stability in the population
throughout the period from the Crusades to the
end of the British Mandate. In addition, the large
number of identifiable Crusader villages stands in
stark contrast to the few Crusader sites identified
by the archaeological surveys, further justifying
the approach taken to the Medieval period in this
study.

Mamluk Remains

Despite the use of the term “Middle Ages” in
the Archaeological Overview by periods in both
of Berman’s surveyed maps, Zigim and Nizzanim
(Berman et al. 2004:14*; Berman and Barda
2005:13*), both report Mamluk finds and sites in
the site catalogues and period maps. The above-
mentioned low number of Crusader sites in both
maps is further accentuated by the large num-
ber of sites ascribed to the Mamluk period. As
with previous periods, the real number of sites is
better demonstrated in the Maps of Ashkelon and
Sderot.

While noting that the majority of Berman’s
sites from the Mamluk period are located within
the sand dune belt and are devoid of structural
remains, we may accept the suggestion that some
of them were probably campsites belonging to
nomads (Berman et al. 2004:14*). The major-
ity of sites without ancient structures, however,
represent “patches” in our opinion. After the re-
moval of the “non-sites” in the Maps of Zigim and
Nizzanim, and the plausible count of Medieval
sites in the Maps of Ashkelon and Sderot, we
may begin to analyze the general settlement pat-
terns in the study area. Many Medieval sites are
continuations of Early Islamic occupation, while

others (according the pottery remains) were re-
founded on settlements from the Byzantine period
that were abandoned for the Early Islamic period.
After the destruction of Ashkelon in 1270, the vil-
lage of Majdal became the new center for the re-
gion, building on its history from the Byzantine
and Early Islamic periods. Thirty years separate
the destruction of Ashkelon and the inauguration
of the Great Mosque of Majdal Ascalan. Unlike
Ashkelon, however, Majdal was merely a second-
ary center, oriented in turn towards Gaza. It is
therefore striking that none of the many salvage
excavations have yielded any significant remains
from the large village Majdal, nor from its satellite
settlements, dating to the Mamluk period.
Fortunately, another type of archaeological evi-
dence exists that fills in our knowledge: Several
complete buildings, mostly with religious func-
tions, have been documented within our study
area. Some of them were ruined by natural pro-
cesses, others were intentionally destroyed, while
the rest (or their remains) are still visible. Two of
the main types of buildings attested in this period
are mosques and welis (sheikhs’ tombs). Along
with these structural remains, a series of Mamluk
and later Arabic inscriptions serves to clarify vari-
ous aspects of life and settlement in the region and
to date the buildings. The best-preserved Muslim
building in the village of Majdal (site 432)—and
in the entire study area—is the Great Mosque (al-
Jami¢ al-Kabir). A foundation inscription over
the main entrance indicates the building of the
mosque in the year 1300 by an important Mamluk
official, Sayf ad-Din Salar (Sharon 1997:184-86),
while the adjacent courtyard and the surround-
ing rooms appear to constitute a later phase based
on structural considerations. The main entrance
to the mosque is through a door on the eastern
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side of the courtyard; the door is set in a frame
in which stones of alternating colors were used
as panels. The entrance leads to a courtyard with
arcades on three sides. The southern side of the
courtyard consists of a vaulted portico, while the
side vaults are constructed with the use of black
ceramic jars (set vertically in mortar). This fact
contradicts Sharon’s description (1997:184-85),
which supposes that the complex—i.e, the mosque,
the courtyard with the three surrounding arcades,
and the portico—all belong to the Mamluk period
on the basis of the architectural features (although
Sharon was probably influenced by the date of
the inscription). Petersen’s description of the side
vaults of the portico (2001:211) mentions the use of
black ceramic jars, which he had previously desig-
nated “terracotta vaulting tubes” (1994). Petersen
suggested that this technique probably dated back
to the eighteenth century (1994:91; 2001:33), which
coincides with the beginning of the “Black Gaza
Ware” industry around 1700 (Israel 2006). The ar-
chitectural style of the portico and the use of an
eighteenth-century technique (the vaulting tubes)
suggest that features west of the main mosque
building were constructed in the Ottoman period.
(The eastern arcade abuts the portico and probably
also represents a later phase.)

The other major group of Mamluk buildings in
the region consists of the tombs of sheikhs (saints,
holy men), often referred to as welis. As Petersen
notes (2001:36), this is in fact the most common
class of religious building in the country; Petersen
separates this class into shrines and tombs but
observes that generally these buildings are both
tombs and shrines. For our study area (Maps 87,
88, 91, and 92), we have been able to compile a
list of roughly 26 sheikhs’ tombs recorded.’® Most

¥The exact number of sheikhs’ tombs in the region is unclear,
largely due to the fact that it is not always easy to correlate
monuments, inscriptions, and historical sources dealing with
individual tombs. As an example, Guérin (1869) refers to
several sheikhs’ tombs that do not appear in other historical
sources, often without names, and so it is not always clear if
specific inscriptions or tombs indicated on Mandatory maps
can be matched with these tombs. In addition, an exact count
depends on how certain issues are resolved, such as the status
of Mashhad Sidna el Husein (as it is not a typical sheikh’s
tomb but a shrine reputed to have once held his head) and
the complex of Salman al-Farisi and Ibrahim al-Matbuli (two
tombs included in the same complex). Finally, Guérin men-
tioned a weli of Nabi Yasin at Beit Daras that we have not
included in our table. If the weli was in the village itself, then
it was not likely within our study area as the majority of the
village is just east of east coordinate 170. However, Liévin
de Hamme (a Franciscan monk who wrote a detailed travel

of these are located within or immediately around
villages, a pattern observed more generally by
Canaan (1927:2-3, 6-7). Of the few not located
close to a village inhabited in the nineteenth cen-
tury, most appear to be associated with earlier
Ottoman or Medieval settlements: e.g., Nabi Sama
(site 471; a very clear example, as it is adjacent to
Kh. Sama, site 472) and Sheikh el Kubakba (site
459; at Kh. Abu Fatun, site 458). Generally, welis
are found (or at least recorded) for the larger vil-
lages, and the largest villages have more than one.
Thus, the largest villages in our study area in the
Medieval and Ottoman periods were Majdal (three
welis, at least according to Guérin [1869:131]),
Isdud (also three, although they were clustered
around Khan Isdud, southwest of the village), and
Hamame (two welis); meanwhile, Beit Tima and
Barbara, which at times (during the Ottoman pe-
riod at least) were close to these villages in popu-
lation, had two and three shrines, respectively.

On this phenomenon of sheikhs’ tombs, Rosen-
Ayalon notes in her survey of Islamic art and ar-
chaeology: “Numerous tombs of saints and their
adjacent shrines were built in Palestine in the
Middle Ages” (2006:123). We would suggest a re-
finement of this dating. In our view, most (though
not all) of these tombs likely date to the Mamluk
period; however, many shrines have a later addi-
tion (one or two wings to the core tomb) that can
be dated to the Ottoman period (and usually to
the latter half of it, the eighteenth or nineteenth
century).2® Many of these tombs cannot be dated,
as they are only reported by nineteenth-century
travelers (especially Guérin) and were not noted
by twentieth-century surveyors (archaeological
or cartographic), nor is there extant inscriptional
evidence. For most of those with dating evidence,
however, we can suggest that it is likely—if not
certain—that they date to the Mamluk period:

1. Esh Sheikh Awad (site 199), built on the
kurkar cliff facing the sea in the Barneac
neighborhood, is composed of a central domed

guide to Palestine in the late nineteenth century) located a
“Oueli Yasine” to the west of the main north-south road as it
crosses Wadi Mughraka (a branch of the Nahal Evtah; Liévin
de Hamme 1887:225). If this is correct, then Sheikh Yasin
(if it is the same as Guérin’s weli) should be identical with
Sheikh Abu Jaham, and the name may perhaps be related to
Khirbet Yasin.

2 Petersen (2001:36-37) similarly suggests a pattern of de-
velopment over time in many sheikhs’ tombs but does not
attempt to demonstrate the pattern systematically or to date
it precisely.
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Figure 2.18: Sheikh tomb distribution during the Medieval period, mapped over modern topography.

chamber flanked by two later side chambers. In
this case, as with other structural remains in our
study area, the similar architectural features of
the Great Mosque of Majdal provide an aid in
dating. The two side chambers of Sheikh Awad
are datable to the late eighteenth or nineteenth
century on the basis of various architectural ele-
ments (Petersen 2001:98). For the central cham-
ber, Petersen could only suggest a pre-eigh-
teenth-century date. In our opinion, the central
room of Magam Sheikh Awad can be dated to
the Mamluk period based on the parallel pattern
of two phases at sheikhs’ tombs at similar struc-
tures along or near the coast.

2. Sheikh Muhammad el Musli (site 241): The

same pattern, i.e., a structure with an older core
(probably Mamluk) built of well-dressed stones
supplemented by a later wing, also occurs at this
shrine or tomb just east of Tel Ashkelon.

. Ibrahim al-Matbuli and Salman al-Farisi (site

23): A complex (now destroyed) containing
shrines of these two holy men stood near Isdud
(Tel Ashdod), adjacent to the now destroyed
Khan Isdud. Both tombs are known to have been
built during the Mamluk period: An inscrip-
tion commemorates the building of a mosque
at the sanctuary of Salman al-FarisT in 1269
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Table 2.7: Sheikh Tombs in the Ashkelon Region

No. Site

Village

Site no.

Coordinates

Notes and References

1

10

11

12

13

14

15

Salman al-Farisi

Ibrahim al-Matbuli

Ahmad Abu Igbal

Esh Sheikh Jaham

Esh Sheikh
el Isbawi

En Nabi Salih

Sheikh Ibrahim

Abi Argbub

Sheikh Hamid?

Sheikh
Mohammed

Esh Sheikh Kheir

Esh Sheikh Awad

Sheikh Muhamad

el Musli

Mashhad Sidna
el Husein

Esh Sheikh Savid

Tamim ad-Dari

Isdud

Isdud

Isdud

Kh. el
Misabe?

Hamame

Hamame

Julis

Julis (or site
100m to
south?)

SE of Tel
Ashkelon

Tel Ashkelon

Hirbiya

Majdal

site 23

site 23

site 23

site 62

site 121

site 124

site 154

site 154

site 172

site 182

site 199

site 241

site 245

site 349

site 432

167300/629300

167300/629300

167300/629100

165200/627680

166180/624340

168500/624400

161400/622400

161400/622400

167300/621200

166950/620600

158650/621880

157500/618950

158250/618850

156600/612480

160800/619800

Map 88 site 23; Petersen 2001:156-57; Sharon.
Dated by inscription to Mamluk period; in same
complex as no. 2; destroyed.

Map 88 site 23; Petersen 2001:156-57; Sharon;
Survey of Palestine, Sheet 11-12, Hamame. Dated
by inscription to Mamluk period; in same complex
as no. 1; destroyed.

Map 88 site 23; Petersen 2001:156; Survey of
Palestine, Sheet 11-12, Hamame.

Map 88 site 59; SWP, Sheet XVI, Fu; Survey of
Palestine, Sheet 11-12, Hamame. Mamluk coin
hoard found nearby (Berman and Barda 2005:
48-49%).

Map 88 site 117; Survey of Palestine, Sheet 11-12,
Hamame. Berman and Barda with no diagnostic
finds; Yaakov with Ottoman in our table.

Map 88 site 120; Survey of Palestine, Sheet 11-12,
Hamame. Berman and Barda noted LR, Mamluk,
and Ottoman pottery (2005:60%).

Petersen 2001:146 (based on Mandatory inspec-
tors); al-Nabulsi (17th c). Mosque; earliest
attestation is al-Nabulsi, who notes gabr (tomb) of
this sheikh.

Petersen 2001:146 (based on Mandatory inspectors);
Dauphin 1998:869. Mosque only?

Map 88 site 165 (as magam in Julis; photo p. 79);
Guerin 1869:127; Khalidi? Named by Guerin; oth-
erwise nameless magam.

Map 88 site 175; SWP, Sheet XVI, Fu; Survey of
Palestine, Sheet11-12, Hamame (as “Ruin”); Khalidi
1992.

Map 87 site 8; Survey of Palestine, Sheet 10-10,
Ashkelon; Petersen 2001:98. Two phases recogniz-
able: later 18th/19th c, earlier pre-18th c.

Map 91 site 19; Survey of Palestine, Sheet 10-11,
Ashkelon (unnamed); Petersen? Two phases: Huster
(inspection work) suggests Medieval and Ottoman
(but only based on architecture and not pottery)

Map 91 site 23; Survey of Palestine, Sheet 10-11,
Ashkelon; Sharon; Petersen 2001:98; etc. Dated by
historical sources and inscriptions to Early Islamic
(11th c).

Map 91 site 122; Survey of Palestine, Sheet 10-11,
Ashkelon. Only Hell-EIl pottery at site (Berman,
Stark, and Barda 2004:46%).

Guerin 1869:131 (unnamed); Sharon 1997:186-89;
Petersen 2001:212-13. One of three welis noted by
Guerin; inscription dates construction to mid-16th ¢
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Table 2.7 (cont.): Sheikh Tombs in the Ashkelon Region

No. Site Village

Site no. Coordinates

Notes and References

16 Esh Sheikh Sa’id? Majdal

17 Esh Sheikh
Dhalam?

Majdal

18 Sheikh el Kubakba Kh. Abu

Fatun
19 Nabi Sama Kh. Sama site 471 165060/617000
20 Sheikh Kaukaba site 528 167900/615500
Mohammed
21 Sheikh Yusuf Barbara site 536  160300/614800
22 Sheikh Sacid Barbara site 536  160300/614800
23 Sheikh Barbara site 536  160300/614800
Muhammad
24 Nabi Tima Beit Tima site 541 165700/614900

25 Sh. Abu Musillim Beit Tima
26 En Nabi Jirja Beit Jirja

site 432 160800/619800

site 432 160800/619800

site 459  162800/618400

site 541  165700/614500
site 566 160400/612600

Guerin 1869:131 (unnamed); Survey of Palestine,
Sheet 11-11, El Majdal. One of three welis noted by
Guerin; possibly just a mosque.

Guerin 1869:131 (unnamed); El Majdal Index
(1:5000; to 1:625 town survey, Survey of Palestine,
1931). One of three welis noted by Guerin; name
from El Majdal Index, but of a girls’ school.

SWP, Sheet XX, Fv; Petersen 2001:66, pl. 3.

Survey of Palestine, Sheet 11-11, EI Majdal. Huster
(inspection work) notes Rom-Ott pottery.
Guerin 1869:127; SWP, Sheet XX, Fv.

Guerin 1869:172-73; Lievin de Hamme 1887 part
2:208; Khalidi 1992:81 (with refs); Dauphin
1998:876; List of Mandatory Records Files
1976:133 (three unnamed magams). Only noted
by Guerin and Lievin de Hamme (latter calls it a
mosque), but Khalidi notes it (supposedly based ul-
timately on Mujir ad-Din). Yusuf died in 14th c., but
mosque built by Murad 111 (second half of 16th c)

Dauphin 1998:876; List of Mandatory Records Files
1976:133 (one of three unnamed magams).

Dauphin 1998:876; List of Mandatory Records Files
1976:133 (one of three unnamed magams).

Guerin 1869:127-28; SWP, Sheet XX, Fv (unnamed
holy place?); Petersen 2001:126; Sharon 1999:158—
60. Mosque; two phases, dated by inscription to
14th and 19th c.

SWP, Sheet XX, Fv.

Guerin 1869:173 (unnamed); Survey of Palestine,
Sheet 11-11, EI Majdal; Sharon 1999:143. 19th c.
inscription in building, recording rebuilding of en-
tire village.

(Sharon 1997:126-28), while a second inscrip-
tion mentions the death of Ibrahim al-Matbuli
in 1472 (Sharon 1997:128; see also Petersen
2001:156-57).

. Ahmad Abu Igbal (also site 23): Unlike the
complex of Ibrahim al-Matbuli and Salman
al-Farisi, this tomb is still standing. Petersen
identified two building phases, the domed tomb
chamber and a later wing, but did not provide a
date (2001:156). Berman and Barda (2005:40%)

surveyed the standing sheikh’s tomb (although
they did not provide the name) and identified
two building phases, suggesting that the ear-
lier phase (the tomb itself) was Mamluk in
date (but without providing evidence for this
identification).

. Esh Sheikh Jaham (site 62): Berman and Barda

suggested that the tomb might be Mamluk in
date and noted the discovery of a Mamluk coin
hoard in the vicinity (2005:48*-49%).
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6. En Nabi Salih (site 124): Other than Late Roman,
the earliest pottery reported by the survey of the
Map of Nizzanim was Mamluk, suggesting that
the tomb might have been built in this period.

7. Esh Sheikh Kheir (site 182): At the site of the
tomb itself, Berman and Barda (2005:72*) noted
only Ottoman pottery. However, the settlement
site 100 m to the south yielded Late Roman,
Byzantine, Mamluk, and Ottoman pottery. In
addition, Khalidi recorded that, according to
the local tradition, Sheikh Kheir had died fight-
ing the Crusaders (1992:115). Together, this evi-
dence suggests the Mamluk period as a likely
date for the erection of the weli.

8. Nabi Tima (in Beit Tima, site 541): At the ru-
ined Arab village Beit Tima, located some 12
km east-southeast of Tel Ashkelon, remnants
of a large building (a mosque or a magam) of
the late Ottoman period, dedicated to a certain
Nabi Tima, were recorded by several research-
ers, among them Guérin (1869:127-28) and
Allen (Ashkelon 1, fig. 3.35). The name of this
“prophet” or sheikh, Nabi Tima, is clearly re-
lated to that of the village. Many Arab villages
boasted supposed tombs or mosques of epony-
mous “prophets” that in fact were named ex
post facto after their village (noted by Guérin
1869:70; Conder 1877:101; Sharon 1999:98; cf.
the extended discussion by Canaan 1927:284—
88). In our study area we have three such cases:
En Nabi Jirja, at Beit Jirja (Sharon 1999:143;
see also Survey of Palestine, Sheet 11-11, El
Majdal); Nabi Sama (at the site of Kh. Sama,
abandoned between the sixteenth and nine-
teenth centuries); and Nabi Tima (cf. also Nabi
Huj in Map 96, site 176). The Ottoman remains
of the Nabi Tima shrine are built over an earlier
structure, whose foundations are also visible at
the site (Sharon 1999:158). Two Arabic inscrip-
tions were recorded in the twentieth century,
when the building was still standing. The first
dates to the Mamluk period; it commemorates
the establishment of a mosque in the year a.p.
1390. The second inscription from the Late
Ottoman period mentions the reconstruction of
the mosque in the year 1836 (Sharon 1999:158—
60). It is worth mentioning that the older monu-
mental Mamluk inscription was recorded and
photographed while embedded in an ordinary
wall that belonged probably to the late Ottoman
phase of the mosque, apparently out of its origi-
nal context (see Petersen 2001:126, pl. 82). (A

parallel phenomenon is known from the Arab
village Bureir, where a fragment of a Mamluk
inscription dated to the second half of the fif-
teenth century a.p., recording either the digging
or the repair of a well or cistern, was found in
the ruins of the modern village mosque [see
chapter 5, sites 63 and 65; Sharon 2004:xlvi-I].)
Therefore, the mosque structure of Beit Tima,
with its two architectural phases (Mamluk and
Ottoman) supported by textual evidence, fur-
ther demonstrates the pattern suggested above.

The only clear cases that contradict this are
Mashhad Sidna el Husein, site of the most elabo-
rate mawsim (festival) in our study area, which is
known from inscriptional and historical evidence
to have been built in the eleventh century (see
above),? and Tamim ad-Dari, where an inscription
appears to date the founding of the structure to
the mid-sixteenth century (Sharon 1997:186-89;
Petersen 2001:212-13).%

The suggestion that the majority of sheikhs’
tombs date to this period is bolstered by a sur-
vey of the detailed information on the shrines in
and immediately around Gaza—mazars, magams,
and mosques, as well as zawiyas—founded at the
tombs of, or otherwise commemorating, holy men.
Sharon (2009) provides inscriptions relating to the
founding of eight such shrines, and the foundation
of all of these shrines can be placed in the Mamluk
period; in fact, all can likely be dated between the
mid-thirteenth and late fourteenth centuries.?® In
Gaza, however, there are very few extant inscrip-
tions prior to the Mamluk period, as observed
by Sharon (2009:26) and earlier by van Berchem
(quoted in Meyer 1907:149-50, and Sharon
2009:26). However, as van Berchem noted (in his
handwritten notes, quoted in Sharon 2009:27), the
Gaza inscriptions are particularly concentrated
in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, where-
as we have no datable shrines founded after the

2.0n this festival and its importance, see Canaan (1927:213,
215); see also the set of photographs from the Library of
Congress collection noted above.

22Note also the mosque/shrine of Sheikh Yusuf al-Barbarawi,
in Barbara: The mosque containing his tomb was apparently
established by Sultan Murad 111 in the second half of the six-
teenth century; however, Yusuf died in the fourteenth cen-
tury, and it is not clear if there was some shrine prior to the
mosque (see Khalidi 1992:81; al-Dabbagh 1975:255).

2 Sharon (2009:40) refers to an additional shrine, the weli of
al-Kharrubah, noted by L. A. Mayer in 1923 but no longer
extant, with an inscription dating it to 688 a.n./a.p. 1289. See
also the information provided by Sadek in his detailed survey
of Mamluk architecture in Gaza (1991).
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Table 2.8: Location of coastal welis and Umayyad/Abbasid ribats

Ribat According to Muqaddast
(1906:177; translation 1886:62)

Coastal Weli

Mimas (el Mina)

CAsqalan

Mahiz Azdid (Ashdod-Yam; Minat el-Qalca)
Mahtz Yibna (Yavneh-Yam)

Yafah

Arstf

Sheikh Hassan (at the site); also Sheikh Ridwan (c. 2 km inland)
Sheikh Awad (c. 2 km north)

Nabi Yunis (c. 4.5 km north, at the Nahal Lachish)

Nabi Rubin (c. 4 km inland)

Sheikh Abd en Nabi (c. 4.5 km north)

Haram Sidna cAli (Ali ibn cAleim; ¢. 500 m south)

fourteenth century—including none in the early
Ottoman period, when there are still a significant
number of inscriptions.

The conclusion that most of these buildings date
to the Mamluk period suggests a significant build-
ing program, however loosely organized, for re-
ligious structures in this period—similar to that
of the Byzantine period, although on a smaller
scale. This building program would have perme-
ated all levels of settlement and society, from the
major shrines of the district in Gaza (founded by
the sultans or by important officials) to those of
the different sized villages of the region (found-
ed by officials of various ranks). It also raises
the question of the purpose of such widespread
building activities. Petersen, himself noting that
the majority of sheikhs’ tombs in Palestine as a
whole were founded after the Crusader period,
suggests that many were associated with soldiers
under Salah al-Din and were founded as part of “a
way of spiritually reclaiming the land for Islam”
(2001:36). Canaan, partly following the sugges-
tions of Ahmad Zaki Pasha, asserted that the early
Mamluk rulers (especially Baybars) instituted a
policy of building and restoring shrines and estab-
lishing festivals to bring out large numbers of pil-
grims in order to protect the country (1927:299). In
this view, the clustering of festivals in the weeks
around Easter was a planned competition with
Christian pilgrims at time of Easter, considered
the most dangerous time of the year (1927:299;
cf. Yazbak 2011:172, 174). Sharon, meanwhile, ar-
gued against such “quasi-historical observations”
(2009:120). However, his attempt to dismiss this
origin for festivals and argue instead for a more
ancient origin in pagan or Christian festivals—by
pointing to the fact that one Gazan festival falls on
Easter Sunday—is not convincing; this observa-
tion no more supports his argument than it does
Canaan’s. Nevertheless, while some shrines may
have been built by Baybars and other Mamluk

sultans to re-establish the Muslim nature of the
land and establish their role as its spiritual guard-
ians or patrons (see Meri 2002:259-60, suggesting
that Baybars carried out this campaign throughout
the sultanate), it is difficult to see how the pres-
ence of hundreds or even thousands of pilgrims to
a shrine at a set time of the year would have served
as an effective defense, or why Easter week would
have been a particularly liable time for attacks (as
implied by Canaan 1927:299).

At the same time, we might suggest a defen-
sive purpose for at least some shrines. Yazbak
(2011:174) noted that several had strategic posi-
tions along the Cairo-Damascus highway, i.e., the
main north-south road.?* He emphasizes in this
respect the number of shrines built or renovated
by order of the early Mamluk sultans, especially
by the Baybars: Salman al-Farisi (Isdud), Abu
Hureirah (Yibna), and Haram Sidna cAli (Arsuf).
However, contrary to Yazbak’s implication, Sidna
cAli is not located on the Cairo-Damascus high-
way but along the coast. This brings up what we
would identify as a special class of shrines, the
coastal welis. As noted above, almost every weli in
our study area appears to be within or connected
with a specific village. The one definite exception
to this is Sheikh Awad, which is also the one weli
in the region located immediately along the coast:
There were apparently no Medieval or Ottoman
villages on or near the coast north of Tel Ashkelon
(the sites recorded here appear to be mostly or all
patches). Instead, Sheikh Awad appears to belong
to a special case of coastal welis. From Gaza north,
these include Sheikh Hassan (and nearby Sheikh
Ridwan), Sheikh Awad, Nabi Yunis, Nabi Rubin,
Sheikh Abd en Nabi (how in Tel Aviv), and Haram
Sidna cAli (CAli ibn cAleim, now in Herzliya).
Haram Sidna cAli deserves special attention (on

2 Yazbak cites Meri (2002:259-60) for this idea, but Meri
does not make a claim of a defensive purpose.
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the shrine, see Mayer and Pinkerfeld 1950:36-39;
Petersen 2001:146-48). As Rosen-Ayalon (2006:
123-24) notes, the fifteenth-century historian
Mujir al-Din considered it one of the most fa-
mous pilgrimage sites on the coast of Palestine;
thus Petersen (2001:146) names it, Nabi Rubin, and
Nabi Musa as the three most important religious
sites in Palestine, outside of Jerusalem and Hebron
(cf. Canaan 1927:213-15). Although <Ali himself
died in 1081, the earliest traditions reported by
Mujir al-Din are Mamluk (relating specifically to
the Baybars), and the complex itself dates to the
1480s, by which time the mawsim was established
(see Mujir al-Din 1876:212—-13). These facts sug-
gest that the construction activity and the festival
could conceivably have been set by the sultans.
Meanwhile, Rosen-Ayalon calls the complex “a
true ribat, a seaside fortress, a rallying point, a pil-
grimage site, and the starting point for the jihad”
(2006:124).

The coastal welis listed above also share a loca-
tion at or near the location of former Umayyad/
Abbasid ribats (see Table 2.8).

This pattern is especially noteworthy in the area
between Ashdod and Jaffa, as this coastline was
largely abandoned in the Medieval and Ottoman
periods; Nabi Yunis and Nabi Rubin are the only
two shrines in this stretch, and they are relative-
ly close to Ashdod-Yam and Yavneh-Yam—the
two ribats between Ashkelon and Jaffa).2® Thus

%|n the List of Mandatory Records Files, Nabi Yunis is called
a “late magdm” (1976:123); there is little information from

it is conceivable, although far from proven, that
the coastal shrines may have played some role in
replacing the defunct ribar system of the Early
Islamic period. While it is difficult to imagine
that an annual festival at a coastal shrine would
provide a true defensive role, staff at such shrines
could conceivably have served as watchmen. There
is also the possibility that there was simply a gen-
eral rise in interest in saints’ tombs in this period,
a more bottom-up approach to this phenomenon;
of course, these explanations are not mutually
exclusive.?®

any source on its date. On the other hand, Nabi Rubin, which
was a much more substantial shrine, is attested already in the
Medieval period: The tomb was being pointed out by the late
twelfth century, as it was described by the traveler Abu al-
Hasan cAl1 al-Harawt; however, an inscription over the en-
trance dates the construction of the shrine to the year 1431,
and in the late fifteenth century Mujir al-Din reported that
there was an annual mawsim (see Yazbak 2011, esp. 175-76;
Muyjir al-Din 1876:211). Note that Yazbak elsewhere claims
(2011:174) that the building over the tomb was first erected
in the late thirteenth century, but this seems to be an error.
Petersen also suggests (2001:232) that the remainder of the
Nabi Rubin complex was built in the Ottoman period, par-
alleling the pattern we have seen elsewhere. Meanwhile,
Petersen concludes, mostly for structural reasons, that the
magam of Abd en Nabi was likely built in the fifteenth or
sixteenth century (2001:299).

%Thus, on a broader geographic scale, Meri (2002:257-62)
sites the significant growth in pilgrimage shrines in the
Medieval Middle East within the context of both the role of
the Baybars as patron of holy places and the rise of Sufism.
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Table 2.9: Table of All Survey Sites

No. Site Coordinates Area (m?) Excavated Periods
1 Holot Ashdod 162900/629360 5000 Epi, Neo, Rom(p), Byz(p)
2 Holot Ashdod 163200/629990 200 Epi, Rom, Byz
3 Holot Ashdod 163880/629750 2500 Rom(p), Byz(p)
4 Holot Ashdod 163550/629220 4000 Rom(p), Byz(p)
5 Holot Ashdod 163320/629120 500 Rom(p), Byz(p)
6 Holot Ashdod 164200/629900 2500 Rom(p), Byz(p)
7 Holot Ashdod 164130/629580 1400 Hell, Rom, Byz, Ott
8  Holot Ashdod 164400/629480 20,000 Rom(p), Byz(p)
9  Holot Ashdod 164750/629360 1000 Rom(p), Byz(p)
10 Holot Ashdod 164950/629350 200 Iron2, Pers, Rom, Byz
11 Holot Ashdod 164850/629100 2500 Rom(p), Byz(p), El(p), Med(p), Ott(p)
12 Holot Ashdod 164300/629010 2000 Hell(p), Rom(p), Byz(p)
13 Holot Ashdod 165700/629550 2000 Rom(p), Byz(p), El(p), Ott(p)
14 Holot Ashdod 165900/629700 30,000 Iron2(p), Rom(p), Med(p)
15 Holot Ashdod 165400/629780 1500 Iron2(p), Pers(p), Hell(p), Rom(p), Byz(p)
16 Holot Ashdod 165300/629900 1000 Rom(p), Byz(p)
17 Holot Ashdod 165070/629150 200 Hell, Rom, Byz
18 Holot Ashdod 165290/629440 100 Hell, Rom, Byz, El
19 Holot Ashdod 165410/629460 500 Rom(p), Byz(p)
20 Holot Ashdod 166240/629400 1000 Iron2, Pers, Rom, Byz, Med
21  Holot Ashdod 166100/629510 500 EB(p), LB(p), Iron2(p), Pers(p), Hell(p), Rom(p)
22 Holot Ashdod 166110/629590 30,000 Pers, Rom, Med
23 Khan Isdud 167300/629200 200 Med, Ott
24 Tel Ashdod 167750/629600 360,000 Chalco, EB, MB, LB, Iron1, Iron2, Pers, Hell, Rom,
Byz, El, Med, Ott
Mayer 1934; Dothan and Freedman 1967; Dothan 1971; 1973; 1993; Dothan and Porath 1982; 1993; Tsafrir, Di
Segni, and Green 1994:62 (Azotos Hippenos); Na’aman 1998; Finkelstein and Singer-Avitz 2001; 2004; Ben
Shlomo 2003; Dothan and Ben Shlomo 2005.
25 Tel Ashdod 167600/629900 1000 Iron2, Pers, Hell, Rom, Byz
“Assyrian Palace”
Varga 2005; Kogan-Zehavi 2006.
26 Tel Ashdod 167350/629800 150 Rom, Byz, El
Well and pool
Baumgarten 1999.
27  Tel Ashdod 167630/629950 150 Rom, Byz
Pottery workshop
Baumgarten 2000.
28 Holot Ashdod 162700/628200 100,000 Pers, Hell, Rom, Byz, El
29 Holot Ashdod 163720/628480 4800 Rom(p), Byz(p), El(p)
30 Holot Ashdod 163650/628980 2000 Rom(p), Byz(p)
31 Holot Ashdod 163640/628100 600 Rom(p), El(p)
32 Holot Ashdod 163980/628260 900 Hell, Rom, Byz
33 Holot Ashdod 164980/628300 1500 Iron2(p), Byz(p), El(p)
34 Holot Ashdod 164900/628500 2000 Iron2(p), Rom(p), Byz(p)
35 Holot Ashdod 164700/628380 1000 Pers(p), Rom(p), El(p)
36 Holot Ashdod 164680/628700 2000 Rom(p)
37 Holot Ashdod 164010/628620 400 Rom(p), Byz(p)
38 Holot Ashdod 164210/628700 8000

Non-indicative pottery.
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Table 2.9 (cont.): Table of All Survey Sites
No. Site Coordinates Area (m?) Excavated Periods
39 Holot Ashdod 165320/628650 500 El
40 Holot Ashdod 165300/628770 1000 El(p)
41  Holot Ashdod 165800/628780 1500 Iron2(p), Rom(p)
42 Holot Ashdod 165130/628360 2000 Iron2(p), Rom(p), Byz(p)
43  Holot Ashdod 165720/628250 2500 Pers, Rom, Byz, El
44 Holot Ashdod 166070/628780 3000 Iron2(p), Pers(p), Rom(p)
45 Tell Kursun 166840/628010 1500 LB, Iron2, Pers, Rom, Byz
46  Holot Ashdod 166340/628200 100 Rom(cem)
47  Holot Ashdod 166000/628000 5000 Rom(p), Byz(p), El(p)
48 Holot Ashdod 168150/628700 1000 LB(cem), Ironl(cem), Iron2(cem), Hell(cem), Rom
Cemetery (cem), Byz(cem), Ott
49  Holot Ashdod 161700/627200 1200 Epi, LB, Ironl, Iron2, Pers, Hell, Rom, Byz
50 Holot Ashdod 161790/627420 100 Rom(p), Byz(p), Med(p)
51  Nahal Evtah 162050/627600 5000 LB, Ironl
52 Nahal Evtah 162280/627850 400 Rom, Byz, Med
53 Nahal Evtah 162700/627220 30,000 X PtryNeo
Yeivin and Olami 1979; 1980.
54 Nahal Evtah 162900/627950 100 MB, Rom
55  Holot Ashdod 163680/627900 1000 Iron2(p), Pers(p), Hell(p), Rom(p), Byz(p)
56  Nahal Evtah 163280/627150 1000 Rom, Byz, Med
57 Holot Ashdod 163990/627050 200 Byz(cem)
58 Holot Ashdod 163650/627700 40,000 X Chalco, EB, Rom, Byz
The Nizzanim Area, HA 69-71 (1979):84 Yekutiely and Gophna 1994.
59  Holot Ashdod 163850/627000 400 Rom(p), Byz(p), Med(p)
60 Holot Ashdod 164180/627680 1500 Rom(p), El(p)
61 Holot Ashdod 164480/627850 2400 Rom(p), Byz(p), El(p)
62 Esh Sheikh Jaham  165200/627680 200 X Med
A Coin Hoard from Nizzanim, HA 50 (1974):28.
63 Kh. Yasin 166800/627350 200 Byz
64 Kh. Ghaiyada 168840/627350 2000 Rom, Byz
65 Holot Ashdod 161400/626700 1500 Ott
66 Holot Ashdod 161200/626200 100 Rom, Byz
67 Holot Ashdod 161920/626160 1500 Rom(p), Byz(p)
68 Nahal Evtah 162920/626100 1500 Rom, Byz
69 Nahal Evtah 162900/626400 1000 MB, Pers, Rom, Byz
70 Nahal Evtah 163200/626950 60,000 Iron2, Pers, Hell, Rom, Byz, Med
71 Nahal Evtah 163360/626750 5000 Pers(p), Rom(p), Byz(p), El(p), Med(p)
72  Nahal Evtah 163500/626400 8000 Pers, Rom, Byz
73 Nahal Evtah 163540/626240 2000 Rom, Byz
74 Nahal Evtah 164380/626600 1500 Byz(p), Med(p), Ott(p)
75 Holot Ashdod 164200/626900 1000 Med(p), Ott(p)
76  Holot Ashdod 164100/626450 3000 Iron2, Pers, Rom, El, Med
77  Tell Abu Haraze 166950/626010 500
Non-indicative pottery
78  Sandahanna 167950/626200 12,000 Rom, Byz, Med, Ott
79  El Abtah (NW) 160950/625900 2500 LB, Ironl
80 Holot Ashdod 160960/625580 2500 Rom(p), Byz(p), El(p), Ott(p)
81 ElAbtah 160690/625040 60,000 Epi, Byz
82 Holot Ashdod 161150/625700 400 Epi
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Table 2.9 (cont.): Table of All Survey Sites

No. Site Coordinates Area (m?) Excavated Periods
83 Holot Ashdod 161700/625300 100 Rom(cem)
84  Holot Ashdod 161400/625680 1000 El(p), Med(p), Ott(p)
85 Holot Ashdod 162540/625800 5000 Rom(p), Byz(p), El(p)
86 Holot Ashdod 162300/625800 2000 Pers(p), Rom(p), Byz(p), El(p)
87 Holot Ashdod 162550/625550 2000 Rom, Byz, El
88  MiskaSuleiman Agha 162600/625200 5000 Rom, Byz, El, Med
Warren 1871:89.
89 Holot Ashdod 162300/625050 3200 Rom(p), Byz(p), Med(p)
90 Holot Ashdod 162770/625050 1000 Iron2(p), Pers(p), Rom(p), Byz(p), El(p), Med(p)
91 Nahal Evtah 163300/625280 1000 Rom(p), El(p), Med(p)
92 Nahal Evtah 163340/625550 500 Rom(p), Byz(p), El(p)
93 Nahal Evtah 163040/625400 2000 Iron2(p), Pers(p), Hell(p), Rom(p), Med(p), Ott(p)
94 Kh.Umm er Riyah  165980/625920 500 Rom, Byz, Med
95 Nizzanim (E) 166240/625180 400 Rom, Byz
96 Beit Daras 169850/625850 60,000 Rom, Byz, Ott
97  Ashkelon (N) 160280/624210 100 Rom, Byz
98  Ashkelon (N) 160390/624230 1000 Hell, Rom, Byz, El, Med
99  Ashkelon (N) 160510/624520 3000 Iron2(p), Hell(p), Rom(p), Byz(p), El(p), Med(p)
100 Ashkelon (N) 160500/624020 1500 Rom, Byz, Med
101 Ashkelon (N) 160070/624110 200 Byz, Ott
102 Ashkelon (N) 161180/624350 200 Iron2, Pers
103 Nahal Evtah 161800/624380 2500 Rom(p), Byz(p), El(p), Med(p), Ott(p)
104 Ashkelon (N) 161000/624500 100 Byz
105 Ashkelon (N) 161500/624050 200 Byz(cem)
106 Nahal Evtah 162300/624100 100,000 Rom(p), Byz(p), El(p), Med(p), Ott(p)
107 Nahal Evtah 162100/624600 1000 Rom(p), Byz(p), Med(p)
108 Tell el Farahand 162700/624300 2000 Byz, El, Med
109 Holot Ashdod 162100/624950 3200 Iron2(p), Rom(p), Byz(p), Med(p), Ott(p)
110 Nahal Evtah 162770/624840 5000 Iron2, Pers, Hell, Rom, Byz, El, Med
111 Nahal Evtah 162700/624500 25,000 Pers(p), Hell(p), Rom(p), Byz(p), El(p), Med(p)
112 Nahal Evtah 162980/624830 1000 Byz(cem), Med(cem)
Berman and Barda 2005:57*, site 109; Huster and Sion 2006 (mentioning two tombs).
113 Tel Poran 163600/624150 100,000 X EB, MB, LB, Ironl, Iron2, Pers, Hell, Rom, Byz, El
Tel Poran, HA 43 (1972):21; Gophna 1977; 1992.
114 Nahal Evtah 163020/624650 3500 Pers(p), Rom(p), Med(p)
115 Nahal Evtah 163280/624600 500 Rom(p), Byz(p)
116 Nahal Evtah 163180/624950 2000 Pers, Hell, Rom, El, Med, Ott
117 Kh. Basha 164920/624600 1000 Rom, Byz, Med, Ott
118 Kh. Basha (SW) 164850/625000 3600 X Iron2, Rom, Byz, El, Med
Peretz 2011.
119 Nizzanim (SW) 164650/624300 500 MB, Rom
120 Kh. Micsaba 166550/624320 4000 Rom, Byz, El, Med, Ott
121 Esh Sheik el Isbawi 166180/624340 3000 Ott(cem)
Surveyed by Huster.
122 Nahal Evtah 167800/624450 500 EB, Rom, Byz, El
123 Nahal Hodiyya, 168450/624100 5000 Rom, Byz, El, Med, Ott
Kh. Bezzeh
Map 88 site 119; Berman and Barda 2005:60*; Blakely and Huster in press.
124 En Nabi Salih 168500/624400 100 Rom, Med, Ott
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No. Site Coordinates Area (m?) Excavated Periods
125 Nahal Hodiyya 168250/624950 100
Non-indicative pottery
126 Kh. Auda (S) 169200/624650 1000 Rom, Byz, Ott
127 Kh. Auda, Kh.
Ode. Bir en Nebah 169200/624980 1000 Rom, Byz
128 Ashkelon (N) 160100/623700 100 Rom, Byz
129 Ashkelon (N) 160300/623850 100 Ott
Berman and Barda 2005:61*
130 Ashkelon (N) 160500/623500 1000 Rom, Byz, El
131 Ashkelon (N) 161200/623900 100
Probably from the Ottoman period, due to the use of mud and straw as bonding materials.
132 Nahal Evtah 161650/623800 210,000 Hell, Rom, Byz, El, Med
133 Nabhal Evtah 162700/623100 1000 X Rom, Byz, El
Map 88 site 129; Varga 2010.
134 Kh. Khaur el Bak 163940/623120 1500 Rom, Byz, El, Med, Ott
135 Kh. Khaur el Bak 163200/622900 1000 Byz, El
Talis 2011.
136 Nahal Evtah 163450/623550 1000 Byz
137 Kh. el Msalle, 164950/623200 1500 EB, Rom, Byz, El, Ott
Kh el Mussalla
Resurveyed by Huster; Huster and Sion 2006 (nos. 28, 29).
138 Nahal Evtah 164400/623200 3000 Rom, Byz, El, Ott
139 Nahal Evtah 164700/623500 2000 Rom, Byz, El, Med
140 Nahal Evtah 165200/623400 100 Byz
141 En Nawamis 165780/623580 2500 Rom, Byz, Med, Ott
Berman and Barda 2005:63%*, site 136.
142 Kh. Balas 165630/623960 2000 EB, Hell, Rom, Byz, Med, Ott
143 Nabhal Evtah 165250/623550 500 Rom, Byz
144 Nahal Evtah 165560/623250 1000 Byz
145 Kh. Khasse 166920/623420 2000 Iron2, Pers, Hell, Rom, Byz
Berman and Barda 2005:64*, site 140. Erroneously identified as Kh.Bazza due to a mistake in Israeli maps. Blakely
and Huster in press.
146 Nahal Evtah 167300/623200 100 X Iron1(cem)
Gophna and Meron 1970.
147 Nahal Evtah 167500/623900 1000 Iron2, Pers, Hell, Rom, Byz
Berman and Barda 2005:65%, site 142. Erroneously identified as Kh. Khassa.
148 Nahal Evtah 167300/623920 100 Byz
149 Kh. Mansura 169720/623900 1500 Rom, Byz
150 Nahal Evtah 169800/623380 100 Byz
151 Ashkelon, Barnea 160100/622850 1000 Byz, El
152 Ashkelon (NE) 160360/622040 100 Iron2, Rom, Byz
153 Hamame (NW) 161350/622700 5000 Rom, Byz, El, Med
154 Hamame 161400/622400 90,000 Rom, Ott
155 Nahal Evtah 162900/622950 2000 Rom, Byz, El
Map 88 site 155; Varga 2010.
156 Nahal Evtah 163900/622700 2000 MB, Rom, Byz
157 Nahal Evtah 164550/622400 100 Byz
158 Nahal Hodiyya 165850/622250 2000 Rom, Byz, El, Med
159 Kh. el Biyar (N) 168600/622050 2500 Rom, Byz
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No. Site Coordinates Area (m?) Excavated Periods
160 Ashkelon, 160100/621800 10,000 X Pers, Hell, Byz
Barnea Top
Sion 2008; Haimi 2008.
161 Ashkelon (NE) 160200/621380 2000 Rom, Med, Ott
162 Ashkelon (NE) 160350/621600 3000 Rom(p), Byz(p), Med(p), Ott(p)
163 Ashkelon (NE) 160400/621800 6000 Rom(p), Byz(p), Med(p)
164 Ashkelon (E) 160800/621600 40,000 X MB(cem), MB(cem), Pers, Hell, Rom, Byz
Israel 1995a; 1995b; Zelin 2002.
165 Ashkelon (E) 160690/621460 100 X Rom(cem), Byz(cem)
Israel 1995a; Huster and Sion 2006 (nos. 36, 37, 38).
166 Ashkelon (E) 160900/621200 200 X Hell, Rom, Byz
Fabian, Nahshoni, and Ein Gedy 1995.
167 Ashkelon (E) 162730/621980 1000 Rom, Byz, Ott
168 Ashkelon (E) 162690/621110 7000 Byz
169 Nahal Evtah 163600/621250 90 MB, Rom, Byz
170 Kh. Makkus 164800/621600 7800 Byz, Med, Ott
Gibson, Vitto, and Di Segni 1998.
171 Nahal Evtah 165380/621650 11,000 Rom, Byz
172 Julis 167300/621200 50,000 Rom, Byz, Med, Ott
173 Nahal Hodiyya 167120/621580 100 Med, Ott
174 Nahal Hodiyya 168700/621880 100 Byz
175 Kh. el Biyar 168700/621700 2000 Rom, Byz, Ott
176 Ashkelon 161150/620160 200 X Chalco, MB(cem), MB(cem), Hell, Rom, Byz
Gershuni 1996; 1997; Nahshoni 1999.
177 Miskat el Jummeize 162980/620420 100 ott

Berman and Barda 2005:75, site 170, suggested an Ottoman burial monument. We suggest that the structure repre-
sents the Miska itself (and see above, site 88, Miskat Suleiman Agha).

178 Jummeizetel Qaca  163120/620500 500 Byz, Med, Ott
179 Kh. Umm esh Shugaf, 164160/620800 2000 Rom, Byz, Ott
Kh. Edh Dhira,
180 Kh. el Mahjar 164950/620850 2000 Rom, Byz, El
Berman and Barda 2005:71*-72%*, site 173.
181 Kh. el Bira 164330/620400 1000 Byz
Resurveyed by Huster. Among finds: potter’s wheel and waste of potter’s workshop.
182 Esh Sheikh Kheir 166950/620600 100 Ott
183 Esh Sheikh Kheir (S) 166930/620500 1000 Rom, Byz, Med, Ott
184 Esh Sheikh Kheir (W) 166720/620600 200 Byz
Huster and Press forthcoming.
185 El Farsh 168500/620680 500 Rom, Byz
186 Bir Shugeir 159800/623800 18,000 Rom, Byz, El, Med
Map 87 site 1.
187 Ashkelon, Barnea B 159630/623340 500 Rom, Byz, El
Map 87 site 2.
188 Ashkelon, Barnea B 159650/623050 2000 Byz

Surveyed by Huster 2003. Concentration of marble architectonic elements under a thin layer of sand. Disturbed by
mechanical equipment.

189 Ashkelon, Barnea B 159700/622900 55,000 X EB, Byz
Golani 2005; 2007.
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190 Ashkelon Barnea B 159750/622800 1000 X Byz
Milevski and Krokhmalnik 2010.
191 Ashkelon Barnea B 159370/622850 500 X Byz
Milevski and Krokhmalnik 2010.
192 Ashkelon, Barnea 159900/622900 450 Pers, Hell, Rom, Byz(cem), Med
Map 87 site 4; Berman and Barda 2005:22*.
193 Ashkelon, Barnea ~ 159000/622560 2000 Rom, Byz
Map 87 site 5. Resurveyed by Huster, further collapsed structures.
194 Ashkelon, Barnea 158900/622350 100 Byz(cem)
Surveyed by Huster; Huster and Sion 2006 (nos. 30, 31).
195 Ashkelon, Barnea  159200/622250 3000 Rom, Byz, El
Map 87 site 6.
196 Ashkelon, Barnea 159700/622350 100 X Byz(cem)
Meron 1983; Huster and Sion 2006 (no. 34).
197 Ashkelon, Barnea 159000/622050 100 X Byz(cem)
Huster and Sion 2006 (nos. 30, 31); Varga 2007.
198 Ashkelon, Barnea  158850/622010 60,000 X Rom, Byz, El, Med
Map 87 site 3; Vitto (not published). Nearby Feder (not published).
199 Esh Sheikh Awad 158650/621880 150 EB, Rom, Byz, El, Med, Ott
Map 87 site 8.
200 Ashkelon, Barnea 158950/621840 150 X Byz
(Byzantine Church)
Tzaferis 1971; Toueg 2012; Map 87 site 9.
201 Kh es Sawarif 159100/621800 200 X Rom, Byz, El
Map 87 site 15; Haiman 2011.
202 Ashkelon, Barnea 159950/622250 60,000 Rom(p), Byz(p)
Map 87 site 7.
203 Ashkelon 158500/621650 300 Pers, Hell, Rom, Byz, EI, Med
Map 87 site 10.
204 Ashkelon, Afridar ~ 158980/621440 2000 Rom(p), Byz(p), Med(p)
Map 87 site 11.
205 Ashkelon, Barnea 159700/622350 100 X Byz
Zelin 2001.
206 Ashkelon, 157700/620400 200 X Hell, Rom, Byz(cem), El
Semadar Hotel
Map 87 site 16; Berman and Barda 2005:26*.
207 Ashkelon, Afridar 158250/621250 2000 X Neo, PtryNeo, EB, Hell, Rom, Byz, El
Map 87 site 12; Perrot 1955; Perrot and Gopher 1996; Garfinkel 1999; Varga 2002a; Huster and Sion 2006.
208 Ashkelon, Afridar 158860/621270 X Rom
Map 87 site 14; Avi-Yonah 1976.
209 Ashkelon, Afridar ~ 158500/621200 20,000 X Neo, Chalco, EB, Byz
Map 87 site 13; Brandl and Gophna 1993.
210 Hajar Id 158130/620800 2000 X Rom(cem), Byz(cem)
Ory 1939; Michaeli 2001a; Golani 2004; Huster and Sion 2006. The exact location of the “Peacock” tomb (Michaeli
2001b) is unknown.
211 Hajar Id 158120/620870 12,000 X EB, Rom, Byz, El
Map 87 site 17; Israeli 1997; Wallach 2003; Golani 2004.
212 Hajar Id 158160/620710 10,000 X EB, Pers, Rom, Byz, El

Map 87 site 18; Golani 1996; 1997; 2004; Golani and Milevski 1999.
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Table 2.9 (cont.): Table of All Survey Sites

No.

213

214

215

216

217

218

219

220

221

222

223

224

225

226

227

228

229

230

231

232

233

234

235

Site Coordinates Area (m?) Excavated Periods
Ashkelon, Afridar 158350/620500 200 X Chalco, EB
Map 87 site 19; Khalaily and Wallach 1998; Khalaily 2004.
Ashkelon, Afridar 158400/620600 200 X Chalco, EB
Map 87 site 20; Baumgarten 1996; 2004.
Ashkelon, Hof 157500/620300 100 X Rom(cem)
Ha-Dayyagim
Huster and Sion 2006 (no. 44); Varga 1999.
Ashkelon, Afridar 158160/620250 100 X Hell, Rom, Byz, El, Med
Map 87 site 21; Varga 2002b.
Ashkelon, Afridar ~ 159800/620700 100 X Rom
Map 87 site 22; Barel 1999.
Tel Ashkelon 156900/619000 500,000 X Chalco, EB, MB, LB, Ironl, Iron2, Pers, Hell, Rom,
Byz, El, Med, Ott
See NEAEHL and Ashkelon 1.
El Jura, Arab village 157800/619500 10,000 Hell, Rom, Byz, El, Ott
Map 91 site 2; Berman, Stark, and Barda 2004:23*, site 2.
El Jura 157600/619000 50 X Rom, Byz
Masarwah 2000; Huster 2007.
El Jura 158300/619300 100 X EB, Byz, Ott
Kogan-Zehavi 2006b.
El Jura 158120/619870 100 X Byz
Map 91 site 3; Nahshoni 1999.
El Jura 158200/619750 120 X Byz
Map 91 site 4; Nahshoni 1998.
El Jura 158220/619440 150 X Rom, Byz
Map 91 site 5; Wallach 2000.
El Jura 158300/619500 100 X Byz
Map 91 site 5, NE section; Ein Gedy 2002.
El Jura 158050/619250 5000 X Rom, Byz, El, Med
Recent excavation; Seriy 2012.
El Jura 158200/619650 1000 X Byz, El
Map 91 site 5, north section, and in the area of Map 91 site 6 (EI Jura east); Varga 1999c.
Bir Ali el Madhun ~ 159750/619650 100 X Hell, Rom, Byz
Map 91 site 7; Kogan-Zehavi 1997; 1999b.
Ashkelon (College) 159500/619800 200 X Byz
Map 91 site 8; Paran 2007.
Ashkelon (College) 159350/619830 100 X Byz
Varga 1999a.
Ashkelon 159050/619900 20 Pers, Hell
Map 91 site 9.
Holot Ashkelon 156200/618100 600 Rom, EI
Map 91 site 10.
Holot Ashkelon 156300/618300 300 Rom(cem), Byz(cem)
Map 91 site 11.
Tel Ashkelon (S) 156500/618450 200 Rom, Byz, El, Med
Map 91 site 12.
Holot Ashkelon 156550/618200 100 Rom, El

Map 91 site 13.
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No.

236

237

238

239

240

241

242

243

244

245

246

247
248

249

250

251

252

253

254

255

256

257

258
259

Site

Tel Ashkelon (S)
Map 91 site 14.

Holot Ashkelon
Map 91 site 15.

Holot Ashkelon
(91/16)

Holot Ashkelon
(91/17)

Tel Ashkelon
(S) (91/18)

Sheikh Muhammad
el Musli (91/19)

Coordinates

156600/618700

156750/618400

156800/618150

156950/618450

157050/618250

157500/618950

Resurveyed by Huster.

Ashkelon (91/20)

Varga 2001.

Ashkelon (91/21)

Varga 2003.

Ashkelon (91/22)
Mashhad Sidna el

Husein (91/23)

157630/618700

157730/618850

157950/618200
158250/618850

Area (m?) Excavated

1000

1000
2000

600
7500

1000

100 X
100 X

100
2000 X

Periods

Rom, Byz, El, Med

Rom(p), EI(p)

Rom, El, Med
Rom(p), Byz(p), El(p), Med(p)
Rom, Byz, El, Med

Med, Ott

Byz
Byz

Hell, Rom, Byz
Iron2, Rom(cem), Byz(cem), El, Ott

Map 91 site 23; Kogan-Zehavi 2007. Vaulted tombs (Baumgarten pers. comm.).

Ashkelon (91/24)

Ashkelon (91/25)

Ashkelon

Hell, Rom(cem), Byz(cem), El

Rom(cem)
Rom, Byz

Declaration by P. Nahshoni, registered as site 17529/0 in IAA system.

Holot Ashkelon
(91/26)

Dureibat Abu
Quituf (91/27)

Holot Ashkelon
(91/28)

Holot Ashkelon
(91/29)

Holot Ashkelon
(91/30)

Holot Ashkelon
(91/31)

Kh el Khisas
(NE) (91/32)
Nahshoni 2001.

Kh. el Khisas

Resurveyed by Huster.

Er Rasm

(near triangulation point 29); surveyed by Huster.

Er Rasm (91/33)

158100/618750 400 X
Kol-Ya>aqov and Shor 1999; Kol-Yaakov and Farhi 2012.
159150/618350 100
159700/618750 5000
155700/617300 100
156480/617600 3000
156850/617700 2500
156900/617500 2000
157100/617750 120
157700/617500 1000
158750/617850 1000 X
158500/617550 15,000
159050/617200 2000
158950/617150 100
159700/617820 200 X

Ashkelon Givact
Ziyyon

Gershuny 1999.

Byz
Rom(p), El(p), Med(p)
Rom(p), Byz(p), EI(p)
Rom(p), El(p), Med(p)
Rom, Med

MB

Pers, Hell, Rom, Byz, El

Rom, Byz, El, Ott
Rom, Byz

Rom

MB(cem), MB(cem), Rom, Byz, Med, Ott
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No.

260

261
262

263
264
265
266
267
268

269
270
271
272
273
274
275
276

277

278
279
280
281

282
283
284
285
286
287
288
289
290
291
292
293
294
295
296
297
298
299
300
301
302

Site

Nivilya

Holot Ashkelon
El Qabu

Coordinates

Haimi 2007; Sion 2009.

Holot Ashkelon
Holot Ashkelon
Holot Ashkelon
Holot Ashkelon
Holot Ashkelon
Holot Ashkelon

Area (m?) Excavated

Berman, Stark, and Barda 2004:32*, site 43.

Holot Ashkelon
Holot Ashkelon
Holot Ashkelon
Holot Ashkelon
Holot Ashkelon
Nicilya (S)

Holot Ashkelon

Saknat Muhammad

Mahmud (SW)

Saknat Muhammad

Mahmud
Holot Ashkelon
Holot Ashkelon
Holot Ashkelon
Holot Ashkelon

Noy and Berman 1974.

Holot Ashkelon
Holot Ashkelon
Holot Ashkelon
Holot Ashkelon
Holot Ashkelon
Holot Ashkelon
Holot Ashkelon
Holot Ashkelon
Holot Ashkelon
Holot Ashkelon
Holot Zigim

Holot Zigim

Holot Zigim

Holot Ashkelon
Holot Ashkelon
Holot Ashkelon
Holot Ashkelon
Holot Ashkelon
Holot Ashkelon
Holot Ashkelon
Holot Ashkelon

159550/617350 5000
159300/617400 150
155400/616700 2000 X
156700/616150 2000
156950/616050 1500
157200/616200 450
157750/616100 1000
158100/616800 1500
158250/616200 100
158300/616450 2000
158400/616250 1500
158500/616090 1000
158950/616350 300
159400/616600 2000
159400/616900 200
159700/616150 2000
154100/615150 3000
154200/615300 2000
154350/615350 100
154400/615150 50,000
154850/615600 1500
154940/615850 500 X
155200/615850 1000
155950/615920 100
155200/615100 1000
155450/615400 1000
156200/615300 500
156450/615600 2000
156500/615450 1000
156650/615450 1500
156990/615070 200
157300/615750 1500
157400/615100 500
157450/615300 2000
157500/615600 1500
157800/615500 200
157950/615400 100
158200/615350 2000
158300/615950 100
158400/615000 5000
158450/615300 500
158700/615100 2000
158950/615700 5000

Periods

Rom, Byz, Med, Ott
Chalco, EB, MB(p), MB(p), Iron1(p),

Iron2(p), Rom(p), Byz(p)
Hell, Rom, Byz, EI

Neo, Chalco

Iron2, Hell, Rom

Rom(p), Byz(p), Ott(p)

Iron2, Pers, Hell, Rom, Byz, El, Med
Iron2, Hell, Rom, Byz, Med
Rom(cem)

Iron2, Pers, Hell, Rom, Byz, Med, Ott
Pers, Rom, Byz

Pers(p), Rom(p)

Rom, Byz, El, Med

Pers(p), Rom(p), Med(p)

Oott

Rom(p), Med(p)

Chalco, EB, Iron2, Hell, Rom

Iron2(p), Pers(p), Hell(p), Rom(p)

Iron2, Rom

Rom(p), Byz(p), EI(p), Ott(p)

Rom(p), El(p)
Neo, Chalco, Rom(p), El(p)

Iron2(p), Rom(p), Med(p)
Byz, El

Chalco, Rom(p), El(p)
Rom(p), Med(p)

Rom(p), El(p)
Iron2(p), Rom(p)

Iron2(p), Byz(p)

Rom

Byz

Hell, Rom

Rom(p)

Rom, Byz, El

Iron2, Hell, Rom

Chalco, Iron2(p), Rom(p)

Iron2, Hell, Rom, Byz

Hell(p), Rom(p), Byz(p), El(p), Ott
Pers, Rom, Med

Pers, Rom, El, Med, Ott

Pers(p), Hell(p), Rom(p), El(p), Med(p)
Rom(p), Byz(p), EI(p), Med(p), Ott(p)
Rom(p), El(p), Med(p), Ott(p)
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No. Site Coordinates Area (m?) Excavated Periods
303 Holot Ashkelon 159550/615650 5000 Rom(p), Med(p), Ott(p)
304 Holot Ashkelon 159600/615300 1000 Iron2(p), Pers(p), Rom(p), El(p), Med(p)
305 Holot Ashkelon 159750/615600 1000 Chalco, Byz(p), Med(p), Ott(p)
306 Ard el Mihjar 153600/614150 70,000 Chalco, Rom(p), Byz(p), EI(p), Ott(p)
307 Ard el Mihjar 153900/614000 40,000 El(p), Med(p)
308 Holot Ashkelon 153950/614550 1000 Neo, El(p), Med(p)
309 Holot Ashkelon 154500/614600 1000 Neo, El(p), Med(p)
310 Holot Ashkelon 154600/614950 3000 Rom, EI
311 Holot Ashkelon 154800/614900 3000 Chalco, Hell, Rom, Byz, EI
312 Kh. esh Sheraf 155400/614600 1500 Med, Ott
313 Holot Zigim 156350/614200 2000 Byz, Ott
314 Holot Zigim 156300/614550 100 Byz
315 Holot Zigim 156930/614720 200 Rom(cem), Byz(cem)
316 Holot Zigim 157200/614300 1000 Rom(p), Byz(p)
317 Holot Zigim 157400/614250 1000 Iron2(p), Rom(p), Byz(p)
318 Holot Zigim 157450/614600 1000 Rom(p), Med(p)
319 Holot zigim 157500/614100 1500 Rom, Byz, Med, Ott
320 Holot Zigim 157800/614500 10,000 Hell, Rom(cem), Byz(cem), El
321 Holot Zigim 157370/614910 200 Rom(cem), Byz(cem)
322 Holot Zigim 157900/614950 2500 Rom(p), Byz(p), El(p)
323 Holot Zigim 157950/614700 2800 IIQomz((p)), Eéyz(?)) Rom(®), Byz(0)

L ron2(p), Pers(p), Rom(p), Byz(p),
324 Holot ZIC]Im- 157990/614250 2500 El(p). Med(p), Ott(p)
325 Kh. el Yasmina 158620/614120 2000 Byz
326 Kh. el Yasmina 158530/613980 200 X Byz

Haimi.
327 Holot Zigim 158400/614700 1500 Rom(p), Byz(p), El(p), Med(p), Ott(p)
328 Mavqgicim (SW) 159200/614150 2800 Rom, Byz
329 Mavqgicim (SW) 159500/614100 200 Byz(p)
330 Nahal Shigma 152750/613100 1000 El(p), Med(p), Ott(p)
331 Ard el Mihjar 153050/613600 200 X Byz
Fabian and Goren 2001.

332 Ard el Mihjar 153350/613450 1000 El(p), Med(p)
333 Ard el Mihjar 153300/613750 100 Rom, Byz
334 Ard el Mihjar 153600/613800 2000 El(p), Med(p)
335 Holot Zigim 154300/613650 2500 Chalco, Iron2, Hell, Rom, El, Med
336 Holot Zigim 154650/613900 3000 Chalco, Pers(p), Rom(p), El(p)
337 Holot Zigim 154850/613750 3000 Rom(p), Byz(p), El(p), Med(p), Ott(p)
338 Holot Zigim 155100/613750 1000 Rom(p), Byz(p)
339 Holot Zigim 156950/613650 500 Byz(p)
340 Holot Zigim 157850/613900 4000 Iron2, Hell, Rom, Byz, El, Med, Ott
341 Holot Zigim 157750/613650 200 Iron2(p), Rom(p), Byz(p), Ott
342 Holot Zigim 157700/613200 200 Byz, Ott
343 Holot Zigim 157400/613200 100 Rom(p), Byz(p)
344 Tell esh Shugaf 152200/612050 2250 Iron2, Pers, Hell, Rom, El
345 Tell esh Shugaf 152300/612050 2000 El(p), Med(p)
346 Ard el Mihjar 153300/612950 200 X Rom(p), Byz, El

Vlada Nikolsky 2010.
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Table 2.9 (cont.): Table of All Survey Sites

No.

347

348
349

350
351

352
353
354
355

356
357
358
359
360
361
362
363

364
365
366
367
368
369
370
371
372
373

374

375
376
377

378

379
380
381
382
383
384
385
386
387

Site

Nahal Shigma
Noy 1976; 1977.

Nahal Shigma

Esh Sheikh Sa’id

Coordinates

153400/612200

154300/612600
156600/612480

Porat and Meron 1977.

Hirbiya
Kh. er Rasm,

Kh. El Hajar
Nahal Oved (NW)
Hof Shigma
Hof Shigma
Hof Shigma

157100/612850
158400/612450

158550/612800
151500/611100
151650/611150
151850/611450

Huster in preparation.

Hof Shigma
Tell esh Shuqgaf (SE)
Nahal Shigma (SW)
Nahal Shigma (SW)
Tell esh Shuqgaf (SE)
Nahal Shigma (S)
Nahal Shigma (S)
Nahal Shigma (S)
Zissu 1996.
Nahal Shigma (S)
Nahal Shigma (S)
Nahal Shigma (S)
Nahal Shigma (S)
Nahal Shigma
Nahal Shigma (S)
Nahal Shigma (S)
Ma>agar Shigma (S)
Ma>agar Shigma (S)
Ma>agar Shigma (S)

151950/611750
152050/611900
152100/611150
152200/611600
152280/611850
152600/611200
153000/611000
153200/611400

153300/611400
153450/611550
153320/611540
153500/611750
153520/611950
153600/611200
153650/611420
153860/611900
153950/611750
153950/611400

Non-indicative flint and pottery.

Ma>agar Shigma (S)

153600/611680

Non-indicative flint and pottery.

Ma>agar Shigma (S)
Ma>agar Shigma (S)
Ma>agar Shigma (S)
Ma>agar Shigma (S)
Ma>agar Shigma (S)
Ma>agar Shigma (S)
Ma>agar Shigma (S)
Ma>agar Shigma (S)
Nahal Shigma (SW)
Nahal Shigma (SW)
Nahal Shigma (SW)
Holot Karmiyya

Holot Karmiyya

154100/611080
154160/611300
154550/611400

154580/611600

154970/611080
155080/611700
155200/611450
155440/611600
155750/611400
155770/611100
155980/611150
156670/611650
156700/611950

Area (m?) Excavated

200

100
1000

10,000
500

100
500
10,000
2000

100
200
2000
2000
5000
1000
100
600

4000
2000
300
500
500
4000
5000
500
1000
100

600

10,000
1000
2500

12,000

100
15,000
20,000

1000
10,000
8000
10,000
1000
1200

X

Periods

PtryNeo, Chalco

EB(p)
Hell, Rom, Byz, EI

Rom, Byz, El, Med, Ott
Rom, Byz, El

Oott

El(p), Med(p), Ott

Neo, Chalco, Rom, Byz, El, Med
Rom, Byz, El

Neo, Chalco

Rom, Byz

Pers(p), Rom(p), El(p), Med(p)

Chalco, Rom(p), El(p)

Neo, Chalco, Rom(p), Byz(p), El(p), Med(p), Ott(p)
MB, Iron2, Pers, Hell, El, Ott

MB, Pers, Hell, Rom, Ott

Hell, Rom, Byz

Neo, Chalco, Rom(p), Byz(p), Ott(p)

Neo, Chalco, Rom

Paleo

Neo, Chalco, Iron2, Rom, Ott

Neo, Chalco

Neo, Chalco, Byz(p), El(p), Med(p)

Neo, Chalco, Rom(p), El(p), Med(p), Ott(p)
Neo, Chalco, Rom(p)

Neo, Chalco

Neo, Chalco

Neo, Chalco

Neo, Chalco, Rom(p), Byz(p), El(p)
Neo, Chalco, Hell(p), Rom(p)

Neo, Chalco, Hell(p), Rom(p), Byz(p)
Neo, Chalco, Iron2(p), Hell(p),

Rom(p), Byz(p), El(p), Med(p)
Neo, Chalco, Rom, Byz, EI

Chalco, Rom(p), Byz(p)
Chalco, Iron2(p), Pers(p), Rom(p), Byz(p), Med(p)
Pers(p), Rom(p), Med(p)
Iron2(p), Pers(p), Hell(p), Rom(p), Byz(p), Med(p)
Hell(p), Rom(p), Byz(p)

Hell(p), Rom(p), Byz(p)
Iron2(p), Byz(p), El(p), Med(p), Ott

Chalco, EB, Rom, Byz, Med, Ott
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Table 2.9 (cont.): Table of All Survey Sites
No. Site Coordinates Area (m?) Excavated Periods
388 Karmiyya (SE) 157300/611880 1000 Rom, Byz, El
389 Yad Mordekhai (NW) 157780/611300 500 Rom(p), Byz(p)
390 Nahal Oved (NW)  158450/611850 200 Paleo
391 Nahal Oved (NW)  159080/611050 500 Byz
Map 91 site 162; plus Huster inspection work.
392 Kh. Beit Lajus 159980/611700 3000 Rom, Byz, Med, Ott
393 Hof Shigma (S) 151180/610620 1000 El(p)
394 Ele Sinai (NW) 152200/610500 1000 Pers, Hell, Rom, Byz, El
395 Ele Sinai (NW) 152300/610380 100 Pers(p), Hell(p)
396 Ele Sinai (NW) 152300/610620 500 Neo, Chalco
397 Ele Sinai (SW) 152500/610150 1000 Hell(cem), Rom(cem), El(cem)
398 Ele Sinai 152700/610200 1000 Neo, Chalco, El(p), Med(p)
399 Ele Sinai (S) 152720/610000 500 Neo, Chalco, Byz(p), El(p)
400 Ele Sinai (N) 152750/610680 300 Byz, El
401 Ele Sinai (NE) 153200/610620 200 Hell, Rom
Map 91 site 172.
402 Ele Sinai (E) 153280/610250 500 Chalco, MB(p), MB(p), Rom(p), Med(p)
403 Ele Sinai (NE) 153340/610680 500 Chalco
404 Ele Sinai (E) 153480/610110 60 Med(p)
405 Maagar Shigma (S) 153740/610850 500 Neo, Chalco, Rom(p), Byz(p), El(p)
Map 91 site 176.
406 Maagar Shigma (S) 153820/610300 1500 Neo, Chalco, Iron2, Pers, Rom, Byz, El, Med
407 Netiv Ha-cAsara 154250/610080 500 Chalco, Rom(p), Byz(p)
(NwW)
408 Netiv Ha-cAsara 154300/610400 500 Chalco, Iron2, Rom, Byz, El
(NW)
409 Netiv Ha-cAsara 154650/610600 5000 Iron2(p), Rom(p), Byz(p), El(p)
(NW)
410 Netiv Ha-Asara 154680/610750 100 Chalco
(NwW)
411 Netiv Ha-Asara 154950/610600 500 Iron2(p), Pers(p), Byz(p)
(NW)
412 Netiv Ha-cAsara 154980/610150 3000 Iron2, Pers, Hell, Rom, Byz, El, Med
(NwW)
413 Netiv Ha-<Asara (N) 155100/610850 1000 Iron2, Rom
414 Netiv Ha-<Asara (N) 155110/610380 300 Iron2, Pers
415 Netiv Ha-<Asara (N) 155220/610150 1000 Iron2(p), Pers(p), EI(p)
416 Netiv Ha-Asara (N) 155250/610300 2000 Rom(p), Byz(p), Med(p)
417 Netiv Ha-<Asara (N) 155300/610400 150 Pers, Hell, Rom, Byz
418 Netiv Ha-<Asara (N) 155450/610000 30,000 Hell(p), Rom(p), El(p), Med(p), Ott(p)
419 Netiv Ha-<Asara (N) 155750/610200 1200 Iron2, Pers, Hell
420 Nahal Shigma (W)  155900/610600 150 Rom, Byz
421 Nabhal Shigma (W)  155950/610150 4000 Iron2, Pers, Hell, Rom, Byz, El, Ott
422 Nahal Shigma (W)  156100/610420 1500 Rom(p), El(p)
423 Nabhal Shigma (W)  156300/610150 4000 Iron2(p), Pers(p), Hell(p), Rom(p), Byz(p), Ott(p)
424 Nahal Shigma 156300/610550 2000 Byz, Med, Ott
425 Nabhal Shigma 156450/610300 7000 Pers(p), Hell(p), Rom(p), Byz(p), El(p), Med(p),
Ott(p)
426 Nahal Shigma 156620/610150 1500 Iron2, Pers, Hell, Rom, Byz, El, Med
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Table 2.9 (cont.): Table of All Survey Sites

No.

427

428
429

430

431
432

433

434

435

436

437

438

439

440

441

442

443

444

445

446

447

448

449

450

Site

Nahal Shigma

Kh. Macraba
Kh. Macraba

Coordinates

156750/610000

157300/610400
157300/610500

Kh. Macraba, HA 67-68 (1978):76.

Kh. Bakkita
(‘Yad Mordekhai)

158600/610750

Area (m?) Excavated

500

500

100 X
1000 X

Periods

Chalco, EB, Rom, Byz
Rom, Byz, El
MB(cem), MB(cem)

Ironl, Iron2, Pers, Hell, Rom, Byz, El

Baumgarten (pers. comm. 2011); A Byzantine Burial Cave in Qibutz Yad Mordekhai, HA 13 (1965):4.

Nahal Oved
El Mejdel

(Mosque and center)
Surveyed by Huster.

El Mejdel (Islamic
cemetery)

Surveyed by Huster.

El Mejdel (Eli
Kohen St.)

159100/610300
160800/619800

160600/619900

160450/619860

5000
150,000

40,000

600 X

Kogan-Zehavi 1999a; Haimi 2009; Nahshoni 2009a.

Rom, Byz, El
Rom, Byz, El, Med, Ott

EB, MB, Rom, Byz, El, Med, Ott(cem)

Pers, Hell, Rom, Byz

Byz, El, Med, Ott
Rom, Byz

Byz

Rom, Byz, El
Rom, Byz

Byz, El

Byz, El, Med
Byz

Byz

Byz

Byz, El

Pers, Rom, Byz, El, Med, Ott
Byz, Med

Byz

Byz

El Mejdel 161050/619700 30,000
Ottoman-Mandatory (Map 92 site 19/1); Allen in Ashkelon 1, p. 59; also resurveyed by Huster.

Tsomet Berekhya 1~ 162500/619500 100
Map 92 site 29/1.

Tsomet Berekhya 162600/619050 2000 X
Nahshoni 2009b.

Kh. er Rasm 163300/619450 1500
Map 92 site 39/1; Allen in Ashkelon 1, p. 60.

Berekhya (W) 163250/619280 1000 X
Huster forthcoming.

Kh. el Bire (S) 164100/619700 500
Map 92 site 49/1.

Kh. el Bire 164500/619800 1000
Map 92 site 49/2.

Batan el Qarad 2 166200/619500 100
Map 92 site 69/1.

Abu Anabe 1 167500/619500 200
Map 92 site 79/1.

Abu Anabe 2 167600/619700 200
Map 92 site 79/2.

Nahal Hodiyya 167230/619950 1500
Surveyed by Huster.

Kh. ljjis er Ras (N)  168200/619200 500
Map 92 site 89/1.

Nahal Hodiyya 1 168900/619500 1000
Map 92 site 89/2.

Nahal Hodiyya 2 168600/619600 500
Map 92 site 89/5.

El Farsh 1 168700/619900 200
Map 92 site 89/3.

El Farsh 2 168900/619700 200

Map 92 site 89/4.

Byz
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Table 2.9 (cont.): Table of All Survey Sites

No. Site Coordinates Area (m?) Excavated Periods
451 El Farsh 3 168600/619700 200 Chalco, Ironl, Hell, Rom, Byz, El
Map 92 site 89/6.
452 Nahal Hodiyya 3 168100/619900 100 Byz
Map 92 site 89/7.
453 El Farsh 4 169000/619300 200 Hell, Rom, Byz, El
Map 92 site 99/1.
454 Givat Zion 160800/618300 100
Map 92 site 08/1; non-indicative pottery.
455 El Mejdel 161050/618970 400 Byz

(HaNahal St.)
Surveyed by Huster.

456 Tsomet Ashkelon1 162400/618800 200 Rom, Byz, El, Med
Map 92 site 28/1.
457 Tsomet Ashkelon 2 162100/618740 100 Med
Map 92 site 28/2.
458 Kh. Abu Fatun 162900/618500 2000 Rom, Byz, El, Med, Ott
Includes site 28/4 (Ashkelon 1, p. 60); resurveyed by Huster; site 28/3 was eliminated.
459 Sheikh el Kubakba  162800/618400 100 Ott
PEF map-1880, sheet XX; Petersen 2001:66. Surveyed by Huster.
460 Batan el Qarad 1 166500/618900 200 Byz
Map 92 site 68/2.
461 Karsane 166200/618100 200 Byz
Map 92 site 68/1.
462 Kh. ljjiser Ras (W) 167950/618450 500 Rom, Byz, El
Surveyed by Huster.
463 Kh. ljjis er Ras 168400/618700 200 X Iron2, Pers, Hell, Rom, Byz, El, Med, Ott
Map 92 site 88/1; Meron, not published; Huster and Sion 2006.
464 Kh. ljjis er Ras (W) 168000/618900 100 Paleo, Pers, Hell, Rom, Byz, El, Med
Map 92 site 88/2.

465 Kh. ljjiser Ras (S)  168200/618000 2000 X Byz, El
Paran 2009; Haiman 2010.

466 Negba 169900/618900 100 MB(cem), MB(cem)
Map 92 site 98/1.

467 Givat Zion Orchards 160900/617500 100 Byz, Med
Map 92 site 07/1.

468 Bar Tzur Farm 161900/617100 60,000 Rom, Byz
Map 92 site 17/1.

469 Kh. Abu Fatun ? 162500/617900 100 Rom, Byz, El
Map 92 site 27/1.

470 Kh. Abu Fatun (E)  162900/617800 500 Rom, Byz, El
Map 92 site 27/2.

471 Kh. Sama (tomb) 165060/617000 1000 Rom, Byz, El, Med, Ott
Surveyed by Huster.

472 Kh. Sama Nabi Sama 165080/617200 20,000 Pers, Rom, Byz, El, Med, Ott
Map 92 site 57/1; correction of coordinates.

473 Kh. Sama, (NE) 165400/617300 200 Byz
Surveyed by Huster.

474 Kh. Sama (NE) 165650/617670 200 Byz

Surveyed by Huster.
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No.

475

476

477

478

479

480

481

482

483

484

485

486

487

488

489

490

491

492

493

494

495

496

497

498

Site

Wadi Qimas 1
Map 92 site 67/1.

Wadi Qimas 2
Map 92 site 67/2.

Kh. ljjis er Ras (SW)

Map 92 site 77/1.
Nahal Gaia 1

Map 92 site 77/2.
Nahal Gaia 2

Map 92 site 87/1.
Sde Yoav (N)

Map 92 site 97/3.
Mezudat Yoav (N)

Map 92 site 97/4.
Mezudat Yoav

(Ay Sidim)

Map 92 site 97/5.
Sha>afat el Biyar

Sde Yoav (W)
Map 92 site 97/2.
Sde Yoav (E)

Map 92 site 97/1; Rina Avner pers. comm.

Nivilya (E)

Map 92 site 16/3.
el Qasali

Map 92 site 16/2.
Sabahiya

Map 92 site 16/1.
Beit Shigma North

Map 92 site 36/1.
Kh. Irza

Kh. Irza

Surveyed by Huster.

Kh. Sama (SW)

Resurveyed by Huster (Byzantine cistern).

Kh. Irza (E)
Map 92 site 56/1.
Khor Breish
Map 92 site 66/1.
Kh. Qimas West 1
Map 92 site 66/2.
Kh. Qimas West 2
Map 92 site 66/3.
Kh. Qimas West

Not in Allen’s list; surveyed by Huster.

Coordinates Area (m?) Excavated Periods
166000/617200 200 Byz, El
166300/617500 500 Paleo, Byz, El
167800/617900 1000 Byz, El
167800/617300 200 Hell, Rom, Byz, El, Med
168200/617700 200 Byz, El
169400/617500 100 Byz
169800/617600 100 Byz
169900/617500 1000 Byz, El
169950/617350 10,000 X Byz
Shacafat el Biyar Mandatory file (IAA), Ory Yaakov. Excavation Licences W-10/1933, W-7/1944.
119300/117200 4000 Byz
169900/617000 1500 X Byz, El
161100/616950 10,000 Hell, Rom, Byz, EI
161500/616300 100 Rom, Byz
161400/616000 1500 Paleo, Byz
163600/616800 100 Byz
164400/616200 10,000 X Iron2, Pers, Hell, Rom, Byz, El, Med, Ott
Map 92 site 46/1; Allen in Ashkelon 1, p. 61; Israel 1995b; Huster and Sion 2006.
164150/616050 200 Byz
164880/616900 100 Byz
165100/616500 200 Hell, Rom, Byz
166500/616300 200 Rom, Byz, El
166800/616600 1500 Paleo, Byz, El
166700/616300 500 Byz, El, Med
167080/616400 200 Byz
167400/616400 10,000 Rom, Byz, El, Med, Ott

Kh. Qimas
Map 92 site 76/1.
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No. Site Coordinates Area (m?) Excavated Periods

499 Kh. Qimas (S) 167400/616200 500 Byz, El, Med
Map 92 site 76/2; Allen in Ashkelon 1, p. 63. Wrongly named Abu Fatun?

500 Kh. Qimas East 167600/616300 100 Byz
Map 92 site 76/3.

501 Kh. QimasWest3  167000/616500 1000 Byz, El
Map 92 site 76/4.

502 el Hdeibe 5 168800/616800 50 Byz, El
Map 92 site 86/5.

503 el Hdeibe 2 168400/616600 100 Byz
Map 92 site 86/2.

504 el Hdeibe 4 168800/616300 100 Rom, Byz
Map 92 site 86/4.

505 el Hdeibe 1 168200/616300 100 Byz
Map 92 site 86/1.

506 el Hdeibe 3 168500/616100 100 Byz
Map 92 site 86/3.

507 Sde Yoav Quarry 169800/616600 100 Byz
Map 92 site 96/1.

508 Wad el Gharbi 1 169800/616400 100 Rom, Byz
Map 92 site 96/2.

509 Wad el Gharbi 2 169300/616400 100 Byz
Map 92 site 96/3.

510 Wad el Gharbi 3 169400/616800 100 Byz, El
Map 92 site 96/4.

511 Wad el Gharbi 4 169100/616500 100 Byz
Map 92 site 96/5.

512 Wad el Gharbi 5 169200/616800 100 Byz, El
Map 92 site 96/6.

513 Barbara (N) 160800/615800 100 Rom, Byz, El
Map 92 site 05/1.

514 Barbara (N) 160120/615200 1000 Byz
Surveyed by Huster.

515 EllJiya 161850/615200 60,000 Med, Ott
Map 92 site 15/1.

516 ElJiya(N) 161800/615700 500 Byz
Map 92 site 15/2.

517 EllJiya (W) 161100/615500 100 Byz, Med
Map 92 site 15/3.

518 Kh. Irza (S) 163800/615900 200 Byz
Map 92 site 35/1.

519 Kh. Irza (S) 163430/615740 1000 Byz
Surveyed by Huster.

520 Beit Shigma Villa ~ 163500/615500 200 Byz, El
Map 92 site 35/2.

521 Kh. Irza (S) 163730/615200 2000 Byz
Surveyed by Huster.

522 Kh. Beit Saman (N) 165100/615100 100 Hell, Rom, Byz, El, Med, Ott

Map 92 site 55/1.
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No.

523

524

525

526

527

528

529

530

531

532

533

534

535

536

537

538

539

540

541

542

543

544

545

Site Coordinates

Karm esh-Shami (W) 166100/615900
Map 92 site 65/4.

Karm esh-Shami 166600/615800
Map 92 site 65/1.

Karm esh-Shami (E) 166800/615600
Map 92 site 65/2.

Karm esh-Shami (S) 166400/615500
Map 92 site 65/3.

Beit Tima (N) 166100/615300
Surveyed by Huster.

Kaukaba 167900/615500
Map 92 site 75/1.

Kaukaba (N) 167800/615900
Map 92 site 75/2.

Kaukaba (S) 167800/615200
Map 92 site 75/3.

Kaukaba 168500/615730

(Islamic cemetery)

Area (m?) Excavated

500

500

500

100

100
100,000
5000
1000

1500

Surveyed by Huster (Site 28613/0, IAA system).

Wad es-Sahra 1 169900/615900
Map 92 site 95/1.

Kaukaba Quarry 169400/615900
Map 92 site 95/4.

Wad es-Sahra 3 169600/615500
Map 92 site 95/3.

Wad es-Sahra 2 169600/615300
Map 92 site 95/2.

Barbara 160300/614800
Map 92 site 04/1.

Barbara (SE) 160420/614400
Surveyed by Huster.

El Jiya (S) 161800/614300
(Gaia Villa)

Map 92 site 14/1.

Talmei Yafeh Orchard 164000/614300
Map 92 site 44/1.

Kh. Beit Saman 164800/614700

Map 92 site 44/2.

Beit Tima 165700/614800
Map 92 site 54/1.

Beit Tima (S) 165500/614500
Map 92 site 54/2.

Beit Tima 165600/614150

(Islamic cemetery)
Surveyed by Huster.

Wadi Tima 2 167000/614600
Map 92 site 74/2.
Wadi Tima 1 167400/614200

Map 92 site 74/1.

200

100

2000

1000

160,000

1000

200

500

30,000

100,000

100

2000

500

100

Periods

Rom, Byz, El

Byz

Byz

Byz, El

Byz

Rom, Byz, El, Med, Ott
Rom, Byz, El

Byz

Byz, Ott(cem)

Byz
Byz
Byz
Byz
Hell, Rom, Byz, El, Med, Ott
Byz

Byz, El

Rom, Byz, El, Ott
Rom, Byz, El

Rom, Byz, El, Med, Ott
El

Byz, El, Med, Ott(cem)

Hell, Rom, Byz

Hell, Rom, Byz
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No. Site Coordinates Area (m?) Excavated Periods

546 Kochav (S) cemetery 169500/614900 100 Rom, Byz, El

Map 92 site 94/4; modern cemetery of Kochav settlement. The nearby site Kh. Melita was mistak-
enly Identified as an Arab village due to cement waste dumping; also a Byzantine cistern.

547 Kochav (S) 2 169500/614500 100 Byz, El
Map 92 site 94/3

548 Kochav (S) 3 169800/614300 100 Rom, Byz, El
Map 92 site 94/5.

549 Kochav cistern 169200/614300 100 Byz
Map 92 site 94/1.

550 Kochav (S) 1 169400/614000 100 Byz, El
Map 92 site 94/2.

551 Kochav (S) cisterns 169700/614150 200 Byz
Surveyed by Varga (pers. comm.).

552 Barbara (E) 161100/613900 100 Byz, El
Map 92 site 13/3.

553 Nahal Obed 2 161600/613500 200 Byz
Map 92 site 13/2.

554 Nahal Obed 1 161700/613100 500 Byz
Map 92 site 13/1.

555 Gevaram Kiln 162100/613300 10,000 Byz
Map 92 site 23/1; also resurveyed by Huster.

556 Nahal Obed 4 162800/613100 500 Byz
Map 92 site 23/2.

557 Kh. Amuda East 163600/613000 1000 Rom, Byz, El
Map 92 site 33/1.

558 Kh. Beit Saman (SW) 164500/613700 2000 Byz
Surveyed by Huster.

559 Talmei Yafeh Coop 164500/613500 500 Hell, Rom, Byz, El
Map 92 site 43/1.

560 Wadi Umm et Tire 2 165200/613000 200 Paleo, Byz
Map 92 site 53/1.

561 Kh. Daldum 166500/613300 2000 Byz, El
Surveyed by Huster.

562 Kh. Daldum 166800/613200 500 Paleo, Hell, Rom, Byz, El
Map 92 site 63/1; Allen in Ashkelon 1, p. 62.

563 Karmel-Kharrub3 167300/613200 100 Paleo, Rom, Byz
Map 92 site 73/2.

564 Karmel-Kharrub2 167300/613000 100 Paleo, Rom, Byz
Map 92 site 73/1.

565 Ed Dude 168300/613600 2000 Hell, Rom, Byz, El, Med
Map 92 site 83/1.

566 Beit Jirja 160400/612500 100,000 Byz, El, Med, Ott
Map 92 site 02/1.

567 Er Rasm 161800/612620 5000 Byz
Site 27358/0, IAA system; surveyed by Huster.

568 Er Rasm Kiln 2 161900/612700 2000 Byz
Map 92 site 12/2.

569 Er Rasm 161650/612280 5000 Byz

Site 30413/0, IAA system; surveyed by Huster.
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Table 2.9 (cont.): Table of All Survey Sites

No.

570

571

572

573

574

575

576

577

578

579

580

581

582

583

584

585

586

587

588

589

590

591

592

Site Coordinates

Er Rasm Kiln 1 161000/612300 2000
Map 92 site 12/1.

Nahal Obed 3 162000/612800 10,000
Map 92 site 12/3.

Kh. Amuda 162900/612750 5000

Area (m?) Excavated

Periods

Byz

Byz

Byz, El, Med, Ott

Map 92 site 22/1; Allen in Ashkelon 1, p. 59. Western edges of Kh. Amuda. Not Arab village. Now, sites 26160/0

and 26260/0, IAA system.

Nahal Obed (cisterns) 162200/612600 2000
Map 92 site 22/2.
Ez Zeitun 162500/612100 3000

Map 92 site 22/3.
Kh. Amuda (S)
Map 92 site 22/4.
Kh. Amuda (center) 163100/612700 10,000
Surveyed by Huster.

162700/612300 1000

Kh. Amuda cisterns  163700/612400 1000
Map 92 site 32/1; Petrie 1890.
Wadi Umm et 164900/612800 100

Tire (cistern)
Map 92 site 42/1.

Tell el Hawa 165700/612600 100
Map 92 site 52/1; Antl-Weiser 2007:155, fig 4.
Wadi Umm et Tire 1  165100/612800 200

Map 92 site 52/2.
Tariq Beit Tima
Map 92 site 62/1.
Tell el Hawa (N)
Map 92 site 62/2.
Huleiqat (center) 166800/612400 40,000
Surveyed by Blakely and Huster (in press).

166600/612400 1000

166100/612700 500

Karm el Kharrub 1 167100/612500 500
Map 92 site 72/1.
Kh. Simbis (N) 168900/612500 10,000

Map 92 site 82/2; Allen in Ashkelon 1, p. 63.

Kh. Simbis 168400/612350 12,000
Surveyed by Huster.
Kh. Simbis 168800/612000 10,000

Map 92 site 82/1; Allen in Ashkelon 1, p. 63.
Kh. Simbis 4 169100/612500 1000

Map 92 site 92/2; Allen in Ashkelon 1, p. 64.
Kh. Simbis 3 169000/612220 1000

Map 92 site 92/1; Allen in Ashkelon 1, p. 64.
Kh. Beit Lejus 160100/611800 500

Map 92 site 01/2.
Tel Obed

Map 92 site 01/3.
Beit Jirja Quarry

Map 92 site 01/1.

160600/611700 50,000

160600/611000 1000

Byz

Rom, Byz, El, Med
Byz, El

Rom, Byz, El, Med
Byz, El

Paleo, Byz, El

Paleo

Paleo, Byz, El

Hell, Rom, Byz, El, Med, Ott
Paleo, Byz, El

Hell, Rom, Byz, El, Med, Ott
Paleo, Byz, El

Byz, El

Rom, Byz, El

Hell, Rom, Byz, El

Rom, Byz, El

Byz

Pers, Hell, Rom, Byz, El, Med, Ott
Chalco, MB, LB, Ironl, Iron2, Pers, Hell, Rom,

Byz, El, Med, Ott
Iron2, Pers, Rom, Byz, EI
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Table 2.9 (cont.): Table of All Survey Sites
No. Site Coordinates Area (m?) Excavated Periods
593 Er Rasm 161100/611900 10,000 Rom, Byz, El, Med
Map 92 site 11/1.
594 Er Rasm well 1 161600/611600 2000 Byz
Map 92 site 11/2.
595 Er Rasm well 2 161900/611500 100 Byz, El
Map 92 site 11/3.
596 Wadi Amuda 1 163700/611900 500 Byz, El
Map 92 site 31/1.
597 Wadi Amuda 2 165000/611900 300 Paleo, Byz
Map 92 site 51/1.
598 Huleigat (W) 166500/611900 200 Byz, El, Med, Ott
Map 92 site 61/1.
599 Huleigat (E) 166800/611800 1000 Rom, Byz, El, Med, Ott(cem)
Map 92 site 61/2; at the northeast edge, village’s cemetery; at the southeast edge, village’s well.
600 BeitJirja Tumulus 1 160700/610700 200 Byz
Map 92 site 00/1.
601 BeitJirja Tumulus 2 160800/610600 300 Pers, Hell, Rom, Byz
Map 92 site 00/2.
602 Beit Jirja (S) 161900/610980 300 Paleo, Rom, Byz
Surveyed by Huster; site 13395/0, IAA system.
603 BeitJirja (S) 161150/610700 500 Paleo
Surveyed by Huster; site 13393/0, IAA system.
604 BeitJirja (S) 161100/610600 600 Paleo
Surveyed by Huster; site 13390/0, IAA system.
605 BeitJirja (S) 161000/610250 500 Paleo
Surveyed by Huster; sites 13392/0 and 16060/0, IAA system.
606 BeitlJirja (S) 161800/610460 300 Paleo
Surveyed by Huster; site 13394/0, IAA system.
607 BeitlJirja (S) 161900/610400 1000 Paleo, Rom, Byz
Surveyed by Huster; site 13391/0, IAA system.
608 Gevaram (S) 163900/610800 500 Paleo, Byz
Map 92 site 30/1.
609 Lapidot 165200/610900 500 Byz
Map 92 site 50/1.
610 Nahal Heletz (NW) 166750/610880 3000 Byz, El
Surveyed by Huster; site 27361/0, IAA system.
611 Kh. Nogga el 167200/610800 500 Byz, El
Mahzuk
Map 92 site 70/1.
612 Nahal Heletz Site 167500/610600 2000 Byz, El
Map 92 site 70/2.
613 Heletz 167800/610500 2000 Byz, El
Map 92 site 70/3.
614 Nahal Heletz (E) 168180/610200 1500 Byz

Surveyed by Huster.




3. IDENTIFICATION OF OTTOMAN SITES

by Michael D. Press

THE Ottoman period is unique for the wealth and
variety of data at our disposal to understand settle-
ment in the Ashkelon region. In addition to the survey
(and excavation) data that serve as the backbone of
this study, and the textual sources that add to this pic-
ture, there are several sets of Ottoman land and tax
registers, village lists, and censuses that provide de-
tailed information for each village.! As a result, for this
period we are able to check the conclusions reached
on the basis of the survey data and come to a new and
more powerful synthesis.

The survey data suggest a continuing decline in the
number of villages in the Ottoman period. However,
this decline may be exaggerated. From late Ottoman
and Mandatory censuses, village lists, and travel-
ers’ accounts, we know that there were 15 villages
inhabited at the end of the Ottoman period: Isdud,
Beit Daras, Hamama, Julis, El Jura, Khisas, Hirbiya,
Nicilya, Majdal, Barbara, El Jiya, Beit Jirja, Beit Tima,
Huleigat, Kaukaba. (There were an additional four vil-
lages within Map 96: Sumsum, Bureir, Najd, and Huj.)
It is therefore noteworthy that the surveys of Map 87,
88, 91, and 92 were able to identify Ottoman occupa-
tion at only eight of these sites (53 percent). Allen, in
his survey of Map 92, was able to identify Ottoman
location at five of the seven villages in his area. (Plus,
we would note that one of the two missing sites,
Kaukaba, is difficult to access). The Berman surveys,
however, were much less successful, identifying only
three of eight late Ottoman villages. This problem re-
flects a more general difficulty in identifying Ottoman
remains in the surveys: Thus Huster and Paran, in their
survey of site 123 (Kh. Bazze), noted a large amount
of Ottoman pottery, while the latest period noted by
Berman and Barda was Mamluk (2005:60%). In gen-
eral, Allen’s survey pays close attention to recent peri-
ods, even noting modern (i.e., post-Ottoman) remains
at sites. However, the lack of attention to Ottoman-
period remains in the Berman surveys is remarkable
and could have several explanations. According to
the Israeli antiquities law, inherited from the British

n this chapter, our analysis will focus on two datasets: the
final Ottoman tax register, or tahrir defter, dated to 1596-97
(data published in Hittteroth and Abdulfattah 1977); and the
1871-72 Ottoman Salname-i Vilayet-i Suriye, or Yearbook
of the Province of Syria (available in Turkish, with publi-
cation of data for southern Palestine in Hartmann 1883 in
German). For more on these sources, and analysis using ad-
ditional Ottoman sources, see chapter 4.

Mandate, only remains up to the year 1700 are con-
sidered antiquities; thus over half of the Ottoman pe-
riod, including the time of the late Ottoman period, is
not covered by this law. It is possible that surveyors
pay less attention to recent finds as a result. This prob-
lem may also reflect an ingrained belief in the idea of
“Ottoman decline,” the idea that settlement and gen-
eral standards of living in the country were in con-
tinuous decline until the late nineteenth century when
large-scale Jewish immigration to Palestine began (for
more on this problem, see chapter 4). In addition, we
would note that the Ottoman and Mandatory remains
were generally bulldozed, with few if any in situ foun-
dations of these structures. As most of structures were
built of mudbrick, they are often difficult to detect in
survey.

Nevertheless, that there was some decline in the
number of villages is a clear reality. The 1596-97
Ottoman defter lists at least 27 villages that fall within
our study area: Amuda, Beit Tima, Hamama, Bazza,
Basha, Akhsas Asqalan, Sama, Irza, Isdud, Majdal,
Nicilya, Huleigat, Beit Jirja, Hirbiya, Kaukaba,
Micsaba, Bayt Daras, Maqqus, Sandahanna, Julis,
Ashraf, Bira, Beit Saman, Auda, Jura, ljjiz ar-Ras,
and Barbara.?2 Meanwhile, as we have seen, the late
Ottoman data indicate a total of only 15 villages. The
1871 Ottoman Salname indicates a total of 16 settle-
ments: those listed above, plus Ashraf. However,
Ashraf (Kh. esh Sheraf, site 312) as well as Khisas
(Kh. el Khisas, site 256) were noted by Gatt (1884:296)
to be merely seasonal settlements related to the agri-
cultural cycle. Thus nearly 50 percent of the villages
inhabited toward the end of the sixteenth century were
abandoned by the late nineteenth century. As we will
see in chapter 4, a similar pattern can be found in the
subdistrict (nahiye) of Gaza as a whole. Thus, at least
on one level, the Ottoman period reflects the culmina-
tion of the decline in settlement we have noted since
the Byzantine period.

The existence of demographic records also allows
us to calibrate the evidence from surveys and under-
stand the settlement complex on the ground in greater
detail than in earlier periods. The first category of sites
are villages inhabited for most or all of the period:

2Some of the remaining unidentifiable villages may also fall
within this area. In addition, El Jiya, known as a village in
the late Ottoman and Mandatory periods (as well as appar-
ently in the Crusader period) is surprisingly missing from
this and the other Ottoman defters.
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Figure 19. Map of sites from the Ottoman period over modern topography.
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these consist of the 15 villages noted above (Isdud,
Beit Daras, Hamama, Julis, El Jura, Khisas, Hirbiya,
Nicilya, Majdal, Barbara, El Jiya, Beit Jirja, Beit Tima,
Huleigat, and Kaukaba). The next category consists of
khirbehs. This category can be broken down further
into sites that were inhabited villages for a portion of
the period—the 13 sites of Kh. Amuda, Kh. Bazza, Kh.
Basha, Kh. Sama, Kh. Irza, Kh. Miscaba, Kh. Magqus,
Sandahanna, Kh. Sheraf, Kh. Bira, Kh. Beit Saman,
Kh. Auda, and Kh. ljjis er Ras—and other khirbehs
which do not appear to have attained the status of vil-
lage in the Ottoman period but still show some signs
of occupation or human activity. At least some of the
latter sites were classified (in the Ottoman defters) as
mazracas, i.c., farms (or, more properly, sown fields)
that generally represent the fields of abandoned vil-
lages farmed by neighboring villages (Inalcik 1991).
In our study area, Kh. Balas (site 142) and Kh. Fatun
(site 458) are clear examples, as each is noted as such
in Ottoman evkaf defters (Ipsirli and al-Tamimi 1982:9
no. 25, 6 no. 13; also Kh. Beit Tafa in Map 96, for
which see chapter 5, site 111). In some instances, these
mazracas may have witnessed seasonal settlements
during the harvest, as was the case in the late Ottoman
period for Kh. el Khisas and Kh. esh Sheraf. Finally,
there are a series of features (wells, cisterns, pools,
etc.) that cluster in and immediately around villages
and should be associated with them.

Thus we can see that the total of 87 sites for the
Ottoman period should be reduced to a much smaller
number of villages (between 15 and 30, fluctuating
over the course of the period). In many cases, separate
registered sites noted by survey, or opened up in small
windows by excavation, should be considered merely
as sections of a single larger site. This conclusion is
reinforced by maps, aerial photographs, and other re-
cords from the late Ottoman and Mandatory, which
show not only the large built-up area of these villages
but also document that their fields extended far beyond
the built-up area. We can then use this reconstruction
as a model to interpret earlier periods. (Compare our
conclusions under the Early Islamic period in chapter
5 that findspots clustered around a central site often
reflect the movement of archacological remains by
modern agricultural activity—and not separate sites.)
At the same time, some caution is needed in this ap-
proach. There is no reason to assume that village size
remained constant over the course of several centuries;
in fact, the Ottoman population data clearly demon-
strate that either village size or population density (or
both) were very fluid even within the Ottoman period.

As they are primarily tax documents, the Ottoman
tahrir defters also indicate the economic activity of

the villages. The villages of the region were engaged
almost exclusively in agricultural production, with
wheat and barley as the major crops. Fruit trees, goats,
and bees were also a focus of production, and smaller
amounts of sesame and cotton were grown. This ag-
ricultural focus matches the relatively even distribu-
tion of villages throughout the study area, which we
would expect for a model of agricultural production
(as opposed to Allen’s “access resources” model, with
sites clustered along major routes). Again, we can use
this combined information from the defters and survey
to model land use in earlier periods—at least back to
the Roman and Byzantine periods, when we first meet
this pattern of site distribution (for further analysis, see
chapter 4).

One of the outstanding features of the Ottoman-
period landscape—not covered by the model of fewer
nucleated settlements described above, since they are
located beyond the built-up areas of the villages—
are public water fountains. As discussed by Sasson
(2002b), these installations are of two main types,
sabils and misgas. A sabil has a storage tank, with a
well (or cistern) attached as the source of its water, and
is usually more elaborate (Sasson 2002b:116); a misga
has no connected water source but simply a pitcher of
water placed by local residents (Sasson 2002b:122).
These installations can be urban, with major sabils
constructed by rulers or important officials (e.g.,
Sabil Sulayman in Jaffa, Sabil Qaytbay [Mamluk?] in
Jerusalem), or rural; in the latter case, they are not lo-
cated within villages but, as Sasson points out (2002b;
see also Petersen 2001:50), along major roads. (Thus
the word sabil is cognate with, and perhaps derived
from, Aramaic and Hebrew sebil, “way” or “path,”
also the original meaning of the Arabic term; see
Bosworth 1995). These installations first appear in the
Mamluk period but generally date to the Ottoman peri-
od, especially toward the end of the period (see Sasson
2002a:101; 2002b).

In our study area, there are at least ten (nine on the
map and Appendix A, plus another whose location
is unclear on the road between Nicilya and El Jiya
[Sasson 2002a:100, fig. 10]). Unfortunately, it is dif-
ficult to compile a complete list of sabils and misgas in
the area, as these were not often recorded by travelers
and surveyors. The best source is the Survey of Western
Palestine map, but this includes only six within the
limits of our study area. For modern Ashkelon itself,
Sasson gives a more complete survey (2002a:100); of
the four he lists, only two are on the Survey of Western
Palestine map. Comparing the locations of the known
fountains with the major roads of the area (from the
Survey of Western Palestine and Mandatory maps),
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we see that all are indeed found along major roads or
paths between villages—and especially at important
junctions (cf. Sasson 2002b:123): note three examples
on junctions of roads heading east from Majdal with
the Cairo-Damascus highway and one on the junc-
tion of the road north from Hamame with the Cairo-
Damascus highway. Some, meanwhile, are located just
outside of villages, along roads or paths.

A handful of inscriptions provide an additional cat-
egory of evidence about the character of settlement in
the region in the Ottoman period. Most relate to con-
tinuing building activity, albeit on a smaller scale than
in the Mamluk period. An inscription from the sanctu-
ary of Tamim ad-Dari in Majdal appears to date the
construction of this shrine to the middle of the sixteenth
century (Sharon 1997:186-89). This shrine also served
as a second mosque in the village, reinforcing Majdal’s
status as a major village in the region by the presence
of multiple mosques; this status is confirmed by the
sixteenth-century Ottoman defters, which indicate that
Majdal is the only village in nahiya Gaza to have more
than two imams or other religious personnel exempt
from taxes (3; see al-Swarieh 2008:91; Yalginkaya
2006). An inscription from Beit Tima, dated to 1836,
indicates the reconstruction of the village mosque and
shrine of Nabi Tima in that year (Sharon 1999:160);
as with most sheikhs’ tombs and associated shrines, it
was originally built in the Mamluk period. Of special
note is an inscription from the shrine of En Nabi Jirja
in Beit Jirja, dated 1825-26, that commemorates the
rebuilding of the village, which had been previously
“wiped out” (Sharon 1999:143-44). This rebuilding
was conducted by Muhammad Shahin Agha, the lo-
cal governor, representing Abdallah Pasha (the vali of
Sidon—i.e., the governor of the vilayet or province).
The nature and date of the event recorded in the in-
scription, however, are problematic, as we have several
sources indicating the existence of the village of Beit
Jirja in the years immediately preceding the inscrip-
tion: Scholz’s list, dating to c. 1820 (as “Dscherdcha,”
Scholz 1822:255); Richardson’s travels in 1818
(Richardson 1822:200, as “Bedigga™); and the Jacotin
map (Sheet 43, Gaza) surveyed in 1799 (as “Gergiéh”;
for discussion see Karmon 1960:173). Finally, an in-
scription from the general area of Ashkelon records

the epitaph of an artillery officer, from the year 1721
(Sharon 2004:xix—xx).

The overall picture of settlement in the Ottoman pe-
riod is continuing decline, with fewer settlements, and
decreased building activity.

Corrections to Earlier Surveys

The suggested identifications in this chapter serve
especially to correct errors by Berman and Barda in
the Map 88 (Nizzanim east) publication (2005) and to
provide additions and corrections to the set of iden-
tifications made by Hiitteroth and Abdulfattah (1977)
for the villages of nahiye Gaza in TD 546 (1596-97).
Hutteroth and Abdulfattah noted (1977:13) that the
identification of place names was the most difficult
task involved in their work—and therefore the most
time-consuming. Given this fact, it is surprising to find
that Hitteroth and Abdulfattah did not provide any de-
tailed discussion in support of these identifications. In
fact, they did not provide exact identifications at all:
They only noted the rough coordinates of the identified
site (within a single square kilometer) and the source
of their identification. As a result, it is sometimes dif-
ficult even to be certain of the identification they sug-
gested, especially when their coordinates are in error
(as they appear to be in several cases). Similarly, Etkes
(2012:fig. 7.2) provides only a map that largely adopts
the identifications (and romanizations, also sometimes
in error) of Hitteroth and Abdulfattah while suggest-
ing a few additional localizations—Ilocalizations that
can only be guessed at roughly as there are no exact
coordinates or identifications provided.

We therefore believe that it is essential to indicate
exact sites for all of our suggested identifications—in
terms of both names of sites and coordinates. The exact
coordinates and site names are indicated in Appendix
A. However, we believe that providing justifications
for these identifications is also essential, so that—in
combination with the coordinates and site names—oth-
er scholars will be able to check our work. As a result,
for several cases for which a more detailed justification
was necessary than could be given in Appendix A, we
have provided an extended discussion in Appendix B,
in which the sites are arranged alphabetically.
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Figure 3.1: Sites in Hittteroth/Abdulfattah from Ottoman period over modern topography.
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Figure 3.2: Sites in Hittteroth/Abdulfattah from Ottoman period over modern topography.
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APPENDIX A: IDENTIFICATION OF OTTOMAN SITES IN HUTTTEROTH/ABDULFATTAH

No. Name in Hiittteroth/Abdulfattah Coordinates

1 Sawafir ash-Sharqt 172750/623300
Taxable Households: 0

2 Hawadi 151000/596000

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

Taxable Households: 25

New Identification: Survey of Western Palestine:Sheet X1X, 252 (Kh. el Hawady) and name list (Kh. Hawadi)
¢Amiidat (Bani Kinana) 163170/612650

Taxable Households: 30

Name in the Crusader Period: Amouhde, 1256 (Rohricht 1983:327; Prawer 1958:224-37; Rey 1883:415)
Usayfiriyya 152800/591050

Taxable Households: 0

New Identification: Survey of Western Palestine:Sheet 23, Dx, 389

Macin 143200/582100
Taxable Households: 80

Bayt Tima 165700/164650
Taxable Households: 126

Hamama (Majdal) 161400/622400
Taxable Households: 84

Bazza 168400/624100

Taxable Households: 50
Name in the Crusader Period: Beze, 1256 (Rohricht 1983:327; Prawer 1958:224-37; Rey 1883:406)

Basha 164920/624600
Taxable Households: 0

Akhsas cAsqalan 158450/617500
Taxable Households: 55

Akhsas 158500/617500
Taxable Households: 201

Jadida 174400/609850

Taxable Households: 12
Name in the Crusader Period: Elgedeide, 1256 (Rohricht 1983:327; Prawer 1958:224-37; Rey 1883:407)
CAjlan 173800/608750
Taxable Households: 10
Name in the Crusader Period: Agelen el Hayet, 1256 (RShricht 1983:327; Prawer 1958:224-37; Rey 1883:404)
Tina 182900/628400
Taxable Households: 10
Yibna 175800/641600
Taxable Households: 129
Name in the Crusader Period: Ibelin (Rey 1883:409)

Kufiya 155650/599500 (correction of coordinates)
Taxable Households: 55
Satar 136000/586000

Taxable Households: 45
New Identification: Two tracts of land, Es Satar and Wadi es Satar, on 1:20,000 map
Zawiya
Taxable Households: 5
Damita 140700/591800
Taxable Households: 62
New Identification: Guérin 1869:252
Sama 165000/617050
Taxable Households: 6
Name in the Crusader Period: Semma (Casale Episcopi) (Prawer 1958)
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No. Name in Hiittteroth/Abdulfattah

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

Arza (better “Irza”)
Taxable Households: 3
Bayt Mirin
Taxable Households: 0
Kharijat as-Sdad
Taxable Households: 18
Sdad
Taxable Households: 75
Name in the Crusader Period: Azot (Rey 1883:404)
Sukrir (better “Sukrayr’)
Taxable Households: 10
Dayr ad-Darum
Taxable Households: 300
Name in the Crusader Period: Darum
Farasha
Taxable Households: 6
New Identification: tract of land, Farahsa, on 1:20,000 map
Manshiyyat as-Sahli (better “Manshiyyat as-Sahalin”)
Taxable Households: 130
Faratiyya (better “Qaratiyya”)
Taxable Households: 121
Burayr
Taxable Households: 210
Shacariyya al-Kubra (Tabic Burayr) (better “Shacarta al-Kubra [Tabic Burayr]”)
Taxable Households: 6
Name in the Crusader Period: Saarethe, 1256 (Réhricht 1983:327; Prawer 1958:224-37)
Jabaliya
Taxable Households: 331
Bayt Lahiya
Taxable Households: 70
Majdal
Taxable Households: 559
Bayt cAffa
Taxable Households: 26
Najd al-Gharbt
Taxable Households: 39
Nicilya
Taxable Households: 80
Khalifat (better “Hulayqat’)
Taxable Households: 35
Bayt Kharja (Farja) (better “Bayt Jirja”)
Taxable Households: 85
Hiribiya (better “Hirbiya”)
Taxable Households: 175
Name in the Crusader Period: Forbie (Rey 1883:408)
Barriyat al-Haradin
Taxable Households: 22
Bayt Daras as-Sughra
Taxable Households: 0

Coordinates

164350/616300

169500/628400

167700/629600

171100/636370

138400/592500

143000/595000

179500/612750

174150/616800

165000/608700

167400/606600

151050/604000

152500/606500

160800/619800

172200/618850

161750/606900

159500/617300

165950/612700

160300/612450

157000/612800

186400/599500

159300/608600

New Identification: Schedule of Historical Sites and Monuments. Official Gazette No. 1091, 18 May 1964:1451
Name in the Crusader Period: Beitderas secunda, 1256 (Rohricht 1983:327; Prawer 1958:224-37)



Identification of Ottoman Sites

No. Name in Hiittteroth/Abdulfattah

43

44

45

46

47

48

49

50

51

52

53

54

55

56

57

58

59

60

61

62

63

64

65

Qatra
Taxable Households: 61
Name in the Crusader Period: Cathara
Mashhad
Taxable Households: 95
Nakhrtr
Taxable Households: 69
Bayt Mamin
Taxable Households: 10
Name in the Crusader Period: Beth-Amamin; Bethaman, 1155 (Prawer 1958:224-37)
Iraq
Taxable Households: 61
Bayt Zaytiin
Taxable Households: 23
Miytsih
Taxable Households: 50
Kawkab
Taxable Households: 16
Name in the Crusader Period: Coquebel (Prawer 1958:224-37)
Bayt Jimal
Taxable Households: 37
Juhaytin
Taxable Households: 43
Batan ash-Sharqt
Taxable Households: 7
Munaycir
Taxable Households: 30
Qubayba
Taxable Households: 33
Furatiyya
Taxable Households: 22
Qurtan
Taxable Households: 26
Mucaysiba (better “Mic(i)saba’)
Taxable Households: 44
Faltja
Taxable Households: 75
Name in the Crusader Period: Phaluge, 1155 (Prawer 1958:224-37)
Balita (Malita) (better “Malita”)
Taxable Households: 16
Name in the Crusader Period: Melius, 1110 (Prawer 1958:224-37)
Jilis
Taxable Households: 64
Sthan
Taxable Households: 11
Bayt Daras
Taxable Households: 58
Name in the Crusader Period: Betheras, 1173 (RShricht 1983:132; Prawer 1958:224-37)
CIdra
Taxable Households: 59
Sawamiriyya as-Sughra (better “Shacarta as-Sughra”)
Taxable Households: 7

97

Coordinates

179100/636600

145300/587700 (correction of coordinates)

171800/616200

171100/617400

168000/615450

197500/625400

166900/593400

173800/628900

186200/609000

166550/624320

176150/614850

170100/613700

171800/613000

155600/595300

170000/625800
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No. Name in Hiittteroth/Abdulfattah Coordinates

66 Imghar 179500/638500
Taxable Households: 22

67 Summil al-Mughar (better “Summayl al-Mughar™) 180200/639150

68

69

70

71

72

73

74

75

76

71

78

79

80

81

82

83

84

85

86

Taxable Households: 31
New Identification: Schedule of Historical Sites and Monuments. Official Gazette No. 1091, 18 May 1964:1439
Magqqts 164800/621600
Taxable Households: 36
Name in the Crusader Period: Machoz, before 1110 (Prawer 1958:224-37)
Babilliya (better “Babliya”) 163600/609200
Taxable Households: 27
New Identification: Schedule of Historical Sites and Monuments. Official Gazette No. 1091, 18 May 1964:1451

Mansiira 183600/613500
Taxable Households: 33

Hatta ash-Shajara 175500/617750
Taxable Households: 15

Jusayr 178500/618500
Taxable Households: 60

Zikiin 186500/619400
Taxable Households: 40

Zayta 183400/616500

Taxable Households: 30
Crusader Period: (Rohricht 1983:327; Prawer 1958:224-37)
Stiqg Mazin 138500/586400
Taxable Households: 19
New Identification: Avi-Yonah 1940

Barqga 171700/631600
Taxable Households: 12

Bayt Hantn 155900/605700
Taxable Households: 36

Sandahana (better “Sandahanna’) 167950/626200

Taxable Households: 12

New Identification: Schedule of Historical Sites and Monuments. Official Gazette No. 1091, 18 May 1964:1441
Harsa (better “Kharsa”) 142000/587000

Taxable Households: 50

New Identification: Guerin 1869b:262; Musil 1908:325; Musil 1907¢

Bayt Durdis 156600/601350 (correction of coordinates)
Taxable Households: 21

Dayr Sunayd 157800/609350
Taxable Households: 12

Lasun 161300/601200

Taxable Households: 49

New Identification: Schedule of Historical Sites and Monuments. Official Gazette No. 1091, 18 May 1964:1452
Sumsum 162750/608500

Taxable Households: 20

Name in the Crusader Period: Semsem, 1256 (Rohricht 1983:327; Prawer 1958:224-37)

Barjaliyya 148500/594750 (correction of coordinates)
Taxable Households: 12
Jaladiyya 176400/622200

Taxable Households: 16
Name in the Crusader Period: Geladia; Galiadia, 1160 (Prawer 1958:224-37)

cIraq Hala 189500/614100
Taxable Households: 7
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100

101
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104
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Name in Hiittteroth/Abdulfattah Coordinates

al-Baha 160400/693300
Taxable Households: 15

Rasm al-Gharbi 158700/593200
Taxable Households: 35

Rasm ash-Sharqt 159300/593500
Taxable Households: 43

Salga 133700/583900
Taxable Households: 63

Shamsiyyat
Taxable Households: 48

Nahasa 138000/588000
Taxable Households: 17
New Identification: Musil 1907b; 1907¢

Mulagis 170350/609150

Taxable Households: 44
Name in the Crusader Period: Malaques, 1256 (Rohricht 1983:327; Prawer 1958:224-37)

Bardagha 171350/627850
Taxable Households: 11
New Identification: Schedule of Historical Sites and Monuments. Official Gazette No. 1091, 18 May 1964:1443

Tahaw (Tahad) (better “Takhaw”) 143000/592000
Taxable Households: 18
New Identification: Musil 1907a:220, 301 n.3; 1907b:54; 1907c; Yaqut 1866—73a:827-28); Le Strange 1890:542

Atraba 189700/623200
Taxable Households: 23

CAjjar 192400/621500
Taxable Households: 35

Kafr Ghar
Taxable Households: 65

Qamsa 163800/607000
Taxable Households: 8
New Identification: Schedule of Historical Mouments and Sites. Supplement No. 2 to the Gazette Extraordinary
No. 1375, 24 November 1944:1297; Warren 1871:95
Name in the Crusader Period: Camsa, 1256 (Rohricht 1983:327; Prawer 1958:224-37)

Sawafir al-Gharbi 172000/623200
Taxable Households: 43
Name in the Crusader Period: Zeophir, 1109-1110 (Rey 1883:415)

Jalis 167300/621200
Taxable Households: 37

Namira (Nasira) (better “Nasira”) 144200/591300 (correction of coordinates)
Taxable Households: 16

Karta (better “Kudna”) 174150/616800
Taxable Households: 46
Name in the Crusader Period: Galatia (Prawer 1958:224-37)

Bayt Jibrin 190500/612400
Taxable Households: 50

Iraq Hatim 179500/612750
Taxable Households: 11

Dayr Shatir 192700/611800
Taxable Households: 4
New Identification: Survey of Western Palestine:Sheet XX, 275

Umm an-Nu<tr (an-Nusiir)
Taxable Households: 46
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No. Name in Hiittteroth/Abdulfattah Coordinates

108 Tall Jamma 147300/588500
Taxable Households: 32
New Identification: Schedule of Historical Sites and Monuments. Official Gazette No. 1091, 18 May 1964:1478
109 Asraf (better “Ashraf”) 155400/614600
Taxable Households: 29
110 Bira 164330/620400
Taxable Households: 44
New Identification: Schedule of Historical Sites and Monuments. Official Gazette No. 1091, 18 May 1964:1442

111 Jalama 164600/606450
Taxable Households: 30

112 Qastina 177550/627500
Taxable Households: 70

113 <Ibdis 171500/620650

Taxable Households: 35

Name in the Crusader Period: Hebde (Prawer 1958:224-37)
114 Mirfaga (better “Qargafa”)

Taxable Households: 8

115 Dinba (better “Dhinba”) 186300/627900
Taxable Households: 36

116 Jilya 187200/630900
Taxable Households: 17

117 Bayt Samcan 164900/614550
Taxable Households: 8

118 cAwda 169200/624800
Taxable Households: 15

119 Rafah 127500/578400
Taxable Households: 15

120 Manshiyyat al-<Ujal 145000/596000

Taxable Households: 17
New Identification: Mandatory 1:20,000; van de Velde 1858:53

121 cAmmudiyya 172120/594400
Taxable Households: 16

122 Jawrit al-Hajja (better “Jurat al-Hajja”) 157800/619500
Taxable Households: 46

123 Lina
Taxable Households: 20

124 Tall Safiya 185700/623800
Taxable Households: 88

125 cAjiz ar-Ras (better “Ijjiz ar-Ras”) 168300/618800
Taxable Households: 46

126 Dummar an-Najd 158900/607500 (correction of coordinates)

Taxable Households: 60

Name in the Crusader Period: Dimra?
127 <Amiidat Bani CAmir

Taxable Households: 38

128 cAbasan 137800/581500
Taxable Households: 28

129 Sawafir al-Khalil 172100/624650
Taxable Households: 112

130 Summil al-Khalil (better “Summay] al-Khalil”) 180700/619100

Taxable Households: 66
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No. Name in Hiittteroth/Abdulfattah Coordinates

131 Rashira (Rashida)
Taxable Households: Not Given

132 Barbara 160300/614800
Taxable Households: 73

133 Muharraga 163100/597200
Taxable Households: 83

134 Mughlis 188900/626200
Taxable Households: 77

135 Yasir 176300/630500

Taxable Households: 55
136 Ramadat
Taxable Households: 93
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AprPENDIX B: DiscussioN oF OTTOMAN SITE IDENTIFICATION

Ashraf
Asraf (Hutteroth and Abdulfattah) = Kh. esh Sheraf (Kh. Ashraf), OIG 105-114.
The only difference in spelling is sin vs. shin; both letters have the same form but different dotting. El Ashraf appears in
Socin’s list of villages and population from the late 1860s—Socin, in Gaza district (1879:144); the list is organized in some
geographic order, and el Ashraf occurs between Hirbiya and Beit Jirja. In the 1931 census Ashraf is a subheading under
Hirbiya (Mills 1932:3). The site should be identified with Kh. esh Sheraf, also known as Kh. Ashraf (an alternate form with
prosthetic alif, appearing in the List of Mandatory Records Files [1976:132]). Note also the tract of land marked “Ashraf” on
the 1:20,000 Survey of Palestine topocadastral map (Sheet 10-11, Ashkelon), northeast of Hirbiya. Finally, note that the Map
91 survey identified Mamluk and Ottoman pottery at Kh. esh Sheraf, making it a good fit.

As the Socin list shows, Ashraf can be spelled with or without long a.

Barriyat al-Haradin

We doubt that the identification suggested by Hiitteroth and Abdulfattah, with Kh. Umm Haratain (OIG 136.099), is correct.
This site is distant from the other villages of the 1596-97 defter. The name Haratain, H-a-r-t-y-n, is close to Haradin, H-r-a-
d-y-n, but the switch between dal and ¢@ is not easy to explain, as these are not the same letter and not close in form; also,
the loss of Umm would be unusual. In addition, based on the pattern of other village names, we would expect that the basic
name of the village is Barriya/Barriyat and that (al-)Haradin is a qualifier of that name (either the name of a nearby village,
or something else; see Manshiyyat al-<Ujal below). This is confirmed by the occurrence of a village named Zayt al-Haradin
in other sources. Unfortunately, we do not have a good suggestion for an identification.

Bayt Jirja

Bayt Kharja (Hutteroth and Abdulfattah) = Bayt Jirja, OIG 110-112

The letters kha> and jim have the same form, differing only in their dotting. This identification was previously suggested by
Khalidi (1992:88). Note that Yaqit has an entry for a village in the territory of “Asqalan named Jarha (1866—73b:56; see also
Le Strange 1890:462), which Clermont-Ganneau (1896:379) already suggested was to be identified with (Beit) Jirja (thereby
implicitly suggesting the same type of error).

Bazza

Kh. Bazze/Bezzeh/Beze, OIG 118-124

Kh. Bezzeh was marked on the Survey of Western Palestine map (Sheet X VI, Fu) at c. 2.5 km southwest of Beit Daras. The
Mandatory Survey of Palestine 1:20,000 map, however, indicated the site (as Kh. Bazze) roughly at coordinates 117-123
(OIG), 1 km farther to the southwest than the Survey of Western Palestine site—and at a distance of c. 3.5 km west-southwest
from Beit Daras (Sheet 11-12, Hamame). On the 1:100,000 scale Survey of Palestine map (Sheet 9, Gaza), meanwhile, there
are two ruins marked Bazze, one at each of the above locations. Both locations were resurveyed by Huster in June 2012. The
results of this survey lead us to conclude with a high degree of certainty that the original location of Kh. Bezzeh/Bazze on
the Survey of Western Palestine map is the correct one. There is no clear ancient site near coordinates 117-123, other than
site 146 (an Iron I tomb); on the other hand, the Survey of Western Palestine Bezzeh is located at the site of a sizable village,
yielding Roman to Ottoman period pottery (site 123). The actual central location of the site is at coordinates 118400-124100
(OIG), 168400-624100 (NIG). This determination results in the removal of the name Kh. Bezzeh/Bazza for site 145, used
mistakenly by Berman and Barda (2005:64*, site 140) for the ruins of an ancient settlement that was occupied from the Iron
11 period until the Byzantine period—but not later. The real name of site 145 is Kh. Khasse, whose location was marked cor-
rectly on both the Survey of Western Palestine and Mandatory maps but incorrectly on later Israeli maps. As noted by Berman
and Barda (2005:65*, site 142; see our site 147), the location marked H. Hassa (Kh. Khasse) on Israeli maps has no visible
archaeological remains.

Dimra

Dummar an-Najd = Dimra, OIG 108-107

Hiitteroth and Abdulfattah appear to have identified the sixteenth-century village with Kh. Najd (OIG 112-105). We imagine
that Hiitteroth and Abdulfattah might have suggested this identification on the meaning of the word dummar, from the root “to
destroy” or “to ruin,” thus equating dummar with khirbeh. However, the name d-m-r from the defter is almost identical with
Dimra d-m-r-a, the only difference being the omission of the ta> marbita. 1t is worth noting a peculiar pattern in this list and
the other defters, where in some cases the final <alif or /a° marbiita is not written. Thus Kawkaba (alternatively Kawkaba) is
always written as Kawkab, and the place name Takhawa is probably the same as the Takhaw of the 1596-97 defter. There is
also some indication that the names Zayt/Zayta and Bayt/Bayta are interchangeable in different defters. We would therefore
argue that this name, which appears in the same form (Dmr an-Najd) in all defters, is simply Dimra without the final letter.
(Note that this identification was already suggested by Zadok [1995-97:137].)
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Farasha (OIG 093-095, approx.)
The Survey of Palestine 1:20,000 topocadastral map (Sheet 9-9, Wadi Ghazza) has a tract of land called Farasha (093-095).

Hawadi = Kh. el Hawadi (Kh. Hawadi), OIG 101-096

The site appears in the Survey of Western Palestine name lists and map (Palmer 1881:361; Sheet XIX, Dx) and the List of
Mandatory Records Files (1976:198); it is also mentioned by van de Velde (1858:53) as el-Hawadeh, a site in the general
Gaza-Hesi area (which he did not visit, however). There is also a tract of land (on the Survey of Palestine 1:20,000 topoca-
dastral map, Sheet 10-9, Khirbet el Mashrafa) called Daribet el Hawadi at 101-097.

Hulayqat

Khalifat (Hutteroth and Abdulfattah) = Hulayqat (Huleigat), OIG 115-112

Again, the difference is between f@> and gaf, which have the same form but with different dottings. This name is often
confused in the sources; thus Socin’s list has as Halafat (1879:149). In the 1871 list the name was read as Tifan (Hartmann
1883:133). This reading results from multiple errors in writing or reading the script: gaflfa>, ta>/nin, and the misreading of
ha> + lam as ta>. (They could look similar, especially in bad handwriting.)

cIdra

It appears that the Hiitteroth and Abdulfattah identification, at OIG 113-088, is supposed to be with Kh. Umm cAdra (109-
089). If so, there are two problems with this identification: 1) This area has few, if any, villages in 1596-97; and 2) there is
the unexplained absence of “Umm.” Would Kh. al cAdara (Kh. el Adar; 096-093) be a better candidate? This area was fairly
densely settled in the late sixteenth century, as we have seen. In this case there is the missing >alif in the defter, but this dif-
ference is not insurmountable as we have seen other cases where the same name can be spelled with or without a long vowel.

cIraq Hatim
unknown; see Manshiyyat al-<Ujal.

Juhaytin

We are skeptical that Hiitteroth and Abdulfattah’s identification, Kh. el Jucethini (Jucaythini), OIG 116-093, is correct. For
one thing, it is in an area where few if any villages were inhabited in 1596-97. Also—and we believe that this is very signifi-
cant—in almost every case the form of the names in the fifteenth- and sixteenth-century records are identical, or nearly so,
with their nineteenth- and twentieth-century forms. Jucethini presents a problem: It is spelled J-<-y-th-n-y vs. Juhaytin as J-h-
y-t-y-n. While ¢@> and tha> are the same letter with different dottings, cayn and 4a> are not similar forms, and the difference
in endings (-n7 vs. -n) is also problematic.

Meanwhile, in the waqf defter 522, the wagf for a building in Gaza (Ipsirli and al-Tamimi 1982:6, no. 13) includes the
mazraca Fatin (= Kh. Abu Fatun?), which is said to be near Nicilya and Juhaytin. (The village of Juhaytin itself also appears
in the wagf; the editors of the volume suggest an identification with Kh. Jahalin, said to be between al-Akhsas and Hirbiya
[Tpsirli and al-Tamim1 1982:6], but we are not aware of any such site in this area, and the name is always spelled in the defters
with za> and not /am.) In any case, this information strongly suggests that Juhaytin should be in the area south or southeast of
Majdal, but we have not been able to locate any similar toponym in this area in any source.

Kafr Ghar, OIG 119-100 (approx.)
The Survey of Western Palestine (Sheet XX, Fx) and 1:20,000 Survey of Palestine (Sheets 11-10, Bureir, and 11-9, Kaufakha)
maps have a Wadi el Ghar, located on the Mandatory map between 118-101 and 120-99.

Kharijat as-Sdad
We do not know what this site is—or what Hutteroth and Abdulfattah identify it as.

Kharsa

Harsa (Hitteroth and Abdulfattah) = Kh. el Kharsa, OIG 092-088 (approx.)

Again, ha> and kha? have the same form but different dotting. Unfortunately, the exact location of this khirbeh is now lost; we

only have a general area. Guérin (1869:262) visited the site between Umm el-Jerar and Tell Jemma. Alois Musil (1908:325)

is the only other person we know of to visit the site; he called it /. el-harsi and located it south of Umm el-Jerar. The Karte

von Arabia Petraca (1907a; 1907b), based on Musil’s travels, has the site as el-Hursi, southeast of ed-Dejr (Deir el-Balah),

southwest of Tell Gemma, and northeast of Stk Mazen. Based on this map, we can locate the site at approximately 092-088.
Note that the List of Mandatory Records Files (1976) included Kh. el Kharsa but stated that it was not found in 1942 and

that its coordinates are unknown, and that it could be in paragraph nos. 110, 111, or several others in this vicinity.

Khassa, Kh.
sec Bazza.
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Kudna
Karta (Hutteroth and Abdulfattah) = Kudna
see Qaratiyya.

Makkus/Maqqus
There are two possible locations for this site. Kh. Makkus was marked on the Survey of Western Palestine map (Sheet XVI,
Fu) between Wady el Bireh and an eastern tributary of that wadi, at a bend on the road leading from Majdal to Beit Daras.
On the Survey of Palestine 1:20,000 map (Sheet 11-12, Hamame), the name Kh. Makkus is marked at a different site, on
the western side of Wadi el Bire, at approximate coordinates 114800-121650 (OIG; site 170). The Survey of Western Pales-
tine Makkus, meanwhile, between the two branches of Wadi el Bire and at the bend of the Majdal-Beit Daras road, is also
indicated on Sheet 11-12—but simply marked “Ruin”; it is at approximate coordinates 115800-122250 (site 158), ¢. 1.5 km
northeast of the previous site. Unfortunately, it is not currently possible to decide between these two candidates. A village
Magqqus in nahiya Gaza appears in all of the sixteenth-century Ottoman tahrir defters, and so we would expect the site to have
both Medieval and Ottoman pottery. Berman and Barda identified both periods at site 170 (2005:69*—70%*, site 163). They
only noted Medieval at site 158 (2005:67*, site 153), but as noted above they often failed to identify Ottoman-period pottery.
Note that in the sixteenth-century defters the name of the site appears as Maqqus—suggesting a parallel case to Qaratiyya/
Karatiyya with the replacement of gaf'with kaf by the late Ottoman period.

Manshiyyat al-<Ujal = (Kh.) Manshiyya, OIG 095-096 (approx.)

Manshiyyat as-Sah(a)lin = <Iraq al Manshiyya, OIG 130-112

<Iraq Hatim = unknown

These identifications involve a reassessment of the three places named cIraq (Arak) and the two places named Manshiyya
(Menshiye) in the 1596-97 defter. The three cIrags are: <Iraq, ‘Iraq Hatim, and <Iraq Hala. Iraq Hala is a known site (OIG
139-114), so its identification is clear. Logically, the other two would be Iraq Suweidan and Iraq el-Menshiyeh, although
how Hutteroth and Abdulfattah determined which should be which is unclear. However, we know that there are several other
places called Iraq (although these are mostly caves). We also know that there are two places called Manshiyya: Manshiyyat
al-<Ujtl and Manshiyyat as-Sahlin.

As we know from many other examples (Akhsas Asqalan vs. Akhsas cAjlan, Summayl al-Mughar vs. Summayl al-Khalil,
etc.), village names were often qualified in Mamluk and Ottoman records by the name of a nearby village or town to distin-
guish them from other villages of the same name. That appears to be the case with the two Manshiyyas. Thus Manshiyyat al-
cUjul appears in other sources as Manshiyyat Tall cUjal, that is, Manshiyah near Tell el-<Ajjul (the correct spelling is actually
cUjul and not €Ajjal, as noted by Schumacher [1886:176-77, 194]; it is plural of <ijl [= Hebrew egel], “calf”). In fact, just
southeast of Tell el-Ajjul on the 1:20,000 Mandatory topocadastral map (Sheet 9-9, Wadi Ghazza) are two tracts of land called
El Menshiya (O1G 094-096 and 096-096). While the location of the site itself was apparently lost, the name of the village
lands was thus preserved into the Mandatory period. Van de Velde (1858:53) noted a ruin named el Menshiyeh in the general
area of Gaza-Hesi, although he did not visit the site; we are not aware that anyone else ever noted the site.

Thus, Manshiyyat as-Sahlin should be a village called Manshiyya near another village named (as-)Sahlin. Sahlin is a
toponym that appears in other sources, and there is much discussion as to its location. Sahalin appears in a Crusader charter
(dated 1136; with Fectata, Zeita, and Courcoza) relating to Beit Jibrin (Rhricht 1893:40). Yaqit mentions it, as Sihillin (or
Sijillin), in the territory of Asqalan (1866-73c:46, 49-50). Eusebius (K. 160:11) mentions a Saaleim seven miles west of
Eleutheropolis. While it is clearly somewhere west or northwest of Beit Jibrin, Sahlin’s exact location is unclear, and there
is not space here to discuss the problem in detail. It is worth noting Elitzur (2004:381-82), using the data known at the time,
including the 1596-97 defter, identified Saaleim/Sahalin with Manshiyyat as-Sahlin—and both with Iraq el-Menshiyeh. The
wagqfiyya of the Sultan Qaytbay for his madrasa in Jerusalem (al-Ashrafiyya, 1477), however, provides important additional
information; according to the summary of Ibrahim (1961:409), Manshiyyat Sahlin and Sahlin are listed as two separate vil-
lages in the district of Qaratiyya, and the lands of Manshiyyat Sahlin are bordered on the west by the lands of al-Falaja. This
means that Manshiyyat (as-)Sahlin is almost certainly <Iraq el-Menshiyeh—or is at least extremely close to it. (Note that
Hiitteroth and Abdulfattah transliterated the name as Sahlin, while—based on the earlier forms of the name—it is likely to be
Sahalin, a name that would be written the same way in Arabic script.)

This leaves us again with the names <Iraq and <Iraq Hatim. One should still be Iraq el-Suweidan, and we would suggest
cIraq. It is a much larger place in the 159697 defter and, therefore, more likely to still be inhabited in the nineteenth century.
Also, the 1525-26 defter lists the following villages as part of the administrative unit of Qaratiyya (al-Swarieh 2008:91-96):
cljjis ar-Ras, <Iraq, Faldja, and Judayda (or Jadira). This grouping again suggests that <Iraq = Iraq el-Suweidan. This also
means that the identity of <Iraq Hatim is uncertain.

Mansira

Hiitteroth and Abdulfattah would identify it with Kh. el Mansura (OIG 133-113). However, Kh. (el) Manstira at OIG 099-096
might be a better candidate. While the area of the northeastern Kh. el Mansura was certainly inhabited in this period, so was
the area of the southwestern Kh. Mansura, and a number of other identifications have turned out to be located in its general
area. We would note in connection with this the 1525-26 defter, which has two places named Mansiiriya or Manstra: One is
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a village, the other is a mazraca. The mazraca appears in a group of mazracas in the area of Iraq el-Menshiyeh. Meanwhile,
the village is said part of the administrative unit of Gaza, suggesting it is (as with the majority—but not all—of the villages
in this subdistrict) in the general area of Gaza and not farther to the northeast. If it were the northeastern Mansura, it might be
more likely to be part of the subdistrict of Qaratiyya. This suggests that the village in 1526-27 is the southwestern Mansura
and the mazraca is the northeastern one. (Of course, this is not conclusive proof that the southwestern Mansura is the village
of 1596-97; it is possible that one Mansura was settled and the other abandoned over the course of the sixteenth century.)

Maqqus
See Makkus.

Micsaba

Mucaysiba (Htteroth and Abdulfattah) = Kh. Mi<saba (OIG 116-124)

The difference in spelling is between M-¢-y-s-b-a and M-¢-g-b-a—that is, one additional letter (va>). The name appears in the
other two defters, transcribed by al-Swarieh (2008:94; 2009:40) in the first as M-¢-g-y-a (or M-g-s-y-a) and transliterated by
Yalginkaya (2006) as Macasaba in the second in Turkish. Based on these spellings, it is pretty clear that there should not be
a ya° after the cayn—and that this is simply a mistake either by Hitteroth and Abdulfattah or by the scribe of the 1596-97
defter. The only other discrepancy is the appearance of ya? in place of ba? in the first defter; again, these are the same letter
form with different dotting.

Al-Swarieh (2008:91-96) also records information on the administrative units within nahiya Gaza in the 1525-26 defter.
One of these units, as mentioned above, is <Asqalan. While a couple of the villages of cAsqalan are outliers (Ibdis, Jusayr),
most are in the immediate vicinity of Tel Ashkelon and correspond well to our core study area (Maps 87, 88, 91, and 92). The
inclusion of Micsaya/Micsaba in this group means it is likely (though not certain) that this place was close to “Asqalan and
Majdal, making Kh. Micsaba an excellent candidate. Note also that the Map 88 survey found Mamluk and Ottoman pottery
at the site.

Nahasa = Kh. an Nahasa, OIG 088-088 (approx.)

Musil (1908:56) mentioned a site called /. an-Nhdse. The Karte von Arabia Palaestina (1907¢c) locates en-Nhdse north-
northwest of Stik Mazen and Weli eﬁ-geih Hmudi, south of Wadi es-Selki and Weli abu Abide, and south-southeast of ed-Dejr
(Deir el-Balah) on the road to Khan Yunis before it turns to the southwest.

Qaratiyya

Faratiyya (Hutteroth and Abdulfattah) = Qaratiyya (Karatiyya)

correction: Karta (Hutteroth and Abdulfattah) = Kudna

We are skeptical of Hiitteroth and Abdulfattah’s identification of the site Karta (K-r-t-@) as Karatiyya. The spelling does
not appear correct: Not only is it missing the ya>, which always appears in spellings of the name, but also the name usually
(though not always) has a long a after the »a>. As an alternative, we would suggest Faratiyya, a large site (121 adult males)
which we should be able to identify in some way—given the pattern (see chapter 4) that the larger the village in the sixteenth
century, the greater the likelihood that it continued to be inhabited into the nineteenth century. Karatiyya was a subdistrict
center in the Mamluk administration (and in the 1525-26 defter; see Ibrahim 1961:409; al-Swarieh 2008:89) and is men-
tioned by the medieval geographer Dimashqt (1866:213), suggesting it was of some importance in the period.

We believe that the explanation is the confusion of fa> and gaf: They are the same form, merely with different dotting.
Not only is Qaratiyya (with gaf’) an acceptable variant of Karatiyya (with kaf’), but it appears that the original spelling was
in fact Qaratiyya—and that Karatiyya is a much later development. It appears with initial gaf in Yaqut (1866-73d:53),
Dimashqi, the 1477 waqfiyya of al-Ashrafiyya madrasa in Jerusalem (Ibrahim 1961:409), as a district center in 1520s Gaza
(al-Swarieh 2008:89), and in the lists of Scholz (c. 1820; Scholz 1822:254), Eli Smith (1841:118), and Socin (the late 1860s
village list; Socin 1879:155). The earliest appearance with kaf that we can find is the Survey of Western Palestine (Palmer
1881:368); it then appears as Karatiyya in all later Ottoman and Mandatory sources that we have seen (such as Gatt 1884 and
the 1931 census). This change may have occurred because in Palestinian Arabic ¢af’is pronounced as kaf (see, e.g., Talmon
2004:216). This leaves the identification of Karta. We believe that K-r-¢-a is a mistake for or misreading of K-d-n-a, Kudna.
Each has the same number of letters but with two differences. As mentioned above, niin and ta> have the same form but with
different dottings. Ra> and dal are different forms, but depending on the handwriting could possibly be confused; note that
Hiitteroth and Abdulfattah (1977:151) could not decide whether one village should be Rashira or Rashida, supporting our
idea of the confusion of these letters. Note that Kudna is roughly on the border of the Gaza, Hebron, and Jerusalem nahiyes.
There are no villages with similar names in the 1596-97 defter in the other two nahiyes; this means that either it must be
“Karta,” or else it appears under another name. Meanwhile, Kudna appears in the two other defters, spelled as Kudna, in
nahiye Gaza.

Zadok (1995-97:140) already mentioned the possibility of these two identifications (of Qaratiyya and Kudna), while not-
ing the interchange of kaf'and gaf'in Palestinian Arabic, although he suggested that the form Qaratiyya is a “mistake,” while
it in fact appears to be the original form. Meanwhile, Etkes (2012:fig. 7.2) appears to have reached the same conclusion
concerning Faratiyya but still repeats Hiitteroth and Abdulfattah’s location of “Karta” at the same site.
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Qarqafa

Mirfaqa (Hutteroth and Abdulfattah) = Kh. Qarqafa (125.121)? 125260-121570

The difference in spelling is between M-r-f-g-a and Q-r-g-f-a. As apparent elsewhere, fa> and gaf'are commonly mistaken for
each other. This name appears in the other tahrir defters, transliterated into Turkish as Mirfeka from one (Yalginkaya 2006)
and transcribed as Mirgafa/Mirfaga in the other (al-Swarieh 2009:42). Thus, other scholars have had a problem distinguish-
ing the two. The mistake of gaf for mim would be more difficult to explain, as these are not the same form, but might still be
possible. (In the 1525-26 defter, al-Swarieh [2009:43] transcribes the name of a mazraca as Qart as-Sabl, almost certainly
a mistake for Mart as-Sayl.) It is likely that the different scholars may have been influenced to render this name Mirfaqa in
order to fit it to the Arabic word mirfaga.

Ramadat

Perhaps this is a mistake for Ramadan. Musil (1908:29-30) recorded a bir Ramaddn serving as a water source for En-Nsérat,
in the area of Deir el-Balah and Wadi es-Selki. Note that nin and ¢a> share the same form, with different dottings; the con-
sonant dad is not a similar sign to dal, however. Meanwhile, the Turkish transliteration of villages from the 1548-49 defter
(Yalginkaya 2006) has a village Remadan of similar size to Ramadat of the 1596-97 defter.

Sandahanna
We have chosen to mark Sandahanna near Majdal, though we cannot be sure that this is not Kh. Sandahannah near Beit
Guvrin.

Salqa = Khan Yunis, OIG 083-083
This identification is not based on an error—but on information from medieval Arab sources. Salqa was a Mamluk postal sta-
tion on the Cairo-Damascus highway between Rafah and Gaza, as reported by al-<Umayri, Khalil al-Zahiri, and Qalqashandi,
Qalqashandi records that it was specifically between Rafah and Darum, i.e., Deir el-Balah (see Hartmann 1910:689). Later
the station between Rafah and Darum appears as Khan Yunis (Hartmann 1910:696). Meanwhile, the fourteenth-century his-
torian Ibn al-Furat and the fifteenth-century historian Badr al-Din al-“AynT both stated that Yiinis al-Nawrtz built his khan
at the postal station of “Salfa” or Salqa near Gaza in the late fourteenth century (see Tamari 1983-87:136, 141; see also Abu
Khalaf 1983:183). This identification also helps to explain why Khan Yunis is mysteriously missing from all of the sixteenth-
century defters.

Note that Etkes (2012:fig. 7.2) locates Salqa just southeast of Deir el-Balah, presumably identifying it with the modern
town of Wadi as-Salga in this area. However, this town is a recent founding, receiving its name from the nearby wadi; the
historical sources clearly indicate that medieval Salga should be placed southwest of Deir el-Balah at the site of Khan Yunis.

Satar, OIG 086-086 (approx.)
The Survey of Palestine 1:20,000 topocadstral map (Sheet 8-8, Khan Yunis) has two tracts of land named Es Satar (one be-
tween 084-086 and 085-086, the other around 087-086) and a Wadi es Satar (between 086-087 and 087-085).

Al-Dabbagh (1972:492, cited in Grossman 1992:107) noted a former village Satar in the Qalaciya area around Khan Yunis,
whose residents are said to have founded a seminomadic village. He notes that the inhabitants next appear in Sautariya, near
Ramla—but without giving a date for the desertion of Satar.

In addition, Abel (1940:70) noted a cultivated area north of Khan Yunis called Satar, along the Wadi es-Satar, and that in
this area there are a few sycamores which are the remnants of a large group of trees lining “la grande allée ou satar” (satar in
Arabic means “line””), mentioned by al-Muhallabi (end of tenth century) and Yaqut (early thirteenth century) between Rafah
and Darum, apparently referring to the main coastal road (see Hartmann 1910:685; 1916:488).

Etkes (2012:fig. 7.2) appears to have located Satar in the same area.

Shacarta as-Sughra

Sawamiriyya as-Sughra (Hutteroth and Abdulfattah) = Kh. Shacarta (south)?, O1G 098-090

In the 159697 defter, let us consider two names: Shacariyya al-Kubra and Sawamiriyya as-Sughra. First, Shacariyya al-
Kubra is clearly the northern Shacarta (as indicated by the notation sabic, “dependent of”, Burayr). Since ta< and ya> are
the same form, merely with different pointings, the name in the list was probably misread as “Shacariyya” by Hiitteroth and
Abdulfattah and should be transliterated as Shacarta.

The qualifications kubra and sughra = kabir and saghir, that is, major and minor or large and small (sughralsaghir is a
cognate of Hebrew sacir, “young”). This means there should be a second Sawamiriyya (al-Kubra) and a second Sha‘arta
(as-Sughra), but neither appears. It is possible that they were uninhabited at this time. However, there is an interesting situ-
ation when we try to track these names in the other defters. First, Sawamiriyya never occurs in any other defter or any other
source; since there should in fact be two of them, this suggests that the reading “Sawamiriyya” is an error. In the 1548-49
defter we have the names Sacariyye el-Kiibra and Seferta el-Kiibra, as transliterated into Turkish (Yalginkaya 2006). In the
1525-26 defter, we have neither form, but we do have a S-g-r-t-a as-Sughra transcribed by al-Swarieh (2008:95; 2009:40).
In the wagf defter 522, we have one waqf (Ipsirli and al-Tamimi 1982:14, no. 44) with a village transcribed as Safiriyya in
Gaza subdistrict and another with two villages transcribed as Safiriyya al-Kabira and as-Sagihra in Gaza subdistrict (Ipsirli
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and al-Tamimi 1982:10, no. 29). In the various late Ottoman and Mandatory records and maps, the only known village or
ruin Safiriyya in the southern coastal plain is near Lud (which is not part of Gaza subdistrict). There is a tract of land called
Safiriyya north of Mughallis and east of Idhnibba, but this is on the border of the subdistrict and is the only instance of the
name that we have found within the subdistrict (and we need two). We would therefore suggest, though we are not certain,
that Sawamiriyya, Safiriyya, Seferta, Sacariyye, and Shacariyya are all mistakes for a single name, Shacarta, which we know
was applied to two separate khirbehs (a northern one at OIG 117-106 and a southern one at OIG 098-90). To us, the variety
in these names suggests the possibility of confusing the different letters: S-w-a-m-r-y-a, S-f-r-y-a, S-f-r-t-a, S-q-r-t-a, Sh-<-
a-r-y-a, and Sh-¢-@-r-t-a. Other than Sawamiriyya, which is an outlier, each has five letters (besides optional long a after the
cayn). The letters ya> and ¢a> are the same form with different dottings, as are sin and shin. Fa> (or ¢af) and cayn are not the
same letter, but in their medial forms they are similar and could certainly be confused, as has happened in transcriptions of the
defters: For instance, in listing the villages of the 1525-26 defter, al-Swarieh (2008:94; 2009:40) could not decide between
M-¢-s-y-a and M-g-s-y-a for the entry we have interpreted as Micsaba (see above). The only difficult entry is S-w-a-m-r-y-a,
which is more difficult to explain. Also, we have the problem that according to Yalginkaya the 1548-49 defter has both
Seferta and Sacariyye qualified as “al-Kubra”; our guess is that this is simply a mistake—either by the original scribe or by
Yal¢inkaya—and that it should be as-Sughra.

We would suggest that this name has been repeatedly misinterpreted due to lack of familiarity with sites in the region and
with this name, derived ultimately from a non-Arabic source (Searta); it was probably misread as Safiriyya under the influ-
ence of a known village or villages of this name, such as the one near Lud.

Takhaw
Tahaw/Tahad (Hiitteroth and Abdulfattah) = Takhaw(a), 093-092 (approx.)
Musil (1907:220) mentioned a site /. Tuhdwa and cited Yaqut for a reference to a medieval village Tahdwa near Darum (Mu-
sil 1907:301 n.3; see Yaqut 1866-73a:827-28). Elsewhere, Musil (1908:54) mentioned that a¢-Thdawa is the old name for a
khirbeh now generally called abu Meddén. The Karte von Arabia Palaestina (1907¢) locates Tahdwa east of Deir el-Balah on
the road to Sheikh Nebhan.

Note (as mentioned above) that this appears to be one of several cases where the final 2alif or ¢G> marbita is omitted in
the defters.

Umm an-Nusir (or Nucr)
On the Survey of Palestine 1:20,000 topocadastral map sheets, there are two tracts of land called Umm an-Nusur: One is just
south of Suq Mazin (OIG 088-084; Sheet 8-8, Khan Yunis), and the other is at 104-107 (Sheet 10-10, Beit Hanun).






4. ASHKELON AS MARITIME GATEWAY AND CENTRAL PLACE

by George A. Pierce and Daniel M. Master

Tms study seeks to offer a first glimpse at the
significance of local settlement patterns for the
history of Tel Ashkelon based upon the informa-
tion assembled in the previous chapters. In many
ways, this is an addendum to Huster’s fundamen-
tal work, but we have tried to address some new
synthetic ideas. No archaeological site is an island
(even island sites), and hence the necessity of re-
gional syntheses for archaeology cannot be over-
stated. Even the “empty space” between sites at-
tests to land use—or lack thereof—and contributes
to the knowledge of a region (Smith and Parsons
1989:179). In this chapter, the focus will be on the
diachronic relationship between Tel Ashkelon and
the land behind it.

Settlement Theories

Archaeologically visible settlement patterns im-
posed on the landscape of the southern coastal
plain of Israel reflect conscious choices made by
their inhabitants regarding availability of natu-
ral resources, safety, and proximity to pathways.
Several descriptive models have been used to
explain the distribution of sites, but—with some
modifications—Walter Christaller’s Central Place
Theory (1933) remains the most widely applied
theoretical framework used to explain settle-
ment patterns in the southern Levant (e.g., Levy
1995:229; Dever 1987:150; Jasmin 2006). A. F.
Burghardt (1971) famously modified Christaller’s
work by focusing on gateway cities, larger urban
centers at the end of a transportation network.
Burghardt’s model provided a diachronic model
whereby an initial settlement at the terminus of
a transportation route could develop into a stable
central place surrounded by a new frontier.

For this study, Levantine ports in antiquity can
be considered nodes in a network of ports across
the eastern Mediterranean basin. The port con-
nected the maritime system to a set of roadways
to various consumption and production centers. In
this sense, the port was similar to the gateway cit-
ies that Burghardt envisioned. Functioning at the
junction between land and water, ports present a
unique challenge for analysis of settlement pat-
terns and hierarchies since a port does not typi-
cally occupy a node in the traditional, optimally-
hexagonal settlement pattern for market centers

simply by virtue of its “excentric coastal position”
(Bird 1973:110). Christaller (1966:16) acknowl-
edged the difference between central places,
areally-bound places, and point-bound places in
his original work, describing the last as “those
settlements the inhabitants of which make their
living from resources found at specific locations

. especially harbors.”* As a point-bound place,
the port—obviously situated at the land-water
nexus—often attracts central functions such as
administration or markets toward the water front,
although the port is not usually the only “center”
of an urban environment.?

The hinterland of a port widens inland with
boundaries formed by hinterlands of compet-
ing ports (Bird 1973:110). For coastal gateways,
the “core area” would be overseas markets (Bird
1973:112, quoting pers. comm. with Burghardt).
The gateway model together with considerations of
port-hinterland dynamics results in dendritic pat-
terns of settlement locations with various “branch-
es” spreading from the gateway. A settlement pat-
tern for the “access resources” model proposed by
Mitchell Allen (Ashkelon 1) would be linear, or
dendritic, with sites positioned along trade routes,
connecting inland centers to a coastal outlet and
few rural sites. Dendritic models place emphasis
on highest order sites, or attachment points, and
lower order settlements to map communication or
commercial lines (Haselgrove 1986:7). Based on
the models developed by B. Bronson (1977) and
S. Hall (1985), Lawrence E. Stager proposed such
a model for coastal Levantine sites in the Bronze
and Iron Ages in which merchants leveraged eco-
nomic “port power” to connect hinterland resourc-
es to wider markets such as dynastic Egypt, reap-
ing the profits of this trade (Stager 2001; 2002; see

TWhile central places exist as markets and service their sur-
rounding region, areally-bound places are settlements in
which the inhabitants depend on agricultural activities deter-
mined by the neighboring countryside (Christaller 1966:16).
J. H. Bird (1973:111) observed that Christaller then noted
that harbors become central places, making the unique situ-
ation of ports subservient to the overarching Central Place
Theory.

2Within a city, the process of centro-symmetric ordering oc-
curs as several centers of commerce or administration may
develop in an urban environment, each of which potentially
offering specialized goods or services (Bird 1973:108).
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adaptation for MB IIA by Cohen 2002). Stager’s
model makes two assumptions about coastal com-
mercial sites and the control wielded by the mer-
chants. First, the site was tied to inland polities
via east-west networks of drainage or transport
systems (Stager 2001:625). Second, power was
exercised via economic measures external to the
political or military power of the state (Stager
2001:628-29). Power exerted by the state as pu-
nitive measures against hinterland polities could
actually be counterproductive and costly.

Theory and Data

While these theories use analogies and economic
logic to sketch out Asheklon’s history, the data as-
sembled by Huster forces the theoretical models to
confront a robust data set which prompts some re-
evaluations (or at least nuancing) of Tel Ashkelon’s
role in its landscape. However, the one element
that is not changed by Huster’s regional survey is
the core orientation of Tel Ashkelon toward the sea
and its links with overseas markets. This is abun-
dantly clear from the numerous imported transport
amphorae (see Barako in Ashkelon 1) to the nu-
merous anchors and pottery off the coast ranging
in date from the Late Bronze Age to the Islamic
period (see Raban and Tur-Caspa in Ashkelon 1;
Wachsmann in Ashkelon 1). From the perspective
of Tel Ashkelon, Mediterranean connections are
justifiably emphasized. Yet, within this frame-
work, Huster’s results indicate Tel Ashkelon ap-
pears to be part of two different settlement re-
gimes: a first from the Early Bronze Age through
the end of the second millennium B.c. and a second
from the late Iron Il period through the end of the
Crusades.® This is not a new observation, originat-
ing at least with Allen (Ashkelon 1), but in the fol-
lowing pages, we will address how Huster’s collec-
tion modifies our understanding of Tel Ashkelon
and its hinterland.

Prehistoric Periods
Huster’s collation of the data from the Ashkelon

region reveals an era before Tel Ashkelon played
any role in the region at all. He observes that

8 A third “null” pattern is also visible in the moments when
Tel Ashkelon appears to be entirely abandoned (Prehistoric—
Neolithic, Intermediate Bronze Age, early-mid sixth century
B.C., after the Crusades). These periods are characterized
by an absence of Mediterranean trade within the Ashkelon
region. In that sense, this pattern highlights Mediterranean
trade as Tel Ashkelon’s sine qua non.

Ashkelon as Gateway and Central Place

Epipaleolithic sites were located on or nearby the
first kurkar ridge inland from the Mediterranean.
During the Neolithic, settlements were located
predominantly along the Shigma drainage basin
southeast of Tel Ashkelon rather than near the
coastal zone, indicating that Mediterranean trade
was not a major aspect of subsistence. Even close
to the Mediterranean, the PPNC pastoral camp in
Afridar (Site 207; Garfinkel and Dag 2008) was
not commercially oriented. The inhabitants did
utilize the fishing resources of the near shore, as
evinced by fish bones among the faunal remains
(Perrot and Gopher 1996:165; Ashkelon 1, p. 57),
but commerce along the Mediterranean littoral
(Stager 1993:105) was not substantive enough to
shape settlement.

At some point in the Chalcolithic period, a
series of poorly understood encampments were
founded in and around Tel Ashkelon and in the
Afridar region immediately to the north. For Tel
Ashkelon, the Chalcolithic period is represented
by Chalcolithic pottery, particularly cornet bases,
in secondary deposition in alluvium (see Rosen
in Ashkelon 1, p. 101; see also Stager 1993:105).
The secondary presence of these sherds in the al-
luvium may suggest that the primary Chalcolithic
period settlement was located on higher ground,
on kurkar bedrock of Ashkelon’s central tel, per-
haps due to swampy conditions indicated by in-
creased wadi alluviation during the Chalcolithic
and nascent Early Bronze Age (see Carmi et al
in Ashkelon 1, p. 127; Rosen in Ashkelon 1, p.
103). Another encampment on the north side of
Ashkelon’s north tell was indicated by the resid-
ual Chalcolithic pottery recovered in the fills of
the MB 11 fortifications on the North Slope (see
Ashkelon 1, p. 215). This same pattern of second-
ary discoveries of Chalcolithic material, most eas-
ily distinguished by the presence of cornets, is
found in the settlements north of Ashkelon in the
Afridar region (Gophna 2004:3; compare figures
2.2 and 2.3). All of these sites have Early Bronze
Age | habitation as well, leading to some thought
that the Chalcolithic material may be from the
portion of that period immediately preceding the
Early Bronze Age I.

Early Bronze Age

EB IA and EB IB settlements in the Afridar re-
gion just north of Tel Ashkelon represent a new
way of conceiving of the landscape. Gophna
(2004) summarizes the situation well when he
notes that these sites were entrepdts connecting
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the local agricultural products (cereals, olives,
grapes, products of animal husbandry), goods
transported overland from long distances (bitu-
men, copper), and the products of Levantine coast-
al shipping. Archaeobotanical analysis of wood
fragments revealed Cedrus libani and Quercus
cerries from Lebanon and Turkey (Gophna
and Liphschitz 1996:143). Other finds included
freshwater Nilotic mollusk shells, Egyptian or
Egyptianized drop-shaped vessels, and enigmatic
ceramic “Clayton rings” (Gophna 2004:6). The
core rationale for these sites was proximity to the
Mediterranean transportation networks (Gophna
2004:4). The (admittedly sparse) EB | pottery from
Tel Ashkelon marks the site as just another small
site at the southern border of the Afridar cluster
(Stager 1993:105-6). There is no sense that Tel
Ashkelon, or any site, was of a higher rank within
a settlement hierarchy. Further, the lack of addi-
tional local settlement within the region highlights
the role of the Afridar cluster as a regional rather
than local gateway, serving sites such as Tell el-
Hesi, Tel <Erani, and points east (Gophna 2004:7).4

4The nature of the terrestrial and maritime trade networks
in relation to the Egyptian presence in southern Palestine
during the EB | and the settlements in the Ashkelon region
warrants further consideration. While a limited Egyptian
presence in southern Palestine is attested during the EB IA,
Egyptian involvement in the area increased in the late EB
IB after a brief hiatus (Wilkinson 1999:128 and references
there). In the interval between those phases, Wilkinson ob-
serves a decline in Egyptian material culture in the southern
Palestine but an increase in imports from Levant at Abydos
Tomb U-j (1999:129). The increase in Egyptian activity in
the region during the EB 1B was concomitant with the rise
of the state in Egypt. State-sponsored trade is demonstrated
by Egyptian or Egyptianized material culture found at more
than twenty sites in southern Palestine (Moorey 1987:43;
Oren and Yekutieli 1992:381; Brandl 1992). This includes
clear indications of an Egyptian presence at Tel CErani
(Weinstein 1984) and En Besor (Gophna and Gazit 1985;
Gophna 1990; 1992a; 1992c), which functioned as way sta-
tions or administrative centers on the terrestrial route. The
title of “overseer of foreign lands” bestowed upon an official
during the reign of Khasekhemwy may indicate a shift from
non-bellicose trading colonies to diplomatic contacts with
local merchants or officials at the end of the Second Dynasty
(Wilkinson 1999:133). Tel <Erani has even greater indica-
tions of Egyptian presence than Afridar-Ashkelon. This pat-
tern complicates our understanding of Ashkelon as a gate-
way—at least for Egyptian goods. It could be that Tel <Erani
was part of a different (or additional) overland network with
Egypt, or it is equally possible that Tel cErani was a more
central place than Afridar-Ashkelon and that Ashkelon was a
dependent port of more powerful inland polities.
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This pattern changed markedly in the EB IlI
though this difference is not transparent in Huster’s
summative survey maps. All of the Afridar EB |
sites north of Tel Ashkelon disappeared; Tel Poran
arose as fortified settlement, and Tel Ashkelon
became a site of 8-9 hectares.® Locally, Tel
Ashkelon likely took over all of the functions (and
the population) of the earlier, smaller sites to the
north. These sites share Tel Ashkelon’s proximity
to the Mediterranean as well as its access to the
fresh water of the coastal aquifer. The most ob-
vious difference, however, is that Tel Ashkelon’s
northern mound is a kurkar ridge that rises some
20 m above the sea below. This locale offers an
unparalleled view of the coastal waterways along
with a degree of protection that is not found in the
Afridar settlements. In situ EB 111 remains on Tel
Ashkelon’s north mound include a single room
delimited by mudbrick walls containing olive oil
separator jars and metallic-combed ware storage
jars for that product. This small window does not
provide much insight into the period though it is
likely that the range of maritime and terrestrial
connections uncovered in the Afridar EB | settle-
ments continued at Tel Ashkelon into the EB III.

In his discussion of “port power” in the Early
Bronze Age, Stager (2001) argues that Ashkelon
became a preeminent city in the region by using its
economic advantages as a port to shape the choices
of inland producers. Of course Tel Ashkelon, by
its very location, was surely a port, but the ex-
cavations have yet to establish Tel Ashkelon as a
city as large as Tel <Erani or Tel Yarmuth. From
the surveys at least, it is apparent that EB 111 Tel
Ashkelon had no satellite agricultural towns and
villages.® This gap emphasizes that Ashkelon was

5 If one connects the dots of clean EB Ill primary and sec-
ondary archaeological deposits uncovered by the Leon Levy
Expedition, the EB Il site would be limited to Ashkelon’s
northern tell (c. 8-9 hectares). If the scattered single sherds
occasionally found in later Middle Bronze through Iron Age
deposits on Ashkelon’s south tell are included as a marker of
the original size of a single settlement, the site grows con-
siderably. Stager (2001) originally used the latter measure,
but in the last few years, every excavation area or probe on
Ashkelon’s south tell to reach bedrock has found the EB I11
immediately below the Middle Bronze Age remains, leading
Stager to modify his position.

6This null result has greater weight because of Huster’s use
of salvage excavation to fill out earlier surface surveys. In the
last twenty years, the modern city of Ashkelon has expanded
rapidly covering the area east of Ashkelon with a carpet of
multi-story residential buildings. In the construction process,
innumerable IAA test pits have been excavated down to bed-
rock. Because these test pits follow the variables of modern
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not a typical agrarian center with an emphasis on
maximally exploiting the surrounding agricultural
fields. Instead, Ashkelon was a commercial out-
let with an economic reach beyond its immediate
hinterland. The question remains, however, wheth-
er Ashkelon was a true port power or merely Tel
CErani’s port.

Middle Bronze Age

Following a gap in occupation during the MB
I, Tel Ashkelon was enlarged and fortified in the
MB I1A with renewed emphasis on maritime com-
mercial ties. The city and its ruler, Mwri, were
deemed enough of a threat to warrant its inclu-
sion in an Execration Text where the port city’s
commercial nature is reflected in the name of
the site, Isk3i, an Egyptian rendering of the city
name >Atgalanu derived from the Semitic (i.e.,
Canaanite) root *tgl “to weigh” (Posener 1940:65
[E2]; see Sethe 1926:e23 for an earlier rendering
and different ruler). Susan Cohen (2002) suggests
that initial settlement was made on the coast and
settlements began to be established on routes into
the highlands possibly to obtain natural resources
there. Luxury items and imported pottery appear
in higher concentrations closer to the coastal trade
centers such as Akko, Ashkelon, and Dor, in addi-
tion to “gateway” cities to inland settlements such
as Megiddo and Gezer (Cohen 2002:129-30). She
attributes this dendritic exchange system and “cul-
tural renaissance” of the MB IIA to contact with
Middle Kingdom Egypt and the powerful trade cit-
ies such as Byblos (Cohen 2002:131).

In the Middle Bronze Age, Tel Ashkelon was
closely connected with the rest of the eastern
Mediterranean. Ceramic evidence from various
contexts related to Ashkelon’s fortifications and
gate illustrate renewed seaborne trade connections
in the Middle Bronze Age (see Ashkelon 1, pp. 24—
36). Additional ceramic evidence for Ashkelon’s
maritime connections comes from a cemetery con-
taining over 200 individuals in sixteen chambers
in Grid 50, Phase 11 dated from the MB 11B to LB
I-I1 transition (Baker 2006; 2010; Ashkelon 1, pp.
300-3). The pottery includes imported wares from
outside the Levant that were preferred as grave
goods for the deceased.

Middle Bronze Age Ashkelon was more than ten
times the size of any other site in Huster’s survey

construction, they serve as an independent control to the de-
sign of the archaeological surface surveys.
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region. Once again, as in the Early Bronze Age,
the inhabitants of Ashkelon did not view the im-
mediate terrestrial hinterland as a region to be
developed or exploited for agriculture despite a
complete lack of competition for these resources.
A few sites were uncovered in the survey area, but,
two of the largest—Tel Obed and Tel Poran—have
no published non-Levantine material culture; the
ceramics are thoroughly local. This emphasis on
local production is such a contrast with the di-
verse assemblage at Ashkelon that it is difficult
to see how these sites might be closely related. It
seems more likely that these sites were related to
the coastal highway routes (see chapter 2, lron Il
road discussion, pp. 34-35). In such a setting, the
idea of Ashkelon as a territorial, agrarian kingdom
seems difficult to support (contra Burke 2008:130).
Ashkelon’s closest peers in the interior of the coun-
try are as far east as Tell el-Hesi, Gezer, Lachish,
Tel cErani, or Tell Beit Mirsim. These sites do con-
tain imports, and Tel Ashkelon is the most likely
conduit for them. Between the two sets of sites,
there are few settlements that contain any material
evidence indicating that they were way stations.
There is no down-the-line trail of imported objects
which might mark the routes.

In this period, for the first time, Ashkelon has
all the elements that Stager described as belonging
to a “port power.” Both from the standpoint of site
size and market hierarchy, Tel Ashkelon was dom-
inant, but its power was not expressed through the
accumulation of more land, direct political control,
or a slowly expanding set of routes to the interior.
The unwillingness of Tel Ashkelon’s inhabitants
to settle and exploit even its immediate hinterland
highlight an economy fully supported by the com-
mercial gains that came from its role as a node in
Mediterranean commerce, with a secondary role
as a regional gateway between the coast and large
agrarian cities 25 km to the west.” There is no
sense that it had any interest in controlling those
interior cities politically. Rather, it was the power
of Ashkelon’s commerce that shaped inland pro-
duction for export.

"Given the importance of pastoral populations to the history
of the Middle Bronze Age, it is possible that these groups
played a substantive role in Ashkelon’s hinterland. See the
discussion by Huster (pp. 22—-24) of the MB |l cemeteries in
the region. Hence, the above observations on the exploitation
of the hinterland should be linked primarily to permanent ag-
ricultural settlements which are designed to exploit the grain,
wine, and oil production capacities of the region.
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Figure 4.1: Map of Ashkelon’s roads in the Middle Bronze Age over modern topography.
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Late Bronze Age-Ilron |

The Late Bronze and Iron 1 periods represent
two of the most different cultural epochs in the
history of Tel Ashkelon. In the early twelfth cen-
tury B.c., Ashkelon changed from an international
port in the Egyptian empire to a member of the
Philistine Pentapolis. Neverthless, from the stand-
point of regional settlement, the patterns are vir-
tually the same, and Ashkelon stands alone in the
midst of an underdeveloped hinterland.

The Late Bronze Age presents both archaeo-
logical and textual data to build a comprehensive
picture of items imported into Tel Ashkelon’s
tributary area and commodities exported from the
region or acquired by the ruler for tribute to the
Egyptian court. The status of Ashkelon as a vas-
sal under Egyptian control in the LB 11 is clearly
attested in the Amarna Letters. Yidya of Ashkelon
repeatedly asserts his loyalty to the Egyptian king
(EA 320) and his willingness to hearken to the or-
ders to the king’s envoys, Irimayas$a and Reanapa
(EA 321, 322, 326; cf. EA 370).8 The range of com-
modities available to Yidya—and requested of
him—illuminate the potential of Ashkelon: thirty
ingots of glass, bread, beer, oil, grain, straw, hors-
es, cattle, sheep, and goats (EA 324, 325).

From the excavations at Tell Ashkelon, itis clear
the site was part of the Eastern Mediterranean
commercial world. A central-courtyard house dat-
ed to the LB IIB contained Cypriot, Mycenaean,
and Minoan wares (see Ashkelon 1, p. 304). In ad-
dition to these finds, scribal training at Ashkelon
in the international tradition is attested by a cu-
neiform lexical tablet bearing Sumerian and
Canaanite terms (Huehnergard and van Soldt
1999; Stager 2008b:1580). In another area, court-
yard surfaces yielded Cypriot and Mycenaean im-
ports (see Ashkelon 1, p. 251). Toward the end of
the LB Il, Egyptianized bowls and beer jugs mark
an Egyptian presence at Ashkelon while import-
ed amphorae and handled cups from Egypt con-
tained products for the Canaanite market (Martin
2008:265; 2011:195-201).

Unlike the pattern in Middle Bronze Age, Huster
argues that Late Bronze Age cities in Ashkelon’s
immediate vicinity did receive imports. Indeed the
penetration of imported Mycenaean and Cypriot
wares into the smallest hamlets of the interior is a

8 While Yidya’s loyalty to the Egyptian pharaoh may have
been steadfast, his actions toward fellow Canaanite rulers
may have not been as trustworthy as Ashkelon was impli-
cated together with Gazru (Gezer) and Lakisi (Lachish) in
an attempt to overthrow Abdi-Hepa of Jerusalem (EA 287).

Ashkelon as Gateway and Central Place

distinctive feature of the Late Bronze Age in the
southern Levant. Ashkelon was surely the conduit
for many inland cities, but, given the ubiquity of
these forms, determining which Levantine port
served as the gateway for these containers and
their contents proves difficult. Within a dendritic
system, each port should have a unique hinterland
located directly behind it, but Ashkelon’s depopu-
lated hinterland makes it quite challenging to trace
a unique dendritic system eastwards. The most
likely route ran southeast of Tel Ashkelon through
Tel Obed and from there to Tell el-Hesi and be-
yond. However, Tell el-Hesi is equidistant from the
Gaza gateway. Thus, Ashkelon’s unique connec-
tions to the east are unclear.

As Huster notes, Israel Finkelstein relates the
importance of Ashkelon as an Egyptian adminis-
trative center and reconstructs a sparsely settled
territory for Ashkelon that bordered territories of
Gezer and Gath, citing the Amarna Letters for jus-
tification (1996a:225, 233). Whether or not terri-
tory in the Ancient Near East was ever sketched
out in the post-Westphalian blobs that he describes
remains unclear (see Smith 2005 for another ap-
proach), but in the Amarna letters themselves,
Ashkelon is never pictured as territorially expan-
sionist or even defending a core territory outside
the city itself.

Allen (Ashkelon 1, p. 33) submits that shortage
of Bronze and Iron Age remains east of Ashkelon
indicate that the north-south trade routes were
more important connections than east-west ties.
Similarly, Michaél Jasmin’s study (2006) of city-
state territories in the LB IIB clearly shows a di-
chotomy between coastal sites and sites located
in the Shephelah or hill country, giving further
evidence of the difference between ports and
their tributary areas and inland central places
with a hierarchy of secondary centers and lower-
tier villages or hamlets. In observing the lack
of settlements in the hinterland of Ashkelon,
Jasmin attributes this absence to the area neces-
sary for agricultural work by the urban populace
(2006:166). While the settlement patterns in the
territory of Ashkelon do not fit within his “ideal”
organization as seen in the Shephelah, he proffers
that Ashkelon’s strength may have come from con-
trol of the north-south trade route, noting that the
lack of rural sites and organization contrary to a
classic central place hierarchy “may have been de-
termined by [Ashkelon’s] very different economic
basis” (Jasmin 2006:172, 176). The economy of Tel
Ashkelon did have a different basis, but it is the
maritime route that allowed it to bypass normal
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agrarian conventions and perhaps even control the
coastal highway.

Life at Tel Ashkelon was dramatically differ-
ent in the Iron | period, and the work of the Leon
Levy Expedition has done much to enrich our
understanding of this transition (see Ashkelon 1,
pp. 257-72). The Canaanite city, having been first
destroyed by the Egyptians at the end of the thir-
teenth century, received Sea Peoples from the west
and became a city of the Philistines. This transi-
tion included fundamental shifts in all aspects
of material culture, from ceramics (Stager 1995)
and foodways (Master 2009) to architecture (Aja
2009). The ceramic distinctions with the preced-
ing Late Bronze Age are so clear that they form the
basis for the attribution of sites within the survey
areato the Iron 1. That is, all the Iron 1 sites in the
survey area have the Philistine pottery forms that
are found at Tel Ashkelon in the same period. In
that sense, the relationship between Tel Ashkelon
and the sites in its immediate hinterland was cul-
turally close.

In this period, the evidence for Tel Ashkelon’s
connections with overseas centers is not as wide-
ly understood. In his treatment of Egyptian and
Egyptianized pottery at Tel Ashkelon, Mario
Martin (2011:201) mentions five Egyptian ovoid to
globular jar rims from Philistine contexts with no
exemplars found in LB 11B units. While not rul-
ing out residual vessels, he suggests that the ab-
sence of these from LB contexts supports a con-
temporaneity with the earliest Philistine levels
and a continued relationship with Egypt. Clearer
Iron | imports include amphorae from the south-
ern Lebanese coast, some bearing Cypro-Minoan
signs, alongside imported Mycenaean I11C pottery
(Cross and Stager 2006; Master 2009). Ashkelon
was still a port, even though the Mediterranean
networks had changed.

In addition, some goods from inland centers
were brought to Ashkelon and Ashdod during the
Iron | (Ben Shlomo 2006:Fig 5.2). Between this
trade from the hinterland and Ashkelon’s contin-
ued role as a port, one can imagine a relationship
between Ashkelon and its hinterland that is simi-
lar to the Late Bronze Age pattern: Maritime trade
was still Tel Ashkelon’s raison d’étre, supplement-
ed by its function as a regional gateway. Radical
cultural changes within sites did not change this
underlying pattern visible in the wider landscape.
Instead, Tel Ashkelon and its hinterland had a con-
sistent relationship for the third, second, and early
first millennia. Ashkelon’s maritime focus, even
to the extent that the immediate hinterland was
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ignored, was a fundamental feature of the site over
the longue durée.

The Dynamic Gateway (lron 11-Byzantine periods)

In the eighth and seventh century, Tel Ashkelon’s
international trade flourished. As during the
Middle Bronze Age, objects were imported from
the entirety of the Eastern Mediterranean. The
full scope of these discoveries has been exten-
sively discussed in Ashkelon 3. Further, as dur-
ing the Late Bronze Age, objects from Ashkelon’s
Mediterranean commerce made their way inland,
perhaps most vividly illustrated by the discovery
of distinctive late seventh-century Aegean pot-
tery at inland sites (see chapter 2, p. 33; also Stern
2001:216). The connections are identical to rela-
tionships forged in earlier periods and are not in-
dicators of newly established links. Ashkelon had
been a Mediterranean port, a large urban center,
even a gateway city, for some time. During the
late Iron Age, however, something changed such
that Ashkelon’s immediate hinterland took on new
significance.

The fundamental shift in settlement was recog-
nized by Allen (Ashkelon 1, p. 23) who saw a con-
trast between an “access resources” model in the
Bronze and Iron Ages and an “organic” model in
the millennia that followed. In short, the “access
resources” model builds on his dissertation (1997)
where he argued that the value of Ashkelon lay in
its ability to use transportation networks to collect
goods from other places rather than in its ability
to produce resources locally. As long as Ashkelon
relied on its maritime network, it could access the
coastal goods from the entire Levantine littoral
and did not need to develop its own hinterland. In
some cases, it could draw on other hinterlands in
other places, either through trade or through direct
control. As Huster notes, in the eighth century, the
records of Sennacherib’s campaign record that
Sidqa, king of Ashkelon, maintained direct con-
trol of an agricultural hinterland in the modern Tel
Aviv region only accessible via a maritime network
(Oppenheim 1969:287). The breadth and flexibil-
ity of the maritime network was a key asset.

In the seventh century, the settlement pattern
changed. Huster has removed the distortion of
false “patch” sites from our survey maps, but he
still outlines a proliferation of small agricultural
settlements around Ashdod, Tel Poran, just east
of Ashkelon, and on the south side of the Nahal
Shigma (see figure 4.2). These are precisely the
type of agricultural satellite villages which had
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Figure 4.2: Map of Ashkelon in the Iron Il with Middle Bronze Age Road System superimposed
over modern topography. Circles emphasize clusters of agricultural settlements.
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been missing in the earlier periods and represent
a fundamental shift in settlement strategy. From
Huster’s results, it appears that these settlements
cluster in some of the wetter areas of the region
such as the Nahal Shigma, Nahal Evtah, and the
low areas between the dunes east of Ashkelon,
showing a preference for low-lying areas.

Explaining the agricultural exploitation of the
hinterland behind Tel Ashkelon, after such a peri-
od of disinterest, is not easy. As Huster comments,
Allen (1997) and many others have looked to
Assyria for an explanation since this empire was
dominant at the time. Perhaps new tax pressures led
to a renewed emphasis on increased local produc-
tion (after Gitin). Perhaps the local fields around
Ashkelon were to replace fields lost to Assyria as
Israel Finkelstein argued for the seventh century
Negev (1994). These explanations, however, fail to
convince because they are chronologically narrow.
If the move to the hinterland was just the result of
a temporary pressure or setback, one might imag-
ine that Tel Ashkelon’s patterns would revert once
the Assyrian pressure was removed. However,
the seventh century change that took place in Tel
Ashkelon’s relationship with its hinterland en-
dured through the Medieval period. Whether the
inhabitants were Philistines, Phoenicians, Greeks,
Romans, Fatimids, or Mamluks, the agricultural
potential of the region was never again ignored.

Several studies show that the late Iron Age was
somewhat wetter than preceding centuries, per-
haps increasing the viability of the area around
Ashkelon:

1. Aharon Horowitz suggested that pollen ana-
lyzed from two bore holes in Haifa Bay showed
an increase in arboreal pollen of oak (Quercus
sp.) and olive (Olea europa) from c. 700-600
B.c. The peak suggests that more vegetation
was present following period of drier climate
(Horowitz 1979:214).

2. Tony Wilkinson cites studies of pollen cores
from the Sea of Galilee which point to an abate-
ment of oak woodlands during the second mil-
lennium B.c. with a substantial decline in oak
starting c. 1000 B.c. and *“a dramatic increase in
olives in the eighth and seventh centuries B.c.E.
and fourth and fifth centuries c.e.” (Wilkinson
2003:144).

3. Thomas Litt argues that around twenty six hun-
dred years ago, evergreen and deciduous oak as
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well as olive values increase and grapes appear
in the pollen record from the Dead Sea, signal-
ing a more moist period (Litt et al. 2012:102).

4. Recent studies by Frank H. Neumann show a rise
in the level of the Dead Sea at the end of Iron
Age that indicates more precipitation; however,
some sand layers in the Ze%lim core attest to
arid fluctuations (Neumann et al. 2010:760-61).

5. In conjunction with these findings, the cli-
mate proxy data of Arie Issar and Mattanyah
Zohar show that, following a cool, humid pe-
riod around 1000 B.c., a warm and dry period
occurred with a nadir at 850 B.c. Following this,
conditions were increasingly favorable to agri-
culture with a peak between the third century
B.c. and the third century a.p. (Issar and Zohar
2007:193).

Often, such changes in the landscape result not
merely from a change in climate but from a new
geographic potential which is unlocked by a new
technology. One thinks of transformations such
as the Neolithic revolution or the Roman advanc-
es in water management which transformed how
land was used or how its economic potential was
viewed. Obviously, what happened in the seventh
century was not on that scale, but it was a uni-
linear change of that type. We are not sure of the
particulars, but we would note that it is during the
discussion of the Iron Il that Huster’s summary
starts to include the term “winepress,” a theme
which will dominate the next millennia. The use
of the land around Ashkelon changed. Some new
method, new technology, or new condition allowed
the vineyards to grow, unlocking long latent agri-
cultural potential in Tel Ashkelon’s hinterland.

Persian—Hellenistic Periods

Following the devastation of Tel Ashkelon in
604 B.c., the site lay abandoned until it was re-
founded under the political sway of Tyre. Likewise,
other regional sites, such as Netiv Ha-CAsara, re-
veal occupational gaps that suggest abandonment
following this event, signaling that the destruc-
tion of Tel Ashkelon was part of wider devastation
(Shavit and Yasur-Landau 2005:83). Regional re-
covery from the destruction event and subsequent
growth are indicated by the settlement density
which shows continuity between the Iron Il and
Persian period. More than this, the settlements of
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Figure 4.3: Map of Ashkelon in the Persian/Hellenistic period with road system superimposed over
modern topography. Circles mark clusters of Iron IIC agricultural intensification for comparison.
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the Persian period follow the patterns of the late
Iron I1.

Tel Ashkelon, as would befit a Tyrian founda-
tion, was once again a port with a strong interest in
Mediterranean commerce. The excavations have
uncovered a district of import/export warehouses
which emphasize the commercial capacities of the
city. Abundant imported Greek amphorae were
decanted into smaller storage jars leaving mounds
of imported containers (see Ashkelon 1, p. 314).
The presence of a camel scapula, used for mak-
ing bone implements, suggests long-distance trade
from remote regions to the east (Stager 1993:108).
The late Persian—Early Hellenistic period included
Phoenician silver coins (Stager 1993:107) along-
side facilities for producing wine for export (see
Ashkelon 1, pp. 317, 322). By the Hellenistic peri-
od, the Letter of (Pseudo-)Aristeas lists Ashkelon,
Joppa, Gaza, and Ptolemais (Acco) as harbors for
maritime trade, and excavations at Ashkelon have
found imported Rhodian and lItalic transport am-
phorae and fine wares from Chios, Greece, and
Italy (see Ashkelon 1, pp. 290, 293).

Huster’s work has substantially lowered the
number of Persian period sites in the Ashkelon
region, and it is justifiably described as sparse.
In many ways, this reshaping of the settlement
pattern is one of his great contributions, but the
Persian patterns still show a use of the landscape
that differs from Ashkelon’s Bronze and early Iron
Age patterns. Specifically, beyond the framework
of substantial sites along the roads, tiny agricul-
tural sites exist near wadi channels or as satellites
of regional centers (see figure 5.3). This is true
even after the many patch sites have been removed.
As in the Iron IIC, the immediate hinterland of Tel
Ashkelon included agricultural villages.

Perhaps the most significant site founded in
the Persian period is Majdal, 3 km east of Tel
Ashkelon (Site 164). This site is emblematic all of
the inland interests of the region. It is close enough
to the coastal highway to be a way station between
Tel Obed and Tel Poran, while being able to stand
as an intermediary between all of the east-west
routes and Tel Ashkelon. The remainder of the re-
gional history can be summarized as the rise of
Majdal. In the Hellenistic period, the appearance
of sites further inland such as Horvat Hoga, Bureir,
Huleigat (center), Barbara, and Nahal Evtah (site
132)—together with the increased settlement den-
sity of smaller sites—not only indicate regional
growth and in-filling of previously unsettled ter-
ritory but also the development of another tier of
larger settlements that supported satellite villages,
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hamlets, and farmsteads while acting as interme-
diaries between those sites and the gateway of Tel
Ashkelon.

Roman and Byzantine Periods

By far, the densest settlement patterns in all re-
gions of Palestine occurred during the Roman and
Byzantine (Late Roman) periods. In the region of
Ashkelon, more sites were founded in marginal
areas away from permanent water sources, con-
tinuing a trend from the Hellenistic period, and
many wells and cisterns at Tel Ashkelon and nu-
merous other sites dated to the Byzantine period
attest to the exploitation of the coastal aquifer in
that and succeeding periods. During the Roman
period, the port city of Ashkelon itself was noted
as a center for wheat trade and also produced, in-
ter alia, henna, dates, and onions (such as caepa
Ascalonia; Stager 1993:105). The city’s affluence
is marked not only by a mint that produced silver
coins proclaiming the free status of the city but
also by the monumental public architecture, such
as the Severan forum and nearby basilica (Stager
1993:111).

The imported pottery of the Roman and Later
Roman periods detailed by Barbara Johnson
(Ashkelon 2) illuminates the wide trade network in
which Ashkelon participated during those periods.
Even utilitarian items such as lamps were import-
ed from Italy, Asia Minor, Egypt, and North Africa
(Ashkelon 2, p. 127). Although no large market-
place or port facilities have been found at the site
of Tel Ashkelon, the recovered fragments of trans-
port amphorae demonstrate the wide trade connec-
tions between the city and various Mediterranean
maritime outlets, arriving at the exchange gateway
with the three staples of the ancient world: wine,
oil, and grain (Ashkelon 2, p. 135).

During these periods, the Ashkelon region as
a whole became a major center for wine export.
Coupled with a plethora of winepresses in the hin-
terland, imported ceramics and local pottery pro-
duction facilities testify to the importance of this
commodity, especially from the fourth century a.p.
forward. Both the Gazition and Ashkaldnion have
been found in far-flung locales such as London,
Trier, and the Crimea as markers of the wine ex-
ported from the Ashkelon region to the Byzantine
Christian world (Johnson and Stager 1995:103-4;
see also Mayerson 1993).

The Roman and Byzantine periods witnessed
dense settlement within the region, in many cas-
es into previously vacant areas, which can be
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Figure 4.4: Graph of Settlement Density in the Ashkelon region
based upon the number of recorded sites.

categorized into a complex hierarchy that included
cities and towns, villages and hamlets, and single
installations or burial sites. The coverage of the
landscape with agricultural plots appears to be
comprehensive. Connections between farmsteads
and villages and larger sites presented opportu-
nities for the larger sites to support the smaller
entities with a more diverse array of goods and
services. These larger sites functioned as central
places within the classical definitions of the term,
providing outlets for the wine produced by satel-
lites such as the Byzantine agricultural estate in
Barnea with its associated oil and wine presses,
storehouses, and pottery kilns (Israel 1993; 1995a;
see also Fabian, Nahshoni, and Ein Gedy 1995;
Nahshoni 1999; and Varga 1999 for other sites
with wine presses). Ashkelon enjoyed prosperity
as the dominant regional exchange gateway medi-
ating the wine trade between the growing region
and the consumers across the Mediterranean. The
Roman and Byzantine settlement is an elaboration
of an attitude toward the landscape that began in
the Iron IIC. Once the land behind Ashkelon was
seen as agriculturally viable, the succeeding mil-
lennium witnessed the intensified exploitation of
this resource.

The Demise of the Gateway (Early Islamic—Mamluk
periods)

Following the Byzantine period, the overall settle-
ment density exhibits in the Ashkelon region de-
clined from 360 sites in the Byzantine period to
177 sites in the Early Islamic. Despite the regres-
sion in number of sites and site size, some continu-
ity between Byzantine and Early Islamic periods
existed. As Huster observes, the persistent use of
winepresses indicates that the wine industry con-
tinued, albeit decreased, after the Islamic conquest.
The settlement patterns during the Early Islamic
and Crusader periods reveal inland centers at sites
on the coastal highway with occupational histories
from the Hellenistic period or earlier such as Tel
Poran, Nahal Evtah (site 132), El Mejdel (site 433),
Barbara, and Bureir with smaller sites remaining
from the Byzantine period widely distributed in
the region, many of which were satellites of larger
towns. While diminished, the wider region contin-
ued the agricultural trajectory which began in the
late Iron Age.

Tel Ashkelon remained as the only major “ur-
ban center” in the region following the decline of
Ashdod. The port city that textual sources describe
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Figure 4.5: British Aerial Photograph, January 5, 1945, showing the agricultural
potential of the region from the nineteenth century field system around Ashkelon; linear
landscape features south of Majdal road marked from high-resolution analysis.
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as a thriving city with fertile hinterland and hail
as “the bride of Syria” continued its millennia-
old function as the region’s premier seaport and
as a ribat, part of the coastal warning system.
The Umayyad caliph, cAbd al-Malik fortified the
city and established a mint that issued coins with
the Sahdadah and the phrase “Struck in Filastin
cAsgalan” (Sharon in Ashkelon 1, p. 408). During
the Abbasid caliphate, Mahd1 built a mosque and
minaret (Clermont-Ganneau 1887:485). The site
was clearly prosperous in the Fatimid period as in-
dicated by massive fortifications and illustrated by
a cache of gold jewelry recovered in excavations
(Stager 1993:112).

In many ways, the late first millennium a.p.
appears as a slightly diminished version of the
Byzantine settlement patterns. The very smallest
Byzantine sites are missing from the map, and it
is likely that many of the villages were somewhat
smaller—though this is beyond the resolution of
survey data. Tel Ashkelon, however, does not seem
to be diminished at all. The fortifications of the
period show that the entire 60 hectare settlement
was still protected, and within the city, every area
of the site shows substantive occupation in this pe-
riod (Hoffman 2003).

After the fall of Jerusalem in a.p. 1099, Tel
Ashkelon remained in Fatimid control and, to-
gether with Tyre, remained a stronghold against
the Franks (Sharon in Ashkelon 1, p. 409). Muslim
efforts to thwart the Crusaders’ governance of
Palestine originated from Ashkelon with the as-
sistance of supplies shipped from Egypt. The con-
struction of three Crusader castles—Beth Gibelin
(Beth Guvrin), Ibelin (Yavneh), and Blanchgard
(Tell es-Safi)—were designed to restrict Ashkelon
inland influence. Yet the city, as it had since its
founding, was able to ignore the hinterland and
maintain itself using maritime networks. In the
end, it took an additional seven months of siege
for Balwin 111 to capture the city in 1153. Saladin
re-took the city in 1187, but it was re-captured
by the armies of the Third Crusade in 1191 after
its defenses were systematically demolished by
Saladin’s forces. The Crusaders’ interest in the site
as a beachhead resulted in fortification efforts by
Richard the Lionheart in 1192 and Richard, Earl of
Cornwall, in 1241.

After Tel Ashkelon’s final destruction in the late
thirteenth century, the land behind Ashkelon was
now just one more landlocked region of the south-
ern Levant, wholly dependent on local conditions.
Majdal became the new locus of administration,
and, in a complete inversion of the Bronze Age
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settlement model, Tel Ashkelon was incorporated
into the agricultural hinterland of inland villages.

Conclusion

Bruce Trigger’s observation that “Settlement
Archaeology forces us to think through prob-
lems from a new angle—that of social relations”
(1967:158) also resonates on an economic level
for this consideration of the connectivity of the
sites in the Ashkelon region. While Central Place
Theory examines economic behavior among many
centers at a regional scale, the role of Ashkelon in
international trade almost from its inception re-
quires a broader model of settlement that accounts
for such anomalous sites.

From the settlement data, it appears that Tel
Ashkelon was so integrated into the Mediterranean
world that its local terrestrial connections never
substantially influenced its economic trajectory.
In some moments, a single phenomenon influ-
enced both Tel Ashkelon and its hinterland, such
as the collapse of the Early Bronze Age or the de-
struction of the Babylonians, but these are rare.
For more than a thousand years, Tel Ashkelon was
a flourishing port surrounded by virtually empty
land. Even when Tel Ashkelon traded inland, there
is no evidence that it directly controlled the routes.
Whether the inhabitants of Tel Ashkelon were un-
able or simply unwilling to exploit the region next
door, this did not seem to be to their detriment.
Stager’s model of “port power” highlights that
Ashkelon did not control the hinterland because it
was not necessary. The distant hinterland brought
goods to the port of their own accord.

When Ashkelon hinterland was finally settled,
it was done in a way that established a parallel ag-
ricultural world. The intense settlement through-
out the region and subsequent development of
central places in this hinterland signal a change in
settlement patterns from somewhat “static” in the
Bronze and Iron Ages to “dynamic” in the Persian
and subsequent periods. Secondary markets (clas-
sic central places) and smaller satellites were es-
tablished in those periods, from which the larger
centers seemed to persist through the Medieval
period. Tel Ashkelon undoubtedly benefitted from
the increased prosperity of the surrounding villag-
es, but it is not clear that the grapes or wine from
2 km away were preferred to those from 25 km.
Tel Ashkelon itself was surrounded by a network
of agricultural fields that completely filled the
landscape (see figure 4.4). Still, Tel Ashkelon was
independent enough that when the agricultural
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fortunes of the region declined after the Byzantine
Period, the seaport continued to thrive.

In the end, however, Tel Ashkelon’s unique net-
works were its downfall. Because the site had the
ability to maintain maritime connections in the
face of local opposition and because it sat just a
few kilometers from the major coastal road, it was
a tempting beachhead for Europeans. The threat of
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a city able to exist outside of the terrestrial caliph-
ates of the day was too great, so Tel Ashkelon was
intentionally left in ruins. The irony, of course, is
that just as Tel Ashkelon ignored its hinterland, so
the hinterland ignored the destruction of Ashkelon.
The agricultural settlement pattern did not change.
Crops were still harvested. Life went on without
maritime trade.

Figure 4.6: The Ashkelon Region in the late nineteenth century a.p. (from Conder and
Kitchener 1882: sheet 16; 1883: sheets 19 and 20). Scan courtesy of Todd Bolen.






5. REGIONAL ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY: MAP OF SDEROT (96)

by Yaakov Huster

HE archaeological survey of the Map of Sderot

(96) was conducted as part of the Archaeological
Survey of Israel (ASI), a project initiated in 1964 by
the state of Israel to undertake a systematic survey
of the entire country by dividing it into 10 x 10 km
squares (see Dagan n.d.). These squares followed the
1:20,000 map sheets first published by the Survey of
Palestine in 1931, based on survey work in the 1920s;
the Map of Sderot corresponds to map sheet 11-10,
Bureir (map ref. 110-120/100-110, OId lIsrael Grid).
The division of the survey is reflected in the divi-
sion of sites by paragraphs in the 1964 Schedule of
Monuments and Sites, in Hebrew Reshumot—VYalqut
HaPirsumim, No. 1091 (Yalqut HaPirsumim 1964).
In this publication, the Map of Sderot is recorded as
paragraph 96.

As the survey of Map 96 was undertaken as part
of the Archaeological Survey of Israel, the format of
the publication of its results largely follows that in the
Archaeological Survey of Israel publications. This is
a particularly important point to note, given that the
publication of M. Allen’s survey of Map of Ashkelon
(92; Ashkelon 1)—which serves as an important com-
parative dataset for the current survey—does not fol-
low this format in many respects. As a result, it is
important to introduce the format of the ASI publica-
tions, and note where Allen differs from that format.

In the catalogue of sites, the entries are presented
in the order of 1 km? squares, starting in the north-
west corner of the map and working in rows across,
and ending in the southeast corner of the map. (By
contrast, while Allen also presents his sites in 1 km?
squares, he begins in the southwest corner of the map
and proceeds by columns, ending in the northeast cor-
ner.) The first row of the entry heading includes the
site number, its serial number, its coordinates in the
Old Israel Grid (OIG), and its corresponding coordi-
nates in the New Israel Grid (NIG). The serial num-
ber reflects the Mandatory 1:20,000 scale map sheet
(11/10) followed by the specific square kilometer on
the map and the number of the site within that square
kilometer. The numbering of the square kilometers for
this purpose begins in the southwest corner of the map
and proceeds in columns upward (i.e., the order used
by Allen to arrange his sites; note that Allen uses his
serial numbers as site numbers).

The site numbers and coordinates are followed in
the heading by the name or name of the sites. If the
site has a declared name (e.g., a tell or a khirbeh), that

name is given; in other cases, the name of an adjacent
city/town/moshav/kibbutz or other geographical fea-
tures is given. Thus multiple sites may have the same
name (sometimes qualified by direction, indicating the
portion of the settlement or geographical feature. As a
result, the site numbers and coordinates are generally
better used as site references, since they are unique.
The basic sources of the names are the Schedules of
Monuments and Sites, starting with No. 1091 (Yalqut
HaPirsumim 1964) with periodic updates; and the
map of Ashgelon, scale 1:50,000, published by the
Survey of Israel (1995). Other important data used
come from sources relating to the Survey of Western
Palestine and those relating to Mandatory surveys and
records files. These sources are marked in the heading
by “S” and “M,” respectively. The Survey of Western
Palestine sources include the Memoirs of the Survey
(Conder and Kitchener 1881-83); map sheet XX of
the Survey, scale 1:63,360 (Southampton, 1879); and
the Arabic and English name lists (Palmer 1881).
The Mandatory sources include the 1929 and 1944
Schedules of Historical Monuments and Sites; Survey
of Palestine map sheet 11-10, Bureir (Jaffa, 1931); and
the Department of Antiquities Geographical List of
the Mandatory Records Files (Jerusalem 1976). The
specific issue of the map of Bureir in use was updated
in 11.11.1959 and in 17.11.1959, probably by L. Y.
Rahmani from the Israeli Department of Antiquities.
The updating consisted of annotation of non-printed
site names and their supposed location on the map.

The heading is followed by the description of the
site itself: its geographical and geological setting, ob-
served architectural remains, and artifacts noted and
collected. Where relevant, dating of collected ceramic
and/or lithic finds is noted. (The periodization used
here follows that discussed in chapter 1 above; see also
the discussion under Roman and Byzantine Periods
and Medieval Period below.) Some sites also have a
discussion of their identification, in cases where the
site can be matched to settlements known from his-
torical sources or where previous site identifications
(including in some cases the official, declared name of
the site) are erroneous.

Geological and Geographical Overview
The area of the map of Sderot extends over the cen-

tral portion of the southern coastal plain of Israel.
This specific area comprises several landscape units
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formed by deposits originating from three sources: the
sea, responsible for the deposition of sand dunes from
the west; the wadi system, depositing alluvium from
the elevated regions to the east; and the wind, bringing
dust primarily from the south and southwest (Horowitz
1979:109). All these deposits have undergone and are
still undergoing pedogenic processes, which occur in
situ, modifying the deposits. It is well accepted by vari-
ous investigators that ingressions of the Mediterranean
during the Quaternary pushed forward dunes (Nir and
Bar-Yosef 1976:27-39; Horowitz 1979:96-97). The
sand dunes later solidified into calcareous sandstone,
comprising several kurkar ridges that run parallel to
one another along the coast of the Mediterranean Sea.
The nomenclature employed for the various ridges
follows the outcrops of these sediments and their lo-
calities, running from west to east: Zigim Ridge, Yad
Mordekhay Ridge, Erez Ridge, Nirram Ridge, Yakhini
Ridge and Hirbet Herev Ridge. Three of these ridges
are present within the surveyed area. In the southeast-
ern edge of the map area lies the Hirbet Herev Ridge
(+ 180 m), one of the few outcrops of an earlier phase
of the Gaza Formation that can presently be seen. It
comprises several meters of calcareous sandstone
and is associated with other sediments overlying the
Ahuzam Conglomerate in other localities. Here, this
kurkar phase is overlaid by a younger sediment, a layer
of hamra that consists of a red paleosol, roughly 2—-3
m thick, called the Dorot Hamra Member (Horowitz
1979:111). The top of this hamra layer yielded Late
Acheulean artifacts. The next, the Nirram Ridge, runs
roughly southwest to northeast through the survey
area. It is not a typical kurkar ridge and comprises a
series of thick cross-bedded aeolian calcareous sand-
stone hills extended over a width of two kilometers,
almost touching the next western ridge. Its highest
elevations in the survey area varies between 90-120
m (topographic map of Bureir; Horowitz 1979:Table
5.1). Here, too, the kurkar is overlain by a hamra layer,
although it is mostly eroded due to post-depositional
processes. In certain locations the hamra is sand-
wiched between two kurkar layers. The Erez Ridge
crosses the northwestern edge of the surveyed area.
The hamra layer exists here as well, yielding flint arti-
facts ascribed to the Lower Paleolithic period, as well
as the hamra layers of the previous kurkar ridge. In
between the hilly zones, in the east and in the west
of the surveyed region, is the low terrain of the area.
It is an alluvial plain, limited by low hills situated in
the north and in the south of the wide plain. The soil
here contains a mixture of all the existing compo-
nents of the lands around: sand, clay, silt, and loess.
The last covers wide areas in the region. Between
Dorot and Ruhama the sequence attains 25-30 m in
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thickness and at present is still being deposited during
dust storms. On the other hand, it is presently steeply
eroded by the recent drainage system. On the top of the
loessic accumulations several archaeological sites
were surveyed.

The main geographical feature in the region is
Nahal Shigma (Wadi Hesi), one of the largest and
oldest wadis in the southern coastal plain. This wadi
crosses the central section of the map from east to
west. In the past, as indicated by the existence of ar-
chaeological sites, probably due to a wetter climate,
perennial or seasonal water sources were avaliable
in the western part of map 96. This assumption is re-
inforced and illustrated by the existence of a tract of
land located just to the south of the wadi, so-called
in Arabic Uyun es Sahra, meaning the springs of the
Badlands. Farther to the east the sources were and still
are available permanently. Several early period sites
are therefore located near its banks and its tributaries.
In the surveyed area the annual precipitation average
is ¢. 400 mm. Measurements carried out in four mod-
ern settlements over a number of years have yielded
the following results: Erez (on the northwestern edge,
beyond the map), 25 years—436 mm; Bror Hayil, 22
years—396 mm: Nir Am, 23 years—390 mm; Dorot,
32 years—344 mm (Cohen 2010:20). The large drain-
age basin of c. 750 km?2 and the enormous quantities of
water flowing almost every winter enrich the aquifer,
which provides ample water. The utilization of these
sources, the aquifer and the precipitation, is recogniz-
able through the presence of many wells and almost
one hundred cisterns from the Byzantine period in the
surveyed area. Nahal Shigma also provided flint as raw
material for tool production. Pebbles dislocated from
the exposed Ahuzam Conglomerate and from Eocene
limestone outcrops in the eastern section of the wadi
were rolled to the west by major floods and became
available for knappers. At prehistoric period sites,
crude pebbles form part of the stone inventory. More
recent floods in the wadi are responsible for the partial
clay deposits at sites located near the banks.

History of Research

Research in the surveyed area began in the nineteenth
century, mainly conducted by travelers and explorers
attempting to identify biblical sites (Robinson and
Smith 1841; Guérin 1869a; 1869b; Warren 1871).
Systematic surveys were conducted by Conder and
Kitchener (1881-83), who described 12 sizeable sites
within Map 96. Meanwhile, Petrie’s work at Tell el-
Hesi established a pottery sequence (1891:40-50) that
enabled him to determine the occupational history of
dozens of sites in southern Palestine (1891:51-62), 10
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of which are located in the Map of Sderot. Clermont-
Ganneau (1896:437-38) described several sites that
he visited during his journey from Gaza to Jerusalem,
providing comprehensive historical, geographical, and
linguistic surveys, Generally, these researches covered
almost all the area of Map 96, but focused mainly on
the remains along the traditional routes that crossed its
northern portion from west to east, i.e., the road lead-
ing from Gaza to Beit Guvrin and on to Hebron.

More recently, Ram Gophna (1963; 1966; 1970)
conducted studies in the area of Map 96, as part of his
investigations of the southern part of the country. In
the 1970s, the author participated in a formal prehis-
toric archaeological survey of the central part of Nahal
Shigma (Wadi Hesi), carried out over an extensive
area of 140 km? (Lamdan et al. 1977), including large
portions of the Map of Sderot. The data obtained from
this survey concerning the Late Bronze and Iron | pe-
riod sites, together with his own previous, studies en-
abled Ram Gophna (1981) to suggest a historical and
geopolitical framework for the relationship between
the Judahite and Philistine entities. Later, a compre-
hensive study of the transitional area between arable
country and the desert (Cohen 1993) summarized the
settlement patterns during selected periods in a region
of 1200 kmz, including all of Map 96; the study men-
tioned 50 archaeological sites in the map area, all of
them described previously in the Nahal Shigma survey
publication. A less extensive regional analysis involv-
ing geographical, geological, and archaeological is-
sues was carried out on the city and immediate vicinity
of Sderot, the only city situated within Map 96 (Sasson
2010).

Excavations

In 1941 Jacob Ory directed the first excavation under-
taken within the map area, near Umm Tabun (site 94).
Some 500 m east (site 95) of the settlement Ory exca-
vated a painted tomb that he had discovered in 1922.
Later, the site was rediscovered by Tsafrir, who subse-
quently published it (1968). The paintings were ana-
lyzed by T. Michaeli (1990). Two other burial systems
were probed, the first at the southern edge of Hurvat
Hoga (site 176; Meron and Ginat 1963), the second
at the Arab village Bureir (site 64; Meron 1975). At
the center of Hurvat Hoga (site 189), Y. Porat (1976)
excavated an extensive structure of the Iron I1. Nearby,
remains of a settlement from the Byzantine period and
a pottery workshop from the Umayyad period were
unearthed (Varga 1999a, wrong coordinates). Also at
H. Herev (site 206) scanty remains from the Byzantine
period were unearthed (Schuster 2000a). Following
accelerated development of the area that consisted
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mainly of road-paving work, several excavations were
conducted, most of them at Khirbet Lasan (site 186)
and its vicinity. O. Katz (2012) excavated a Byzantine
winepress and a structure from the Ottoman period. P.
Nahshoni and Y. Nagar (2002) excavated pit graves
and I. Peretz (2011) exposed cist tombs, all part of an
extensive cemetery from the Byzantine period. Nearby,
at site 170, Niram Junction, Y. Schuster (2000b) exca-
vated remains of an industrial area dated also to the
Byzantine period. Most recently, salvage excavations
were conducted by G. Seriy before the construction of
a railroad track (Seriy 2010).

Archaeological Overview
The Lower Paleolithic Period

The Map of Sderot is characterized by interrupted
settlement during the prehistoric periods. Middle and
Upper Paleolithic periods as well as the Epipaleolithic
are absent. The last stage of the Lower Paleolithic
period, however, is represented by the typical ele-
ment of the Upper Acheulean culture, the hand axe.
Lower Paleolithic remains were recorded at 61 sites
and findspots that are concentrated in two parts of the
surveyed area: along the southeastern edge, on hills
related to the Hirbet Herev kurkar ridge; and in the
west, on hamra paleosols overlying calcareous sand-
stone. Predominant finds at these sites are handaxes
accompanied by elements created during the industrial
process, mainly primary flakes and tools trimmed from
them. Other elements related to flint industry are peb-
bles, exhausted cores, and waste, all of them reinforc-
ing the conclusion that knapping activities occurred in
situ. The typology and technology of the lithic industry
all over the survey area are homogeneous. Despite the
intensive use of the Levallois technique and in some
cases the appearance of tools of Mousterian type,
features such as the high percentage of handaxes pre-
clude the attribution of sites to the Middle Paleolithic,
instead dating the industry to the last stages of the
Lower Paleolithic period. The same picture was ob-
served in the Kissufim area (Ronen et al. 1972); on the
other hand, south of Kissufim, in the central portion
of the lower Besor region in the northwestern Negev,
the Middle Paleolithic was the most significant of the
Paleolithic eras in the region (Gazit 1996:11%).

The Neolithic Period

No clearly identifiable Neolithic sites were found.
Only three findspots were recorded, all near wadis—
Nahal Shigma, Nahal Hoga, and Nahal Ruhama—
yielding four arrowheads. The paucity of sites and
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finds related to this period corresponds to that of the
area directly to the north, Map 92 (Ashkelon 1, p. 27).

The Chalcolithic Period

Chalcolithic remains were recorded at eight sites,
all near wadis. In every case, settlements are located
on loessic soils. A cluster of four sites is found along a
length of 2 km of Nahal Ruhama. Here, the relatively
small sites occupy areas varying from 500 m2 to 2500
m? and contain few building remains. The remaining
sites are located near Nahal Hoga (two sites), Nahal
Shigma, and Wadi Abu Ali.

The Bronze Age

The Bronze Age is sparsely represented in the sur-
vey area. No traces of the Early Bronze Age were
found within the area of the map. The picture of com-
plete absence of Early Bronze Age sites corresponds to
the results in the area surveyed by Allen (Ashkelon 1,
pp. 30-33) directly to the north of our survey region.
In that 100 km? area (Map 92—Ashkelon), no Early
Bronze Age were found. Within the Map of Sderot,
the Middle Bronze Age | is represented by two sites
(61 and 138), both cemeteries. While no traces of the
Middle Bronze 1l Age were found, Late Bronze Age
remains were documented at three sites (88,114,177).
Apparently, security conditions were favorable during
the Late Bronze Age, allowing settlement in areas dis-
tant from the major cities.

The Iron Age |

Settlement remains of Iron Age | were found at one
site in the south of the surveyed area. This site (177)
also yielded Late Bronze finds (figure 5.47). The small
quantity of sites from this period is consistent with the
results of other surveys over a wide region. In Map 92,
the Iron | period is represented by a total of two sherds.
Furthermore, not a single sherd of painted Philistine
pottery was found in four years of surveying (Allen in
Ashkelon 1, p. 30). In Map 97 (Ruhama), directly to the
east of Map 96, excavations at Tell el-Hesi have yield-
ed a small amount of Philistine pottery: The American
excavations found a few sherds of what may be tenth-
century Philistine bowls, in fills (Jeffrey Blakely, pers.
comm.). At Tell Keshet (also in Map 97), one white-
slipped Philistine sherd decorated with a preening
bird was seen by J. Blakely (pers. comm.). Additional
Philistine sherds from this site had been reported pre-
viously (Lamdan at al. 1977:76). Farther to the east,
within the area of the Map 98 (Lakhish), no traces of
Iron | were found (Dagan 1992:17*). Directly to the
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southwest of our survey area, along the banks of Nahal
Mefalsim, a southern tributary of Nahal Shigma (Wadi
Hesi), Gophna surveyed two small Iron I sites (along
with a third just to the west of our region; Gophna
1966:44-51).

The Iron Age 1l

Only three sites in the surveyed area yielded Iron Il
remains. Sites 176 and 189 are probably two sections
of the large site of Hurvat Hoga (Nabi Huj), where a
monumental mudbrick structure dated to Iron Il was
unearthed. H. Hoga is a well-established settlement
overlaid by Persian, Hellenistic, Roman, Byzantine,
Early Islamic, Medieval, and Ottoman remains. Its true
extent is obscured by the debris of later periods. Site
199 is merely a findspot of a round clay tablet, bearing
an inscription attributed to the seventh century B.c. The
paucity of Bronze and Iron Ages remains in the sur-
veyed area is consistent with the area Allen surveyed
directly to the north. In that map his survey team found
good evidence of Iron Age Il occupation at only four
sites. Toward the east, the number of Iron Age |1 settle-
ments increases. At the same time, Gophna (1981),
following his own surveys, claims an increase in the
number of Iron Il period settlements in the west, main-
ly on the coastal plain and explains this phenomenon
in light of the distribution of the water sources: In the
east, along the Wadi Hesi and its principal tributaries,
several permanent springs exist. On the coastal plain
ground water is available. Gophna (1981) has suggest-
ed that apart from the lack of permanent water sources
within the territory of map 96, the paucity of settle-
ments from the Late Bronze and Iron Ages in the cen-
tral basin of Nahal Shigma (Wadi Hesi) derives also
from geopolitical reasons. Gophna assumed that this
wide area was a marginal region between the eastern
kingdom of Lachish and the western cities of Gaza and
Ashkelon during the Late Bronze period, and that in
the Iron Age the same region constituted a geographic,
ethnic, and political triple border between Judah in the
east and the kingdoms of Gaza and Ashkelon in the
west, and therefore almost empty of settlements.

The Persian Period

The Persian period is represented at three sites. Site
115, north of Nahal Shigma, is located at a distance
from other Iron and Persian period site while sites 176
and 189 were found overlaying Iron 11 remains. At the
latter sites, the pottery collection includes jars pro-
duced from a local greenish clay that could be seen in
nearby wadis. The rural settlement in our survey area
was sparse, probably due to the absence of important
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roads. On the map to the north (Map 92—Ashkelon),
there is evidence of occupation at nine sites and slight
evidence for five others. They are arranged mainly
along longitudinal and latitudinal roads.

The Hellenistic Period

The number of sites increases to seven in this pe-
riod. Three are located on multiperiod settlements con-
taining remains from previous periods (sites 115,176
and 189). Four others are located within or close to
Arab villages (sites 52, 58, 92 and 94), and probably
represent one of the first occupations of these places.
The main obstacle concerning the identification of pot-
tery from the Hellenistic period was the rarity of sherds
belonging to imported vessels, the best chronological
indicator for this period. Where severe identification
difficulties arose because of the lack of indicative el-
ements, the site was not incorporated into the period
list. This fact may have diminished the total number of
Hellenistic sites within the surveyed area. The opposite
approach was implemented by Allen in the area locat-
ed north of ours, in Map 92. There, the period list and
the map of the Hellenistic period contain 38 sites, al-
though the identification of 28 of them is questionable.
In the Map of Urim (125), 10 Hellenistic sites were
surveyed within the 100 km? area (Gazit 1996:15%*);
two of them are questionable, so that only eight sites
should be incorporated in the period list. Indeed, the
Nahal Besor region is a semiarid area, although there
are many springs along the Besor wadi (where most of
these sites are concentrated). It seems, therefore, that
the lower numbers are preferable, since they demon-
strate a consistent range of 7-10 sites for 100 sg. km
units.

The Roman and Byzantine Periods

The survey of Map 96 yielded a large number of sites
attributed to these periods. While the first century B.cC.
and the seventh century a.p. clearly mark the begin-
ning and end points of these periods, there is a certain
controversy concerning the terminology used in their
subdivision. The usual nomenclature in Israel defines
the period from the first century B.c. until the middle
of the second century A.p. as the Early Roman period,
with the Late Roman period extending from this point
until the early fourth century (a.p. 330). The Byzantine
period is dated a.p. 330-638 Western scholars employ
the terms “Late Roman” or “Late Roman/Byzantine”
(e.g., Johnson 2008, esp. 463) in order to cover the pe-
riod from the third through the seventh centuries a.p.
Allen (Ashkelon 1, esp. fig. 3.21) defines the Byzantine
(“Late Roman”) period somewhat differently, from c.
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A.D. 400 to 640. In the survey of Map 96, the “classic”
Israeli nomenclature is employed.

The Roman Period (63 B.c.—a.Dn. 330)

Remains of this period were generally defined
broadly, since in most cases the findings did not allow
the assignment of specific subphases. Sites where iden-
tification was questionable were revisited until indica-
tive sherds were found. Forty-three sites were attribut-
ed to the Roman period. The majority of them, 36 sites,
consists of settlements, occupations, and installations
established during this timespan. A collapsed structure
which may have been a mausoleum was found at site
137. Pottery scatters, large white tesserae, small col-
ored tesserae, building remains, building stones, struc-
tural foundations, pieces of plaster, pieces of bonding
material composed of lime, cement, ash, and crushed
or entire sherds are the characteristic remains at these
sites. The sites are located in all environmental zones
of the surveyed area, yet maintain close relationships
to agricultural land. All the sites of the Roman period
continued to exist in the Byzantine period.

The Byzantine Period (a.n. 330-638)

Byzantine remains were recorded at c. 120 sites.
They are located throughout most of the surveyed
area. The remains include the same elements described
regarding the Roman period, and also contain many
buildings and structures, some of them well preserved.
Several of the sites represent large settlements. Others
are connected to agricultural and industrial activities.
Wells and cisterns are located inside the limits of vil-
lages as well as in outlying areas. Most of the wells
were also used in later periods. Cisterns were found
both in settlements and in the rural zone. In three cases
additional installations accompanied the cisterns: clay
pipes at site 47, a channel at site 70, and a bath at site
75. The number of cisterns in the surveyed area is c. 70.
Marble architectural remains, including complete or
fragmentary columns, bases, and capitals, were found
at many sites. In every case they were accompanied by
typical church remains such as marble chancel posts
and screens, enabling the determination that within the
surveyed area 20 Byzantine churches had stood. At
seven sites, the exact location of mosaic paved floors
is known. The picture is similar in the Ashkelon Map
(92) to the north. Allen (Ashkelon 1, p. 41) noted the
existence of elaborate rural domestic establishments,
which he labeled “villas.” He also states the possibil-
ity that some of these sites were monastic settlements
or churches. In Map 96, as well as in a wide region in
the hinterland of Ashkelon and Gaza, many villages,
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estates, farmsteads, and monasteries were established
in Byzantine times, mainly for the production of wine.
The associated demand for containers resulted in the
establishment of an enormous ceramic industrial sys-
tem. Within Map 96 at least 25 sites contain remains of
pottery workshops; one enormous mound of misfired
Gaza jars was recorded (site 61). Two large cemeteries
(sites 16 and 185) were observed next to settlements.
Fifteen burial systems were also found. These vaulted
tombs were used by wealthy inhabitants of the south-
ern coastal plain, first, in the Late Roman period. In the
Byzantine period they were adapted by the Christian
population (Huster and Sion 2006).

The Early Islamic Period (a.p. 638—-1099)

Remains of the Early Islamic period were recorded
at 42 sites, all of them previously settled during the
Byzantine period; other Byzantine settlements were
abandoned, and new settlements were not established.
The amount of Islamic sherds is far lower than the
large ceramics quantities of the previous Byzantine
period. Based on the distribution of the Islamic pot-
tery scatters over the sites, it appears that the occupa-
tion area was much smaller than in Byzantine times.
This observation is valid at least for sites located in
current pasture lands, where modern agricultural activ-
ity has not removed the surface finds. Regardless, the
remains indicate a sharp decline in settlement patterns.
One site reveals, in addition to the pottery sequence,
a direct testimony of the early Islamic occupation: At
Kh. Jalama (site 108), an Arabic inscription was found
on a fragment of a marble column that belonged to a
Byzantine church. The name of the caliph (Uthman b.
Affan, a.n. 644-56) mentioned in the inscription al-
lows the inscription to be dated to the second half of
the seventh century a.p. (Moshe Sharon, pers. comm.).
Almost all of the Early Islamic settlements were inhab-
ited in later periods.

The Medieval Period
(Crusader and Mamluk periods, A.p. 1099-1516)

We suggest use of the terminology employed
by Mitchel Allen in Map 92 (Ashkelon), namely
Medieval. Its parallel term, The Middle Ages, was
used by Berman in survey map 91 (Zigim) and in Maps
87-88 (Nizzanim west and Nizzanim east, respective-
ly). The main reason to unite or combine the Crusader
and the Mamluk periods (in the archaeological sense,
and solely in regard to surveys) is the difficulty in
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dating the pottery assemblages of these periods, due
to geographical, political, and commercial dynamics
(Avissar and Stern 2005:1). Allen (Ashkelon 1, p. 57)
states that “we cannot easily identify Crusader in me-
dieval assemblages.” His period map presents sites of
the Crusader and Mamluk periods without further dif-
ferentiation, except for five sites identified as known
Crusader villages. In Map 96 the pottery identification
problem is identical or even more severe. During the
second half of the thirteenth century the southern bor-
der of the Kingdom of Jerusalem crossed the area of
Map 96 from west to east (Prawer 1958:236). Here, in-
tensive commercial relations probably took place, and
transfer of wares from side to side would have been a
common occurrence. Thirty-nine Medieval sites were
identified by the presence of twelfth- and thirteenth-
century glazed wares and typical Mamluk painted pot-
tery. The identification of certain sites containing iden-
tifiable remains of the twelfth and thirteenth centuries
as Crusader villages is supported by complementary
historical data and includes Zeita (site 9), Sumsum
(52), Camsa (82), Shaarata (112), and probably Kh.
Hirbiya (37), if its identification with the Crusader vil-
lage Elroeiheb is correct (Blakely and Huster in press).

The Ottoman Period (a.n. 1516-1917)

The description of the Ottoman period for Map 96 is
found in Chapter 3.

The British Mandate Period (a.n. 1917-1948)

Forty sites of the Ottoman period were recorded.
Some of them were significant, sizeable settled vil-
lages. (The names of the villages in the taxpayers list
from 1596 [Huttteroth and Abdulfattah 1977] are il-
lustrated in italics.) Four are destroyed Arab villages
settled until 1948: Sumsum (site 52; Sumsum); Bureir
(58; Burayr); Najd (92; Najd al-Gharbi); Huj (175).
The adjacent cemeteries also include ancient tombs,
as indicated by the pottery sequence. The large areas
of these villages, as marked on Mandatory maps and
observed in aerial photographies are not always con-
sistent with the scattering of building materials, since
the houses were built mainly of unfired mudbricks,
not always recognizable in the terrain during survey.
. Other sites are well-known ruins: Kh. Zeita (site 9);
Kh. Babliya (21; Babilliya); Kh. Ghayada (34); Kh.
Hirbiya (37); Kh. Umm Qallum (79); Camsa (82;
Qamsa); Kh. Umm Tabun (94); Kh. el Jalama (108;
Jalama); Kh. Beit Tafa (111); Kh. Sha%arata (112;
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Shacarta al-Kubra, Tabi Burayr); Kh. Najd (127);!
Kh. Marashan (138); Kh. en Namus (182); Kh. Lasan
(186; Lisin); and Kh. el Haj Harb (206). The remaining
sites consist of eighteen wells (sites 7, 22, 36, 50, 52,
53, 65, 68, 83, 92, 105, 109, 117, 119, 127, 138, 175,
191), two of them in use since the Byzantine period,;
three stone quarries (17, 43, 93); one lime kiln (80);
three sheikh’s tombs—Esh Sheikh Mansur (174), Nabi
Huj (site 176) and Sheikha Fatma (site 189). The rest
are groups of dwellings or isolated structures from the
late Ottoman period or from the British Mandate. In
the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, the area
of Map 96, as with other regions east of Gaza, under-
went a process of sedentarization under the control and
encouragement of the authorities. The best example of
this process in our area is the establishment of Huj
by the Egyptian ruler or the governor of Palestine.
Huj was visited by Robinson in 1838 shortly after it
was built (Robinson 1841 11:384-86). Two additional

! Based on the coordinates they give, Huttteroth and
Abdulfattah (1977:150) appear to identify Kh. Najd with
Dummar en-Najd, which appears throughout the sixteenth-
century defters. Instead, Dummar en-Najd should probably
be identified with Dimra (in Map 95; for more information
on this identification see Appendix 2).
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settlements were founded, to the east of our survey
area, during Egyptian rule in the 1830s: Sukkariyeh
and Qubeibeh, both visited by Robinson in 1838 (1841
11:392-94; see also Amiran 1953:253). In the 1890s,
additional settlements were founded in the south, ei-
ther as part of forced sedentarization (most famously,
Beersheba) or to act against Bedouin encroachment.
In the latter case, three such villages were founded
south of Map 96, on lands of Sultan Abdulhamid II:
Kaufakha, Muharraga, and Jaladiya (Levin, Kark,
and Galilee 2009:13-14; Braslavi 1956:360; Amiran
1953:253-54). Petrie, who visited Kaufakha (south of
our survey area) in 1890, related that “it is now be-
ing mined out for a new village settled from Gaza”
(1891:52). Within the borders of Map 96, two younger
small settlements were discerned: Kh. Marashan, a
cluster of c. 20 houses arranged along a street, built
sometime after Petrie (1891:52) visited it; and the most
recent (site 105), informally named Mansura (mean-
ing “victory”), built after the Second World War by
Palestinian soldiers dismissed from the British army.
The last is the only settlement built in a location with-
out ancient remains. It is mentioned here primarily
because it was wrongly identified as Mansura from
the sixteenth-century Ottoman tax lists (Grossman
2010:76).



132 Regional Archaeological Survey: Map of Sderot (96)

Figure 5.1: Map of Sderot (96), sites from all periods over modern topography.
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Figure 5.2: Map of Sderot (96), sites from Paleolithic period over modern topography.
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Figure 5.3: Map of Sderot (96), sites from Neolithic and Chalcolithic periods over modern topography.
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Figure 5.6: Map of Sderot (96), sites from Middle Bronze Age over modern topography.
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Figure 5.7: Map of Sderot (96), sites from Late Bronze Age over modern topography.
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Figure 5.8: Map of Sderot (96), sites from Iron | Age over modern topography.
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Figure 5.9: Map of Sderot (96), sites from Iron 11 Age over modern topography.
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Figure 5.10: Map of Sderot (96), sites from Persian and Hellenistic periods over modern topography.
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Figure 5.11: Map of Sderot (96), select sites labeled from Roman period over modern topography.
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Figure 5.12: Map of Sderot (96), sites from Roman period over modern topography.
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Figure 5.13: Map of Sderot (96), select sites labeled from Byzantine period over modern topography.
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Figure 5.14: Map of Sderot (96), sites from Byzantine period over modern topography.
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Figure 5.15: Map of Sderot (96), select sites labeled from Early Islamic period over modern topography.
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Figure 5.16: Map of Sderot (96), sites from Early Islamic period over modern topography.
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Figure 5.17: Map of Sderot (96), sites from Medieval period over modern topography.
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Figure 5.18: Map of Sderot (96), sites from Ottoman period over modern topography.
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Site

Babliya, Kh. el
Beer Gluma (Bir Jalama)
Beit Tafa, Kh.
Berekha, H.

Bror, Tel

Bureir

Buta, H.

Gevarram Kurkar Ridge
Ghayada, Kh. el
Gluma, H.

Haj Harb, Kh. el
Herev, H.

Hirbiya, Kh.

Hoga, H.

Huj

Huj, Kh.

Jalama, Kh.

Kefar Se’ora, H.
Lasan Kh.
Magharat Ghazza, Tell
Majnuna, Tell el
Marashan, Kh. el
Mashnaga, Tell el
Nabi Huj, en

Nahal Azur

Nahal Bror

Nahal Dorot

Nahal Dov

Nahal Hatzav
Nahal Heletz
Nahal Hoga

Nahal Kosses
Nahal Marashan
Nahal Mardim
Nahal Mefalsim
Nahal Nigraf
Nahal Nir Am
Nahal Revaiya
Nahal Ruhama
Nahal Shigma
Nahal Sumsum
Nahal Tal

Nahal Zedim

Najd

Najd, Kh.

Namus, Kh. en
Sawabta, Kh.
Sderot

Sha>fat el Mughr
Sha>fat Umm ez-Zamilia
Sha’ratta, Kh.
Shega, Tell

Sheikh Mansur, esh
Sumsum

Umm Buteih, Kh.
Tell edh Dhahab, Kh.
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AprPENDIX C: INDEX OF SITE NAMES

Site No.

21,22

109

111

181, 182

61

31, 32, 56-60, 62-65, 67-69
207

17-20

34

108

206

206

37

176, 189

175

189

108

112

185-87

89

191

137-39

61

176, 189

171,172
23-27, 66, 70-75
178, 190, 192, 205
168

116, 117
28-30, 33, 35, 54, 55
106, 107, 128-31, 152-54, 165-67, 177, 200-2
123, 144

158

91, 121, 122, 124, 125
169, 170, 188, 199
155-57

99, 100, 102-5, 126, 150, 151, 164
1-6, 36, 38

179, 180, 183, 184, 193-98
39-44, 76-78, 80-88, 90, 96-98, 101, 110, 113-15, 118-20, 132-36
7,8, 11-15, 45
145-48
140-143, 159, 160
92,93

127

181, 182

137-139

149

16

16

112

191

174

46-53

207

173
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Site Site No.

Umm Qallum, Kh. 79

Umm Tabun, Kh. 94, 95

Wadi Abd el Aziz 200

Wadi Abu Ali 201-4

Wadi Abu Rashid 179, 180, 183, 184, 193-98
Wadi el Badawiya 7

Wadi el Bi> 161-63

Wadi el Ghazawiya 171,172

Wadi el Hadd 154

Wadi el Hesi 39-41, 77,90

Wadi Hirbiya 1, 36, 38

Wad Iweida 158

Wadi el Jabali 149

Wadi el Jurf 155-57

Wadi Lisin 169, 170, 188, 199

Wadi el Mahawir 106

Wadi el Majnuna 190, 192, 205

Wadi el Makkus 123, 144

Wadi el Manyasa 140-42, 159, 160

Wadi Mardin 121

Wadi en Nada 145-48

Wadi Najd 99, 102, 103, 126, 150, 151, 164
Wadi en Namus 168

Wadi el Qaca 28, 35

Wadi er Raml 106, 128, 152-54, 165-67, 177, 178
Wadi Shagafat 23

Zeita, Kh. 9,10
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Period

Paleolithic

Neolithic
Chalcolithic
Middle Bronze
Late Bronze
Iron |

Iron 11

Persian
Hellenistic

Roman

Byzantine

Early Islamic

Medieval (Crusader
and Mamluk periods)

Ottoman
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AprPENDIX D: INDEX OF SITES LISTED BY PERIOD

Site Nos.

1-5, 11, 15, 18, 24-26, 28, 30, 39-44, 77, 85, 86, 89, 96-102,
120, 121, 124, 125, 134, 140, 144-48, 152, 154-57, 159, 161
163-65, 167, 168, 172, 178, 190-92, 198, 205

76, 166, 179

114, 154, 180, 193-95, 200, 202

61, 138

88, 114, 177

177

176, 189, 199

115, 176, 189

52,58, 92, 94, 115, 176, 189

7,9, 16, 21, 32, 34, 37, 43, 48-50, 52, 56-64, 67, 79, 82, 91, 92,
94,108, 111, 112, 127, 135, 137-39, 149, 151, 169, 170, 176
182, 185, 186, 189

6-12, 14-17, 19-23, 27, 32-37, 40, 41, 43, 45-52, 55-67, 69-75
78,79, 81, 82, 84, 87, 90-95, 98, 102—4, 106-8, 110-13, 121-23
126-36, 137-39, 149-51, 153, 154, 158, 160, 162, 169-71, 173,
175, 176, 181-86, 188, 189, 196, 197, 206

8,9, 21, 22, 32, 34, 37, 43, 49-52, 57-60, 62-65, 67, 79, 82
92-94, 108, 111-13, 127, 132, 138, 169-71, 175, 176, 182, 186
189, 206

6,9, 21, 22, 32, 34, 37, 43, 49-52, 57-60, 62-65, 67, 79, 82,
92-94, 108, 111, 112, 127, 138, 171, 174-76, 182, 186, 189, 206

7,9,17,21, 22,31, 32, 34, 36, 37, 43, 49, 50-54, 57-68, 79, 80,
82, 83, 92-94, 108, 109, 111, 112, 127, 138, 139, 174-76, 182,
186, 189, 206; sites 49-53 are sections of one site; sites 58-60
and 62-67 are sections of one site.

Total No. of Sites
61

44

118

42

39

40
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ArpeNDIX E: INDEX OF MAP OF SDEROT (96) SITES

No. Site

© 00 NOoO Ol WN -

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

20

21

22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34

35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44

Nahal Revaiya (Wadi Hirbiya)
Nahal Revaiya (Wadi Hirbiya)
Nahal Revaiya (Wadi Hirbiya)
Nahal Revaiya (Wadi Hirbiya)
Nahal Revaiya (Wadi Hirbiya)
Nahal Revaiya (Wadi Hirbiya)
Nahal Sumsum (Wadi el Badawiya)
Nahal Sumsum (Wadi el Badawiya)
Khirbat Zeita
7 cisterns
Khirbat Zeita
Nahal Sumsum (Wadi el Badawiya)
Nahal Sumsum (Wadi el Badawiya)
Nahal Sumsum (Wadi el Badawiya)
Nahal Sumsum (Wadi el Badawiya)
Nahal Sumsum (Wadi el Badawiya)
Sha>fat el-Mughr, Sha>fat Umm ez-Zamilia
Gevarram Kurkar Ridge Reserve
Gevarram Kurkar Ridge Reserve
Gevarram Kurkar Ridge Reserve
cistern
Gevarram Kurkar Ridge Reserve
cistern
Khirbat el Babliya
3 cisterns
Khirbat el Babliya
Nahal Bror (Wadi Shakafat)
Nahal Bror (Wadi Shakafat)
Nahal Bror (Wadi Shakafat)
Nahal Bror (Wadi Shakafat)
Nahal Bror (Wadi Shakafat)
Nahal Heletz (Wadi el Qa’a)
Nahal Heletz (Wadi el Qa’a)
Nahal Heletz (Wadi el Qa’a)
Bureir
Bureir
Bureir
Khirbat el Ghayada
2 cisterns
Nahal Heletz (Wadi el Qa’a)
Nahal Revaiya (Wadi Hirbiya)
Khirbat Hirbiya
Nahal Revaiya (Wadi Hirbiya)
Nahal Shigma (Wadi el Hesi)
Nahal Shigma (Wadi el Hesi)
Nahal Shigma (Wadi el Hesi)
Nahal Shigma (Wadi el Hesi)
Nahal Shigma (Wadi el Hesi)
Nahal Shigma (Wadi el Hesi)

Coordinates

160500/609900
160500/609400
160600/609300
160050/609300
160050/609000
161000/609700
161500/609800
161050/609400
161400/609200

161550/609000
162450/609750
162800/609750
162300/609400
162050/ 609300
162300/609150
162700/609300
163050/609950
163100/609800
163650/609600

163350/609400

163500/609150

163800/609200
164500/609700
164500/609550
164600/609950
164500/609400
164300/609300
165100/609800
165400/609700
165300/609600
165500/609250
165900/609100
166350/609200
167050/609100

168100/609950
160900/608850
160450/608700
160100/608600
160100/608100
160400/608100
160500/608800
161350/608600
161100/608400
161050/608000

Area (m2)

1,200
600
500
200
2,000
50
2,000
500
40,000

100
100
150
200
150
100
10,000
400
1,000
100

100
3,000

100
200
400
200
1,200
100
300
100
200
800
1,000
100
3,000

1,000
500
20,000
800
100
400
100
250
400
200

Periods

Paleo

Paleo

Paleo

Paleo

Paleo

Byz, Med
Rom, Byz, Ott
Byz, El

Rom, Byz, El, Med, Ott

Byz

Paleo, Byz
Byz
Indeterminate
Byz

Paleo, Byz
Rom, Byz
Byz, Ott
Paleo

Byz

Byz

Rom, Byz, El, Med, Ott

Byz, El, Med, Ott
Byz

Paleo

Paleo

Paleo

Byz

Paleo
Indeterminate
Paleo

Ott

Rom, Byz, El, Med, Ott

Byz

Rom, Byz, El, Med, Ott

Byz
Byz, Ott

Rom, Byz, El, Med, Ott

Paleo
Paleo
Paleo, Byz
Paleo, Byz
Paleo

Paleo, Rom, Byz, El, Med, Ott

Paleo

151
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No. Site

45 Nahal Sumsum (Wadi el Badawiya)

46

47

48
49
50
51

52

53
54
55
56
57

58

59
60
61

62

63

64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71

72

73

74

75

76

77

78

79

cistern
Sumsum
cistern
Sumsum
cistern
Sumsum
Sumsum
Sumsum
Sumsum
cistern
Sumsum

possible Byzantine church; 2 cisterns

Sumsum
Nahal Bror (Wadi Shakafat)
Nahal Bror (Wadi Shakafat)
Bureir
Bureir

pottery workshop
Bureir

possible Byzantine church

Bureir
Bureir
Tel Bror, Tell el Mashnaga

wine press; pottery workshop

Bureir
pottery workshop

Bureir
Byzantine church

Bureir

Bureir

Nahal Bror (Wadi Shakafat)

Bureir

Bureir

Bureir

Nahal Bror (Wadi Shakafat)

Nahal Bror (Wadi Shakafat)
cistern

Nahal Bror (Wadi Shakafat)
cistern

Nahal Bror (Wadi Shakafat)
cistern

Nahal Bror (Wadi Shakafat)
cistern

Nahal Bror (Wadi Shakafat)

Nahal Shigma (Wadi el Hesi)

Nahal Shigma (Wadi el Hesi)

Nahal Shigma (Wadi el Hesi)
cistern

Khirbet Umm Qallum
pottery workshop

Coordinates
162150/608950

162600/608900

162400/608800

162400/608800
162800/608700
162150/608600
162300/608600

162800/608500

163100/608700
164600/608350
164450/608100
165600/608900
165650/608800

165900/608900

165800/608700
165950/608650
165000/608400

166100/608950

166100/608800

166200/608700
166250/608650
166900/608800
166200/608500
166700/608600
166400/608800
166600/608500
166700/608050

166900/608080
166950/608100
167000/608150
167100/608150
169400/608100
169800/608000
160050/607700

160800/607500

Area (m2)
100

100
100

100
2,000
200
200

60,000

500
100
50
2,000
500

250,000

400
100
10,000

1,500
200

100
100
200
3,000
100
100
60
100

100
100
100
100
100
200
100

20,000

Periods

Byz
Byz
Byz

Rom, Byz

Rom, Byz, El, Med, Ott
Rom, Byz, El, Med, Ott
Byz, El, Med, Ott

Hell, Rom, Byz, El, Med, Ott

Ott

Ott

Byz

Rom, Byz

Rom, Byz, El, Med, Ott

Hell, Rom, Byz, El, Med, Ott

Rom, Byz, El, Med, Ott
Rom, Byz, El, Med, Ott
MB, Rom, Byz, Ott

Rom, Byz, El, Med, Ott
Rom, Byz, El, Med, Ott

Rom, Byz, El, Med, Ott
Byz, El, Med, Ott

Byz, Ott

Rom, Byz, El, Med, Ott
Ott

Byz

Byz

Byz

Byz
Byz
Byz
Byz
Neo
Paleo

Byz

Rom, Byz, El, Med, Ott



Regional Archaeological Survey: Map of Sderot (96)

No. Site

80
81

82

83
84
85
86
87
88
89
90

91
92
93
94

95
96
97
98
99
100
101
102
103
104
105
106

107

108

109
110
111

112

113

114
115
116
117
118
119
120

Nahal Shigma (Wadi el Hesi)

Nahal Shigma (Wadi el Hesi)
cistern

Nahal Shigma (Wadi el Hesi)
pottery workshop

Nahal Shigma (Wadi el Hesi)

Nahal Shigma (Wadi el Hesi)

Nahal Shigma (Wadi el Hesi)

Nahal Shigma (Wadi el Hesi)

Nahal Shigma (Wadi el Hesi)

Nahal Shigma (Wadi el Hesi)

Tell Magharat Ghazza

Nahal Shigma (Wadi el Hesi)
cistern

Nahal Mardim (Wadi Mardin)

Najd

Najd

Khirbet Umm Tabun

Byzantine church; 4 cisterns

Khirbet Umm Tabun

Nahal Shigma (Wadi el Hesi)
Nahal Shigma (Wadi el Hesi)
Nahal Shigma (Wadi el Hesi)
Nahal Nir Am (Wadi Najd)
Nahal Nir Am (Wadi Najd)
Nahal Shigma (Wadi el Hesi)
Nahal Nir Am (Wadi Najd)
Nahal Nir Am (Wadi Najd)
Nahal Nir Am (Wadi Najd)
Nahal Nir Am (Wadi Najd)

Nahal Hoga (W. er Raml, W. el Mahawir)

cistern

Nahal Hoga (W. er Raml, W. el Mahawir)

cistern

Hurvat Gluma, Khirbet Jalama

wine press; 2 cisterns
Beer Gluma, Bir Jalama
Nahal Shigma (Wadi el Hesi)
Khirbet Beit Jaffa

Byzantine church

Hurvat Gluma, Khirbet Sharatta
Byzantine church; wine press; 2 cisterns

Nahal Shigma (Wadi el Hesi)
cistern

Nahal Shigma (Wadi el Hesi)

Nahal Shigma (Wadi el Hesi)

Nahal Hatzav (Wadi el Khanazir)
Nahal Hatzav (Wadi el Khanazir)

Nahal Shigma (Wadi el Hesi)
Nahal Shigma (Wadi el Hesi)
Nahal Shigma (Wadi el Hesi)

Coordinates

160900/607000
161800/607250

163800/607000

164950/607200
165650/607300
167800/607800
167500/607700
167350/607400
169500/607000
160800/606900
160450/606850

160900/606000
161700/606900
161900/606600
161400/606300

161700/606200
162400/606600
162700/606700
162800/606500
162600/606200
162900/606100
163400/606900
163050/606700
163300/606600
163350/606500
163100/606300
163750/606150

163800/606100

164500/606500

164250/606150
165300/606500
166600/606000

167400/606600

167550/606400

167800/606300
167500/606000
169600/606900
169800/606300
169400/606350
169400/606100
169100/606000

Area (m2)

100
100

40,000

100
400
1,000
200

50
12,000
400
200

400
40,000
200
30,000

100
100
200
100
100
500
100
100
50
50
10,000
400

100
20,000

50
200
10,000

40,000
100

10,000
4,000
15,000
100
200
100
400

Periods

ott
Byz

Rom, Byz, El, Med, Ott

Ott
Byz
Paleo
Paleo
Byz
LB
Paleo
Byz

Rom, Byz

Hell, Rom, Byz, El, Med, Ott
Byz, El, Med, Ott

Hell, Rom, Byz, El, Med, Ott

Byz

Paleo
Paleo
Paleo, Byz
Paleo
Paleo
Paleo
Paleo, Byz
Byz

Byz
Indeterminate
Byz

Byz
Rom, Byz, El, Med, Ott

Ott
Byz
Rom, Byz, El, Med, Ott

Rom, Byz, El, Med, Ott
Byz, El

Chalco, LB
Pers, Hell
Mod

Mod

Mod

Mod

Paleo
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No. Site

121

122
123
124
125
126

127

128

129

130

131
132
133
134
135
136

137
138

139

140
141
142
143
144
145
146
147
148
149

150
151
152
153
154
155
156
157
158
159
160
161

Nahal Mardim (Wadi Mardin)
cistern

Nahal Mardim (Wadi Mardin)

Nahal Kosses (Wadi el Makkus)

Nahal Mardim (Wadi Mardin)

Nahal Mardim (Wadi Mardin)

Nahal Nir Am (Wadi Najd)
cistern

Khirbet Najd
Byzantine church; wine press; 5 cisterns

Nahal Hoga (W. er Raml, W. el Mahawir)
2 cisterns

Nahal Hoga (W. er Raml, W. el Mahawir)
cistern

Nahal Hoga (W. er Raml, W. el Mahawir)
cistern

Nahal Hoga (W. er Raml, W. el Mahawir)

Nahal Shigma (Wadi el Hesi)

Nahal Shigma (Wadi el Hesi)

Nahal Shigma (Wadi el Hesi)

Nahal Shigma (Wadi el Hesi)

Nahal Shigma (Wadi el Hesi)
pottery workshop

Khirbet el Marashan, Khirbet Sawabta

Khirbet el Marashan, Khirbet Sawabta
cistern

Khirbet el Marashan, Khirbet Sawabta
Byzantine church; cistern

Nahal Zedim (Wadi el Manyasa)

Nahal Zedim (Wadi el Manyasa)

Nahal Zedim (Wadi el Manyasa)

Nahal Zedim (Wadi el Manyasa)

Nahal Kosses (Wadi el Makkus)

Nahal Tal (Wadi en Nada)

Nahal Tal (Wadi en Nada)

Nahal Tal (Wadi en Nada)

Nahal Tal (Wadi en Nada)

Nahal Tal (Wadi en Nada)
2 cisterns

Nahal Nir Am (Wadi Najd)

Nahal Nir Am (Wadi Najd)

Nahal Hoga (W. er Raml, W. el Mahawir)

Nahal Hoga (W. er Raml, W. el Mahawir)

Nahal Hoga (W. er Raml, W. el Mahawir)

Nahal Nigraf (Wadi el Jurf)

Nahal Nigraf (Wadi el Jurf)

Nahal Nigraf (Wadi el Jurf)

Nahal Marashan (Wadi Iweida)

Nahal Zedim (Wadi el Manyasa)

Nahal Zedim (Wadi el Manyasa)

Nahal Tal (Wadi el Bi, Wadi en Nada

Coordinates
160200/605900

160600/605800
160200/605100
160500/605300
160700/605100
162050/605550

162100/605100

163800/605950

163950/605800

164050/605800

164100/605800
166600/605700
166900/605600
166400/605100
167500/605800
167900/605800

167800/605700
167900/605800

167600/605500

167700/605100
168700/605700
168900/605500
168500/605200
160200/604800
160700/604700
160600/604500
160400/604300
160600/604000
161400/604600

162900/604850
162650/604300
163800/604700
163500/604500
164500/604200
166350/604900
166400/604600
166100/604800
167500/604200
168200/604100
168900/604400
160200/603800

Area (m2)
100

400
200
500
400
100

20,000
200
100
100

100
2,000
800
400
1,000
100

100
10,000

500

200
600
400
400
100
200
600
100
100
5,000

500
200
100
300
400
200
100
200
200
100
600
200

Periods

Paleo, Byz

Byz
Byz
Paleo
Paleo
Byz

Rom, Byz, El, Med, Ott

Byz
Byz
Byz

Byz

Byz, El
Byz
Paleo
Rom, Byz
Byz

Indeterminate

MB, Rom, Byz, El, Med, Ott, Mod

Rom, Byz, Ott, Mod

Paleo, Mod
Mod

Mod

Mod

Paleo
Paleo
Paleo
Paleo
Paleo

Rom, Byz

Byz

Rom, Byz
Paleo

Byz

Paleo, Chalco, Byz

Paleo
Paleo
Paleo
Byz

Paleo
Byz

Paleo
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No. Site Coordinates Area (m2)  Periods

162 Nahal Tal (Wadi el Bi, Wadi en Nada 160600/603100 1,000 Byz

163 Nahal Tal (Wadi el Bi, Wadi en Nada 161100/603800 100 Paleo

164 Nahal Nir Am (Wadi Najd) 162400/603500 200 Paleo

165 Nahal Hoga (W. er Raml, W. el Mahawir)  164500/603800 200 Paleo

166 Nahal Hoga (W. er Raml, W. el Mahawir)  164350/603300 10 Neo

167 Nahal Hoga (W. er Raml, W. el Mahawir)  165100/603800 100 Paleo

168 Nahal Dov (Wadi en Namus) 168700/603300 200 Paleo

169 Nahal Mefalsim (Wadi Lisin) 160400/602500 5,000 Rom, Byz, El
2 cisterns

170 Nahal Mefalsim (Wadi Lisin) 160700/602100 10,000 Rom, Byz, El
wine press; pottery workshop; 2 cisterns

171 Nahal Azur (Wadi el Ghazawiya) 162550/602050 3,000 Byz, El, Med

172 Nahal Azur (Wadi el Ghazawiya) 163100/602300 200 Paleo

173 Khirbet Tell edh Dhahab 163600/602150 100 Byz

174 Esh Sheikh Mansur 163950/602200 100 Med, Ott, Mod

175 Huj 164200/602200 45,000 Byz, El, Med, Ott, Mod
possible Byzantine church

176 Hurvat Hoga ,Kh. Huj, en Nabi Huj 164700/602000 40,000 Iron2, Pers, Hell, Rom, Byz, El, Med,
Byzantine church; pottery workshop; 5 cisterns Ott, Mod

177 Nahal Hoga (W. er Raml, W. el Mahawir)  165100/602450 200 LB, Ironl

178 Nahal Dorot (Wadi er Raml) 166300/602100 1,000 Paleo

179 Nahal Ruhama (Wadi Abu Rashid) 166900/602100 10 Neo

180 Nahal Ruhama (Wadi Abu Rashid) 167400/602100 500 Chalco

181 Hurvat Berekha, Khirbet en Namus 168900/602600 100 Byz, Mod

182 Hurvat Berekha, Khirbet en Namus 169400/602300 60,000 Rom, Byz, El, Med, Ott
Byzantine church; pottery workshop

183 Nahal Ruhama (Wadi Abu Rashid) 169700/602200 200 Byz
wine press

184 Nahal Ruhama (Wadi Abu Rashid) 169700/602100 100 Byz

185 Khirbet Lasan 160800/601500 20,000 Rom, Byz

186 Khirbet Lasan 161300/601500 60,000 Rom, Byz, El, Med, Ott
Byzantine church; pottery workshop; 4 cisterns

187 Khirbet Lasan 161400/601600 800 Indeterminate
5 cisterns

188 Nahal Mefalsim (Wadi Lisin) 161800/601100 200 Byz
2 cisterns

189 Hurvat Hoga,Kh. Huj, en Nabi Huj 164600/601950 120,000 Iron2, Pers, Hell, Rom, Byz, El, Med,
5 cisterns Ott, Mod

190 Nahal Dorot (Wadi er Raml, W. el Majnuna) 166700/601400 200 Paleo

191 Tel Shega, Tell el Majnuna 167700/601700 200 Paleo

192 Nahal Dorot (Wadi er Raml,W. el Majnuna) 167500/601250 100 Paleo

193 Nahal Ruhama (Wadi Abu Rashid) 168500/601900 1,200 Chalco

194 Nahal Ruhama (Wadi Abu Rashid) 168800/601900 500 Chalco

195 Nahal Ruhama (Wadi Abu Rashid) 169200/601800 2,500 Chalco

196 Nahal Ruhama (Wadi Abu Rashid) 169050/601600 200 Byz
Byzantine church; 3 cisterns

197 Nahal Ruhama (Wadi Abu Rashid) 169600/601700 800 Byz, Mod
4 cisterns

198 Nahal Ruhama (Wadi Abu Rashid) 169700/601700 200 Paleo

199 Nahal Mefalsim (Wadi Lisin) 160500/600900 10 Iron2

200 Nahal Hoga (W. er Raml, W.Abd el Aziz)  165700/600600 1,000 Chalco

201 Nahal Hoga (W. er Raml, W.Abu Ali) 167350/600800 100 Mod
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No. Site Coordinates

202 Nahal Hoga (W. er Raml, W. Abu Ali) 167500/600700
203 Nahal Hoga (W. er Raml, W. Abu Ali) 167800/600200
204 Nahal Hoga (W. er Raml, W. Abu Ali) 167400/600100
205 Nahal Dorot (Wadi er Raml, W. el Majnuna) 168400/600500
206 Hurvat Herev, Khirbet el Haj Harb 169900/600950

Byzantine church; 2 cisterns
207 Hurvat Buta, Khirbet Umm Buteih 169800/600300

cistern

Area (m2)  Periods

400 Chalco

100 Mod

100 Mod

300 Paleo

10,000 Byz, El, Med, Ott, Mod
100 Mod
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AprPENDIX F: CATALOGUE OF MAP OF SDEROT (96) SITES

1. 11-10/09-1 11050 10990 16050 60990

Nahal Revaiya (Wadi Hirbiya), triangulation point 823, spot height 86 m.

Scatter of flint implements (including handaxes, choppers, cores, and flakes), on top and S slope of sandy kurkar hill (c. 1.2
dunams).

Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

1. Blade from Site 88
2. Blade from Site 114

3. Blade from Site 114
4. Blade from Site 177

Figure 5.19: Late Bronze Age Flint Sickle Blades (scale 1:2)

2. 11-10/09-2 11050 10940 16050 60940

Nahal Revaiya

Scatter of flint implements (c. 600 m?) on N moderate slope of kurkar hill, covered with a thin layer of red soil (hamra). High
percentage of flint tool industry waste.

Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

3. 11-10/09-3 11060 10930 16060 60930

Nahal Revaiya

Scatter of flint tool industry on E slope of kurkar hill, west of dry bed of Nahal Revaiya. The implements were collected from
the top of a thin hamra layer over an area of ¢. 500 m2.

Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

4. 11-10/09-4 11005 10930 16005 60930

Nahal Revaiya

Remains of a structure (3 x 3.2 m); fieldstone walls (0.60 m wide) preserved 1-2 courses high. Segments of a coarse tiled
mosaic floor. Tesserae of white color (2 x 2 cm). Around the structure, a dense scatter of pottery sherds (c. 200 m?).

Pottery: Byzantine.
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5. 11-10/09-5 11005 10900 16005 60900

Nahal Revaiya

Scatter of flint implements (c. 2 dunams), including handaxes and choppers, on kurkar ridge and N slope W of Nahal Revaiya.
Some tools were produced using the Levallois technique. Remains of structures (c. 500 m2); unhewn kurkar building stones,
coarse tesserae(mostly 3 x 3 cm), fragments of glass vessels and many potsherds.

Lithic finds: Lower and Middle Paleolithic.

Pottery: Byzantine.

6. 11-10/19-1 11100 10970 16100 60970

Nahal Revaiya

Dense scatter of pottery sherds and broken fieldstones (c. 50 m?) on W slope of kurkar hill, E of Nahal Revaiya.
Pottery: Byzantine and Medieval.

7. 11-10/19-1 11150 10980 16150 60980

Nahal Sumsum (Wadi el Badawiya)

Group of five abandoned and ruined recent dwellings on moderate slope of kurkar hill covered with a thin layer of loess soil,
overlooking Nahal Sumsum from N. In the walls of two structures, built of mortared rough unhewn stones and preserved
1-2.5 m high, fragments of marble architectural elements and basalt vessels were embedded. Three structures are built of
unfired mudbricks. Nearby, a well, partly blocked, 2.5 m diameter, built of dressed kurkar stones. Close to the well, a cement
base of a pumping engine. The water was conducted to a square pool (3 x 3 m, 1.3 m high) situated 150 m E of the well, on a
higher point. From the pool, water was brought by conduits, built of cement or flat kurkar stones, to lower elevations, in order
to water a citrus orchard (c. 15000 m2), now abandoned.

Pottery: Roman, Byzantine, Ottoman, and Mandatory.

8. 11-10/19-3 11105 10940 16105 60940

Nahal Sumsum

Foundations of structures (c. 500 m?) built of kurkar fieldstones laid with mortar on kurkar hill, W of Nahal Sumsum. Scatter
of pottery sherds.

Pottery: Byzantine and Early Islamic.

9. 11-10/19-4 11140 10920 16140 60920

Kh. Zeita (M)

Remains of settlement (c. 40 dunams) on top and slopes of kurkar hill. Foundations of structures. Strewn amidst ruins: fragments
of lintels, thresholds, marble architectural elements, basalt grinding stones, building stones, pottery sherds, and tesserae. Five
plastered cisterns (45 mdeep), currently partly blocked or ruinous. To N of settlement (100 m), on flat area, foundations of struc-
tures, two cisterns (presently blocked). Dense coverage of pottery sherds (mainly Gaza jars), fired bricks, slag, and kiln waste.
Pottery: Roman, Byzantine, Early Islamic, Medieval, and Ottoman.

Identification: Zeite, a village from the Crusader period (see also site 82 below).

10. 11-10/19-5 11155 10900 16155 60900

Kh. Zeita (M)

Collapsed structure (3.2 x 1.8 m) on SW slope of kurkar hill, some 200 m SW of the settlement. Built of small cemented
fieldstones. The vaulted roof has collapsed inward. The remains indicate that the structure is a vaulted tomb. Nearby, light
scatter of pottery and human bones.

Pottery: Byzantine.

Huster and Sion 2006:61-64, Table 1 no. 66

11. 11-10/29-1 11245 10975 16245 60975

Nahal Sumsum

Light scatter of eroded flint implements (c. 100 m?) on moderate slope of a kurkar hill.
Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

12. 11-10/29-2 11280 10975 16280 60975

Nahal Sumsum

Light scatter of flint implements and potsherds (c. 150 m?) on kurkar hill overlaid by a thin layer of hamra soil.
Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

Pottery: Byzantine.
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13. 11-10/29-3 11230 10940 16230 60940

Nahal Sumsum

Fragmentary foundation of structure (3 x 3 m) built of unhewn cemented kurkar stones, on S slope of kurkar hill cov-
ered by hamra soil. Moderate scatter (c. 200 m?) of pottery and white color tesserae (2 x 2 cm). Light scatter of flint
implements.

Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

Pottery: Byzantine.

14. 11-10/29-4 11205 10930 16205 60930

Nahal Sumsum

Light scatter of flint implements and three concentrations of pottery sherds (c. 50 m? each) on top and W slope of kurkar hill.
Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

Pottery: Byzantine.

15. 11-10/29-5 11230 10930 16230 60915

Nahal Sumsum

Ruinous structure (2 x 2 m) on top of kurkar hill, fieldstone walls (0.4 m wide) preserved 1-3 courses high, remains of plaster
on interior walls. Dense scatter of pottery sherds around the structure (c. 100 m?). At this spot, water erosion has created a
natural section. The geological layers from top to bottom are: Hamra soil—c. 1m; sandy soft kurkar—c. 4 m; a second hamra
soil layer—c. 2 m; calcium carbonate nodules—0.5 m; hard kurkar (sandstone)—c. 4 m. Flint implements were collected
from the top of the upper hamra layer (c. 200 m?).

Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

Pottery: Byzantine.

16. 11-10/29-6 11270 10930 16270 60930
Sha>fat el-Mughr (M)
Sha>fat Umm ez-Zamilia (M)
Cemetery on kurkar hill (c. 10 dunams), 800 m N of the Arab village Sumsum. On the E edge, in a natural section, two
quarries of kurkar stones. On S slope and on flat top, 22 burial caves hewn in a hard kurkar layer mostly in the same
manner: A narrow vertical shaft (1 x 1 m, 1-2 m deep) leads to a square entrance (0.8 x 0.8 m), installed in a smoothed
facade. Some of the entrances have marginal linear decorations around three of the edges. Each burial cave consists of a
chamber (average size 2.5 x 3 m, height 2 m); some caves have additional niches. On the W side of the hill, a burial cave
of a different style: A central chamber (4 x 2 m) and six cells (2 x 1 m each), arranged symmetrically, three on each side
of the long wall.

The upper part of this cave has collapsed. Most of the burial caves were robbed, leaving dense scatters of pottery sherds
near the entrances.
Pottery: Roman and Byzantine.

17. 11-10/39-1 11305 10995 16305 60995

Gevarram Kurkar Ridge Reserve

Hewn rock cave (c. 20 x 18 m, 2 m height) on S cliff of a hill, located on the Gevarram-Nir>am kurkar ridge. The roof is
supported by four hewn pillars. Used initially as a stone quarry and converted later to an enclosure for sheep and goats. Light
scatter of pottery sherds inside the cave and near the entrance.

Pottery: Byzantine and Ottoman.

18. 11-10/39-2 11310 10980 16310 60980

Gevarram Kurkar Ridge

Several concentrations of flint implements (c. 1 dunam) on a spur of a hill composed of alternating layers of hamra and
kurkar. Flint artifacts included cores, choppers, handaxes, scrapers, and denticulates. Some of the tools were produced using
the Levallois technique.

Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

19. 11-10/39-3 11365 10960 16365 60960

Gevarram Kurkar Ridge

Bell-shaped cistern, partly blocked, on moderate NE slope of a kurkar hill. Diameter: 2.5 m, visible depth: 3 m. Moderate
scatter of pottery sherds (c. 100 m2).

Pottery: Byzantine.
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2.

Figure 5.20: Site 17
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20. 11-10/39-4 11335 10940 16335 60940

Gevarram Kurkar Ridge

Bell-shaped cistern on top of kurkar hill. Built of cemented fieldstones. Diameter: 2 m, depth: 4 m. Moderate scatter of pot-
tery sherds (c. 100 m2).

Pottery: Byzantine.

21 11-10/39-5 11350 10915 16350 60915

Kh. el Babliya (M)

Settlement remains (c. 3 dunams) on moderate SW slope of kurkar hill and adjacent plain. Three bell-shaped cisterns, partly
blocked, diameter 2.5-3 m, built of small cemented kurkar stones. Foundations of a structure (8 x 4 m), built of cemented
fieldstones, preserved c. 0.8 m high. On NW edge, several recent ruined dwellings arranged on both sides of a narrow pas-
sageway. These structures were built mainly of stones from the ancient settlement. Broken architectural elements are embed-
ded in the walls. Scatter of marble fragments, broken basalt grinding stones, fragments of glass vessels, tesserae and pottery
sherds.

Pottery: Roman, Byzantine, Early Islamic, Medieval, Ottoman, and Modern.

Identification: Babilliya is the name of a village enumerated in the list of taxpayers from the year 1596/97 (Hiittteroth and
Abdulfattah 1977:147).

22. 11-10/39-6 11380 10920 16380 60920

Kh. el Babliya (M)

Well on flat terrain, 250 m E of Kh.el Babliya, near a tributary of Nahal Bror. Diameter: 2.20 m, built of dressed rectangular
kurkar stones, reinforced with iron bars. Some 25 m to N, a concrete block (c. 1.8 x 1.8 x 1.5 m) intended to hold a pumping
engine. The modern concrete was poured on an existing foundation built of cement strengthened with potsherds of the Byz-
antine period. It seems that the well was excavated in this period and renovated later in the twentieth century. If so, this would
account for many other such wells elsewhere. Moderate scatter of pottery sherds around the well (c. 100 m2).

Pottery: Byzantine, Early Islamic, Medieval, Ottoman, and Modern.

Figure 5.21: Site 22
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23. 11-10/49-1 11450 10970 16450 60970

Nahal Bror (Wadi Shagafat)

Collapsed structure (3 x 3 m) on kurkar hill, built of small cemented stones. Scatter (c. 200 m?) of plaster fragments, coarse
tesserae (2 x 2 cm) and pottery sherds.

Pottery: Byzantine.

24, 11-10/49-2 11450 10955 16450 60955

Nahal Bror

Scatter of flint implements (c. 400 m?) on hilltop. Two hamra layers and a kurkar layer between them were discerned. The
artifacts were collected from the top of the upper hamra soil.

Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

25. 11-10/49-3 11460 10950 16460 60950

Nahal Bror

Scatter of flint implements (c. 200 m?) on kurkar hill with a hamra layer, for the most part eroded, on top. On some flakes the
use of Levallois technique was noted.

Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

26. 11-10/49-4 11450 10940 16450 60940

Nahal Bror

Scatter of flint implements (c. 1.2 dunams) on kurkar hill. The uppermost level, in which the artifacts were found, was a
hamra layer, almost completely eroded as on the neighboring hills.

Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

27. 11-10/49-5 11430 10930 16430 60930

Nahal Bror

Collapsed structure (c. 2 x 3 m) on W slope of a kurkar hill. Large vaulted architectural fragments of cemented fieldstones
enabled the identification of a tomb here. Moderate scatter of potsherds around the building (c. 100 m?).

Pottery: Byzantine.

28. 11-10/59-1 11510 10980 16510 60980

Nahal Heletz (Wadi el Qa’a)

Moderate scatter of flint implements (c. 300 m?) eroded by water, on W slope of kurkar hill. Here, too, erosion processes
removed the hamra layer, leaving the flint tools on the kurkar deposits.

Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

29. 11-10/59-2 11540 10970 16540 60970

Nahal Heletz

Heap of medium-sized kurkar stones (3 m diameter, 1 m high), on eastern slope of a kurkar hill, west of a tributary of Nahal
Heletz. A similar heap exist close to a kurkar stone quarry (site 93 below). Here, no quarry was discerned, probably due to
the dense vegetation. Light scatter of pottery sherds around the piled stones (c. 100 m2).

Pottery: Byzantine.

30. 11-10/59-3 11530 10960 16530 60960

Nahal Heletz

Light scatter of flint implements (c. 200 m?) on W slope of kurkar hill covered by a thin layer of hamra.
Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

3L 11-10/59-4 11550 10925 16550 60925

Bureir (S)

Bureir (M)

Foundations of structures and wall segments built of dressed stones (c. 800 m2) some 600 m NE of the village center, at the
location of the village school. Scatter of pottery sherds.

Pottery: Ottoman and Modern (Mandatory).
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32. 11-10/59-5 11590 10910 16590 60910
Bureir (S)
Bureir (M)
Remains of a structure (c. 5.5 x 6 m) built of small cemented kurkar stones. The northern wall stands to a height of
1.2m.
The structure is located at the N edge of Bureir village (site 58). Dense scatter (c. 1 dunam) of marble fragments, broken
basalt grinding stones, tesserae, and sherds.
Pottery: Roman, Byzantine, Early Islamic, Medieval, Ottoman, and Modern.

33. 11-10/69-1 11635 10920 16635 60920

Nahal Heletz

Light scatter of fieldstones, pebbles, and pottery sherds (c. 100 m?) on a flat field W of Nahal Heletz (Wadi Shaqafat).
Pottery: Byzantine.

34. 11-10/79-1 11705 10910 16705 60910

Kh. el Ghayada (M)

Ruins of settlement (c. 3 dunams) on a hill, some 800 m E of Bureir village. Recent quarrying activity has revealed a cistern
(diameter 4 m, depth 7 m). Another smaller, ruined cistern was noted in an artificial section. Both cisterns were built of
small cemented fieldstones. On the hill slopes, a dense scatter of marble fragments, tesserae, fragments of glass vessels, and
potsherds.

Pottery: Roman, Byzantine, Early Islamic Medieval, Ottoman, and Modern.

Petrie 1891:52.

35. 11-10/89-1 11810 10995 16810 60995

Nahal Heletz (Wadi el Qa’a)

Settlement ruins (c. 1 dunam) on top and S slope of a low hill covered by loess. Two complete bell-shaped cisterns (c. 2 m in
diameter, 3 m deep). Scatter of broken building stones, kiln waste, slag, and pottery sherds.

Pottery: Byzantine.

36. 11-10/08-1 11090 10885 16090 60885

Nahal Revaiya (Wadi Hirbiya)

Group of four ruined dwellings on hill spur facing Nahal Revaiya. The largest structure (4 x 8 m) is built of field-
stones consolidated with mud. The three others (c. 3 x 4 m each) built of sun-dried bricks. Nearby, a well, partly
blocked (diameter 2.5 m, visible depth 10 m); lined with properly dressed kurkar blocks. Scatter of pottery sherds
(c. 500 m2).

Pottery: Byzantine, Ottoman, and Modern.

37. 11-10/08-2 11045 10870 16045 60870

Kh. Hirbiya (M)

Remains of settlement (c. 20 dunams) on elongated spur, part of a kurkar ridge, covered by loessic soil, located between two
tributaries of Nahal Revaiya (designated on Mandatory maps [Survey of Palestine, Sheet 11-10, Bureir] and Wadi Hirbiya,
presumably following the name of the ruin).

Ruined structure (c. 6 x 6 m), the walls (0.60 m wide) are built of cemented fieldstones preserved 1.8 m high. On S slope,
foundations of additional structures. Scatter of marble fragments, broken basalt grinding stones, tesserae, and potsherds. On
NE edge of the site, dense scatter of kiln bricks, slag, and concentrations of kiln waste, consisting mainly of jars. These finds
indicate the existence of a pottery workshop.

Pottery: Roman, Byzantine, Early Islamic, Medieval and Ottoman.

38. 11-10/08-3 11010 10860 16010 60860

Nahal Revaiya (Wadi Hirbiya)

Scatter of flint implements (c. 800 m?) on series of small hamra hills sloping downward from east toward Nahal
Revaiya. Among the flint tools; scrapers, denticulates, and burins. Some of the implements were made in the Levallois
technique.

Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.
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Figure 5.22: Site 37

39. 11-10/08-4 11010 10810 16010 60810

Nahal Shigma (Wadi el Hesi)

Lithic assemblage collected from a clay layer deposited in a depression created by erosion. Farther to the S, the depression
turns into a short tributary that joins Nahal Shigma. Flint implements were eroded away from a hamra hill nearby (triangula-
tion point 352).

Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

40. 11-10/08-5 11040 10810 16040 60810

Nahal Shigma (Wadi el Hesi)

Disturbed structures, foundations (contour unclear) built of cemented fieldstones and pebbles (probably brought from the
Shigma river bed). These foundations are similar to structural foundations at other sites, dated to the Byzantine period (see
site 41 below). On W slope of this hill, on top of a hamra layer, light scatter of flint implements (c. 400 m?).

Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

Pottery: Byzantine.

41. 11-1-/08-6 11050 10800 16050 60800

Nahal Shigma (Wadi el Hesi)

Structural foundations on W slope of a hamra hill, built of cemented fieldstones. Nearby, three kurkar stone heaps (average
size: diameter 2 m, height 0.5 m). On hilltop, light scatter of flint implements (c. 100 m?).

Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

Pottery: Byzantine.

42. 11-10/18-1 11135 10860 16135 60860
Nahal Shigma

Light scatter of flint implements (c. 250 m?) on hamra hill (+79 m).
Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.
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43. 11-10/18-2 11110 10840 16110 60840
Nahal Shigma
Stones quarries along a length of 250 m, in a natural cliff of a kurkar ridge located W of small tributaries of Nahal Shigma.
Here, the kurkar sandstone is arranged in horizontal layers (according to the deposition pattern of the ancient dunes that tra-
versed the petrifaction process). A number of stone blocks left behind allow for reconstructing the quarrying activity: Large
blocks were disconnected from a horizontal sandstone layer and were processed by cutting and chiseling.

Moderate scatter of pottery inside the small chambers and cells created by the hewers indicates that the quarries were used
over a long period. On NW slope of the kurkar ridge, light scatter of flint implements (c. 400 m?).
Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.
Pottery: Roman, Byzantine, Early Islamic, Medieval, Ottoman, and Modern.

44. 11-10/18-3 11105 10800 16105 60800

Nahal Shigma

Moderate scatter of flint implements (c. 200m?) on W slope of a kurkar hill, partly covered by hamra soil. Some of the flint
tools were knapped using the Levallois technique.

Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

45, 11-10/28-1 11215 10895 16215 60895

Nahal Sumsum (Wadi el Badawiya)

Bell-shaped cistern on a kurkar hilltop (diameter 3 m, depth 5 m) E of Nahal Sumsum. Built of cemented fieldstones. Nearby,
a light scatter of pottery sherds (c. 100 m2).

Pottery: Byzantine.

46. 11-10/28-2 11260 10890 16260 60890

Sumsum village

Bell-shaped cistern (blocked) on S slope of a kurkar hill, recognized only by its opening. Diameter 2.5 m. Light scatter of
pottery sherds (c. 100 m2).

Pottery: Byzantine.

47. 11-10/28-3 11240 10880 16240 60880

Sumsum village

Bell-shaped cistern (blocked) on flat terrain. Ruined remains of a clay pipe system (length of each section 80 cm, diameter 10
cm), that branched out from the cistern to lower elevations nearby. Moderate scatter of pottery sherds (c. 200 m2).

Pottery: Byzantine.

48. 11-10/28-4 11240 10870 16240 60880

Sumsum village

Burial structure NE of the remains of the Arab village Sumsum (see below, site 52). Built of cemented small-sized
fieldstones.

The vaulted roof of the main central chamber (2 x 3 m) has partly collapsed. Adjacent to the NW corner of this cham-
ber is an entrance (0.6 x 0.6 m) leading to a smaller room (1.5 x 2.5 m.). The location of this room makes it possible
to reconstruct the symmetrical plan of the structure and to determine its similarity to other burial systems in the region
(see sites 67, 95).

Moderate scatter of potsherds (c. 100 m?).

Pottery: Roman and Byzantine.
Reference: Huster and Sion 2006:61-64, Table 1 no. 67.

49. 11-10/28-5 11280 10870 16280 60870
Sumsum village
Cemetery of the village on a sandy hill, over an area of c. 2 dunams. Concentrations of fieldstones.
Larger stones arranged at regular distances as grave markers. On the hilltop, a small structure (1.2 x 2.2 m, height 1.4 m),
built of hewn kurkar stones, consolidated by recent concrete. Moderate scatter of pottery sherds.
Pottery: Roman, Byzantine, Early Islamic, Medieval, Ottoman, and Modern.
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Figure 5.23: Site 49

50. 11-10/28-6 11215 10860 16215 60860

Sumsum village

Well (diameter 2 m, depth c¢. 25 m) and nearby built pool (c. 5 x 5 m, 1.2 m deep), on slope of sandy hill, E of Nahal Sumsum
and c. 500 m W of the ruins of the village Sumsum.

The well was lined with properly dressed kurkar stones. Two fragments of columns, one of marble and the other of granite,
were placed on the uppermost part of the well and served to support the rope friction during water drawing (leaving behind
deep slits).

The pool was built of small fieldstones, consolidated by a light-colored cement. On large sections of the walls, both inte-
rior and exterior faces, thick layers of red color plaster remained. It seems that the installation was used over a long period
without change.

Moderate scatter of pottery sherds (c. 200 m 2).

Pottery: Roman, Byzantine, Early Islamic, Medieval, Ottoman, and Modern.

51. 11-10/28-7 11230 10860 16230 60860

Sumsum

Bell-shaped cistern on loessic hill spur (width of opening 1.8 m, depth 4 m), built of small fieldstones consolidated by light-
colored cement. Moderate scatter of pottery sherds (c. 200 m2).

Pottery: Byzantine, Early Islamic, Medieval, Ottoman, and Modern.

52. 11-10/28-8 11280 10850 16280 60850

Simsim (S)

Sumsum (M)

Abandoned and ruined Arab village on S slopes of hilly area, some 100 m N of Nahal Bror (Wadi Shaqgafat), a tributary of
Nahal Shigma (Wadi el Hesy).

Within the limit of the ruins (c. 60 dunams), a small area with dense scatter of architectural elements, fragments of
marble, basalt broken vessels, basalt griding stones, building stones, and potsherds. At the S edge of the village, an ancient
well (diameter 1.8 m, depth c¢. 25 m), built of well-dressed stones. Nearby, two bell-shaped cisterns (opening 2 m wide,
3-4 m deep).

Pottery: Hellenistic, Roman, Byzantine, Early Islamic, Medieval, Ottoman, and Modern.
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1. Site 50 Pool and Well

2. Site 50 Well

Figure 5.24: Site 50
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53. 11-10/38-1 11310 10870 16310 60870

Sumsum

Group of ruined dwellings on a kurkar hill c¢. 350 m NE of the village, built of small fieldstones joined with mud. The largest
unit consists of a central yard (6 x 8 m) surrounded by small rooms (c. 3 x 3 m each) on three sides. Walls preserved 2.0 m
high. Kurkar dressed building stones scattered around. On the E slope, a well (diameter 2.5 m, c. 25 m deep), built of high
quality dressed stones. The walls are reinforced by iron bars. Close to the well, a concrete block intended for holding a pump-
ing engine. Water was elevated to a pool (3 x 3 m, width of walls 0.6 m, depth 1.5 m). Along three walls are water troughs.
Scatter of pottery sherds (c. 500 m2).

Pottery: Ottoman and Modern.

54. 11-1-/48-1 11460 10835 16460 60835

Nahal Bror

Ruined structure (c. 3 x 4 m) on a kurkar hill, built of fieldstones joined with mud. The walls are preserved to a height of 1.5
m. On SW slope, light scatter of flint implements (c. 100 m?).

Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

Pottery: Ottoman and Modern.

55. 11-10/48-2 11445 10810 16445 60810

Nahal Bror

Remains of a dam (4 m long, 3 m wide at bottom, preserved 0.5 m high) in a shallow wadi (a tributary of Nahal Bror). Built
of small fieldstones joined with a gray-colored mortar, attributed to the Byzantine period. It seems that part of the dam was
covered by sediment.

Light scatter of pottery sherds (c. 50 m2).

Pottery: Byzantine.

56. 11-10/58-1 11560 10890 16560 60890

Bureir (M)

Dense concentration of kiln waste, scatter of slag, and pottery sherds (c. 2 dunams), on W edge of the ruined village Bureir
(strong evidence of the existence of a pottery workshop).

Pottery: Roman and Byzantine.

57. 11-10/58-2 11565 10890 16565 60890

Bureir (M)

Remains of a vaulted underground burial structure, partly filled by alluvium. A rectangular chamber (c. 2 x 4 m) with two
small adjacent rooms (c. 1.5 x 2 m) were noted. Built of cemented small fieldstones. This structure is identical to others
clearly identified as burial systems (see below, sites 62, 64, 67, and 95). Some 30 m to E, a blocked well (diameter 2.5 m,
visible depth 5 m), built of dressed stones strengthened by iron bars placed widthwise, and a pool (c. 3 x 3 m; walls 0.70 m
wide) preserved to height of 2 m.

Nearby, foundations of a large structure (c. 6 x 8 m), with large fragments of modern grinding stones (diameter: 1.4 m)
within and around. Mandatory maps indicate the existence of a modern mill here (Survey of Palestine, Sheet 11-10, Bureir).
Scatter of pottery sherds (c. 500 m2).

Pottery: Roman, Byzantine, Early Islamic, Medieval, Ottoman, and Modern.
Reference: Huster and Sion 2006:61-64, Table 1 no. 68 (wrong coordinates there).

58. 11-10/58-3 11590 10890 16590 60890

Bureir (M)

Ruins of Arab village (c. 250 dunams) covering ancient remains, in an area surrounded by abandoned orchards, on
a low elevation W of Nahal Heletz. The intentional destruction of the dwellings left a debris layer 2-3 m thick. Be-
tween the ruins are ancient and modern cisterns, one with columbarium niches. Several heaps of building stones (from
the dismantled structures), including jambs, doorsteps, and columns fragments. Dense scatter of pottery sherds over the
entire area.

Pottery: Hellenistic, Roman, Byzantine, Early Islamic, Medieval, Ottoman, and Modern.

References: Robinson 1841, 11:370-71, 386-88. Guérin 1869a[or b]:293.

59. 11-10/58-4 11580 10870 16580 60870

Bureir (M)

Structural foundations (4 x 6 m) built of dressed kurkar stones, E of the open water pool of the village that consists of a round
shallow artificial depression (diameter 40 m). Dense scatter of potsherds (c. 400 m?).

Pottery: Roman, Byzantine (the majority), Early Islamic, Medieval, Ottoman, and Modern.
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Figure 5.25: Middle Bronze Age | Bronze Dagger from Site 61 (scale 1:2)

60. 11-10/58-5 11595 10865 16595 60865

Bureir (M)

Remains of an ancient road, S of the village ruins, under an existing earth path. A section (40 m long, 3 m wide) was revealed
by occasional strong winds that removed the upper dust. Margins paved with dressed limestone blocks and the inner part with
kurkar stones. As limestone is uncommon in this area, the stones were probably brought from farther east. It seems that the
paved section is a remnant of the Roman Beit Guvrin-Gaza road, in use until the end of the nineteenth century. Light scatter
of pottery (c. 100 m2).

Pottery: Roman, Byzantine, Early Islamic, Medieval, and Ottoman.

61. 11-10/58-6 11500 10840 16500 60840

Tel Bror

Tell el Mashnaga (M)

Natural kurkar hill (c. 10 dunams) with local deep hamra pockets, elevated c. 5-6 m above the surrounding plain. Several
rock-hewn caves (probably shaft graves), filled with hamra soil; one contained a complete jar, pottery sherds, and a bronze
dagger (length 15 cm). It seems that during the Middle Bronze | period the hill served as cemetery. In later periods, building
activities were carried out on the flat top of the hill: In the center, foundations of a structure (c. 3 x 4 m), paved with cemented
pottery sherds laid in vertical position, covered by a plaster layer. This technique was in use mainly in wine presses of the
Byzantine period throughout the region. On NE side of the hill, remains of a burial structure (c. 2 x 4 m) with a vaulted roof,
composed of one single chamber (see site 62 below). On the SW side of the hill, over a large area, scatter of kiln bricks, slag,
and enormous heaps of pottery sherds, pointing to the existence of a major pottery workshop.

Extraordinary finds: Marble bust (height 0.6, width 0.5 m).

Pottery: Middle Bronze I, Roman, Byzantine, and Ottoman.

Huster and Sion 2006:61-64, Table 1 no. 73.

62. 11-10/68-1 11610 10895 16610 60895

Bureir (M)

Cemetery visible in a narrow channel (flow direction N-S, length 200 m), created by water erosion, which joins Nahal Heletz.
Three tombs were built on the W section of the wadi. The northern tomb is completely collapsed and its outline is unclear.
The southern, at a distance of c. 60 m, is composed of a single chamber (2 x 3 m) with a vaulted roof. Between them, the third
is composed of a central space (2 x 3.6 m) and four rooms (1.5 x 2 m each), arranged symmetrically. In the main chamber,
fragmentary segments of decorated plaster (incised and painted) remained on the walls. Nearby, heaps of pottery sherds.
Pottery: Roman, Byzantine (the majority), Early Islamic, Medieval, Ottoman, and Modern.

Reference: Huster and Sion 2006:61-64, Table 1 nos. 69-71.
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63. 11-10/68-2 11610 10880 16610 60880

Bureir (M)

Completely collapsed remains of the village mosque, on a moderate elevation. Dense concentration of building stones, lintel
fragments, and a threshold (of hard limestone). Some 10 m to the W, in a shallow depression in the ground, a baptismal ba-
sin was observed. It was formed in the shape of a cross (outer measurements c¢. 1 x 1 m), built of cemented fieldstones; the
inner surface was plastered in several layers, while the outer was made of modern cement with embedded sherds of black
Gaza Ware.

Nearby, a monolithic stone (of limestone), also chiseled in a cross form, probably the baptisterium cover. An intentional
cross-section made at this spot revealed a mosaic pavement about 1.3 m below the surface. Some 40 m W of the mosque
ruins, three marble columns.

Pottery: Roman, Byzantine, Early Islamic, Medieval, Ottoman, and Modern.

64. 11-10/68-3 11620 10870 16620 60870

Bureir (M)

Burial structure on flat terrain SE of the village ruins. Built of cemented fieldstones. The structure consists of a central cham-
ber (c. 2 x 4 m) and four smaller rooms (c. 2 x 2 m each), two on each side of the chamber’s long walls. The vaulted roof has
collapsed. Pottery scatter (c. 100 m?).

Pottery: Roman, Byzantine, Early Islamic Medieval, Ottoman, and Modern.

Reference: Meron 1975:37; Huster and Sion 2006:61-64, Table 1 no. 72

65. 11-10/68-4 11625 10865 16625 60865

Bureir (M)

Collapsed remains of the village well, a large heap of building stones including fragments of architectural ele-
ments. An intentional channel was dug some 100 m W of the well (see site 63 above), revealing a fragment of an Ar-
abic inscription from the second half of the fifteenth century A.p. that commemorates the well’s construction or re-
pair (Sharon 2004:xlviii-1). Several travelers referred specifically to the village well and chose the place for camping
overnight.

Pottery: Byzantine, Early Islamic, Medieval, Ottoman, and Modern.

References: Robinson 1841, 11:370-71; Guérin 1869[a or b]:293; Conder and Kitchener 1881-83, 111:259

66. 11-10/68-5 11690 10880 16690 60880

Nahal Bror

Light scatter of fieldstones, pebbles, and potsherds (c. 200 m?), on flat terrain N of Nahal Bror.
Pottery: Byzantine and Ottoman.

67. 11-10/68-6 11620 10850 16620 60850
Bureir (M)
Cemetery on flat terrain (c. 3 dunams), some 200 m SE of the ruined village Bureir. Dense scatter of building stones, kurkar
stones, and pebbles. Some stones remained in their original upright position (as grave markers), making it possible to discern
cist tombs (c. 1 x 2 m).

According to Mandatory maps (Survey of Palestine, Sheet 11-10, Bureir), this is the village cemetery. Light scatter of
pottery sherds.
Pottery: Roman, Byzantine, Early Islamic, Medieval, Ottoman, and Modern.

68. 11-10/68-7 11670 10860 16670 60860

Bureir (M)

Well on flat terrain N of Nahal Bror. Diameter 4 m, visible depth 5 m. Built of kurkar dressed stones. Light scatter of pottery
sherds (c. 100 m?).

Pottery: Ottoman and Modern.

69. 11-10/68-8 11640 10880 16640 60880

Bureir (M)

Dense scatter of cemented and plastered sherds over a small area (100 m?) in an agricultural field. Probably an installation
(wine press?) damaged by deep plowing.

Pottery: Byzantine.

70. 11-10/68-9 11660 10850 16660 60850

Nahal Bror

Strip of cemented and plastered sherds on flat terrain (1.5 x 40 m) N of Nahal Bror.
Pottery: Byzantine.
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2.

Figure 5.26: Site 67
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71. 11-10/68-10 11670 10805 16670 60805

Nahal Bror

Bell-shaped cistern partly blocked (diameter 2.5 m, visible depth 2.5 m), on moderate slope SE of Nahal Bror. Built of ce-
mented fieldstones. Light scatter of pottery sherds

(c. 100 m2).

Pottery: Byzantine.

72. 11-10/68-11 11690 10808 16690 60808

Nahal Bror

Bell-shaped cistern on moderate slope S of Nahal Bror, partly filled by eroded earth. Diameter 3 m, visible depth 2 m. Light
scatter of pottery sherds (c. 100m?).

Pottery: Byzantine.

73. 11-10/68-12 11695 10810 16695 60810

Nahal Bror

Collapsed remains of a cistern. Light scatter of pottery sherds (c. 100 m?2).
Pottery: Byzantine.

74. 11-10/78-1 11700 10815 16700 60815

Nahal Bror

Collapsed remains of a blocked cistern. Light scatter of pottery sherds (c. 100 m2).
Pottery: Byzantine.

75. 11-10/78-2 11710 10815 16710 60815

Nahal Bror

Structural foundations (5 x 8 m): wall segments (0.9 m wide), built of cemented fieldstones. The structure was damaged by
erosion. Scatter of building stones, limestone tiles (0.2 x 0.4 m), broken clay pipes (diameter 10 cm), square and round fired
clay tiles (pilae tiles) and pottery sherds. These elements can be attributed to the underfloor heating system of a bath. Water
was probably supplied from nearby cisterns (see sites 71-74 above).

Pottery: Byzantine.

76. 11-10/98-1 11940 10810 16940 60810

Nahal Shigma (Wadi el Hesi)

Light scatter of small pebbles (c. 100 m2), near the E bank of a shallow tributary of Nahal Shigma. One arrowhead.
Lithic finds: Neolithic.

77. 11-10/98-2 11980 10800 16980 60800

Nahal Shigma

Light scatter of flint implements (c. 200 m?) on S slope of kurkar hill, cut by gullies that join up with Nahal Shigma.
Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

78. 11-10/07-1 11005 10770 16005 60770

Nahal Shigma

Collapsed and blocked cistern (diameter 2.5 m) adjacent to Nahal Shigma, without indicative potsherds. As cisterns dated to
the Byzantine period and built of the same materials were found in the vicinity, this cistern was also attributed to the Byzan-
tine period.

79. 11-10/07-2 11080 10750 16080 60750
Kh. Umm Qallum (M)
Ruins of settlement (c. 20 dunams) on flat agricultural field N of Nahal Shigma.. Dense scatter of small marble fragments,
small fieldstones, broken kiln bricks, slag, tesserae, and pottery sherds. On N side, a structure (3 x 4 m) with walls (0.60 m
width) preserved 1.5-2 m high; built of cemented fieldstones.

Inside the structure, a pile of kurkar stones, some dressed, marble and basalt fragments, probably cleared from the agri-
cultural adjacent field in recent times.
Nearby on the N side, a cistern (diameter 2 m, depth 3.50 m).
Pottery: Roman, Byzantine, Early Islamic, Medieval, and Ottoman.
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80. 11-10/07-3 11090 10700 16090 60700

Nahal Shigma

Lime kiln (diameter c. 2 m, depth 2.5 m) on slope of kurkar hill S of Nahal Shigma. The kiln was cut during work to widen a
dismantled old railway track, built at the very end of the Ottoman period (i.e., 1917). The location of the lime kiln in a well-
dated artificial section leads to the conclusion that it was built somewhere between the years 1917 and 1948.

For the railway track see Sasson and Huster 2010:95-102.

81. 11-10/17-1 11180 10725 16180 60725

Nahal Shigma

Collapsed and blocked cistern; details not visible. Light scatter of pottery sherds (c. 100 m?).
Pottery: Byzantine.

82. 11-10/37-1 11380 10700 16380 60700

Nahal Shigma

Settlement remains (c. 40 dunams) on flat terrain, N of and close to Nahal Shigma. Accumulation of rubble and silt caused
the place to be elevated some 1.5 m above the flat fields around. Scatter of broken building stones, small fieldstones, marble
fragments, basalt grinding stone fragments, and pottery sherds.

Pottery: Roman, Byzantine, Early Islamic, Medieval, and Ottoman.

Identification: Kh. Qamsa. On June 22 1867, C. Warren, who was surveying the plain of Philistia for the Palestine Explora-
tion Fund, planned a direct route E from Nigid (Najd) to Dwaime (Dawayima); Warren 1871:95). Leaving Nigid at 7:10 a.m.
he stopped at the top of the first hill, left it at 7:45, headed E on the kurkar ridge (“through hills of indurated shells”) until
he arrived at Kh. Kums at 8:07, left at 8:10, was on Wadi Mehowre at 8:11, and came to Kh. Jelameh (Jalama) at 8:22. The
immediate conclusion from Warren’s description is that a certain Kh. Kums was situated a short distance W of Kh. Jalama,
either on the S or the N bank of Wadi Hesi, and very close to the confluence of Wadi Mehowre (a corruption of Mahawir, the
name of the northern section of Wadi Raml) with Wadi Hesi. In the Mandatory period, the Survey of Palestine designated a
wide flat area north of Wadi Hesy as Qamsa, on the topocadastral map of Bureir (Sheet 11-10). This designation reflects the
traditional name and boundaries of agricultural lands as in other cases in the map (e.g., the designation Bureir for the land of
that village, or Sharata for the land of a former settlement bearing the same name—site 112 below). It seems that the original
location of Kh. Kums/Qamsa was eventually lost, possibly due to the fact that the site was partly covered with sediment as
result of frequent flooding in Wadi Hesi. In 1930 Ory visited a site named Kh. Qamsa and described it as located “on low
ground, on the Wadi Ruml, south of Kh. Jalameh”(report N° S. 1078, February 4 1930, Kh. Qamsa file). In 1944 Kh. Qamsa
was included in the Mandatory list of archaeological sites (1944 Schedule:1297). The remains were described as rubble
cisterns, a well, and surface pottery, and the location fixed near the intersection of coordinates 114-105. This description
and the general location given by Ory lead to the E edge of sites 130 and 131 (see below), a disturbed area with only a few
surface sherds of the Byzantine period. Later, the place of the site was marked officially by the Department of Antiquities at
the intersection of coordinates 11460-10565, but repeated visits by the author and other surveyors to the place yielded not
even a handful of sherds, so that the existence of a site there should be rejected. On the other hand, during a visit to site 82
in December 2010, more Medieval (Mamluk and Early Ottoman periods) sherds, as well as imported Italian pottery dated to
the sixteenth to seventeenth centuries, were collected. Qamsa (Camsa) is one of fourteen villages listed in Crusader period
documents from 1256-57 relating to a geographic region located east and southeast of Ashkelon. This Crusader village has
been identified by several researchers with Kh. Kamas/Kemas (preferably Qimas), E of Ashkelon and NW of Kaukaba (e.g.,
Rey 1883:406; Rohricht 1887:240; Conder 1890:31; Prawer, 1958:235), at coordinates 1167-1164. Indeed, Kh. Kemas/Ka-
mas/Qimas is noteworthy for its large twelfth- and thirteenth-century occupation and is therefore a possible candidate for the
Crusader village under discussion (see Allen in Ashkelon 1, p. 50). Despite these arguments, the identification of site 82 as the
Crusader Camsa is preferable, both for linguistic reasons (since the equation Qamsa=Camsa is more exact) and geographi-
cal reasons, as Qamsa is located in a territorial cluster of five settlements listed in the same Crusader period document(s),
along with Saarethe (site 112), Semsem (site 52), Zeite (site 9) and Beitderas seconde (Beit Daras, at coordinates 1095-1086;
see Yalqut HaPirsumim 1964:1451). The village name appears again in the sixteenth-century Ottoman defters: Qamsa was
enumerated in the list of taxed villages in 1596, as part of Liwa (the district of) Gaza (Hittteroth and Abdulfattah 1977:149).
Blakely and Huster in press.

83. 11-10/47-1 11495 10720 16495 60720

Nahal Shigma

Well (partly blocked, diameter c. 2 m, visible depth 10 m) on flat terrain N of Nahal Shigma. Nearby, a pool (c. 3 x 3 m).
Both installations were built of modern cement blocks.

Pottery: Ottoman (late) and Modern.
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84. 11-10/57-1 11565 10730 16565 60730

Nahal Shigma

Lightscatter of fieldstones, fragments of glass vessels and pottery sherds (c. 400 m?) on elevated terrain. Recent active cemetery.
Pottery: Byzantine.

85. 11-10/77-1 11780 10780 16780 60780

Nahal Shigma

Light scatter of flint implements (c. 1 dunam) on hamra hill (+ 90 m), N of Nahal Shigma. The assemblage includes handaxes,
scrapers, points, and blades.

Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

86. 11-10/77-2 11750 10770 16750 60770

Nahal Shigma

Light scatter of flint implements (c. 200 m?) on moderate S slope of hamra hill covered by a thin loess layer.
Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

87. 11-10/77-3 11735 10740 16735 60740

Nahal Shigma

Burial structure (1.6 x 2.4 m) on moderate slope of loessic hill, 600 m N of Kh. Sha’rata (site 112 below). Built of small
fieldstones bonded with mud cement. The entrance (0.8 x 0.8 m), in the E side, was sealed by a monolithic stone. Remains
of human bones and pottery sherds.

Pottery: Byzantine.

Reference: Huster and Sion 2006:61-64, Table 1 no. 79 (there, wrong coordinate).

88. 11-10/77-4 11950 10700 16950 60700

Nahal Shigma

Remains of ancient settlement (c. 12 dunams) on a low elevation, near a tributary of Nahal Shigma: Layers of dark loess soil
containing pebbles, flint flakes, flint sickle blades, and pottery sherds. Near the wadi bed, several heaps of stones cleared from
the site containing limestone mortar fragments and basalt grinding stones.

Lithic finds and pottery: Late Bronze.

89. 11-10/06-1 11080 10690 16080 60690

Tell Magharat Ghazza (M)

Light scatter of flint implements (c. 400 m?) on slopes of a kurkar hill (and not a tell as marked on Mandatory maps), S of
Nahal Shigma. On S, kurkar stone quarries on natural cliff.

Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

90. 11-10/06-2 11045 10685 16045 60685

Nahal Shigma (Wadi el Hesi)

A bell-shaped cistern (diameter 3 m, depth 4 m) on N slope of kurkar hill. Built of small stones mortared with lime cement.
Scatter of pottery sherds (c. 200 m?)

Pottery: Byzantine.

91. 11-10/06-3 11090 10600 16090 60600

Nahal Mardim

Ancient settlement remains (c. 4 dunams) on top and slopes of kurkar hill E of Nahal Mardim. On E slope, a rock-hewn cave
(c. 4 x 5Sm, 2 m high), probably a stone quarry. On E moderate slope, structural foundations, built of cemented fieldstones.
Nearby, remains of a coarse tiled mosaic floor (c. 2 x 2 m). Dense concentration of pottery sherds.

Pottery: Roman and Byzantine.

92. 11-10/16-1 11170 10690 16170 60690

Nejed (S)

Najd (M)

Ruins of Arab village (c. 40 dunams) on hills E of Wadi el Khirba. Among the ruined dwellings, ancient remains: Building
stones, columns fragments, broken basalt grinding stones, and pottery sherds. On W moderate slope, a well (diameter 2.5 m,
depth 16 m) and nearby pool (4 x 4 m). To the SE, a cemetery (c. 1 dunam), recognized by arranged gravestones. Farther to
E, collapsed building built of dressed kurkar stones. South of the village, remains of abandoned orchards delineated by stone
and cactus fences.

Pottery: Hellenistic, Roman, Byzantine, Early Islamic, Medieval, Ottoman, and Modern.

References: Guérin 1869[a or b]:292; Conder and Kitchener 1881-83, 111:260; Petrie 1891:53.
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1. Basket-shaped vessel
2. Kerbshnitt-technique vessel

3. Jug
4. Jug

Figure 5.27: Byzantine Period Pottery from Site 87 (scale 1:5)

1. Jar handle

2. Cooking pot
3. Cooking pot

4. Bowl
5. Bowl

Figure 5.28: Late Bronze Age Pottery from Site 88 (scale 1:5)
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Figure 5.29: Site 91

93. 11-10/16-2 11190 10660 16190 60660

Najd

Sandstone quarry on natural cliff of kurkar hill, S of the village ruins, c. 100 m long. In front of the quarry, several stone
heaps. Light scatter of pottery sherds.

Pottery: Byzantine, Early Islamic, Medieval, Ottoman, and Modern.

94, 11-10/16-3 11140 10630 16140 60630

Kh. Umm Tabun (M)

Remains of settlement on prolonged and narrow kurkar ridge (c. 100 x 400 m), between two tributaries of Nahal Shigma
(Wadi Mardin and Wadi el Khirba). On the summit, four cisterns (now mostly blocked, diameter 2.5-3 m, depth 4-5 m). On
E slope, remains of a structure (3 x 4 m) built of kurkar stones. Nearby, two monolithic large stones (beam weights of an
olive press). On W slope, structural foundations and scattered building stones. On the N edge of the site, rock-hewn caves
created by quarrying. On the S end, a flat artificial elevation (c. 1 dunams). Fragmentary remains of a large building (c. 15 x
20 m) containing a cistern, surrounded by scattered marble fragments, pieces of plaster, pottery sherds, and small tesserae.
Pottery: Hellenistic, Roman, Byzantine, Early Islamic, Medieval, Ottoman, and Modern.

References: Guérin 1869[a or b]:293; Conder and Kitchener 1881-83, 111:287; Petrie 1891:53.

95. 11-10/16-4 11170 10620 16170 60620

Kh. Umm Tabun

Burial system on W moderate slope of kurkar hill. Built of small fieldstones bonded with mud cement. Composed of a main
chamber (c. 2 x 4.5 m) and four rooms (c. 2 x 2 m each), arranged symmetrically. The inner faces of the walls of the main
room are plastered and decorated with geometric patterns, plants, and fourteen human images placed in rounded medallions.
Dated to the Byzantine period.

References: Tsafrir 1968; Michaeli 1990; Huster and Sion 2006:61-64, Table 1, no. 74.

96. 11-10/26-1 11240 10660 16240 60660
Nahal Shigma

Light scatter of flint implements (c. 100 m?) on S slope of hamra hill.
Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.
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1. Byzantine Bowl
2. Byzantine Bowl

3. Byzantine Bowl
4. Early Islamic Jug

Figure 5.30: Pottery from Site 93 (scale 1:5)

1. Byzantine Krater

2. Byzantine Cooking Pot handle
3. Early Islamic Jug

Figure 5.31: Pottery from Site 94 (scale 1:5)
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1. Core, Zevallois technique
2. End Scraper

Figure 5.32: Lithics from Site 99 from the Lower Paleolithic Period (scale 1:2)

97. 11-10/26-2 11270 10660 16270 60670

Nahal Shigma

Light scatter of flint implements (c. 200 m?) on E slope of kurkar hill covered by a thin layer of hamra. Some tools were made
using the Levallois technique.

Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

98. 11-10/26-3 11280 10650 16280 60650

Nahal Shigma

Scatter of flint implements (c. 100 m?) eroded away by water from an eroded hill. Two geological layers were noted: The
upper, sandy layer is composed of soft kurkar, while the lower is of hard petrified sandstone. On W side, a sandstone quarry,
located in a natural cliff. Nearby, a moderate scatter of pottery sherds (c. 100 m2).

Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

Pottery: Byzantine.

99. 11-10/26-4 11260 10620 16260 60620

Nahal Nir Am (Wadi Najd)

Light scatter of flint implements (c. 100 m?) on moderate slope of kurkar hill (+ 90 m), S of triangulation point 295. Use of
Levallois technique.

Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

100. 11-10/26-5 11290 10610 16290 60610

Nahal Nir Am

Dense concentration of flint implements (c. 500 m?) on E slope of kurkar ridge, descending toward Nahal Nir Am. Several
handaxes. Cores produced using the Levallois technique.

Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

101. 11-10/36-1 11340 10690 16340 60690

Nahal Shigma

Light scatter of flint implements on kurkar hill (triangulation point 14Y; c. 100 m2). Here, the ancient dunes, now forming a
kurkar ridge, caused a sharp bend in the course of Nahal Shigma.

Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

102. 11-10/36-2 11305 10670 16305 60670

Nahal Nir Am (Wadi Najd)

Ruinous structure on top of kurkar hill (c. 3 x 3m), erosion by water caused its destruction and the scatter of fieldstones,
plaster fragments, coarse tesserae, and pottery sherds over the W slope, where flint implements were also collected.

Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

Pottery: Byzantine.
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Figure 5.33: Site 105

103. 11-10/36-3 11330 10660 16330 60660

Nahal Nir Am (Wadi Najd)

Concentration of small fieldstones (c. 50 m?) on top of kurkar hill. Light scatter of pottery sherds.
Pottery: Byzantine.

104. 11-10/36-4 11335 10650 16335 60650

Nahal Nir Am

Ruinous structure (c. 2 x 4 m) on W moderate slope of kurkar ridge, E of wadi bed (Nahal Nir Am). Built of fieldstones bond-
ed with a lime cement. Collapsed vaulted segments demonstrate that this was a burial structure. Few fragments of pottery.
Pottery: Byzantine.

Huster and Sion 2006:61-64, Table 1 no. 76

105. 11-10/36-5 11310 10630 16310 60630

Nahal Nir Am

Ruins of a small deserted Arab village (c. 10 dunams). About twelve dwellings, some preserved 2 m high, built of sun-dried
mudbricks. On E edge, a well (at present blocked) and a pool (c. 3 x 3 m, 1.3 m deep).

Pottery: Modern.

106. 11-10/36-6 11375 10615 16375 60615

Nahal Hoga (Wadi er Raml, Wadi el Mahawir)

Cistern (blocked) in flat terrain, at present in a citrus grove. Scatter of pottery (c. 400 m?).
Pottery: Byzantine.

107. 11-10/37-7 11380 10610 16380 60610

Nahal Hoga

Cistern (blocked) in a citrus grove. Light scatter of pottery sherds (c. 100 m2).
Pottery: Byzantine.



180 Regional Archaeological Survey: Map of Sderot (96)

Figure 5.34: The Wine Press at Site 108

108. 11-10/46-1 11450 10650 16450 60650

Hurvat Gluma

Kh. Jelameh (S)

Kh. Jalama (M)

Settlement remains (c. 20 dunams) on low elevation (caused by accumulation of debris), on S bank of Nahal Shigma. Two
cisterns (blocked), collapsed remains of a square structure (c. 4 x 4 m) built of cemented fieldstones, and remains of an ag-
ricultural installation (3 x 4 m), composed of three cells (c. 1.1 x 2.5 m each), paved with coarse tesserae placed on founda-
tions built of vertical pottery sherds—probably a wine press. Fragment of a marble column (length c. 2 m) bearing an Arabic
inscription dated to the end of the seventh century a.p. (M. Sharon, pers. comm.). Scatter of marble fragments, dressed and
undressed building stones, and dense scatter of pottery sherds. The identification of the site with Jalama of the sixteenth cen-
tury Ottoman defters (Httteroth and Abdulfattah 1977:149) seems positive.

Pottery: Roman, Byzantine, Early Islamic, Medieval, and Ottoman.

References: Guérin 1869[a or b]:294; Conder and Kitchener 1881-83, 111:282.

109. 11-10/46-2 11425 10615 61425 60615

Ber Gluma

Bir Jalama (M)

Well in flat terrain (diameter 3 m, blocked at present), close to Nahal Hoga (Wadi er Raml, indicated on Mandatory maps
as Wadi Mahawir at a short section before it joins Nahal Shigma/Wadi el Hesi; Survey of Palestine, Sheet 11-10, Bureir).
Built of dressed kurkar stones. No indicative pottery sherds, but the construction style indicates a date in the late nineteenth
century.

110. 11-10/56-1 11530 10650 16530 60650

Nahal Shigma

Light scatter of fieldstones, pebbles, patches of ashy soil, and pottery sherds (c. 200 m?) on flat land N of Nahal Shiqma.
Pottery: Byzantine.
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1. Lamp
2. Juglet

3. Juglet
4. Juglet

Figure 5.35: Byzantine Vessels from Site 111 (scale 2:5)

111. 11-10/66-1 11660 10600 16660 60600
Kh. Beit Tafa (M)
Scatter of building stone fragments, roof tiles, glass vessels, small tesserae, and pottery sherds on flat ground, N of and close
to Nahal Shigma (c. 10 dunams). The site size may in fact be larger, obscured by the fact that the ground here was flooded in
the past due to its proximity to the narrow river channel. During the installation of a pipeline at a point 200 m from the site’s
center, ancient remains were raised from a depth of 1.5 m, underneath a clay layer (among the finds: kiln waste, slag, and
many pottery sherds, indicating the existence of a pottery workshop).

Beit Tafa does not appear as a village in the sixteenth-century Ottoman defters; instead, it seems to have been a mazraca
(a sown field, typically the lands of an abandoned village). The lands of the mazraca Beit Tafa are described in a wagfiyya
(deed) dated to 1560, and were S of the Wadi Hesi (Natsheh 2000:1014, 1060) and therefore S of the khirbeh. The Ottoman
pottery collected must therefore represent temporary settlement or activity at the site, perhaps seasonal habitation related to
planting or harvesting the mazraca.
Pottery: Roman, Byzantine, Early Islamic, Medieval, and Ottoman.
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112. 11-10/76-1 11740 10660 16740 60660

H. Kefar Se>ora

Kh. Sha’rata (S)

Kh. Sha’arta; Kh. Sha’ratta (M)

Settlement remains (c. 40 dunams) on flat terrain N of Nahal Shigma. Accumulation of debris caused the place to be elevated
some 2 m above the flat fields around. Two bell-shaped cisterns, segments of structural foundations, scatter of building stones,
basalt grinding stone fragments, tesserae, and pottery sherds. On E side, kiln waste, slag, and large accumulation of pottery
sherds. At the site’s center, marble capitals, broken pillars, two marble chancel screen posts, and a fragment of a marble chan-
cel screen decorated with a cross. These finds indicate that a church of the Byzantine period stood here. Kh. Sha’rata was first
visited by Conder and Kitchener (1881-83, 111:285; see also Survey of Western Palestine, Sheet XX, Fw; Palmer 1881:374).
In the late nineteenth century it was identified by Clermont-Ganneau with Kefar Searta, where the monk Zeno settled in a
monastery toward the end of his life (Clermont-Ganneau 1896:437; 1897:15-16). This identification seems definite not only
because of the name, but especially because of the distance from Gaza. Kefar Searta was mentioned in two works composed
by John Rufus in the sixth century: Plerophoriae and the Life of Peter the Iberian. The latter source indicates also the dis-
tance, “about fifteen miles from Gaza.” Fifteen Roman miles are equivalent to c. 24 kilometers. The direct distance from Gaza
to Kh. Sha’rata is eighteen kilometers. The direction of the customary main route to Beit Guvrin was initially northeast with
the objective to cross Wadi el Hesi (probably on a bridge), then, on the northern bank of the wadi it turned to east, passing
through Najd, Sumsum and Bureir. Kh. Sharata is located circa two and an half kilometers southeast of Bureir. Consider-
ing this detour, one may assume that the total length of the way is in accordance with the distance in the text. It is worth
mentioning the existence of another ruin named Kh. Sha3arta (also called Kh. el Qutshan), that may represent the village of
Kefar Searta. The remains are typical of the Byzantine period and include finds which suggest that a church stood there also
(Hirschfeld 2004:72—73; Hirschfeld has identified the church at the southern Kh. Shaarta with the monastery of Zeno). This
place is situated in the Besor region of the western Negev exactly 10 km (c. 6.25 Roman miles) south of Gaza. Since this dis-
tance is not close to that given by John Rufus, and the direction is not mentioned in the text, the identification of Searta with
the southern Kh. Sha3arta should be rejected. Clemont-Ganneau (1897:15-16) also suggested that site 112, the northern Kh
Shacrata, should be identified as Saarethe, a Crusader village that belonged in 1256 to the Hospitallers; Prawer’s identification
is the same (1958:235-36). The site is also identified as Shacarta al-Kubra (Tabi Burayr) of the sixteenth century Ottoman
defters (Huttteroth and Abdulfattah, 1977:144).

Pottery: Roman, Byzantine, Early Islamic, Medieval, and Ottoman.

1. Decorated Byzantine sherd

2. Byzantine Lamp
3. Byzantine Lamp
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4. Early Islamic Lamp
5. Early Islamic Jug

Figure 5.36: Pottery from Site 112 (scale 2:5)

Figure 5.37: Marble Lion Statue Fragment from Site 112 (scale 1:2)
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113. 11-10/76-2 11755 10640 16755 60640

Nahal Shigma

Bell-shaped cistern on a flat field N of Nahal Shigma and some 300 m S of Kh. Sha’rata. Built of cemented fieldstones (di-
ameter 3 m, visible depth 2 m). Moderate scatter of pottery sherds (including sherds of the Late Bronze Age moved here from
site 114 by modern agricultural activity).

Pottery: Byzantine and Early Islamic.

114. 11-10/76-3 11780 10630 16780 60630

Nahal Shigma

Settlement remains (c. 10 dunams) on raised area among flat fields, N of Nahal Shigma. Patches of ashy soil, fragments of
basalt grinding stones, flint implements (mainly sickle blades), and pottery sherds.

Pottery: Chalcolithic (few) and Late Bronze.

115. 11-10/76-4 11750 10600 16750 60600

Nahal Shigma

Settlement remains on flat terrain N of Nahal Shigma (c. 4 dunams). Patches of ashy soil, scatter of pebbles, ficldstones,
burned bone, and pottery sherds.

Pottery: Persian and Hellenistic.

116. 11-10/96-1 11960 10690 16960 60690

Nahal Hatzav

Ruins of dwellings from the late Ottoman and Mandatory periods on flat terrain E of Nahal Hatzav (Wadi el Khanazir), a
tributary of Nahal Shigma. The group of structures is dispersed over an area of ¢. 15 dunams. One large structure (4 x 6
m), built of sun-dried mudbricks bonded by mud with straw. Other structures have smaller dimensions; in some, the west-
ern wall was built of stones, probably because this is the main direction of wind (and rain). Nearby, abandoned orchards
(c. 50 dunams).

Pottery: Late Ottoman and Mandatory.

117. 11-10/96-2 11980 10630 16980 60630

Nahal Hatzav

Well (partly blocked, diameter 2.8 m, visible depth c. 5 m) on flat land, close to a gully, a tributary of Nahal Hatzav. Built of
dressed kurkar stones. Nearby, a collapsed pool (3 x 3 m), a square pillar base (1 x 1 m), and a burnt wood beam, all indicating
that water was drawn by means of a “Persian wheel” (saqiye).

Pottery: Late Ottoman and Mandatory.

118. 11-10/96-3 11940 10635 16940 60635

Nahal Shigma

Ruinous structure (c. 8 x 10 m) on kurkar hill, S of Nahal Shigma. Ashlar-built outer walls preserved 1.8 m high. Inner divid-
ing walls built of sun-dried mudbricks, preserved 5-6 courses high. At foot of hill to W, remains of an additional structure
(c. 4 x 4 m), built of sun-dried mudbricks, except the western wall which was built of fieldstones bonded by mud with straw,
preserved 4-5 courses high.

Pottery: Late Ottoman and Mandatory.

1. Krater

2. Bowl
3. Cooking vessel
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4. Cooking vessel
5. Cooking Vessel

6. Bowl
7. LB Bowl base

8. LB Jar base
9. LB Cooking pot

10. LB Jar
11. LB Jar

12. LB Jar
13. LB inner handle of spinning bowl

14. LB decorated bowl

Figure 5.38: Pottery from Site 114 (scale 1:5)
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1. Lamp
2. Attic Ware

3. Bowl
4. Bowl

5. Bowl
6. Bowl

Figure 5.39: Persian and Hellenistic Pottery from Site 115 (scale 1:5)

119. 11-10/96-4 11940 10610 16940 60610

Nahal Shigma

Well (3.0 m diameter, ¢. 20 m depth) in sandy valley between low kurkar hills S of Nahal Shigma. Built of dressed kurkar
stones. No signs of use, nor indicative finds. Nearby, an artificial sand pile suggests that the well was abandoned shortly after
it was excavated, probably at the end of Mandatory period.

120. 11-10/96-5 11910 10600 16910 60600

Nahal Shigma

Light scatter of flint implements (c. 400 m?) in area of small hamra hills S of Nahal Shigma. Many flakes produced by the
use of Levallois technique.

Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

121. 11-10/05-1 11020 10590 16020 60590

Nahal Mardim (Wadi Mardin)

Bell-shaped cistern (diameter 2.5 m, depth 4 m) on moderate slope descending W from kurkar hill, toward Nahal Mardin.
Built of cemented small fieldstones. Nearby, dense scatter of pottery sherds (c. 100 m?). Sherds and flint implements also on
hill top and slopes.

Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

Pottery: Byzantine.

122. 11-10/05-2 11060 10580 16060 60580

Nahal Mardim

Foundations of two structures (2 x 2 m and 2 x 2.5 m) and remains of fieldstones fences, preserved 3—4 courses high, on a
kurkar hill partly covered by hamra soil, located between two tributaries of Nahal Mardin. Dense scatter of pottery sherds
(c. 400 m?).

Pottery: Byzantine.
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1. Cone

2. Cone

3. Scraper
4. Scraper

Figure 5.40: Lithics from the Lower Paleolithic Period from Site 121 (scale 1:2)

123. 11-10/05-3 11020 10510 16020 60510

Nahal Kosses (Wadi el Makkus)

Structural foundations (3 x 3 m) on kurkar hilltop E of Nahal Kosses. Built of fieldstones bonded with lime cement. Nearby,
dense scatter of pottery sherds (c. 200 m?). On N slope, light scatter of flint implements.

Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

Pottery: Byzantine.

124. 11-10/05-4 11050 10530 16050 60530

Nahal Mardim

Light scatter of flint implements (c. 500 m?) on kurkar hill (+ 119 m). A natural section enables the distinction of alternating
strata of kurkar and hamra soil formations. The flint tools originated in the upper hamra layer.

Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

125. 11-10/05-5 11070 10510 16070 60510

Nahal Mardim

Light scatter of flint implements (c. 400 m?) on E slope of kurkar hill descending toward Nahal Mardin.
Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.



188 Regional Archaeological Survey: Map of Sderot (96)

126. 11-10/25-1 11205 10555 16205 60555

Nahal Nir Am (Wadi Najd)

Bell-shaped cistern (diameter 2.8 m, depth 4 m) on moderate slope of kurkar hill covered by loess soil, facing Nahal Nir Am
on the E. Nearby, scatter of plaster fragments, tesserae, and pottery sherds (c. 100 m?).

Pottery: Byzantine.

127. 11-10/25-2 11210 10510 16210 60510

Kh. Nejed (S)

Kh. Najd (M)

Remains of settlement (c. 20 dunams) on elongated spur of kurkar ridge covered by loess, N of Nahal Tal (Wadi el Jabali)
and W of Nahal Nir Am (Wadi Najd). Remains of several installations: Five bell-shaped cisterns—three in the site’s center,
two on the edges. On the E, a well (2.5 m diameter, partly blocked) and a pool (5 x 5 m) nearby. The pool was built of small
kurkar stones bonded with lime cement and the walls were lined with pinkish-colored plaster (cf. site 50 above). To the W of
the pool (c. 40 m), remains of a rectangular installation (c. 4 x 4 m) surrounded by rough tesserae, probably a winepress. On
S edge, a burial system that includes a small rectangular central chamber and four cells, each of them covered with a vaulted
roof. On E side, a curved wall (0.8 m thickness, 4-5 courses preserved). Nearby, a scatter of dressed stones, fragments of
marble architectural elements, and pottery sherds.

Pottery: Roman, Byzantine, Early Islamic, Medieval, and Ottoman.

Conder and Kitchener 1881-83, 111:285; Huster and Sion 2006:58 and no. 77.

128. 11-10/35-1 11380 10595 16380 60595

Nahal Hoga (Wadi er Raml)

Two bell-shaped cisterns (diameter 2.5-2.8 m, apparent depth 2-2.5 m) on a kurkar hill covered by a loess layer W of Nahal
Hoga, constructed of small stones mortared with lime cement; the walls are lined with plaster. Nearby, many scatters of rough
tesserae and pottery sherds.

Pottery: Byzantine.

Figure 5.41: The Collapsed Burial System from Site 127
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129. 11-10/35-2 11395 10580 16395 60580

Nahal Hoga

A bell-shaped cistern (diameter 2.8 m, apparent depth 4 m) on moderate slope descending to the E. Built of small stones
mortared with lime cement. Scatter of pottery sherds (c. 100 m2).

Pottery: Byzantine.

130. 11-10/45-1 11405 10580 16405 60580

Nahal Hoga

A bell-shaped cistern on moderate slope. Scanty remains (currently in a citrus orchard). Scatter of pottery sherds (c. 100 m2).
Pottery: Byzantine.

131. 11-10/45-2 11410 10580 16410 60580

Nahal Hoga

Collapsed remains of a structure (c. 2 x 3m) on hill slope descending toward Nahal Hoga. Vaulted blocks built of small
stones mortared with lime cement. The extant features point to a burial system. Mandatory maps (Sheet 11/10, Bureir, Scale
1:20,000) indicate a tomb here. Few pottery sherds (c. 100 m?).

Pottery: Byzantine.

Huster and Sion 2006:61-64, Table 1 no. 75 (wrong coordinate there).

132. 11-10/65-1 11660 10570 16660 60570

Nahal Shigma

Remains of settlement (c. 2 dunams) on plain, close to S bank of Nahal Shiqgma. Scatter of pebbles, fieldstones, and potsherds,
revealed mainly in ashy dumps within brown-colored loess soil.

Pottery: Byzantine and Early Islamic.

133. 11-10/65-2 11690 10560 16690 60560

Nahal Shigma

Scatter of pebbles, fieldstones, fragments of basalt grinding stones, and pottery sherds (c. 800 m?) on a plain S of Nahal
Shigma.

Pottery: Byzantine.

134. 11-10/65-3 11640 10510 16640 60510

Nahal Shigma

Light scatter of flint implements (c. 400 m?) on moderate slope of hamra hill descending N to Nahal Shigma.
Lithic Finds: Lower Paleolithic.

135. 11-10/75-1 11750 10580 16750 60580

Nahal Shigma

Scatter of small pebbles, fieldstones, fragments of lime tiles, roofing tiles, and pottery sherds (c. 1 dunam) on plain, along
S bank of Nahal Shigma.

Pottery: Roman and Byzantine.

136. 11-10/75-2 11790 10580 16790 60580

Nahal Shigma

Remains of a pottery kiln (diameter 1.8 m) on the bank of a tributary of Nahal Shigma. Fired mudbricks, slag, and dense
concentration of pottery sherds were exposed by runoff. This installation seems to be part of a pottery workshop located in
the industrial area of an ancient settlement (see site 138).

Pottery: Byzantine.

137. 11-10/75-3 11780 10570 16780 60570

Kh. el Marashan (S)

Kh. Sawabta (M)

Collapsed remains of a structure on hillside, c. 100 m N of Kh. el Marashan, revealed as a result of recent quarrying activity.
The structure was built of large hard kurkar stones (0.5 x 0.8 x 1.0 m). Few sherds around the structure.

Pottery: Roman and Byzantine.
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Figure 5.42: The Well from Site 138

138. 11-10/75-4 11790 10580 16790 60580
Kh. el Marashan (S)
Kh. Sawabta (M)
Remains of an ancient settlement beneath the ruins of an Arab village (each c. 10 dunams). Located on a series of low
kurkar and hamra hills. On top of the central hill, a well (diameter 2.5 m, depth 25 m) with a rectangular structure with
water troughs built over it. Nearby, a cistern (diameter 4 m; apparent depth 5 m), built of small stones bonded with lime ce-
ment. Scatters of building stones (some dressed), fragments of marble, glass vessels, and pottery sherds. On W slope, runoff
exposed a shaft containing human bones and broken pottery vessels. At the bottom of the adjacent wadi, the same finds
were observed.

Around the end of the Ottoman period or the beginning of the Mandatory period, Arab farmers settled here (neither Conder
and Kitchener nor Petrie mention an Arab village). Ruins of some twenty dwellings were observed.
Pottery: Middle Bronze I, Roman, Byzantine, Early Islamic, Medieval, Ottoman, and Modern.
Conder and Kitchener 1881-83, 111:284; Petrie 1891:52.

139. 11-10/75-5 11760 10550 16760 60550

Kh. el Marashan (S)

Kh. Sawabta (M)

Ancient remains (c. 500 m2) on small hamra hill, 200 m W of Kh. el Marashan. Fragmentary structural foundations. An
underground space (2 x 3 m, depth 2 m) containing fragments of a collapsed mosaic floor that covered it (probably a crypt).
A bell-shaped cistern (diameter 3 m; depth 3 m) built of small stones bonded with lime cement. Scatter of kurkar building
stones, fragments of marble, glass vessels, roof tiles, pottery sherds, and tesserae.

Pottery: Roman. Byzantine, Ottoman, and Modern.

140. 11-10/75-6 11770 10510 16770 60510

Nahal Zedim (Wadi el Manyasa)

Light scatter of flint implements (c. 200 m?) on low hamra hill covered by a loess layer. Two dwellings (4 x 3 m, 4 x 4 m)
built of unfired mudbricks.

Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

Pottery: Modern.
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141. 11-10/85-1 11870 10570 16870 60570

Nahal Zedim (Wadi el Manyasa)

Group of five dwellings on spur of kurkar hill covered by a loess layer, N of Nahal Zedim, a tributary of Nahal Shigma. Built
of unfired mudbricks, except western walls which were built of small stones bonded with mud (preserved 1.8-2 m high).
Nearby, two round enclosures (diameter c. 10 m), built of kurkar stones, some dressed, probably brought from the adjacent
ruins of Kh. el Marashan.

Pottery: Modern.

142. 11-10/85-2 11890 10550 16890 60550

Nahal Zedim (Wadi el Manyasa)

Group of four ruined dwellings on a sandy kurkar hill N of Nahal Zedim. Built of unfired mudbricks (preserved 1.5-1.7 m
high).

Pottery: Modern.

143. 11-10/85-3 11850 10520 16850 60520

Nahal Zedim

Group of three ruined dwellings (c. 3 x 4 m each) on moderate slope of loess hill, located between two tributaries of Nahal
Zedim. Walls (preserved 1.8-2 m high) built of unfired mudbricks, except western walls, which were built of small stones
bonded and plastered with mud.

Pottery: Modern.

144. 11-10/04-1 11020 10480 16020 60480

Nahal Kosses (Wadi el Makkus)

Scatter of flint implements (c. 100 m?) eroded from a hamra layer on a kurkar hill. Use of Levallois technique.
Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

145. 11-10/04-2 11070 10470 16070 60470

Nahal Tal (Wadi en Nada)

Light scatters of implements (c. 200 m?) in deep gorges close to Nahal Tal. Tools made by use of Levallois technique.
Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

146. 11-10/04-3 11060 10450 16060 60450

Nahal Tal (Wadi en Nada)

Dense concentrations of flint implements (c. 600 m?) on kurkar hill (+ 110 m) covered by hamra layer. Numerous flakes
produced by use of Levallois technique, together with tools, suggesting that knapping activity took place at the site.
Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

147. 11-10/04-4 11040 10430 16040 60430

Nahal Tal (Wadi en Nada)

Light scatter of flint implements (c. 100 m?) on slopes of kurkar hill, covered by a thin layer of hamra.
Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

148. 11-10/04-5 11060 10400 16060 60400

Nahal Tal (Wadi en Nada)

Light scatter of flintimplements (c. 100 m?) on S and E slopes of kurkar hill, W of Wadi el Bi>, a small tributary of Wadi en Nada.
Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

149. 11-10/14-1 11140 10460 16140 60460

Sderot (Wadi el Jabali)

Settlement remains (c. 5 dunams, now destroyed due to the construction of a neighborhood in Sderot). In the past, the site
included two bell-shaped cisterns, a scatter of building stones, tesserae, and pottery sherds.

Pottery: Roman and Byzantine.

150. 11-10/24-1 11290 10485 16290 60485

Nahal Nir Am (Wadi Najd)

Ancient remains (c. 500 m?) E of Nahal Nir Am in an Eucalyptus wood plantation. Scatter of fieldstones, coarse tesserae, and
pottery sherds.

Pottery: Byzantine.
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151. 11-10/24-2 11265 10430 16265 60430

Sderot—Nahal Nir Am (Wadi Najd)

Ancient cemetery on N slope of kurkar hill, E of Nahal Nir Am and some 700 m SE of Kh. Najd. Three cist tombs containing
skeletons and small objects were excavated. Nearby, an infant burial in a jar was exposed.

Pottery: Roman and Byzantine.

Reference: Neder Ory, field diary 1991.

152. 11-10/34-1 11380 10470 16380 60470

Nahal Hoga (Wadi er Raml)

Light scatter of flint implements (c. 100 m?) on slope descending to E toward Nahal Hoga.
Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

153. 11-10/34-2 11350 10450 16350 60450

Nahal Hoga (Wadi er Raml)

Ancient remains (c. 300 m?) in an Eucalyptus wood plantation. Scatter of building stones, coarse tesserae, and pottery sherds.
Pottery: Byzantine.

154. 11-10/44-1 11450 10420 16450 60420

Nahal Hoga (Wadi er Raml)

Scatter of flint implements (c. 400 m?) on area of small loess hills and in the channel of Wadi el Hadd. To E, concentration
of pottery sherds.

Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic and Chalcolithic.

Pottery: Byzantine.

155. 11-10/64-1 11635 10490 16635 60490

Nahal Nigraf (Wadi el Jurf)

Scatter of flint implements (c. 200 m?) on hamra hill E of Nahal Nigraf, a southern tributary of Nahal Shigma.
Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

156. 11-10/64-2 11640 10460 16640 60460

Nahal Nigraf (Wadi el Jurf)

Scatter of flint implements (c. 100 m?) on hamra hill (+ 106 m), E of Nahal Nigraf.
Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

Figure 5.43: Handaxe from the Lower Paleolithic Period from Site 156 (scale 1:2)
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157. 11-10/64-3 11610 10480 16610 60480

Nahal Nigraf (Wadi el Jurf)

Scatter of flint implements (c. 200 m?) in badlands created as result of undermining of short eastern tributaries of Nahal
Nigraf.

Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

158. 11-10/74-1 11750 10420 16750 60420

Nahal Marashan (Wad Iweida)

Ancient remains (c. 200 m?) in eroded ground close to Nahal Marashan. Scatter of small pebbles, tesserae, and pottery sherds.
Pottery: Byzantine.

159. 11-10/84-1 11820 10410 16820 60410

Nahal Zedim (Wadi el Manyasa)

Some flint implements (c. 100 m?) on hamra soil eroded by runoff near Nahal Zedim, a tributary of Nahal Shigma.
Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

160. 11-10/84-2 11890 10440 16890 60440

Nahal Zedim (Wadi el Manyasa)

Ancient remains (c. 600 m?) on W moderate slope of kurkar hill S of Nahal Zedim. Scatter of small pebbles, broken fired
mudbricks, slag, and pottery sherds.

Pottery: Byzantine.

161. 11-10/03-1 11020 10380 16020 60380

Wadi el Bi®

Light scatter of flint implements (c. 200 m?) in area of small kurkar hills, SW of Nahal el Bi>.
Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

162. 11-10/03-2 11060 10310 16060 60310

Wadi el Bi?

Ancient remains (c. 1 dunam), on slope of hamra hill, covered by a thin layer of loess. Stains of dark soil and patches of gray
color containing small kurkar stones, coarse tesserae, and pottery sherds.

Pottery: Byzantine.

163. 11-10/13-1 11110 10380 16110 60380

Wadi el Bi®

Light scatter of flint implements (c. 100 m?) on W slope of kurkar hill descending from E toward Wadi el Bi>. Now a built
area.

Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

164. 11-10/23-1 11240 10350 16240 60350

Nahal Nir Am (Wadi Najd)

Flint implements (200 m2) on hamra soil eroded by water from a hill toward Nahal Nir Am.
Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

165. 11-10/43-1 11450 10380 16450 60380

Nahal Hoga (Wadi er Raml)

Flint implements in area of badlands and gullies (c. 200 m?) S of Wadi el Hadd, a tributary of Nahal Hoga.
Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

166. 11-10/43-2 11435 10330 16435 60330
Nahal Hoga (Wadi er Raml)

Findspot of a single arrowhead in a gully of Nahal Hoga.
Lithic find: Neolithic.

167. 11-10/53-1 11510 10380 16510 60380

Nahal Hoga (Wadi er Raml)

Scatter of flint implements in area of badlands and gullies between Wadi el Hadd and Wadi er Rada, tributaries of Nahal
Hoga. Extreme erosion processes in the past caused the removal of the hamra layer, spreading the artifacts over a large area.
Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.
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1. Handaxe

2. Handaxe

Figure 5.44: Lithics from the Lower Paleolithic Period from Site 167 (scale 1:2)

1. Handaxe
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2. Handaxe

Figure 5.45: Lithics from the Lower Paleolithic Period from Site 168 (scale 1:2)

168. 11-10/83-1 11870 10330 16870 60330

Nahal Dov (Wadi en Namus)

Scatter of eroded flint implements (c. 200 m?) on W slope of hamra hill, close to the N bank of Nahal Dov. Among the tools:
Flakes, scrapers, and handaxes.

Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

169. 11-10/02-1 11040 10250 16040 60250

Nahal Mefalsim (Wadi Lisin)

Settlement remains (c. 5 dunams) on low hill, E of a tributary of Nahal Mefalsim. Two bell-shaped cisterns (now blocked)
and patches of gray soil containing kurkar stones, pebbles, and potsherds.

Pottery: Roman, Byzantine, and Early Islamic.

170. 11-10/02-2 11070 10210 16070 60210

Nahal Mefalsim (Wadi Lisin)

Settlement remains (c. 10 dunams) on low hill and flat terrain E of a tributary of Nahal Mefalsim. Two blocked bell-shaped
cisterns. Dense concentrations of burnt bricks, kiln wasters, slag, and pottery sherds.

Pottery: Roman, Byzantine, Medieval and Early Islamic.

Schuster 2000b; Seriy 2010.

171. 11-10/22-1 11255 10205 16255 60205

Nahal Azur (Wadi el Ghazawiya)

Settlement remains (c. 3 dunams) on top of hill (triangulation point 339W) and on NE slope, close to Wadi el Amayir, a
tributary of Nahal Azur. Scatter of pottery sherds. Nearby, three stone heaps (diameter 3—4 m) containing kurkar stones and
marble fragments.

Pottery: Byzantine, Early Islamic, and Medieval.

172. 11-10/32-1 11310 10230 16310 60230

Nahal Azur (Wadi el Ghazawiya)

Light scatter of flint implements (c. 200 m?) on slopes of hamra hill (triangulation point 340W, + 94 m).
Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.
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173. 11-10/32-2 11360 10215 16360 60215

Kh. Tell edh Dhahab

Abandoned olive orchard, (two remaining trees, partly enclosed with cactus fences). No visible ancient remains except some
sherds of the Byzantine period.

Kh. Tell edh Dhahab appears in the Mandatory list of archaeological sites (1944 Schedule:1249), placed near the intersec-
tion of coordinates 114-102 (O1G); meanwhile, the 1964 Schedule of Monuments and Sites (Yalqut HaPirsumim 1964:1452)
places the site within the square km of coordinates 113-102. Both the archaeological context and geographical features of this
area, however, demonstrate that this placement is in error. Guérin described the site of Tell Dahab (also called Tell Ahmar)
as a little elevated oblong hill, whose summit and slopes were covered by large quantities of pottery sherds, while the fields
around included many bell-shaped cisterns (Guérin 1869[a or b]:291-92). None of these features is in accordance with the
finds in the abandoned orchard and in the (almost) flat fields around. A comprehensive analysis of Guérin’s itinerary on June 11
1863 will not only remove the actual placement of Kh. Tell edh Dhahab at 113-102, but will point to the site’s exact location.
Guérin left Gaza at 1:15 p.m. Setting out on a heading ENE, he arrived at Kh. Beit Durdis (coordinates 10715-10170) at 2:30.
He then rode NE for 15 minutes and arrived at Tell Dahab at 2:45. Note that the distance between the abandoned orchard and
the village of Huj is 500 m, while Guérin’s ride from Tell Dahab to Huj lasted 1 hour and 30 minutes, as he arrived at Huj at
4:15. Furthermore, on Guérin’s map the distance from Tell Dahab to Huj is more than twice than the distance from Beit Durdis
to Tell Dahab. Guérin’s track from Gaza to Huj, including the deviation to Tell Dahab, lasted 3 hours. Twenty-five years ear-
lier (May 21 1838), Robinson rode from Gaza to Huj on the same route (Robinson 1841, 11:384): He left Gaza at 12:20 p.m.,
passed Beit Dirdis at 1:30, and reached Huj at 2:55. Robinson did not indicate any notable site between Beit Durdis and Huj.

For the reasons mentioned above, Tell edh Dhahab should be located northeast of Beit Durdis, at a distance equivalent to a
ride of 15 minutes. The German geographer H. Kiepert calculated the rate of Robinson’s travels, and found that the distance
traveled in one hour on horseback should be 2.8-3 geographical miles on level areas such as the plains E of Gaza (Kiepert
1841:31). As the length of a geographical mile is equivalent to 1852-55 m, the average distance should be 5.2-5.5 km per
hour. Guérin’s calculated rate was almost the same. Applying these calculations to Guérin’s travels, we would expect Tell edh
Dahab to be roughly 1.3-1.4 km NE of Beit Durdis. Indeed, at a distance of c. 1.5 km NE of Beit Durdis, there is an elevated
area called EI Ahmar that has the additional name of Tell Dahab (Survey of Palestine, Sheet 10-10, Beit Hanun). Its exact
position is derived from the measurements carried out by van de Velde from the hill Ali Muntar (van de Velde 1858:115). He
provided a bearing to Tell ed-Daheb of 68° 30”, pointing to a hamra hill at coordinates 10760-10330.

174. 11-10/32-3 11395 10220 16395 60220

Esh Sheikh Mansur (M)

Abandoned orchard enclosed by cactus fences with the foundations of a rectangular structure, partly covered by a large stone
heap. Probably the location of a sheikh’s tomb.

Pottery: Medieval, Late Ottoman, and Mandatory.

175. 11-10/42-1 11420 10220 16420 60220

Huj (S)

Huj (M)

Ruins of Arab village (c. 45 dunams) on slope of low hill, W of Wadi el Balad, a tributary of Nahal Hoga (Wadi er Raml).
Outline of planned streets under ruined structures built of mudbricks. To the E, a ruinous and blocked well. Nearby, a col-
lapsed pool. Scatter of pottery sherds.

Pottery: Byzantine, Early Islamic, Medieval, Ottoman, and Modern.

Robinson 1841, 11:384-86; Guérin 1869[a or b]:292; Conder and Kitchener 1881-83, 111:275.

5. Lamp sherd
6. Jar

Figure 5.46: Site 176 (scale 1:5)
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176. 11-10/42-2 11470 10200 16470 60200

H. Hoga

En Nabi Huj (M)

Islamic cemetery of the village of Huj (c. 1.5 dunams) on low hamra hill. Ancient remains over a larger area (c. 40 dunams).
Several bell-shaped cisterns. Scatter of building stones, fragments of architectural elements, roof tiles, marble, and pottery
sherds. A mosaic floor (4 x 5 m) and a burial system were documented in the past.

Pottery: Iron Il, Persian, Hellenistic, Roman, Byzantine, Early Islamic, Medieval, Ottoman, and Modern.

177. 11-10/52-1 11510 10245 16510 60245

Nahal Dorot (Wadi er Raml)

Settlement remains on flat terrain, NE of Kh. Hoga, near the junction of Wadi es Sallaga and Nahal Hoga. The site is covered
by a thick layer of silt (c. 1.2 m), resulting from constant flooding in the adjacent wadis. In 1992, torrential rains caused the
partial removal of the silt coverage, exposing part of the site (c. 200 m2) for a short time: Scatter of pebbles, kurkar stones,
fragments of basalt grinding stones, bone, flint implements, and pottery sherds.

Lithic finds and pottery: Late Bronze and Iron I (?).

178. 11-10/62-1 11630 10210 16630 60210

Nahal Dorot (Wadi er Raml)

Scatter of flint implements on hamra hill (c. 1 dunam, triangulation point 588, + 116 m).
Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

179. 11-10/62-2 11690 16690 60210
Nahal Ruhama (Wadi Abu Rashid).

Findspot in the bed of Nahal Ruhama. A single arrowhead, probably eroded by water from the ascent of the wadi to the west.
Lithic find: Neolithic.

1. Cooking Pot
2. Cooking Pot

3. Cooking Pot
4. Cooking Pot

5. Spout, Part of Cypriot White Slip 11 Bowl

Figure 5.47: Late Bronze Age Pottery from Site 177 (scale 1:5)
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Figure 5.48: Site 177

Figure 5.49: Site 181
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180. 11-10/72-1 11740 10210 16740 60210

Nahal Ruhama (Wadi Abu Rashid)

Settlement remains on flat terrain (c. 500 m?) on N bank of Nahal Ruhama. Patches of gray soil containing pebbles, small
fieldstones, burned bone, flint implements, and pottery sherds.

Lithic finds and pottery: Chalcolithic.

181. 11-10/82-1 11890 10260 16890 60260

H. Berekha

Kh. en Namus (M)

Remains of two rectangular burial systems on low hill (triangulation point 597), each composed of a main chamber (3.5 x 5.5
m and 2 x 4 m) with a vaulted roof. Built of small fieldstones bonded with lime cement. Few pottery sherds.

Pottery: Byzantine and Modern.

182. 11-10/92-1 11940 10230 16940 60230

H. Berekha

Kh. en Namus (M)

Settlement remains (c. 60 dunams) on moderate slope descending to S toward Nahal Ruhama. During development work car-
ried out here in 1962 with heavy machinery, many ancient remains were raised to the surface: Dressed kurkar stones, flooring
marble and lime tiles, marble columns, and capitals. These finds enable us to determine that the center of H. Berekha/Kh. en
Namus should be located 300 m SE of triangulation point 597 and that both localities (sites 181 and 182) are part of one large
settlement (IAA archive, Kh. Berekha file, reported by Ram Gophna, 1962). As result of an additional survey (Lamdan et al.
1977:185), more ancient remains were noted: On the N, dense concentrations of kiln waste, slag, and pottery sherds, mainly
Gaza jars fragments. On the SE, ruins of a large structure (c. 10 x 10 m), walls 1-1.2 m wide, built of fieldstones, preserved
2.0 m high. This is a two-story structure. The lower story is partly buried by rubble, but still visible. The building features
suggest that it served as a bath. If so, it correlates with the existence of a certain Kh. el Hammam (“the ruin of the bath”),
known also as Kh. Umm Rujum, in this area. Kh. el Hammam was described in the Mandatory list of sites and monuments
(1944 Schedule:1260) and later recorded under paragraph 97 in the 1964 Schedule of Monuments and Sites (Yalqut HaPir-
sumim 1964:1453). In both publications the location was given in general coordinates: 120-103 (OIG). It was also marked
on Mandatory maps (Survey of Palestine, Sheet 12-10, Ruhama), with more details that enable the fixing of the site at the
intersection of coordinates: 12035-10360, some 1.1 km NE of Kh. en Namus and c. 2.5 km N of Kh. Jammama; however, no
ancient remains were found at this location except a single burial system (Huster and Sion 2006:n0. 80). Guérin, meanwhile,
mentioned a place called Kh. el Hammam SE of Kh. Jammama (1869:295), as opposed to the Survey of Western Palestine
which placed Kh. el Hummam NW of Jammama, apparently at the same location as Kh. en Namus (Sheet XX, Fw). The site
was mentioned in the Memoirs in connection with Kh. Jamamma and described twice, the first time as Kh. el Hummam, the
second as Kh. Umm Rujum, with little difference between the two descriptions (Conder and Kitchener 1881-83, 111:281-82,
287).

Furthermore, the adjacent wadi name and the additional name of the khirbeh are identical: Umm Rujum. Petrie, who vis-
ited the site in 1890 (1891:53), mentioned a Roman ruin southeast of the khirbeh (probably the large structure) and described
a well that had fallen out of use. The labeling of the site as Kh. en Namus occurs only on Mandatory maps. This name is likely
derived from the owner of the land at the time: Many sites and wadis were named by the British surveyors according to land
owners, and the agricultural fields in this area are still known as “Namusa’s land.” The site was named Kh. Berekha (“the
ruin of the pool”), meanwhile, because of the existence of modern water installations (now out of use) on its N edge since
1947 (Braslavi 1956:459). Considering all of the details above, it is reasonable to assume that the site should be identified as
Kh. el Hammam.

Pottery: Roman, Byzantine, Early Islamic, Medieval, and Ottoman.

183. 11-10/92-2 11970 10220 16970 60220

Nahal Ruhama (Wadi Abu Rashid)

Ancient remains on loess hill (c. 200 m2) N of Nahal Ruhama. Disturbed structural foundations (only north wall remained),
built of small kurkar stones bonded with lime cement. Nearby to the S, two blocked cisterns, and the screw weight of a wine-
press. Dense scatter of pottery sherds.

Pottery: Byzantine.

184.11-10/92-3 11970 10210 16970 60210

Nahal Ruhama (Wadi Abu Rashid)

Ruinous structure (5 x 7 m) on moderate slope descending to S toward Nahal Ruhama. The outer walls were built of field-
stones bonded with mud, while the inner walls were built of sun-dried mudbricks. Few pottery sherds.

Pottery: Modern.
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Figure 5.50: Site 182

185. 11-10/01-1 11080 10150 16080 60150

Kh. Lasan (S)

Kh. Lasan (M)

Ancient cemetery (c. 20 dunams) on loess hill, 400 m NE of Kh. Lasan. Salvage excavations revealed dozens of cist tombs,
built of dressed kurkar stones and covered mainly with kurkar slabs.

Pottery: Roman and Byzantine.

186. 11-10/11-1 11130 10120 16130 60120

Kh. Lasan (S)

Kh. Lasan (M)

Settlement remains (c. 60 dunams) on loess hill and on moderate slopes descending to SW, toward Nahal Mefalsim (Wadi
Lisin). Six bell-shaped cisterns (now blocked) built of cemented small fieldstones. Architectural elements: pillars, capitals,
fragments of marble chancel screen posts and panels. On W slope, remains of an olive press, wine presses, kiln waste, slag,
and dense concentrations of pottery sherds. Further to W, on flat terrain near Nahal Mefalsim, concentration of marble frag-
ments and clay pipes (bath?).

Pottery: Roman, Byzantine, Early Islamic, Medieval, and Ottoman.

187. 11-10/11-2 11140 10160 16140 60160

Kh. Lasan (S)

Kh. Lasan (M)

Group of five bell-shaped cisterns on moderate slope of loess hill, 400 m N of Kh, Lasan. Built of cemented small kurkar
stones. Light scatter of pottery sherds (c. 800 m2).

Pottery: Byzantine, Early Islamic, and Medieval.

188. 11-10/11-3 11180 10110 16180 60110

Nahal Mefalsim (Wadi Lisin)

Two bell-shaped cisterns, now blocked, on loessic spur descending W toward Nahal Mefalsim. Light scatter of pottery sherds
(c. 200 m2).

Pottery: Byzantine.
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1. Iron Il Krater
2. Iron Il Krater

3. Iron Il Krater
4. Iron 11 Bowl

5. Iron 11 Bowl
6. Iron 11 Bowl

7. Iron |1 Bowl
8. Persian Jar

9. Persian Jar
10. Persian Jar

Figure 5.51: Site 189 (scale 1:5)

189. 11-10/41-1 11460 10195 16460 60195

H. Hoga

Kh. Huj; Neby Huj (S)

Kh. Huj; En Nabi Huj (M)

Remains of large settlement (c. 120 dunams) on a series of mounds and on valleys between them.

The nucleus of the settlement was located on the flat top of one of the hills (c. 5 dunams, labeled Sheikha Fatma tomb
on Mandatory maps). Here, the base of a structure (c. 50 x 50 m) built of mudbricks was unearthed (Porat 1976). Its exact
date and function are unclear, although it seems that it was established during the tenth century s.c. Nearby, further remains
from the Persian and Hellenistic periods were excavated. Settlement remains were also observed around the excavated area,
including several cisterns, segments of two mosaic floors, and a burial system. On the S, slag and dense concentrations of pot-
tery sherds, evidence of a ceramic workshop. Dense scatter of building stones, marble fragments, and fragments of ceramic
and glass vessels.

Pottery: Iron Il, Persian, Hellenistic, Roman, Byzantine, Early Islamic, Medieval, Ottoman and Modern.
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190. 11-10/61-1 11670 10140 16670 60140

Nahal Dorot (Wadi el Majnuna)

Scatter of flint implements on a series of kurkar hills, some covered by a thick layer of hamra, close to the W bank of Nahal
Dorot. The hamra layer is constantly being eroded. Flint implements are also removed during this process. Among the tools:
scrapers, burins, denticulates and handaxes.

Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

191. 11-10/71-1 11770 10170 16770 60170

Tell Shega

Tell el Majnuna (M)

Natural hamra hill (not a tell), N of Nahal Dorot (Wadi el Majnuna). Light scatter of flint implements (c. 200 m?) on N slope.
250 m to the NE, on the S bank of Nahal Ruhama , a well (diameter 2.5 m, visible depth c. 15 m), built of dressed kurkar
stones. Nearby, a ruined pool (3 x 3 m). The informal name of the spot is Bir Abu Rashid (Abu Rashid’s well). Light scatter
of late Ottoman sherds.

Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

192. 11-10/71-2 11750 10125 16750 60125

Nahal Dorot (Wadi el Majnuna)

Light scatter of flint implements (c. 100 m?) on hill spur descending to a tributary of Nahal Dorot.
Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

193. 11-10/81-1 11850 10190 16850 60190

Nahal Ruhama (Wadi Abu Rashid)

Settlement remains (c. 1.2 dunams) on flat land N of Nahal Ruhama. Patches of gray-colored soil containing pebbles, field-
stones, burnt animal bones, flint implements, and pottery sherds.

Lithic finds and pottery: Chalcolithic.

Figure 5.52: Handaxe from the Lower Paleolithic Period from Site 192
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1. Chalcolithic Cornet (no scale)
2. Chalcolithic Cornet (no scale)

3. Chalcolithic Bowl with Applied Rope Direction (no scale)
4. Chalcolithic V-shaped Bowl (no scale)

5. Circular Spinning Stone
6. Loop Handle

7. Mat-impressed Base
8. Pierced Handle

Figure 5.53: Pottery/stone from Site 193 (scale 1:5)
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194. 11-10/81-2 11880 10190 16880 60190

Nahal Ruhama (Wadi Abu Rashid)

Ancient remains (500 m?) on loessic plain N of Nahal Ruhama and near its bank. Scatter of bone, flint implements, and pot-
tery sherds.

Lithic finds and pottery: Chalcolithic.

195. 11-10/91-1 11920 10180 16920 60180

Nahal Ruhama (Wadi Abu Rashid)

Settlement remains (c. 2.5 dunams) on moderate slope and on flat terrain adjacent to S bank of Nahal Ruhama. In this un-
ploughed field, a concentration of large rounded patches of gray earth visible on the brown loessic soil background. The
patches are c. 3040 m apart, and contain pebbles, fieldstones, flint implements, and pottery sherds.

Lithic finds and pottery: Chalcolithic.

1. Pierced Handle
2. Pierced Handle

3. Loop Handle of a Churn
4. Pointed Base

5. Pedestal Goblet
6. Bowl

7. Cornet
8. Large Hole-Mouth Jar

Figure 5.54: Chalcolithic Pottery from Site 194 (scale 1:5)
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1. Cornet
2. Cornet
3. Cornet

4. Jar with Painted Decoration
5. Loop Handle

6. Pierced Handle
7. Jar

8. V-shaped Bowl
9. Pedestal Goblet

10. Pointed Base
11. Body Sherd with Impressed Decoration

Figure 5.55: Chalcolithic Pottery from Site 195 (scale 1:5)
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196. 11-10/91-2 11905 10160 16905 60160

Nahal Ruhama (Wadi Abu Rashid)

Remains of a rectangular structure: segments of a fine tiled mosaic floor (white color, 4 m? exposed), ornamented with a cross
(red tesserae). Nearby, three cisterns, partly blocked. Dense scatter of pottery sherds (c. 200 m?).

Pottery: Byzantine.

197. 11-10/91-3 11960 10170 16960 60170

Nahal Ruhama (Wadi Abu Rashid)

Ancient remains on small hamra hill (c. 800 m2). In the center, segments of structural foundations and scatter of rough white
tesserae (4 x 4 cm). Four bell-shaped cisterns, three N of the structure and one S of it (diameter 2.5-3 m). Nearby, a rectan-
gular structure (c. 3 x 4 m) built of sun-dried mudbricks bonded with mud, dated to the Late Ottoman or Mandatory period.
Pottery: Byzantine and Modern.

198. 11-10/91-4 11970 10120 16970 60120
Nahal Ruhama (Wadi Abu Rashid)

Scatter of flint implements (c. 200 m?) on N slope of kurkar hill.
Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.

199. 11-10/00-1 11050 10090 16050 60090

Nahal Mefalsim (Wadi Lisin)

Findspot on N bank of Nahal Mefalsim. Round clay tablet (diameter 10 cm.), with incised inscription in ancient Hebrew
letters.

Pottery: Iron 11.

David Keidar (pers. comm.); Department of Antiquities registration no. R4675.

200. 11-10/50-1 11570 10060 16570 60060

Nahal Hoga (Wadi Abd el Aziz)

Settlement remains (c. 1 dunam) on loessic plain, close to N bank of Nahal Hoga. Scatter of pebbles, fieldstones, burnt animal
bones, flint implements, and pottery sherds.

Lithic finds and pottery: Chalcolithic.

201. 11-10/70-1 11735 10080 16735 60080

Nahal Hoga (Wadi Abu Ali)

Ruined structure (c. 5 x 5 m) W of Wadi Abu Ali, a tributary of Nahal Dorot (Wadi el Majnuna). Built of sun-dried mudbricks
(preserved 1.2-1.3 m high).

Pottery: Late Ottoman and Mandatory.

202. 11-10/70-2 11750 10070 16750 60070

Nahal Hoga (Wadi Abu Ali)

Ancient remains (c. 400 m?) on W bank of Wadi Abu Ali, a tributary of Nahal Dorot. Light scatter of pebbles, fieldstones,
flint implements, and pottery sherds.

Lithic finds and pottery: Chalcolithic.

203. 11-10/70-3 11780 10020 16780 60020

Wadi Abu Ali

Two dwellings (4 x 4 and 5 x 5 m) on moderate slope descending to N toward Wadi Abu Ali, a tributary of Nahal Dorot. Built
of sun-dried bricks. Walls preserved 1.2-1.5 m.

Pottery: Late Ottoman and Mandatory.

204. 11-10/70-4 11740 10010 16740 60010

Wadi Abu Ali

Ruined structure (c. 3 x 4 m) on slope descending to E toward Wadi Abu Ali, a tributary of Nahal Dorot. Built of sun-dried
mudbricks bonded with mud (preserved 2 m high).

Pottery: Late Ottoman and Mandatory.

205. 11-10/80-1 11840 10050 16840 60050

Nahal Dorot (Wadi el Majnuna)

Light scatter of flint implements (c. 300 m?) on NW slope of hamra hill (+ 130 m).
Lithic finds: Lower Paleolithic.
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206. 11-10/90-1 11990 10095 16990 60095

H. Herev

Kh. el Haj Harb (M)

Settlement remains (c. 10 dunams) on kurkar hill (+ 180 m). Structural foundations, two cisterns (one bell-shaped, the second
rectangular with a vaulted roof). In an artificial section created by the widening of an adjacent road, a coarse tiled mosaic floor
(10 m length). Nearby, remains of a curved wall and segments of a fine tiled mosaic floor. Scatter of pottery sherds.

Pottery: Byzantine, Early Islamic, Medieval, and Ottoman.

207. 11-10/90-2 11980 10030 16980 60030

H. Buta

Kh. Umm Buteih (M)

Bell-shaped cistern (2 m diameter) built of small cemented stones. This is the NW edge of a sizeable ancient settlement lo-
cated some 400 m to the SE. Also a ruined structure (c. 4 x 5 m) built of fieldstones and mudbricks.

Pottery: Byzantine and Modern.
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