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ANDREWS UNIVERSITY
HESHBON EXPEDITION

THE THIRD CAMPAIGN AT TELL HESBAN (1973)

ROGER S. BORAAS SIEGFRIED H. HORN
Upsala College Andrews University
East Orange, N.J. Berrien Springs, Mich.

The third campaign at Tell Hesbdn was conducted from June
20 to August 14, 1973.! Heshbon’s history from literary sources
and a description of Tell Hesbdn and its geographical location?
have already been covered in previous reports. For this reason
these will not be discussed in this report.

Organization

Andrews University was again the major sponsor of the
expedition, but sizable subventions were once more made by
Calvin Theological Seminary, Grand Rapids, Michigan, and the
American Center for Oriental Research in Amman (ACOR)
thanks to the generosity of the late ACOR board member H. Duns-
combe Colt. Smaller contributions came from several private
individuals. Again a word of thanks is due to all those who,
through their financial support, made the expedition possible and
thus shared in its success.

As in 1971 the headquarters were in the American Com-

* For the 1968 season, see R. S. Boraas and S. H. Horn, et al., Heshbon 1968
(AUSS, 7 [1969]: 97-239); AUM, Vol. 2, 1969; Horn, ADA]J, 12-13 (1967-1968):
51-52; Horn, B4, 32 (1969): 26-41; Horn, RB, 76 (1969): 395-398; A. Terian,
“Coins from the 1968 Excavation at Heshbon,” AUSS, 9 (1971): 147-160; E. N.
Lugenbeal and J. A, Sauer, “Seventh-sixth Century B.c. Pottery from Area B
at Heshbon,” 4USS, 10 (1972): 21-69.

For the 1971 season, see R. S. Boraas and S. H. Horn, et al., Heshbon 1971
(4USS, 11 [1978]: 1-144), AUM, 6, 1973; Horn, ADAJ, 17 (1972): 15-22;
Horn, RB, 79 (1972): 422-426; R. G. Bullard, “Geological Study of the Hesh-
bon Area,” AUSS, 10 (1972): 129-141; J. A. Sauer, Heshbon Pottery 1971
(AUM, Vol. 7, 1973); A. Terian, “Coins from the 1971 Excavations at Hesh-
bon,” AUSS, 12 (1974): 35-46,

*W. Vyhmeister, 4USS, 6 (1968): 158-177; Boraas and Horn, Heshbon 1968,
pp- 97-98.
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102 R. S. BORAAS AND S. H. HORN

munity School on the western outskirts of Amman. The
school plant was graciously placed at the disposal of the ex-
pedition by the school board through the good offices of its
chairman, Richard Undeland of the United States Embassy in
Amman. It provided once more excellent facilities for housing
most of the staff members and kitchen personnel, and for the
various archaeological headquarters activities.

The staff of 59 consisted of 49 overseas members and 10
Jordanians. The foreigners came from the United States of
America, Canada, Germany, Norway, South Africa and Australia.
Nearly half of them were students. The host country was repre-
sented by several members of the staff of the Department of
Antiquities and students of the University of Jordan who had
majored in archaeology.

The director of the expedition was again Siegfried H. Horn.
Roger S. Boraas served once more as the expedition’s chief
archaelogist. Their responsibilities were the same as in previous
seasons. Continuity in staff assignments was achieved to a great
extent by the fact that seven members had been with the expedi-
tion from its beginning in 1968, while another 17 members served
the Heshbon expedition for the second season in 1973. In the
following list staff members are mentioned in connection with
their major assignments, although a few shifts took place during
the season.

Area A, on the summit of the acropolis where the remains of
a Byzantine church had been discovered in 1968, was once more
supervised by Bastiaan Van Elderen, who from 1972-1974 served
in Amman as the director of ACOR. Work continued here in three
of the six Squares previously opened while two new Squares were
opened in the western part of the Area. The Square supervisors of
Area A were Emmet A. Barnes, Douglas R. Clark, Ann O. Koloski,
Paul E. Moore, and Eric C. Schilperoort.

Area B, on the shelf below and south of the acropolis, stood
again under the supervision of James A. Sauer, who as the
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expedition’s pottery expert was also responsible for all pottery
reading. Since it was anticipated that the new Square D.4 which
lies between Squares B.3 and D.3 would correlate more
closely to the Squares B.1-3, this new Square was also
under Sauer’s supervision, as well as two minor soundings
(labeled B.5 and B.6), north and west of Squares B.1 and B.2.
The Square supervisors of Area B were Adil Abu Shmais, James
R. Battenfield, Susan A. Hamilton, Norman Johnson, Philip J.
Post, David Undeland, and Udo Worschech. In Square D.4
Elizabeth G. Burr and Samir Ghishan served as supervisors.

For Area C, on the western slope of the tell, the work was
continued in three of the five Squares previously excavated.
Henry O. Thompson served as supervisor of this Area as in both
previous seasons. The Square supervisors of Area C were B.
Michael Blaine, Ibrahim Hajj Hasan, Nabil Salim Qadi, Thomas J.
Meyer, Omar Daoud, and Douglas J. Stek.

Area D, which covered the remains of the ascent to the sum-
mit from the south and which lay between Areas A and B, was
again supervised by Lawrence T. Geraty. Work was continued in
all five Squares previously opened. The Square supervisors of
Area D were Ali Musa, Jack B. Bohannon, Lillian A. Foster, Lutfi
Ostah, Richard C. Mannell, Julia Neuffer, Catherine Schilperoort,
and John W. Wood.

Work in the Roman-Byzantine Cemetery F on the south-
western slope of Tell Hesbdn was continued and several new
tombs were discovered. Dewey M. Beegle, the supervisor, was
assisted by Timothy Smith, Mary Stek, Anita Van Eldern and
Donald H. Wimmer.

G was the Area designation for several soundings made at dif-
ferent places on the tell and in a cave at its western slope. Dewey
M. Beegle also supervised these probes and was assisted by
Ghazzan Ramakhe and Leonard P. Tolhurst.

The archaeological and topographical survey team which
explored the area around Tell Hesbdn was headed by S. Douglas
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Waterhouse. He was assisted by B. Charlene Hogsten and Robert
D. Ibach, while the following staff members served part time in
this project: Ali Musa, Eugenia L. Nitowski, and Sami Abadi.

Bert De Vries, Albright Fellow of ACOR for 1972-1973,
served the expedition for the third time as surveyor and architect.
His assistant was Gary Roozeboom. Mary Stek helped as drafts-
woman. They continued the survey of the tell and its surroundings
(see Contour Map, Fig. 1), made plans and elevations of all
architectural remains as these were excavated, and were fre-
quently called upon to provide levels for various excavated
features.

As in 1968, Avery V. Dick was chief photographer. His assist-
ants were Paul ]J. Bergsma and James H. Zachary. Eugenia L.
Nitowski helped with the darkroom chores.

Dystein LaBianca, assisted by his wife Asta, was the expedi-
tion’s anthropologist and was responsible for the animal bone
material, while Eugenia L. Nitowski took care of the human
skeletal material.

Hester Thomsen was again responsible for all pottery oper-
ations in camp, which included supervising of the washing,
drying and sorting of all sherds retrieved during the excavations,
and the registration of the more than 30,000 sherds retained
for further study. Aina E. Boraas used her skills to restore pottery
as much as possible.

Marion E. Beegle was registrar of objects, and Elizabeth C.
Sanford served as conservator. It was the first time that the
expedition enjoyed the presence of a professional conservator
on its staff.

The camp director was once more Vivolyn Van Elderen.
Mohammad Adawi, the major-domo of ACOR, served just as in
previous seasons as the expedition’s cook. He had four assistants.

All legible coins were identified by Abraham Terian. His
1973 coin article is scheduled for a future number of the AUSS.

The Department of Antiquities, which through Director-
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General Yacoub Oweis issued the excavation permit, was as
usual most helpful in many ways. Mohammad Murshed Khadija,
one of the department’s officials, was loaned to the expedition
and once more served as its foreman, mainly in charge of the
130 villagers hired as local laborers. Ali Musa and Ibrahim Hajj
Hasan were assigned as the department’s representatives and
served also in other capacities, as has already been mentioned
above. Thanks are also due to Mr. Oweis for having secured a
permit for conducting the regional survey, for loaning equipment
to the expedition when needed, and for various other courtesies
extended. Much of the success and the smooth operation of the
expedition is due to the cooperation and helpfulness of the
officials of this department in general and to Mr. Oweis in
particular.

Aims®

Since it was possible that the 1973 season would be the last
season of the Andrews University excavations at Tell Hesbdn, all
decisions concerning field tactics were conditioned by this pos-
sibility. For this reason portions of some Squares were reduced in
the hope to reach bedrock along the fullest possible extent of
the main east-west and north-south axes as well as along the
north balk of Area B. It was anticipated that in this way we
might obtain the most complete stratigraphic record of the three
seasons of work on the site. In addition, special problems
received specific attention, such as the western dimensions of the .
Byzantine Church on the acropolis, the occupational stratigraphy
on the eastern slope of the tell, location of the Roman road
“from Esbus to Livias,” the search for additional tombs, the
location of outlying settlements in the immediately adjacent

® The strategy, methods, and techniques employed were essentially the same

as in the previous seasons and their description needs therefore no repetition
(see Heshbon 1968, pp. 110-117). It may be repeated here that the letters A-G
stand for Areas A-G; the first numeral after these letters, for the number of
the Square referred to; and the following numeral preceded by a colon to

the locus number; hence A.3:14 means Area A, Square 3, Locus 14, while D.6
refers merely to Area D, Square 6.
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region, and the improvement of ecological data-gathering and
artifact conservation in the field.

Accomplishments

We shall summarize the work of the 1973 season by reporting
only the new material found for each of the periods involved,
beginning with the earliest.* It is assumed that the reader is
acquainted with the accomplishments of the two preceding
seasons.

Iron I (1200-900 B.c.) Stratified materials occurred in Areas B
and C, with miscellaneous sherds from the Iron I period recovered
just over bedrock in the sounding G.1. In Square C.1 such remains
appeared to be in dump layers lying just above bedrock. In Area
B there appeared structures which seemed to be three walls
crossing a declivity in bedrock. They enclosed some mixed soil
and ash layers in which Iron I pottery was found. The precise
functions of these walls did not yet become apparent, but the
soil sequences and ceramics involved suggested domestic settle-
ment. The pottery evidence indicated that these remains belonged
to the early Iron I period.

Iron II/Persian (ca. 700-500 B.c.). Stratified materials were
found in Areas B and C, with sherds in mixed loci in Area D. On
the west slope a few soil layers were dated to this period in Square
C. 1, but the first elements of what seemed to be possible Iron
Age defense structures occurred further up the slope (Squares
C.3 and possibly C.2) in the form of major buttressed masonry
following the contour of the bedrock on which it was founded.
Only foundation courses remained to be traceable, the super-

¢ Period divisions adopted for this report follow the scheme worked out by
James A. Sauer, Heshbon Pottery 1971, pp. 1-7. Stratum designations with
Arabic numerals have been adopted by the authors of reports on Areas B and
D as means of distinguishing the accumulated stratification within each
respective Area. Hence the numerical sequences vary from one Area to the
other, consequently designating remains of different periods in some instances.
Designation of Strata by Roman numerals is reserved for site-wide Stratum
identifications, as indicated in Heshbon 1968, pp. 114-115.
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structures having long since fallen or been removed by later
occupants.

The most notable structural remains in Area B from this
period were parts of a thick cement floor in Square B.1 and parts
of a possible retaining wall in Squares B.2 and 4 of a large open-
air reservoir on the south shelf of the tell. The floor comprised
three superimposed layers of cement over bedrock, the top of
which was nearly level. The possible eastern retaining wall of this
installation consisted in part of the plastered faces of bedrock
cut vertically and in part of a contiguous well-built header-
stretcher wall of which a 16.00 m. length was exposed in Squares
B.2 and 4 without reaching its corners. The season’s work allowed
no more than the exposure of eight courses of the header-stretcher
wall and of the comparable depth of the faces of the bedrock
portions of the reservoir’s eastern retaining wall. The dates for the
construction of this installation and its most recent use—7th and
6th cent. B.c.—were determined on the basis of the few sherds
retrieved from the wall and cement, and from ample ceramics in
the layer of clay lying just above the cement floor. The available
time did not allow us to ascertain the size of the installation,
nor whether the cement floor and plastered retaining wall were
connected.

The discovery of this installation reminds one of the fact that
the Biblical Heshbon was famous for its pools at the gate of
Bath-rabbim, as attested in Song of Solomon 7:4. Only future
excavations may show whether the installation of Area B can be
one of the pools mentioned in the Bible.

Early Hellenistic (332-198 B.c.). The only trace of occupation
from this period was what seemed to be a layer of fill laid over
bedrock in the sounding G.1 on the east slope of the tell. This
layer, also containing some Iron Age I sherds, may have been the
makeup for a plaster surface.

Late Hellenistic (198-63 B.c.) Extensive evidence from this
period was recovered in Areas B and D, with supplemental
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material in Area C. Squares B.1, 2 and 4 contained a massive
accumulation of soil layers which had been produced by filling in
the “reservoir” after it was abandoned. While the bulk of the
pottery evidence from these layers came from the Iron II/Persian
period, it became clear that Hellenistic settlers were responsible
for this fill when an indisputable Hellenistic sherd was found in
a non-intrusive locus near the bottom of the accumulated soil
layers. The depth and volume of this fill suggested that the
settlers had conducted extensive clearing operations of earlier
occupational debris over sizable portions of the tell, possibly
the acropolis.

Evidence of their domestic facilities included storage pits cut
into bedrock and some storage jars found in Area B, while clues
to a somewhat sparse and perhaps temporary habitation in
Area C were provided by a possible hearth and a firepit. Various
evidences of Hellenistic remains in Area D also suggested that
the occupants of this period used considerable portions of the site.

That they intended to keep control of the site is most clearly
apparent in the major masonry they constructed in Areas B and D.
It seems that Hellenistic occupants constructed the first of a series
of phases of a major defense wall surrounding the acropolis.
This wall, D.1:4, was set firmly on bedrock and was nearly two
meters thick. Similarly impressive wall foundations were dug into
the “reservoir” fill by later occupants of the south shelf of the
tell. Wall B.1:17 = B.2:62 with its conspicuous foundation
trenches is also of a size that suggests defensive purposes.
Problems attended both these constructions thus interpreted, as
the details reported below will make clear, but these walls
represent the most massive masonry erected on the site up to that
time as far as our present evidence goes. One of these walls,
D.1:4, continued to serve the occupants of Heshbon for centuries.
Only scattered sherds were found in Area A (Square 6) from
this period, suggesting that later clearing operations may have
removed existing remains of the Hellenistic period.
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Early Roman (63 B.c-a.p. 135). This period is represented at
Esbus, as Heshbon was called in the Roman period, by a more
diverse and widely dispersed range of evidence than any earlier
period.

In Area A where the column support wall of the Byzantine
church rested on foundations constructed in the Early Roman
period, additional wall foundations were found. At the end of the
1973 season it was still unclear what functions some of
these walls had performed. Concern to maintain an adequate
water supply in the acropolis may have led to the construction of
Cistern D.6:33. It was cut in bedrock and fitted with a neck
built of ringed header stones.

There may have been an attempt to buttress the perimeter
wall (D.1:4) around the acropolis by means of a parallel battered
support wall founded on trimmed bedrock ca. 1.50 m. south of
the perimeter wall. Whatever its intended function may have been,
numerous accumulated soil layers were found in the intervening
space. Wall fragments, traces of huwwar surfaces, a door sill
and storage pits indicated that additional domestic or public
structures had occupied the space lying south of this support
wall. The remains of this period, however, were partially dis-
turbed by earthquake activity which was most apparent in
Square D.3.

The complex accumulation of Early Roman remains on the
south shelf of the tell gave us the clearest sequence of occupation
history for the period. In Cave B.4:74 and in a “room” spanning
the northern portion of Square B4 and the southern portion of
Square B.2 were series of soil layers which from both ceramic and
coin evidence could be dated as Early Roman I (63-37 B.c.)
occupation deposits. Smaller accumulations from the same period
were found in Cave B.4:171. This domestic occupation came to
an end by a major earthquake, probably the one recorded by
other sources for 31 B.c., which caused the collapse of the ceiling
of Cave B.4:171 so that it was never used for domestic purposes
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again, rendered Cave B.4:74 unusable except for a waste dump,
and caused the redesign and repair of other living space in
the Area.

During the Early Roman II-III period (37 B.C.-AD. 73),
according to the coin and ceramic evidence, the occupants of
Esbus began an extensive redesign of the facilities on the south
shelf. They constructed the first of a series of plastered surfaces
over an extensive sector (running east-west for the greatest por-
tion of the Area). It seems from the smoothness, thickness and
physical composition of the layers tested, that the builders
wanted to provide an adequate surface for extensive foot traffic,
possibly leading to an access to the acropolis. An apparent
stairway forming the south edge of this facility confirmed
test results on some of the plaster samples in that the layers were
of insufficient strength to support wheeled traffic of any size.
Whether this comprised a forum, plaza, roadway or market
place was not clear to us.

In Area C the major structure from the Early Roman period
was the large and well-built stone Wall C.1:40/63 set on bed-
rock in a foundation trench which followed roughly a scarp in
the natural rock. The wall was 1.40 m. thick and survived to a
height of over two meters. Its size as well as its placement sug-
gested that it was part of the Early Roman defense system on
the west side of the city.

Additional evidence of activity from this period was recovered
in Cemetery F where Tomb F.18 had been cut and first used in
the Early Roman period, as evidenced by six datable coins found
in the tomb as well as by the pottery recovered from it.

Late Roman (aDp. 135-324). Late Roman remains on the
acropolis included a substantial stone platform in Area A, Square
6, and three walls comprising the most impressive construction in

®Samples submitted to the laboratories of the Natural Resources Authority
of Jordan were given preliminary analysis. An oral report of the results of

these preliminary tests allowed this conclusion to be made before the 1973
season ended.
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Square A.7. Both the platform and the walls had obviously been
parts of public facilities, but the precise nature of their function
was not learned. They indicated that a major structure had stood
on the west side of the acropolis in Late Roman times.

During this period the south slope of the acropolis was
drastically redesigned. After the destruction of what may have
been a municipal or other public building, partially recovered
in Square D.3, a monumental stone stairway leading up to the
acropolis from the south was constructed. Portions of the stairs
were recovered in spite of extensive robbing and later intrusions in
both Squares D.3 and D.2. A coin found in the makeup materials
for the stair construction had been issued by Trajan (a.p. 98-117),
indicating that the stairs must have been laid during or after his
reign. This monumental stairway seemed to connect the extensive
plaster layers of Area B with any public structure that stood on
the summit of the acropolis during this period.

The most significant find made in the layers of this period was
a rare coin of Elagabalus (a.p. 218-222) minted at Esbus. The
reverse bears the imprint “Esbous” underneath a four-columned
temple facade and a statue of a deity or of the emperor in the
center. The obverse shows the head of the emperor and the
usual inscription surrounding it.

Evidence from the Late Roman period recovered in Area C
was limited to some fill layers in pits. During this period Tomb
F.12, discovered in the 1973 season, was cut from the rock and
first used while Tomb F.18, constructed in the Early Roman
period, was reused. "

Early Byzantine (A.p. 324-491). The bulk of evidence from this
period was recovered from the south slope and shelf of the tell,
from the church on the acropolis, and from some tombs.

The chief feature of the Early Byzantine period found on the
south slope was a water channel running north-south. This
channel of which portions were recovered in Squares D.2 and D.3
was carefully covered with neatly fitted stones. In this period the
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south exterior wall of the Christian church was constructed to-
gether with a catch basin and a drain to bring water, probably
from the roof, into the Cistern D.5:5 (excavated in 1971 ). Further
constructions carried out during this period included a staircase
over the water channel on the south slope and surfacings and
-rooms south of the church inside the acropolis perimeter Wall
D.4:4, which continued as the main acropolis fortification. Cistern
D.6:33, constructed in Early Roman times, continued in use.

The evidence found in Area B showed that the plaster layers
leading to the stairway were repeatedly resurfaced during the
Early Byzantine period, although interruptions must have oc-
curred, as an intrusive pit in Square D.4 and other evidence

showed.

Tomb F.18 was reused also in this period, while Tomb F.16
was cut in Early Byzantine times. It must have been used several
times, as indicated by the layered skeletal remains in one
chamber and the apparently single burial deposits in the other.

Late Byzantine (a.p. 491-640). The main evidence of this
period recovered was found on the acropolis and south slope, and
in the tombs. Inside the basilica two portions of mosaic floor
were discovered in the western extremity of its nave. The earlier
included a border pattern suggesting that it had been near
the end of the nave. It was bounded on the west by a Roman
wall still in use in Late Byzantine times. Above it lay a second
mosaic which seemed to continue westward through a possible
doorway. Tracing it toward the west was impossible because of
the balk and had to be postponed to a later season’s work.

Outside the basilica on the north was a substantial room
comprised of reused Roman walls in which portions of a mosaic
floor of a mid-sixth century style survived. This confirmed
evidences discovered in previous seasons that the Byzantine
builders reused structural remains of the Roman period.

On the south side of the basilica a new water drain took the
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roof water into Cistern D.6:33, while new rooms and spaces were
arranged south of the church.

Although no remains of the period survived in Area B on the
south shelf, traces of a retaining wall were recovered in Square
C.1 on the west shelf.

The Late Roman tomb F.12 was reused twice in the Late
Byzantine period and several other tombs cleared in the 1973
season were first constructed and used (F.1la, F.11b, F.14 and
F.17). Paritally cut, but apparently never used, was Tomb F.15.

Umayyad (a.p. 661-750). This season provided our first indis-
putably identifiable stratified Umayyad remains at Tell Hesbdn.
Dug down through the Byzantine floor in the room north of the
basilica on the acropolis was a well-built tabun which seemed to
have been built in the late 7th or 8th centuries. While evidence
on the south slope of the tell was badly disturbed, the sector
just inside the acropolis perimeter wall indicated that Cistern
D.6:33 remained in use and that the surrounding surface remained
partially intact. On the west slope only a pair of soil layers
running up to a possible retaining wall (Square C.3) indicated
settlement there during the Umayyad period. Though no tombs
were found from this period, ceramic and soil stratification
evidence suggested that some people must have opened Tomb
F.18 in Umayyad times, but filled it after an inspection.

‘Abbasid (a.p. 750-969). Improved ceramic distinctions were
made possible by the recovery of an isolated stratified ‘Abbasid
construction for the first time at Tell Hesbdn. While some sherds
from the period had been identified in dump layers in Square C.2
on the west shelf and in a pit on the south shelf (Square D.4),
it was a stone-lined pit with its foundation trench and interior
soil layer (Square B.6) which allowed the recovery of a small
group of homogeneous ‘Abbasid pottery for the first time in the
series of seasons conducted thus far. This represented another
step in the establishment of an increasingly refined ceramic
horizon for East Jordan.
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Following this occupation Tell Hesbdn was apparently aban-
doned until the early stages of Late Islamic civilization revived
the use of this site with major new construction activities over
the existing ruins.

Ayyubid-Mamlik (a.p. 1174-1516). Extensive remains of this
period found in previous seasons were further clarified by the
1973 excavations. Portions of the vaulted room just inside the
south perimeter wall of the acropolis were recovered in Areas A
(balk removal in Squares A.3 and 4) and D (Square D.6).
Additional traces of similarly constructed rooms were found in
Square A.6. Indicative of the sizable settlement in this
period was the extensive bath installation overlying the west
portion of the Byzantine basilica. It reused portions of both the
earlier Byzantine and Roman structures along the western edge
of the acropolis. This bathing complex consisted of a small
entrance corridor which led into the bathing room that had a
heated stone floor and a stone basin into which hot and cold
water was led by separate pipes from two water tanks in the
next room. The hot water tank rested on a brick-lined firing
chamber which was fed from the stoker’s room. The excavation
of this bathing facility consumed much time, and since the
Department of Antiquities wanted to preserve this installation
it was impossible to ascertain the nature of the underlying remains
of the church, or find its possible western terminus in this sector.

West of the bathing installation a narrow corridor between
two long walls with a series of earth floors suggested the
existence of additional commercial or domestic structures along
the west perimeter wall of the acropolis.

On the south slope of the acropolis extensive pits outside the
perimeter wall (D.4:4—now used in a fourth and final stage of its
function as an acropolis boundary) indicated in conjunction with
building remains three stages of occupation. The pits appeared
to have been created by robbing earlier stone for construction
purposes. Traces of Ayytabid-Mamlak occupation were also found
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in the other Areas and surroundings, but none were important
enough to warrant detailed description in this summary.

Evidence that the occupants of Tell Hesbdn had opened, then
filled and resealed, tombs occurred in two instances (Tombs F.14
and F.18).

A probe was made outside and inside the south wall of the
ruin of a large building standing in the present village. The
evidence of stratification, ceramics and one Ayyiibid coin (Al-
‘Adil, ap. 1196-1218) suggested that the construction of this
building had taken place during the Ayyubid-Mamliak period.

The activities of the Survey team resulted in tracing the route
of the Roman road leading from Livias in the Jordan valley
toward Esbus. A major portion of this road was located. It
brought the known route to about a kilometer from the tell,
where traces disappeared and allowed at least three options for
connections north, east or south. The evidence included mile-
stones, curbing stones, portions of sub-surface roadbeds, founda-
tions of guard-towers and road stations as well as ceramic samples
gathered from ground surface soil.

Equally important were the results of the Survey team’s effort
to locate and collect pottery from the ground surface of 103
sites lying within a radius of ten kilometers of Tell Hesbdn.
This was the beginning of what can become an extended portrait
of the density and nature of regional settlement to which the
occupants of Tell Hesbdn were economically, politically, and
perhaps militarily related during the various cultural periods
involved.

At the close of the 1973 season several major and some minor
unsolved problems remained. Chief among these questions were
the following: Where and what was the nature of the western
terminus of the basilica® Were the cement floor in Square B.1
and the plastered retaining wall in Squares B.2 and B.4 parts of
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a constructed water reservoir? If not, what were they? Was the
major Early Roman stone wall in Square C.1 part of the western
defense installations? Were the substantial Iron II masonry
remains in Square C.3 also defensive in function? Were the
newly found indications of an occupation of the tell in the Iron I
period indicative of a relatively minor settlement, or simply the
accidentally minor clues of a more extensive occupation?
Could gaps still existing in our knowledge of Heshbon’s history
possibly be closed by a more refined analysis of all data already
recovered, or only by further excavations in sectors of Tell
Hesbdn not yet touched by our tools? These unanswered ques-
tions clearly showed that our task at ancient Heshbon was not
yet complete.
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AREA A

BASTIAAN VAN ELDEREN
Calvin Theological Seminary, Grand Rapids, Michigan

During the 1968 and 1971 seasons six Squares were excavated
in Area A, all but one (A.6) to bedrock.! Approximately three-
fourths of a Byzantine church was uncovered—the apse, north
aisle, south aisle, and nave, though its western end, with narthex
and main entrance, was not located.

Also identified were traces of Islamic occupation—including
water channels to feed cisterns below the church, a quarry north
of the church, and northeast of the church a large cave containing
evidence of Roman occupation.

The major objective of the 1973 season was to complete the
excavation of the church—to expose the narthex and western wall
containing the main entrance. A second objective was to finish
excavating Square 6 to bedrock, and to integrate Areas A and D.
The first objective was not fully accomplished because an exten-
sive Islamic installation was encountered in the higher accumu-
lation of debris along the western edge of the acropolis. Regarding
the second objective, Square 6 was excavated to bedrock and
Areas A and D were integrated.

Square 7—This square (6 x 8 m.) lay west of Square 5 and south
of the east-west axis. Some exposed traces of architecture sug-
gested that the ground surface of the acropolis, rising sharply
along the western edge, contained the ruins of perimeter struc-
tures. This was conclusively demonstrated by the excavation of
the new Square. (See Figure 2.)

The removal of the ground surface debris exposed two major
north-south walls (A.7:2 and A.7:3) running roughly parallel.
Wall A.7:2 (6.5 m. long and .80 m. wide) ran along and at a
slight angle to the west balk so that its southern end was

1 Bastiaan Van Elderen, “Heshbon 1968: Area A,” AUSS, 7 (1969): 142.-165;
Dorothea Harvey, “Heshbon 1971: Area A,” AUSS, 11 (1973): 17-34.
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partially hidden in the balk. The east face of this wall was
completely exposed to its founding level-five courses preserved
in the northern part and eight courses in the southern part. About
half of this wall was removed to expose features underneath.

Wall A.7:3 (6.25 m. long and .75 m. wide) lay across the
middle of the Square. The northern half of this wall, where it
curved towards Wall A.7:2, was removed to expose features
underneath. A bath complex, built against the east face of the
southern half (see below), was uncovered.

The sector between Walls. A.7:2 and A.7:3, possibly a hallway
or -alley between two buildings, contained a number of beaten
earth surfaces, all containing Ayyibid/Mamliak sherds. There
were no doorways or windows opening into this passageway, ex-
cept one doorway between the walls at the south end, near the
south balk, which was used with only one of the surfaces. The
removal of Wall A.7:2 revealed walls with plastered surfaces
running to the west of it and perpendicular to it suggesting a
complex of rooms.

Islamic Bath— The major architectural feature in Square 7 was
an Islamic bath installation of the Ayyabid/Mamlik period in
the southeast quarter of the Square. (See Fig. 3.) Evidence of this
began appearing as soon as the ground surface debris was re-
moved. The first parts to be exposed were two hemispherical
tanks plastered inside (occupying a space of about 2 x 3 m.). The
larger tank, for hot water, had been plastered at least five times.
Both tanks drained into a stone basin (.99 x .54 m. and .22 m.
deep) in the next room to the south (Pl III:B). The basin had
a drain on its south side which had been broken out. This room
(2.50 x 2.20 m.) had a floor of large, smooth stone tiles, and walls
with partially preserved plaster. Since the south wall lay outside
of Square 7, a 4 x 2 m. extension was excavated to the south—
Square 8.

This excavation of Square 8 revealed the south wall (A.8:2) of
the bathing room with a doorway in the east end leading to an
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entrance hallway (2.25 x .85 m.) running east-west, with the
same type of tile floor (A.8:7), partially destroyed. In the west
end of the south wall of the hallway (A.8:5) was an entrance
(A.8:6) which was .55 m. wide and plastered on the inside
edges (suggesting a passageway rather than a door). Sizable
portions of the plaster on the walls in the hallway and bathing
room were preserved. In the west end of the hallway was a small
plastered bench (A.8:9). The cleaning of Wall A.8:2 revealed a
flue or chimney (A.8:10) which connected with the heating
system below the entire bath complex (Pl III:A).

In excavating the space north of the wall against which the
water tanks were built, an opening with a three-course brick
arch was found (PL II:A). This oval-shaped firebox (A.8:24)
heated the water in the larger tank. It also heated the bathing
room by means of a hypocaust-like heating chamber leading from
the firebox and widening out under almost the whole floor of the
room (Pl I1:B). In this the hot air circulated between small stone
pillars that supported the basalt slabs on which the tile floor was
laid. This hot-air chamber was filled with dirt and debris—with
ash layers on the bottom.

North of the furnace was a room which appeared to be the
“furnace room,” of the Ayyibid/Mamlik period, like the rest of
the installation. In it were found various layers of ash mixed with
patches of huwwar. (See Fig. 3.)

Partly under and west of the furnace room was found an earlier
room bounded by the north-south Wall A.7:46, and the east-west
Walls A.7:57 and 7:47, the wide wall upon which the north side of
the bath installation rested. (The west wall, lying apparently
beyond the limits of Square 7, remained unexcavated.) Evidence
from the foundation trenches of these three walls indicated a
late Roman date.

To the east of this room appeared the fragment of a mosaic
floor (A.7:58) which consisted of three rows of white tesserae
laid along the walls and a field of white tesserae laid diagonally
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(later it was discovered that this section of diagonally-laid tes-
serae was the surround of the design in the mosaic floor of a
room extending eastward). This will be dealt with "after further
discussion of the westward-extending room.

An interesting phenomenon on the east side of north-south
Wall A.7:46 was a narrow channel (A.7:65) built against and
along its east face. It ran from Wall A.7:47 (from the hearth stone
or threshold [A.7:39] of the firebox) and up to Wall A.7:60,
clearly suggesting that the channel, associated with a Late Roman
wall, was part of an installation antedating the mosaic floor
(A.7:58).

These Late Roman walls gave rise to speculation about the
nature of this architecture, especially the east-west Wall A.7:47.
An impressive piece of construction, 1.50 m. wide, with well cut
and tightly fitted stone blocks, it continued eastward into the
balk between Squares 5 and 7, and part of its south face lay under
the Islamic bath installation. This major wall was re-used in the
Byzantine period: Mosaics A.7:58 and A.7:76 were laid up to it
on the north and south face respectively. Although the alignment
is not perfectly true, it seems possible that this major Wall A.7:47
was used as a continuation of the north wall of the Byzantine
basilica at its western end. This wall was partly re-used later in
the building of the bath installation, the then remaining top
course serving as the threshold for the arched entryway of the
firebox, and across it was built Wall A.7:3, which served as the
west wall of the bath installation. North of this wide wall a
hard-packed black earth surface (A.7:69), identified as Late
Roman also, extended to Wall A.7:57 west of Wall A.7:46. Two
unexcavated surfaces below this black floor (Surface A.7:78 and
huwwar Layer A.7:80), cut through by the foundation trenches of
Walls A.7:46, 47, and 57, were examined by a probe trench and
yielded Early Roman, Hellenistic, and Iron II (Persian period)
sherds.

No conclusive evidence of re-use of this western room in the
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Byzantine period was found, although Byzantine sherds ap-
peared mixed with Islamic sherds, and a small segment of mosaic
was found in the southeast corner. A partly damaged wall (Wall
A.7:70) to be associated with the Umayyad Surface A.7:68 was
found in the west portion of the room. This sector became part of
the “Furnace Room” for the Islamic bath installation after Wall
A.7:3 had been cut through it to form the west wall.

As Mosaic A.7:58 was being exposed, east of Wall A.7:46
dividing it from the western room, it was noted that the center
portion had been destroyed by a tabun (A.7:73), which was com-
pletely uncovered by the removal of the balk between Squares 5
and 7. This also revealed that the white tesserae of this mosaic
formed the surround of a colored geometric design of the
mosaic uncovered in the west edge of Square 5 (Pl 1:B). The
Byzantine date for the use of this floor is indicated by the sherds
found on it; and the similarity, in design and workmanship, to
other more precisely dated mosaics in the Madeba region suggests
a mid-sixth century date. This room, whose west, north, and seuth
walls were identified, had apparently lost its east wall in subse-
quent construction. It was apparently an anteroom outside the

basilica proper along its north wall, a type common in Byzantine
churches.

The large tabun (A.7:73), whose construction had destroyed
the central portion of the Mosaic A.7:58, had a long di-
ameter of 2.00 m. for its outer rim. The upper layers of the
destruction debris in the tabun contained Ayyabid/Mamlik
sherds but inside this oven only Umayyad evidence was found,
suggesting that it was built into the Byzantine floor in the
seventh or eighth century.

In the southwest corner of -Square 7, significant Byzantine
evidence was found below the Islamic levels in the “passageway”
between Walls A.7:2 and A.7:3, described above. A striking
feature of the south face of Wall A.7:47, near the west balk, was
a corner with the cross-wall only .08-.10 m. long. This wall stub
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appeared to be a door jamb. The removal of wall fragments and
a beaten earth surface, all Umayyad, exposed a fragment of a
Byzantine mosaic floor (A.7:76). The tesserae, laid diagonally,
and slightly larger than those of Mosaic A.7:58, were white
except for a few scattered colored ones used for repair work. This
floor, laid up to the south face of Wall A.7:47, had a border of
three rows of tesserae running parallel to the wall then around
the above-mentioned door jamb and into the doorway. The
corresponding southern door jamb was located by a similar
border design. This mosaic floor continued into the south and
west balks and under Wall A.7:3, the west wall of the bath in-
stallation. Hence the size and function of this room were not
known. However, the doorway or passage identified was aligned
with the north aisle of the basilica. Although the west edge of the
doorway still lies in the balk, the continuation of the mosaic into
the doorway (no threshold was found) suggested the presence
of another room, perhaps the narthex of the church. Mosaic
floors with white tesserae, found in both early and late Byzantine
structures, frequently serve a utilitarian rather than a decorative
function in rooms and spaces outside the main parts of the church.

Square 6.—In Square 6, opened in 1971, was found an Ayyubid/
Mamlik structure, possibly a house, built over the ruined
Byzantine church. Evidences of the church included a column
base (A.6:38) with a fragment of mosaic (A.6:37) attached on its
west side, and a mosaic fragment (A.6:35) laid up to one of two
paving stones (A.6:36) in the west balk.?

Between the 1971 and 1973 seasons, portions of the balks,
especially the west balk of Square 6, had eroded extensively.
Large stones, dislodged from the balk, partially destroyed its
face. The 1973 objectives in Square 6 were to delineate the
Byzantine and earlier occupation, and to continue the excavation
to bedrock.

2D. Harvey, “Heshbon 1971: Area A,” pp. 18-21.
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North and east of Walls A.6:5 and A.6:6, the north and east
walls of the Ayytbid/Mamlik house, was a crudely constructed
kind of platform, consisting of column bases and column frag-
ments. These large architectural members were removed along
with Walls A.6:2, 5, and 6, in order to reach the layers underneath.

The removal of a gray-brown dirt layer (A.6:46) along the
west balk exposed more mosaic (A.6:47) similar to A.6:35,
which ran up to the east and north sides of the same two
paving stones A.6:36; also other fragments of this floor south of
Column Base A.6:38 and in the center of the Square. About ten
centimeters below this mosaic near the west balk, a second
mosaic (A.6:48) was found. This lower flooring was laid up to
the paving stones (A.6:36) with a three-row border that also
continued to the north, indicating the western edge of the mosaic.

The construction of the mosaics at Tell Hesbdn is similar to
that in other Byzantine mosaics: a foundation of small stones, a
filler around the stones (brown clay), and over this foundation
a cement underlayer in which the tesserae were set. Both founda-
tions of these mosaics were fairly extensive in the Square. The ab- -
sence of any mosaic fragments between the two mosaic foundation
layers indicated that before the upper mosaic (A.6:47) was laid
the lower one (A.6:48) was almost completely destroyed or re-
moved. Three portions of this lower mosaic were preserved: one
(described above) near the west balk, another near the northeast
corner of Column Base A.6:38, and a third in the center of the
Square.

Column Base A.6:38 was apparently raised to a level .18 m.
higher than the other column bases found in situ in the basilica,
but still in proper alignment with and spacing from the other
column bases. This raising was done after the two building
phases of the Byzantine church represented by the two mosaic
floors (since both mosaic foundations are broken from the column
base). Possibly this occurred when the base was replaced after
dislocation caused by the destruction of the Byzantine church.
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Accordingly, it seems that tesserae of Mosaic A.6:37 attached to
the column base must be considered part of the fragments of
the lower mosaic (A.6:48).

As described above, the border of the lower mosaic identifies
its western edge along the west balk. This suggests the existence
of a wall along the western edge of the mosaic, preserved in
A.6:36 (identified as “paving stones” in 1971) and in Wall
A.6:69, a north-south wall along the west balk of which the west
half is in the balk.? This may have been the western wall of the
nave of the first phase of the Byzantine church, which was at
least partially removed in the second phase (an enlargement?)
represented by the upper mosaic (A.6:47).

The lower mosaic (A.6:48) was attached to the western wall
by three rows of tesserae running parallel to the wall. Between
this and the field of the mosaic was a .35 m. surround of white
tesserae laid diagonally. The field was surrounded by a border
of colored tesserae with an entwining rope design. This border
continued south beyond the westward extension of the line of the
south row of column bases. This strongly suggested that this row
of columns did not extend farther west, at least in the first phase
of the church. If it had, there would be intercolumnar mosaic
panels, not a border crossing the row. Excavation to the west
could possibly reveal changes made in the second construction
phase, but the 1973 evidence pointed to the existence of a west
wall near the west balk.

In the southeast corner of the Square, between Column Base
A.6:38 and the east balk, an Ayyibid/Mamlak surface was
identified together with a narrow wall (A.6:40) along the east
balk. Below this surface and wall was found the stone foundation
layer (A.8:58) for the upper mosaic (A.8:47). The stone founda-
tion layer (A.6:61) of the lower mosaic (A.6:48) was also identi-
fied in this sector. Directly below this, along the east side of and

* Although the foundation stones (A.6:61) of Mosaic A.6:48 did not run

directly to this wall. the filler and cement underlayer did. indicating rather
conclusively that the Mosaic A.6:48 also did.
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below the Column Base A.6:38, there was found the un-robbed
part of a well-built Early Roman north-south wall (A.6:65)
running through the entire Square. This wall, laid in header-
stretcher construction upon bedrock (the uneven surface was
leveled by a layer of black plaster ), had been shaved down when
the first phase of the church was constructed. Further robbing
apparently occurred when the second phase was constructed since
the stone foundation layer (A.6:61) for the lower mosaic ex-
tended over the wall at its higher levels near the column base,
but not in the sector in the middle of the Square where the surface
of the wall had been lowered by robbing thus disturbing the
stone foundation layer of the mosaic.

The stylobate wall supporting the south row of column bases
was identified in Square 4 and dated to the Roman period in the
1971 season.* This wall was uncovered in Square 6 (A.6:68)
where it was built up to but not bonded into the Early Roman
north-south Wall A.6:65. Its Roman date was further confirmed,

but its relationship to Wall A.6:65 indicates that it was later than
that wall.

The function of Wall A.6:65 could not be ascertained at this
time. Its size and construction were impressive and similar to
the major east-west wall (A.7:47) in Square 7. If these two were
part of the same building complex, they would have formed a
corner in Square 5. Very little evidence of this could be found,
although more investigation was thought necessary. The removal
of the Byzantine layers from the Square, especially in the northern
half, revealed the extensive Roman occupation. In addition to
the well-built wall (A.6:65) described above, there was a layer
of large stones (A.6:71), apparently a cobble floor or platform, in
the western half of the Square. Along its eastern edge was a
retaining wall (A.6:72); on the western side it butted against
Wall A.6:69. This space between this platform and Wall A.6:65,

«Ibid., pp. 25, 26.
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slightly less than a meter, was filled in the same period by a
small wall (A.6:77).

The middle portion of Surface A.6:71 was removed from the
platform, revealing a substantial fill (A.6:80) of large stones and
dirt containing Late Roman sherds, placed on the bedrock. This
suggested a similar date for Surface A.6:71; and for Wall A.6:69,
which predated this surface or platform and was laid on bedrock,
an Early Roman date (or possibly earlier).

Since an Early Roman surface (A.6:76) covered the foundation
trench of the major wall (A.6:65), it was later than that wall; but
the same surface was cut by the foundation trench of Wall A.6:68;
therefore the latter, the stylobate wall, was later than the major
Wall A.6:65.

Directly above the bedrock (in Surface A.6:85 and Soil Layer
A.6:88) were found Hellenistic sherds also mixed with some from
the 7th-6th century B.c.; but no architectural features earlier than
the Early Roman period.

Squares 3 and 4.—Removing the upper part of the balk between
Squares 3 and 4 made possible the integration of some loci in
Squares 3 and 4 identified in 1968: A.3:7 = A4:13; A3:11 =
A.4:14; A.3:65 = A.4:51. The exact function of this last locus—
eight cut stones laid in two rows—could not be determined. This
could have been part of the structure for the screen separating
the nave from the presbytery, which would have been the portion
of the first bay between the easternmost columns and the ends of
the apse walls. Further, traces of border design were found in
the mosaic fragment (A.4:8) discovered in 1968; likewise in the
mosaic fragment laid against the screen foundation, between the
easternmost column base (A.4:45) and the south end of the apse
wall (A.3:5).

The south balk of Square 4, portions of which had eroded away
since 1968, was removed in order to integrate A.4 and D. 6. Below
the top soil an Ayytbid/Mamliuk wall (A.4:47) was uncovered,
which equaled A.3:24 and D.6:68. This wall formed part of a
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room with Walls D.6:2 and 3. Below the soil layers under this
wall were found various parts of a mosaic floor, traces of which
were attached to the south exterior wall (D.6:55) of the basilica.
White tesserae were laid in at least 14 rows parallel to the south
wall, then in a field laid diagonally. Apparently scattered in this
field were red, blue, and yellow diamond-shaped designs (one
example of which was found intact). A similar field and design
were found in Mosaic A.6:47 between the Column Base A.6:38
and the south balk. However, the level of Mosaic A.4:52 (891.30-
.35 m.) corresponds with the level of Mosaic A.4:48 (891.32-.39 m.),
rather than with that of Mosaic A.4:47 (891.46 m.). However,
integration of mosaic surfaces by levels must allow at least a
margin of variation of .10 to .15 m., especially if the portions are
some distances apart.

Mosaic Stone Foundation Layer A.4:23 was laid directly up to
Column Base A.4:45, thereby showing a surface connecting the
column base and the south exterior wall of the church. Traces of
mosaic were found attached to this column base in the same way

and at the same level as the mosaic attached to Column Base
A.6:38.

Further removal of the south balk of Square 4 involved probing
the foundation trenches of the Stylobate Wall A.4:12 and of the
south exterior wall of the church. This work confirmed and refined
the conclusions reached in 1971 regarding A.4:12. Two founda-
tion trenches were found—an upper one for the upper course of
the wall which contained Byzantine sherds and a lower one
which contained Early Roman sherds. This confirmed the sugges-
tion of the 1971 Report that the Byzantine builders had re-used
the lower courses of the Roman Wall A.4:12 and added an upper
course to complete the stylobate wall.

Near the bottom of the south exterior wall of the church a solid
Early Roman layer was identified which had been cut through by
the Foundation Trench A.4:62 containing Late Roman sherds.
This suggested a Late Roman date for at least the lower courses
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of the south wall. On the south side of this wall in Area D,
Byzantine material was found to the bottom of the wall. Possibly,
the entire south side of the wall was cleared and exposed by the
Byzantine builders.

With the removal of the south balk in Square 4, a similar
operation was carried on in Square 3 with corresponding results.
The east-west wall (A.4:47) in Square 4 which formed part of
an Ayyibid/Mamlik room with Walls D.6:2 and 3 continued in
Square 3 (A.3:24) and formed a corner with Wall D.6:3. The
removal of this wall (A.3:24) revealed two soil layers underneath
from the same period. Below these layers was found a layer .16 m.
deep of tesserae, dirt, and cement fragments dating from the Late
Byzantine period. Fragments of the mosaic floor (A.3:20) in this
part (the south aisle) of the church were found. A segment of
mosaic was found attached to the column base and, although
the tesserae were missing between the base and the south exterior
wall, the preservation of the stone foundation layer (and in some
places the cement underlayer) of the mosaic clearly demon-
strated that these fragments in Square 3 were to be correlated
with the fragments in the south aisle in Square 4.

The east wall of the south aisle was positively identified through
the traces of mosaic attached to it. In the mosaic along the south
exterior wall was a basin formed of white tesserae, seven centi-
meters deep. Similar basins have been found in mosaic floors in
other churches, such as in Swafiyeh and Madeba.

During the 1968 and 1971 seasons the south sacristy along the
apse was identified. Access to this room was by a doorway from
the south aisle. During the latter part of the second phase of the
church construction this doorway was blocked by a secondary
wall built across it. Another unusual feature of this room was
that its north-south dimension was larger than the width of the
south aisle. Usually the south exterior wall of the church would
be continued as the south wall of the sacristy. This room had a
mosaic floor; and the portions of the border and surrounding field,
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and the walls to which the mosaic ran, indicate the actual size of
the room, although the entire sector on the southeast exterior of
the church was built over in the early Islamic period.

A segment of mosaic (A.3:20W) consisting of three rows of
white tesserae was found lying between the easternmost column
base and the west end of the south wall of the apse. This was
attached to the column base and joined three rows of white
tesserae lying along the east side of the column base. This mosaic
segment was laid up to an east-west row of stones which possibly
functioned as the base for the screen on the south side of the
presbytery. The construction of this mosaic was the same as
elsewhere. The cement underlayer (A.3:68) was found in places
above the foundation layer of small stones (A.3:69).

Excavation below the level of the mosaic floor exposed the
stylobate wall (A.3:67) which continued to the west end of the
south wall of the apse. Its continuation beyond the easternmost
column base (A.4:45) confirmed the conclusion that it was origi-
nally a Roman wall re-used in the construction of the church.
Although the foundation trench of this wall was considerably
disturbed by rodents, it was evident that the lower two courses
were dated to the Roman period. This wall was built on bedrock.

Summary

The 1973 season was very fruitful in contributing new light on
the Islamic, Byzantine, and Roman occupations of Area A and
in identifying a Hellenistic occupation.

The two previous seasons had established the Islamic occupa-
tion of the acropolis. In the center of the Area water channels
were found which fed into various cisterns cut into the bedrock.
Along the southern side of the acropolis various Ayyubid/Mamlak
structures were identified in Area D. In 1973 architectural remains
of the same period were found along the western side of the
acropolis, principally the bath installation uncovered in Squares -
7 and 8. Exposed architectural features as well as walls partially
excavated indicated that sizable portions of these Ayyiibid/
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Mamlik structures lay to the west of the excavated Squares.

In addition, a definite Ummayad installation was identified—
the large tabun set down through the mosaic floor in Square 7.

The major Byzantine feature in Area A was the large Christian
basilica, identified in 1968 when the apse and portions of the nave
and side aisles were excavated together with some fragments
of mosaic floors. In 1971 more of the apse and side aisles were
uncovered. The 1973 excavations further clarified the existence
of at least two phases of the Byzantine church when a mosaic
floor was found superimposed on an earlier one in Square 6.
There was some evidence that in the later phase the western end
of the basilica - was modified or enlarged by the removal of the
western wall of the nave. The western exterior wall of the
basilica in the second phase seemed to lie beyond the 1973
excavations in Square 7, as indicated by the mosaic floor found
in the southwest corner of that Square. In addition, in this second
phase there was at least one room outside the basilica proper on
the north side. This room had a mosaic floor with geometric
intertwining designs.

Antedating the Byzantine church was a major architectural
feature on the western half of the acropolis, indicated by massive
well-built Roman walls (in Squares 6 and 7), re-used in Square 7
by the Byzantine builders and in some cases again by the Islamic
builders. The extent and identity of this Roman building awaits
further excavation; the architecture clearly suggests some type of
major public building.

Traces of Hellenistic and Iron Age occupation, found directly
above the bedrock, were not adequate to identify any occupation
features. Possibly the Roman builders cleared the acropolis in
order to build the major structures on bedrock.

Questions remain to be answered in Area A: How extensive
were the Islamic buildings on the western side of the acropolis?
How large was the Byzantine church and what were its related
structures? What were the prior Roman structures on the acro-
polis® Where there earlier occupation layers on the acropolis?



AREA B AND SQUARE D4

JAMES A. SAUER

American Center of Oriental Research
Amman, Jordan

.

In addition to the four Area B Squares of 1968 and 1971
(B.1, B.2, B.3, B.4),! three new Squares were worked in the Area
in 1973 (B.5, B.6, D.4).2 Square B.5 was a 2.00 x 2.00 m. probe
north of B.2, and B.6 was a 1.00 x 6.00 m. probe west of B.l.
Both were planned to test the lateral extent of the Strata 5-12 plas-
ter layers. Square D.4 was laid out east of B.3, to link Area B
with Area D. While Squares B.5 and B.6 were each worked only
a few weeks, the other five Squares were excavated during most
or all of the seven-week season. As part of the work in B.2, the
balk between Squares B.2 and B.4 was taken down stratigraphic-
ally, and it is designated herein as Balk-B.2. In 1973 Area B
continued to utilize the dump southeast of Square D.4.

Ayyabid/ Mamlak Strata 2-3 (ca. a.p. 1200-1456)

1968, 1971: In addition to the Modern remains of Stratum 1, Ayyabid/
Mamlitk remains of Strata 2 and 3 were attested in Area B in 1968 and 1971.
The Stratum 2 ground surface soil covered Area B, and the Stratum 3 pits
and robber trench cut down into the Early Byzantine ff. remains of Strata
4 ft., but no Ayyubid/Mamlik structures were attested in 1968 or 1971.

1973 Description (Stratification):® In addition to the Stratum 2
ground surface soil and the Stratum 3 pits, Ayyabid/Mamlak

1 For the results of the 1968 season, cf. D. M. Beegle, “Heshbon 1968:
Area B,” AUSS 7 (1969) : 118-126; E. N. Lugenbeal and J. A. Sauer, “Seventh-
Sixth Century B.C. Pottery from Area B at Heshbon,” AUSS 10 (1972): 21-69.
For the results of the 1971 season, cf. J. A. Sauer, “Heshbon 1971: Area B,”
AUSS 11 (1973) : 85-71; J. A. Sauer, Heshbon Pottery 1971 (Berrien Springs,
Mich., 1973), pp. 1-74. While the present report regularly includes references
to the results of the 1968 and 1971 seasons, it assumes prior familiarity with
the above reports, especially with the descriptions and interpretations of
“Heshbon 1971: Area B.”

2 Cf. Figs. 1, 4. Square D.4 was included in the Area D numbering sequence
in 1971, but in 1973 it was excavated as part of Area B.

3 Pre-excavation cleanup in Squares B.1-B.4 consisted of Loci B.1:117, B.2:71,
B.3:49, and B.4:77,79,82. These Loci produced the following bones:

133
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structures and associated soil layers were attested in Area B
(Balk-B.2, B.5, B.6, D.4) in 1973.

The Stratum 2 ground surface soil (Balk-B.2:1; B.5:1, 2; B.6:1;
D.4:1) partially covered the Ayyubid/Mamlik remains in the
Area, and completely covered the ‘Abbisid and the Early Byzan-
tine remains.

In Balk-B.2, the robber Trench B.2:18, 32 of Stratum 3 cut
down into the Early Byzantine—Late Roman plaster layers of
Strata 7-11 (B.2:15-31 a-d).

Beneath the Stratum 2 ground surface soil in Square B.5 were
two superimposed plaster layers (B.5:3, 4) which rested on a soil
layer (B.5:5) over a small-rock layer (B.5:6). The roughly
horizontal plaster layers were thin (ca. .05-.20 m.) and badly
eroded, while the soil and the small-rock layers were each quite
thick (ca. .35-.70 m., and ca. .10-25 m. respectively). These
Ayyiibid/ Mamlik layers, which lay above the Early Byzantine
Stratum 7 layers in the Square (B.5:7-10), had no Strata 2, 3
counterparts in B.1-4 in 1968 or 1971.

In B.6, two Ayyubid/Mamlik walls (B.6:11, 10) were set down
into the Early Byzantine—Roman stratification (Strata 5-12) in
the Square.

Wall B.6:11 ran north-south through B.6, ca. 3.00 m. west of
the east balk of the Square, and its top surviving stones were
visible in the unexcavated ground surface soil north and south of
the Square. The wall was constructed of medium-sized (ca. .25-.40
m.) stones, and it was only one course thick. It was preserved to
a height of only two courses. On the east side of the wall, its
foundation trench (B.6:12) was dug down into the Square’s Early
Byzantine—Roman Strata 5-12 plaster layers (B.6:5, 4). On the

Sheep/Goat 102 Horse 1 Domestic Chicken 3
Cattle 4 Large Mammal 2 Wild Bird 1
Donkey 1

The cleanup Loci also produced the following registered artifacts:

B.3:49 1521 Coin (A.D. 138-161) B.4:82 1453 Slingstone

B.4:82 1321 Iron Ring B.4:82 1469 Iron Clamp

B.4:82 1322 Iron Hook
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west, Layer B.6:13 sealed against the wall, and it covered over the
B.6:14, 15 foundation trench of the earlier (Ayyubid/Mamlik)
Wall B.6:10.

‘ Wall B.6:10 also ran north-south through B.6, ca. 1.00 m.

west of Wall B.6:11. It was constructed of larger (ca. .40-70 m.)
stones, and it was one course thick, but five courses of its western
face were exposed during excavation. On the east, the wall’s
B.6:14, 15 foundation trench lay beneath Layer B.6:13 and Wall
B.6:11, and it had been cut down into the Early Byzantine—
Roman Strata 5-12 plaster layers. On the west, a ca. 1.00 m.
deep rock tumble layer (B.6:7) sealed against the wall, and this
layer rested on two superimposed plaster layers (B.8:8, 9).
Plaster Layer B.6:8 sealed against the wall, and plaster Layer

B.6:9 (exposed but not excavated) seemed to seal against it as
well.

In D4, the Stratum 2 ground surface soil partially covered a
shallow Ayytabid/Mamlik wall (D.4:6) in the northwest corner
of the Square, as well as another shallow wall (D.4:5) in the
southwest corner of the Square. It also partially covered two
walls of a deeply founded Ayyabid/Mamluk structure (D.4:2,
13) in the southeast portion of the Square.

In the northwest corner of D.4, Wall D.4:6 ran eastward ca.
3.00 m. into the Square from the west balk, and its line was
visible in the unexcavated ground surface soil north of B.3 and
B.2. The wall was constructed of large (ca. .50-1.00 m.) roughly
squared stones, and it was two courses thick and survived one
course high. It rested in the D.4:1 Stratum 2 ground surface soil,
and it lay over the Early Byzantine Stratum 5 plaster Layer
D.4:3, and over the D.4:7, 8 ‘Abbasid pit.

In the southwest corner of D.4, Wall D.4:5 ran ca. 2.00 m.
northwestward into the Square from the south, and its line was
also visible in the unexcavated ground surface soil south of D.4.
The wall was constructed of large (ca. .25-75 m.) rectangular-
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cut stones, and it was two courses thick and survived only one
course high,

In the southeast portion of D.4, north-south Wall D.4:2 and
east-west Wall D.4:13 formed the northwest bonded corner of
a deeply founded Ayyabid/Mamlik structure. Both walls were
constructed of large (ca. 40-80 m.) roughly squared stones,
and within the Square they both were ca. 2.00 m. long. The walls
were preserved to a height of 9-10 courses, but they were “faced”
only towards the interior of the structure. The exterior “faces”
of the walls merged into the rock tumble of their foundation
trenches (1D.4:17 to the west of Wall D.4:2,* and D.4:10 to the
north of Wall D.4:13). The D.4:17, 10 foundation trenches were
cut through the Early Byzantine—Late Roman and earlier
(Strata 6-10 ff.) layers in the Square (D.4:4 ff.), apparently to
found the walls on bedrock (D.4:25, 26). Inside the structure, two
rock tumble layers (D.4:12, 14), ca. 2.00 m. deep, covered over a
soil layer (ID.4:19=21) which sealed against the two walls, and
which covered over cracked bedrock (D.4:25, 26). At the level
of Bedrock D.4:25, 26, but in the south balk of the Square, Layer
D.4:19=21 also covered over a possible vaulted “cellar” (D.4:24),
which was exposed but not excavated in 1973.

1973 Description (Bones): The Ayyibid/Mamlik Loci produced the fol-
lowing bones in 1973:

Sheep/Goat 119 Large Mammal 9 Domestic Chicken 8
Cattle 19 Dog 2 Snail 134
Horse 1 Poss. Cat 2 Human 16
Donkey 1 Rodent 1

It should be noted that Loci D.4:12, 14 produced all 16 of the disarticulated
human bones, as well as 130 of the 134 snail shells.

1973 Description (Artifacts): The latest pottery from the above Loci was
Ayyubid/Mamlak. A single 1382-1399 Mamliik coin came from Locus D.4:1
(Object 1527). In addition, the following registered artifacts came from the
Ayyiibid/Mamlik Loci:®

*Loci D4:15, 16 were shallow pits which spread out irregularly, for several
meters, from the western edge of foundation Trench D.4:17. These Loci may
have been part of D.4:17, or they may have been independent pits like those
uncovered in B.4 in 1971 (Stratum 3).

5.0nly registered artifacts have been included in this report. Numerous
other artifacts, especially of glass and of stone, were found and were saved,
but were not registered as “objects.”
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B.2:1 1465 Glass Bead D.4:1 1871 Slingstone
B2:18 1498 Bronze Bracelet D.4:12 1423 Iron Hook
D4:1 1326 Copper Bracelet D4:12 1432 Shell Bead
D.4:1 1330 Iron Nail D.4:12 1443 Cloth Pouch

D.4:1 1347 Perforated Clay Disk  D.4:17 1479 Perforated Clay Disk

1973 Interpretation: The new evidence for Ayyiibid/Mamlik
structures in Area B would agree with that from Areas A, C, and
D, where extensive Ayyibid/Mamlik architectural remains were
uncovered in 1968, 1971, and 1973. In addition to the Stratum 3
Ayyubid/Mamlik robbing and pitting, which was well attested
in 1971, Ayytubid/Mamlik construction work would now be evi-
dent in Area B as well. Yet this construction would not seem to
have been carried out according to a coherent plan in the Area
excavated to date.

The B.5:3, 4 plaster layers did not have any counterparts in
B.1-4, but these layers could possibly be compared to similar
plaster layers in D.1 and D.2 which were associated with the Area
D stairway/gateway (D.1:11, 23; D.1:17=D.2:10; D.2:8).

The B.6:11 wall would seem to have been a boundary wall,
perhaps for agriculture, while the B.6:10 wall could have be-
longed to a domestic complex to the west. Since Wall B.6:11
postdated Wall B.6:10, there would be architectural evidence
for two phases of Ayytubid/Mamliik activity in Square B.6.

In D4, Walls D.4:6 and D.4:5 would also seem to have been
late, shallow boundary walls.

In the southeast portion of D.4, the D.4:2, 13 structure could
have been part of a domestic complex. However, since it was
constructed . below ground level, and since it contained dis-
articulated human bones, it could also have been part of a
funerary installation.

Since most of the Ayyabid/Mamluk structures were con-
structed in, or were only partially covered by, the Stratum 2
ground surface soil, it would seem likely that they should be
dated to the Mamlik (ca. 1260-1456) rather than to the Ayyubid
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(ca. 1200-1260) period, and the a.p. 1382-1399 Mamluk coin
from Locus D.4:1 would agree with this suggestion. The B.5:3-6
layers and the B.6:10 wall could perhaps be Ayyibid in date.
However, the evidence in Area B is not yet strong enough to
allow for clear distinctions to be made between the Ayyubid and
the Mamlik structural remains.

The absence of pig bones from the Ayyabid/Mamlik Loci
should be noted here, since this evidence would agree with a
Moslem occupation (cf. below, Early Byzantine).

‘Abbasid (ca. a.p. 750-878)

1968, 1971: No ‘Abbidsid remains were attested in Area B in 1968 or 1971,
since nothing was found in the Area between the Ayyiibid/Mamliik remains
of Strata 2 and 3, and the Early Byzantine remains of Stratum 4.

1973 Description (Stratification): Two ‘Abbasid pits, beneath
the Ayyabid/Mamlik ground surface soil of Stratum 2, were
found to be dug down into the Early Byzantine remains of Strata
4-7 in Area B in 1973.

In B.6, stone-lined Pit B.6:2 lay beneath the B.6:1 ground
surface soil, ca. .40 m. west of the east balk. The pit had a
diameter of ca. 1.25 m., and its two-course thick lining was
constructed of small (ca. .10-.40 m.) stones. The pit’s foundation
Trench B.6:6 was dug down into the uppermost part of the
B.6:5, 4 Early Byzantine—Roman plaster layers of Strata 5-12.
No use surfaces were preserved against the pit exterior, but it
did contain a layer of brown ashy soil (B.6:3).

In the north balk of D.4, Pit D.4:7, 8 lay beneath the Ayytibid/
Mamliik D.4:1 ground surface soil and D.4:6 wall. The pit was
dug down into the D.4:3, 4 ff. Early Byzantine plaster and soil
layers of Strata 5-7, and it apparently intersected an Early
Byzantine pit of Stratum 4 (D.4:9, 11) to the east. Pit D.4:7, 8 had
a diameter of ca. 1.50 m., was ca. 1.25 m. deep, and contained
soft black soil and small rocks.
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1973 Description (Bones): The ‘Abbisid Loci produced the following bones
in 1973:
Sheep/Goat 8 Cattle 5 Domestic Chicken 3
1973 Description (Artifacts): The latest pottery from the above Loci was
‘Abbiasid. Pit B.6:2 produced an essentially homogeneous, if small, group of
‘Abbasid pottery, while the pottery from Pit D4:7, 8 was very mixed. No
coins were attested, but the following registered artifacts came from the
‘Abbisid Loci:
D4:7 1374 Iron Spike D4:8 1403 Iron Nail
D.4:7 1383 Iron Spatula

1973 Interpretation: The new evidence for an ‘Abbasid
occupation in Area B would agree with that from Area C, where
‘Abbasid traces were also found in 1973. No ‘Abbaisid coins have
yet come from the site, but an ‘Abbasid literary reference would
indicate that Hesbdn did not cease to exist in A.p. 750,% as had
been suggested in 1971.7

The two pits in Area B would thus seem to reflect a minor
use of the Area in the ‘Abbasid period, perhaps as a camping
place.

The absence of pig bones from the ‘Abbasid Loci should
again be noted here (cf. above, Ayyabid/Mamlik).

Early Byzantine Strata 4-9 (ca. a.p. 324-410)

1968, 1971: Early Byzantine remains of Strata 4-9, covered over and cut into
by the Ayyubid/Mamlik remains of Strata 2 and 3, were attested in Area B
in 1968 and 1971. Stratum 4 consisted of Installation B.1:10 and Wall B.1:8B,
both of which cut down into Strata 5ff. Strata 5, 7-9 were Area-wide super-
imposed plaster and soil layers, while Stratum 6 was a rock tumble layer
between Stratum 5 and Stratum 7. Early Byzantine Strata 5-9 continued the
Area-wide plaster and soil layers of Late Roman Strata 10-11 and Early
Roman Stratum 12. In the southwest corner of B.4, south of Wall B.4:46,
several Early Byzantine layers (Stratum 9?) apparently sealed against and
over Wall B.4:71 (partially exposed).

1973 Description (Stratification): Additional remains of Early
Byzantine Strata 4-9 were attested in Area B (Balk-B.2, B.5, B.6,
D.4) in 1973. The strata lay beneath and were cut into by the
Ayyubid/Mamlak remains of Strata 2, 3, and they were also cut
into by the ‘Abbasid pits.

¢Cf. O. Grabar, “A Small Episode of Early ‘Abbasid Times,” Eretz-Israel 7
(1963): 44-47; W. Vyhmeister, “The History of Heshbon from Literary

Sources,” AUSS 6 (1968): 171.
? Cf. “Heshbon 1971: Area B,” 44.
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Stratum 4 was represented in D.4 by Pit D.4:9, 11, a pit along
the north balk of the Square which contained many small
(ca. .02-.05 m.) rocks. The pit lay beneath Ayyibid/ Mamlik
ground surface Soil D.4:1, and it was apparently cut into by
‘Abbasid Pit D.4:7, 8. It was ca. .80 m. deep and ca. 200 m. wide
east-west, and it was dug down into the D.4:4, 27, 18A Early
Byzantine layers of Strata 6 and 7.

Stratum 5 was attested in the northwest corner of D.4, where
the D.4:3A, 3B plaster and soil layers lay beneath Ayyabid/
Mamlik ground surface Soil D.4:1 and Wall D.4:6. The D.4:3
layers were cut by ‘Abbasid Pit D.4:7, 8 on the east, and they
tapered into the ground surface soil towards the south. They
covered over the Early Byzantine D.4:4, 20 rock tumble layer of
Stratum 6.

Stratum 5 was also possibly attested in B.6. In the eastern
portion of B.6, the B.6:5, 4 plaster layer lay under Ayyibid/
Mamlik ground surface Soil B.6:1, and it was cut into by the
B.6:6 foundation trench of ‘Abbasid Pit B.6:2. Towards the west,
it was cut off by the B.6:12 and B.6:14, 15 foundation trenches of
Ayyibid/Mamlik Walls B.6:11 and B.6:10. The B.6:5, 4 layer, ex-
posed but not excavated in 1973, was ca. 1.25 m. thick, and it
was composed of many thin plaster layers. Since the uppermost
level of B.6:5, 4 was ca. 887.75 m., and since the uppermost
level of the B.1:6A (Stratum 7) plaster layer was ca. 887.50 m.,
it would seem likely that the upper .25 m. of the B.6:5, 4 layer
belonged to Stratum 5. The lower 1.00 m. of the layer would
correspond to Early Byzantine. Strata 7-9, Late Roman Strata
10-11, and Early Roman Stratum 12.

Stratum 6 was represented in D.4 by the D.4:4, 20 rock tumble
layer, which lay beneath the D.4:3 layers of Stratum 5. In the
southeast portion of D.4, the rock tumble layer was cut through
by the D.4:17, 10 foundation trenches of the D.4:2, 13 Ayytbid/
Mamlik structure. In the northern portion of the Square, it was
also cut through by ‘Abbasid Pit D.4:7, 8 and Early Byzantine
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Pit D.4:9, 11 (Stratum 4). The layer contained many large (ca.
.25-60 m.) rocks in the northeast portion of the Square, but
towards the east and the south there were fewer and smaller
rocks. The layer rested on top of the D.4:22, 23, 27 plaster layer of
Stratum 7.

Stratum 7 was attested in Balk-B.2 and in D.4, and also prob-
ably in B.6. It may also have been present in Square B.5.

In Balk-B.2, beneath ground surface Soil B.2:1, the B.2:15, 17
plaster layer lay over the B.2:19 soil layer, and both of these
layers were cut into by the B.2:18, 32 Ayyuabid/Mamlik robber
trench of Stratum 3. The plaster and soil layers rested above the
B.2:20 plaster layer of Stratum 8.

In D.4, the D.4:22, 23, 27 plaster layer, beneath the rock
tumble layer of Stratum 6, lay over the D.4:18a soil layer. The
plaster and soil layers both sloped up evenly eastward, but the
plaster layer became less distinct in that direction. The layers
were cut by the D.4:2, 13 Ayyubid/Mamlik structure, the
D.4:7, 8 ‘Abbasid pit, and the D.4:9, 11 Early Byzantine pit of
Stratum 4. They lay over the D.4:18b plaster layer of Stratum 8.

In B.6, the ca. 1.25 m. thick B.6:5, 4 plaster layer, unexcavated,
would probably include Stratum 7 (cf. above, Stratum 5). The
layer was cut off to the west by the foundation trenches of
Ayyiabid/Mamlik Walls B.6:11, 10.

In B.5, Stratum 7 may possibly have been represented by the
B.5:7-10 plaster and soil layers (partially excavated), which lay
beneath the B.5:1-6 Ayyabid/Mamlik remains in the Square.
The combined layers were ca. .60-1.15 m. deep, but they were
very uneven within the Square. The uppermost level of Layer
B.5:7 varied from ca. 887.75 m. to ca. 888.40 m.

Like Stratum 7, Strata 8 and 9 were attested in Balk B.2, in
D4, and probably in B.6. In Balk-B.2, Stratum 8 consisted of
plaster Layer B.2:20 over soil Layer B.2:21, and in D.4 the
stratum consisted of plaster Layer D.4:18b over soil Layer
D.4:28a. Stratum 9 lay beneath Stratum 8, and in Balk-B.2 it
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consisted of plaster Layer B.2:22 over soil Layer B.2:23, and in
D.4 it consisted of plaster Layer D.4:28b=29 over soil Layer
D.4:28c¢, 30. In B.6, Strata 8 and 9 would probably be included in
the unexcavated B.6:5, 4 plaster layer (cf. above, Stratum 5).
Strata 8 and 9 were cut by the Ayyabid/Mamluok B.2:18, 32
robber trench, D.4:2, 13 walls, and B.6:11, 10 walls. In D4,
Stratum 9 covered over the D.4:34 Late Roman rock tumble
(from Wall D.4:32), as well as Wall D.4:31 and Locus D.4:30a,
while elsewhere it rested on top of the Late Roman plaster
layer of Stratum 10.

1973 Description (Soil Samples):® Soil samples were taken from the red
clay lining in the B.1:10 installation of Stratum 4, and from the white mate-
rial in the B.1:71 plaster layer of Stratum 5 (both excavated in 1971).

1973 Description (Bones): The Early Byzantine Loci of Strata 4-9 produced
the following bones in 1973:

Sheep/Goat 293 Poss. Calf 1 Domestic Chicken 6
Cattle 36 Large Mammal 3 Snail 4
Poss. Horse 4 Pig 15 Human 1
Poss. Donkey 1 Small Mammal 2

It should be noted that the single human bone came from Pit D.4:9, 11.

1973 Description (Artifacts): The latest pottery from the above Loci was
Early Byzantine, and a ca. A.p. 4th century coin came from Locus B.5:8 (Ob-
ject 1589).° In addition, the Early Byzantine Loci produced the following
registered artifacts:

D.4:4 1398 Bronze Buckle D.4:4 1466 Faience Bead
D.4:4 1436 Iron Nail D4:18A 1490 Lead Weight
D.4:4 1442 Bone Dice D.4:18A 1511 Bone Needle
D.4:4 1458 Small Iron Hook D.4:28A 1611 Inscribed Base

1973 Interpretation: The interpretations which were suggested
for Early Byzantine Strata 4-9 in 1971 would seem to -be sup-
ported by the new 1973 evidence.

Since Pit D.4:9, 11 cut down into Strata 5-7, it could probably
be associated with Kiln B.1:10 of Stratum 4. Kiln B.1:10 cut
down into Strata 5-12, and it would seem to reflect a radical
restructuring of Area B (and the acropolis) in the early 5th
century A.D.

2 Only soil samples which have been submitted for analysis have been
included in this report. Other samples (organic, mineral, soil) were taken -
in 1973, but analysis is not yet completed.

®Note also the A.p. 2nd-4th century coin (Object 1538) which was found
during cleanup of Locus B.2:80 (cf. below, n. 20).
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The Strata 5, 7-9 plaster and soil layers could still be inter-
. preted as roadway resurfacings. They were attested from B.6 in
the west to D.4 in the east, for a total length of ca. 35 m. They
were also apparently attested from B.5 in the north to B.4 in the
south, for a total width of ca. 19 m. In the west, they were cut
off by the foundation trenches of Ayyibid/Mamlik Walls B.6:
11, 10, and originally they could have extended farther west, or
they could have been retained there by a robbed out wall. In the
east, they continued faintly into the east balk of D.4, and they
covered Wall D.4:32, which retained the Stratum 10 Late Roman
layer (cf. below). In the north, the layers were uneven in B.5, but
they seemed to continue through that small Square to the north.
In the south, the layers sloped down over partially robbed out
Wall B.4:46, which originally would have retained the Strata
10-12 Roman layers (cf. below), as well as over the B.4:71,
155, 156 “stairway” of Strata 10-12 (cf. below ). The layers sloped
up eastward through Area B, and they could still probably be
associated with the Area D. stairway/gateway. Because of their
width, they could perhaps be termed a “plaza” as much as a
“roadway,” but they would still seem to reflect the history of the
two Roman roads which met at Hesbdn. The coin from B.5:8
would agree with the ca. A.p. 324-400 date which was suggested in

1971 for Strata 5-9.

The Stratum 6 rock turnble layer could still be interpreted in
the context of the a.n. 365 earthquake.

The pig bones from Early Byzantine Strata 4-9 should be
noted here, since they would contrast with the Ayyibid/Mamlak
and the “Abbasid bone evidence (cf. above). They could be ex-
pected in either a pagan or a Christian context.

Late Roman Strata 10-11 (ca. a.p. 135-324)

1968, 1971: Late Roman remains of Strata 10 and 11, cut into by Ayyibid/
Mamliik Stratum 3 and by Early Byzantine Stratum 4, lay beneath and were
cut into by Early Byzantine Stratum 9. Strata 10 and 11 were primarily Area-
wide plaster and soil layers, and they would probably have been retained on
the south by east-west Wall B.4:46, which was partially robbed out by Early
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Byzantine Stratum 9. These Late Roman layers continued the Area-wide
plaster and soil layers of Early Roman Stratum 12.

1973 Description (Stratification): A new Late Roman rock
tumble layer (D.4:34, 36) was attested in D.4 in 1973, and
additional remains of the Strata 10 and 11 plaster layers were
attested in Balk-B.2, in D.4, and probably in B.6. In the southern
portion of B.4 and in the northeast corner of D.4, additional
Late Roman remains were attested which lay outside the portion
covered by the Strata 10 and 11 plaster layers. The Area B Late
Roman remains lay beneath Early Byzantine Stratum 9, and they
were cut into by the Ayyiibid/Mamlak foundation trenches and
Stratum 3 pits.

The D.4:34, 36 rock tumble layer lay beneath the D.4:28c, 30
Early Byzantine soil layer of Stratum 9, and it lay on top of the
D.4:35 plaster layer and D.4:37 soil layer of Late Roman Stratum
10. The layer was ca. 1.00 m. deep, and in addition to its large
(ca. .25-.70 m.) rocks (D.4:34), it contained pockets of red ashy
soil (D.4:36). The tumble lay against the west “face” of Wall
D.4:32, which ran north-south into the Square ca. 2.00 m. west of
the east balk. While Wall D.4:32 had no preserved face on the
west, it had a face surviving two courses high of finely squared
stones on the east. Both the D.4:34, 36 rock tumble layer and the
D.4:32 wall were cut off to the south by the D.4:10 foundation
trench of the D.4:2, 13 Ayyuabid/Mamlik structure.

The Stratum 10 plaster and soil layers were attested in
Balk-B.2, in D.4, and probably in B.6. In Balk-B.2, the stratum
consisted of plaster Layers B.2:24a-d over soil Layer B.2:27, and
in D4 it included plaster Layer D.4:35 (exposed but not ex-
cavated) over soil Layer D.4:37 (partially excavated, over unex-
cavated D.4:38). In D 4, the Stratum 10 layers also sealed against
the west “face” of Wall D.4:32, beneath the D.4:34, 36 rock
tumble layer. In B.6, the B.6:5, 4 plaster layer would probably
include Stratum 10 (cf. above, Early Byzantine Stratum 5). The
Stratum 10 layers were cut into by Ayyiibid/Mamlik Loci B.2:18,
32, D.4:2, 13, and B.6:11, 10.
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Stratum 11 was attested in Balk-B.2, and probably in B.6.
In Balk-B.2, the thin B.2:3la-d plaster layers lay beneath the
B.2:27 soil layer of Stratum 10, and they continued the thin
B.2:31e-h plaster layers of Early Roman Stratum 12. In B.6, the
B.6:5, 4 plaster layer would again probably include Stratum 11
(cf. above, Early Byzantine Stratum 5). Like Stratum 10, the
Stratum 11 layers were cut into by Ayyubid/Mamlak Loci
B.2:18, 32, D.4:2, 13, and B.6:11, 10.

In the southwest corner of B.4, beneath Early Byzantine
Stratum 9, Layer B.4:129 sealed against the south face of Wall
B.4:46, as well as against the west face of Wall B.4:71. Wall B.4:71
" was the westernmost wall of the B.4:71, 155, 156 “stairway,” which
butted up against the south face of Wall B.4:46, and which
stepped down from the west to the east (cf. below, Early Roman
Stratum 12). In the southeast corner of B.4, red Layers B.4:112,
113, 119 sealed against the south face of Wall B.4:46, as well as
against the east face of Wall B.4:156 (the easternmost wall of the
“stairway”), and they continued over Bedrock B.4:193 into the
east and south balks of the Square.!® These layers lay beneath
Ayyibid/Mamlak “Pit” B.4:33=40 of Stratum 3.

In northeastern D.4, the Early Byzantine Layer D.4:28¢, 30
covered over Wall D.4:31 and Locus D.4:30a, as well as Wall

D.4:32. Wall D.4:31 was an east-west wall surviving two courses
high, which appeared in the north balk of D.4. It was constructed
of large (ca. .40-.80 m.) roughly squared stones, and at the balk
line it seemed to butt up against the east face of Wall D.4:32
to form a corner. Locus D.4:30a consisted of several poorly
preserved plaster layers which seemed to seal up against Walls
D.4:31 and D.4:32. Beneath them was the well preserved D.4:33
plaster layer (exposed but not excavated), which did seal up
against the walls. Loci D.4:30a and D.4:33 were both cut off
to the south by the D.4:2, 13 Ayyiibid/Mamliuk structure.

 Locus B.4:116 was a similar Late Roman layer which lay between Wall
B.4:71 and Wall B.4:155.
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1973 Description (Soil Samples): Soil samples were taken from the white
material in the B.2:24b plaster layer of Stratum 10, and from the white mate-
rial in the B.2:31c plaster layer of Stratum 11.

1973 Description (Bones): The Late Roman Loci produced the following
bones in 1973:

Sheep/Goat 96 Large Mammal 2 Snail 4
Cattle 9 Poss. Pig 1

1973 Description (Artifacts): The latest pottery from the above Loci was
Late Roman, and an A.p. 218-222 coin came from Locus B.4:113 (Object 1522)2
In addition, the Late Roman Loci produced the following registered artifacts:
B4:112 1413 Stone Spindle Whorl D4:34 1627 Glass Bead
B.4:116 1420 Bronze Bowl Rim D4:3¢ 1682 Plaster Fragment

1973 Interpretation: The D.4:34,36 rock tumble would seem
to represent the partial collapse of Wall D.4:32 onto the Stratum
10 plaster layer to the west. This collapse could reflect a destruc-
tion by earthquake,'? or it could reflect a major architectural
restructuring of the Area prior to the laying of the Early
Byzantine Stratum 9 roadway layer (cf. the Stratum 9 robbing
of Wall B.4:46).

The Strata 10 and 11 plaster and soil layers could still be
interpreted as roadway layers, like Early Byzantine Strata 5-9.
The layers would have been bounded by Wall B.4:46 on the
south, and by Wall D.4:32 on the east ( Stratum 10 only?), while
in the west they could have stopped in B.6, or extended further
west beyond that point (cf. above, Early Byzantine Strata 5-9).
To the north, it would seem that the Stratum 10 plaster layer
extended into D.3 to meet the Late Roman stairway, which
ascended from D.3 towards the top of the acropolis. In southern
B.4, if the B.4:71, 155, 156 walls formed a stairway (cf. below,
Early Roman Stratum 12), that stairway could have provided
access to the roadway from the south.

If the B.4:71, 155, 156 walls did not form a stairway, they
could have belonged to a structure which was located to the
south of the main roadway area. In northeastern D.4, the D.4:32
and D.4:31 walls could have formed the corner of another struc-

™ Note also the A.p. 138-161 coin (Object 1521) which came from cleanup
Locus B.3:49 (cf. above, n. 3).

2 Cf. D. H. Kallner-Amiran, “A Revised Earthquake-Catalogue of Palestine,”
IEJ 1 (1950-51): 225 (a.p. 3067).
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ture, which lay to the east of the main roadway area. These two
Late Roman structures could have belonged either to Stratum 10
or to Stratum 11.

The a.p. 218-222 coin from B.4:113 would agree with the
ca. a.p. 135-324 date which was suggested in 1971 for the Late
Roman remains of Strata 10 and 11.

Early Roman Strata 12-13 (ca. 63 B.C.- AD. 135)

1968, 1971: Early Roman remains of Strata 12 and 13, cut into by Ayyubid/
Mamlik Stratum 3 and by Early Byzantine Strata 4 and 9, were attested
beneath the Late Roman remains of Stratum 11 in 1968 and 1971.

Stratum 12 consisted of the earliest Area-wide plaster layers, which rested
on an Early Roman mixed soil and rock tumble layer. Associated with the
first (earliest) Stratum 12 plaster layer was a “curbing” (B.4:72 = B.3:31),
which ran north-south from B.4 through B.3. Wall B.4:46 was partially
robbed out by early Byzantine Stratum 9, but it would originally have retained
the Stratum 12 plaster and soil layers on the south. The leveling operation
for the Stratum 12 layers would have damaged the remains of earlier Strata
13-16.

Stratum 13 lay beneath the Stratum 12 mixed layer, and it was damaged by
the leveling operation for that stratum. It was an Early Roman occupational
stratum, the tattered remains of which included soil layers in Cave B.4:74,
the B.4:66 Tabun, and the possible Wall B.4:73.33 Bedrock cracks through
Cave B.4:74 and through bedrock in B.3 suggested that the Early Roman
Stratum 13 occupation experienced a major earthquake, and while post-
earthquake remains were attested in 1971, pre-earthquake remains were not
yet clearly exposed through excavation.

1973 Description (Stratification): Additional remains of Early
Roman Stratum 12 and Stratum 13 (post-earthquake and pre-
earthquake) were attested in Area B (B.2, B.3, B.4, and probably
B.6) in 1973.

The Stratum 12 Area-wide plaster layers were attested in
Balk-B.2, where the thin B.2:3le-h plaster layers lay beneath
the Late Roman layers of Stratum 11. In B.6, the Stratum 12
plaster layers would also probably be included in the B.6:5, 4
layer (cf. above, Early Byzantine Stratum 5). In Balk-B.2, the
plaster layers rested on the Stratum 12 mixed layer (B.2:76, 85,
86, 93 ), and remnants of this mixed layer were also attested in the

* Tabun B.2:54 and soil Layer B.2:63, tentatively attributed to Stratum 13

in 1971, should probably be associated with plaster Layer B.2:77 of Stratum
14 (cf. below. n. 19).



PROBE
TRENCH

LMIT OF
EXCAVATION

28300~

WEST ELEVATION OF Watt )

HESHBON 73 : AREA B SQUARES 1234
ORAWN BY
BERT OF VRIES
GARY ROZEBOOM

S
B -BEOROCK WALL 120
S 'NOT SHOWA

i BAIIENFIELD
i NFIEL Sy
AUGUST 1973 ﬁ 2500 P14
scate MEIERS <%95%g S
8 48 80 120 Oo g
i i
/ BEDROCK
J 19
/
/
/ 8¢

SECIION A-A: CAVE
with “CISTERNS"

Fig. 4. Composite, selective. plan of Squares B.1, B.2, B.3, and B.4. Note also the elevation of

Wall B.2:84, and the section of “Cisterns” B.3:59 and 64.

qEAVS 'V SHWVSL



1

— 889 —

— 887 —

— 886 —

— 885 —

— 884 —

— 883 —

— 882 —

— 881 —

— 880 —

— 8719 —

S
2
4-5
6
y/
9,12 ]
13,14 |

B.1
2
3 3 3 4=5
6
6
13

16

oy " ‘:".
I o

B

AR My SRL 01 S\
SETTT NS Qs 0
9 f 4

2 d‘@a "’—
g RS

S
Q
o]
AT
P

W0 g=M2° Q%
MEBETE S = gt a2 e ™
21l & T oog . 5o ;
1465 _\112; 121 = 144
148 148
L

o —

19
6 20

— 887
9,12

15
— 886
19

— 885

— 881 —

— 880 —

— 819 —

B.2
1
3

— 891

— 890 — Y oﬂQch 1 O |~ 8930
o 4
ey -
— 889 ] > hadll
5411 12,13, 15-21
—es | @ o
2 24
24 T 23
26 25 26
887 — | 27,28 21,28 | _ g37 —
29,30 29,30
36 L I
886 — 33 34 — 886 —
i 37 38
54 38 53
885 — — 885 —
| ! | | 1
0 1 2 3
884 —

Fig. 5. Composite section of north balks of Squares B.6, B.1, B2, B.3, and D.4. The north balks
of Squares B.6 and D.4 are not on a true line with the north balks of Squares B.I, B2, and B.3
(ct. Fig. 1). This drawing made by James A. Sauer is based on field drawings made by several

Square supervisors.

890

887



HESHBON 1973: AREA B AND SQUARE D4 149

B.3 cave (B.3:55, 56, 57), in southern B.3 (B.3:72, 73, 79), and in
northern B.4 (B.4:78, 80). In these sectors, the Stratum 12 mixed
layer covered over the Early Roman remains of Stratum 13, the
Hellenistic remains of Strata 14, 15, 16, and the Iron I remains
of Stratum 19, as well as Bedrock B.2:114a, 116, B.3:84, 85, 86, 87,
and B.4:194. '

In southern B.4, Wall B.4:46 of Stratum 12 was partially
robbed out by Early Byzantine Stratum 9, but its preserved por-
tion still retained the Stratum 12 mixed layer on the north.
Wall B.4:46 was built on top of a ca. 1.25 m. thick foundation
wall, Wall B.4:120,'¢ which also ran east-west through southern
B.4. Wall B.4:120, surviving ca. .50-1.25 m. deep, abutted Bedrock
B.4:192 and B.4:195, and it ran over Bedrock B.4:195 (including
Channels B.4:168) and Plaster B.4:161 (Iron II/Persian Stratum
18) to butt up against and run past Bedrock B.4:193. Between
Bedrock B.4:195 and Bedrock B.4:193 the wall rested on top of
the Stratum 12 mixed layer (B.4:165; partially excavated).

South of Wall B.4:46/120, the wall was butted up against by
three parallel north-south walls (B.4:71, 155, 156). The surviving
tops of the three walls were stepped down like a stairway from
west to east, and while they were constructed of roughly cut
stones as found within the Square, they were constructed of
large (ca. 40-75 m.) finely squared stones as seen in the
south balk. There were pockets of soil between the three walls
(B.4:151, 153, 157, 158, 159, 160, 164), and the walls were built
over Bedrock B.4:192 and Plaster B.4:161 (Iron II/Persian
Stratum 18), as well as on the Early Roman Stratum 12 mixed
layer (B.4:163, 167, above Bedrock B.4:195 and Channels B.4:
168).

In the southwest corner of B.4, beneath the B.4:129 Late
Roman layer, Layers B.4:131, 132 sealed up against Wall B.4:46
and Wall B.4:71. Beneath these layers was the Stratum 12

“'Wall B.4:120E lay east of Bedrock B.4:192, 195, while Wall B.4:120W

lay west of Bedrock B.4:192, 195. Several stones of what later was clearly part
of Wall B.4:120W were originally termed Locus B.4:135.
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mixed layer (B.4:134, 136, 138), partially excavated, which sealed
against Wall B.4:120 and Bedrock B.4:192.

In the southeast corner of B.4, beneath the B.4:112, 113, 119
Late Roman layers, Layer B.4:122 sealed against Wall B.4:120
and Wall B.4:156, and it ran over Bedrock B.4:193. Beneath
Layer B.4:122 was the Stratum 12 mixed layer (B.4:117, 123, 125,
133, 137, 139, 162), partially excavated, which covered over Bed-
rock B.4:195, Channels B.4:168, and .Cave B.4:171.

North of Wall B.4:46/120, to the east, the Stratum 12 mixed
layer (B.4:94, 106,107,111,146, 166 ), partially excavéted, filled the
space between Wall B.4:120 and Bedrock B.4:194. To the west,
the Stratum 12 mixed layer (B.4:169, 170), partially excavated,
also filled the space between Wall B.4:120 and Wall B.4:73/127.

Stratum 13 Wall B.4:73/127,15 beneath the Stratum 12 mixed
layer, ran into the Square from the west, and it ran eastward some-
what between Bedrock B.4:194 and Bedrock B.4:195. Built
against the south face of Wall B.4:115, it was constructed of me-
dium-sized (ca. .25-40 m.) stones. It was ca. .80 m. thick, survived
ca. 1.00 m. high, and rested on a yet unexcavated rock tumble.

To the south, Wall B.4:73/127 was sealed against only by the
Stratum 12 mixed layer (B.4:169,170), which filled the space
between Wall B.4:120 and Wall B.4:73/127.

To the north, beneath the Stratum 12 mixed layer, Wall
B.4:73/127 was sealed against by the Stratum 13 soil Layers B.4:
81, 88, 118, 180, 182, which also sealed against the vertical face
of Bedrock B.4:194—B.2:114a, and which continued into B.2
(B.2:96) to seal against the south face of Wall B.2:62. Associated
with these Stratum 13 layers in the north balk of B.4 was a
square stone installation (B.4:83, 86, 87; B.2:95); which was cov-
ered by a plaster layer (B.4:85) that sealed against Bedrock
B.4:194=B.2:114a and Wall B.2:62. Tabun B.4:66 and Tabun
B.4:84, next to Wall B.4:73/127, were also associated with the
layers. Tabun B.4:66 was sealed against by Layer B.4:81, and it

1 Locus B.4:148 was the soil within Wall B.4:73/127, during the initial
dismantling of its upper courses.
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lay.above Wall B.4:115. Tabun B.4:84, containing soil and ash
Layers B.4:140, 141, 142, 143, 145, was sealed against by Layer
B.4:88, and its B.4:121 foundation trench cut down into the
Stratum 13 soil layers below (B.4:89, 90, 98, 126, 172). Next to
Tabun B.4:84 was a jar (B.4:174), containing Loci B.4:175, 176,
178 which apparently cut down into Walls B.4:115 and B.4:100.

Stratum 13 Walls B.4:115 and B.4:100 lay beneath and were
apparently cut into by the Stratum 13 Loci associated with Wall
B.4:73/127. Wall B.4:115 ran east-west flush against the north
face of Wall B.4:73/127, from the damaged corner with 'Wall
B.4:100 eastward to the southwest corner of vertically faced
Bedrock B.4:194. The wall, constructed of medium-sized (ca
.25-.40 m.) stones, was ca. .75 m. thick and survived ca. 1.00 m.
high, and while it was founded in the east on Bedrock B.4:191,
in the west it had a foundation trench (B.4:149) which cut down
into Layers B.4:150, 173 of Hellenistic Stratum 16. North-south
Wall B.4:100 ran northward from the damaged corner with Wall
B.4:115 through to Square B.2 (B.2:106), where it butted up
against the south face of Wall B.2:62. The wall, constructed of
small and medium sized (ca. .15-40 m.) stones, was ca. .60 m.
thick and survived ca. .50 m. high, and it rested on top of Layers
B.4:150, 173 of Hellenistic Stratum 16, '

Inside the Stratum 13 “room” formed by Wall B.4:115, Wall
B.4:100=B.2:106, Wall B.2:62, and vertical bedrock Face B.4:
194—B.2:114a, numerous patchy soil layers (B.4:95, 96, 97, 103,
104, 105, 108, 109, 114, 128; B.2:98, 101) lay on top of the well pre-
. served B.4:102=B.2:99 cobblestone pavement. Beneath the cob-
blestone pavement were several layers of soil and rock tumble
(B.4:147, 152, 186), which covered over Bedrock B.4:191=
B.2:114b (Iron II/Persian Stratum 18).

To the west of Stratum 13 Wall B.4:100=B.2:108, several soil
layers sealed against that wall and against Wall B.2:62 (B.4:89,
90, 98, 126, 172; B.2:102, 103, 104). These layers, cut into by the
B.4:121 foundation trench of Tabun B.4:84, lay above Layers
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B.4:150, 173 and B.2:108 (partially excavated) of Hellenistic
Stratum 16.

Occupationa] remains of Early Roman Stratum 13 were also
attested in two caves in B.4.

In northeastern B.4, the opening to Cave B.4:74 was found in
cracked Bedrock B.4:194, beneath the Stratum 12 mixed layer.
Near the opening were two bedrock-cut installations, the B.4:99
cupmarks and the B.4:101 rectangular depression. Beneath Bed-
rock B.4:194, the B.4:74 cave had a surviving height of ca. 1.50 m.,
and an overall size of ca. 3.00-4.00 m. Wall B.4:198 con-
structed of large (ca. .40-.80 m.) stones, formed the boundary
of the cave on the east and the south. The cave was filled
almost to its opening with a number of superimposed
Stratum 13 soil layers (B.4:54=91, 59=92=154, 62=93, 63=110,
64=124, 67=130, 67=144=185=189), which sloped down from
the opening to Wall B.4:198 south and east in the cave. The lower
layers (B.4:63=110 ff.) were more horizontal within the cave,
and Layer B.4:67=130 appeared as white straw-like material.
Beneath Layer B.4:67=144 in the northern portion of the cave
was the ca. .70 m. round opening to “Cistern” B.4:188, which
was cut into the cave floor Bedrock B.4:196. The “cistern” was
only partially excavated in 1973 (Layers B.4:184, 187).

In southern B.4, beneath the Stratum 12 mixed layer (B.4:162),
the ca. .40 m. diameter opening to Cave B.4:171 was found cut
into Bedrock B.4:195. Because the surface of Bedrock B.4:195
sloped down sharply to the east (broken off from bedrock Blocks
B.4:192, 193, 194), the cave had a pinched off surviving height of .
ca. .35-1.00 m., and a reduced floor space of ca. 1.50-3.00 m.
The opening to the cave was blocked by a large stone, and
inside the cave the three superimposed Stratum 13 soil layers
(B.4:177, 179, 181), which covered cave floor Bedrock B.4:197,
did not fill the cave up to the level of the opening. There may have
been walls on the west and the north sides of the cave, supporting
Bedrock B.4:195 from underneath.
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1973 Description (Soil Samples): Soil samples were taken from the lining
in the B.4:84 tabun, and from the white straw-like material in the B.4:67 =
130 layer, both of which belonged to Stratum 13.

1973 Description (Bones): The Early Roman Loci of Strata 12 and 13
produced the following bones in 1973:

Sheep/Goat 272 Large Mammal 9 Domestic Chicken 5
Cattle 39 Pig 2 Wwild Bird 4
Donkey 4 Cat 1 Rodent 3
Poss. Camel 4 Small Mammal 2 Snail 7

These bones were fairly evenly distributed among the Early Roman Loci of
Strata 12 and 13. It should be noted, however, that the two pig bones came
from Loci B.4:91 and B.4:94, and that the four possible camel bones came
from Locus B.4:141 (inside the B.4:84 tabun).

1973 Description (Artifacts): The latest pottery from the above Loci was
Early Roman. While the Stratum 12 plaster layers continued to produce
only small quantities of Early Roman pottery, which could not be closely
dated, the Stratum 12 mixed layer produced large quantities of Farly Roman
II-TI1 (ca. 37 B.c.-A.D. 73) pottery. Early Roman II-IIl pottery also came
from the Stratum 13 Loci associated with Wall B4:73/127 and from the
upper Stratum 13 layers (B.4:54 = 91, 59 = 92 = 154, 62 = 93) in Cave B.4:74.
Farly Roman I (ca. 63-37 B.c.) pottery came from the Stratum 13 Loci asso-
ciated with Walls B4:115 and B.4:100, from the lower Stratum 13 layers
(B.4:63 = 110 ff) in Cave B.4:74, and from the Stratum 13 layers in Cave
B.4:171.

A 9 B.C -AD. 40 coin (Object 1646) came from Locus B.3:72, from the
Stratum 12 mixed layer. Another 9 B.c. - A.D. 40 coin (Object 1645) came from
Wall B.4:120, the foundation wall beneath Wall B.4:46, which retained the
Stratum 12 mixed layer. From Locus B.5:105, a Stratum 13 layer associated
with Walls B.4:115 and B.4:100, came an early Ist century B.C. coin (Object
1644). From Locus B.4:124, a Stratum 13 layer inside Cave B.4:74, came a
40-37 B.c. coin (Object 1523).

In addition, the Farly Roman Loci of Strata 12 and 13 produced the
following registered artifacts:

B.3:56 1446 Glass Bead B.4:120 1668 Greek Ostracon®?
B.3:73 1601 Basalt Mace B.4:127 1636 Grinding Stone
B4:94 1851 Iron Nail B.4:130 1433 Grinding Stone
B.4:94 1867 Door Socket B.4:169 1622 Stone Bead
B4:94 1384 Iron Spike B.4:175 1667 Millstone

B.4:94 1389 Ivory Pin B.4:186 1671 Clay Loomweight
B4:105 1463 Lamp B.4:186 1683 Stone Bowl

B.4:118 1405 Stone Bowl

1973 Interpretation: Although there was apparently no evi-
dence for a stairway in Area D until the Late Roman period (cf.
above, Stratum 10), the Early Roman Stratum 12 plaster layers
could still be interpreted (like Late Roman Stratum 11) as

2 Bastiaan Van FElderen, “A Greek Ostracon from Heshbon: Heshbon
Ostracon IX,” AUSS 13 (1975): 21-22.



154 JAMES A. SAUER

roadway layers in Area B. It would seem that Wall B.4:46/120
was built during the construction of the roadway, south of Wall
B.4:73/127 over the Stratum 12 mixed layer and cracked bedrock.
The Stratum 12 mixed layer would have filled in the spaces next
to Wall B.4:46/120, and leveled up the roadway sector for the lay-
ing of the first Stratum 12 plaster layer. Walls B.4:71, 155, 156
could have formed a stairway providing access to the roadway
from the south. The two 9 B.c.-a.p. 40 coins from Stratum 12 would
agree with the ca. o.p. 70 date which was suggested in 1971 for
the original construction date of the roadway. The construction
and use of the Stratum 12 plaster layers could thus probably be
dated to ca. a.p. 70-135.

Beneath the Stratum 12 roadway would have been the Stra-
tum 13 Early Roman occupation, which was more extensive in
Area B than had been anticipated in 1971. However, unless the
Stratum 13 remains were scraped off north of Wall B.2:62 during
the Stratum 12 roadway leveling operation, this occupation would
have been confined to the area south of Wall B.2:62. It would
seem that the Stratum 13 occupation built up after cutting along
the south face of Wall B.2:62, reusing that Hellenistic Stratum 14
wall, and it may also have cleaned out Hellenistic Stratum 15
remains from Caves B.4:74 and B.4:171 (cf. below). Stratum 13
also cut down into the Hellenistic Stratum 16 layers, exposing the
bedrock edge (B.4:191) of Iron II/ Persian Stratum 18. Stratum 13
.would seem to have been a domestic occupation, to judge from
its minor walls, tabuns, and other installations. The occupation
would have been interrupted by an earthquake, and both the
post-earthquake and the pre-earthquake remains were found in
Area B in 1973.

The post-earthquake Stratum 13 remains would consist of Wall
B.4:73/127, .its associated Loci, and the upper soil layers
(B.4:54=91, 59=92=154, 62=93) in Cave B.4:74. Since Wall
B.4:73/127 was built between Bedrock B.4:194 and Bedrock
B.4:195, it would postdate the earthquake which cracked open
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those bedrock blocks, and it would seem to have replaced
Wall B.4:115. The upper soil layers in Cave B.4:74 filled up that
cave almost to the level of its opening, and they would seem to
have been dumped into the cave after its B.4:194 bedrock ceiling
was cracked by the earthquake. South of Wall B.4:73/127 there
would not seem to have been any post-earthquake Stratum 13 oc-

cupation, unless its remains were removed during the Stratum 12
construction of Wall, B.4:46/120.

The pre-earthquake Stratum 13 remains would consist of Walls
B.4:115 and B.4:100=B.2:106, and their associated Loci, the
lower layers (B.4:63=110 ff.) in Cave B.4:74, and the layers in
Cave B.4:171. Wall B.4:100=B.2:106 could be compared with
Wall B.1:25,'6 and these walls could have formed a series of rooms
against the south face of Wall B.1:17=B.2:62. Bedrock would
have been connected, forming the ceilings of (dry storage?)
Caves B.4:74 and B.4:171 until it was cracked by the earthquake
into large blocks (B.4:191/194, 192, 193, 195).17 Bedrock Block
B.4:195 would have collapsed to the east, breaking off from Bed-
rock B.4:194 and B.4:193, and it would have pinched off the
opening to Cave B.4:171. Cave B.4:171 would not have been used
again after the earthquake, while Cave B.4:74, only cracked by
the earthquake, would have remained open and ‘been filled up
gradually. The 40-37 B.c. coin from Layer B.4:124, inside Cave
B.4:74, would agree perfectly with the 31 B.c. date which was

"suggested in 1971 for the’ Stratum 13 earthquake. The post-
earthquake Stratum 13 occupation could thus probably be dated
to ca. 31 B.C. - A.p. 70. The pre-earthquake Stratum 13 occupation
could probably be dated to ca. 63-31 B.c., although it could have
begun earlier in the 1st century B.c. (cf. the early 1st century B.c.
coin which came from Layer B.4:105). '

1 Wall B.1:25 was assigned to undated Stratum 14 in 1971.

1 The bedrock ceiling of the B.3 cave would also have been cracked by the
earthquake into large blocks (B.3:84, 85, 87). Cf. below, Late Hellenistic
Stratum 15.
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Late Hellenistic Strata 14, 15, 16 (ca. 198-63 B.C.)

1968, 1971: In addition to the Early Roman occupation of Stratum 13,
the undated walls of Stratum 14, the Late Hellenistic remains of Stratum 15,
and the Iron II/Persian rock tumble and soil layers of Stratum 16 lay be-
neath the Early Roman mixed layer of Stratum 12 in 1968 and 1971. Stratum
14 consisted primarily of Wall B.1:17 = B.2:62, which cut down into Stratum
16.1% Stratum 15 consisted of two soil pockets and an unexcavated “cistern”
(B.3:47) in B.3. And Stratum 16 consisted of a ca. 6.50 m. deep (partially
excavated) rock tumble and soil layer accumulation in B.l, which also ap-
peared in B.2 and possibly in the northwest corner of B.3.

1973 Description (Stratification): Additional remains of Strata
14, 15, and 16 were found in Area B in 1973, and the new evidence
would suggest that Strata 14 and 15 were contemporary Late
Hellenistic accumulations, and that Stratum 16 was deposited by
an earlier Hellenistic operation.

Wall B.1:17=B.2:62 of Stratum 14 ran east-west through B.1
and B.2, beneath the Early Roman mixed layer of Stratum 12.
Constructed of large (ca. .25-1.50 m.) stones, it was ca. 1.10 m.
thick in B.1 and ca. 1.80 m. thick in B.2. Its foundation trench
(B.1:40, 103; B.2:69, 105) was cut down into the Stratum 16
layers, ca. 4.75 m. deep in B.1, and ca. 1.75 m. deep (partially
excavated) in B.2. The wall butted up against vertical bedrock
Face B.2:114a, and it partially covered over bedrock Surface
B.2:114b and the top of Wall B.2:84 of Iron II/Persian Stratum
18. On the south it was sealed against by the Early Roman
remains of Stratum 13, while on the north it was sealed against by
a tattered Late Hellenistic layer.

Plaster Layer B.2:77, beneath the Stratum 12 mixed layer in
the easternmost portion of B.2, sealed against the vertical west
face of Bedrock B.2:116 and Wall B.2:112 of Iron I Stratum 19.
The layer sloped upward to the south, but it was shaved off by
the Stratum 12 leveling operation just before it reached the north
face of Wall B.2:62. Beneath Layer B.2:77 was a mixed soil layer
(B.2:78, 88, 89, 90, 91, 109) which sealed against Walls B.2:62 and

B Stratum 14 also included Wall B.1:27 and Walls B.1:21, 25, 28 in 1971.

Wall B.1:25 has now been assigned tentatively to Stratum 13, while the other
walls remain undated.
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B.2:112, and which partially covered over the layers of Stratum
16 and Wall B.2:84 of Stratum 18. Two storage jars were
associated with the B.2:77 plaster layer.!® Jar B.2:82, intact, had
a foundation trench (B.2:87) which was cut down into Wall
B.2:84. The jar’s body was buried in the mixed layer beneath
Layer B.2:77, and its neck was sealed against by plaster Layer
B.2:77. A small rock covered the mouth of the jar, and the jar
contained very little soil. Jar B.2:75, containing Soil B.2:110,
rested near Wall B.2:62 in the mixed soil layer beneath Layer
B.2:77, but its upper portion was shaved off by the Stratum 12
leveling operation.

In central B.3, bedrock Blocks B.3:84, 85, 87 formed the
fractured roof and opening to a cave. The cave had a height of
ca. 1.00-1.50 m., and an irregular size of ca. 2.00-3.00 m. Beneath
the Stratum 12 mixed layer inside the cave were three Late
Hellenistic Stratum 15 “cisterns” (B.3:47, 59, 64). The three
“cisterns” were cut into the bedrock floor of the B.3 cave, and
on that floor there was a single soil layer (B.3:71) associated
with them.

“Cistern” B.3:47 was cone-shaped, with a ca. .40 m. diameter
circular opening; a ca. 1.60 m. diameter circular floor, and a ca.
1.75 m. height. Toolmarks were clearly visible on the walls of
the “cistern,” and the southern wall attested blocking stones
(B.3:69) which filled a space where the “cistern” had broken
through bedrock Blocks B.3:84, 85 into the Iron I layers of
Stratum 19. The opening to the “cistern” was covered with a
capstone, and the “cistern” contained only several soil layers
(B.3:50, 51, 52) on its bottom.

“Cistern” B.3:59, northeast of “Cistern” B.3:47, was also
cone-shaped, but it was cut off-center towards the east. It had a
ca. .65 m. diameter circular opening, a ca. 1.65 m. diameter
irregular floor, and a ca. 2.10 m. height. The “cistern” walls again
attested clear toolmarks, and the western bedrock wall attested

¥ Tabun B.2:54 and soil Layer B.2:63, tentatively assigned to Stratum 13
in 1971, could also probably be associated with the B.2:77 plaster layer.
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stones (B.3:65) which blocked a space where “Cistern” B.3:59 and
“Cistern” B.3:64 intersected. The opening to “Cistern” B.3:59
was not covered with a capstone, and the “cistern” was filled to
the top with a number of superimposed soil layers (B.3:58, 60,
61, 62, 63, 66). The lowest layer (B.3:66) consisted of a thin gray
straw-like deposit above the bedrock floor of the “cistern.”

“Cistern” B.3:64, northwest of “Cistern” B.3:59, was cone-
shaped, with a ca. .40 m. diameter circular opening, a ca. 2.00 m.
diameter circular floor, and a ca. 2.00 m. height. Toolmarks were
clearly visible, and the “cistern” intersected “Cistern” B.3:59 on
the east. The opening to the “cistern” was blocked with a-cap-
stone (B.3:70), and the “cistern” contained only two thin soil
layers (B.3:67, 68) on the bottom. Layer B.3:68 was similar to
Layer B.3:66 in “Cistern” B.3:59. '

Stratum 16 was attested in B.1, B.2, and northwestern B.4,

and possibly also in northwestern B.3. It lay beneath and was -

disturbed by Early Roman Stratum 12 in B.1 and B.2, and it was
cut into by Early  Roman Stratum 13 in southern B.2 and B.4.
It was also cut into and sealed over by Late Hellenistic Stratum
14 in eastern B.2, and possibly also in northwestern B.3

The Stratum comprised sloping soil and rock tumble layers,
which were ca. 7.00 m. deep in" B.1, and ca. 2.00-3.00 m. deep
(partially excavated) 'in B.2. In B.4, the layers were only touched
beneath Early Roman Stratum 13, while in B.3 the stratum in-
cluded only several possible soil Loci above Bedrock B.3:38.

The uppermost rock tumble and soil layers of Stratum 16,
sloping down westward, were attested in B.2 (B.2:72, 73, 74, 79,
80, 81, 83),%° and possibly also in northwestern B.3 (B.3:54, 53).
In northern B.2, the B.2:83 rock tumble layer sealed over and
against Wall B.2:84 of Iron II/Persian Stratum 18, and this layer
possibly continued into B.3 as Loci B.3:54, 53.

Beneath the uppermost rock tumble and soil layers of Stratum

2 A single A.p. 2nd-4th century coin (Ol)ject 1538) came from early morn-
ing cleanup of Locus B.2:80. It should be considered intrusive.
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16 was a deep (ca. 1.00-2.00 m.) soil layer, which contained num-
erous thin layers of 'soil and black ash (B.1:127, 129, 130, 131, 132,
133, 134, 135, 136, 137, 138=122, 139=123, 140=124, 141=125;*
B.2:92, 94, 100, 107, 108, 111; B.4:150, 173). The Stratum 16 layer
-sloped down sharply westward, and it sealed against Wall B.2:84,
bedrock vertical Face B.2:114b, and bedrock vertical Face
B.4:191 (the eastern wall of the Iron II/Persian Stratum 18
“reservoir”).

The thick Stratum 16 soil layer tapered out in the western
portion of B.1 between rock Tumble-B.1:94 and rock Tumble
B.1:118=126=142. Rock Tumble B.1:118=126=142 was ca. 1.00-
2.00 m. deep and contained large (ca. .25-75 m.) squared and
unsquared stones which had numerous air pockets between them.
Despite its depth, the tumble contained relatively little pottery
(ca. 120 registered sherds). The Stratum 16 tumble rested on
top of the Iron II/Persian clay Layer B.1:119=143 of Stratum 17,
which covered over the Iron II/Persian “cement” Layer B.1:121=
144 of Stratum 18 (the floor of the “reservoir”).

1973 Description (Bones): The Late Hellenistic Loci of Strata 14 and 15

produced the following bones in 1973:

Sheep/Goat 36 Domestic Chicken 2 Snail 1
Large Mammal 2 Wild Bird 6

The bones from Stratum 16 have been included with the Iron II/Persian
bone evidence (cf. below). '

=

Fig. 5A. Hellenistic sherd from rock Tumble
B.1:142. Scale 1:2. Color: 7.5R 6/8 (light red).

1973 Description (Artifacts): The latest pottery from the Loci of Strata 14
and 15 was Late Hellenistic. The Stratum 16 layers produced essentially
pure Iron II/Persian pottery, but a single clear Hellenistic sherd (Figure 5A)

# These Loci also equal Loci excavated in other parts of B.1 in 1968 and
1971 (cf. Fig. 5). Locus B.1:120 was balk trim.
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came from the Stratum 16 rock Tumble B.1:1422 No relevant coins or
stamped jar handles were attested in 1973, but the following registered arti-
facts came from the Loci of Strata 14 and 15 in 1973:

B.2:75 1679 Glass Bead B.3:62 1399 Bone Spatula
B.2:82 1455 Slingstone B.3:62 1400 Ornamental Bone
B.3:58 1358 Stone Bowl B.3:62 1406 Door Socket
B.3:58 1359 Iron Strip B.3:62 1418 Bone Spatula
:B.3:58 1364 Small Bronze Hook B.3:62 1427 Granite Macehead
B.3:61 1382 Iron Nail B.3:67 1444 Cosmetic Palette
B.3:61 1474 Lamp B.3:70 1487 Slingstone

B.3:61 1475 Ceramic Plate

The artifacts from Stratum 16 have been included with the Iron II/Persian
artifacts (cf. below).

1973 Interpretation: The Stratum 14 B.1:17=B.2:62 wall could

still probably be interpreted as a defensive structure at the base
of the acropolis. On the north side of the wall, the B.2:77
plaster layer was associated with Wall B.2:112 of Iron I Stratum
19; that layer would probably reflect reuse of Wall B.2:112 and
primary use of Wall B.1:17=B.2:62. On the south side of Wall
B.1:17=B.2:62, either there would have been no occupational
‘use of the wall, or the remains there (including remains in Caves
B.4:74 and B.4:171?) would have been removed by Early Roman
Stratum 13.
. The Stratum 15 B.3:47, 59, 64 “cisterns” in the B.3 cave prob-
ably would have been contemporary with Stratum 14 B.1:17—=
B.2:62 wall, although there was no direct stratigraphic connection
excavated between them. “Cistern” B.3:64 would have predated
slightly “Cistern” B.3:59, since “Cistern” B.3:59 was cut into it and
was then dug off-center to the east. Since the walls of the “cis-
terns” were unplastered, and since toolmarks, bedrock cracks, and
blocking stones were also found, the “cisterns” could not have
held water, and they would probably have been used to store
dry materials (straw? cf. Loci B.3:66, 68) instead.

The Stratum 16 soil and rock tumble layers could now, on
the basis of the Hellenistic sherd which came from rock Tumble
B.1:142, be interpreted as a massive fill which was dumped into

2 The sherd could not have been intrusive, since it was observed in the
field by the Square Supervisors, James Battenfield and Adib Abu-Schmais.
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Area B early in the Hellenistic period (prior to Stratum 14).§
Since only tattered Iron I/ Persian remains were recovered above
bedrock on the top of the acropolis, it would seem likely that the.
Hellenistic occupants cleared off the acropolis and dumped the:
Iron II/Persian remains into (and, in northern B.2, over) the
decaying Iron II/Persian “reservoir” of Strata 17 and 18. Most
of the Stratum 16 bones and artifacts would thus probably be
Iron II/Persian rather than Hellenistic in date, and thus they
have been included below with the Iron II/Persian evidence.

Iron I1/Persian Strata 17, 18 (ca. 700-500 B.C.)

1968, 1971: The Stratum 16 soil and rock tumble layers were assigned to -
the Iron II/Persian period in 1968 and 1971, but they now would seem to have
been produced in the Hellenistic period (cf. above). No remains earlier than
the Stratum 16 layers were exposed through excavation in 1968 or 1971.

1973 Description (Stratification): Beneath the Stratum 16
layers in B.1 was the moist clay layer of Stratum 17, which
rested on the thick horizontal “cement” layer of Stratum 18. In
eastern B.2 and B.4, the Stratum 16 layers were retained by the
Stratum 18 wall and vertical bedrock faces.

In B.1, beneath the B.1:118=126=142 rock tumble of Stratum
16 was the moist gray clay Layer B.1:119=143 of Stratum 17.
The clay layer was ca. .30-.40 m. deep and it contained large
quantities of pottery (ca. 1000 registered sherds) and other
artifacts ( cf. below) in addition to small and medium sized rocks.

The clay layer of Stratum 17 rested on top of the horizontal
“cement” Layer B.1:121=144 of Stratum 18,2 which was exposed
in a ca. 2.00 x 6.00 m. sector of B.1. The top surface of Layer
B.1:121=144 showed forty-two ca. .05-.10 m. diameter cupmarks,
eight to the west (B.1:128), and thirty-four to the east (B.l:
144a). Two probes (1.00x1.00 m., and .50 x.50 m.) into the
B.1:121=144 “cement” layer revealed three superimposed gray
and yellow “cement” layers (B.1:145=149, 146=150, 147=151),

2 The material in Layer B.1:121 = 144 was much harder and smoother than
plaster, and it has thus been termed “cement.”
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each ca. .08-.10 m. deep, which léy above horizontal bedrock
Surface B.1:148=152 (cf. Plate IV:B).

In B.2, beneath the eastern end of Wall B.2:62 and plaster
Layer B.2:77 of Late Hellenistic Stratum 14, and beneath and
sealed against on the west by the rock tumble and soil layers of
Hellenistic Stratum 16, was the Stratum 18 north-south Wall
B.2:84 and vertical bedrock Face B.2:114b. On the east, Wall
B.2:84 was built against Wall B.2:112 of Stratum 19, and against
vertical bedrock Face B.2:116. The wall was constructed of ca.
.80 x .22 x .35 m. finely squared stones, and it was laid in an
alternatmg double-header, single-stretcher coursing. During this
season, eight surviving courses of the wall were exposed, but in
the lower courses some of the stones (B.2:115) were missing.
The wall line was exposed for ca. 6.00 m., and at the north balk
it seemed to be curving slightly westward. To the south, the wall
line continued as vertical bedrock Face B.2:114b, and patches
of facing plaster (B.2:113) were found on the west face of both
‘Wall B.2:84 and Bedrock B.2:114b (cf. Plate IV:A).

Bedrock Face B.2:114b and Plaster B.2:113 of Stratum 18
continued into northern B.4 as vertical bedrock Face B.4:191 and
Plaster B.4:190, beneath Early Roman Stratum 13, and was sealed
against on the west by Hellenistic Stratum 16. Between Bedrock
B.4:191 and Bedrock B.4:195 there was a break in the bedrock,
which was later filled by Early Roman walls of Stratum 13.
Bedrock.Surface B.4:195, beneath Early Roman Stratum 12, was
tilted down eastward (cf. above, Stratum 13), but it still had
plaster preserved on its western, formerly vertical face. On its
eastward-tilted surface were found three cut channels (B.4:168),
each ca. .12 m. wide, which converged to form a single channel
on the west. The southernmost channel ran in the direction of
bedrock Surface B.4:193, and that block also preserved the
remains of a cut channel. Bedrock Face B.4:195 was tilted
slightly out of line from vertical bedrock Face B.4:192, but
fractured Plaster B.4:161 still joined them. Bedrock Face B.4:192
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continued into the southwest corner of B.4, where it cornered
to run west (cf. Plate V:A). .

1973 Description (Soil Samples): A soil sample was taken from the moist
gray material in the B.1:119 clay layer of Stratum 17.

1973 Description (Bones): The Tron I1/Persian clay Layer B.1:119 — 143
of Stratum 17 produced the following hones in 1973:

Sheep/Goat 215 Camel 1 Large Mammal 5
Cattle 31 Garzelle 2 Snail 1
Donkey 2 )

In addition, the following hones came from the rock tumble and soil layers
of Stratum 16 (cf. above, Hellenistic): :

Sheep/Goat 1242 Prob. Pig 5 Domestic Chicken 8
Cattle 63 Dog 1 Wild Bird 6
Poss. Donkey 3 Cat 8 U.D. Bird 2
Gazelle 6 Rodent 2 Snail 3
Large Mammal 3 Turtle 1

1973 Description (Avrtifacts): The dominant (ca. 1000 registered sherds)
and latest pottery from the B.1:119 — 143 clay layer of Stratum 17 was Iron
II/Persian. The B.1:121 =144 “cement” layer of Stratum 18, including
Layers B.1:145 — 149, 146 = 150, 147 = 151, produced only seven small body
sherds, which seemed to be Iron II/Persian or Iron Age. The uppermost
course of Stratum 18 Wall B.2:84 produced only Iron II/Persian body sherds.
An eleven-line ostracon (Object 1657), dated by Cross to ca. 600 B.c.* came
from the B.1.143 clay layer of Stratum 17. In addition, the following regis-
tered artifacts came from the Stratum 17 B.1:119 = 143 clay layer:

B.1:119 13829 Iron Blade Point B.1:143 1561 Poss. Ostracon
B.1:119 1392 Lamp B.1:143 1576 Horse Head Figurine
B.1:143 1547 Iron Arrowhead B.1:143 1631 Animal Figurine

The following registered artifacts came from the rock tumble and soil layers
of Stratum 16 (cf. above, Hellenistic).

B2:72 1313 Bowl Base B2:74 1324 Copper Bar

B.2:72 1317 Grinding Stone B.2:81 1396 Stone Weight
B.2:72. 1318 Slingstone . B.2:83 1401 Stone Loomweight
B.2:72 1343 Bronze Fibula B.2:83 1404 Slingstone

B.2:72 1658 Ostracon® B2:83 1431 Slingstone

B.2:72 1659 Ostracon® B.2:94 1625 Scarah

B.2:73 1319 Grinding Stone B2:94 1656 Ostracon®

B.2:73 1320 Slingstone B.4:150 1461 Faience Bead

2% Cf, F. M. Cross, “Ammonite Ostraca from Heshbon: Heshbon Ostraca
IV-VIIL” AUSS 13 (1975): 17.

= Ibid., p. 20.

* Ibid., pp. 19, 20.
- #Ibid., pp. 18, 19; dated ca. seventh century B.C.
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1973 Interpretation: The B.1:119=143 clay layer of Stratum 17,
having yielded many artifacts, could probably be interpreted as
a use deposit at the bottom of the Stratum 18 “reservior” (cf.
below). In the Hellenistic period the Stratum 16 soil and rock
tumble layers would have been dumped into the “reservoir” on
top of the Stratum 17 clay layer.

The B.1:121=144 “cement” layer and the B.2:84 plastered
wall and B.2-B.4 bedrock faces could probably be interpreted
as parts of a large Stratum 18 water reservoir.

The B.1:121=144 “cement” layer was so thick (ca. .26 m.)
that it must have been part of a major installation, and it must
have been intended to hold water. Containing Layers B.1:145=
149, 146=150, 147=151, it could have been surfaced three sep-
arate times, or it could have been surfaced once with three dis-
tinct layers of “cement.” Since the layer was horizontal, and since
in B.1 it lay ca. 6.50-7.00 m. below the level of the uppermost
portion of Wall B.2:84 and the B.2-B.4 bedrock faces, it could
be interpreted as the floor of the (ca. 7.00 m. deep) Stratum 18
“reservoir.”

Before they would have been cracked by the Stratum 13
earthquake, Wall B.2:84 and vertical bedrock Faces B.2:114Db,
B.4:191, B.4:195, and B.4:192 would probably have formed the
ca. 16 m. long, plastered eastern boundary of the Stratum 18
“reservoir.” Before bedrock Block B.4:195 was tilted eastward by
the earthquake, Channels B.4:168 would probably have con-
‘ducted water westward into the “reservoir.” Since both Wall
B.2:84 and bedrock Block B.4:192 seemed to show possible
corner lines to the west, and since the western wall of the
“reservoir” was not attested in B.1 (ca. 13 m. from Wall B.2:84),
it could be suggested that the “reservoir” was approximately
square (16 x 16 m.). Agreeing with this suggestion would be the
fact that the Stratum 16 Hellenistic soil and rock tumble layers
sloped down westward in B.2, and down eastward in B.I,
apparently from the east and west sides of the “reservoir.”
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The pottery from the B.1:119=143 clay layer of Stratum 17
would suggest that the “reservoir” was used during the Iron II/
Persian (ca. 700-500 B.c.) period. However, the Stratum 18
“reservoir” could have been constructed earlier in the Iron Age,
since the pottery from “cement” Layer B.1:121 =144 and from
Wall B.2:84 consisted mostly of Iron Age body sherds. The
header-stretcher construction of Wall B.2:84 could be compared
with the similar, but finer, 9th-8th century B.c. header-stretcher
construction of walls at Samaria.?® It has been suggested by some
that the Stratum 18 “reservoir” could have been one of the pools
of Heshbon which was referred to in Canticles 7:5 (traditionally
attributed to Solomon).

Iron I Stratum 19 (ca. 1200-1100 B.C.)
1968, 1971: No Iron I remains were attested in Area B in 1968 or 1971.

1973 Description (Stratification): In 1973, Iron I remains of
Stratum 19 were attested in southern B.3 and possibly in south-
eastern B.2.

In southern B.3, beneath the Early Roman mixed layer of
Stratum 12, Iron I remains were attested in a ca. 1.50-2.00 m. wide
space between vertical bedrock Face B.3:84, 85 on the north, and
vertical bedrock Face B.3:86 on the south. The remains consisted
of several superimposed soil layers (B.3:74,75,76,77,81,82) which
sealed against a possible wall in the west balk (B.3:80), as well
as a possible wall in the east balk (B.3:78). Both the layers and
the walls sealed against vertical bedrock Face B.3:84, 85 on the
north, and against vertical bedrock Face B.3:86 on the south.
Wall B.3:80 was constructed of large (ca. .25-75 m.) stones,
while Wall B.3:78 was constructed of small (ca. .10-.20 m.)
rocks. The walls and the layers were exposed to a depth of ca. -
250 m., above unexcavated rock Tumble B.3:83. The Late
Hellenistic B.3:47 “cistern” of Stratum 15 broke through Bedrock

3 Cf. J. W. Crowfoot, K. M. Kenyon, [E. L. Sukenik, Samaria-Sebaste 1
{London, 1942), pp. 3-8ff,, 94ff; Pls. XII/2, XIII/1, 2, XX /2, XXX/I1.
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B.3:84, 85 on the south “cistern” perimeter, and it cut into the
Iron I remains beneath rock Tumble B.3:83.

In southeastern B.2, beneath the Early Roman mixed layer of
Stratum 12, Wall B.2:112 filled the ca. 2.50 m. wide space between
vertical bedrock Face B.2:116 on the north, and vertical bed-
rock Face B.2:114a on the south. The wall's west face was
sealed against by the Late Hellenistic B.2:77 plaster layer
of Stratum 14, and beneath that layer it was built against by the
Iron II/Persian B.2:84 wall of Stratum 18. Wall B.2:112 was con-
structed of large (ca. .60-.75 m.) stones, and while two courses
of its surviving west face were exposed through excavation, the
wall itself was not dismantled. Since bedrock Block B.2:116
would probably equal bedrock Block B.3:84, 85, and since bed-
rock Block B.2:114a would probably equal bedrock Block B.3:86,
the construction of Wall B.2:112 could probably be dated, with
possible Wall B.3:80, to the Iron I period.

1973 Description (Bones): The Iron I Stratum 19 Loci in B.3 produced
the following bones in 1973:

Sheep/Goat 51 Donkey 2 Pig 2
Cattle 3 Large Mammal 9 Domestic Chicken 2
Horse 5

1973 Description (Artifacts): The pottery from the above Stratum 19 Loci
in B.3 was Iron I, with nothing earlier. The Iron I Loci of Stratum 19 pro-
duced no registered artifacts.

1973 Interpretation: The Iron I remains of Stratum 19, parti-
ally excavated in Area B, were too meager to interpret extensively.
The ca. 1.50-2.50 m. wide space between Bedrock B.2:116 = B.3:
84, 85 and Bedrock B.2:114a=B.3:86 could have been a natural
bedrock cleft, or it could have been a bedrock channel or pit,
intentionally cut in the Iron I period. Wall B.2:112 = B.3:80
could possibly be interpreted as a fortification wall, with the
B.3 soil layers as fill behind it, but unless the wall was part of
a tower, its north-south orientation would argue against that
interpretation.

However, the new evidence for an Iron I occupation in Area
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B would agree with the new evidence from Area C, where Iron I
layers were also found above bedrock in 1973. The Iron I remains
on the top of the acropolis, if any (Areas A, D), could have been
scraped off during the Iron II/Persian period, since otherwise
more Iron I pottery would normally have been found in the
Stratum 16 soil and rock tumble layers.

The Iron I evidence from Areas B and C would seem to
reflect a small village occupation at the site, not a large city.
This evidence could perhaps be associated with an Israelite
settlement,? but at the present time it could also be associated
with a pre-Israelite?® or with an early Ammonite settlement.?!
In this context the pig bones from the Iron I Loci of Stratum 19
in Area B should be noted.

®For the Israelite settlement of Heshbon, cf. Numbers 32:3, 37; Joshua
18:15-17. To associate the Iron I evidence from Hesbdn with an Israelite
settlement would be to agree with the reconstruction of Albright (cf. Tell
Beit Mirsim, 1: 53-61) , which has been followed by many (cf. G. E. Wright,
“The Archaeology of Palestine,” BANE, pp. 115-116) . However, that recon-
struction would not explain the absence at Hesbdn of Late Bronze evidence,
if the Numbers 21:21-31 account of the conquest of Heshbon is taken
seriously.

" For such a treatment of similar Iron I evidence, cf, J. A. Callaway, “New
Evidence on the Conquest of ‘Ai,” JBL 87 (1968): 312-320. This treatment
attempts to distinguish between a pre-Israelite Iron I pottery and an
Israelite Iron I pottery, but the typological distinctions which are made
are not yet convincing. Thus far, there would seem to be only one
stratigraphic and typological phase of Iron I at Hesbdn, which could perhaps
be interpreted as pre-Israelite. However, such an interpretation would push
the date of the conquest down into the 12th century B.C., and it would not
satisfy the need from literary evidence for a post-conquest Israelite settlement
at the site.

3 Similar Iron I pottery has come from several recently excavated sites
near Amman. Cf. M. Ibrahim, “Archaeological Excavations at Sahab, 1972,
ADAJ 17 (1972): 30-31; H. Thompson, “The 1972 Excavation of Khirbet
al-Hajjar,” ADAJ 17 (1972): 59-62. It has also been found in quantity on
the surface of Tell Safut, northwest of Amman. For the early history of the
Ammonites, cf. Judges 11:4-33, I Samuel 11:1-11. Cf. also G. M. Landes, “The
Material Civilization of the Ammonites,” The Biblical Archaeologist Reader, 2,
pp- 70-72; J. Bright, 4 History of Israel, pp. 110, 159, 167.
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Of the 1971 work previously reported,* Squares 4, 5, and 6 were
not excavated in 1973, but work in Squares 1, 2, and 3 was con-
tinued. So for the most part the excavations in Area C continued
in portions begun in 1968.2

Ayyubid/ Mamlak Period

Square 1 had been dug to sub-Late Roman levels in 1971.
Except for some later material from a small balk cutting, no re-
mains for later periods were reported from this Square in the
1973 season.

In Square 2 most of the remains encountered were earlier than
Ayyuabid/Mamlak occupation. A few sherds of this period left
from 1968 were found in Loci C.2:7 and 9, undifferentiated £ll
layers. A surprise in this square was that Wall C.2:10, dated in
1968 as Late Arabic, produced only Umayyad sherds but none
from the later periods.

In Square 3 the Ayyubid/Mamlak Soil Layers C.3:14 and 7
were difficult to separate distinctly from the overlying Layer
C.3:5, the bottom remnant of a dark soil layer mostly removed in
1968. Locus C.3:11, a rocky black and brown soil layer, lying
between Wall C.3:10 and the east balk, had Ayytabid/Mamlik
sherds as the latest pottery. Locus C.3:15 was a pit or trench
extending from the south balk 4.30 m. northward into the Square.
Three pails of pottery from the abandonment fill included phases

1See H. O. Thompson, “Heshbon 1971: Area C,” AUSS 11 (1973): 72-88.
2See Thompson, “Heshbon 1968: Area C,” AUSS 7 (1969): 127-142.
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of Ayyubid/Mamlik materials, and several iron nails, a bead,
and a rubbing stone.

Wall C.3:18, surviving in 4 stones, 1 row wide and 1 course
high, had appeared in 1968 to be a bottom-course extension of
house Wall C.3:3. But it proved to be probably a wide lean-to
or a courtyard wall of Ayyabid/Mamlik date attached to the
house. Locus C.3:17, a dark, pebbly soil extending along the east
balk from 1.25 to 4.30 m. from the south balk, about .50 m.
maximum width, had pottery dating it to the same period, with
some ‘Abbasid and Umayyad material. An iron arrowhead and
miscellaneous glass fragments were found here. This locus may
have been part of a pit, or debris caught against the uphill side
of the abandoned Umayyad Wall C.3:24. Wall C.3:18 relates
chronologically to Wall C.3:3, which in 1971 was noted as the
latest phase of Ayyabid/Mamlik in Area C. Loci C.3:15 and 17
related to the earlier phases, probably Phase 2 of the North Build-
ing reported in 1971. The faunal remains from the five C.3 loci
described above included a conch-type seashell and a catfish
bone which, like the 1971 Aqaba fishbones, were considered
evidence of trade. Presumably local were the sheep/goat, cattle,
horse, donkey, and domestic chicken bones.

‘Abbasid Period

In Square 2 ‘Abbasid material found in Loci 9, 16, 17, 18, 19,
and 20 (all apparently fill layers, inter-season cleanup, or balk
scrapings) supports the supposition that ‘Abbasid glazed ware
riow stratigraphically identifiable was possibly present in 1968
loci but then yet undifferentiated from the Ayyubid/Mamlak
glazes. These fill layers were presumably not in situ but brought
in from elsewhere on the mound, yet they represent an ‘Abbasid
presence at Tell Hesbdn not clearly distinguished before this year.
Objects from these layers included a bone ornamental skewer, a
polished ornamental bone, a slingstone, an inscribed roof tile, a
fragment of a saddle quern, and a granite bowl rim. Faunal re-
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'mains from these layers included sheep/goat, cattle, camel,
chicken, donkey, horse, cat, wild bird, turtle, snail, a human tooth,
and several unidentified bone fragments.

In Square 3 the ‘Abbasid presence is not so evident. A few
sherds were present in Loci C.3:5, 8, and 17 (Ayyubid/Mamlak
in date ) noted above; in Locus C.3:14, a red soil layer in the south
and west parts of the Square (dominantly Umayyad); and prob-
ably as intrusive in Loci C.3:16 (Byzantine) and C.3:21 (Umay-
yad). Objects from these loci included glass beads and nails.

Umayyad Period

A study of the 1971 pottery® made possible a new demarcation
between Byzantine and Umayyad pottery at Hesbdn, making
isolation of the latter forms a stronger possibility. In Square 1
this reassessment identified some Umayyad pottery in Loci C.1:32
and 35 in the southwest corner of the Square near Byzantine
Wall C.1:8. This suggests that Wall C.1:8 was a terrace wall
over which soil bearing Umayyad sherds spilled and slid down
the slope westward over the top of Early Roman Wall C.1:40.

In Square 2, Umayyad sherds were present and sometimes
dominant in Wall C.2:10 and Soil Layers C.2:18, 19, and 20,
described above; also a few in Soil Layer C.2:21 lensing out from
the south balk, and with the partial (40%) skeleton of a woman
(Locus C.2:23) apparently dumped, disarticulated, along with the
fill of Locus C.2:22, underlying Locus C.2:18. In Locus C.2:22
Umayyad pottery was the latest in 10 out of 25 pails. Sheep/goat,
cattle, donkey, horse, chicken, and human remains were found
in this Square.

In Square 3 a probe trench (Locus C.3:13) allowed identifica-
tion of five soil layers (Loci C.3:7, 14, 15, 22, and 23). The first two
yielded primarily Umayyad ware, as in Locus C.3:21 mentioned
above (though the latter had a few ‘Abbasid sherds, probably in-

3 James A. Sauer, Heshbon Pottery 1971 (AUM 7, 1973), pp. 89-49.
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trusive ). Layer C.3:22, under C.3:14, was Umayyad, while Locus
C.3:23 below it was Byzantine. Wall C.3:24, a rough construction
in the east balk, one row thick and six courses high, of field stones
.10-.20 m. in diameter, was dated Umayyad by the pottery found
in dismantling the wall. Layer C.3:7 yielded a fragment of a
bronze figurine: head. Another Umayyad deposit was Locus
C.3:25, a .15 m. layer of hard packed soil covering about 2.00
sq. m. in the northeast corner of the excavated portion.

All these soil layers appeared to be natural or manmade fill or
dump rather than occupation layers. Fauna included sheep/goat,
cattle, chicken, donkey, bird, snail, reptile, catfish, conch shell,
and several unidentifiable bone fragments.

Square 4 had yielded extensive Umayyad remains in 1971, con-
centrated around the cistern; it now appeared that Umayyad
occupation did not extend westward down the slope except for
the irregular wall in Square C.4:5, also noted in 1971.

Byzantine Period

In Square 1 a small stub of Wall C.1:8 (apparently a retaining
wall on the western slope of the tell) was removed from the south
balk. The pottery under it confirmed its Byzantine date.

In Square 2, Soil Layer C.2:24, lying throughout the excavated
portion down to and around Walls C.2:26, 36, and 38, was a
Byzantine accumulation covering abandoned buildings. It con-
tained several fragments of stone bowls and grinders.

In Square 3 Firepit C.3:16 was probably Byzantine with
‘Abbasid intrusions, as mentioned above, Locus C.3:19, a scattered
ash layer along the west balk, probably represented another
Byzantine firepit. Locus C.3:20, a soil layer near the west balk,
had Byzantine sherds but also Hellenistic and Iron Age deposits.
Locus C.3:23 was a soil layer up to .15 m. thick over a considerable
part of the excavated sector, similar to the 1971 Byzantine Loci

C.4:41-53-54.



HESHBON 1973: AREA C 173

A small iron bird was found in Locus C.3:23. Byzantine intru-
sions were found in other loci. The faunal remains in Squares
C.2 and C.3 were sheep/goat, cattle, and chicken.

With the exception of retaining Wall C.1:8 on the brink of the
west slope of the tell, Byzantine evidence was primarily in layers
accumulated during the abandonment of this portion of the tell,
with occasional camp fires during the period.

Late Roman Period

In Square C.1 the Late Roman evidence noted in 1971
comprised Wall C.1:12 (southeast corner) and Soil Layer C.1:20
(northwest corner).

In 1973 in Square C.2 the rocky Locus C.2:29 in the west balk,
also Late Roman, was probably an extension of Wall C.1:12
(broken), appearing through the intervening balk. C.2:30, a soil
layer .50 m. deep along the south balk, extended into the Square
behind and level with, but not touching, the surviving top of
Wall C.2:36, which was a major segment of a circle extending into
the Square about 1.30 m. from the south balk. Layer C.2:30 and
the underlying Layers C.2:42 and 43 were Late Roman fill thrown
into the pit that had been lined by Wall C.2:36, which may also
have been Late Roman but more likely, from ceramic evidence,
Early Roman.

In Square C.3 only Locus C.3:31, a soil layer of unclear function
in the southeast corner, can be reasonably dated to the Late
Roman period.

Faunal remains from this period included sheep/goat and
chicken.

In summary: The Late Roman occupation in Area C continued,
as in 1968 and 1971, to be sparsely represented.

Early Roman Period
In 1971 Early Roman remains in Area C were found only in
Square C.1—-two architectural phases and an intervening soil fill.
In 1973 no layers datable to that period were found east (uphill)
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of Square C.2, though some Early Roman sherds were mixed with
later materials in C.3.

In Square C.1, in 1973, Early Roman Walls C.1:40, 63, and 30
were noted as comprising the earlier phase. Wall C.1:30, of
unhewn field stones (.15-.50 m. diameter ), surviving to a height
of 1.50 m., made a butt joint with Wall C.1:63 but formed no part
of it. Wall C.1:63 was found to be, with Wall C.1:40, part of a
continuous structure, with a break (noted in 1971) where the
upper part of Wall C.1:40 was falling downhill to the west.
Wall C.1:40/63, of unhewn field stone (.25-.75 m. diameter) laid
in rough courses solidly chinked, formed a corner with Wall
C.1:49 running to the west. It was founded on bedrock or hard
red virgin soil immediately over bedrock. These walls possibly
represented the northeast corner of an Early Roman tower, pos-
sibly part of city fortifications on the western perimeter of the
tell. (Pl VI:A.)

This date for Wall C.1:40/63 was confirmed by Foundation
Trench C.1:51, noted in 1971 as an Early Roman layer under
Byzantine Wall C.1:8. The east edge of this deep (c. 3.60 m.) but
narrow foundation trench followed bedrock contours from the
south balk 1.50 m. north and thereafter cut through Iron Age
layers. The trench fill yielded nothing later than Early Roman
materials.

A small quantity of 1971 Layer C.1:18 remaining under the stub
of Byzantine Wall C.1:8 was confirmed as Early Roman but later
than Trench C.1:51, and similarly the small portion of Layer
C.1:45 (1971) in situ under it. The latter had been almost a meter
thick in the southeast corner of the square, but lensed out to a
few centimeters where it seemed to cover Foundation Trench
C.1:51, as shown in the south balk. Irregular soil (Loci C.1:84, 86,
88, and 93) overlay tumbled rock (c. .10-.25 m. diameter) lying
1.00-1.50 m. east of the western edge of bedrock. This suggested
that Early Roman deposits lay in that area before the construction
of Wall C.1:40/63 with its Foundation Trench C.1:51; this was
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confirmed by evidence from Layers C.1:10 and 77, also cut by
Trench C.1:51. There was insufficient evidence to diagnose the
tunctions of these layers.

In Square C.2 the Early Roman period was indicated by pottery
in Soil Layer C.2:27 between Wall C.2:26 (Iron Age) and the
north balk; also in the two fill layers (Locus C.2:32 and Locus
C.2:37 below it) of a pit or trench in the southwest corner of the
Square, extending about 3.00 m. east of the west balk and ap-
parently continuous with earth Layer C.1:45—similar in color,
consistency, levels and alignment through the balk. The north
edge of this Pit C.2:32/37 seemed to be in line with a vertical
line in the east balk of C.1 that appeared between 1971 and 1973,
presumably due to weathering. This suggested the presence of a
pit or trench, or possibly an earthquake fault. The vertical line
was traceable down along the north side of Wall C.2:90 (see
below), between it and an earlier adjacent soil layer. The lower
portion suggested a cut trench rather than an earthquake fault,
but the evidence is ambiguous.

The Early Roman “Wall” C.2:36, noted above, seemed to form
the lining, one stone thick, of a pit within the Pit C.2:32/37. As
first excavated, the north edge of Pit C.2:32/37, running eastward
1.50 m. from the west balk, appeared to form a foundation trench,
which was designated Locus C.2:35. The space between Wall
C.2:36 and this north edge was filled with rocks (.10-.35 m.
diameter) and soil. Pottery indicated that it was abandoned in
Early Roman times. A clay game board (Object No. 1632) was
found here. The unhewn boulders of “Wall” (Pit lining) C.2:36
ranged from .50-.85 m. in diameter. Two of them, apparently be-
longing to the top course, remained visible in the south balk.
Smaller rocks (.15-.25 m. diameter ) seemed to form a base or foun-
dation (six courses high) under the westernmost rock of Locus
C.2:36, and one only three courses high under the easternmost
rock. A layer of earth, filled with sherds and stones, lay im-
mediately under the boulders of Locus C.2:36. These configura-



176 HENRY 0. THOMPSON

tions suggested a stone-lined pit with “Wall” C.2:36 forming the
upper part of the lining. Three irregularly placed stones, probably
remains of the topmost preserved course of Wall C.2:36, were on
the same level as the two boulders in the south balk but did not
join them, and all lay on several centimeters of soil. The next
course below, also of three stones, was more regular, as were the
next two lower courses. The “ffth course” (?) down, of two
rocks, was separated from the fourth by an earth layer .10 m.
thick, which suggested that a connection was more likely with
Wall C.2:52, laid on earth over bedrock (see below).

Wall C.2:38 seemed to be the eastern end of Walls C.1:14 and
37 (1971 Report). Only two stones (of each of the two surviving
courses of Wall C.1:14) extended east of the west balk. Pottery
in Locus C.2:33 (the foundation trench on the south face of Wall
C.2:38) indicated an Early Roman construction date for the wall,
which cut down into earlier layers on the south and east. Its
function remained unclear at the end of the season.

Faunal remains from this period included sheep/goat, cattle,
horse, donkey, pig, rodent, snail, and some indistinguishable
material.

Hellenistic Period

Although a few Hellenistic sherds were found in 1971, this was
a new, extended range of evidence in Area C in 1973 in a number
of loci. In C.1, Soil Layers C.1:85 and 87, in the southeast corner
of the Square along the east balk, lensed out and were overlain
by Loci C.1:84, 86, 88, 92, and 93, which were almost level
layers, one above the other, in the southeast corner, the last over
bedrock. Layer C.1:89 ran over the lowest course of Wall C.1:90.
Each layer was cleared separately, but all were pottery-dated to
the Hellenistic period and may have comprised an open hearth.
Objects from these loci included a bronze earring, four bone

knives or spatulas, a bronze pin, and a loom weight.
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In Square C.2 was a rock tumble (Locus C.2:28), with gray soil
around the stones, lying against the surviving north face of Wall
C.2:26. Its latest pottery suggested a period of Hellenistic ac-
cumulation around an earlier abandoned construction. Pit C.2:39,
under the west end of Locus C.2:28, was filled with Hellenistic
deposit after abandonment. In the north balk it appeared con-
temporary with Locus C.2:28. Locus C.2:46 was a firepit under
the east end of Locus C.2:28, with several thin alternating layers
of ash, soil, and organic matter. Objects from these loci included
a grinder fragment, a slingstone, a bone bead, and a stone scoop
or shovel.

Faunal remains included sheep/goat, cattle, donkey, chicken,
snail, and indistinguishable fragments. All evidences suggested
sparse temporary habitation on this portion of the tell in this
period.

Late Iron II Period

The Late Iron II Period (7th-6th centuries B.c.) was detected
in Soil Layer C.1:60 in 1971. However, the 1973 excavation of
the rest of that locus yielded Iron I pottery at the latest.
C.1:101, an Early Roman earth layer ( probably equivalent to the
1971 Locus C.1:62), overlay a series of soil layers sloping steeply
down westward. The highest of these, Locus C.1:77, was probably
also Early Roman, but Loci C.1:78, 79 and 80 were Late Iron II
deposits. Loci C.1:77-80 were traced northward from a subsidiary
balk cut on a line set down 3.30 m. from and parallel to the south
balk. Wall C.1:90, of unhewn stones (.25-50 m. diameter), ex-
tended westward from the east balk, with three courses preserved
at the balk. Pottery from the wall interior indicated Late Iron II
construction.

In Square C.2, a wall (C.2:26) of undressed stones (.25-.50 m.
diameter) survived two courses high and two rows wide with
a clearly defined north face, but an irregular south face, suggest-
ing that it had been built against the soil of Locus C.2:25 to the
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south. It may have been part of Wall C.3:26 (see below). Under
Wall C.2:26 ran Locus C.2:31, a packed soil layer apparently
identical to Locus C.2:34, which was traced eastward from the
west balk. Locus C.2:40, of similar consistency, lay under C.2:34
and throughout most of the excavated sector. Layers C.2:41 and
44 were traceable only in the southeast corner of the Square. The
latter was behind a small, irregular Terrace Wall C.2:49 (of
stones .10-25 m. in diameter). Pit C.2:45 cut through Locus
C.2:40 as well as a huwwar surface (Locus C.2:47) under Locus
C.2:40. The latter extended to and partly under Wall C.2:49,
which was subsequently dismantled and dated to a Late Iron II
construction. Excavation stopped here for the season for most of
the Square.

Locus C.2:48, similar to Loci C.2:34 and 40, was partially
excavated under Pit C.2:45; it appeared to continue under Sur-
face C.2:47, presumably dating the soil fills immediately under
C.2:47 as Late Iron II also. Loci C.2:31/34, 40, and 44 may have
been identical to Loci C.3:37, 38, 40, and 41. Their fine grain
suggested water-laid silt. Locus C.2:50, under Pit C.2:32/35/37,
and Locus C.2:51, under Pit C.2:46, both lying on bedrock, were
dated by pottery to Late Iron II. Bedrock was exposed also along
the east balk under Locus C.2:44. Wall C.2:52, of undressed
stones (.25-.50 m. diameter), probably identical to Wall C.1:90
though somewhat different in appearance, was dismantled at
its surviving western end. Latest pottery inside the wall and in
the soil under it, down to bedrock, was Late Iron II. Objects from
these loci included a broken stone seal depicting a lion, a figurine
fragment, a polished bone knife, two slingstones, and a basalt
grinder.

In Square C.3, Loci C.3:37, 38, 40 and 41, similar to Loci
C.2:31/34, 40, and 44, lay under Loci C.3:39, 36, 35, and 30.
The lower layers appeared to be water laid, but the upper sug-
gested rock tumble with soil washed or thrown around them.
These layers ran up to Walls C.3:32 and 34 without being cut
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by foundation trenches; their position and their pottery suggested
Late Iron II or earlier construction of these walls. One slingstone
came from this location.

Wall C.3:32 seemed to represent two construction phases: The
east end (surviving two courses high) was built over rubble which
lay on a shelf of bedrock. At the west end (where it survived to
a height of 3.50 m. in 11 courses) it was battered (stepped?)
and its base followed the contour of bedrock down to a lower
shelf. It was built of undressed field stones (.40-.70 m. diameter).
The north face was quite distinct, but the south face was irregular,
suggesting a battered support laid up against Wall C.3:26.
Dismantling the top two courses of Wall C.3:32 left the deep-
founded north face and the stepped-down or battered west end,
enclosing a rubble core. The latest pottery from inside this con-
struction was Late Iron II, with no ceramic distinctions detectable
between the contents of the two ends.*

Wall C.3:26 also consisted of two phases: the east end well
constructed, but the west end built over rubble. The stones
(.25-85 m. diameter) were larger in the east end, where
they were either partly dressed or carefully selected for their
roughly rectangular shape. A portion of the west end was dis-
mantled; its latest pottery was Late Iron II, with no discernible
distinction from the materials of Wall C.3:32. A few Hellenistic
sherds in two pails, possibly coming from the south balk, sug-
gested a Hellenistic accumulation south of Wall C.3:26. This wall
may have extended through the west balk and continued in
Square 2 as Wall C.2:26. In C.3, Walls C.3:32 and 26 both formed
a butt joint with north-south Wall C.3:34, which was built on a
slighty higher bedrock shelf than that under the rubble of Wall
C.3:32. In turn, the space between C.3:34 and a yet higher shelf
eastward was leveled up with stone to form a platform (Surface

* Editor’s note: The director ventured the hypothesis that Wall C.3:34/28
was part of the Iron Age II city wall, and Structure C.3:32/26 was one of
the city wall’s bastions or towers. Only future excavations of the adjacent
areas will show whether this interpretation is correct.
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C.3:28) with the still higher shelf in the southeast corner of the
Square. Wall C.3:34, built of unhewn boulders (.50-90 m.
diameter) survived 1.00 m. high (two courses at the north end,
one at the south). A probe through Wall C.3:34 produced four
Iron Age sherds.

A summary of the phasing of the Late Iron Age II walls in Area
C is made uncertain by the intervening balks and interrupted
stratigraphic sequence. If C.2:26 was a westward extension of
C.3:26, this wall was later than C.2:52. Though it is not impossible
that the eastern end of C.3:26 was set in from above or from the
south (cf. the Hellenistic presence noted above as intrusive),
it seems more likely (because of C.2:28, Hellenistic soil up to
the north face of C.2:26, which was set into or against Late Iron I1
C.3:25) that C.3:26 was earlier than C.3:32, which seemed to lie
battered against it. The latter sequence was certain for the eastern
ends of Walls C.3:32 and 26, since both butted against C.3:34,
which would therefore seem to be still earlier, or contemporary
with either. Stratigraphic factors raise other questions, however.
Layers C.2:41, 44, 51, 31/34, 40, and 50, under Wall C.2:26,
were similar in color and consistency with C.3 soil layers running
up to C.3:32. This suggested that C.2:26 and C.3:26 were later
than C.3:32, or that evidences of foundation trenches were missed
in excavation.

Wall C.2:52 was constructed earlier than C.2:26, but whether
it was built earlier than C.3:34, or even C.3:32, was uncertain.
The relationship of C.2:52 and C.1:90 was also of interest. Ap-
parently the Hellenistic occupation fill against Wall C.1:90 and
running into the east balk of C.1 ended completely within the
1.00 m. thickness of the balk, for there was no evidence of it in
the southwest corner of C.2. The pottery evidence suggested that
Wall C.1:90 was built early in the Late Iron II period. The
presence of abutting Hellenistic layers allowed a later date for
the construction of Wall C.1:90, though our opinion was that the
sector was cleaned by the later Hellenistic occupants.
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In summary, it is suggested that C.1:90 and C.2:52 were parts
of the same wall and are the earliest Iron Age walls in Area C,
while the intervening soil fills are later, and that the Walls C.2:26
and C.3:32, 26, and 34 are the latest. The ambiguity of the
evidence cited above prevents certainty at this stage of excavation.

Faunal remains included sheep/goat, cattle, donkey, chicken,
and snail.

Iron I Period

In the 1968 and 1971 seasons the known Iron I ceramic corpus
was represented by a few sherds mixed in later loci. In 1973 this
continued to be the case for Squares C.2 and C.3.

In Square C.1 the jump from Late Iron II to Iron I became
evident in Locus C.1:80. The layers leveled a bit to a downward
slope toward the west of about .25 degrees. Locus C.1:82 was
not initially distinguished in the excavated portions between the
east balk and Locus C.1:51 (the foundation trench on the east
side of Wall C.1:40/63). In the portion of Locus C.1:82 that
was beneath Locus C.1:80 the pottery reading was Iron 1. Loci
C.1:95, 97, 98, and 99 were soil layers over virgin soil (Locus
C.1:100) and bedrock.

These layers (Loci C.1:82, 95, 97-99) formed a soil layer
sequence on the south, perhaps having been cut to form a bank
against which Wall C.1:90 was built. Though this soil-layer
sequence seemed to follow through the east balk into Square C.2,
no certain Iron I loci were detected in C.2. The slope of these loci
suggested fill layers, natural or man-made, forming a westerly
slope on the mound, rather than occupation debris. However,
their presence may have related to the possible occupation evi-
dence found in Area B.






AREA D

LAWRENCE T. GERATY
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Excavations of Area D, on the south slope of the acropolis of
Tell Hesbdn, were begun (in 1968) as three Squares (a fourth
was laid out but not dug) to investigate the apparent southern
access to the acropolis from the lower city.! In 1971, Squares D.5
and D.6 were added north of Square D.1, to link the structures on
the edge of the acropolis with those in Squares A.3/4 at the center
of the acropolis. But in 1971 Area D was excavated only north of
Wall D.1:4.2 In 1973 Area D was expanded south of Square D.3
by opening Square D.4 to link the acropolis access route with the
proposed roadway in Area B.

Reported here are the results of the 1973 excavations in all
squares of Area D except the new Square D.4 (assigned to the
Area B supervisor® because it was presumably more clearly
associated stratigraphically with Area B than with Area D).
For lack of space the present report, summarizing a 37-page
unpublished report, gives principally the most important 1973
data. In the context of the previous seasons’ results it offers a
comprehensive interpretation of Area D through at least 12
strata (several subdivided).t The only constant architectural

* On the results of the 1968 season, see AUSS, 7 (1969): 97-222 (henceforth
referred to as “Heshbon 1968”). For Area D specifically, see P. A. Bird,
“Heshbon 1968: Area D,” pp. 165-217.

20n the results of the 1971 season, see 4AUSS, 11 (1973): 1-144 (henceforth
referred to as “Heshbon 1971”). For Area D specifically, see L. T. Geraty,
“Heshbon 1971: Area D,” pp. 89-112.

2 For J. A. Sauer’s report, see pp. 133-167.

*The dates given for each stratum are approximate. In addition to
stratigraphic and other evidence from Area D, they are derived from literary
and site-wide numismatic and ceramic evidence as cited by Sauer in Heshbon
Pottery 1971 (AUM 7; Berrien Springs, Mich., 1973).
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feature in Area D (in at least 10 strata) was Wall D.1:45 the
acropolis perimeter wall. It effectively divided the horizontal
northern sector, a part of the acropolis proper, from the sloping
southern sector, part of an approach to the acropolis.

Stratum 1: Modern (a.p. 1917-1968)

A few fence walls on topsoil and some small objects, but no
major architecture, were attributed to the Modern resettlement
of Hesbdn.® Ceramic and numismatic evidence indicated a strati-
graphic gap between Strata 1 and 2. The latest attested pottery
was Ayyubid/Mamlak, and the latest coins came from the
rule of Az-Zahir Barkak, a.p. 1382-1399.7

Stratum 2: Mamlitk (14th/15th Centuries A.D.)

Area D’s second stratum represented a period of decay. The
gateway through Wall D.1:4a, the southern entrance to the
acropolis for at least 1,000 years, was blocked by Wall D.1:9. The
vaulted room in Squares D.1 and 6, built in Stratum 3, fell into
ruin, and on the eastern slope of this ruin small terraces® were
built, perhaps for horticultural purposes. If so, water was
probably (on numismatic evidence) still drawn from Cistern
D.5:5.2 Either the sector south of Wall D.1:4 was then unoccupied
or all traces of it eroded away during the long post-Stratum 2 gap.

Stratum 3: Mamlik (14th Century A.n.)

Structures and soil layers in Stratum 3 reflect the last main
occupation period in Area D (cf. Fig 6). Wall D.1:4 was rebuilt
(Phase B) with a new double gateway® leading, on the north, to
an earth courtyard (D.1:39=D.5:7), in which Cistern D.5:5 saw

5 Although Cisterns D.5:5 and D.6:33 were probably used during the time
of most strata, their mouths underwent changing construction.

¢ See Sauer, “Heshbon 1971,” p. 35, and references there.

7 A. Terian, “Heshbon 1971 Coins,” AUSS, 12 (1974): 40, 41. This statement
is accurate if Coin No. 215 is taken as Seljuk of Rum rather than early
Ottoman.

8 Fully described in Geraty, “Heshbon 1971,” pp. 104, 105.

® For plan, sections, and photograph, see “Heshbon 1971, Fig. 5 (p. 96),
and PL IX:B.

 See Bird, “Heshbon 1968,” pp. 197, 202, 203, and Pl XX:A.



HESHBON 1973: AREA D 185

[NENENCNNRN

u

|

1

]

|

|

1

1

'

CENRTR ey

TN AN
NN

I8

3
R

N ‘@\
S SN
NN
-TTT T

3339

Y

14

—-——

N
N

AN

RS

ESNSNNEN
[N RN

:
\

LGP SO -2, |
et | [ e a
! i [ |
[ 1 0 1
i ! ! t
1 ! ] |
X &7 : , |
1 ! t N !
[ [ ' |
' ! [ !
| ' | |
1 ! ' 1
| i | I
. | | 3 3 3»:1:»:%
' : '

X {
b o e e (9 N O i

STRATUM 3: MAMLUK STRATUM 5: UMAYYAD

Fig. 6. Schematic plans of Area D showing relationship of principal loci in the Mamliik

and Umayyad strata. Key: Circled numerals refer to Square designations, boxed numerals

to walls, underlined numerals to surfaces, while numerals enclosed in triangles are
either cisterns or stairways.



186 LAWRENCE T. GERATY

continued use. Immediately to the east, deep foundationswere dug
for three walls (west, D.1:3=D.5:2; north, D.6:68; east, D.1:5=
D.6:3a) of a 6.00 x 9.00 m. vaulted room ca. 2.00 m. high, butted
up against Wall D.1:4b. The room, excavated in 1968'! and
1971,*% had a probable south window?? and a series of matching
Ayyibid/Mamlik earth (occupational ) and plaster layers; it could
be dated to ca. a.p. 1380 at the latest by coins in Cistern D.6:33'*
sealed by the original floor (D.1:20=D.6:31).1 Of its northern
wall (D.6:68), excavated in 1973, only the bottom two courses re-
mained, with no certain evidence of a doorway. The room could
have been open to the north—with no doorway as such—if it
belonged to a caravanserai-type complex around a courtyard
within the acropolis, in Area A. In any case, it contained evidence
for domestic usage.

The new gateway through Wall D.1:4b (partly in the west
balk) mentioned above, went through two phases, perhaps cor-
responding to the two phases (D.1:11, 13) of a plaster-floored
porch adjoining it to the south. This porch and Stairway D.2:7a
leading up to it from the south were flanked on the east by a
retaining wall (D.1:10a=D.2:12)® separating them from the
5.00 x 6.00 m. courtyard lying at the level from which Stair D.2:7a
rose (on exterior Surface D.2:8=0D.3:6/7). This southern ap-
proach to the acropolis—stairs, porch, and gateway—was but the
last rebuilding of a basic structure originating no later than the
Early Byzantine period (Stratum 7). This courtyard was bounded
on the west by retaining Wall D.1:10a=D.2:2, on the north by
Wall D.1:4, on the east by Wall D.2:9, and on the south by Wall

nIbid., pp. 197-202.

2 Geraty, “Heshbon 1971,” pp. 99-101.

 Bird, “Heshbon 1968,” pp. 201, 202.

#See Terian, “Heshbon 1971 Coins,” p. 40; discussed also in Sauer,
Heshbon Pottery 1971, pp. 57, 58.

® For a north section drawing through this room, see Geraty, “Heshbon
1971,” Fig. 4 (p. 90). '

16 “Heshbon 1968,” Pl. XX:B.
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D.2:3, which had a two-phase threshold corresponding to the
original level (D.1:21=D.2:10b) and resurfacing (D.1:17=
D.2:10a) of the courtyard (so called for lack of evidence of roof-
ing, though some evidence of domestic activity was found in
1968). Despite the good condition of the floor, its suggested use as
a parking place for horses outside the acropolis became reasonable
after two crescent-shaped iron horseshoes were found on Surface
D.1:17.17 In any case, Stratum 3 appeared to be the innovative
one within the period of the Ayyiabid/Mamlik occupation of
Area D18

Stratum 4: Ayyabid/Mamlak (13/14th Centuries A.D.)

Apparently no significant Ayyiibid/Mamlik construction took
place in Area D prior to Stratum 3. Wall D.1:4c of Stratum 4
was in disrepair, though its old gateway (probably partly buried)
opened on the acropolis, where Cisterns D.5:5 and D.6:33 were
in use.’® The latter was accessible also from the east through
Threshold 1 of Wall D.6:3b, the Byzantine wall underlying the
eastern wall of the vaulted room of Stratum 3. Surrounding these
cistern mouths, north of Wall D.1:4, were soil surfaces (D.1:12
and 22, D.5:8, and D.6:49) accumulated during the long post-
Stratum 5 gap. Contemporary soil layers south of Wall D.1:4
were not found, because of erosion or the extensive pits dug in
Squares D.2 and 3 prior to the courtyard construction of Stratum
3. Thus Stratum 4 was chiefly what the earliest Ayytbid/Mamlik
settlers found in Area D and used without significant structural
changes.

The absence of stratification, pottery, or coins from the 450 years
between Strata 4 and 5 in Area D, confirmed by sitewide negative
evidence, points to a long abandonment of Tell Hesbdn.

¥ Bird, “Heshbon 1968,” pp. 208, 209.

® A stone-for-stone plan of Squares D.1 and 2 in Stratum 3 appeared in
“Heshbon 1968,” Fig. 10 (opposite p. 176).

® For the coin evidence, cf. footnote 14.
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Stratum 5: Umayyad (a.p. 640-750)

Stratum 5 was essentially a continuation of Late Byzantine
Stratum 6, but with a major new adaptation of the floor space
north of Wall D.1:4 (see Fig. 6).2° Already present between that
wall and Wall D.5:12=D.6:55 to the north (the southern exterior
Byzantine church wall), was the fine flagstone floor of Courtyard
D.1:33/34=D.5:11 of Stratum 6. This floor had undoubtedly
extended eastward to boundary Wall D.6:56a until its northeast
quadrant had been robbed out in the Byzantine or the Early
Umayyad period. Perhaps at this time the huge architraves had
fallen on contemporary surfaces before the entrances through
Walls D.1:4c and D.6:56a, as well as other large and small archi-
tectural fragments—many of which were incorporated in the
building of Stratum 5. These Umayyad builders, since they used
in situ the remains of Stratum 6, were likely not responsible for the
preceding destruction. More probably it was the Persians who are
known to have destroyed many Palestinian Christian churches in
A.D. 614. If so, the Umayyad builders would then have patched
up Floor D.1:33/34=D.5:11 (burying numerous Byzantine glass
fragments in the process). For lack of pavers (as in the northeast
quadrant) they would have leveled up the courtyard with Soil
Layer D.5:13/15/24—=D.6:52/53=D.1:27/28/29.#* On this flag-
stone/packed-earth courtyard, between Cisterns D.5:5and D.6:33,
and butting up against the acropolis perimeter wall on the south
and the south wall of the church on the north, they built Walls
D.1:15=D.5:9 (west) and D.1:24=D.6:54 (east), forming a
3.50 x 7.00 m. room with a north entrance and west and east
exits to the cisterns. Fragments of marble slabs (screens?) in both
new walls may have come from the Area A church. The room’s
function was unknown, though evidence for domestic use was

2 See also “Heshbon 1968, Fig. 9 (p. 171), a stone-for-stone plan of
Stratum 5 in Square D.1 (except for the Strata 6/7 threshold).

2 For a photograph of how the courtyard may have looked after the floor
patching job but before the leveling up process, see “Heshhon 1971, P1. IX:A
(disregard later Stratum 3 wall at upper left).
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found on exterior Surface D.1:27/28, which gave access both to
Cistern D.6:33 and (through Wall D.6:3b’s narrow doorway) to
reused tessellated Floor D.6:23.

Wall D.1:4c’s gateway was provided with a new threshold,
raised probably to match the resurfaced Porch D.1:23=D.2:13a
on the south. This porch, with Wall D.1:10b on the east, may have
had its own stairs (not preserved ), but was more likely associated
with use of the series of Early Byzantine stairs of Stratum 7. All
further traces of Stratum 5 south of Wall D.1:4 were apparently
eroded during the post-Stratum 5 gap.

Stratum 6: Late Byzantine (a.p. 491-640)

Stratum 6 was closely related architecturally to Strata 5 and 7
(see Fig. 7). It was apparently a transition between the original
construction of the Christian church in Area A and its final alter-
ation. In Stratum 7 the space between Walls D.1:4 on the south
and D.5:12=D.6:55 on the north had been divided into three
sectors, each with its own surface. The builders of Stratum 6
decided to divide this space into only two and to pave with flag-
stones the western sector lying between the two doorways in Walls
D.1:4 and D.5:12=D.6.55; but at least three preliminary changes
were needed: First, east-west Wall D.5:27=D.6:70, about
midway between Walls D.1:4 and D.5:12=D.6:55, had to be
dismantled before paving the courtyard (unless it was only one
course high and served as a mosaic border, like similar Wall
D.6:3c). Second, for the courtyard’s eastern border, Wall D.6:56a
had to be built over Wall D.6:56b in the north and extended south
to Wall D.1:4 over limestone-tiled Floor D.1:41. Third, from an
existing downspout emptying into Catch Basin D.5:31 at the
western juncture of Walls D.5:12=D.6:55 and D.6:56, a new
water channel (D.6:63) replacing one (D.5:20) formerly leading
to Cistern D.5:5, was built in a reverse S curve eastward into
Cistern D.6:63 (cf. Pl. VI:B). The old Channel D.5:20 possibly
belonged to an earlier phase of Stratum 6, but more probably
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.

STRATUM 6: LATE BYZ ANTINE STRATUM 7: EARLY BYZANTINE

Fig. 7. Schematic plans of Area D showing relationship of principal loci in the Late and

Early Byzantine strata. Key: Circled numerals refer to Square designations, boxed

numerals to walls, underlined numerals to surfaces, numerals with a double underlining

refer to pavements or floors, while numerals enclosed in triangles are either cisterns
or stairways.
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to Stratum 7. The above three changes enabled Stratum 6 builders
to pave with giant flagstones (many 1.00 x .50 m.) the entire
Courtyard D.1:33/34=D.5:11 between Walls D.1:4, D.5:12=
D.6:55, and D.6:56a. This last wall provided an exit leading to
Cistern D.6:33 and to associated soil Surfaces D.6:57-59=D.1:36,
40, probably an occupational build-up on Surface D.6:5la=D.1:
41. Thence a flight of 2.00-m.-long steps led through Wall D.6:3c

to reach tessellated Floor D.6:23, undoubtedly reused from
Stratum 7. '

The Stratum 7 gateway in Wall D.1:4c continued in use ap-
parently unaltered. Outside its threshold, the porch at the head
of the Stratum 7 stair was resurfaced (D.1:30=D.2:13b) and
narrowed by a new boundary/retaining wall (D.1:10b). Since no
other stairs were found, Stratum 6 seemed to have reused the
Stratum 7 stairway(s). No Stratum 6 structures or soil layers
were found south of Wall D.1:4c and east of the D.2 stairway
complex; they must have been lost by pitting or erosion during
the post-Stratum 5 gap. The Stratum 6 finds in Area D most
likely came from a major remodeling of the church and its re-
lated structures.

Stratum 7: Early Byzantine (a.p. 324-491)

Stratum 7 represented a radical alteration of the acropolis and
its southern approach in Area D (see Fig. 7), especially north of
Wall D.1:4. The natural (?) entrance to Cistern D.5:5 may have
been vaulted at this time,?2 while the neck of Cistern D.6:33 was.
enclosed by four rectangular stones placed stretcher-style around
the mouth (instead of the header-style eight-stone arrangement
of the earlier strata). The changes seemed to be connected with
the building of a basilica-type Christian church on the acropolis.
All excavated parts of this church lay in Area A, however, except
its southern exterior Wall D.5:12=D.6:55 and related features.
The 8.00 m. length of this wall excavated in Area D, six courses

2 See “Heshbon 1971,” Pl. IX:B.
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high and two rows thick, appeared in three structural phases:
Phase C, the bottom two courses, of large, rough field stones set
on bedrock, probably foundational, conceivably the remnant of
an earlier wall; Phase B, the first well-dressed course; then
Phase A, the top three preserved courses, of slightly narrower
stones. In the balk between Squares D.5 and 6, the lowest course
of the upper phase served as a threshold, perhaps for a minor
entrance to the south aisle of the church (as opposed to the wider
entrance ca. 2.50 m. west). Where Wall D.6:55 crossed over
Cistern D.6:33, next to the cistern neck, it contained a blocked-in
structural arch 1.75 m. high, spanning 2.75 m. at its base. The
arch undoubtedly served to spread the weight of the church’s
structure rather than rest it on the cistern ceiling. Wall D.5:12=
D.6:55 was not dismantled but the adjoining soil layers, including
Foundation Trench D.6:76, all the way to its bedrock base were
Early Byzantine.

Probably bonded to Wall D.6:55 at its eastern end was Wall
D.6:3c, running south 2.50 m. to abut Wall D.6:19¢, which ran
east and out of Square D.6. Accommodated to these latter two
walls (also to an unexcavated wall ca. .75 m. east of the east balk)
was tessellated Floor D.6:23; apparently this was a vestry just
south of the apse.?® Wall D.6:3c contained a flight of 2.00-m.-
long steps leading up to the location of Cistern D.6:33. At this
level the Stratum 7 builders divided the space between the
acropolis perimeter wall and the southern exterior church wall
into three sectors by constructing two new walls in or close to the
balks of Squares D.1, 5, and 6. Wall D.6:70=D.5:27, one course
high, one row thick, of well-dressed, tightly-fitting stones all set as
headers, was founded on the Late Roman Surface D.1:44—
D.6:69 of Stratum 8 and ran east-west in the balk separating
Square D.1 from Squares D.5 and 6; though its purpose was
unclear, it separated contemporary and similar Floor D.6:6la
to the northeast and Floor D.1:41 to the south. Running from

B For a fuller description and photographs, see Geraty, “Heshbon 1971,”
pp- 105, 106, and Pl. X:A, B.
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this wall to the church’s south wall (D.5:12=D.6:55) just
east of the west balk of Square D.6, was Wall D.6:56b,
two rows thick but one course high, obviously a different
and earlier phase of Wall D.6:56a. Both these new walls were
bonded with rough, clayey red soil that adhered to the sides of the
stones. As mentioned, Surface D.6:6la was the floor for this
northeast sector; yellowish, clayey, and extremely hard in places,
it lay over D.6:62, a crumbly, rust-colored layer. This floor and
its make-up corresponded in texture and level to D.1:41, the well
preserved dolomitic limestone tile floor with its reddish mortar
base (D.1:43) south of Wall D.6:70=D.5:27.2¢

The third sector created by the two new walls (D.6:70=D.5:27
and D.6:56b) corresponded to the space of our Square D.5 and
its east balk. In Stratum 6 the western half of this sector was
covered by Flagstone Floor D.5:11 which, on the request of the
national Department of Antiquities, was not dismantled; here
the underlying earlier strata were not excavated. Yet certain
features can be described: The downspout and predecessor of
Catch Basin D.5:31 mentioned above (Stratum 6), evidently part
of the church’s original construction in Stratum 7, emptied
into .40-m.-deep Channel D.5:20, stone lined and carefully
cemented, which would have carried rain water to Cistern
D.5:5 (see Pl. VI:B). Whether it was built covered or open was
not learned. Adjoining both channel walls and covering the rest of
the sector was a yellowish-green, clayey surface (D.5:19/22/
23/26)—very similar in texture and certainly contemporary with

* See the fuller description in Geraty, “Heshbon 1971,” pp. 92, 93. In 1971,
Coin No. 168, a Roman aes IV type of the 4th-5th centuries A.p., was found in
Floor D.1:41, agreeing well with its attribution to Stratum 7 (Terian,
“Heshbon 1971 Coins,” p. 35, n. 8). In 1973, Coin (Object Registry) No.
1643, dated to the reign of Justinian I (A.n. 527-565), was recorded as found
in mint condition in D.1:43 next to wall D.6:70 (Terian, “Heshbon 1973
Coins,” AUSS, forthcoming). Obviously this presented a problem; on
stratigraphic and ceramic grounds, these walls and associated soil layers
could not be attributed to Stratum 6 as required by the Justinian coin. Tt
was therefore interpreted as intrusive, especially since it came from balk
removal directly under the projected course of Stratum 6 Wall D.6:56a.
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floor Surfaces D.6:6la and D.1:41 already described. Before the
laying of this floor the mouth of Cistern D.5:5, probably an
enlarged and deepened natural cave (entered laterally from the
east), was altered. Probably the Stratum 7 builders walled up
the natural cave entrance with Wall D.6:56c which was set
turther to the west than Walls D.6:56a and b, then covering the
entire mouth with a vaulted ceiling of cut stones, left only the
vertical entrance at the top.2? Where probed, all these features
were dated Early Byzantine. '

In Stratum 7, two (preserved) courses of finely cut and fitted
limestone blocks were added to the giant field stones of Wall
D.1:4d.26 The gateway of this new phase (Wall D.1:4c), a fine
example of the mason’s skill, was maintained, reused and rebuilt
through all later strata.?” To the south, outside the gate, plastered
Surface D.1:31=0D.2:20 formed a kind of porch at the head of a
stairway, or a series of stairways, running down further to the
south—presumably (though the robbed-out lower stairs had to
be projected) until they met a series of superimposed plaster
and soil layers in the southwestern quadrant of Square D.3 which
could clearly be related to similar soil layers in Square B.3
described in 1971.28 There the layers were interpreted as resur-
facings of an Early Roman-Early Byzantine roadway that ap-
proached the tell from either west or south. Though Layer D.3:12
could be identified with Layer B.3:2 (Area B, Stratum 5), and
Layer D.3:13 with Layer B.3:3 (Area B, Stratum 6), the under-
lying layers of Square D.3 were not as readily identifiable with
those of Square B.3. In a general way, however, the following
loci could be correlated: Layer D.3:21/22/24% with Layers B.3:5-

% See “Heshbon 1971,” Pl. IX:B.

% More fully described in Bird, “Heshbon 1968,” pp. 170, 175, 176, and
Fig. 9, p. 171 (Wall D.1:4c only; construction to the left belongs to later
strata).

= Ibid., p. 177.

# Sauer, “Heshbon 1971,” pp. 48-57.

® Locus D.3:24 contained Coin (Object Registry) No. 1525, dated to the

reign of Valentinian TT (a.p. 875-392) by Terian, “Heshbon 1973 Coins,” AUSS,
forthcoming.
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21 (Area B, Stratum 7); Layer D.3:25/32 with Layers B.3:22-23
(Area B, Stratum 8); and Layer D.3:33 (an extensive Early Byzan-
tine yellowish huwwar layer with many plaster fragments)
with Layers B.3:24-25 (Area B, Stratum 9). The contemporary
surfaces east of the stairway/roadway sector in Squares D.2 and 3
were not recovered, probably because of erosion or pitting.

Details of stairway reconstruction in Square D.2 were difficult
to recover, primarily because the stratigraphy was so complex;
but after meticulous work the following interpretation became
clear: South of Wall D.1:4c, under Porch D.1:31=D.2:20, lay
“Wall” D.1:37=D.2:25 (first designated D.2:2b in 1968). Its
exposed 5.80 m. length, one course high, one row wide, when
traced diagonally from just below the D.l:4c gateway to the
center of the Square D.2 stairway complex, proved to be rather
the covering stones for well-constructed Water Channel D.1:58=
D.2:30 (cf. P1. VIII:A for a view of this and other features dis-
cussed below). The channel was narrower in the north as it
passed through Wall D.1:4, under the threshold, probably lead-
ing from Cistern D.5:5; on stratigraphic evidence the channel
formed part of the Stratum 7 D.1:4c gateway. Further, its central
portion, founded on plaster Surface D.2:33 (overlying Late
Roman loci), cut Late Roman Stairway D.2:32, and its southern
end passed off the highest visible course of stone Stair D.2:34
(Early Byzantine, see below).

Already in 1968 at least three phases in this stairway complex
were noted, the latest (D.2:7a) dated Ayyabid/Mamluk.® In
1973 three further stairs (besides D.2:7a) were identified,
dismantled, and dated. The latest was Stair D.2:7b whose steps
were accommodated and even bonded to the western side of the
central portion of Channel D.1:58=D.2:30 and aligned to its
angle, and thus contemporary with it. The second stair identified
was D.2:34 (noted merely as “sub-7” in 1968), the lowest of
all of them. Its steps were of rectangular stones laid end to end

» Bird, “Heshbon 1968,” pp. 209, 210.
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lengthwise in three staggered rows. It obviously superseded, and
perhaps repaired, the third stairway, Late Roman Stair D.2:32
(of Stratum 8; see below)—at least on the south end. Strati-
graphically and ceramically dated Early Byzantine Stair D.2:34
could have come from an earlier phase in Stratum 7 than Channel
D.1:58=D.2:30, for instance.

Stratum 8: Late Roman (a.p. 193P-324) !

Stratum 8 represented another radical change in the acropolis
and its southern access route in Area D, second only to what
followed in Stratum 7 (see Fig. 8). Indicative of major building
north of Wall D.1:4d was a 1.25 m. deep rubble fill with rocks,
gravel, loose dirt, air pockets, and 32 pails of sherds from a 3.00 x
3.00 m. sector alone. A similar fill, also ceramically dated Late
Roman, was found north of Wall D.6:19d to the northeast of
Square D.1. Was this rubble fill to level the sector over the newly
constructed vaulted ceiling over Cistern D.5:5 as was suggested
in 1971, or was it (as now seems more likely) a part of a larger
operation turning the acropolis summit into a platform for an
important public building? Beaten Surface D.1:44=D.6:69 cov-
ered this fill and surrounded the neck of Cistern D.6:33 (with its
header, or petal, arrangement of curb stones probably built in
Stratum 10). Features of Stratum 8 along the west balks of Squares
D.1 and 5, including the mouth. of Cistern D.5:5, were not
uncovered since they lay below the unexcavated Stratum 6
flagstone floor.

Wall D.1:4d, the bottom four (irregular) courses of rough
field boulders chinked with smaller stones that underlay the
Stratum 7 rebuild, must date from Stratum 10 at the latest;
their use in Stratum 8 was not clear since any higher courses
were apparently destroyed in the Early Byzantine rebuild. Only
south of Early Roman Wall D.2:21/26 were Stratum 8 loci again

# This chronological division at A.p. 193 for the two Late Roman strata in
Area D rests on Sauer’s suggestion for contemporary Stratum 10 in Area B;

see his Heshbon Pottery 1971, p. 29.
» Geraty, “Heshbon 1971, p. 111.
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found, associated with the remnants of Stairway D.2:32 (men-
tioned above). This stair had a central level strip of stone paving/
terracing, visible even before the removal of Stair D.2:34, with
three low shallow steps to the north (cf. PL VIII:A) and two more
steps to the south. The stones were laid crosswise, their long
sides together, with a consistent tread of .20 m. Stairway D.2:32
was clearly more extensive than the six preserved courses since
it had certainly been robbed away to the north, east, and south.
The extensive make-up (nearly 2.00 m. deep) for D.2:32 (D.2:35,
36, 40 and 43) was filled with characteristic architectural frag-
ments and many Late Roman sherds.? This whole build-up for the
Stratum 8 stairway complex was laid up against Wall D.2:21/26
to the north and presumably originally went on over it to Wall
D.1:4d. The southward extension of D.2:32 had been robbed
away; but in the center of Square D.3, ca. 4 m. to the south, were
found three preserved courses of Stairway D.3:39, of identical
construction; its profile, when computed from the tread and
depth and projected upward, matched and would have met
(if the intervening steps had not been robbed away) this Stair-
way D.2:32. The three steps of the broad Stair D.3:39 extended
east out of the west balk ca. 5.20 m. to north-south Wall D.3:16,
its eastern boundary (cf. Pl. VII:A)—a large, apparently one-row
wide wall founded on bedrock, probably into both north and south
balks, but badly destroyed in its upper courses (perhaps origi-
nally faced with finished slabs covering its boulder-and-chink-
stone construction ). Where the bottom step met Wall D.3:16, it
was surmounted by a beveled cornerstone. In the debris just
above it another unique architectural member was found, of the
dimensions and cut of an ideal corresponding capital for a
balustrade beginning at the beveled cornerstone and running
north up the steps along Wall D.3:16 (Pl. VII:B). Under and

3 This make-up included Coin (Object Registry) No. 1647, dated to the
reign of Trajan (a.np. 98-117), according to Terian, “Heshbon 1973 Coins,”
AUSS, forthcoming; it was obviously earlier than the dominant Late Roman
pottery found there.
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north of Stair D.3:39 was an extensive 2.00 m. deep Late Roman
fill containing characteristic architectural fragments similar to
those in the make-up for Stairway D.2:32. Thus a number of facts
argue that Stairs D.2:32 and D.2:39 were one. Built with such
grand proportions, it must have led to an important public build-
ing on the acropolis—possibly the predecessor(s) of the Byzantine
Church in Area A. This stairway was approached from the south
by a series of superimposed hard huwwar-surfaced layers, the
original probably being Surface D.3:44. Further excavation may
connect these with the Area B roadway series. Square D.3 re-
mained unexcavated east of Wall D.3:16.

Stratum 9: Late Roman (a.p. 135-193P)%

The only good evidence for a pre-Stratum 8 Late Roman
stratum was found in Square D.3. Immediately under Stair D.3:39
and its associated surfaces, and running the full 6.00 m. along the
west balk, were found three courses of Wall D.3:47 (cf. PL. VII:A).
The upper preserved courses (D.3:47a) included a threshold
and doorway in the south portion, opening in to the east, and part
of a doorway near the north balk. Associated with this phase of
the wall (only south of Steps D.3:39) was a hard brown earth
Surface D.3:49, laid up to the level of the threshold stone itself
and thus presumably the floor of a Late Roman building that was
destroyed by the builders of Stratum 8.

Stratum 10: Early Roman (63 B.C.-aD. 135)

The evidence from 1973 indicated that Stratum 10, too, was
an innovative one, but until further excavation takes place,
particularly in Squares D.2 and 3, conclusions must remain
tentative (see Fig. 8.). North of Wall D.1:4d the picture was
very similar to Stratum 8: Early Roman Surface D.1:49=
D.6:44=D.6:71, just above bedrock, seemed to be associated
with the new header-type construction around the mouth of

* For A.D. 193 see Sauer, Heshbon Pottery 1971, p. 29.
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Cistern D.6:33. The latter was connected by a subterranean
channel to interconnected Cisterns D.6:47 and 48 (last used in
Stratum 10) in a manner already described in 1971.3°

The construction date of Wall D.1:4d was an interesting puzzle.
In 1971, since the earliest soil layers on bedrock north of it were
Early Roman, it was then thought to be Early Roman also.3¢
But in 1973, below clear Early Roman Soil Layers D.1:53, 55/56a
(up against the south face of Wall D.1:4d), a series of soil layers
1.50 m. deep to bedrock (D.1:56 Hell., 59, and 60) produced 37
(mostly full) pails of only Late Hellenistic and Iron II sherds!
There were only two alternatives: either (a) D.1:4d was a Roman
wall, with Roman surfaces north of it and a Roman fill of Hellen-
istic material south of it, or (b) it was a Hellenistic wall with
Hellenistic build-up on both faces originally, with the Hellenistic
remains to the north cleared away to bedrock when the wall was
rebuilt by the Romans during their restructuring of the acropolis.
Against hypothesis (a): There were no tip lines or other evidence
that the Hellenistic layers were a Roman fill (unless the many
scattered tabun fragments are so considered), nor any tell-tale
Roman sherds; further, why would fill be dumped outside a
perimeter wall? Only if used in building a casemate-type fortifica-
tion using Wall D.2:21/26 as the outside or retaining wall. In
- favor of (a): This latter wall, running the full length of, and
partially in, D.2’s north balk was three rows thick, slanting to the
north as it rose from a lower bedrock shelf than that on which
Wall D.1:4d stood. Its inner, northern face was battered against
the Early Roman and Hellenistic layers just described (cf. P1. VIII:
B); the outer, southern face, built of smaller stones with traces
of cement, was laid against the central row as though to
strengthen it. The dismantled portion of each row dated Early
Roman. Whether contemporary with or later than Wall D.1:4d,
this Stratum 10 wall was clearly a retaining wall outside the huge
acropolis perimeter wall. Its upper courses were apparently

% Geraty, “Heshbon 1971,” pp. 107, 108, and Fig. 6 (p. 102).
® Ibid.,, p. 94.
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cut away on the west for Channel D.2:30=D.1:58 of Stratum 7
and were robbed away on the east by a huge Ayyiibid/Mamlik
pit. Near the west balk and bonded to the south face of Wall
D.2:21 was a wall two rows thick, five courses high, running
south ca. 2.00 m., then robbed away. Only future excavation will
show whether it continued south to Stratum 10 Wall D.3:47b, the
lower phase of Stratum 9 Wall D.3:47a. Associated with the
former was the earliest surface (DD.3:52/60) extending throughout
the excavated portions of Square D.3. In the southwest quadrant,
Surface D.3:52 covered huge chunks of bedrock (some of which
may once have covered caves but were) now tipped at various
angles, perhaps by an earthquake during the Early Roman
period;®” and in the northwest quadrant, Surface D.3:60 covered
a stone slab wall (D.3:63) that protected the mouth of unexca-
vated Cistern D.3:57. Any Stratum 10 remains in the eastern
parts of Squares D.2 and 3 await further excavation.

Stratum 11: Late Hellenistic (198-63 B.c.)

Only bits and pieces of a Hellenistic stratum could be put
together—because of both ancient destruction and our unfinished
excavation. North of Wall D.1:4 most of the cisterns probably
either existed or were constructed during the period of Stratum
11. In Square D.6, one surface (D.6:72) and one possible wall
(D.6:75) were found. The possible Hellenistic data for Wall
D.1:4d has been discussed above. On the narrow bedrock shelf
south of Wall D.1:4d, a giant boulder resting on a one-row thick
wall at first blocked the entrance to Cave D.1:63 which was later
found to have been carved out of bedrock and plastered. Sherds
in its first soil layer were Hellenistic; discovery of its full extent
and function awaits futher excavation.

Stratum 12: Iron Age
No pre-Hellenistic architectural evidence was found in Area D,

%1 See Sauer, “Heshbon 1971,” p. 50.
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though abundant Iron Age sherds (primarily 7th/6th centuries
B.C.) in mixed loci attested an occupation in the vicinity.

In conclusion, it is interesting to note that from the Ayyibid/
Mamliik Stratum 1 back to at least the Early Byzantine Stratum
7, most of our evidence lay north of Wall D.1:4, perhaps because
the acropolis approach was less important in those periods, but
more likely because a slope suffers erosion of its top layers, since
from Early Byzantine Stratum 7 back at least to Early Roman
Stratum 10 we found more extensive remains south of Wall D.1:4.



NECROPOLIS AREA F

DEWEY M. BEEGLE
Wesley Theological Seminary, Washington, D.C.

The eight tombs excavated were all in the Necropolis Area F,
about 660 meters southwest of the acropolis (see Fig. 1). Five
were clustered to the north and northwest of the swinging-door
Tomb F.5 (see Fig. 9), and the other three about 105 meters
southwest of it.

Of the two basic tomb types, the more common was the
vertical-shaft tomb. The simpler form of this was a rectangular
shaft cut vertically into the limestone, much like an ordinary
grave today. The more complex form had a deep shaft which
widened out near the bottom on each long side into a small
arcosolium-like alcove, with a curved or arched ceiling. A rec-
tangular grave was cut into the floor of each alcove. The upper
part of the shaft was cut out a little wider. On the ledge thus
formed, stone slabs were laid and covered with earth to ground
level. The second basic type was the chamber tomb with loculi.
Entrance was through a doorway and down steps leading into a
main chamber with a square, shallow central pit. The graves
consisted of a number of loculi, shafts cut horizontally into three
walls at floor level and extending lengthwise at right angles to
the walls. .

In order to gain as accurate a picture as possible of the history
of each tomb, great care was taken to excavate the earth fill
stratigraphically. Then the fill was sifted locus by locus for pot-
tery, objects, and bones.

At the beginning of the season, in preparation for continuing
the work of 1971, Philip Hammond and his University of Utah
team conducted magnetometer and resistivity tests in a sector
10 x 30 m., running northeast to southwest, just to the west of

203
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Tomb F.5. The magnetometer survey results were not useful,
but the resistivity chart indicated three or four likely tomb
locations.

Tombs F.11a and F.11b.—One of the best prospects for finding
other tombs was a sector northwest of Tomb F.5. Moving the 1971
dump north of this tomb revealed two vertical shafts, c. 50 m.
deep, to bedrock. The dominant and latest pottery in each was
Byzantine. The absence of bones indicated that the shafts were
never used as graves, or were thoroughly cleaned out before filling.

Tomb F.12.—During excavation near the bottom of Tomb F.11a,
hollow sounds indicated a chamber of some sort underneath.
When a probe was made from the ground surface north of F.11a,
a vertical-shaft Tomb F.12 was uncovered (see Fig. 9), filled
with two separate Byzantine layers of soil (with bone fragments)
sealing both graves. It is possible that during the Byzantine period
the bones from F.lla and F.11b were deposited in F.12 to
prevent further desecration and then covered with earth. Analysis
of the thoroughly disarticulated bones in the graves indicated
at least thirteen burials (nine adults and four children). One
child’s skull had the unusual feature of a vertical frontal suture.
This could indicate a relationship to the family group buried in
rolling-stone Tomb F.1, where six of the individuals (children
and adults) had this rare cranial feature.

The pottery of both graves in F.12 was Byzantine or earlier.
Four unreadable, lepton-like Roman coins were found. Their
presence may reflect the Graeco-Roman custom of putting a coin
in the mouth to pay Charon for ferrying the shade across the Styx.
The bottom of the shaft, not used as a grave, yielded a crushed
Late Roman lamp.

The coins and lamp date the construction and first use of the
tomb in the late Roman period. After some reuse the tomb was
robbed in either the very late Roman or the early Byzantine
period. Later the two graves and the bottom of the shaft were
filled; later yet, still within the Byzantine period, the tomb was
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filled completely. There was no indication of later reopening.

Quarry F.13 and Tomb F.14—Under the dump north of Tomb
F.5 was found a north-south cut in the bedrock. A probe, labeled
F.13, turned out to be a rock-and-earth-filled quarry. However,
at its bottom was a breakthrough into a tomb chamber. This was
not far from Tomb F.5, where in the process of excavation in 1971
the floor in the northwest corner of the main chamber gave way
and revealed a small hollow chamber. Investigation in 1973 proved
it to be the loculus of another tomb. Its western end had been
blocked by large stones. Now a trench west of F.5 allowed location
of the entrance of this Tomb, F.14.

A stepped entranceway behind the large slab that sealed Tomb
F.14 was filled solid. At the left (north) of the entrance in the
main chamber was a mound of rocky fill. Layers of soil covered it
and filled the rest of the chamber up to the ceiling. Rodent tun-
nels, interlacing the fill, had caused some bone disturbance and
mixing of small sherds among the layers. The tomb had
three loculi each on the south, east, and north sides. These were
numbered counterclockwise from south to north. In the southeast
corner, Loculi 3 and 4 were blocked off by the large stones dis-
covered from the breakthrough from Tomb F.5. Other stones
above them indicated that they were shoring to prevent the
collapse of the ceiling (Plate IX:A).

Underneath the fill on the north side of the chamber was a
thick layer of limestone from a massive collapse of the ceiling.
At the northeast corner of the chamber was the breakthrough
from the bottom of the Quarry F.13. Because the rocky fill in the
north half of the chamber continued up through the large hole
where the ceiling had once collapsed, excavation of Quarry F.13
was continued to the west to remove the fill over the tomb,
thereby lessening the danger of collapse while digging from
inside the tomb.

Two crushed, but restorable, two-handled Byzantine pots were
found under the fill in front of Loculus 2, and a whole carinated
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Byzantine bowl was discovered under the limestone roof fall in
front of Loculus 7. All the pottery of the pit! was Byzantine.

Loculi 1 and 2, filled with earth, contained no objects or bones;
they were probably never used as graves. Fill from the main
chamber spilled partly into Loculi 5-9, blocking the entrances.

Loculi 5-8 contained some bones, apparently one burial in each,
but they were very friable. Further, they lay under slabs of lime-
stone which had pulled loose from the ceilings of the loculi,
apparently when the chamber ceiling collapsed. Loculus 9, which
had no bones, had a small hole in the rear, opening into a loculus
of another tomb.

Although loculus-type tombs were in style during the Early
Roman period, exemplified by Tombs F.1, F.6, and F.8, excavated
in 1971, the pottery evidence of Tomb F.14 quite conclusively
dates its latest use in the Byzantine period. Tombs F.14 and F.6
are similar in size, in having nine loculi similarly oriented, and
in having no stones sealing the loculi. One clear difference is that
while Tomb F.6 had four lamp niches cut above the loculi, two
with “Herodian” lamps still in situ, Tomb F.14 had no lamp
niches, and no lamps or lamp fragments.

Assuming that Tomb F.14 was later than Tomb F.5, apparently
one of the workmen cutting out Loculus 3 of Tomb F.14 cut
through the rock of the ceiling and into the chink stones and fill
under the north end of the threshold stone of Tomb F.5. To
prevent ceiling collapse, Loculus 3 was filled with earth, and then
stone shoring was installed, thereby blocking access to Loculi 3
and 4. The fact that the east edge of the central pit was jogged
slightly to the west, to clear the northernmost base-stone of the
shoring, was taken as an indication that the shoring was con-
structed before the completion of the tomb.

11t should be noted that in the preliminary report on Area ¥ in 1971,
this type of pit was interpreted “as a sump, so that water seepage would
not affect the burials” (4USS, 11 [1973]: 115 and note 5). Since some of the
Hesbdn tomb loculi, especially in F.18, sloped away from the center and

showed evidence of pools that had formed over the years, this interpretation
may not be valid.
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Evidently only one burial had been deposited in each of Loculi
5-8 when portions of the ceiling collapsed. It was difficult to ascer-
tain whether robbers had gained entry before the collapse.
Though this cave-in could have resulted from the work in the
quarry above, the thickness of the roof fall suggested a severe
tremor as the cause (perhaps the great earthquake of a.p. 365).

Not long after, the rocky fill was dumped into the tomb and the
quarry above. The fill spilled into the northern loculi and formed
a mound up to the ceiling break. In addition, earth layers were
spread to the east and south of the rocky fill, some of them
running into the loculi. Several centuries later, during the
Ayyubid/Mamlak period, the tomb was discovered and filled to
the ceiling. Then the entranceway was filled with earth, the stone
slab sealed in place, and the antechamber filled in. Islamic concern
to prevent desecration of the dead probably accounted for the care
in filling and sealing the tomb.

Tombs F.15 and F.17—While the main crew was searching for
the entrance to Tomb F.14, Helmi Musa, a Ta‘amireh bedouin,
was assigned to probe for other tombs. About 105 m. south-
west of Tomb F.14 he uncovered vertical-shaft Tomb F.15
(Plate X:B). Probably because the north alcove had broken into
the chamber of another tomb, no alcove was cut into the south
face. The absence of bones or objects may indicate that the tomb
was never used. The pottery in the fill, Byzantine and earlier, ap-
parently dates the tomb in the Byzantine period.

A probe to the north of Tomb F.15 uncovered F.17, another
vertical-shaft tomb (PL X:B). Both alcoves, thoroughly disturbed,
yielded some bone fragments, but no objects. In the bottom of the
shaft the lack of bones or objects indicated no burial. The pottery,
none later than Byzantine in either the shaft or side graves, indi-
cated Byzantine construction and use—earlier, however, than
Tomb F.15. At least one individual was buried in each grave, but
the thorough disturbance of the interior made it uncertain whether
there were more than one. Tomb F.17, though designed like the
Late Roman Tomb F.12, contained no lamps or lamp fragments.
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Tomb F.16.—A few meters west of Tombs F.15 and F.17, at the
base of the limestone terrace into which they were cut, Helmi
Musa found vertical-shaft Tomb F.16, with a partly articulated
skeleton in the east grave. Beneath were other skeletons, badly
decomposed and mixed, which could not be accurately
separated. Four unreadable coins were found. Bone analysis
indicated five individuals in the east grave: the uppermost, a
male, aged about 18 or 19, and, beneath him two adult males
and two infants. The adults lay one on top of the other, separated
by thin layers of earth.

The west grave contained the thoroughly disturbed bones of
four adults, a child and an infant. One of the skulls had a vertical
frontal suture like the child in Tomb F.12. Objects found included
some jewelry, two whole glass vases, a Byzantine unguentarium,
one Late Roman coin, and one (Object No. 15293) of Honorius,
A.D. 395-423, early Byzantine. This legible coin and all the pottery
indicated that the tomb was used in the Early Byzantine period
and reused over a number of years.

The bottom of the shaft, without bones or objects, was probably
never a grave.

Tomb F.18—From the photographs and inspections made
through the enlarged breakthrough from Loculus 9 in Tomb F.14
(Plate IX:B) it was possible to estimate the size of Tomb F.18.
Our north-south probe trench intersected the rectangular ante-
chamber with the sealing stone chinked in place. The stepped
entranceway was packed with earth fill, but inside the
chamber the fill, unlike that in Tomb F.14, sloped downward
away from the entrance on all sides. Another mound of fill in the
southeast corner had resulted from soil washed down through
rodent tunnels in the ceiling. The back of Loculus 5 had some
earth fill from the breakthrough from Loculus 9 of Tomb F.14.
Over the eastern two-thirds of the chamber a thick layer of lime-
stone roof fall separated the fill in the pit from the later layers
above.
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Loculus 1 held the bones of one adult, and one gold earring.
The rest of the loculi (2-4) on the south side had no bones, but
they may have been removed previously because a number of
bones were found scattered along the south side of the pit.
Loculus 3 had the largest collection of artifacts in the whole tomb
(jewelry together with a number of whole pottery and glass
vessels). Loculi 5-8, on the east side, had at least one adult
burial in each grave, but two of them were buried with the feet
toward the opening and the other two with the head toward the
opening. Loculi 9-12, on the north side, sloped down away from
the tomb center (P1X:A), and Loculus 10 showed marks indicat-
ing that pools of water had formed at various times. Early burials
in each loculus had been pushed to the rear in preparation for
later burials, but such were not found in Loculi 9 and 12. The bone
fragments in Loculus 9 did not comprise a complete skeleton.
Either they were deposited in it from elsewhere in the tomb, or
the skull and long bones had been removed. The practice of
preserving the bones after the decay of the flesh was widespread
during the Early Roman period in Palestine, but there was no
clear evidence of this custom at Heshbon in Roman times. The
infant bones in the Early Roman pot of Loculus 5 indicated
concern, though the practice, if such it was, differed from usual
patterns.

Tomb F.18 was well cut, with large loculi, most of which
measured .50 x 1.00 x 2.00 m. The construction and first use of
the tomb in the Early Roman period was quite evident from the
three pots, two lamps, and six (Nabatean) coins, the latter from
the reign of Aretas IV (9 B.c.-a.p. 40). Some of the glass vases
found in the tomb may have come from this time. It was not
possible to say how many of the loculi were used as graves in this
period, since some of the pottery came from the main chamber.
Moreover, some vessels may have been moved from one loculus
to another. In general, however, it appeared that later users
respected previous burials and artifacts (e.g. the infant bones in
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the Early Roman pot). Whether robbers entered the tomb in the
Early Roman period was uncertain.

A cooking pot, cup, unguentarium, and lamps indicated clearly
that the tomb was used again in the Late Roman period. Pottery
in the upper layers of the pit showed that the ceiling fell in near
the end of the Late Roman or early in the Byzantine period. The
amount of limestone roof fall (plus that in some of the loculi)
indicated a rather severe disturbance, though with less destruction
than in Tomb F.14. It is quite possible that the severe earthquake
of a.p. 365 was responsible for the collapse of the ceilings in both
Tomb F.14 and Tomb F.18.

Some whole Byzantine vessels (two-handled pot and trumpet-
base lamp) and single gold earrings in four separated loculi? indi-
cated use also in the Byzantine period. When it was decided to
abandon the tomb, earth fill in two layers, consistently Byzantine,
was deposited, but whether at the same time is not certain.
Locus F.18:6 contained some Umayyad and also Ayyubid/
Mamlik sherds. These, if not intrusive, would indicate that both
topmost layers were deposited between a.p. 1187 and 1441. There
was no evidence that the tomb was reused during this period,
though apparently someone discovered the tomb and made an
inspection. Since the Byzantine fill did not cover the entrance
completely, more was added. Unlike Tomb F.14, however, F.18
was not filled to the ceiling, but to the top of the inside entrance;
the entranceway was packed solidly, the seal slab chinked into
place, and the antechamber filled in. The tomb escaped sub-
sequent disturbance until the official tomb excavators of 1973
came on the scene.

2The Amman Museum has similar earrings from Jerash dated 5th-6th
century A.n. Since, as in Tomb F.18, only one earring was found with each
burial, it was apparently a Byzantine custom to bury the deceased with a
single earring.






SOUNDINGS — AREA G

DEWEY M. BEEGLE
Wesley Theological Seminary, Washington, D.C.

Square G.1.—~There was some evidence to indicate that early
periods of ancient towns often saw occupation on the eastern
side of the mound. Since no Squares had been opened on that side
of Tell Hesbdn, it seemed wise to have a sounding there to check
the occupation sequence and compare it with data elsewhere on
the mound. Square G.1, a probe 3.00 x 3.00 m., was opened on a
terrace about 44 m. southeast of D.4 (see Fig. 1).

Considering the purpose of the sounding, the site selected
presented some early inconveniences because of a series of super-
imposed walls and cobblestone surfaces in the north half of the
Square, all the way from topsoil to bedrock. Portions of these
served as a built-in stairway for the excavating crew, but the
limited working space south of them provided too little evidence
to explain adequately their context and functions. The nature of a
sounding did not permit sufficient scope to work out precisely
the more complex relationships among the various loci. Neverthe-
less, the broad outlines of the occupation history of this sector of
Hesbdn were clearly identified.

A number of layers and wall fragments attested a substantial
Islamic settlement during the Ayyiibid/Mamlik period. Though
Byzantine occupation was clearly evident in other Areas of the
mound, yet for some reason few Byzantine sherds and no clear-
cut structures appeared in G.1. Late Roman was definitely repre-
sented, but the peak of activity seems to have been in the Early
Roman period. Fill with Iron I sherds covered bedrock (4.15 m.
below topsoil) where it sloped downward in the southeast
corner; but this layer was probably Hellenistic fill ( from Iron
Age occupation layers nearby) which served as a base for a lime-
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stone surface. This evidence witnessed to the Hellenistic propen-
sity to build on bedrock whenever possible.

In general, the evidence from G.1 indicated that the east side
of the mound shared the same range and sequence as found in
the four major Areas opened on the tell. Bone finds showed that
throughout these various periods sheep, goats, and cattle were the
animals most evidently basic to the life and economy of the
people. The gaps in occupation were another story. When the -
Ayyuabid/Mamluk occupation began, the mound had lain silent
for several centuries after it had been a bustling hub of activity
in the Transjordan plateau. Then after being active again for
about two centuries, it fell into another long silence lasting almost
five hundred years.

Cistern G.2.—Excavation of a cistern in Hesbdn village was
labeled G.2. Since its clearance would have taken many days,
and two days’ digging was unproductive, the project was dis-
continued.

Sounding G.3—Southwest of the acropolis, in the northwestern
part of the village of Hesbdn, were the ruins of an Islamic Qasr,
“Castle.” In order to date this substantial structure, soundings
(L350 x 2.50 m.) were opened inside and outside the south
exterior wall and set perpendicular to a window ledge mounted
at an angle in the wall.

Although the north (interior) sounding did not reach bedrock,
it was dug to a depth of two meters. Some of the layers of fill con-
tained Early Roman and earlier ceramic material, laid down
during the Ayyibid/Mamliak period from earlier occupation
accumulations in the vicinity. The south (exterior) sounding
reached bedrock 2.61 m. below ground surface. All the layers of
fill showed Ayytibid/Mamlik pottery. The lack of readable coins
from most of the layers, plus the inability to distinguish and date
the various types of pottery used during the two and a half
centuries of these periods, made it impossible to determine the
precise dates for the phases of the Qasr complex. But the sounding
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settled one thing—the south exterior of the Castle does not date
from the Umayyad period as had occasionally been claimed.
Cave G.4.— On the basis of information from some villagers,
Donald Wimmer and Timothy Smith inspected an extensive cave-
cistern complex under the terrace west of the Qasr. Since the tomb
excavation was nearing conclusion, they were assigned to make top
plans, minor probes, and descriptive reports. From a large cave
a partially filled passage led into a large, plastered cistern. This
unplastered entryway was cut when the cisterns were used for
human occupation, not water storage. Probes in the cistern pro-
duced Ayyubid/Mamlik and Byzantine sherds. Beyond the cistern
was a central chamber from which three other cisterns had
branched. The plastered complex may have been constructed
in either Late or Early Roman times, but the early accumulations
of silt layers had been removed to make the chambers habitable.






THE TOPOGRAPHICAL SURVEY

S. DOUGLAS WATERHOUSE ROBERT IBACH, JR.

Andrews University Grace Theological Seminary
Berrien Springs, Michigan Winona Lake, Indiana

1. Roman Road from Livias to Esbus (Fig. 10)

To trace the Roman road from Livias (modern Tell er-Rameh)
in the Jordan Valley to Esbus (the Greek-Latin designation for
Biblical Heshbon), a survey team of four was commissioned.!
Long known but never completely traced, this Roman road
connected Jerusalem, Jericho, Livias, and Esbus, thus linking
the road system of Palestine with the famous north-south via
nova of Trajan in the Roman province of Arabia, east of the
Jordan (where Esbus/Heshbon is situated).?

Just as Trajan’s north-south “new road” was built (a.p. 111-114)
along the course of the much older Biblical “King’s Highway”
(Num 20:17; 21:22; cf. Gn 14:5, 6),% so the east-west road, from
Jericho to Heshbon, was built near, if not always along, the
Biblical “Way of Beth-Jeshimoth” (see the Hebrew text of Jos

! The survey team was to trace the Roman road from Esbus to the Jordan
Valley and to obtain an archaeological picture of the occupational sites near
Tell Hesbdn, with special emphasis on the large valley, the Wadi Hesbdn.
Team members were S. Douglas Waterhouse, Robert Ibach, Charlene Hogsten,
Eugenia Nitowski (part-time), and (as translators) the representatives of the
Jordanian Department of Antiquities attached to the Heshbon Expedition.

2 Peter Thomsen, “Die rémischen Meilensteine der Provinzen Syria, Arabia
und Palaestina,” ZDPV, 40 (1917): 67-68; Michael Avi-Yonah, The Holy Land
(Grand Rapids, Mich., 1966), pp. 183, 187 (map). For the most recent discus-
sion of this road, see James Sauer, “Heshbon 1971: Area B.” AUSS, 11 (1973):
54-56. The Roman province of Arabia with its highway via nova may have
been established after the completion of the Livias-Esbus highway (see above
in the text, and n. 3).

3 Avi-Yonah, Holy Land, pp. 183, 187; Nelson Glueck: A4SOR, 18-19 (1939):
143; see especially the comments of Sauer: “The north-south road, which

became the via nova, could have been in existence before 111-114” (“Hesh-
bon 1971,” p. 56).
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12:3). * It seems that the Romans did not establish new routes,
but rather improved old roads.

It is not really known when the Romans laid down the Jericho-
Livias-Esbus route as a highway for wheeled traffic,® possibly
after the Jewish revolt of a.p. 66-73, when the Flavian emperors
(a.p. 69-96) were consolidating their hold upon Palestine. If the
tentative Tell Hesbdn evidence—of roadway resurfacings (?)
associated with a major stairway-gateway to the acropolis—
proves meaningful, a Flavian date could be established.® It may
have been done in preparation for the Emperor Hadrian’s visit in
A.p. 129, when considerable roadwork was done in this region.”
Certainly the milestone inscriptions show that both the via nova
and the Livias-Esbus road were repaired intermittently until
the late fourth century.?

Since the southeastern flank of the Jordan Valley was a military
zone, a survey party desiring freedom to roam the countryside
could not start from that area, where three milestone stations of
the road were already known. Instead, the team had to start from
the mishor—the high tableland (Dt 3:10)—of ancient Moab,
where Tell Hesbén is situated. From Tell Hesbdn, access to the
west is blocked by the deep valley of the tell, Wadi el-
Majjar. Hence it was concluded that the ancient road from
Esbus must first have gone southward, before turning westward,
through the present-day village of el-M ushaqqar, on the westward
fringe of the high mishor. This was confirmed by finding a single,

* Yohanan Aharoni, The Land of the Bible: A Historical Geography (Phila-
delphia, 1967), pp. 57, 40 (map). Note that the Roman road, unlike the OT
“way,” did not pass through Beth-jeshimoth. The name is reflected in modern
Khirbet Sweimeh, though Glueck, followed by others, would identify the site
with Tell ‘Azeimeh; see his “Some Ancient Towns in the Plains of Moab,”
BASOR, No. 91 (Oct., 1943): 2425, 14 (map).

5The Livias<Esbus road up the steep ascent from the Jordan Valley was
evidently a well-built, graded highway intended for wheeled traffic.

¢ Sauer, “Heshbon, 1971,” pp. 49-57.

" Avi-Yonah, Holy Land, pp. 183-184.

8 Thomsen, Meilensteine, pp. 14, 85-57, 93. The Livias-Esbus road remained
in use long after the fourth century; indeed Bedouins still use it today.
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fragmented milestone—possibly the second mile from Esbus—
lying on its side (at grid reference 2248.1333 ), more than halfway
between Tell Hesbdn and el-Mushaqqar.®

Then a villager at el-Hawwaya, a hamlet immediately west of
el-Mushaqqar, reported the existence, 20 to 30 years ago, of a
group of collapsed serdbit (the Bedouin éxprqssion for “mile-
stone”). His report carried weight, for the eastern end of el-Haw-
waya is exactly where the next milestone station (the third?)
would have been expected.

At the western edge of el-Hawwaya (grid reference 2225.1337),
where the westbound traveler first views the deep Jordan Valley,
a stone marker (?) was discovered, much smaller than a Roman
milestone but reminiscent of one. It had been cut by a profes-
sional, with a square shaft, but a base in the same rectangular
style as a milestone,!® and it stood exactly where the Roman road
begins its dramatic descent toward the Ghor.*

From this vantage point the ridge, called like the village
el-Mushaqqar (Pl. XIII:A), slowly descends into the Jordan Val-
ley. Affording a breath-taking view of the northern end of the
Dead Sea and the “plains of Moab” (Num 33:48), the Roman
road follows the crest of this ridge down to the ruin mound of the
city of Livias. The top of Mt. Nebo (Jebel en-Neba ) and the im-

®The milestone was first spotted on July 5 close to ‘din Mdahrd, which
marks the southernmost reaches of the Wadi el-Majjar, perched on the edge
of a ledge above the precipitous wadi. Five days later this unique marker was
found badly splintered. The local inhabitants had broken it open, believing
that the great interest shown in it by foreigners indicated treasure. A local
man told us that he believed the stone pointed toward hidden gold.

This badly-weathered milestone, about 2,500 m. southwest of Tell Hesbdn
on the Roman road, is too far for the first milestone and too near for the
second, since a Roman mile is about 1,500 m. (one thousand “double paces”
or 1,479 m.). If the stone had been moved, it more likely represents mile two,
500 m. uphill to the west, than mile one, 1,000 m. mostly downhill to the east.

* Like the milestone at ‘din Mahrd (cf. n. 9), this marker also was smashed
by villagers within a few days after discovery.

"It is at this very spot that the Roman road itself first becomes visible for
the modern westbound traveler. Since the marker in question was found at
the very edge of the ancient roadbed, it is difficult to dissociate this interesting
stone from the ancient highway.
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posing promontory of Pisgah ( Ras es-Siydghah)'? form a parallel
ridge, lying to the south of the el-Mushagqar ridge, adding to
the truly magnificent scenery. Between these two ridges is the
Wadi ‘Ayiin Misa, its springs making it a green valley in the midst
of a desert landscape. The OT called this oasis “the valley
opposite Beth-Peor” (Dt 3:29; 4:46; 34:6), or “the valley in the
land of Moab near the top of Pisgah which rises up opposite
Jeshimon” (Num 21:20),'* probably the “slopes of Pisgah”
(Jos 13:20; Dt 3:17; 4:49).1¢ As will be seen, this information
helps identify the route of the road.

At the base of the first precipitous descent of the ridge of
el-Mushaqqar (grid reference 2217.1342), was another milestone
station, presumably the fourth from Esbus,'® where 24 milestone
fragments, two of them with almost illegible inscriptions, lay
strewn on the ground or half buried (Pl. XI:A). Obviously the
stone fragments had been tumbled about by the repeated wash

2 En-Nebd, the highest summit of the ridge, is assumed with good reason
to be Biblical Mount Nebo. West-northwest of this summit there is a lower
platform, Ras es-Siyaghah, which affords a larger and less obstructed panorama
than that of the summit. The latter site, therefore, is thought to be the
actual place of the Pisgah vision of Dt 34:1-3. The name Siydghah, found
neither in the Bible nor in pilgrims’ texts, originated from a Christian mon-
astery built on the site (Aramaic: $iydghah, “the monastery”). See Sylvester
J. Saller, The Memorial of Moses on Mount Nebo (3 vols.; Jerusalem, 1941-
1950), 1: 116-117.

1 “Jeshimon” (KJ¥), which means “a waste, a desert,” is taken to designate
a specific desert, the region of Beth-Jeshimoth, northeast of the Dead Sea.
Jeshimon can at times be a proper name: see 1 Sa 23:24, where “Jeshimon”
is distinguished from “the desert (midbdr) of Maon™ to the south of it. See
J. Simons, The Geographical and Topographical Texts of the Old Testament
(Leiden, 1959), pp. 22-23. According to Num 21:29 Jeshimon is dominated,
at least in part, by Pisgah; according to Num 23:28 by the top (“head”) of
the neighboring promontory to the north of Pisgah, Mount Peor.

*While A. H. Van Zyl would identify the Ashdoth-pisgah, “the slopes of
Pisgah,” with the Wadi ‘dyan Musa (The Moabites [Leiden, 1960], p. 53),
Simons would understand the designation as referring to the western slopes
of Ras es-Siyaghah “which descends towards the Dead Sea basin and the
‘fields of Moab® . . .” (Texts of OT, p. 65). Since Jos 13:20 lists “the slopes of
Pisgah” as one of a number of towns and cities, we would tend to agree with
the conclusions of Van Zyl. The KJV translates the phrase as the “springs of
Pisgah” in Dt 4:49.

% Approximately 6,000 m. from Tell Hesbdn, or about four Roman miles
from ancient Esbus.
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of the severe winter rains, which can cause severe local flooding.
The 13 fragments with “square” bases indicated that the road had
been repaired, or reconstructed, at least 15 times, for with each
repair work a new milestone was erected, bearing the current
emperor’s name.

Approximately 1,500 m. further to the west (grid reference
2203.1341) is a place called Serdbit el-Mushagqar where 13
fragments of 12 milestones lay scattered over a large area (Pl
XI:B).’ Two of these venerable markers are still upright; four
bear traces of inscriptions, two of which mention the fifth mile,
probably from Esbus. These Latin inscriptions have been dated to
the years 219, 307, and 364-375 (?).17

The sixth Roman mile station from Esbus, again about 1,500 m.
from the fifth, was located at a dramatic promontory called
Khirbet el-Mehatta, a place of special significance. From informa-
tion gathered from two fourth-century writers. Eusebius and the
pilgrim Egeria (sometimes called Aetheria), it is learned that
from this vantage point the traveler from Livias to Esbus could
see Mt. Nebo and could, like Egeria, take a side path to "Ayiin
Masa and Mount Nebo.’® They also inform us that at this
promontory (Mehatta) was the infamous Beth-Peor (Dt 4:46),'°

1 The site looks very much as it did to Saller in 1941 (Memorial, 1: 6-7;
2: Plate 6, 1).

" Thomsen, Meilensteine, p. 67.

*# Eusebius, Onomasticon, with Jerome’s Latin translation (ed. by Erich
Klostermann [Hildesheim, 1966]), p. 16, lines 25-26, p. 18, line 1 (Jerome’s
trans., p. 17, lines 26-28); 136, 6-8 (137, 5-7); Egeria’s Travels, chap. 10, sec. 8
(trans. by John Wilkinson [London, 1971]), p. 106. See the full discussion in
Saller, Memorial, 1: 334, 335, and n. 2.

* Eusebius says that “Bethphogor,” Biblical Bethpeor, was a city six miles
from Livias near Mount Phogor, or Peor (Onom. 48, 3-5, [49, 3-4]), the moun-
tain on which “Beelphegor” (Baal-peor) was worshiped (Onom. 44, 15-16 [45,
17-18]), and where Balak brought Balaam, overlooking Livias (Onom. 168,
25-26, [169, 19-20]), to curse Israel. Egeria records that from the church on
Mount Nebo (Siyaghah) she could look north and see the city of “Fogor,” or
Peor (Travels 12. 8, p. 108). On Egeria (Aetheria), see Saller, Memorial, 1: 150,
151. On Beth-Peor see Oswald Henke, “Zur Lage von Beth Peor,” ZDPV, 75
(1959): 155-163. Henke concludes that what Alois Musil (in Arabia Petraea

[1907], 1: 344, 348) called “chirbet esch-schech dschijil” (Khirbet esh-Sheik
Jayel) is actually Khirbet el-Mehatta.
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the high place of Baal from which Balaam saw the Israelite
(Num 23:28) camp on the plains of Moab.2°

This identification of the sixth milestone station with Beth-
Peor (the “house of Phogor” in the LXX and classical sources)
tallies with the OT information: Balaam (Num 31:16; cf. Rev
2:14) made the temple of Baal Peor a focal point for an “apostate”
Israel (Num 25:1-3; Ps 106:28; Mic 6:5); thus the Hebrew en-
campment was near Mount Peor. Both neighboring mountain
spurs, Pisgah and Beth-Peor, overlooked the same desert region of
Jeshimon (Num 21:20; 23:28),2! and Moses died and was buried
in the region of Nebo/Pisgah (Dt 34:1, 5, 6) opposite Beth-Peor.2?
The ridge el-Mushaqqar with its western promontory, Khirbet
el-Mehatta, is the only ridge directly facing the burial place of
Moses (the valley of ‘Ayiin Miusa) and the slopes of Ras es-
Siyaghah.

Khirbet el-Mehatta, with its strategic view of the Ghor, now
treeless and desolate under a burning sun, must have been once
an oasis restful to both the eye and the body, with its flourishing
grove of shade trees and its nearby spring, ‘Ain Sheyyah.2® The
ruined walls, gates and towers of a comparatively large Roman
fortress (grid reference 2186.1341) are now all that remain of this
important center (Fig. 11). Most of the sherds picked up at the
site were Byzantine or Roman.

* Specifically, the ‘Arbdth Md’ab was the southeastern Jordan Valley floor

between the present-day Wadi Nimrin (in the north) and the Wadi el-
‘Azeimeh (in the south, near the northeast end of the Dead Sea).

2 See above, n. 13.

#In Deuteronomy, Moses apparently died in the locality of Nebo/Pisgah,
but was buried in “the valley.”” That valley, elsewhere called the “Slopes of
Pisgah” (see above, n. 14), obviously is Wadi ‘Ayan Masa. The Arabic name
itself, “the springs of Moses” reflects a long-standing tradition relating this
valley to Moses. See the discussion in Saller, Memorial, 1: 343, 344 and
accompanying notes. Compare also Dt 3:29 and 4:46.

¥ Ancient pagan high places were noted for their groves of trees (Hos 4:13).
In 194] a tree still was to be seen standing at el-Mehatta; see Saller, Memorial,
2: Plate 11, 1. The name Sheyyah refers to a type of desert scrub-brush which
has completely overgrown the ancient spring (which used to be called
‘din Mehatta).
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As the Roman road approaches (grid reference 2188.1340) the
Mehatta promontory, four milestones lie strewn over the ground.
Today a single, barely visible inscription remains out of the three
legible ones reported 30 to 60 years ago®* mentioning the sixth
mile from Esbus and dated 162, 235 and 288.25

West of the Mehatta promontory, the grade of the road is quite
steep down to the valley floor. Consequently the five extant
milestones presumably marking the seventh mile from Esbus
have washed downhill and now rest 2,100 m. from the sixth mile
station (grid reference 2170.1348). They could not have tumbled
too great a distance, for they lie either on the ancient roadbed or
immediately nearby; and they are not far from a possible rest
station ( grid reference 2172.1344/1345), a place usually. associated
with the erection of mile markers.28 These milestones must have
marked the seventh mile from Esbus, yet we cannot satisfactorily
account for their tumbling down the winding road for the
remarkable distance of some 650 m.!27 - |

These five separate milestone stations, marking the second ( ?),
fourth, fifth, sixth, and seventh (?) Roman miles from Esbus, of
course establish definitely the route of the Roman road. Almost
nowhere except on the el-Mushagqar ridge is the worn bed of
what once had been an intensively traveled highway still visible.
Here and there, marking the edges, are rows of tightly fitted curb-
stones and occasionally the remains of small, worn, irregular
cobblestones (Pl XII:A).28 The width of the road averaged about

* Thomsen, Meilensteine, pp. 67-68, Nos. 229-231; Saller, Memovrial, 1:
334, n. 2. /

*Thomsen, Meilensteine, pp. 67-68. Note the remarks of Eusebius in n. 19.

% The so-called “rest station” actually consists of the ruined foundations of
two circular towers. However, the plateau site would have been a natural rest
area for travelers. Rest houses need not always have been situated at a given
mile station. See n. 32.

7 Compare above, n. 9, noting that a single milestone seems to have been
moved some 500 m. from its original position.

%In places where the Roman road was comparably well preserved, not
only were curbstones preserved on either side of the highway, but also a center
string of tightly-fitted stones remains—evidence that the surface for the road
had been raised in the center, sloping on both sides. This was a characteristic
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six meters.?”

The first curb stones appeared just beyond the
Roman marker (?) at el-Hawwaya (grid reference 2222.1339),
the last at the point where the road began to level off for “long
dropping runs” down into the Jordan Valley (grid reference
2167.1352).

The foundation-remains of rest/way houses and watchtowers
along the way were spotted frequently, sherded, and measured.
Along the entire el-Mushaqqar ridge were found the remains—
at times almost mere rubble—of seven circular watchtowers (or
guard posts?), spaced irregularly along the crest of the ridge
(grid references 2214.1341, 2211.1342, 2209.1342, 2198.1342,
2197.1342, 2172.1344, 2172.1345).3° Their deterioration in modern
times is evidenced by a picture of one of them in a 1941 publica-
tion showing a second course of stone blocks.?! Dating was diffi-
cult because of the paucity and the simple character of the
ceramic fragments, and their erosion from the hilltop sites. Yet the
predominance of pottery from Byzantine and Roman times, the
era of the Roman road, was established (Pl. XIII:B).

A pile of rubble-stones (locally named Rujm Sa’adiya), west
of the second (?) milestone marker may be the remains of a
resthouse, though more likely of a watchtower (grid reference
2250.1332). Rectangular foundations of probable resthouses were
discovered near the fourth, fifth, and sixth milestone stations.32

feature of Trajan’s via nova. Compare the recent remarks of Z. Kallai, “Re-
mains of the Roman Road Along the Mevo-Beitar Highway,” IE]J, 15 (1965):
203.

# The widths measured from 4.90 to 11.20 m.

3 The diameters of these seven towers ranged from 5.90 m. to 9.30 m. The
tower foundations usually consisted of three rows of stone blocks. That these
towers were actually defensive lookout stations is suggested by the fact that
they were found not only in connection with the Roman road; remains of
identical structures were spotted also in the ridges to the north.

3 Saller, Memorial, 2: Plate 11, 2.

3 One, at the fifth station, had been rebuilt in comparatively modern times,
but only its four walls still stand. Immediately east of this rebuilt rest station
(3.90 x 6.65 m.) was the foundation of an older structure, 4.35 x 5.25 m. No
traces of any structure were found at the site marking the fourth mile from
Esbus, but about 375 m. to the east were well-preserved foundations of what
presumably was a resthouse (4.50 x 4.70 m.). The four milestones marking
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The city of Livias, identified by classical sources with Beth-
haram (Num 32:36; Jos 13:27), is on linguistic grounds associated
with the modern name Tell er-Rameh (Beth-haram became Beth-
ramtha, Beit er Ram, and then Tell er-Rameh ) .*3In recent decades
however, this identification with modern Tell er-Rameh has been
questioned because repeated sherding on the mound failed to
produce any ceramic fragments dating before the Roman era.%
This season, however, the Heshbon survey team did turn up
evidence of earlier occupation back to the Iron I period (12th-11th
centuries B.C.).3* While this new ceramic evidence helps fix the
traditional identification of Tell er-Rameh, there remains another
argument in its favor: Eusebius’ statement that Beth-Peor was
situated by Mt. Phogor (Peor) opposite Jericho, six miles above
Livias on the way to Esbus.?® Since Khirbet el-Mehatta/Beth-
Peor is indeed approximately six Roman miles from Tell er-Rameh,
it is hard to escape the conclusion that this latter tell (grid
reference 2111.1371) contains the remains of ancient Livias.

Livias must have been especially significant to the eastbound
traveler, being both the twelfth mile station from Esbus and the

the sixth mile from Esbus were about 300 m. east of the ruins—the khirbet—
of the “Roman” fortress and related structures at el-MeI_za_tta.'

®.Glueck, “Ancient Towns,” pp. 20-21; Simons, Texts of OT, p. 122.

* Glueck, “Ancient Towns,” p. 21; 44SOR, 25-28 (1951): 389-391. Following
the convictions of W. F. Albright (44SOR, 6 [1924-1925]: 49) and Glueck,
most scholars have identified Tell Ikhtant as the site of ancient Beth-haram/
Livias, That tell has yielded pottery from the Iron Age, and it is a com-
manding site not too far from Tell er-Rameh. Ikhtanii, a large isolated hill,
is about 234 km., east-southeast of Tell er-Rameh. It is situated about a half
km. south of the Wadi er-Rameh (as the lower course of the Wadi Hesbdn
is known; see grid reference 2137.1364). A brief notice indicates that Kay
Wright has excavated a Middle Bronze I settlement there (Paul W. Lapp,
Biblical Archaeology and History [New Yotk, 1969], p. 73 and Plate 13). The
Heshbon survey team also sherded the mound, finding Byzantine, Roman, and
Hellenistic periods represented, as well as the Iron Age; one possible Late
Bronze sherd was also found. There is thus no doubt that Tell Ikhtani
presents a good candidate for Livias.

% pPeriods represented were: possible modern, Ottoman, Ayyiibid/Mamliik,
possible ‘Abbisid, Umayyad, Byzantine, Roman body sherds, Early Roman,
Hellenistic, Iron II/Persian, Iron II, Iron I, and some unidentified sherds.

» See above, n.19.



2928 S. D. WATERHOUSE AND ROBERT IBACH, JR.

spot where the land begins its first imperceptible rise from the
center of the Jordan Valley;®” and likewise another turning-point,
a midway marker between Livias and Esbus—the lofty promontory
of the house of Phogor/Peor. It is no wonder that classical
sources, when speaking of this east-west highway, laid emphasis
upon only three sites: Livias, Phogor, and Esbus.38

2. The Wadi Hesbdin (Fig. 10)

Approximately 4% km. north northeast of Tell Hesbdn lie the
easternmost reaches of the Wadi Hesbdn, which slopes down to
the spring, ‘Ain Rawda (grid reference 2282.1385), formerly
called “Ain Umm Qanafid. This important spring marks the start
of what we may term the “Upper Wadi Hesbdn,” which extends
some 3 km. west to the region of ‘Ain Hesbdn (grid reference
2256.1384). This narrow section of the wadi-bed, where at times
the flanking hills tower steeply like confining walls, lacks running
water during the four summer months.?® Along the valley floor
a number of rock-cut tombs of the single loculus type are found
in the Roman style of construction.*®

“Middle Wadi Hesbdn” is the designation of the sayl, or “brook”
Hesbdn. In contrast to the Upper Wadi Hesbdn, it is a wide gar-
den-farm valley, watered by the springs of ‘Ain Hesbdn. From
these springs the sayl Hesbdn runs southward about 2 km., then in
a wide swing westward for another 4% km. before narrowing in its
dramatic plunge down toward the Jordan Valley. Here and there
along the river bank are the ruins of ten ancient water wheels.
Surface sherds in their vicinity may date them back to the

3 Compare the remarks of Glueck, “Ancient Towns,” p. 22. That Livias
was a twelfth mile station from Esbus is assumed from the remarks of
Eusebius (above, n. 19).

8 See above, nn. 18, 19; also Saller, Memorial, 1: 334-335 (n. 2).

3 This description excludes the perennial spring waters of ‘din Rawda and
the two major springs in the vicinity of ‘4in Hesbdn. The Upper Wadi Hes-
bdn cannot be described in desert terms. Oleanders, vineyards on the steep
hills, and fig and pomegranate trees make the valley a green oasis.

“These grave shafts were not cut into the hillside, but rather were cut
into large boulders that lie above the eroded channel of the wadi.
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Ayytbid/Mamlik period, though this remains speculative.*!

In the region of the hillside oasis of ‘Ain Sumiya (grid reference
2230.1362), the wide valley changes to the narrow, sharply de-
scending “Lower Wadi Hesbdn,” running almost directly west-
ward in a deep gorge, then breaking out from the high tableland
and flowing into the wide Jordan Valley near Tell Ikhtani
(grid reference 2137.1364 ). Here, some 7 km. west of ‘Ain Sumiya,
it becomes known as the Wadi er Rameh.

Surface sherding indicates, in much of the valley, Ottoman,
Ayyiibid/Mamlik, Byzantine, Roman, and Iron II/Persian occu-
pation. The Umayyad period is but weakly represented, except in
spots along the eastern flank of the Middle Wadi Hesbdn; the
Hellenistic period only at the headwaters of the Upper Wadi
Hesbdn and from the region of ‘Ain Sumiya downward into the
valley floor of the Lower Wadi Hesbdn; Iron I nowhere except
at the Upper Wadi Hesbdn, where at times it is the dominant
ware.*? :

Searching through the valley floor of the Middle Wadi Hesbdn,
the survey team found small areas rather thickly strewn with
Early Bronze pottery: small body sherds, tentatively dated, in
the Bala gardens (grid reference 2251.1375) near ‘Ain Hesbdn,
but substantial fragments in the southwest end of the valley
(especially grid references 2251.1362, 2238.1367, and 2235.1367).43

On the steep sides of Gourmeyet Hesbdn (a large mountain
mass lying between Tell Hesbdn and the Middle Wadi Hesbdn),
are the remnants of an extensive dolmen field (grid references
2258.1352, 2250.1355, and 2252.1357 )—ten dolmens, half of them
still standing or partially standing. Though they look like houses,
these large megalithic structures are thought to have served as

“0One of these water wheels near ‘din Hesbdin is still in operation. No
' pottery remains dating to Ottoman times were found near these structures,
but Ayyiibid/Mamluk ware was abundant.

“2The Lower Wadi Hesbdn was not explored west of the Wadi Bayer
region (grid reference 2182.1362) near ‘Ain Nakhlat.

“The survey team found the same type of Early Bronze ware at Na‘ur,
again along the valley floor and the gentle hill slopes.
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tombs. As elsewhere in the country, these monuments averaged
about six feet high and upwards of twelve feet long. Their
stones are of such stupendous size that neither earthquake, violent
weather, nor time have had any serious effect in demolishing
these structures (Pl. XII:B).

Though most scholars have dated their construction to the
Pre-pottery Neolithic Age,** a 1966 sounding at Shamir, in
northern Galilee, produced evidence that these megalithic struc-
tures date from the end of the Early Bronze Age or the beginning
of the Middle Bronze I period.*> Thus it is striking that from the
whole of the Bronze Age, it is only from this period—beginning
at the end of the third millennium, when newcomers invaded the
country*®—that Gourmeyet Hesbdn has yielded quantities of
sherds, many with the envelope ledge handles typical of the
end of the Early Bronze Age.*” In the light of this, and of the
work done at Shamir, the question of whether these megalithic

_structures on Gourmeyet Hesbdn date from the time of the
envelope ledge handles seems pertinent.

Evidences of this late phase of the Early Bronze Age were found
also on the other high, remote elevation-points that flank the Mid-

“# See Emmanuel Anati, Palestine Before the Hebrews (New York, 1963),
pp- 278-283; W. F. Albright, The Archaeology of Palestine (5th ed.; Baltimore,
1960), pp. 63-64; James L. Swauger, “Dolmen Studies in Palestine,” BA, 24
(1966): 106-114.

““The centre of the dolmen field apparently was occupied by a camp or
temporary settlement, whose inhabitants built the doimens.” D. Bahat, “The
Date of the Dolmens near Kibbutz Shamir,” IEJ, 22 (1972): 44-46. See also
the communication by Claire Epstein in “Notes and News,” IE]J, 23 (1973):
109-110. Artifacts and a “wealth of pottery” excavated from dolmen fields in
the Golan, during the summers of 1971 and 1972, indicated a construction
date of ca. 2300-1950 s.c. )

“ That these newcomers, the so-called Amorites, “originated from a Meso-
potamian sphere of influence rather than . . . the Caucasus or beyond . . .,”
is held, on the recent evidence, by Y. Yadin, “A Note on the Scenes Depicted
on the ‘Ain-Samiya Cup,” IE], 21 (1971): 85 and n. 12. )

47¢, . . the folded jar handles are typologically intermediate between the
typical pushed-up wavy ledge handles of E.B. III and the envelope handles
which dominated the earlier part of the I-H complex at Tell Beit Mirsim.”
Albright, “The Chronology of Middle Bronze I (Early Bronze-Middle Bronze),”
BASOR, No. 168 (Dec., 1962): 38.
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dle Wadi Hesbdn. The few Early Bronze body sherds collected
from the valley floor of both Middle and Lower Wadi Hesbdn
probably represent sherds washed down from the heights. If
so, these ceramic fragments would date to the time of the
envelope ledge handles.

As for the other historical periods discovered at Wadi Hesbdn,
it is necessary to speak of three important ancient sites. The
first is Umm el-Isarab (“Ummisareb” in the local dialect), a low
hill commanding the eastern approach to the wadi (grid reference
2292.1379).48 The name means “mother of trails,” designating
it as a center for converging paths. For here the ground begins
to decline in a gradual, but steady, descent to the only major
spring in the vicinity, ‘Ain Rawda, the source of the Wadi
Hesbdn. Surface finds indicated that Umm el-Isarab thrived
during Byzantine, *° Roman, Hellenistic, and Iron I times. More
significant for Transjordan’s history are the sherds picked up
here that are probably pre-Iron I, but not as early as the Early
Bronze Age. Tentatively read as possible Middle/Late Bronze
Age, they represent a rare type, seemingly endemic only to the
tableland of Transjordan. This type of pottery has so far turned
up only in burial caves and, unfortunately, not in controlled,
stratified, archaeological contexts.5

The second site is Khirbet Umm Qanafid (grid reference
2284.1386), an independent hill within the wadi-bed itself,
snmediately east of the spring of ‘Ain Rawda. This fortress-like
ancient city®® is three-quarters surrounded by the moat-like,
deep wadi-bed; its water made sure by the spring at its base. The
sherds picked up from the khirbet yield a history somewhat

8 Umm el-Isarab is about 115 km. north of Khirbet el-Al (Biblical ‘Elealeh)
on the Madeba-Na‘ur highway.

* Byzantine is the dominant ware to be found on the mound.

# Oral information from James A. Sauer.

* Villagers pointed out the remains of what they believed to be an ancient
wall that encircles the khirbet. They also spoke of a tunnel near ‘4in Rawda.
From the top of the hill a jar handle of the Iron II/Persxan period was
obtained, inscribed with a large letter beth.
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similar to that of Tell Hesbdn: Modern,’ Ottoman, Ayyibid/
Mamlik, Byzantine, Late and Early Roman, Hellenistic, Iron II/
Persian, and Iron I. One possible Middle Bronze (Hyksos
period) sherd and several possible Late Bronze sherds were
found in the wadi-bed directly below the khirbet’s eastern flank.
These, together with the possible Middle Bronze Age samples
picked up by the survey team at two other places in Jordan’s
high tableland, should alert the student to the danger of stating
that there was little or no occupation in Transjordan in the
Middle and Late Bronze Ages.®

Directly to the north of Gourmeyet Hesbdn is a third important
site termed #82, the top plateau of a hill (grid reference
2258.1365) overlooking the Middle Wadi Hesbdn at the curve
toward the west. The ceramic evidence from Site #82 ranged
from the Ottoman, Ayyibid/Mamlik, Byzantine, Roman, to
the Iron II/Persian period, with a major hiatus thence to Middle
Bronze I (two pieces of “caliciform” ware ); then, by far the most
prevalent ware represented, the various Early Bronze phases,
especially III and IV.5* Architectural remains attest this long

2 The modern village of Rawda now encompasses the ancient site.

®Long ago Glueck deduced a gap in sedentary occupation of the Trans-
jordan region from the 20th to the 13th centuries B.c. In recent years a num-
ber of scholars have raised questions concerning that thesis. See, for example,
the remarks of G. Lankester Harding, The Antiquities of Jordan (London,
1960), p. 33; Kathleen M. Kenyon, 4dmorites and Canaanites (London, 1966),
p. 64; H. ]J. Franken and W. J. A. Power, “Glueck’s Explorations in Eastern
Palestine in the Light of Recent Evidence,” VT, 21 (1971): 120-123. The sur-
vey team spent seven weeks examining archaeological remains within a ten-
kilometer radius of Tell Hesbdn, as well as three tells in the Jordan Valley.
Ceramic ware possibly dating from the Middle Bronze Age (Hyksos period)
was found at Tell Jalul (grid reference 2312.1254) and in the region of Na‘ur
(grid reference 2289.1424).

% On the northern flank of the Wadi ‘Ayin Misa, at a place called el-Garin
(grid reference 2223.1324), the survey team discoveted a once heavily settled
Early Bronze site. Both Site 82 and el-Garin represent Early Bronze Age
settlements nestled in large wadi-valleys that run down from the high table-
land to the Jordan Valley; nowhere else did the survey team find Early
Bronze Age sherds in such quantities. In this connection it is of interest that
in the course of this survey, Early Bronze Age sherds were found on the
western slope of Tell Hesbdn (grid reference 2263.1343).
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span of human occupation.?

In conclusion, on the basis of the pottery®® found in this
surface examination of much of the Wadi Hesbdn a varied and
checkered archaeological history emerges, from the modern period
to the Early Bronze Age. Future excavation of selected sites in
the Wadi Hesbdn could serve to check and to fill out this
tentative history.

*The discovery of Site 82 may he especially significant for the ongoing
discussion on the late Early Bronze-Middle Bronze I cultural complex. For Site
82, with what may amount to an unbroken cultural sequence, from
“Early Bronze III” to “Middle Bronze I,” would thus be an exception to the
majority of cities, which were devastated during the Early Bronze II-III
periods and then abandoned. Soundings and a closer analysis of the materials
at 82 could possibly reveal this as a site showing a clear sequence from
the “Early Bronze IV” forms down to the elements of classic “Middle Bronze
L.” As of yet, “nowhere is there a single site which spans the entire period”;
so in William G. Dever, “The EB IV-MB I Horizon in Transjordan and
Southern Palestine,” BASOR, No. 210 (Apr.,, 1973): 41, and cf. pp. 56-57; see
also his “The ‘Middle Bronze I' Period in Syria and Palestine,” Near Eastern
Archaeology in the Twentieth Century, ed. James A. Sanders (New York, 1970),
p- 150 and n. 87.

* The sherds collected during the survey were washed and read in camp and
a representative number were saved and registered for future reference. Those
not registered were discarded on the dump of potsherds at Tell Hesbdn.






THE ANTHROPOLOGICAL WORK

DYSTEIN AND ASTA SAKALA LABIANCA
Boston, Massachusetts

This preliminary report briefly describes the anthropological
work carried out by the authors and their assistants during the
1973 season of excavations at Tell Hesbdn.” It also attempts to
interpret a portion of the data collected. The first section of the
report will discuss activities such as 1) bone reading, 2) assem-
bling of a comparative collection, 3) conducting a topographical
bone survey, and 4) carrying out ethnographical studies. It will
also describe the method used for describing, recording, and
analyzing the animal bones recovered. The second section will
deal with some of the findings, discuss some of the problems
encountered, and explain some of the methods used in solving
the problems.

Supportive Activities

In order to provide the Area and Square supervisors with a
regular preliminary report on the number and species identifica-
tion of bones recovered from each locus, a weekly “bone reading”
was carried out at the field station. These sessions provided the
archaeologists with up-to-date information on the animal remains
recovered, and the anthropologists with information about the
archaeological context from which the bones came.

* The following individuals deserve a special word of gratitude for their
willingness to lend a helping hand during the last few days of the expedition,
when “scribes” were at 2 premium, to get the data recorded: Eugenia Nitowski,
Nahla R. Abbouski, Tom Meyer, Avery Dick, and Rick Mannell. Mohammad
Saied’s helpfulness as a translator and informant was also much appreciated.
The first-named author also wants to thank the Zion Research Foundation,
Boston, Massachusetts, for a travel scholarship which enabled him to
participate in the expedition.
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An important achievement of last summer’s expedition was the
assembling of possibly the first osteological comparative collec-
tion in Jordan. It consists of unbroken skeletal remains of sheep,
goat, cattle, donkey, horse, camel, dog, cat, and chicken. These,
collected by the authors in the fields surrounding the modern
village of Hesbdn, facilitated greater accuracy in identifying the
more than 7,000 bone fragments of domestic species? found
during the excavations.

A topographical bone survey was conducted in conjunction
with assembling the comparative collection. This consisted of a
random crisscrossing of the fields surrounding Hesbdn and the
grounds inside the village. The survey aided us in observing
patterns related to the deposition of animal remains. An
especially interesting finding relates to the remains of food
animals versus non-food animals; all the bones of the donkey,
horse, dog, or cat skeletons were found, whereas bones of sheep,
goat, and cattle were mostly from meat-poor sections like skulls
or extremities. An exception would be sheep or goats killed
by predators. In such cases, the skin of the animals and large
portions of their skeletons were found.

Ethnographic inquiries were initiated with the specific goal of
compiling data that would shed light on the problems arising from
the analysis of the animal remains. The butchering and con-
sumption of two sheep and two goat carcasses at a mensef feast
were witnessed by one of the authors. In particular, observations
were made of meat-cutting and carcass-utilization practices.
Husbandry practices such as those related to herd management
and herd composition were also noted.

Fourteen categories of information were delineated for describ-
ing each bone fragment.® Categories 4, 5, and 7-13 were used
only where applicable.

2 Macerated and sun-bleached bones were plentiful in the fields surrounding
the village.

3 We developed a “recording guide” to enable us to write in the data with
maximum efficiency and at the same time make subsequent sorting easier.
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1. Find spot—the Area letter, and the Square, pail and locus
numbers for the place in which the bone fragment was found.

2. Taxonomy—the kind of animal the bone represented (e.g.,
sheep, or goat, cattle, etc.).

3. Element—the name of the bone as it related to the complete
skeleton (e.g., humerus, radius, etc.).

4. Fusion—the state of the epiphysial union in the bone:
whether fused, partially fused, or unfused.

5. Element modifier—if the bone was an element with sub-
categories (e.g., phalanges can be first, second, or third), the
sub-category.

6. Fragment description—a description of each bone fragment,
using a letter for its fragment type, and a number for its
approximate size, “measured” on a scale of concentric circles
numbered from 1 to 25 and with radii increasing by 10 mm. to
250 mm. (e.g., B7 indicates a “B” type of fragment on a bone of
70 mm., size).

7. Thermal effects—any signs of a bone having been cooked or
roasted, and the color of the burn mark.

8. Right or left—whether the bone was from the right or left
side of the animal.

9. Special—a notation of pathology or other irregularities not
covered by any of the other categories.

10. Sex—pelvic features most often pertinent.

11. Cultural marks—any signs of cutting, chopping, piercing,
etc., the location of these marks on the bone being pinpointed
by comparison with a model drawing of the element prepared
with a lettered horizontal scale and a numbered vertical scale.

12. Physical condition—whether the bone was in poor physical
condition; i.e., if it was crumbling, had a pitted surface, etc.

13. Animal marks—any rodent chews, dog bites, etc. on the bone.

14. Measurements, where desired—length, width, height, and
circumference of such parts as metapodial condyles.

Currently we are engaged in the analysis and interpretation of
the 1973 materials. We are developing a computer program
which will enable us to handle large retrieval jobs such as are

It consisted of a card with 17 rectangular 10 x 30 mm. openings cut out, one
each for 13 of the above information categories, and four for the 14th, to
accommodate all possible measurements made on one bone. This instrument
enabled us to record all the necessary information for each bone on a standard
data card 6 cm. x 14 cm. We found that this method, using the 14 information
categories and a recording guide, has almost unlimited flexibility and con-
venience for sorting. It has been easily adapted to computerization by
transforming the 14 information categories into “fields” contained on a
standard 80-column .data card. Key-punching was simplified by having the
data cards sorted by element and then by species. Thus best possible use
could be made of auto-duplication in the key-punch process.
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required in analyzing zooarchaeological data.*
Preliminary Results

By utilizing ethnographic observations of the butchering and
carcass utilization practices of the present-day villagers of Hesbdn
it has been possible to make inferences about some of the practices
of the inhabitants of the tell in the Late Roman and Hellenistic
periods.

Our study is based on an analysis of remains of sheep and goat
from two Hellenistic loci, D.1:59 and D.1:60, and from two Late
Roman loci, D.2:36 and D.2:40. The samples from these loci
were selected because they had the largest number of bones
from clear contexts available at the time of writing this report.

In antiquity, sheep and goats were the most popular food
animals during all periods of occupation at Tell Hesbdn? just
as they are today in modern Hesbdn. In contrast to the present-
day villagers, whose herds are composed of only slightly more
sheep than goats, the ancient villagers seem to have had a gen-
erally stronger preference for sheep. Of the bones for which
separation was possible (a few well preserved long bones, scapu-
lae, and pelves), 17 came from sheep and two from goats in the
Hellenistic loci; seven came from sheep and two from goats in
the Late Roman loci.

Today’s villagers maintain mixed herds composed mostly of
mature females of each species, with usually only one or two
mature males in each flock. Males are presumably slaughtered
while still young. Even though there were few bones in our
samples, they do indicate that females outnumbered males. For
the bones for which separation was possible, two were females and
one was male in the Hellenistic sample, and one was female in
the Late Roman sample.

¢ John Lindquist and Paul Perkins, both computer programmers, have been
assisting with this project.

® @ystein LaBianca, “The Zooarchaeological Remains from Tell Hesbdn,”
AUSS, 11 (1978): 133-144.
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The age at which an animal is slaughtered can be estimated
from postcranial remains by studying rates of fusion of the
epiphysis.® Table 1 shows counts (grouped as in Hole and
Flannery) of fused versus unfused epiphyses among sheep and
goats from the four loci. By adding the number of fused bones
in each group within a sample and then computing the percent-
age of the total number of fused and unfused bones in the same
group that this sum represents, it is possible to obtain a per-
centage estimate of the survival rates of sheep and goats of
various ages. Because the samples had so few bones, the
Hellenistic samples and the Late Roman samples were combined,
respectively; and groups A and B and groups C and D (see
Table 1) were combined, respectively, as follows:

GROUP BONE D.I: 59 HEL. D.1: 60 HEL. D2:36_L.R. 0.2:40 LR
F U F U F U F U
A. FUSING RADIUS PR 3 2 | |
WITHIN ONE  |HUMERUS DI 2 | ! 2
YEAR SCAPULA | |
PELVIS | 2 ! 3
B. 2 YEARS TIBIA DI 2 | | | | 2 |
C. 25 YEARS METAPQD DI 3 | 2 4q | 2 2
D. 3- 3.5 YEARS|FEMUR PR 2 2 2 1 2
FEMUR DI I
RADIUS DI | | |
TIBIA PR |

Table 1. Raw counts of fused versus unfused epiphyses among sheep and goats from
four loci.

For the Hellenistic samples, 76% of the bones from groups A
and B and 60% from groups C and D were fused. For the Late
Roman sample, 71% of the bones from groups A and B and
50% from groups C and D were fused. These findings suggest
that sheep and goats had a relatively shorter life expectancy
during the Late Roman period than during the Hellenistic period.

®Frank Hole, Kent V. Flannery, and James A. Neeley, Prehistory and

Human Ecology of the Deh Luran Plain, Memoirs of the Museum of Anthro-
pology, University of Michigan, no. 1 (Ann Arbor, 1969).
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Table 2 shows measurements (in centimeters) of the width
(w) of the distal end of the metacarpals and metatarsals, and the
diameter of the outer condyle (n) and the inner condyle (m)
of the distal epiphysis of the metapodials for the four samples. The
largest number of measurements was possible from metapodials
in the Late Roman sample from D.2:36. A comparison of the
measurements reveals that as a group the measurements of
bones from the Late Roman samples are slightly larger than
those from the Hellenistic samples.

BONE Di: 59 HEL. DI: 60 HEL. D2:36 L.R D2:40 LR.
w N ™ w N M W N ™ w N il
METACARPAL 268 16l 09l 181 09l - 1.8 131
217 126
1.73 L19
METATARSAL 173 .18 257 169 1.05 277 71 .16
302 185 1.25

Table 2. Measurements (in centimeters) of the distal ends of nine metapodials of sheep
and goats from four loci.

Table 3 illustrates the average size of the fragments of the
respective elements recovered, based on the data obtained by
measuring each fragment. The sample from D.1:59 shows that
bones of the forelimb (scapula, humerus, and radius) were
represented by larger fragments than bones of the hind limb
(femur and tibia). In the Late Roman samples (from D.2:36
and D.2:40) metacarpals were represented by larger fragments
than were the metatarsals. In a Late Roman sample from D:2:36
the mean size of fragments was larger (4.1 cm.) than in the
other three samples (approximately 3.1 cm. for each).

The fact that the majority of the skeletal remains recovered
were incomplete fragments, such as distal or proximal ends or
shafts of long bones, leads one to ask the question: Who or what
fragmented these bones, and how?

The possibility that some bones may have been fragmented
simply by being trodden upon by man and beast has been
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suggested by findings from a study that compared the condition
of the bones from an enclosed cistern environment with bones
from a regular layer.”

BONE DI: 59 HEL. l D1: 60 HEL. D2: 36 LR. D2: 40 L.R.
SCAPULA <t 11— ¥ 822 3.00 vl 2.00
HUMERUS 4 366 e 3.00 =03 3.33
RADIUS B s 400 370 370 20 200
ULNA 3/1

PELVIS 2L s 2.00 11272 320 2008 333 S e 2.60

FEMUR 1L s 2.66 FQ 590 34 3.00

TIBIA B e 280 I s 3.00 R e 3.00 e e 3.70
METACARPAL 248 350 | 3.00 R e 291 podS 433
METATARSAL W8 e 260 b 433 (85 300 2240 370
CENTIMETERS: i 2 3 4 68 P23 28 12 3 396 1 2 3 48 |

Table 3. Average size of fragments of some elements of sheep and goats from four loci.
In the fraction above each bar, the numerator is the sum of the individual fragment
measurements; the denominator is the number of fragments measured.

It is likely, however, judging from cut marks observed on
bone fragments, that many bones were fragmented as a result of
butchering and meat cutting. This explanation is supported by
observations of present-day practices.

The villagers of modern Hesbdn slaughter their sheep and
goats on the grounds outside their dwellings. Holding the front
two legs of the animal in his left hand and pressing the neck to
the ground with his right foot, the villager slits the animal’s
throat with a knife. After the blood has drained for a few minutes
he completely severs the head between the occipital bone and
the atlas.

In preparation for the skinning, the forefeet are amputated

7 @ystein LaBianca: “A Study of Postcranial Remains of Sheep and Goat
from Tell Hesbdn, Jordan” (unpublished manuscript, Harvard University,
Spring, 1973), pp. 53, 54.
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between the distal end of the radius and the proximal end of the
metacarpal bone to facilitate the removal of the skin. Then an
incision is made at the distal end of the left tibia separating the
bone and the flesh so that a rope can be threaded through
and the carcass hoisted up the side wall of one of the dwellings.
While thus suspended by one hind leg the carcass is skinned
and the internal organs removed. The remaining carcass is
sectioned as follows: the two forelimbs are separated by dis-
secting the scapula away from the trunk; the left half of the
rib cage is partially separated by cuts—starting at the caudal end—
severing the proximal end of the rib from the rest of it; the
sternum is cut away from the partially separated left half of the
rib cage; the neck, including the atlas, axis, and 4th-5th cervical
vertebrae, is sectioned off; the fat tail is cut off at the caudal
end of the sacrum; the right half of the rib cage is separated;
the vertebral column is divided into two sections, one consisting
of approximately three cervical vertebrae and six thoracic
vertebrae, the other of the seven remaining thoracic vertebrae
and two lumbar vertebrae; the right hind foot is cut off between
the proximal end of the metatarsal and the distal end of the
tibia and discarded; the right hind limb is removed by severing
the muscles and sinews binding it to the pelvis; finally, the
left hind limb is loosened from the rope and the left hind foot
is cut off in the same manner as the right hind foot, and discarded.

The major post-cranial sections seen in this butchering practice
are: two forelimbs, two forefeet, two halves of the rib cage, the
sternum, five vertebral column sections, two hind limbs, and
two hind feet. For the most part, the bones themselves were not
broken or fragmented during this process. Most of the fracturing
occurred subsequently, when the sections were cut into smaller
pieces. For the mensef meal, and also for many other meals,
the meat is cut as follows: long bone sections and rib sections are
cut into three or four small pieces; the scapula is cut into three
or four pieces; vertebral column sections are frequently split
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right down the middle, cutting each vertebra into two or more
pieces; the pelvis is usually split at the pubis into two parts;
thereafter each part is chopped into three or four smaller pieces.

Table 4 shows the counts of skeletal remains from each of the
four loci studied. The various elements are presented as members
of the major sections of the animal, based on the above observa-
tions of butchering practices at the village of Hesbdn. The total
number of bones from each sample is shown at the bottom
of the chart. To allow for quick reference to each sample in
the subsequent discussion, note the abbreviations at the top of
Table 4: H.1 and H.2 — Hellenistic samples from Loci D.1:59

and D.1:60; L.R.1 and L.R.2 = Late Roman samples from Loci
D.2:36 and D.2:40. '

In three of the four samples, skull fragments made up the
largest group: H.1 — 31%, LR.1 = 48%, LR2 = 37.5%. In
H.2 skull fragments were outnumbered by vertebra fragments
28.5% to 18.6%. The very high percentage of skull fragments in
L.R.l is partially calculated from the large number of molars
(separate from those in mandibles) found in that sample.

Mandible fragments were arranged into three types based on
the portions of the bone most frequently recovered. A = ascend-
ing ramus, B = longitudinal ramus, C = front section.

Ascending ramus fragments were most common in all the samples

except in L.R.l1, where front sections were more numerous.
On the whole, skull fragments were more common in the Late

Roman samples than in the Hellenistic samples. Mandible

fragments were more than twice as plentiful in the Late
Roman as in the Hellenistic samples.

Vertebra fragments were categorized as follows: A — neural
arch fragment, B = centrum, C — centrum epiphysis, D — spine,
E — entire neural canal, F — complete, G = vertically split

centrum. Vertebrae were very numerous in H.1 (20%) and HZ2
(28.5%), while relatively few were found in L.R.1 (5.7%) and
LR2 (5.3%). The fragments were mostly neural arch, spine,
and centrum fragments. Four centrum fragments from the
Hellenistic samples showed signs of having been split vertically
(apparently as in the observed butchering practice). One such
fragment was found in the Late Roman samples. Rib fragments
were present only in the Hellenistic samples.

Pelvis fragments were grouped into eight categories: A — ilium
with no evidence of pit, B — ischium with no evidence of
acetabulum, C = pubis with no evidence of acetabulum, D —
tlium with evidence of pit, E = ischium with evidence of aceta-
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ABBREVIATIONS

H1 (D.1:59)

H 2 (D.1:60)

L.R.1(D.2:36)

L.R.2(D.2:40)

SECTIONS

BONE

R L

x

R L

R L

R L X

SKULL

MAXILLA
INCISOR
PREMOLAR
MOLAR
MANOIBLE A
u B
u c
SKULL ?

I N

En_—|x

NN O
(#]

VERTEBRAE

ATLAS

AXIS

CERVICAL
THORACIC
LUMBAL
SACRAL
VERTEBRAE ?

W—-—W~NO

HNON

RIB CAGE

RiB

PELVIS

PELVIS
u

_N ==

FORELIMB

A
B
c
" o
HUMERUS PR

" SH
PR
DI

! SH
ULNA

RADIUS
u

HIND LivB

FEMUR PR
‘oo
" SH
TIBIA PR
N i
" SH

EXTREMITIES

ME TAPOD

ME TACARP. PR
" bl}
" SH

METATARS. PR
b oI
" SH

PHALANX
" 1]
" it

TALUS

CALCANEUS

NN WN

w
N—-WwN

WM D

NUMBER OF BONES IN SAMPLE:

105

70

130

75

Table 4. Raw counts of skeletal remains of sheep and goats from four loci. Key: R = right
side; L = left side; X — undifferentiated; PR — proximal end; DI = distal end; SH

shaft.
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bulum, F = pubis with evidence of acetabulum, G — acetabulum
with ilium and ischium, and H = obturator foramem with partial
or complete acetabulum. Pelves were more common in the Late
Roman samples where types E and F dominated. Types A and D
dominated the Hellenistic samples.

Bones of the foreliml were more numerous in H.l (20%) and
H.2 (1449%) than in L.R.1 (10.89,) and L.R.2 (1.3%). Scapula
fragments were grouped into four types: A — blade with evidence
of spine but no glenoid cavity, B — blade with no evidence of
spine or glenoid cavity, C — evidence of glenoid cavity and spine,
D — glenoid cavity only. Almost all the scapula fragments came
from H.1. Only distal ends and shafts of humeri were represented.
Radius fragments were best represented by shafts. Only one ulna
fragment was found in L.R.IL.

Bones of the hind limb were also more common in H.1
(8.5%) and H.2 (7.1%) than in L.R.I (3.6%) and LR.2 (5.4%).
Femurs were mostly proximal end fragments, while tibia remains
were mostly distal end fragments. Hind limb fragments, however,
were fewer than forelimb fragments.

Extremities were numerous in all four samples. L.R.1 (26.7%)
and LR2 (428%) had more than H.1 (179%) and H.2
(20%). Metacarpals were slightly more numerous than meta-
tarsals. For all the metapodials, proximal ends were better
represented than distal ends. First phalanges were by far the best
represented; second and third phalanges followed far behind.
Somehow right phalanges seem to outnumber left ones by quite

a few. A few tali and calcanei were also found, mostly in H.2
and L.R.1.

In answering the question, “How were the bones fragmented?®”
it is now possible to suggest that they were, for the most part, frag-
mented as a result of butchering and meat cutting. The majority of
the long bones were represented by either proximal ends, shafts, or
distal ends; the scapula appears to have been cut into three or four
pieces; the vertebral column shows signs of having been split
down the middle; the pelvis was fragmented into eight or more
sections. These fragment categories are strikingly similar to the
fragment categories that resulted from the meat cutting observed
at the present-day village. ‘

There are signs indicating that the animals were slaughtered in
close proximity to the dwellings rather than outside the village.
Since fragments of skulls, except for the mandibles, and feet are
frequently not saved, we would not expect to find many of them
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unless they were discarded within the village. During both per-
iods, judging from the large number of these fragments found,
it seems that they were so discarded in the village.

None of the distal ends of tibia show signs of having been
pierced, a strong indication of butchershop practices whereby
carcasses are hung on hooks by the distal tibia. This would
suggest that the meat was not acquired in butcher shops.

There appear to have been at least four animals represented
in each of the Hellenistic samples (four left distal tibiae, four
right mandibles). The Late Roman bones appear to stem from a
greater number of animals, at least nine right mandibles in L.R.1
and at least six left mandibles in L.R.2. There exists a greater
discrepancy between right and left bones in the Late Roman
samples than in the Hellenistic (see for example mandibles and
phalanges).

Along with the above mentioned discrepancy between right and
left bones, the Late Roman samples differ from the Hellenistic
samples in other ways: There are very few vertebrae, no ribs,
generally fewer fore- and hind-limbs, but numerous mandible
fragments and extremities. No easy explanation for this problem
has been found.

Finally it should be mentioned that the samples described
above are probably biased somewhat by the identification skills
of the authors. For example, proximal and distal ends of long
bones are easier to identify than shafts, especially in the case of
humeri and femurs. Other biases are likely accounted for by
post-depositional effects: skull fragments are much less likely
to endure considerable kicking around than are pelvis fragments.

In conclusion, from this preliminary study of 380 bone frag-
ments the following summary statements can be made:

1. Sheep constituted a larger portion of the herds in the
Hellenistic period than in the Late Roman period.

2. Females constituted a larger portion of the mature animals
in both periods.
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3. The animals were slaughtered at an earlier age in the Late
Roman period than in the Hellenistic period.

4. The fragmentation of the animal bones appears to have
resulted in large measure from meat-cutting practices during
both periods.

5. The Late Roman animals may have been slightly larger
than Hellenistic ones.

6. Late Roman fragments may have been generally larger than
Hellenistic ones.

7. In both periods, the animals were slaughtered in close
proximity to the villagers” dwellings.

8. For both periods, the evidence suggests that each family
slaughtered and ate their own animals rather than having
acquired them in butcher shops.

Futher study will be required to establish the integrity of
these findings.






PLATE 1

pok S A
TN i
T

B. Fragment of the multicolored mosaic floor of the Byzantine church in Square A5.
Photo: Avery V. Dick.



B. The inside of the furnace looking toward the horizontal flue which begins at the hole
in the background. It heats the bathing room above. The edge of a black basalt slab is
visible on which the floor tiles rest. Photo: Avery V. Dick.



PLATE III

A. The bathing room of the Islamic bath in Squares A.7 and 8. The .aeter stick lies
on the tiled floor. To its left is Wall A.8:2 which contains the Chimney A.8:10.
Photo: James H. Zachary.

B. The water basin of stone in the bathing room. Above the basin are the outlets for
the hot water (left) and the cold water (right). Photo: Avery V. Dick.



PLATE IV

A. The header-stretcher Wall B.2:84 in Square B.2 which was probably the eastern
retaining wall of a large open-air water basin. Note the remains of plaster at its
southern end near the center in the picture. Photo: Avery V. Dick.
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B. A one-meter square probe through the plaster at the bottom of Square B.l. Notice

the three distinctive layers of plaster, each about 10 centimeters thick. The plaster layers

rest on limestone bedrock which for control purposes was penetrated for ca. 30
centimeters to make sure bedrock was actually reached. Photo: James H. Zachary.
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A. The header-stretcher Wall B.2:84 can be seen above the
left end of the meter stick. The latter rests on the balk.
The continuation of Wall B.2:84 is seen in Square B.4. In
the foreground is the large Rock B.4:168 with water
channels carved into it. Photo: Paul J. Bergsma.

B. The possible Iron Age city Wall C.3:34/28 (in the

lower left corner) and its Bastion C.3:32/26, jutting out

to the west (above). The meter stick lies on the same

bedrock on which the structures rest. Photo: Paul J.
Bergsma.
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PLATE VI

A. Fragment of the Roman Tower C.1:40 in Square C:1. A later wall (C.1:30) abuts
it on the right. Photo: Paul J. Bergsma.

B. The southern exterior wall (D.5:12 = D.6:55) of the Byzantine church is in the upper

right part of the picture. Notice its doorway and arch over Cistern D.6:33. Flowing into

the cistern from Catch Basin D.5:31 is Channel D.6:63. Channel D.5:20 flows in opposite

direction toward Cistern D.5:5 (not shown in this picture). Wall D.6:56b runs to lower
left. Photo: Paul J. Bergsma.



PLATE VI1

A. Southern end of monumental Late Roman Stairway D.3:39. Excavation in lower left
has gone below Surface D.3:44 associated with stairs to expose Wall D.8:47a at left and
earthquake-damaged slabs of bedrock in center. Photo: Avery V. Dick.

B. Carved stone which originally had crowned the southern end of the balustrade of
the Late Roman Stairway D.3:39. Photo: James H. Zachary.



A. Water Channel D.1:58 = D.2:30 running from beneath

gateway through Wall D.l:4c in the background to Stair-

way D.2:32 (on right), Stairs D.2:7b (on left), and Stairs
D.2:34 (bottom left). Photo: Avery V. Dick.

B. Probe in south balk of Square D.1 showing the back

of Wall D.2:21/26 battered up against Hellenistic soil

layers which covered the artificially-cut shelf of bedrock

on which the meter stick rests. The base of Wall D.1:4d
is visible at bottom. Photo: James H. Zachary.
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PLATE IX

A. The stone shoring in
the southeast corner of
Tomb F.14. The shoring
covers the openings to
Loculi 3 and 4. Loculi 5
and 6 are visible at the
left of the shoring. Photo:

James H. Zachary.

B. Looking into Loculus
9 of Tomb F.14 which
shows the break-through
to Loculus 5 of Tomb
F.18. Photo: Avery V. Dick.



PLATE X
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B. Byzantine shaft Tombs F.15 (right) and F.17. Photo: Paul J. Bergsma.



PLATE XI

A. Roman milestones near e/ Mushagqar (Grid Reference 2217.1342). Photo: Robert
: D. Ibach.

B. Roman milestones at Serdbit Musshaqqar (Grid Reference 2203.1341). Photo: Avery V.
Dick.



PLATE XII

A. Cobble stones of the Roman road east of Site No. 35 (Grid Reference 2196.1341).
Photo: Avery V. Dick.

B. Dolmen at Gourmeyet Hesbdn (Grid Reference 2252.1857). Photo: B. Charlene Hogsten.



PLATE XIII

A. A sector of the Roman road. It begins in the picture at the right (above the man’s
head) and goes toward the upper left until it is lost over the ridge. Photo: Avery V. Dick.
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B. The remains of a square structure of Roman times, probably a road station. Photo:
Avery V. Dick.



PLATE XIV

A. Roman and Byzantine glass vessels from Tombs F.16 and 18. Photo: Avery V. Dick.

B. Roman pottery from Tomb F.18. Photo: Avery V. Dick.



PLATE XV
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B. Islamic pottery from various loci on the tell. Photo: Avery V. Dick.



PLATE XVI

A. A painted terra cotta head of a horse of Iron II/Persian times found in Locus B.1:143.
Photo: Paul J. Bergsma.

B. A Hellenistic sherd; the molded decoration shows a shield- and sword-bearing soldier;
from Locus C.1:83. Photo: Paul J. Bergsma.

C. Some of the 15 Islamic clay marbles found in A.7. Photo: Eugenia L. Nitowski.

D. The Esbus coin of Elagabalus (A.p. 218-222) from Locus B.4:113. Photo: Eugenia L.
Nitowski. (All objects are depicted actual size.)



PROLEGOMENA TO A STUDY OF THE DOMINICAL LOGOI
AS CITED IN THE DIDASCALIA APOSTOLORUM
PART I: INTRODUCTORY MATTERS (cont.)*

JAMES ]. C. COX
Andrews University

The Didascalia Apostolorum is no longer extant in its original
Greek dress. It is, however, preserved in early Syriac (complete)
and Latin (fragmentary) translations (both of which were pro-
duced originally before the end of the fourth century C.E.)
and (in considerably edited form) in the Arabic, Ethiopic, and
Greek versions of the first six books of the Constitutiones Aposto-
lorum.

The Greek fragments of the Didascalia discovered by J. Rendel
Harris and published by Bartlet!!® represent a text that is probably
secondary to that of the Greek text presupposed by the Syriac and
Latin versions. So also do the “quotations” of the Didascalia in the
writings of Epiphanius ( Adversus haereses, 45. 4; 70. 10£f.; 75. 7,
and 80. 7),11% and in Opus imperfectum in Matthaeum ( Homiliae,
13 and 53).120

Bartlet'?! has argued for the existence of a work called the
ALaTdEELS or, more probably, the Avatdfels thv dnoo-
1éAwv a “revised” and “expanded” version of the Didascalia and
the “immediate basis” of the Constitutiones Apostolorum, books

* The first article in this series, plus a note on the title of the Didascalia,
appears in AUSS 13 (1975): 23-32.

Abbreviations employed in this article, which are not spelled out on the
back cover of this journal, indicate the following series: DTC = Dictionnaire

de Theéologie catholique; SWAW — Sitzungsberichte der Wiener Akadamie
der Wissenschaften.

us “Fragments of the Didascalia Apostolorum in Greek,” JTS 18 (1917):
301-309.

u® Migne, PG, 41: 836.23ff.; 42: 356.24ff.; 512.30ff.; and 765.45ff.

2 Migne, PG, 56: 707.64ff. and 935.17ff.

3t Church-Life and Church-Order, pp. 93-96, 148, 151.
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1-6, “which came into being, in order to bring things up to date,
at some date between the first half of the third century and the
latter part of the fourth.” He believes this to be the work which
Epiphanius cites, and not the original Greek Didascadlia, as
Boetticher,'?2, Gibson,'?® Funk,'?* Bardenhewer,'® Leclercq,'?¢
and Connolly??? hold.128

As the result of an independent assessment of the evidence I
am persuaded that Bartlet is right.

For the Greek text (with English translation) of the Greek
fragments of the Didascalia, see Bartlet, “Fragments of the
Didascalia Apostolorum in Greek,” JTS 18 (1917): 301-309; and
for the Greek text of the “quotations” in Epiphanius’ Adversus
haereses (45.4; 70.10ff.; 75.7; and 80.7), see Migne, PG, 41: 836.
231F., 42:356.244F., 512.30f., and 765.45f.; and, in Opus imperfec-
tum in Matthaeum (Homiliae, 13 and 53), see Migne, PG, 56:
707.64ff., and 935.17f.

The Syriac version of the Didascalia is preserved, in its complete
form, in four manuscripts:

1. Ms. Syr 62, fols. 1-89 (codex Sangermanensis); now in the
Bibliothéque Nationale, Paris. Produced in the eighth or ninth
century, it is at once both the oldest and the most trustworthy of
the witnesses to the original Syriac text.

2. Ms. Syr. 99 (codex Harrisianus); Rendel Harris’ transcription
now in the Houghton Library, Harvard University, Cambridge,
Massachusetts. The original, written in the year 1036, seems to
have been destroyed during World War 1. It “cannot,” according
to Connolly, “be regarded as a straight-forward copy of the
Didascalia; it deserves rather to be called an edition, and a late
edition, produced by some Syrian canonist who had other aims

2 In Bunsen, 4Analecta Ante-Nicaena, 2: 41-42.

= Didascalia Apostolorum, 2: vi-viii.

*** Didascalia et Constitutiones Apostolorum, 1: I1I; 2: 3-6.

15 'Geschichte, 2: 308.

12 “Didascalie,” DACL 4, col. 800.

7 Didascalia Apostolorum, p. Ixxxiv.
1% Cf. Harnack, Geschichte, 2: 489, n. 5.



DOMINICAL LOGOI IN THE DIDASCALIA 951

than the mere preservation of our document.”'??

3. Ms. Borg. Sir. 148, fols. 1-61 (codex Borgianus); now in the
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vatican City. Produced no earlier
than the thirteenth century, it is copied from an exemplar which, if
not codex Sangermanensis itself, or a lineal descendant from it,
was “almost identical” with it “in text and marginalia.”3°

4. Ms. Lat. 5403, fols. 1-72 (codex Vaticanus); now in the Biblio-
teca Apostolica Vaticana, Vatican City. Produced in 1596 for the
Spanish scholar Frances Pefa, it consists of a Syriac text based
probably on codex Sangermanensis or codex Borgianus, or on a
closely related exemplar, together with an interlinear Latin
translation.

In addition, parts of the Syriac version are preserved in a
number of fragmentary manuscripts:

1. Ms. Syr. 2023, fols. 169-204 (codex Cantabrigiensis); now
housed in the Cambridge University Library, Cambridge. Pro-
duced probably in the thirteenth century, it contains “a large num-
ber of extracts from the Didascalia extending from the first chapter
to the twentieth.”13!

These extracts are prefaced, as a whole, with the words, mn
dydsqly’ "wkyt mlpnwt’ diresr Sy’ qdyS§ wtlmyd  dprwgn,
“from the Didascalia, that is, Teaching, of the Twelve Holy
Apostles and Disciples of Our Savior.” Thereupon each of the
extracts is introduced with the formula wbtr glyl, “soon after,” or
with the formula wtwb mns, “and again another.” Not infrequently,
there is also the concluding formula wsrk’, “et cetera.”

The text of these extracts agrees in general with that which is
common to codices Sangermanensis and Borgianus; but in a num-
ber of instances, where it differs from the text common to codices
Sangermanensis and Borgianus, it agrees with that of codex
Harrisianus.

2. Transcript of a Mesopotamian manuscript, Ms. Syr. 45,

12 Didascalia Apostolorum, p. xiii.
0 Ibid.; p. xvi.
3 Ibid,
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Houghton Library, Harvard University, Cambridge. I have not
been able to locate the manuscript from which this transcript
(belonging originally to Rendel Harris) was taken. So far as I
have been able to determine, the manuscript remains undated.

With respect to the fate of the exemplars from which Rendel
Harris had his transcriptions made, M. H. Goshen-Gottstein writes,
“T would assume that they were destroyed in the aftermath of
World War I, as happened to many MSS which Harris had copied
in the Urmia region.”32

3. Manuscript of Séert (Kurdistan). This manuscript, which, so
far as I can tell, remains undated, contains the last fifteen chapters
of the Didascalia.

4. Ms. Add. 12154, fol. 56, r. 12-22; in the British Museum,
London. Written in the eighth or ninth century, this manuscript
contains a citation of ten lines from the Didascalia. The citation is
introduced with the words mn dydsqly’, “from the Didascalia.”

5. Ms. Syr. 383; in the Bibliothéque Nationale, Paris.

6. Ms. Min. Syr. 4; in the Selly Oak Colleges’ Library, Birming-
ham, England.133

For the Syriac text of codex Sangermanensis, see Lagarde,
Didascalia Apostolorum Syriace (Leipzig 1854 [reprint, Osna-
briick/ Wiesbaden, 1967] ). There are French, German and English
translations of this text. They are, respectively, Nau, La Didascalie
c’est-d-dire TEnseignement catholique des douze Apétres et des

32 Private letter, dated January 11, 1971, at the Institute for Jewish Studies,
Hebrew University of Jerusalem, Israel.

% On these manuscripts, see Lagarde, Didascalia Apostolorum, pp. IV-VII;
H. Zotenberg, Catalogues des Manuscrits syriaques et sabéens de la Bibli-
othéque nationale (Paris, 1874), pp. 22-29; Harnack, Geschichte, 1.2: 515-517;
2.2: 488-490; Gibson, Didascalia Apostolorum (HS, 1), pp. v-x; A. Baumstark,
“Frances Pefia und die kirchenrechtliche Literatur der Syrer,” OC 3 (1903):
211-214; Achelis and Flemming, Die syrische Didaskalia (TU, n.f., 10.2), pp.
243-245; A. Scher, Catalogues des manuscrits syriaques et arabes conservés dans
la bibliothéque episcopale de Séert, pp. 20-21; Funk, Didascalia et Constitu-
tiones Apostolorum, 1: VI-VIII; Viard, La Didascalie, pp. 9-11; Nau, La
Didascalie, pp. 1-3: Bardenhewer, Geschichte, 2: 304-306; Nau, “Didascalie,”
DTC 4.1, cols. 737-738; Leclercq, “Didascalie,” DACL, 4, cols. 803-805; and
Connolly, Didascalia Apostolorum, pp. xi-xviii.
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saints Disciples de notre Sauveur traduite du Syriaque pour la
premiére fois (ALCS, 1; Paris, 1902); Achelis and Flemming, Die
dltesten Quellen des orientalischen Kirchenrechts, 2: Die syrische
Didaskalia (TU, n.f., 10.2; Leipzig, 1904 ); and Connolly, Didas-
calia Apostolorum: The Syriac Version Translated and Accom-
panied by the Verona Latin Fragments with Introduction and
Notes (Oxford 1929 [reprint, Oxford, 1969]). For a retroversion
into Greek (with adaptations from the Greek Constitutiones
Apostolorum ) of codex Sangermanensis, see Boetticher, “Didascalia
purior” in Analecta Ante-Nicaena, 2: Reliquae Canonicae (ed.
C.C.J. Bunsen; London, 1854), pp. 225-338. Unfortunately, in this
reconstruction many passages of the Syriac text are omitted; and
where the Syriac Didascalia and the Greek Constitutiones Apos-
tolorum differ, the latter is frequently followed.

For the Syriac text of codex Harrisianus, see Gibson, The
Didascalia Apostolorum in Syriac: Edited from a Mesopotamian
Manuscript with Various Readings and Collations of Other MSS
(HS, 1; London, 1903). There is an English translation of this text
by the same editor, namely, The Didascalia Apostolorum in
English: Translated from the Syriac ( HS, 2; London, 1903).

The only extant witness to the Latin translation of the Dida-
scalia is that preserved in Codex LV (53) of the Chapter Library
of Verona (Codex Veronensis),

Codex LV (53), which contains the Sententiae of Isidore of
Seville written in “an eighth century hand,” consists of 99 leaves
41 of which are palimpsest. These 41 palimpsest leaves also con-
tain the remains of a much older manuscript, written in “a semi-
uncial hand of an ancient type,” which manuscript, in its original
form (104 leaves in all), contained Latin translations of three
ancient documents, namely, the Didascalia, the Apostolic Church
Order, and the Apostolic Tradition of Hippolytus. Of the surviving
leaves, the Didascalia occupies 32 (about two-fifths of the original
document ).

In the words of Connolly,'3* the Latin version, in character, is

1 Didascalia Apostolorum, p. Xix.
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“studiously literal.” “Disregarding elegance of form the translator
attempted no more than to give a plain unsophisticated rendering
of the Greek.” “These Latin fragments,” he continues, “provide us
with a valuable standard by which to measure the more free and
literary Syriac version; or perhaps it may be said rather that they
help to bring out more clearly the real merit of the Syriac, for
though the Latin constantly helps us to control the Syriac, yet
when the two versions are in conflict the advantage is far from
being always on the side of the Latin. %%

For the Latin text of the Didascalia, see Hauler, Didascaliae
Apostolorum: Fragmenta Veronensia Latina (Leipzig, 1900);
Tidner, Didascaliae Apostolorum, Canonum Ecclesiasticorum,
Traditionis Apostolicae, versiones Latinae (TU, 75; Berlin 1963);
and Connolly, Didascalia Apostolorum: The Syriac Version Trans-
lated and Accompanied by the Verona Latin Fragments with
Introduction and Notes (Oxford, 1929 [reprint, Oxford, 1969]).

There is also a reconstructed Latin text based on the fragments
of Codex Veronensis and supplemented by a modern Latin trans-
lation of the Syriac, both the Latin and Syriac versions being
emended so as to represent as far as possible the original
Didascalia, but not necessarily the original text of either version.
The modern Latin translation of the Syriac text was made by
Albert Socin. For this text see Funk, “Didascalia id est Doctrina
catholica duodecim apostolorum et sanctorum discipulorum salva-
toris nostri” in Didascalia et Constitutiones Apostolorum (Pader-
born 1905 [reprinted, Paderborn 1964]), 1: 1-384).

B50n the Latin Manuscript, see Hauler, “Eine lateinische Palimpsest-
iibersetzung der Didascalia apostolorum,” SWAW, 134 (1896): 10-12; Dida-
scaliae Apostolorum, pp. V-VII; P. Corssen, “Zur lateinischen Didascalia
apostolorum,” ZNW 1 (1900): 339-341; Funk, Didascalia et Constitutiones
Apostolorum, 1: VIII-X; Turner, “The Church Order of St. Hippolytus,”
CQR 85 (1917): 88-90; A. Wilmart, “Le texte latin de la Paradosis de Saint-
Hippolyte,” RechSR 10 (1921): 65-67; Viard, La Didascalie, pp. 11-13;
Leclercq, “Didascalie,” DACL, 4, cols. 802-803; Connolly, Didascalia Aposto-
lorum, pp. xviii-xx; Nau, “Didascalie,” DTC, 4.1, cols. 735-736; and Tidner,
Didascaliae Apostolorum, pp. IX-XI.
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Tidner has produced a very useful companion to his critical
edition of the Latin text, namely, Sprachlicher Kommentar zur
lateinischen Didascalia Apostolorum (Stockholm, 1938).

I have, earlier, made reference to the Arabic version of the
Constitutiones Apostolorum. In actual fact the Arabic manuscripts
to which I refer under this rubric carry in their titles the term
ldsqulyt (“Didascalia”)—thus, ‘ldsqulyt "w t“lym °lrsl (“The
Didascalia, that is, Teachings, of the Apostles”). However, there
can be no doubt that they ultimately represent an exemplar
more immediately related to the Constitutiones Apostolorum than
to the Didascalia 138

Whether that exemplar was a precursor of the Greek Constitu-
tiones Apostolorum (Books 1-6 [7] ),such as the AvaTdEeLs TOY
dnooTéiwv or the Greek Constitutiones Apostolorum (Books
1-6 [7]) itself, is a debatable question. O’Leary speaks of it as
“an earlier form of the Constitutions”;'3” Harden suggests that it
was “an enlarged Didascalia.”**® Nau (and, following him,
Leclercq) holds that it represents an “étape intermédiaire” “entre
la Didascalie syriaque et la compilation en huit livres des Constitu-
tions apostoliques”;*3* Connolly contends that it is “nothing else”
but a “separate edition” of the first six books of the Constitutiones
Apostolorum “with some additional matter”;1*° and Graf propounds
that it is only “distantly related” to the “original Didascalia” and
that it “reproduces,” in the main, the contents of the first six books
of the Constitutiones Apostolorum.}*! T am inclined to agree with

those who hold that it was a precursor of the Greek Constitutiones
Apostolorum.

1680 also, for example, Harnack, Geschichte, 1: 517-518; O’Leary, The
Apostolical Constitutions, pp. 26-27; Achelis, New Schaff-Herzog, 1: 246; Nau,
“Didascalie,” DTC, 4, cols. 740-741; Leclercq, “Didascalie,” DACL, 4, col. 809;
Connolly, Didascalia Apostolorum, p. xx; Graf, Geschichte, p. 564; and
Quasten, Patrology, 2: 151.

157 The Apostolical Constitutions, p. 26.

138 An Introduction to Ethiopic Literature, p. 64.

19 “Didascalie,” DTC, 4, cols. 740-741; and “Didascalie,” DACL, 4, col. 809.

0 Didascalia Apostolorum, p. xx.

M Geschichte 1: 564.
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The Arabic version has been transmitted in “two recensions”:
One (Recension I) is represented by a single manuscript housed in
the Borgia Fund of the Vatican Library (and not in the Museo
Borgia of the Vatican Museum as Funk, Harden, and others indi-
cate), Vatican City; namely, Ms. Borg. ar. 22 (see Harden,'*? and
Graf'#?), The other (Recension II) is represented by a consider-
able number of manuscripts housed in several libraries, including
the British Museum, London (Brit. Mus. ar. 19.13); the Biblio-
théque Nationale, Paris (Par. ar. 251 and 252); and the Biblioteca
Apostolica Vaticana, Vatican City (Vat. ar. 149) (see Harden!**
and Graf!4s ).

That the Arabic version is translated immediately from a Coptic
exemplar, which Coptic exemplar was based on a Greek exemplar,
is the consistent opinion of all those scholars who treat the ques-
tion (see, for example, Harden!*® and Graf).147

For the Arabic text of the Constitutiones Apostolorum, see H.
Dawud, "ldsquwlyt "w t”lym’lrsl (The Didascalia, that is, the Teach-
ings of the Apostles), 3d ed. (Cairo, 1967). This text is based on
manuscripts representative of Recension II. Ms. Borg. Ar 22 (the
only representative of Recension I) is available in microfilm from
the Borgia Fund, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vatican City.

I have also made reference to the Ethiopic version of the
Constitutiones Apostolorum. In actual fact the Ethiopic manu-
scripts to which I refer under this rubric bear in their titles the
term ddsqly (“Didascalia®)— thus tmhrt ddsqly zbw (“The
Teaching of the Didascalia of the Fathers).” However, there can
be no doubt that they ultimately represent an exemplar more
immediately related to the Constitutiones Apostolorum than to the
Didascalia.1*®

12 Ethiopic Didascalia, pp. xii-xiii.

4 Geschichte, 1 :564-566.

5 Geschichte, 1: 564-566.

18 Ethiopic Didascalia, pp. xi-xiii, xvi, xxi-xxii.

1 Geschichte, 1: 564-566.

18 5o also, e.g., T. P. Platt, Ethiopic Didascalia or the Ethiopic Version of
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Whether that exemplar was a precursor of the Greek Constitu-
tiones Apostolorum (Books 1-6 [7]) such as the AvatdEeLs Thv
anootéAwv or the Greek Constitutiones Apostolorum (Books
1-6 [7]) itself, is a debatable question. Platt speaks of it as “a
very loose and inaccurate translation of the Apostolical Constitu-
tions.”'*? O'Leary conjectures that it “was derived from the original
lost Greek text of the Didascalia, and, at some later date, revised
and interpolated from the more recent text of the Apostolic
Constitutions.”*>® Harden holds that it “probably represents a form
intermediate between the shorter Didascalia, best represented by
the Syriac version, and the complete work found in the Apostolic
Constitutions.” “We have in the Ethiopic Didascalia, and in the
earlier Arabic recension [II],” he continues, “representatives of an
enlarged Didascalia.”*®' Nau (and, following him, Leclercq) also
holds that it represents an “étape intermédiaire” “entre la Didascalie
syriaque et la compilation en huit livres des Constitutions
apostoliques.”*52 Connolly contends that it is “nothing else” but a
“separate edition” of the first six books of the Constitutiones
Apostolorum “with some additional matter.”’*® I am inclined to
agree with those who hold that it was a precursor of the Greek
Constitutiones Apostolorum.

The Ethiopic version of the Constitutiones Apostolorum is
extant, in its complete form, in five manuscripts in the British
Museum, London; namely, Mss. Brit. Mus. Or. 752, 793, 797, 798,
and 799, all of which date from the early part of the eighteenth
century.'” In fragmentary form, it is represented in manuscripts
housed as follows: in the Bible House, British and Foreign Bible

the Apostolical Constitutions . . . with an English Translation (London, 1834),
p. ix; Harden, 4n Introduction to Ethiopic Christian Literature, pp. 63-65;
and Ethiopic Didascalia, p. xxi.

1 Ethiopic Didascalia, p. ix.

1 Apostolical Constitutions, p. 26.

81 An Introduction to Ethiopic Christian Literature, p. 64.

132 “Didascalie,” DTC, 4, cols. 740-741; “Didascalie,” DACL, 4, col. 809.

1 Didascalia Apostolorum, p. Xx.

1 So Harden, Ethiopic Didascalia, p. xvii.
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Society, London, namely, Ms. Ethiopic 24, of the late fourteenth,
or early fifteenth, century;'% in the Staatsbibliothek, Berlin, name-
ly Mss. Or. 356 and 595;5¢ in the Niedersichsische Staats- und
Universitiitsbibliothek, Gottingen, namely, Ms. Athiop. 12;'5" and
in the Bibliothéque Nationale, Paris, namely, Mss. Ethiopien, 111
and 138, and Mss. Ethiopien d’Abbadie, 15, 79, and 141.1%®

Whether the Ethiopic version is translated immediately from
a Greek exemplar or from an Arabic, or Coptic, exemplar which
- was itself based on a Greek exemplar, is a debated point. Platt!®®
holds that it is a translation of a Greek exemplar; Funk,'®
Leclercq,®" Harden,'®? and Graf,'%% conjecture that it is a transla-
tion of an Arabic exemplar; and Harden'®* contends that a Coptic
exemplar “lies somewhere behind the Ethiopic.”

The evidence cited by Funk!®* and Harden % seems to imply
that the Ethiopic version is based on an Arabic version ( Recension
I1) based on a Coptic version which was, in turn, based on a
Greek exemplar.

For the Ethiopic text of the Constitutiones Apostolorum, see
Platt, The Ethiopic Didascalia or Ethiopic Version of the Apos-
tolical Constitutions . . . with an English Translation (London,
1834). Microfilms of Mss. Brit. Mus. Or. 752, 793, 797, 798, 799

15 8o Platt, Ethiopic Didascalia, pp. viii-x, and G. E. Coldham, in a private
letter from The Bible House, The British and Foreign Bible Society, London,
dated August 11, 1969.

1% So M. Voigt, in a private letter from the Staatsbibliothek, Berlin, dated
August 27, 1969.

%780 A. Haenel, in a private letter from Niedersichsische Staats-und
Universitidtsbibliothek, Gottingen, dated July 18, 1969.

*®So O. Tarréte, in a private letter from Bibliothécaire, Bibliothéque
Nationale, Paris, dated July 22, 1969.

¥ Ethiopic Didascalia, p. ix.

*® Die apostolischen Konstitutionen: Eine litterar-historische Untersuchung
(Rottenburg, 1891 [reprint, Frankfurt, 1970]), pp. 207-209; and Didascalia et
Constitutiones Apostolorum, 2: XVIII- XX,

101 “Didascalie,” DACL, 4, col. 808.

13 Introduction to Ethiopic Christian Literature, p. 63.

183 Geschichte, 1: 566-567.

*® Ethiopic Didascalia, p. xxii.

1% Didascalia et Constitutiones Apostolorum, 2: XVIII- XX,

10 Ethiopic Didascalia, pp. xii-xiv, xxi-xxii, 189-190.
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are available. Harden, The Ethiopic Didascalia (TCL, series 4:
Oriental Texts; London, 1920), offers an English translation of
Ms. Brit. Mus. Or. 752.

The manuscripts of the Greek version of the Constitutiones
Apostolorum are conveniently listed in Funk, Didascalia et
Constitutiones Apostolorum, 1: XXIV-XXXV.

Concerning the Greek Constitutiones Apostolorum, Connolly
notes that the first six books are based on the Didascalia, that the
seventh begins with a version of the Didache, and that the chief
known source of the eighth is the Apostolic Tradition of Hippolytus.
He then writes:

These earlier documents are all subjected to a more or less drastic
process of edition and revision. The author’s treatment of the
Didascalia varies a good deal for different parts of the book; in
some passages, and chiefly in the earlier part, the editorial process
is comparatively slight, but in others, and notably toward the
end, it becomes so destructive that hardly anything is left of the
original work. . . . Thus the extraction from the Constitutions
of the residue of the Greek Didascalia is a delicate task, We
must always be suspicious of the “Constitutor” when his text
shows any departure from the versions. Still, the Constitutions
do preserve a considerable amount of the original text; and
hence they frequently afford valuable help to a better under-
standing of the versions, by showing us the Greek which the
translators have been but partially successful in representing.*"

For the Greek text of the Constitutiones Apostolorum, see the
superb critical edition of Funk, Didascalia et Constitutiones
Apostolorum, 1 (Paderborn, 1905 [reprint, Paderborn, 1964]).
There is an English translation by J. Donaldson, “Constitutions
of the Holy Apostles,” in ANF 7: 386-505.

17 Didascalia Apostolorum, PP XX-Xxi.






THE PRESENT STATUS OF TEXT CRITICAL
STUDIES IN THE CATHOLIC EPISTLES

W. L. RICHARDS
Andrews University

In an earlier issue of AUSS' we looked at the text critical
studies that have been done in the Greek text of the Catholic
Epistles since the turn of the century. Our concern in this
article will be with the relatively recent works on the Greek
lectionary texts, versions, and patristic citations.? Fortunately, for
this task we have in one volume the results of most of the latest in-
vestigations that have been made in the Catholic Epistles in these
three categories: Die alten Ubersetzungen des Neuen Testaments,
die Kirchenviterzitate und Lektionare, edited by Kurt Aland.
This is the fifth volume of the series Arbeiten zur Neutestament-
lichen Textforschung, published in 1972.2 Our dependence on
this volume, referred to as ANTF 5, will be evident throughout the
survey. The reader may also wish to consult the excellent sum-
maries and appraisals given by Jean Duplacy in his “Bulletin de
critique textuelle du Nouveau Testament,” numbers 1-5.4

1. Greek Lectionary Text

1. Sakae Kubo, “The Catholic Epistles in the Greek Lectionary:
A Preliminary Investigation,” AUSS 1 (1963): 653-70. Kubo’s

112 (1974): 103-111.

?For those who are interested in some of the older studies, see Bruce M.
Metzger, Annotated Bibliography of the Textual Criticism of the New Testa-
ment 1914-39, vol. 16 of Studies and Documents, ed. Silva Lake and Carsten
Hgeg (Copenhagen: E. Munksgaard, 1955).

3 This is the series being produced by the Institut fiixr Neutestamentliche
Textforschung, Miinster, Germany.

¢ “Bulletin de critique textuelle du Nouveau Testament,” I-V in RechSR
(vols. 45, 46, 50, 51, 53, 54) and with the assistance of C. M. Martini since
1968 in Bib (vols. 49, 51, 52, 53, and 54). At the beginning of each Bulletin,
Duplacy conveniently cites the references for all previous bulletins; for the
latest record, see Bib 54 (1973}, p. 79.
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study was based on five fully collated lectionaries (147, 809, 1153,
1441 and 1590) and one MS in two lections (1294). The purpose
of his investigation was to determine the relationship of the Greek
lectionary text in the Catholics with the NT text-types. His control
group was based on MSS classified by von Soden with variants in
these MSS taken from the critical apparatuses of von Soden,
Merk, and Nestle. Tischendorfs apparatus was used for the
versional and patristic evidence (p. 66).

Indicating that his conclusions could not at this stage be
definite, and that more collations need to be made in order to
confirm or modify his results, Kubo suggests that there was a
definite trend in these lectionaries toward conformation to the
Byzantine text, and that only a minority of the lectionary read-
ings are Alexandrian in text-type (see comments on Junack’s
study, below).?

2. Klaus Junack, “Zu den griechischen Lektionaren und ihrer
Uberlieferung der Katholischen Briefe,” ANTF 5: 498-591. Junack
examined 100 lectionaries in a “few carefully selected but
significant” passages and fully collated about 20. The fully
collated MSS supported the conclusions that were based on the
selected collations.® Some of his key points are: (1) With the
exception of 1596, the lectionaries not only show, at least for
James, contacts with the Byzantine text but also represent the im-
portant witnesses for this text-type.” The MSS up to [921 agree with

®Because Kubo’s study was based on a methodology that is now outdated
(relationships were formed on the basis of the percentages of agreement from
the TR), his statistics are subject to modification. A year later Kubo himself
abandoned this method in a supplementary investigation to his dissertation
(the appendix); his conclusions were based on the percentages of agreement
which each MS has with every other MS.

@ The selected passages were intended to serve for the identification of text-
type and proved in the end to be a valid basis for evaluating the lectionary
MSS.

" Junack concludes that even /596 is basically Byzantine, but that it does
have in one series of readings some reminiscences of the older traditions. He
states that this lectionary stands outside the pure lectionary tradition. Earlier
Junack observed that the “minority Alexandrian™ readings listed by Kubo are
accidental. It should be noted, however, that Kubo mentioned that 31 of
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one another 90-95 per cent of the time, and the date of the lection-
ary (i.e. early or late) does not affect these high percentages of
agreement. (2) The Byzantine lectionaries set themselves off from
all other known lectionaries and represent a large, relatively
closed group. The preserved MSS do not go back before the 8th
century. It is not yet possible to discuss in detail the older
elements that developed within the reading system. (3) The
special significance of the lectionaries and the MSS prepared for
liturgical use is that they give us direction in tracing the history
of the text, primarily the Byzantine text, from the time of the
second half of the first millennium to the invention of printing.

2. Versions

Latin

We owe much to Walter Thiele for his enormous accomplish-
ments on the Latin text of the Catholics. His contributions began
with a dissertation at Tiibingen in 1956.% The second part of this
dissertation was the basis for Thiel€’s first major discussion of the
Latin text in the Catholics as a member of the Vetus Latina
Institute of Beuron. We may note in this early work on the
Johannine Epistles Thiele’s basic methodology.

1. Walter Thiele, Wortschatzuntersuchungen zu den lateini-
schen Texten der Johannesbriefe (Freiburg: Verlag Herder,
1958). Thiele has two purposes: (1).to further the research on the
vocabulary of the Latin Bible, and (2) to formulate a more pre-
cise view of the different Latin text-types for 1-3 John (p. 11).°
these readings are found in the Nestle text, which would suggest that some
of these Alexandrian readings were not considered accidental by the editors.

8 “Untersuchungen zu den altlateinischen Texten der drei Johannesbriefe.”
A summary of this dissertation is given in TLZ 82 (1957): 71-72. We should
mention, however, one earlier study by Thiele. In a brief article written in
the previous year, Thiele attempted to determine to what extent Augustine
himself had revised the Latin text of James. “Augustinus zum lateinischen Text
des Jakobusbriefes,” ZNW 46 (1955): 255-258. I know of one earlier work done
on the Catholics, a brief MS study by P. Salmon, “Le texte latin des épitres
de S. Pierre, S. Jean et S. Jude dans le MS. 6 de Montpellier,” JTS, ns., 2
(31): 170-177.

°® Thiele acknowledges that the study of vocabulary is not the only means
of research; syntax and style are also important (p. 11).
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Part I (pp. 12-24) deals with the materials; a list of Greek words
is given with their Latin equivalents and the support of the
Latin witnesses. Part II is concerned with several aspects of
research, falling under two major headings: (1) General vocab-
ulary research (pp. 25-35) deals with (i) vocabulary variations
which are due to a concern for avoiding repetition (a list
of examples is given); (ii) the classification of vocabulary
under the headings, “Cyprian and contemporary African literature”
and “Lacking in Cyprian and pseudo-Cyprian”; and (iii) influence
of the Greek text, in which some variations are shown to exist
because of faithfulness to the Greek Vorlage. (2) Descriptions
of text-types (pp. 35-41)° show that the African texts K and C
can be clearly distinguished from the European texts S, T, V, and
Lucifer by examination of their vocabularies, even though there
is some overlapping (p. 35). The oldest extant and best Latin
texts are the African texts K and C. K is primarily found in
Cyprian; C is a later African text which has more European read-
ings than X, and is found primarily in the Donatists and early
writings of Augustine. The European text-types are S, T, and V.
There is not much upon which to judge the S text-type; it has a
few K readings, but many more European words. T is European
with some rare African elements; and when we come to V, the
Vulgate, we find a purely European vocabulary. See page 10 for
a concise list of representatives of these text-types.

2. Walter Thiele, “Beobachtungen zum Comma Iohanneum
(1 Joh. 5, 7£.),” ZNW 50 (1959): 61-73. The Johannine Comma
is one of many passages in the Catholics which show that the
Latin text has additions not found in the Greek. Nevertheless a
non-extant Greek Vorlage is possible.

3. Walter Thiele, ed., Epistulae Catholicae . . . . This is part
of vol. 26 (the other part of vol. 26 covers the Apocalypse) of the
Vetus Latina; Die Reste der altlateinischen Bibel, according to
Petrus Sabatier, newly compiled and edited by Bonifatius Fischer

1 The Latin text-types are also listed with their witnesses on p. 10.
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(Freiburg: Verlag Herder). Thiele’s volume, 26/1, came out in
seven parts, beginning in 1956 with James and concluding in 1969
with an introduction. These seven parts, with their dates, are as
follows: (1) James, 1956; (2) I Peter, 1958; (3) 2 Peter, 1960;
(4) 1Jn 1:1-3:17, 1965; (5) 1 Jn 3:18-3 Jn 3, 1966, (6) 3 Jn 3-15,
Jude, supplement, and index, 1967; (7) Introduction, 1969.1! The
Introduction is invaluable for understanding the Latin text in the
Catholics. Tt is divided into four sections: (i) the textual wit-
nesses, with a detailed description of the MSS, and then a dis-
cussion of the citations; (ii) the text of each of the Catholic
Epistles according to text-type; (iii) the Greek text; and (iv) the
versions. Thiele discusses the Introduction in his contribution to
ANTF 5 which we treat in entry number 6 below.

4. Bonifatius Fischer, “Codex Amiatinus und Cassiodor,” BZ
n.F, 6 (1962): 57-79. Different texts underlie parts of the Codex;
for the Catholics, a local British text.

5. Walter Thiele, Die lateinischen Texte des 1. Petrusbriefes
(Freiburg: Verlag Herder, 1965). The book is divided into six
chapters, with each chapter discussing a text-type: (1) Old
African text K (pp. 16-31); (2) later African texts, C and A
(pp. 38-65); (3) European text S (pp. 66-88); (4) European
text T (pp. 89-108); (5) European text V, the Vulgate (pp. 109-
159); and (6) general vocabulary research (pp. 160-213). In
the first four chapters Thiele discusses the witnesses of the
text-types and their linguistic characteristics (vocabulary and
relationship to the Greek text). In the Catholics, the creator of
the Vulgate had a European old Latin text before him; like
Jerome, he also compared it with a Greek text that stood in
marked contrast to the “Western” tradition (p. 221).

6. Walter Thiele, “Probleme der Versio Latina in den Katho-
lischen Briefen,” ANTF 5: 93-119. This article is based on Thiele’s
previous studies. Even though the citations found in the writings

1 The paging also begins with p. 1 as did the text for James in the first

Lieferung; and in order to distinguish between the original paging, the
pages in the Introduction have an asterisk by each number.
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of the church fathers remain fragmentary, the broadest attesta-
tion for the Latin text of the Catholics is found in their writings;
apart from the Vulgate, the MSS make up only a small part of the
tradition (p. 93). Although the earliest Latin quotations are found
in Tertullian (1 Peter and 1 John), it is not until Cyprian that we
have a firm basis for discussing the text (p.93). What Thiele writes
about Cyprian (K text-type), etc., in his book on 1-3 John
(see no. 1 above) holds true for most of the Catholics.*> While
the K witnesses form a relatively closed group, the other wit-
nesses portray quite a diverse picture, often changing text-types
from letter to letter (pp. 94-95). When one compares the K text-
type with the later text-types (the text-types of the Versio Latina
which can be regained in the Catholics are mentioned by B.
Fischer on pp. 26-27 of ANTF 5), many differences are evident
at first observation. The differences are in vocabulary as well as
in the relationship to the Greek text. Thiele assumes, however,
that originally there was a common Vorlage for all seven Epistles
(p. 95).18

The K text-type is given high marks; it does not contain the
contaminations and duplications which are common to the mixed
texts (p. 96). Thiele discusses variants which are stylistic, stating
that the K text is not a slavish word-for-word translation of its
Greek Vorlage (pp. 97-100). He points to Latin variants which
are verified by a Greek reading ( pp. 100-101),** and then takes up
the readings which are not supported anywhere; an “inner-
lateinische” explanation answers many of the questions (p. 102).
Additions found in the Latin, especially the older texts, are some
obvious readings not attested by the Greek.’® Thiele mentions

12 Traces of K are transmitted through Lactantius in James (p. 94).

3 Thiele shows why he believes this to be the case. Lucifer’s text is the best
link between the K text-type and the later text-types even though only 1-2
John offer adequate material for comparison. Lucifer is the first tangible
witness of the European text.

*# These readings may, however, now exist only in a version or a patristic
citation.

¥ Only in the Vulgate have these readings been eliminated (p. 103).
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three kinds of additions: (1) those in which the content of the
additions is often based on biblical readings; (2) those which are
of an explanatory nature; and (3) additions concerning dogmatic
content, 1 Jn 5:7 being among the examples cited (pp. 108-113).
Although Thiele believes it cannot be definitely decided whether
additions of the first two types go back to the Greek or were
created within the Latin (pp. 103-106), he is of the opinion,
however, that they nevertheless lead to a Greek Vorlage. The third
kind, too, are partially determined by the content of other Bible
texts (p. 109). Since these three categories of additions cannot
be traced back to a purely inner Latin development, Thiele sug-
gests that these readings point to a “Western” text of the Catholic
Epistles; even the nature of variants reminds one of the “West-
ern” text of Acts (p. 111).'® Because we have only fragmentary
records, it is not possible to trace all of the stages of change
away from the K text (pp. 113-116). The final section of the
article deals with the Vulgate. In those places where a clear
comparison with the Greek text can be made, the Vulgate
proves itself to have its own peculiar character. In the Catholics
the Vulgate is clearly not by Jerome (pp. 116-117).

7. Bonifatius Fischer, “Das Neue Testament in lateinischer
Sprache. Der gegenwiirtige Stand seiner Erforschung und seine
Bedeutung fiir griechische Textgeschichte,” ANTF 5: 1-92. A
brief discussion of text-types for the Catholics is given on pp.
26-27. Fischer deals with the Vulgate in section six, and the
Catholics are discussed in light of Thiele’s work (pp. 73-78).
The fluctuations of the Vulgate revisions amount to making an
already colorful text even more so (p. 74). Fischer concurs with
Thiele that G is the best Vulgate MS, F not much poorer, while A
declines; but within the Catholics, the rank changes so that F
gradually falls from the first rank to the last (p. 75). Altogether,
the transmission in the main MSS of the Catholic Epistles is

#The character of these “Western” readings keeps them from having any
role in determining the original text (p. 112).
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poorer and more confused than in all other sections of the NT
(p-77).
Coptic

1. William H. Willis, “An Unrecognized Fragment of First
Peter in Coptic,” in Classical, Mediaeval and Renaissance Studies
in Honor of B. L. Ullman, ed. Charles Henderson, Jr., Storia &
Litteratura, 93 (Rome, 1964 ), pp. 265-271. The age of the MS is
no later than the turn of 3rd/4th centuries.

9. Karlheinz Schiissler, “Zitate aus der Katholischen Briefen
bei den koptischen Kirchenvitern,” in La Bible et les Péres, ed.
André Benoit and Pierre Prigent (Paris: Presses Universitaires
de France, 1971).

3. Gerd Mink, “Die koptischen Versionen des Neuen Testa-
ments ...” ANTF 5: 160-299. This investigation is divided into
three major sections: (1) The first part (pp. 160-187) considers the
language problems involved for the Greek history of the text, and
on page 175 Mink refers to the status of research in the Catholic
Epistles. Von Soden saw in the Coptic text a confirmation for H
as an Egyptian text and proof that the Egyptian influenced % and
B. Von Soden also noted the influence of K on the Sahidic and
Bohairic. (2) The second division (pp. 188-273) discusses the
grammatical nature of the most important Coptic variants and
their value. Examples are taken from all of the NT to illustrate
grammatical and syntactical constructions with examples from the
Catholics given on pages 192, 216, and 231. (3) Section three is
concerned with a passage in the Gospel of John.

Armenian

1. Louis Leloir, “Traduction latine des versions syriaques et
arméniennes de I'épitre de Jacques,” Le Muséon 83 (1970):
189-208. Leloir gives a literal translation in Latin of the Peshitta
and Philoxenian Syriac and Armenian versions as a basis of better
studying the versions.

2. Louis Leloir, “La version arménienne du Nouveau Testa-
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ment,” ANTF 5: 300-313. After indicating his conviction that a
first Armenian version of Acts was based on the Syriac and that
the Pauline Epistles were more than likely based on the Syriac,
Leloir asks if we can say the same for the major Catholic Epistles
(pp. 302-303).'" His answer: “Probablement oui.” Examples of
Syriacisms are given to support the theory that while the Arme-
nian text of our editions is based on the Greek, these vestiges of
the Syriac within the Armenian text point to a Syriac Vorlage
for the first Armenian version (pp. 303-304).

Georgian

1. Joseph Molitor, “Die altgeorgische Version der Katholi-
schen Briefe ins Lateinische ibertragen,” OC 49 (1965): 1-17.
Covers James, and 1 and 2 Peter.

2. Joseph Molitor, “Die altgeorgische Version der Katholi-
schen Briefe ins Lateinische {ibertragen,” OC 50 (1966): 37-45.
Covers 1, 2, 3 John, and Jude.

3. Joseph Molitor, “Zum Textcharakter der altgeorgischen
Katholischen Briefe: 1. Der altgeorgische Jakobusbrief,” OC 51
(1967): 51-66 (see next entry).

4. Joseph Molitor, “Das Neue Testament in georgischer
Sprache . ..,” ANTF 5: 314-344. This is based on a complete revi-
sion of the author’s work mentioned in number three above, and is
divided into three sections: (1) The present editions of the Old
Georgian NT and their values. The Catholic Epistles are covered
on pp. 317-318 where Molitor writes that the first textual critical
edition came to light in 1956 by Mrs. Ketevan Lortk’ip'anidze
as vol. 9 of the Monumenta: Die georgischen Version der Katho-
lischen Briefe nach Handschriften des 10.-14. jhr. She originally
wanted to examine four MSS from that period, and the work was
only partly printed when the Tiflis Museum received the microfilm
of the old Georgian Sinaitic MSS. They were rightfully added

" He observes that in its beginning the Armenian church was in close con-

tact with the Syrian church; its liturgy, monastic institutions and Christian
vocabulary are marked by Syriac influence (p. 303).
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in the Tiflis edition. (2) Characteristics of the Old Georgian
evidenced in a textual analysis of James (pp. 318-325). It is a
long way from the Old Georgian gospels (and their influence by
Tatian) to James (p. 318). (3) The textual critical value of the
Old Georgian translation of the NT, particularly of James (pp.
325-344).'8 Beginning on page 330, about 260 significant readings
are listed (pp. 330-343). These readings are placed in three
categories (pp. 343-344): (i) translation liberties within the
Georgian; (ii) readings which are influenced by Syriac (in con-
trast to the Armenian), or are a mixture of Syriac and Armenian;
(3) 44 Armenianisms, of which there are 17 cases of verbal
agreement with the Armenian text (many times just one word)
and 27 cases wherein the Armenian influence is possible, but not
certain (pp. 343-344). In summary it may be said that the
Syriac influence is more strongly evident than the Armenian
(p. 344).

Ethiopic

Joseph Hoffmann, “Das Neue Testament in &thiopischer
Sprache. Problem der Ubersetzung und Stand der Forschung,”
ANTF 5: 345-373. The text of the Catholics is covered in section
IV (pp. 364-367), and briefly in section V (pp. 372-373), where
Hoffmann compares the text of James with the text of the
Apocalypse. Nothing has yet been published on the text of the
Catholics, Hoffmann states (p. 364). He himself has collated
11 MSS, one of these being only a fragment.® The editions of the
text and these MSS differ only in unimportant readings. The text
is essentially the same, going back to a common Vorlage, believed
by Hoffmann to be the Greek.?’ Because James offers too little

8 His primary concern for James is due to the fact that James will appear
as the first part of the Editio maior critica (p. 330).

* Hoffman singles out British Museum MS 496 for special mention. It
seems to be more a paraphrase than a translation, and has explanations
interspersed between the passages (p. 364).

2 A list of places where the Ethiopic and Greek completely agree is given.

There are, of course, variants which disappear via translation. For examples
in the Ethiopic, which has no article, it is not possible to teli whether or not
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material for comparisons, Hoffmann believes we must wait until
all of the Catholics have been studied before we can speak about
the text-type. He suspects that all of the Catholics have the same
Vorlage (p. 365). The Ethiopic text of James offers us only in-
significant agreements with other versions, and these are probably
accidental. Where the Sahidic differs from the Greek, the Ethiopic
agrees with the Greek; and where the Ethiopic, however, differs
from the Greek, the Sahidic agrees with the Greek. No influence
on James can be detected from the Sahidic, the Bohairic, and the
Syriac (p. 366). As far as the Arabic influence on Ethiopic James
is concerned, Hoffmann has not yet made a study, but he believes
that Arabic texts translated from the Greek or Syriac may have
influenced the Ethiopic. This would not be true, however, for
Arabic texts which came from the Bohairic (p. 367). After dis-
cussing the text of the Apocalypse, Hoffmann draws the follow-
ing conclusions regarding a comparison of the texts of James
and the Apocalypse: (1) The method of translations was dif-
ferent; the translation of James was much freer with the Greek
than was that of the Apocalypse (p. 372).2! (2) The text of James
agrees with other versions only in unimportant variants, whereas
the Apocalypse has many foreign elements (p. 373).

3. Patristic Citations

So far as the attempts to establish the earliest text, text-types,
or history of the text are concerned,?? nothing has been done with
the Greek fathers in the Catholic Epistles. Extensive work has
been done with the writings of the Latin fathers, and some work

there was an article in Greek; similarly with the »a. where the translator
was very free with the use of @ (p. 365).

21In James the use of the .demonstrative pronoun is normal, and in the
Apocalypse its use is excessive; both books had a different Vorlage and trans-
lator (p. 372).

3 As is the case for the versions, the support of the church fathers for
certain variant readings has long been available in the apparatuses of some
editions of the Greek text. Furthermore, some brief accounts have been given
in several important commentaries.
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has been done on the writing in the Coptic language (see under
Latin and Coptic above).

(to be concluded)

Note: The concluding article in this bibliographical survey of the text-
critical research in the Catholics will be primarily concerned with listing the
collations that have been made of Greek MSS in the Catholic Epistles.



HYPOCRISY: AN EXPLORATION OF A “THIRD TYPE”

DAVID A. SPIELER
Adrian College, Adrian, Michigan

As a persistent phenomenon in both morality and religion,
hypocrisy has often been discussed, the result being that two
major types of it are usually distinguished. First, there is the
kind most familiar to modern English and classical Greek:
hypocrisy as feigning goodness while in reality being evil. It is
being two-faced. It is saying one thing and meaning another.
Although this type of hypocrisy is rarely mentioned in the Bible,
there is a fine example of it in Lk 20:19-26 (cf. Mt 22:15-22 and
Mk 12:13-17) where certain individuals who “pretended to be
sincere” sought to ensnare Jesus. Second, there is the kind found
frequently in the Old and New Testaments: hypocrisy as un-
warranted self-righteousness that is blind to one’s own sins and
harsh toward the sins of others. It is seeing the tiny speck in
another person’s character more clearly than the huge blot in one’s
own (cf. Mt 7:3-5 and Lk 6:41-42). It should be noted that in
the first case the hypocrite is generally more aware of the hypocrisy
than anyone else, whereas in the second case almost everyone is
more aware of the hypocrisy than the hypocrite.

All this, of course, is to cover familiar ground. My intention is
to move from this starting point into an exploration of relatively
new territory. Specifically, what I wish to do here is to distinguish
a third major type of hypocrisy—one which is much more subtle
and therefore much more difficult to discern than the others.
I shall begin by characterizing this third type of hypocrisy more
fully. Having done that, I will suggest where it fits in with the
biblical perspective. I shall then proceed to' make some observa-
tions about its relationship to two important ethical theories, and
finally will conclude with remarks on the special danger this
particular hypocrisy holds for Christians.

273
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1. Characteristics of the “Third-Type” Hypocrisy

The third type of hypocrisy has significant similarities and
dissimilarities with the other two types. It is similar to the first in
that the individual is more evil than appearances would indicate
and similar to the second in that the individual is more self-
righteous than the truth would warrant. However, it is dissimilar
to the first in that the hypocrite is not, at least consciously,
attempting to deceive anyone and dissimilar to the second in that
the hypocrite is not, at least openly, condemnatory of others.
Because of this peculiar combination of features, the third-type
hypocrisy is seldom recognized by either hypocrite or observer.

While important variations no doubt exist among those who
fall into this third category of hypocrisy, it would be useful to
examine a more detailed picture of one such person. For con-
venience, we will designate that individual as “M.” M is probably
regarded as a pillar of church and community, perhaps even as a
saint (or as close to that as most humans are apt to get). After
all, M is never loud, harsh, aggressive, demanding, critical, or
argumentative—even in the face of considerable provocation.
M is also likely to be an advocate of what many view as the
highest and purest ethical positions: anti-war, anti-violence, anti-
discrimination, and anti-sensual indulgence of any kind (such as
sex, food, alcohol, etc.). As a consequence, M leads what
most Christians today see as a simple, ascetic life. All in all, M
is a near embodiment of the famous monkey trio—seeing no evil,
hearing no evil, and speaking no evil.

Given this sort of public posture and given the harmony of
public and private life, how could a person like M ever be classed
as a hypocrite? Only, I believe, by a careful and lengthy study
of behavior patterns. What one discovers is that no matter what
is said or done, no matter what decisions are made or actions
taken, and no matter what reasons or justifications for them are
offered, all things consistently work together to the advantage of
an individual such as M and to the detriment of other persons.
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Those who are third-type hypocrites are classed as such because
they possess this crucial characteristic of pure egoism inside
covered by a veneer of altruism and benevolence outside. In
other words, these people never act primarily for the sake of’
others; and even where they give the impression of doing so, the
purpose of the act is selfish (i.e., self-centered).

As was suggested earlier, this type of hypocrisy is so deeply
rooted that it does not function on a conscious level and tends
to remain well disguised from both public and private view. Yet,
I suspect that almost every reader can now recall examples of the
third-type hypocrisy. Once hypocrisy is suspected, evidence can
often be accumulated to confirm it. But since third-category
hypocrisy operates in such an apparently innocuous manner,
initial suspicions are rather rare.

2. “Third-Type” Hypocrisy in Relationship to the
Biblical Perspective

We now move on to consider how third-type hypocrisy relates
to the biblical perspective. There is no question but that the Bible
in general and the NT in particular would regard the life-style
we have been describing as indeed being a form of hypocrisy
and would condemn it. Great prophetic voices from Amos onward
have stressed the inner life and emphasized the need for har-
monizing inner life and outer behavior; words and deeds are
to flow directly from thoughts and dispositions, but'in the event of
some disparity between them, ethical judgments are to be in
terms of the latter factors rather than the former ones. Jesus, too,
harking back to the prophets, placed his main concern on a
person’s intentions and motivations. He spoke of an inner
transformation which cannot be compelled and which, at the
same time, cannot be measured solely in terms of an individual’s
outward behavior (see, for example, Mk 7:1-23 and compare
with Jer 31:31-34).

Indeed, there is some evidence that Jesus himself both noted
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and condemned the very type of hypocrisy we are discussing
here. Certainly the sort of hypocrisy Jesus rebuked in Mt 6:2, 5,
16 (regarding alms, prayer, and fasting) and in Mt 23:23-36 (re-
garding neglect of the weightier matters and having a clean out-
ward appearance overlying inward corruption) bears a stronger
resemblance to the third type than to the second, for the harshness
of the hypocrite toward others is absent. And one can easily
read Jesus’ parable of the Prodigal Son (Lk 15:11-32) in terms
of the elder brother’s being a third-type hypocrite—at least until
an unusual and unexpected situation developed that brought his
real, deep, and hidden feelings to the surface. In fact, this type of
hypocrisy may most often be exposed to hypocrite and observer
alike when some immense crisis or frustration breaks down the
defenses and permits long-buried, yet still-festering, ugliness to
spring forth into the light of day.

3. “Third-Type” Hypocrisy and Ethical Theories

The points made so far may cause one to wonder how this
state of affairs is possible. How can an individual be so blind
about his or her true motivations? How can an egoist be so
completely unaware of his or her own selfishness? How can a
person regularly do (or fail to do) things which harm others
without even noticing it? Part of the answer, of course, lies in
the insight of psychology that the real causes of our thoughts
and deeds are frequently hidden from consciousness, from the
“rational self.” The remainder of the answer, however, lies
embedded in the very nature of ethical theories.

We can find this third major type of hypocrisy among adher-
ents of situational ethics, wherein a person tries to decide in the
uniqueness of each situation what the law of love demands.
It is possible for decisions always to be made in such a way as to
favor oneself, since the basic principle of situational ethics is so
general and because its application is so subjective. Indeed, in

1For a presentation of this viewpoint, see Joseph F. Fletcher, Situation
Ethics: The New Morality (Philadelphia, 1966).
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treating the “new morality” Gabriel Fackre discusses this very
problem with which we are dealing, although he does not call it
“hypocrisy.”

But we can also discover this third major type of hypocrisy
among advocates of rule ethics. As we know, when rules are
chosen, they always involve a selection from among the total
possible rules. And we know that this selection usually includes
more negatives (“Thou shalt nots”) than positives (“Thou
shalts”). The assumption of rule ethics is that if one abides by
these selected, and largely negative, rules, then he or she is
righteous. The trap here is that the third-type hyprocrite (either
by selection of a system of convenient rules or by disposition or
inattention to the full implications of the rules) knows that he or
she is righteous for the simple reason that he or she abides by
those rules. And if one is convinced of one’s own righteousness,
then it will likely seem unnecessary to have continual self-
examination of motives, actions, thoughts, et cetera. In fact, it is
an almost impossible task to shatter the complacency of such
people, since their perception of reality is both filtered and
skewed; besides, the fact that these people are neither two-faced
like the type-one hypocrites nor harsh like the type-two hypocrites
makes them improbable candidates for sufficiently direct con-
frontation.

4. The Danger of the “Third-Type” Hypocrisy

There is a final, yet significant, point which needs to be made
about this third-type hypocrisy. I indicated at the beginning that
this sort of hypocrisy poses special problems for the Christian.
Why? To find the answer, we might start by asking why such
people seem to see and hear so little evil. Is it because there is so
little evil around to see and hear? Certainly not! It is part of their
highly selective perspective on reality (a defense mechanism, if
you please) which says, in effect, that if there is no evil outside of

2 Gabriel Fackre, “The New Morality,” in Storm over Ethics (Philadelphia,
1967), pp. 70-75.
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me (i.e., intentional evil and not merely evil resulting from mis-
takes), then there is no evil inside of me either. Indeed, I would
contend that in many cases a person’s ability to look around and
see no evil in others, even when it is there, is a strong indication
that he or she will see no evil within, even when it is there.

But why is this a danger for Christians? May it not be because
Christians, especially in recent decades, have been so fearful of
imperfections in themselves (presumably on the ground that
such imperfections would disqualify them for membership and/or
leadership in the Christian community on earth and in heaven)
that they feel compelled to deny any imperfections in themselves?
In any event, the result is that the sin and evil which does exist
(cf. Rom 1: 18-20 and 5:12 on the prevalence of sin) must, for
many Christians at least, be “explained away”—must be rational-
ized, repressed, or sublimated. Unfortunately, this tactic makes
sin less visible and, simultaneously, more difficult to eliminate.

A good example of this tendency can be found in Langdon
Gilkey’s Shantung Compound, a narrative account of his experi-
ences in a prisoner-of-war camp during the Second World War.?
He depicts Christians, along with others influenced by Christian
ethics, as sublimating their true impulses and replacmg them with
a more socially acceptable fagade. Yet the true impulses con-
tinued to control their behavior. Mary Daly, though from a dif-
ferent slant, also makes the same point.* She maintains that much
so-called Christian morality stifles honesty, conceals true motives
and values, and lowers critical consciousness.

I believe there is a close relationship between this phe-
nomenon and an individual’s theological position or outlook.
Certainly, this is true with regard to examples we noted earlier
from the NT. In our own time, too, there would appear to be a
close correlation between one’s theology and one’s chances of

8Langdon Gilkey, Shantung Compound: The Story of Men and Women
under Pressure (New York, 1966).

¢ Mary Daly, Beyond God the Father: Toward a Philosophy of Women's
Liberation (Boston, 1973), p. 102.
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becoming a type-three hypocrite. Christians who have a very
optimistic conception of human nature would, I suspect, be the
most prone to this kind of hypocrisy; and since contemporary
western culture is heavily influenced by this and other liberal
presuppositions, that connection is surely important. Neo-Ortho-
doxy, because of its pessimistic conception of human nature,
would probably be the least prone to this sort of hypocrisy; and
“Conservative” Christianity would seem to belong somewhere
near the middle of the spectrum.

Hypocrisy of all kinds should be studied carefully. After all,
only when we are able to identify it correctly can we develop
appropriate means of containing and then eliminating it. The
“new” type of hypocrisy we have been exploring here is
especially significant because of its relative invisibility and be-
cause it is a tempting trap for the modern Christian.






BOOK REVIEWS

Anderson, Bernhard W. Out of the Depths: The Psalms Speak for Us Today.
Philadelphia: Westminster, 1974. x + 198 pp. Paperback, $3.50.

Though a footnote in the author’s new preface to this guide into the
Psalter mentions that it is “a slightly modified version of a study book
originally prepared for the Board of Missions of the United Methodist
Church” (p. ix), the body of the text with the notes is actually a photo-offset
reproduction of the original 1970 edition, even to the same pagination. The
only modifications lie in the preface (“Directions for Study”), rewritten to
meet a wider readership, and the addition of a practical nine-page epilogue,
“Suggestions for the Use of the Psalms in Christian Worship,” which replaces
a one-page list in the original edition of supplementary materials available
from the UMC Board of Missions on the use of Psalms in worship. Except
for the mention of the revised (1972) edition of John Bright’s 4 History of
Israel, and the new (1973) edition of The Oxford Annotated Bible with the
Apocrypha, even the bibliography remains the same, though Mitchell Da-
hood’s third volume on Psalms in the Anchor Bible Series (1970) could have
been mentioned. The most interesting change lies in the wording of the
book’s subtitle from “The Psalms Speak to Us Today” (1970) to “The Psalms
Speak for Us Today” (1974), especially since the two prepositions could
reflect two differing presuppositions regarding the meaning of the Psalter.
Though the change is not mentioned, Anderson attributes the genesis of the
latter title to Athanasius, who “declared that the Psalms have a unique place
in the Bible because most of Scripture speaks to us, while the Psalms speak
for us” (p. x).

The body of the book, intended either for group use in Psalms study or
for individual devotional study, is divided into seven chapters of approxi-
mately equal length. Chap. 1, “The Psalms and the Worshiping Commu-
nity,” serves as one of the finest general introductions to the Psalter known
to this reviewer. Questions of authorship, dating, structure, numbers, the
use of the divine name, poetic style, setting, and history of use, are all lucidly
dealt with. Even other OT psalms are brought into the discussion, though
one could argue over the extent of certain pericopes cited, especially in 2
Is and Job (p. 7). One might also question how useful the concept of “paral-
lelism” is when a second line continues the thought of the first (p. 21),
Lowth’s third category of “synthetic parallelism.” And I think Anderson’s
dating of the book of Chronicles to 300 B.c. (p. 12) is at least 100 years too
late. The thesis of Chap. 2, “Enthroned on the Praises of Israel.” is that the
basis of Israel’s worship may be found in God’s prior action. In discussing
the influences from Israel’s environment, it is implied (p. 25) that such cultic
and literary forms as sacrifice and the psalm were taken over from the
Canaanites; while perhaps true, the influences from Mesopotamia and Egypt
in this regard must also be considered. To locate the “Sea of Reeds” at Lake
Timsah (p. 33) rather than the Red Sea flies in the face of the evidence from
such texts as Ex 23:31; Num 21:4; and I Ki 9:26. Chap. 3, “Murmurings in
the Absence of God,” deals with Israelite laments as praise to God, offered
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in the time of his absence. Anderson is particularly good in this chapter
when dealmg with the problem of the psalmist’s enemies (‘ stylized language”)
and his cries for vindication and vengeance. In Chap 4, “Taste and See
That the Lord is Good,” the category of thanksgiving is dealt with as specific
praise as opposed to the category of the hymn as general pralse in Chap. 5,
“How Majestic Is Thy Name in All the Earth!” Though it is common for
scholars to dismiss the psalm of Jonah as an interpolation because it is a
psalm of thanksgiving rather than a lament (p. 84), von Rad considers it to
be a lament (Old Testament Theology, 1:399), and its meter is largely in
qinah style. On the other hand, a thanksgiving psalm would be appropriate
in the sense that the whale had saved Jonah from his running away; he had
learned his lesson. Thus, just as in Ps 32, the suppliant bears testimony to
his deliverance from guilt. In Chap. 6, “Thine Is the Kingdom,” the temple
and royal psalms are examined. Despite the fact that Mesopotamian evidence
is not quite what it was formerly believed to be (cf, for instance, K. A.
Kitchen, Ancient Orient and Old Testament, pp. 104, 105), Anderson follows
Mowinckel in suggesting that a fall festival in Jerusalem was patterned after
the Babylonian akitu festival. Finally, the wisdom and didactic songs are
covered in Chap. 7, “A Table Prepared,” where the familiar Ps 23 and 73
are handled particularly well.

In addition to the seven chapters, their notes, and the features already
mentioned, the book contains a glossary and two useful appendices: an out-
line of psalms considered in the study, and an index of all the psalms accord-
ing to type. In its scope, coverage, and intended audience, Out of the Depths
may be compared to Samuel Terrien’s The Psalms and Their Meaning for
Today (1952), which treats fewer psalms individually and more comprehen-
sively; to Claus Westermann’s The Praise of God in the Psalms (1961), which
treats psalm types more technically and concentrates on psalms of praise;
or to Harvey Guthrie’s Israel’s Sacred Songs (1966), which treats the Psalter
thematically and anthropologically. Anderson’s book is superior as a reader’s
first form-critical guide into the Psalms. Two corrections may be noted: a new
address for G.I.A. Publications on p. 166 (7404 South Mason Avenne, Chicago,
IL 60638), and the spelling of “millennium” at the bottom of page 190.

Andrews University LAWRENCE T. GERATY

Gaustad, Edwin 8., ed. The Rise of Adventism: Religion and Society in Mid- '
Nineteenth-Century America. New York: Harper and Row, 1975. 829 pp.
$12.50.

Potential readers who fail to note the subtitle in this satisfying collection
of essays may expect something different from what they receive. This is not
a book about the birth and development of the various Adventist denomina-
tions. Only one of the ten essays, David Arthur’s on Millerism, comes close
to describing what the title implies. And Arthur is concerned, not with what
Miller taught or how he arrived at his understanding, but rather with the
transition of an avowedly non-sectarian movement into one that faced the
choice of whether or not to become another denomination.

The first seven essays are devoted to describing various aspects of American
society, 1830-1860, during which period the Advent Christian and Seventh-
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day Adventist Churches were born. As part of a brief introduction, which
incidentally betrays his interest in the geographical context of American
religions, Editor Gaustad provides capsule condensations of the ten essays
which follow. In the first of these, “A Time of Religious Ferment,” Winthrop
Hudson briefly introduces a cross section of the new sects, religious commu-
nities, and theological concerns with which the period abounds. This is
followed by Timothy Smith’s reflections on some of the causes and conse-
quences of the variety of social reforms being promoted in the era.

Although John Blake’s treatment of the Health Reform Crusade is more
narrative than analysis, it is probably the most compact and balanced account
in print. It is refreshing to see that the sixteenth-century Italian, Luigi
Cornaro, is given the credit he deserves for providing so many of the basic
ideas on diet and regimen later promulgated by Sylvester Graham’ and Wil-
liam Alcott. The chief disappointment, especially in view of the book’s title,
is Blake’s failure to mention Millerite physician and lecturer, L. B. Coles.
The synthesis of Coles’s ideas, which appeared in 1848 in his Philosophy of
Health, was to have considerable influence on Seventh-day Adventist health
teachings when these blossomed during the 1860s.

John Greene’s essay investigates the tensions between science and religion
in the 1840s and 1850s. Biblicists were concerned over the new theories being
advanced by geologists, especially by Charles Lyell. Christian geologists, who
tried to reconcile Genesis and geology, frequently found that they satisfied no
one but themselves.

The briefest, and least satisfying, of the essays is Robert Hine’s account of
communal groups. From the large number existing at this time, Hine chooses
to look only at the Shakers and John Humphrey Noyes’s Oneida community.
He narrows his discussion to a comparison of the two groups’ attitudes
toward sex and work. One wishes he had broadened this comparison to in-
clude other groups and also other aspects of their beliefs and practices.

R. Lawrence Moore’s survey of Spiritualism and its appeals to the mid-
nineteenth-century American stresses the individualism and lack of cohesion
which were characteristic. He might have pointed out that these very traits
allowed it to be the non-denominational movement that Miller had hoped
Adventism would be. Ernest Sandeen’s “Millennialism” amounts to an excel-
lent digest of his Roots of Fundamentalism (1970).

To fit this period, William McLoughlin knows he should analyze Amer-
ica’s Second Great Awakening of the first third of the nineteenth century.
Yet the main thrust of his “Revivalism” chapter is to outline a schematization
of the relationship between religious revivals and subsequent social reforma-
tion throughout American history. It is a thought-provoking attempt which
deserves expanded treatment, but it seems somewhat out of place in this
collection.

In some ways Jonathan Butler’s essay, an attempt to analyze the interaction
of Seventh-day Adventist theology concerning the eschatological role of the
United States with Seventh-day Adventists’ concomitant role as Americans,
is the most ambitious of the ten. Butler’s command of sources is impressive;
his data merit careful study. The purist may be annoyed that careless proof-
reading has let several factual errors slip through. For example, the dates of
original Seventh-day Adventist persecutions under state Sunday laws is given
as the 1860s instead of the 1880s (p. 196), as Butler’s footnotes correctly
indicate.
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The final third of this work contains the most complete bibliography of
Adventist hooks, pamphlets, and periodicals currently available. Helpful
notations indicate the location of periodicals not listed in the Union List of
Serials. .

One final note: The essays collected here were first presented as a series of
lectures on the milieu from which Adventism emerged. Those who organized
the series at the Loma Linda University church and had the vision to make
the material available to a wider audience deserve a real vote of thanks.
American social, cultural, and church historians are in their debt.

Andrews University RICHARD SCHWARZ

Harrington, Wilfrid J., O.P. The Path of Biblical Theology. Westminster.
Md.: Christian Classics, Inc., 1973. x + 438 pp. $16.50.

This is the first full-fledged tome by a Roman Catholic scholar to deal
with the subject of biblical theology. His style is lucid and he has used
abundant space for his leisurely introduction to a highly complex and
variegated subject. Although this is the third volume on the discipline of
biblical theology within three years, it is most surprising that the author
refers only once to the major work by H. J. Kraus, Die Biblische Theologie
(1970y and virtually never touches on the significant contribution hy B. S.
Childs. Biblical Theology in Crisis (1970).

The survey of “the hiblical theology of the OT” (pp. 19-113) touches briefly
on the origin of piblical and OT theology and traces its history from Gabler
to Davidson and heyond to the revival of OT theology in the post-World-
War-1 period. This is followed by a fair and adequate précis of four repre-
sentative OT theologies, viz. those of W. Eichrodt, T. C. Vriezen, E. Jacob
and G. von Rad. It may be said right here that this emphasis on some major
names in OT (and NT) theology and the summary of their thoughts appear
as the strongest part of Harrington’s volume., While this is true, it should be
noted that in his comparison and criticism, Harrington falls far short. He
could have greatly benefited by R. B. Laurin, ed., Contemporary Old Testa-
ment Theologians (1970), an important volume which is not at all used.

The next section attempts to do for “the biblical theology of the NT”
(np. 114-259) the same as was done for that of the OT. The short history of
NT theology is followed by a good précis of the NT theologies of R. Bult-
mann, A. Richardson, E. Stauffer, and M. Meinertz, as well as the recent
studies by H. Conzelmann, O. Cullmann, and J. Jeremias. A great array of
other names appears, both Protestant and Roman Catholic, but it seems
strange that the NT theology of W. G. Kiimmel (1969) and especially that
of K. H. Schelkle (1968ff.) is touched upon so hriefly.

The third chapter treats the subject of “the theology of the Bible” (pp.
260-348). Harrington discusses the matter of the unity of the Bible (pp. 260-
278); the Christian interpretation of the OT (pp. 273-312), here siding with
R. E. Brown and others in favor of the sensus plenior; the OT as a Christian
book (pp. 313-329), a position now firmly rejected by J. L. McKenzie in 4
Theology of the OT (1974); and Bible dictionaries and commentaries.

The final chapter (pp. 349-396) is concerned with bringing together the
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methods and scope of OT theology, NT theology, and biblical theology; and
it concludes with a section on the relationship of biblical theology to dog-
matic theology.

In his conclusion Harrington’s own position emerges. For OT theology he
opts for a “diachronic” method followed by an arrangement of themes and
structures against a “cross-section” method (see my Old Testament Theology:
Basic Issues in the Current Debate [1972], Chap. 1). Typology and the
promise-fulfillment scheme are appropriate. For the Christian theologian the
OT has a “Christ-centered dynamism” (p. 399). As regards NT.theology a
“theological pluralism” is also recognized so that the distinctive contribution
of each NT writer comes to view. Since the OT is a “torso” and the NT
presupposes the OT, a theology of the Bible must emerge. The unity of the
Bible “must be understood in a realistic and elastic manner” (p. 401). Finally,
a “synthesis” of the individual theologies is to be worked out in a biblical
theology.

It is evident that Harrington has read widely. Unfortunately, he seems to
have been influenced too much in his assessment by reviewers and previous
critics. The author does not give the impression that he stands within the
biblical theology movement himself, He discusses books and other studies
about biblical theology but is unable to describe the trends and schools of
thought out of which the respective theologies emerged. J. Jeremias’s NT
theology can only be properly appreciated on the basis of his position in the
debate on the “new” quest of the historical Jesus. The OT theology of von
Rad stands within the history-of-traditions school and can be evaluated only
on the basis of that trend in twentieth-century OT scholarship. The “con-
siderable adverse criticism” (p. 75) of von Rad’s Old Testament Theology
(1962, 1965) must be balanced by the fact that he has stimulated OT theologi-
cal discussion to an extent that hardly anyone before him has done. But
Harrington’s reader will learn none of this. The nature of the post-von Rad
developments is not brought together and elaborated. The same applies to
the work of Bultmann and the post-Bultmann developments.

There are also glaring misrepresentations in the work under review: W.
Wrede is placed within the school of Heilsgeschichte. That his “essay is the
programme of the heilsgeschichtlich school” (p. 115) which was “fully devel-
oped by Cullmann” (p. 245) is a claim that is totally incomprehensible. Wrede
had nothing to do with that theological school of thought! The claim that
W. Pannenberg “fully endorses the typological exegesis of the Old Testament”
(p. 284) is not justified and can hardly be supported on the basis of that
scholar’s published writings. On the contrary, Pannenberg writes, “But they
[typological connections and structural agreements] can never be understood as
that which constitutes the connection between the Old and New Testaments”
(“Redemptive Event and History,” Essays on Old Testament Hermeneutics, ed.
by C. Westermann [Richmond, Va., 1963], p. 329). This indicates his rejection
of typology as an exegetical method and link between the Testaments.

The lack of indexes makes it very difficult to use this work. It is therefore
virtually impossible to find the various discussions on such themes as the
center of the OT or NT, the problem of method, etc., or authors. However,
a bibliography of significant contributions provides much helpful material
for further study.

This book can be recommended primarily for its ability to summarize
major works, but it fails to fill the need of a beginner’s introduction to
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biblical theology. It must be supplemented by contributions such as those
mentioned in the review above. But it does make a distinct contribution to
the subject by bringing together the various points of view of current Roman
Catholic scholarship. For this we are all indebted to the author.

Andrews University GERHARD F. HAsEL

Hay, David M. Glory at the Right Hand: Psalm 110 in Early Christianity.
Society of Biblical Literature Monograph Series, 18. Nashville, Tenn.:
Abingdon, 1973. 173 pp. $5.00.

The author presents a full systematic analysis of the interpretation of Ps 110
in the NT and early Christian writers to the fourth century. Part I provides
background for his study with a history of the interpretation of this passage
first in ancient Judaism and then in early Christianity. The Jews had
interpreted Ps 110:1 messianically and with reference to this earth, but vs. 4
was rarely applied to the Messiah. In early Christianity, there seems to have
been a dependence on some intermediary source—testimonies, confessions, or
hymns—instead of the OT directly. Ps 110:1 was attractive from the point
of view that it could easily relate to Jesus’ post-resurrection glory.

With Justin Martyr the whole Psalm, not only vss. 1 and 4 as in the NT,
was used and understood messianically and christologically. Hay does not
deal here with the source for the writers beginning with Justin, as to
whether this was the OT, the NT, the intermediary sources, or all three
together.

In Part II, the author gives a detailed analysis of Christian interpretations
up to the time of Justin to determine the meanings and functions they assignec
to the Psalm. He concludes that there are four major categories of functions:
“expressions of the idea that Jesus or Christians sit at God’s right hand, the
use of the psalm to support particular christological titles, its use to affirm
the subjection of powers to Christ, and its employment regarding his heavenly
intercession or priesthood” (p. 155). But there does not seem to be a simple
chronological line of development. He finds many different patterns of inter-
pretation going off in many directions. Obviously the similarities are due
to the Christians’ conviction that Jesus was the Messiah and that this Psalm
expressed this fact for them. Beyond this, different passages could be used
differently and no serious difficulty would be felt.

The author cites several reasons for the popularity of the Psalm: (1) the
prior Jewish messianic interpretation; (2) its capacity to meet vital religious
needs of Christians, such as providing a scriptural basis for priestly
christology; (3) its affirmation of the supreme exaltation of Christ without
calling into question the glory and sovereignty of God the Father; (4) the
aura of definiteness of a right-hand session for early believers perplexed about
the post-Easter location or precise dignity of their Lord; (5) the attractive
vagueness in the session image which could accommodate a variety of
meanings.

The author has done his work well with surgical precision in discriminating
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between the different functions of the use of this Psalm and has dealt with his
material in a meticulous manner. Only because of his careful analysis and
adeptness of treatment was he able to develop the relative scantiness and
the apparent similarity of the contents of the material with any fullness at all.

Andrews University SAKAE Kuso

Heimbeck, Raeburne S. Theology and Meaning: A Critique of Metatheologi-
cal Scepticism. Stanford, Calif.: Stanford University Press, 1969. 276 pp.
$7.50.

The problems of religious language in the philosophical milieu of logical
positivism have been widely discussed in the literature. Heimbeck’s hook is
a welcome and able attempt to invest the discussion with the precision that
only a truly philosophical mind can provide. Theology and Meaning explores
every side road and alley in its search for all the possible alternatives and
their justifications with respect to the empirical nature, the “factuality,” of
God-talk.

This is not to suggest that the book merely summarizes positions. On the
contrary, there are illuminating insights into the subtle presuppositions oper-
ating in religious-language philosophizing and a clear analysis of the ten-
dency of some language philosophers to confuse the “criteria” for truth with
the “evidence” for truth, the “checking-conditions” with the “checking-proce-
dures” for verification/falsification. Failure to recognize their differences
obscures the important difference between God statements such as “God
raised Jesus from the dead” (what Heimbeck calls G,-statements) and “God
loves all human beings” (G,-statements). He points out that “the controver-
sies have centered around discussion of the more complex and tricky G.-state-
ments” (p. 174) which are very different in kind from the G,-statements.
G,-statements can be shown to be empirical in nature; G.-statements cannot.
Nevertheless, Heimbeck demonstrates that G,-statements are the ultimate
warrant for believing the assertions of G,-statements, thus giving to a non-
empirical assertion (when looked at by itself) an empirical basis.

Heimbeck’s attack on metatheological skepticism is convincing in many
respects. He shows that God-talk is meaningful even in the restricted sense
of “meaning” employed by the strict “verificationist” thinkers, and that
religious language is cognitively significant.

1 have only one objection to the book: its written style. Heimbeck writes
at times with an economy and clarity that carries the reader with him from
point to point. But at other times the reader is barraged with a tortuous,
ponderous phraseology that uses the worst kind of jargon as its weapons,
making the book tedious even for those engrossed in the issues. The following
is one example: “There is a parallelism between the argument from criteria
of application of summary designation to application of summary designation
and the synthetic direction of the entailment-rule that backs it up, a parallel-
ism which explains why and how the entailment-rule can serve to back up
that type of argument. (The same point can be made, of course, for the
argument from the denial of criteria of application to the rejection of the
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summary designation and the synthetic direction of the incompatibility-rule
that backs it up, . .)” (p. 59).

If one can work through many pages of this kind of writing, he will profit
from Heimbeck’s really cogent discussion. It is just too bad that such fine
theorizing is freighted with such poor writing.

Atlantic Union College JaMmEes J. Lonpis
South Lancaster, Mass.

Kaiser, Otto. Isaiah 13-39: A Commentary. Trans. by R. A. Wilson. The
Old Testament Library. Philadelphia: Westminster, 1974. 412 pp. $12.50.

This commentary constitutes Kaiser’s most recent exegetical work on the
book of Isaiah; his commentary on Is 1-12 was published in English in 1972.
The present volume covers a much more perplexing part of Isaiah and
resembles its predecessor in the scope and character of its exegetical treatment.

The author holds with liberal scholarship that the formation of Is 13-19
continued for about five centuries from the time of Isaiah in the eighth
century down to the first third of the second century B.C. The various
redactors were not concerned to preserve Isaiah’s words faithfully and with-
out any alteration but reflect the faith and theology of circles of late pre-
exilic to post-exilic times. Chaps. 13-23 have a highly checkered redactional
history with only 25 verses (17:10-11; 20:1, 3-6; 22:1-14, 15-18) assigned to
Isaiah of Jerusalem. The so-called “Apocalypse of Isaiah” (chaps 24-27) is
believed to be composed in the period between the second half of the fourth
century and the first third of the second century B.c. Chaps. 28-32 should
not be treated as a separate ‘“‘Assyrian Cycle” containing much material
from Isaiah of Jerusalem, as is usually done. Basic Isaianic material is
preserved in 28:7-12, 14-18; 29:9-10, 13-14, 15-16; 30:1-5, 6-7, 8, 9-17; and
31:1-3, but not without the touch of later redactors who put the text in its
present form. Chap. 83 is a kind of compendium of eschatological conceptions
associated with the fate of Jerusalem. Chaps. 34-35 are considered as a “Short
Apocalypse” from the late exilic period and composed by the author of Is
40-55 as suggested by M. Pope in 1952. Finally, chaps. 36-39 form an appendix
taken from the late post-exilic period.

This redaction-critical approach clearly has important consequences for
the exposition of Is 13-39. There is much innovative and highly original
argument which prompts renewed critical reflection concerning the com-
position of the book of Isaiah. Aside from 35 verses which have an Isaianic
kernel in chaps. 28-31, there are only 25 verses of the 189 in chaps. 13-23
which are assigned to Isaiah himself. By comparison, other scholars assign much
more to Isaiah of Jerusalem in the same section; e.g., J. Mauchline (1962)
101 verses, G. E. Wright (1964) 99 verses, G. Fohrer (1966) 39 verses, and
F. L. Moriarty (1968) 100 verses. What one scholar regards as early (and
genuine), another scholar considers as late (and secondary). Scholars opting
for the gradual growth of the book of Isaiah differ so strongly in their
conclusions that no scholarly consensus can be found. In this situation where
no two scholars working independently can come to the same conclusion, the
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validity of the criteria for considering a passage late or early and the
objectivity of the methods must be seriously questioned (cf. H. Ringgren,
“Literarkritik, Formgeschichte, Uberlieferungsgeschichte,” TLZ 91 [1961]:
641) . Ideological, historical, and linguistic criteria are too often subjectively
applied according to the a priori views of the scholars concerned (S. Erlands-
son, The Burden of Babylon [Lund, 1970], pp. 54-63). Kaiser's expositions
stimulate critical reflections on the purposes of current methods of biblical
exegesis, create greater awareness of the limitations of the various criteria
employed, and engender a continuing quest for objectivity. And for this all
will be thankful to him.

Andrews Universit GERHARD F. HAsSEL
y

Ladd, George Eldon. 4 Theology of the New Testament. Grand Rapids,
Mich.: Eerdmans, 1974. 661 pp. $12.50.

This book is the first comprehensive textbook of NT Theology by an
American scholar since the publication of George Barker Stevens, The
Theology of the New Testament, in 1906. Ladd has been Professor of NT
Exegesis and Theology at Fuller Theological Seminary since 1950. He states
that he wrote this book to meet the challenge of Carl F. H. Henry, one of
the leading spokesmen of Evangelicalism: “If evangelical Protestants do not
overcome their preoccupation with negative criticism of contemporary
theological deviations at the expense of the construction of preferable
alternatives to these, they will not be much of a doctrinal force in the decade
ahead” (p. 25, quoting from Jesus of Nazareth: Saviour and Lord, ed.
C. F. H. Henry [Grand Rapids, Mich., 1966], p. 9). Although Ladd has
written from the viewpoint of Evangelicalism, he has availed himself of the
contributions of modern scholars of various schools of thought.

In his “Introduction,” after giving a brief sketch of the history of the
discipline, Ladd scts forth his basic approach. “Biblical theology,” he
asserts, “must be done from a starting point that is biblical-historical in
orientation.” “Biblical theology has the task of expounding the theology
found in the Bible in its own historical sctting, and its own terms, categories,
and thought forms” (p. 25).

Ladd agrees with those who make the central unifying principle of the
NT, as of the entire Bible, God’s redemptive activity in history. Biblical
theology “is basically the description and interpretation of the divine activity
within the scene of human history that seeks man’s redemption. The bond
that unites the Old and the New Testaments is this sense of the divine activity
in history” (p. 26). Both Testaments consist primarily of a recital of God’s
activities, through which He has revealed Himself. Therefore as Ladd asserts,
“Biblical theology must be dene from a starting-point that is biblical-
historical in orientation. Only this approach can deal adequately with the
reality of God and his inbreaking into history” (p. 83). Ladd holds that
biblical theology is primarily a descriptive discipline. Its normative relevance
is the task of systematic thcology. (Compare the Stendahl-Dulles debate on
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“Method in Biblical Theology” in The Bible in Modern Scholarship, ed.
J. Philip Hyatt [Abingdon, 1965], pp: 196-216.)

While there is unity in the documents of the NT, there is also considerable
diversity. Theologies written from the topical or synthetical approach tend
to ignore this diversity and the historical development within the NT. Ladd
therefore has chosen to use a historical and analytical approach, or what he
calls a “monochromatic treatment of the several redemptive themes.” He has
divided his work into six parts dealing with (1) the Synoptic Gospels,
(2) the Fourth Gospel, (3) the Primitive Church, (4) Paul, (5) the General
Epistles, and (6) the Apocalypse.

We agree that the variety in the NT needs to be recognized, but it is
difficult to encompass all of this even in a volume of more than 650 pages.
Unfortunately, our author was unable to develop the Christology of the
Apocalypse. In fact, he confesses that he was not able to deal with all the
theology of the Apocalypse (p. 624). His failure to deal with the Christology
of that book is noteworthy.

Along with the redemptive theme, Ladd stresses throughout the eschatolo-
gical orientation of the various documents or what Cullmann calls “the
substructure of redemptive history.” In nearly all of the NT books Ladd
sees a tension between “the already and not yet”’—between “realized and
futuristic eschatology.”

This scholarly work by an American Evangelical is most welcome and will
no doubt be widely used in seminaries and by ministers who want to keep
abreast of what is going on in biblical theology.

Andrews University WaLTER F. SPECHT

Levi, Peter, S.J. The English Bible: 1534-1859. Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerd-
mans, 1974. 222 pp. $6.95.

After a lengthy historical introduction, the author provides excerpts from
the major English versions beginning with Tyndale through the Authorized
Version of 1611. To these he adds lesser known versions such as those of
John Fisher (1545), Hugh Broughton (1662), John Carryl (1700), Edward
Harwood (1768), Benjamin Franklin (1779), and William Barnes (1859).

The author is primarily interested in the development of written English;
and he believes that the period of these translations, especially up to the
Authorized Version, was the most formative for this. He does not concern
himself with accuracy or with the text underlying the translation. His is a
literary study. He has not included any modern versions because he finds
that “none of them [is] convincing on the level of language” and regards “the
new versions as ill-judged, and their imposition as an act of folly” (p. 12).
In fact, any new version, he feels, must go back to these earlier versions, and
that is one of the reasons for this anthology.

Unfortunately the author has not provided any analysis of the excerpts to
indicate excellence or development. He introduces each version with a short
paragraph which in no way assists the reader to appreciate what follows.

While the reviewer is not competent to deal with literary merits of the
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English Bible, he cannot understand the negative judgments concerning the
new versions which must include Knox, Phillips, the NEB, and the ]B.

Translation goes beyond literary purposes and, therefore, is needed and
valuable for other reasons, not the least of which is to communicate the
Word of God in the language and style of each generation. This can never
be done by going back to these older versions as Levi suggests.

Nevertheless, there is some value in this volume, for it gives the general
reader an opportunity to taste a little of these older versions, especially some
of the lesser known ones.

Andrews University SAKAE KuRro

Merk, Otto. Biblische Theologie des Neuen Testaments in ihrer Anfangszeit.
Marburger Theologische Studien, 9. Marburg: N. G. Elwert Verlag, 1972.
viii + 309 pp. DM 64.80.

This monograph is a slightly revised Habilitationsschrift presented to Mar-
burg University in 1970 which includes also selected literature of 1971. Merk
is primarily concerned in tracing the influence of J. P. Gabler and G. L. Bauer
from the eighteenth century to the present.

The first chapter (pp. 5-28) surveys the “pre-history” of the discipline of
biblical theology from the Reformation period through Protestant Orthodoxy
and Pietism to the time of the Enlightenment. Merk shows that the basis
for the rise of biblical theology in the seventeenth century was the Protestant
principle of “sola scriptura” which involved the rejection of scholastic theology
and Roman Catholic insistence on the ecclesiastical tradition. Here nothing
essentially new is added beyond what is found in H. J. Kraus, Die biblische
Theologie (1970; see my review in AUSS 11 [1973]: 212-214).

The second chapter (pp. 29-140) consists of a detailed discussion of Gabler’s
contribution to biblical theology from his inaugural lecture on March 30,
1787, to E. F. C. A. H. Netto’s handwritten lecture notes of Gabler’s lectures on
“Biblical Theology” from 1816. Without question this is the most extensive
and carefully researched contribution to an understanding of Gabler’s views
on biblical theology published to date. The author traces Gabler’s training
and work as they relate to the subject of the inangural lecture, then describes
in detail the relationship between “introduction” and biblical theology,
hermeneutics, and finally the program of biblical theology as conceived by
Gabler himself. He clearly shows not only that Gabler was a key figure in
the development of the distinction between biblical theology and dogmatic
theology, but also that he played a major role in the development of the
historical-critical method which dominates the field of biblical studies to this
day.

The third chapter (pp. 141-208) is concerned with the contribution of
G. L. Bauer, who is rightly credited with having separated biblical theology
into the two areas of OT theology and NT theology. Bauer was influenced.
like Gabler, by the school of C. G. Heyne and R. Lowth. Bauer was a
thoroughgoing rationalist who adopted the purely historical-critical method
as the basis for interpretation and employed the strictly historical understand-
ing of developmentalism for his descriptive OT and NT theologies. Bauer’s
“greatness and tragedy” rests in “the development of the historical-critical
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method which [he] supports with his rationalism as a method of historical
understanding” (p. 199).

Merk demonstrates that the common picture of scientific research which
describes Bauer as a “student” or “follower” of Gabler (so, among others,
H. Weinel {1921], K. Leder [1965], R. Smend [1970], W. J. Harrington {1973])
can no longer be maintained. “Gabler was a late Neologist while Bauer was
an historical-critical rationalist” (p. 202). His study has in addition established
that Gabler’s role as the founder of the purely descriptive biblical theology
is vastly overdrawn, because the distinction hetween a descriptive biblical
theology and a non-descriptive dogmatic theology is in evidence as early as
1745, over four decades before Gabler’s widely acclaimed inaugural lecture
of 1787.

The last chapter (pp. 205-272) surveys Gabler’s and Bauer’s influence on
NT theology to 1970. Merk’s major emphasis is placed on those who produced
works on NT theology both before and after the rise of dialectical theology
in the 1920s. It is somewhat surprising that he separates his treatment of NT
theology in the last five decades along Protestant and Roman Catholic lines.
A glaring weakness is a mere five-page discussion of N'T theology in English-
speaking scholarship (pp. 263-286) and virtually no mention of NT theclegy
outside Germany. The contributions of C. H. Dodd, J. A. Fitzmyer, J. Marsh,
L. Sabourin, C. Spicq, V. Taylor, B. Vawter, among others, are either totally
left out of consideration or are inadequately recognized.

Two appendixes provide a German translation of Gabler’s total inaugural
lecture (pp. 273-284) and major parts of W. Schrdter’s memories of Gabler
from the year 1828 (pp. 285-288), respectively. They enhance this important
work. A rich bibliography and two indexes make the material treated in this
monograph easily accessible. Despite the strictures mentioned above, this
volume will be used with great benefit by everyone interested in the origin
of biblical and especially NT theology. It demonstrates that the hermeneutical
problem of N'T theology (and OT theology) is still in the grip of the questions
of a past age and thus provides a challenge and stimulus to overcome past
issues in our age by moving beyond Gabler and Bauer and their influence.
From the reading of Merk’s monograph, one is convinced that NT theology
needs a new starting-point.

Andrews University GERHARD F. HaASEL

Nauman, St. Elmo, Jr. Dictionary of American Philosophy. New York:
Philosophical Library, 1973. viii + 273 pp. $10.00.

This Dictionary attempts to cover the major philosophical figures in Ameri-
can thought. Short biographical and bibliographical sketches are given for
most, with a few receiving extended treatment. A number of relatively
unknown thinkers are included (e.g., William Ames), making the book a
valuable aid in providing a more balanced view of the richness of American
thought. Some of the details are fascinating: After completing all the require-
ments for the Ph.D. in 1896 (with distinction), Mary Whiton Calkins was
denied the degree for having the misfortune of being born a woman.
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Nauman mentions in his introduction that the length of the essays is not
indicative of the relative importance of the figures. In most cases, he claims,
the shortness of the treatment is due to a paucity of available information.
This is one of the book’s problems, however. While it is a useful tool, I found
the brevity of treatment for many of the thinkers frustrating. It is difficult
to believe that Nauman could not have secured more information than he
did for some of the major figures.

Also, there are a few glaring omissions. For instance, C. I. Lewis’s influence
on symbolic logic is never mentioned in an essay that itself takes up less
space than the one devoted to Eric Hoffer. All in all, such are minor weak-
nesses. The book is a useful, even if not an exhaustive, dictionary of American
thought. (An erratum was noted: “assitant” for assistant” on p. 49.)

Atlantic Union College James J. Lonbpis
South Lancaster, Mass.

Rogers, Jack. Confessions of a Conservative Evangelical. Philadelphia: West-
minster, 1974. 144 pp. Paperback, $2.65.

Rogers grew up with the narrow and rigid life style and view of the Bible
of the typical fundamentalist with an “idealized world of absolutism,
idealism, and individualism” (p. 27). Certain experiences in his life helped
him to grow in his odyssey from a conservative to an evangelical. Experiences
in a work camp in Egypt, an experimental internship with a conservative but
authoritarian leader, studying theology under a leading evangelical theologian,
serving as pastor of an ccumenical American congregation in Europe, the
birth of his children, work on his dissertation, involvement in social issues—
all these helped him to grow, learn, and become open. In the crucible of life
he discovered that people think and express their thoughts differently and that
these people may be thinking more biblically than his own American ways
of thinking. He became aware of the need to be tolerant and open, not
authoritarian, in dealing with people; and he came to recognize that theology
must be done with humility since it is a human venture and liable to human
weaknesses, and since there are two levels of approach to Scripture—the central
message which is approached through faith, and the supporting often
complex material which must be approached through science. He learned that
Christians of all backgrounds need each other and that what unites is more
important than what divides them; that Gn 3:16 refers to toil and labor, not
pain, and demonstrates how through our conservatism we can be locked
into our culture; that the Westminster Confession, not Hodge and Warfield,
expresses the real Reformation emphases; and that conservative individnalism
is not consonant with biblical assumptions of community.

His experience is not unique. The experiences of life, especially serious
study, have led many a conservative Christian through similar experiences,
though the final destination has been different. Some leave the church al-
together, others become militant or moderate liberals, and still others move
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to a more enlightened or moderate conservatism. According to Rogers,
honesty and openness will naturally lead away from a narrow conservatism.
Does this type of conservatism lack integrity, or is it a necessary immature
stage from which some must begin? Can one be truly open and remain a
rigid conservative? Or does openness lead naturally to the place where
Rogers finds himself now? These are some questions that arise out of these
confessions.

Teaching today at Fuller Theological Seminary, Rogers still considers
himself an “emerging evangelical.” Surely his confessions will not be received
in the same way by all. Conservatives who have not grown in the manner
that he has will surely think he has gone too far, especially in his under-
standing of Scripture and in his attitudes toward social issues. He seems to
be in agreement with the “new evangelicals” described by Quebedeaux (The
New Evangelicals [New York, 1974]). Has he come to his final destination,
or will his openness lead him further to a more liberal stance? Only time
will reveal this.

Andrews University SakAE Kuso

Von Rad, Gerhard. Wisdom In Israel. Trans. by James D. Martin. Nashville
and New York: Abingdon, 1972. xii + 330 pp. $12.95.

It is quite challenging to write something ahout the history and nature of
the wisdom tradition in Israel because of the nonsystematic and basically
fragmentary nature of the material available; moreover, a comprehensive
study in this field seems almost impossible due to the frequent divergence of
primary and secondary sources of Israelite wisdom. In this respect the book of
the late Professor Gerhard von Rad, originally published in German as
Weisheit in Israel (Neukirchen-Vluyn, 1970) and now admirably and felici-
tously transtated into English by James D. Martin, is worth praising, for it
successfully overcomes the above mentioned difficulties.

Von Rad’s book brilliantly illustrates an historical approach to understand-
ing wisdom literature in ancient Israel, which asks such questions as date
and authorship, origin and setting, but which also stresses the theological
importance of wisdom, its ideas and values in relationship to the rest of
Israelite faith. Following von Rad, the reader is not just studying wisdom as
an object, but is associated in a highly creative and original phenomenological
enterprise, where the method used and the object studied become one and
the same thing. This does justice to Israelite wisdom, which is basically a
response to divine revelation found in the world of nature, daily experiences,
cult, and metahistory.

The volume is divided into four parts. Part I discusses the forms and
sources of Israelite wisdom, the extra-biblical influence and non-influence, the
sages themselves and how they saw the world. The author sees the emergence
of Israclite wisdom in the period of the early monarchy, when the old
Yahwistic faith was challenged by rational discernment, the emergence of
human responsibility, and the breakdown of the older sacral world view.
The wisdom theology that developed in the Solomonic period had its genesis,
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not in the court system or in a professional group, but in a wealthy middle
class order which affirmed the secularization and humanization of the world.
It stressed a functional, empirical faith in the freedom and sovereignty of
Yahweh which proclaimed no separation between sacred and profane, and
no difference between revelation and reason in the Israelite understanding of
reality. It is this emphasis which the sage shared with priestly and prophetic
elements, that marked his wisdom unique in the annals of Near Eastern lore.

Part I1 is a mature theological and philosophical discussion on the various
factors which enter into the heavy Hebrew stress on life, and on man’s con-
stant relationship with God, community, and himself. But running through
this experience is an element of mystery stemming from God’s penetration
into history, before which man’s knowledge and ethical conduct are limited.
This knowledge-wisdom-intellect begins in trusting in Yahweh and His crea-
tion. It is this theme of trust which most exactly permits man to have truly
essential intercourse with God, man, and nature. The negation of this trust
is foolishness, and exiles a person from a life of goodness and harmony to a
world of death and evil.

Part III deals with distinctive elements of wisdom in Israel’s particular
cultic and cultural experience. The folk wisdom of home, tribe, temple, and
marketplace is discussed at great length. The salient wisdom traditions found
in books like Job, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, and Ecclesiasticus are criticized, ex-
plained, and made relevant for today’s theology. The teachings of Ben Sirach,
where wisdom and national-religious traditions are joined together, are evalu-
ated with the intent of showing the rightness of an ethical order in life that
is manifested in manners and values which stem from experiencing the world
and being in the world. No better account for an elucidation of the pertinent
sources dealing with divine determination of events and destinies is found
than here. The author clearly distinguishes predeterminism from providence,
“appropriate time” from “appointed time,” man’s responsibility and soteriol-
ogy; and he persuasively argues that the apocalyptic writers drew strength
from wisdom theology.

Part IV contains concluding remarks emphasizing both negative and positive
features and achievements of Israel’s didactic productions. Von Rad’s research
leads him to conclude that the €ssence of Israelite wisdom is that “the truth
about the world and man can never become the object of our theoretical
knowledge; that reliable knowledge can be achieved only through a relation-
ship of trust with things; that it is the highest wisdom to abstain from the
attempt to control wisdom in abstract terms, that it is much wiser to let
things retain their constantly puzzling nature, and that means to allow them
to become themselves active and, by what they have to say, to set man to
rights” (p. 318). This credo does not claim absolute knowledge, but it is
unique in the ancient circles of the wise and has left an undeniable mark
in the history of Israelite-Jewish cultural and religious development.

The volume is indispensable as a ground-breaking study of the theology
of wisdom and society in the Bible. For normal introductory classes, however,
it will prove to be too difficult and esoteric; it presupposes a strong knowledge
of introduction and literature of the Bible, and familiarity with principal
schools and trends in modern wisdom scholarship.

Los Angeles Valley College ZEV GARBER
Van Nuys, California
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7erwick, Max, and Grosvenor, Mary. 4 Grammatical Analysis of the Greek
New Testament. Vol. 1. Gospels and Acts. Rome: Biblical Institute
Press, 1974. xxxvi + 456 + 15 pp. $7.00.

This tool, available for twenty years in Latin, has now been translated
into English from the 1966 third edition. The translation, revision, and
adaptation was done by Mary Grosvenor who formerly collaborated with
G. W. H. Lampe on his Patristic Greek Lexicon. The text for this revision is
the third edition of the Greek New Testament of the United Bible Societies
instead of Merk’s text as in the Latin edition. Also, all variants mentioned
in the RSV are included.

A very helpful “Glossary of Grammatical Terms” is provided by Grosvenor,
followed by a list of words occurring over 60 times (these words then are not
included in the text unless the form requires explanation). At the end,
paradigms of verbs are included.

The main part of the work is arranged canonically and by chapter and
verse. Vocabulary, parsing, syntax, and etymology are presented as needed.
The student who is beginning to read, as well as the more advanced student,
can profit from the information. In some ways it rivals a commentary in
the information it provides.

This can be a helpful tool for individual study. However, for a classroom
situation it provides too much information especially in parsing. Since it is
directed toward a wide spectrum of students, the beginner as well as the
advanced, it provides too much information for both groups. From the stand-
point of the beginner it might be a bit overwhelming to he flooded with so
much information. For the advanced student much of the material will be
superfluous. Because of this characteristic, this book will he difficult for the
teacher to recommend, especially since the student should be acquainted with
the basic verb forms when he uses this type of tool. The tendency will
be for the student to lean on this book rather than to learn the necessary
basic forms. Nevertheless the publication will be found very profitable
because of the wealth of material contained therein.

Andrews University SAKAE Kuso
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Bridston, Keith R.; Foulkes, Fred K.;
Myers, Ann D.; and Weeks, Louis.
Case-Book on Church and Society.
Nashville, Tenn.: Abingdon; 1974.
220 pp. Paperback, $5.95. A text of
cases designed to foster discussion
on crucial issues concerning the in-
ternal life of the church, the minis-
try, and their relations with society.

Eller, Vernard. The Most Revealing
Book of the Bible: Making Sense
Out of Revelation. Grand Rapids,

+ Mich.: Eerdmans, 1974. 214 pp.
Paperback, $3.95. A running com-
mentary of Revelation in which the
author contends that the intention
of the book is to reveal the gospel,
“who Jesus Christ is and what he
accomplishes,” rather than secret
information about the when and
the how of the future.

Harkness, Georgia. Understanding the
Kingdom of God. Nashville, Tenn.:
Abingdon, 1974. 175 pp. $6.50. After
dealing with the different views of
the kingdom and presenting her
own, the author emphasizes the
relevance of the kingdom to the in-
dividual and the church, showing
the difference that a better under-
standing of the kingdom might
make in strengthening hope and
courage.

Empie, Paul C.,, and Murphy, T.
Austin, eds. Lutherans and Cath-

olics in Dialogue, [-IlI. Minne-
apolis, Minn.: Augsburg, nd. 200
pp- Paperback, $2.95. Includes pa-
pers presented at the historic meet-
ing of Roman Catholic and Lu-
theran theologians held 1965-67
dealing with the Nicene Creed,
Baptism, and the Eucharist.

Empie, Paul C., and Murphy, T.
Austin, eds. Papal Primacy and the
Universal Church. Minneapolis,
Minn.: Augsburg, 1974. 255 pp.
$1.95. Papers presented in the con-
tinuing dialogue between Luther-
ans and Catholics on the thorny
issue of papal primacy.

Gros Louis, Kenneth R. R., ed. Lit-
erary Interpretations of Biblical
Narratives. The Bible in Literature
Courses. Nashville, Tenn.: Abing-
don, 1974. 352 pp. Paperback, $6.95.
First in a series to deal with the
Bible as literature. Has its origin
in lectures given at a summer in-
stitute on the Bible as literature.
Most of the chapters deal with the
OT.

Hanson, Anthony Tyrrell. Studies in
Paul’s Technique and Theology.
Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans,
1974, xiv + 329 pp. $8.95. Based
mainly on Romans and Galatians,
Hanson deals with Paul as exegete
and theologian.
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Holck, Frederick H., ed. Death and
Eastern Thought: Understanding
Death in Eastern Religions and
Philosophies. Nashville, Tenn.:
Abingdon, 1974. 256 pp. $12.95/
$4.95. Specialists in each field pre-
sent views concerning death as held
in the various Eastern religions and
philosophies, primarily of India.

Jonge, Marinus de. Jesus: Inspiring
and Disturbing Presence. Trans.
John E. Steely. Nashville, Tenn.:
Abingdon, 1974. 176 pp. $10.95/
$4.95. Collection of articles dealing
“with the question of the right
translation of the message of Jesus,
and with the proclamation con-
cerning him, into the words and
deeds of the present time.”

Lincoln, C. Eric, ed. The Black Expe-
rience in Religion. Garden City,
N.Y.. Anchor Press/Doubleday,
1974. xii + 369 pp. Paperback,
$3.95. A collection of readings on
the black religious experience by
leading black theologians and schol-
ars in the field. Includes chapters
on the black church, preaching,
theology, cults and sects, and black
religion in Africa and the Carib-
bean.

McCoy, Marjorie Casebier. To Die
with Style! Nashville, Tenn.: Abing-

don, 1974. 175 pp. $5.95. Looks at .

death “not primarily as a thing to
be suffered but rather as an action
to be anticipated and prepared for”
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and as the final creative task of our
lives.

McGavran, Donald. The Clash Be-
tween Christianity and Cultures.
Washington, D.C.: Canon, 1974. 84
pp. Paperback, $1.75. Discusses the
problem of Christianity and cul-
tures with some similarities to Nie-
buhr, but directly oriented toward
the missionary situation. Opts for
the view that Christ is the trans-
former of culture.

Ott, Heinrich. God. Trans. by Iain
and Ute Nicol. Richmond, Va.
John Knox Press, 1974. 124 pp.
Paperback, $3.95. Deals with the
basic questions of God: Does God
exist? What does God mean for our
lives? What does it mean to speak
of God? These become relevant
questions again in our modern
world where God has become ques-
tionable.

Roberts, J. Deotis. 4 Black Political
Theology. Philadelphia: Westmin-
ster, 1974. 238 pp. Paperback, $3.95.
Roberts sees a need for a black
theology growing out of the par-
ticular experience of the black
American. He distinguishes black
American theology from the theolo-
gies of hope, liberation and revolu-
tion arising from the Marxist-
Christian dialogue in Europe, the
liberation struggles in southern
Africa, and the political upheavals
in Latin America.
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