Ancient Settlement 1n the
Zammar Region

Excavations by the British Archaeological
Expedition to Iraq in the Saddam Dam Salvage
Project, 1985-1986

Volume 1: Introduction and Overview
Excavations at Styana Ulya, Khirbet Shireena,
Khirbet Karhasan, Seh Qubba, Tell Gor

Matbakh and Tell Shelgiyya, and other
recorded sites

Edited by

Warwick Ball

with contributions by
Stuart Campbell, Susan Gill,
Anthony Green, Marion Pagan, St John
Simpson and David Tucker

Foreword by

Michael Roaf

BRITISH SCHOOL OF ARCHAEOLOGY IN IRAQ



CONTENTS

FOREWORD by Michael Roaf
Acknowledgements

List of Figures

List of Plates

PART 1: INTRODUCTION

CHAPTER 1: GENERAL INTRODUCTION by Warwick Ball
Background

The area

Aims and strategy

Timetable

The University of Edinburgh excavations
Methodology

Phasing

Flood levels

Logistics

Plate 8

CHAPTER 2: THE SETTLEMENT SEQUENCE OF THE ZAMMAR REGION: AN OVERVIEW

by Warwick Ball
Introduction
Pre-Hassuna

Period 1 Hassuna

Period 2 Halaf

Period 3 Ubaid

Period 4 Earlier Uruk
Period 5 Later Uruk
Period 6 Ninevite 5
Period 7 Akkadian
Period 8 Khabur

Period 9 Mitannian
Period 10 Middle Assyrian
Period 11 Late Assyrian
Period 12 Post-Assyrian
Period 13 Hellenistic
Period 14 Partho-Roman
Period 15 Sasano-Byzantine
Period 16 Early Islamic
Period 17 Middle Islamic
Period 18 Late Islamic
Conclusion

PART 2: EXCAVATION REPORTS

CHAPTER 3: SIYANA ULYA by Warwick Ball and Susan Gill
Introduction
Description
Work strategy
The excavations
Period 5 Later Uruk
Period 6 Ninevite 5

vii

xi
xii

NN AR WRND ==

21
21
21

23
23
25



Period 7 Akkadian
Period 13 Hellenistic
Summary of phasing
Discussion
Period 5 Later Uruk
Period 6 Ninevite 5
Period 7 Akkadian
Period 13 Hellenistic
Concordances
Sequence diagram
Plates

CHAPTER 4: KHIRBET SHIREENA by Anthony Green
Summary
Introduction
Location
Acknowledgements
Trench layout
General remarks
Part A stratigraphy and architecture
Period 8 Khabur
Period 11 Late Assyrian
Period 12 Post-Assyrian
Period 18 Late Islamic
Part B the graves
Period 11 Late Assyrian
Period 18(?) Late Islamic
Part C the field system
List of small finds
Sequence diagram
Plates

CHAPTER 5: SEH QUBBA by Warwick Ball and Susan Gill

Introduction

Location of the site

Work strategy
Surface collections
[A2] wall clearance
[A1] deep sounding
[B], [C] and [D] soundings
[C2] rampart trench
Contour plan
Modem village

Results of investigations
Pre-first millennium BC
Period 11 Late Assyrian
Period 14 Partho-Roman
Period 15 Sasano-Byzantine
Period 16 Early Islamic
Period 17 Middle Islamic
Period 18 Late Islamic
Period 19 recent

Discussion
Pre-first millennium
Period 11 Late Assyrian
Period 14 Partho-Roman
Period 15 Sasano-Byzantine
Period 16 Early Islamic



Period 17 Middle Islamic
Period 18 Late Islamic
Period 19 recent

Concordances

Sequence diagrams

Plates

CHAPTER 6: KHIRBET KARHASAN by David Tucker
Introduction
Identification of the site
Research aims
Description
Work strategy
Trench [A1]
Surface survey
Mound [Z] and Area [Y]
Other
The archaeological investigations
Period 8 Khabur
Period 9 Mitannian
Period 10 Middle Assyrian
Period 11 Late Assyrian
Period 13 Hellenistic
Period 15 Sasano-Byzantine
Period 16 Early Islamic
Period 16 summary
Period 18 Late Islamic
Period 19 the recent cemetery area
Acknowledgements
Concordances
Sequence diagram
Plates

CHAPTER 7: TELL GIR MATBAKH by Stuart Campbell
Introduction
Description and location
The excavations
Summary
The detailed stratigraphy
The [A] trenches ([A1]-[AS])
Period 5 Later Uruk
Period 6: Ninevite 5
Period 7 Akkadian
Period 8 Khabur
Period 18 Late Islamic
The [B], [C] and [D] trenches
Period 5 Later Uruk
Period 6: Ninevite 5
Period 8 Khabur
Other trenches [E] to [H]
Period 6 Ninevite 5
Period 8 Khabur
Undiagnostic

Other periods present but without well stratified remains

Period 3: Ubaid
Period 13: Hellenistic
Period 14 Partho-Roman

102
103
105
106
106
106
107
107
108
108
109
115
116

121

121

121

122
124
1125

125

125

126
126
127
129
189
132
133
137
138
138
138
138
138
139
139
139



Period 14 Sasano-Byzantine
Concordances
Sequence diagram
Plates

CHAPTER 8: TELL SHELGIY YA by Warwick Ball and Marion Pagan
Introduction
Location
Description
Site record
Periods

Trench strategy and layout

The excavations
Period 3 Ubaid
Period 4 Earlier Uruk
Period 5 Later Uruk
Period 6 Ninevite 5
Period 7
Period 8
Period 9
Period 11 Late Assyrian
Period 13 Hellenistic
Period 14 Partho-Roman
Period 18 Late Islamic
The burials

Conclusions

Concordances

Sequence diagram

Plates

CHAPTER 9: OTHER RECORDED SITES by Warwick Ball, St John Simpson and David Tucker

Introduction
Sherd scatters
Site catalogue
Ain Sattam
Tell Amran (Bardiya 15)
Tell Aswad
Bardiya 3
Bardiya 4
Bardiya 5
Bardiya 6
Bardiya 7
Bardiya 8
Bardiya 9
Bardiya cemetery (Bardiya 1 and 2)
Gir Bil
Tell G6z Giran
Tell Hamad Agha as-Saghir
Khirbet Jassa
Jazruniya
Khirbet Jem Laklak
Khirbet Jem Laklak al-Qadim
Kharab al-Asheq
Mohammed Agha Cave

139
140
146
148

151
151
151
1511
152
1157

1152
158
153
1158
154
11555
155
155
1155
156
159
160
160
160
162
163
168
169

170
170
170
171
171
171
171
172
172
172
173
173
173
173
174
174
174
174
15
175
175
176
176
176



Shaikh Humsi cemetery

Khirbet Sherli

Khirbet Usaila

Wadi Bardiya

Wadi Sahm

Khirbet Wadi Suwaidiya
Small finds
Plates

BIBLIOGRAPHY

PART 3: ARABIC SUMMARY by Warwick Ball & Youssef Al-Khatib

177
177
177
178
178
178
178
179

180

185






FOREWORD

by Michael Roaf

The excavations in the Zammar region by the British
Archaeological Expedition to Iraq lasted from September
1985 to June 1986. In this period of rather less than ten
months the expedition excavated on seven sites and sur-
veyed a further 28 archaeological sites. The recording of
the excavations and of the finds was done in the field and it
is a tribute both to the organisational ability of the director,
Warwick Ball, and to the enthusiasm and dedication of the
members of the expedition that they were able to achieve
so much in such a short time in very difficult conditions.

This volume is the first of the final reports on these
excavations. It deals with excavations at six of the sites and
with the survey work. A second volume will deal with the
excavations at the large site of Tell Abu Dhahir. Further
projected volumes will present the pottery and the special-
ist reports.

The British have been closely involved with the
archaeology of Iraq from the time of Rich’s researches at
Babylon and Layard’s discovery of the Assyrian palaces in
the nineteenth century up to the present day. For the last
sixty years much of this work has been conducted under
the auspices of the British School of Archaeology in Iraq,
and a very readable account of the main excavations
undertaken by the School during the first years has been
published (Curtis 1982). In 1978 a new phase started with
the School’s participation in rescue projects where sites
were threatened by flooding through the construction of
dams on the major rivers, first in the Hamrin Dam Salvage
Project on the Diyala, then in the Qadissiyeh (or Haditha)
Dam Salvage Project on the Euphrates, and then in the
Saddam (or Eski Mosul) Dam Salvage Project on the
Tigris (Postgate and Roaf 1981, Killick and Roaf 1983,
Black and Killick 1985, Ball and Black 1987). In each of
these projects Iraqi and foreign archaeologists cooperated
in trying to recover as much information as possible before
the sites were drowned.

The British effort in the Saddam Dam Salvage
Project was initially concentrated in the region on the left
bank immediately upstream from the dam itself, particu-
larly the site of Tell Mohammed Arab which provided
much information about the Later Uruk, Ninevite 5,
Middle Assyrian and Hellenistic periods. Other nearby
sites were also excavated, both by the British Archaeologi-
cal Expedition to Iraq and by teams from the British
Museum, Manchester University and Edinburgh Univer-
sity (Roaf 1983, 1984, Roaf and Killick 1987). In the
course of three years (1982-1985) the archaeological
picture of the region was filled in, though certain periods
were not represented in the excavations. Remains of the
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Ubaid, Earlier Uruk, Akkadian, Khabur, Parthian, Sasa-
nian and Islamic periods were only sparsely encountered.
Furthermore, the area allocated to the British Archaeologi-
cal Expedition to Iraq did not correspond to any natural
geographical region and the hilly countryside not surpris-
ingly lacked any major administrative or population cen-
tres.

On 20th March 1985 the dam was closed and over
the next few days the waters rose inexorably, bringing to an
end the work of the School in the region of Tell
Mohammed Arab. Even before that some consideration
had been given to what future work could usefully be
carried out. After discussion with the Iraqi authorities it
appeared that the most interesting region was on the right
bank of the Tigris upstream from Zammar. The area around
Tell Abu Dhahir still required investigation and was in
imminent danger of being flooded. Here was an opportu-
nity to choose a relatively prosperous area and to examine
its settlement history from the early Neolithic to the present
day. Warwick Ball, a very experienced archaeologist who
had worked extensively throughout the Middle East, was
invited to head the expedition and successfully completed
work in the Zammar region before moving his field of
operation to the site of Tell al-Hawa and its surrounding
area.

Experience had already shown that even the most
careful sherding of sites often failed to provide evidence
of all the periods during which they were occupied.
Furthermore, for those periods for which the ceramics are
not well known, the excavation of even a small sample of
well stratified pottery is essential in order to sort out the
chronological indicators for the periods concerned. For
these reasons it was decided to investigate and excavate as
many sites as the limited resources would allow. The seven
excavated sites have provided information about the his-
tory of settlement in the region from the Hassuna period to
the present day. Even though little substantial architecture
was found in the course of these excavations a clear
picture of the development of the region has been re-
vealed.

The complete destruction of the small site of
Siyana Ulya after being flooded for a single summer
demonstrates how much archaeological information has
been lost through the flooding of these fertile regions. In
forty years or so when the dams have silted up it may be
possible to reexamine the area now under water by
digging through the overburden of silt, but even if the
position of the archaeological sites could be located many



of them will have been washed away by the waters of the
dam. The record of the excavations made in the final
months before the flooding is therefore of great impor-
tance.
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The detailed record presented here is the first stage
in making available the results of these investigations
which will gain their full significance when the volumes
dealing with the ceramics and other finds have been
published.
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CHAPTER 1

GENERAL INTRODUCTION

Warwick Ball

BACKGROUND
The Saddam Dam (also known as the Eski Mosul Dam)
Salvage Project, on the Tigris river north of Mosul, was a
major rescue operation initiated by the then Iraq State
Organisation for Antiquities and Heritage (SOAH; now the
Department of Antiquities and Heritage) to salvage sites
threatened by the flooding of the new dam. From Novem-
ber 1982 to May 1986 the British Archaeological Expedition
to Iraq (henceforward BAEI) worked on the project in two
areas. For most of this time, up to March 1985, the work of
the BAEI was concentrated in the area around Tell
Mohammed Arab, on the left bank of the Tigris near the
head of the dam. This work took place under the direction
of Dr Michael Roaf, then Director of the BAEI (Roaf 1983
and 1984). This area was flooded in the spring of 1985, so in
September 1985 the work of the BAEI moved upstream to
the area around Tell Abu Dhahir, on the right bank about
two-thirds of the way up the area to be flooded by the dam.
This took place under the direction of the present author,
then Director of Excavations of the BAEI (Ball 1987a; Ball
and Black 1987). In the spring of 1986 most of this area was
also flooded (see below), marking an end to British partici-
pation in the Saddam Dam Salvage Project, although
excavations by other teams of some of the sites on high
ground continued until 1988. The work of the BAEI then
moved on to the nearby North Jazira Project, which to
some extent evolved from the Saddam Dam Project. The
Zammar season was therefore partly a continuation of the
British work in the Tell Mohammed Arab area, and partly a
preparation for the North Jazira Project.

The field season lasted for over eight months, with
a subsequent study season of some five months. Further-
more, seven excavations were carried out over the season,
with all the bulk of material to be processed, studied and
published that seven excavations entail. For example,
some 154,000 sherds were processed, compressed statisti-
cally into descriptions of some 350 pottery types and
graphically into over 5200 pottery drawings. Although this
report covers only a single season, the results are thus

more comparable to those of a larger-scale project over
several years.

THEAREA

The area of the new British ‘concession’ lay on the right
bank of the Tigris approximately 100 km northwest of
Mosul, in the Zammar sub-governorate (nahiya) of
Nineveh Province (Fig 1). It was limited to the south-east
by the area where the Soviet Expedition was working at Tell
Shaikh Humsi (although we were informed that there
would have been no objection to working on the mound of
Shaikh Humsi cemetery adjacent if we wished), and to the
north-west only by the Syrian border. This makes a total
distance of some 35 km as the crow flies, or about 70 km
along the riverbank. In addition, we were encouraged to
work across the river on the left bank in Dohuk Province if
we wished to do so, depending on the availability of a
boat. We were also allowed to survey, though not exca-
vate, around sites immediately adjacent to but outside the
flood area on the North Jazira Plain itself. The area in which
we worked therefore comprised about half the entire length
of the Tigris within the Saddam Dam area, or about a third
of the entire flood area itself, not counting the survey area
outside this. The area that was to be flooded was an
extensive one which contained at least 20 known sites,
including one of the largest and most prestigious on the
Saddam Dam, Tell Abu Dhahir, as well as numerous other
interesting sites with a range of material from Hassuna to
Later Islamic.

The main area comprised the rich, flat floodplain
immediately surrounding Tell Abu Dhahir (Fig 2). The river
valley widened to about one kilometre from the right bank
for a distance of some 15 kilometres, bounded to the west
and south-west by an abrupt escarpment rising up to the
Jazira Plain. The four dominant natural features that influ-
enced settlement in the area are: a ford across the river just
opposite Tell Abu Dhabhir, a naturally commanding bluff
overlooking the valley at Seh Qubba, the agriculturally
fertile alluvium surrounding Tell Abu Dhabhir, and the river
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itself. The area therefore seemed very well defined, so that
studying the sites within it made good sense from both the
geographical and cultural point of view, as well as con-
forming to rescue and logistical requirements.

The floodplain, even before the present dam
project, was subjected to periodic inundation, so if there
had been small single-period settlements there in the
distant past they would not have survived. The escarp-
ment above the floodplain consists of rocky hills rising up
to several hundred metres in places, interspersed with
seasonal wadis, which quickly give way to more undulat-
ing grasslands and then to the flat plain of the Jazira.
Around Tell Gir Matbakh, the riverbanks consist of con-
glomerate cliffs 4-5m high, so that the surrounding coun-
tryside is not the rich floodplain found around Tell Abu
Dhahir but gently undulating ground more suited to graz-
ing, with no modern settlements, giving way to the low
rocky hills that border the valley to the west — a continua-
tion of the escarpment that borders the Tell Abu Dhahir
area.

The first river terrace of the floodplain, only several
metres in height, leaves the banks of the Tigris at Seh
Qubba, then swings round to eventually join the escarp-

ment near Shaikh Humsi. Tell Abu Dhahir, Khirbet
Karhasan and Siyana are situated on this terrace, as well as
most of the modern villages. It is possible that this repre-
sents a pattern of settlement on this terrace out of reach of
any flooding, but since any settlements at a lower level in
the floodplain itself might have been entirely washed
away, such a pattern may be more apparent than real.

AIMSAND STRATEGY
The overall aim was to establish a detailed pottery se-
quence as an index for the area as a whole. In view of the
fact that the area was little known archaeologically, this
was considered a high priority. To achieve this we pro-
posed to examine the area as a whole, rather than con-
centrating on any specific site, by sounding as many sites
as time, workmen and logistics permitted, focusing on the
large multi-period site of Tell Abu Dhahir which was clearly
the ‘type site’ for the area and one of the main sites within
the Saddam Dam. Accordingly, a large quantity of nearly all
pottery types present from securely stratified contexts was
examined in detail, giving a virtually unbroken sequence
from the Neolithic to the Islamic periods.

It was also intended that the excavations should
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Fig 1. Map of northern Iraq, showing the project area and other sites mentioned in the text
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provide a firm foundation of stratified material for the
subsequent survey on the North Jazira Plain, which was
then being planned as a separate project for the future.

TIMETABLE
The first reconnaissance by members of the BAEI was
carried out by Charles Burney of the University of
Manchester and Geoffrey Summers, then Fellow of the
BAEI, accompanied by Mr Mohammed Zeki Abdul Kerim,
at that time SOAH representative to the British teams
working at Tell Mohammed Arab. A second visit was
carried out by Michael Roaf in 1984, with a view to
considering the area for British excavations after Tell
Mohammed Arab finished. It was with this in mind that
Michael Roaf and I subsequently visited and assessed Tell
Abu Dhabhir, Tell Seh Qubba and Siyana Ulya in April 1985.
At the beginning of the season the following au-
tumn a first visit was made to the area on 26th September
1985 in the company of Mr Salem Yunus from the Mosul
office of the SOAH, and the housing in Bardiya was
arranged. The season started properly on 7th October
1985, when I returned to Bardiya with an initial team of four.
Mr Moslem Mohammed, Inspector of Antiquities for
Tel’afar and the Jazira, was appointed SOAH representa-

tive. The first week was spent in setting up the headquar-
ters, recruiting workmen, sorting tools and equipment and
examining some of the sites in the area; excavations then
began at Tell Abu Dhahir on 16th October and at Siyana
Ulya on 20th October. Excavations were carried out at
seven sites in all up to the beginning of April 1986, with the
months of April and May set aside for processing the
material. The season finished at Bardiya on 1st June 1986,
though some study of the material and further work in
connection with the excavations continued in the Nineveh
dig house in Mosul under Anthony Green.

The excavated sites were as follows (Figs 1-2):
1. Tell Abu Dhahir

2. Siyana Ulya

3. Khirbet Shireena

4. Seh Qubba

5. Khirbet Karhasan

6. Tell Gir Matbakh

7. Tell Shelgiyya (Fig 1)

Reports on sites 2-7 will be found in Chapters 3-8 below,
and the report on Tell Abu Dhahir forms Volume 2 of this
series. In addition, surface investigations were carried out
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at the following sites in the region (Figs 1-2), reports on
which will be found in Chapter 9 below:

8 Ain Sattam

9 Tell Amran (Bardiya 15)

10 Tell Aswad

11 Bardiya 3

12 Bardiya 4

13 Bardiya 5

14 Bardiya 6

15 Bardiya 7

16 Bardiya 8

17 Bardiya 9

18 Bardiya cemetery (Bardiya 1 and 2)
19GirBil

20 Tell Goz Giran

21 Tell Hamad Agha as-Saghir
22 Khirbet Jassa

23 Jazruniya

24 Khirbet Jem Laklak

25 Khirbet Jem Laklak al-Qadim
26 Kharab al-Asheq

27 Mohammed Agha cave

28 Sahm

29 Tell es-Sawwan

30 Shaikh Humsi cemetery

31 Khirbet Sherli

32 Khirbet Usaila

33 Wadi Bardiya

34 Wadi Sahm

35 Khirbet Wadi Suwaidiya

THE UNIVERSITY OF EDINBURGH

EXCAVATIONS

The project also acted as host to a visiting team from the
University of Edinburgh under Trevor Watkins, who car-
ried out further excavations at Tell Shelgiyya, to be pub-
lished separately by the University of Edinburgh.

METHODOLOGY

The severe limitations imposed by rescue conditions and
rising floodwaters determined methods of supervision,
excavation and recording at all times. Workmen and exca-
vations were under the continual supervision of one
trained member of staff, who was also responsible for all
recording. With severe understaffing this meant that there
was usually only one supervisor available per site. Conse-
quently, supervisors were often overstretched, supervis-
ing more workmen and more excavation areas than might
normally be desirable; the fact that all SUpervisors
achieved so much within these constraints is a tribute to
their skills. Workmen were additionally supervised by
skilled ‘Sherqati” pickmen, usually two per site.

Grid systems were not used, except at Khirbet
Shireena; nor were any systems of area excavation. Again
the limitations of time and rescue conditions determined
that the best results were obtained either by soundings or

by strip trenches, with their orientations determined by
site features (surface remains, mound contours, cuts, etc)
rather than by arbitrary compass points. A small grid
system was used at Khirbet Shireena partly because ofits
lack of surface features and partly because of its small size.

Excavation was by pick, shovel and trowel. Sieving
was generally not feasible, and was only occasionally
used for special features (eg contents of graves); wet
sieving and flotation were not used. Recording was by a
‘unit’ system: all units requiring description, whether fea-
tures or excavated contexts, were numbered according to a
single consecutive numerical system within each trench or
excavation area. Pottery, bone and lithics were recorded by
unit rather than three-dimensionally, except in exceptional
cases. Contexts were recorded on pre-printed unit sheets
(Fig 3), supplemented by day-books, drawings and photo-
graphs. Small finds were recorded on separate printed
catalogue sheets (Fig 4).

A special system of annotation was developed for
the project (based on a system developed for use at the
British excavations at Siraf, Iran, in the 1960s and 1970s) to
label all units, finds and excavation records. This con-
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Fig 3. Excavation unit sheet
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Fig 4. Small find registration

sisted of a diamond, triangle, square and circle (Figs 3-4:
top left), denoting small find catalogue number, site, trench
or excavation area, and excavation unit respectively. For
the sake of consistency and brevity, this system is retained
in publication, being translated into printas <>,/ \, [ ], and
() as follows:

small find catalogue number <>
site i\
trench or excavation area []
excavation unit ()

Underlined numbers were used to denote pottery types.
Site abbreviations are:

Tell Abu Dhahir ADH
Siyana Ulya SU
Khirbet Shireena KHS
Seh Qubba SQ
Khirbet Karhasan KH
Tell Gir Matbakh GM
Tell Shelgiyya SH

Thus, an annotation reading ‘<371>/SQ\ [A2] (11)’ would
mean ‘small finds catalogue number 371 from Seh Qubba,

trench A2, unit 11°.

PHASING (Tables 1,2)

Rather than have a different system of phasing for each
site, which would be confusing in the excavation reports
and impossible in reporting on the pottery, an overall

Table 1. Tentative phasing for the Zammar region

Period Ceramic name

Approximate dates

If Hassuna 7th millennium

2 Halaf 6th millennium

5 Northern Ubaid 5th millennium

4 Earlier Uruk 1st half of 4th
millennium

5 Later Uruk 2nd half of 4th
millennium

6 Ninevite 5 Lst half of 3rd
millennium

7 Akkadian 2nd half of 3rd
millennium

8 Khabur early 2nd millennium

0 Mitannian mid 2nd millennium

10 Middle Assyrian late 2nd millennium

11 Late Assyrian early 1st millennium

12 Post-Assyrian mid 1st millennium

112] Hellenistic late 1st millennium

14 Partho-Roman early 1st millennium
AD

15 Sasano/Byzantine mid 1st millennium
AD

16 Early Islamic late 1st millennium
AD

17 Middle Islamic mid 2nd millennium
AD

18 Late Islamic late 2nd millennium
AD

19 Recent 20th century AD
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system for the Zammar region as a whole has been used,
and the following scheme shown in Table 1 has been
tentatively postulated. Several points, however, must be
kept in mind. The first is that such a table is meant simply
as a convenient framework to label the data and tie it all
together; the individual headings used are nothing more
than abbreviations that perhaps mean slightly more to the
reader than a more cautious, purely alphanumeric system.
They do not necessarily involve all the cultural ramifica-
tions that such names ideally imply, and are not meant as
any statement on the cultural sequence for the north. Most
importantly, it must be remembered that the terms are
meant as ceramic rather than cultural names.

Hence, phasing follows a straightforward arabic
numbering system, with sub-phases expressed as decimal
points. This was felt to be less clumsy than any combina-

tion of numbers, letters and Roman numerals. For example,
phase 5.3 is a sub-phase of the Later Uruk period, and so
forth. The sub-phasing, however, is valid only within each
site, and does not necessarily equate across sites. Thus,
Phase 5.3 at Tell Abu Dhahir is not necessarily the same as
Phase 5.3 at Tell Gir Matbakh, although both, of course, are
sub-phases of Period 5, Later Uruk. According to this
phasing, therefore, the periods in Table 2 were present at
each site.

FLOOD LEVELS

According to figures released by the dam authorities, if the
winter of 1985-6 was dry the plain around Tell Abu Dhahir
(the 305m contour) would first be flooded between early
May and late August 1986 and would then be permanently
submerged from mid-March 1987, and if the winter was wet
the plain would first flood between mid-January and mid-

Periods I

(1S}
1%}
(BN
I
I
N
IS0

Abu Dhahir X
Siyana ? e SR
Shireena

Seh Qubba

Karhasan

Gir Matbakh X XY
Shelgiya X SR XX
Ain Sattam

Tell Aswad

Bardiya 3

Bardiya 4 X
Bardiya 5

Bardiya 6

Bardiya 7 X
Bardiya 8 X
Bardiya 9 XEE o
Bardiya Cem

GirBil

Goz Giran

Mohammed Agha XGRS ?
Jassa

Jazruniya

Jem Laklak

Jem Laklak Qadim

Kharab al-Asheq X

Mohammed Agha

Sahm ?
Sawwan

Shaikh Humsi Cem X
Sherli

Usaila X
Wadi Bardiya

Wadi Sahm

Wadi Suwaidiya

E I

DD M M K
-~

I
F I R R R

VL)1) S 1 [ 2 5 8 1 N 7/

Xegx X X
B
Xo: X el
W% X0, KA X
XA XX X 5%
X X
XX X b'e
Xoh X
X 9
X
X 5% P
5%
it > ikl 5
5%
X 5%
X
s
X XelX
X X
X
X X
Y X
XX
5%
X X

Table 2. The periods present at each site according to the phasing in Table 1 (there is no attempt at quantification
in this table)
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September 1986 and would then be permanently sub-
merged from mid-December 1986.

These predictions proved exactly correct. By 28th
November 1985 the first noticeable rise was detected and
the water level was recorded as rising at a rate of 7-8 cm per
day. It then rose steadily at about 30 cm per day over most
of the winter, until by early February 1986 the dam had
backed up as far as Shaikh Humsi, some 10 km downstream
from Tell Abu Dhahir, dropping to about half that rate by
the end of April (P1. 2). By then one of our sites, Siyana
Ulya, had been completely submerged, and three more
were completely cut off: Khirbet Karhasan, Tell Abu
Dhabhir and Seh Qubba.

During the autumn of 1988 advantage was taken of
the low level of the dam to visit some of the sites around
Tell Abu Dhahir from Tell al-Hawa. To our astonishment, it
was found that all traces of Siyana had been totally
eradicated by erosion; there was no longer a single sign
that any site had ever existed there at all. Although it was
possible only to view Tell Abu Dhahir and Tell Gir Matbakh
from a distance (the former was still an island), they too
had been reduced in size by perhaps a third. There seems
no doubt that other sites excavated within the flood area
have been similarly eroded, and will also disappear alto-
gether in a very short time. The only evidence that these
sites ever existed, therefore, is this report and the excava-
tion records; there can never be any return to the sites to
check or amplify any details, even after the floodwaters
have receded.

LOGISTICS

There is no denying that living and working in the field
with a small group of people, with few creature comforts,
under highly pressurised circumstances, over a very long
period of time, in a very foreign country, in a war zone,
enduring extremes of heat and cold, in all variations of
flood, drought, dust, mud and snow, with transportation
dramas, and shortages of almost everything except work,
floods, understaffing and overworking, has its difficulties.
Despite the often very trying conditions, however, morale
remained high and most logistical problems were over-
come, the former entirely as a result of the goodwill and
spirits of the team, the latter due to the efforts of the
SOAH.

The provincial government in Zammar allowed us
the use of four adjoining new houses in the new village of
Bardiya, 97 km north-west of Mosul and 5 km west of Tell
Abu Dhahir (P1. 1). Bardiya was a large new village built
above the river valley on the escarpment to rehouse
villagers from the flooded area. Although some distance
from our area of operations, Bardiya had electricity, was on
a main tarmac road, and was well outside the flood area,
avoiding the need to move again.

Some of the sites we were excavating were up to 30
km from base, often over what were no more than muddy
field tracks. In addition, the flood area had been largely

evacuated, so most of the workmen had to be transported
from Bardiya as well. Almost every day, therefore, posed a
major transportation problem. Our own vehicles, blighted
by lack of spare parts, the absence of good servicing, an
excess of age and an over-abundance of use, were subject
to continual breakdowns and consequent long periods off
the road. One of them eventually reached an irreparable
state and had to be written off.

For the first half of the season, workmen were
unavailable locally, and many of our plans for excavation
had to be curtailed. By January we were able to get 14
Sudanese workmen from the Tel’afar restoration project,
and by February it was possible to hire more locally,
bringing the total force up to a satisfactory 65.

The difficulties of excavating so many sites at once,
with associated long periods in the field, harsh living
conditions and inevitable logistical problems should not
be minimised. Nevertheless, the archaeological results
were well worth the efforts. We were able to recover a
virtually complete and reliable chronological index for the
archaeology of an area hitherto practically unknown, and a
pattern of a very distinct culture for the area began to
emerge which the subsequent Tell al-Hawa Project was
able to amplify considerably.
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Plate 1. The expedition headquarters and vehicles at Bardiya, winter 1985/86



EXCAVATIONS AT ZAMMAR

CHAPTER 2

THE SETTLEMENT SEQUENCE OF THE ZAMMAR REGION:
AN OVERVIEW

Warwick Ball

INTRODUCTION

Our investigations revealed an almost continuous se-
quence of occupation in the area from the Hassuna period
down to Late Islamic times. In this respect the region
follows a broad pattern that is repeated elsewhere in the
area of the Saddam Dam and the north of Iraq generally,
but with sufficient local variation to ensure that no
particular area is typical. Those parts of the Zammar
Region that we investigated were no exception.

Although the micro-region consisting of the flood-
plain immediately surrounding Tell Abu Dhahir was
geographically self-contained, the area that we investi-
gated, extending outside this micro-region (for example
up the river to Tell Shelgiyya or onto the escarpment
around Bardiya) did not make a self-contained area, and
therefore does not lend itself well to specific regional
statements. Furthermore, our coverage of this area was
patchy, dictated by the circumstances imposed upon us by
rescue conditions and acute understaffing, and it was not
possible to apply the sort of systematic, consistent sam-
pling methods that were subsequently carried out on the
North Jazira Plain by Tony Wilkinson and others (Ball,
Tucker and Wilkinson 1989; Wilkinson 1989). It is with
these limitations in mind, therefore, that any regional
observations are made.

Nevertheless, the combined results of the excava-
tions and surveys represent a considerable body of impor-
tant information, and although statements based on it may
not necessarily be used as models or extended to cover
any wider area, it can still be used to complement the
evidence from other areas to make up a broader overall
picture.

PRE-HASSUNA

No evidence was found for any Pre-pottery Neolithic or
Palaeolithic presence in the area, apart from a possible
flake-core found in Wadi Sahm (see Chapter 9). Although
this is not the type of steppe terrain that seems to have
attracted hunter-gatherers elsewhere, the area would none
the less have been rich in the sort of game that abounds

today in the river valley, such as wild boar and fish.
Evidence for Palaeolithic man has been found only a short
distance downstream in the area around Raffan
(Mazurowski 1987), the important Early Neolithic settle-
ment of Nemrik is only a short distance downstream on
the opposite bank (Kozlowski & Szymczak 1987), and
the slightly earlier site of Qermez Dere is not much
further away on the Jazira at Tel’afar (Watkins 1990).
Furthermore, the area is not far from the ‘hilly flanks’ sites
of the Zagros (Braidwood and Howe 1960), the foothills
of which approach the banks of the Tigris near here. It is
therefore all the more surprising that a thorough search of
our area for Palaeolithic sites by Esmee Webb produced
no evidence of any pre-Hassuna material (Webb, pers
comm), nor did sporadic searches by other members of
the team (mainly on foot), despite the existence of some
likely-looking rock-shelters in the escarpment bordering
the river valley. One can only conclude that this lack is
peculiar to the micro-region around Tell Abu Dhahir, and
cannot be taken as typical of the area as a whole.

PERIOD 1: HASSUNA

There is clear evidence for a strong Later Neolithic
presence, however, with the establishment of a substantial
Hassuna settlement at Tell Abu Dhahir. Although Hassuna
levels, consisting of just a few pits, were reached only in a
small part of Trench M, Hassuna material was also found
in the Mosul University trenches elsewhere on the mound
(Adel 1981), and at the foot of an eroded cliff section at
the north-western end, indicating some spread of occupa-
tion. Indeed, it probably covered most of the area of the
present main mound, and was therefore a large settlement
for this period. This material is characterised by very
coarse, chaff-tempered vessels, including fragments of the
ubiquitous ‘husking-trays’, and slightly finer red- and
brown-burnished wares. There were none of the finer,
highly decorated polychrome types that have been found
on slightly later sites on the Jazira Plain (Ball, Tucker and
Wilkinson 1989, Fig 14: 1-3; Wilkinson and Tucker 1995)
or that characterise the later Samarran wares, so the Tell
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Abu Dhabhir settlement is probably earlier in the Hassuna
period, perhaps contemporary with the hunting settlement
of Umm Dabaghiyah (Kirkbride 1982).

The rich agricultural potential of the Tell Abu
Dhahir area, the abundant game of the river and river
valley, the existence of a permanent water supply in the
river and a ford across that river, were all factors that
combined to attract the first agriculturalists of the
Hassuna period to Tell Abu Dhahir. This settlement
established Tell Abu Dhahir as a centre for the area, a
position it was to maintain — albeit with interruptions — for
several millennia. Few other Hassuna sites were found in
the area; only Bardiya 4 and 7 produced small amounts of
Hassuna material. Presumably the population of the
Hassuna period was fairly small, and a high proportion of
that population was still nomadic. Indeed, the Bardiya
settlements may not have been permanent. Furthermore,
food production, still in its infancy, would not have
supported larger communities. There may, of course, have
been other settlements in the floodplain that have since
been washed away, or Hassuna material may be hidden
under later overburden at other sites, but one would not
expect the denser pattern of centres, satellite settlements
and outlying farms that emerged later. The picture of the
region in this period is therefore probably a reasonably
accurate one, and consistent with evidence from else-
where.

PERIOD 2: HALAF

The settlement at Tell Abu Dhahir appears to have
diminished during the succeeding Halaf period, although
it must be noted that the lack of later Hassuna material
pointed out above suggests a break rather than any
gradual diminution into the Halaf. Very little Halaf mate-
rial was found: one possible Halaf phase was found in
Trench M, but the material from this may have been
residual, as was the occasional Halaf sherd found else-
where in the excavations. Otherwise, the only Halaf
material was found on the surface or in slope wash,
although a Halaf phase was reported from the Mosul
University excavations.

Elsewhere in the river valley Halaf material was
conspicuously absent: the Soviet excavations at Tell
Shaikh Humsi (Bader 1989b) are the only recorded
evidence for a Halaf presence on this stretch of the river,
apart from Tell Abu Dhabhir. In contrast, Halaf sites are
relatively common above the escarpment on the eastern
edges of the North Jazira Plain: no fewer than four
definite Halaf sites were recorded in the area, with three
more sites containing possible Halaf material, six of them
clustered around Bardiya. This picture reflects that found
further west on the plain in the North Jazira survey (Ball,
Tucker and Wilkinson 1989; Wilkinson and Tucker
1995). Although just outside our rather arbitrarily defined
area, one of the sites surveyed, Kharaba Asheq, a few
kilometres west of Khirbet Karhasan, was particularly
rich in Halaf material (this site bears no relation to the

similarly rich Halaf site of Tell Asheq, which is further
south near Kissik; see Reade 1968, 237). The picture in
the river valley contrasts with the Mohammed Arab-
Babira area of the dam, where Halaf sites were more
common. This Halaf ‘blank spot’ between the North
Jazira on one side and the southern Saddam Dam area on
the other is therefore all the more curious.

PERIOD 3: UBAID

During the Ubaid period Tell Abu Dhahir is once again
the key site of the region. The Ubaid deposits extended
for some considerable depth, about 3.5m in Trench M,
which makes it by far the main period present at Tell Abu
Dhahir. This depth of deposit contained three main phases
of major Ubaid activity and several sub-phases. From the
large amounts of Ubaid material collected elsewhere on
the main mound, particularly from eroded faces, it seems
likely that the settlement covered the full area of the main
mound. The Ubaid settlement therefore seems to have
been both fairly large and to have existed for a long time.
The most interesting structures excavated were two dis-
tinct phases of rather curious mudbrick cubicles. The
earlier phase of cubicles was probably some sort of
storage facility, but during the later phase the cubicles
appeared to form a part of an ‘industrial’ area, with each
cubicle being used as a flint-knapping area. There were
several instances in which flakes and debitage fitted back
onto their cores, and a particularly fine range of flint and
obsidian lithics was recovered. The lowest of the Ubaid
sub-phases consisted of a part of a cemetery, where eight
burials were recorded. Some of these burials contained
exceptionally fine painted complete pots as grave goods.

Some Ubaid material, not associated with any
structures, was also excavated at Tell Shelgiyya. This,
however, was at an outlying trench in a field (Trench PS)
several hundred metres away from the main mound,
where it lay directly underneath Earlier Uruk deposits.
Not a single Ubaid sherd was found in the main mound at
Tell Shelgiyya. At Tell Gir Matbakh a few Ubaid sherds
were recognised during processing, but these were all
residual; no Ubaid contexts were encountered during
excavation. A few painted sherds from Siyana, again from
later contexts, were tentatively identified as Ubaid, as
they did not seem to fit easily into any painted Uruk or
Ninevite 5 categories, but the sherds in question were too
fragmentary for this identification to be certain. The one
Ubaid sherd found during processing from Khirbet
Shireena is almost certainly a prime example of ‘sherd
yard drift’.

On and above the escarpment, Ubaid material was
found at four other sites around Bardiya. One of these
sites, Bardiya 3, although extremely small, had a particu-
larly fine range of ceramics and lithics (both obsidian and
flint) on the surface. Since its location in the rocky hills of
the escarpment would have made it unsuitable as an
agricultural settlement, the lithics suggest that it too may
have been involved in knapping, perhaps as some ‘outer
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station’ of the main knapping centre at Tell Abu Dhahir.

The Ubaid period in the river valley therefore
appears to have been one of re-establishment after a Halaf
hiatus. Furthermore, it seems to have been a prosperous
time for the Zammar region; a relatively large settlement
area at Tell Abu Dhahir, together with storage facilities,
sophisticated ceramics, specialised ‘industrial’ activity
and an expansion of settlement into the valley and up onto
the escarpment all suggest a high level of prosperity,
presumably based upon agriculture. The change in settle-
ment from the higher lands of the Jazira plain, which were
more suited to grazing, to the more fertile floodplain of
the river valley certainly suggests a greater degree of
arable agriculture, probably coupled with more sophisti-
cated agricultural techniques.

PERIOD 4: EARLIER URUK

This period is characterised ceramically by the appear-
ance of fairly coarse ‘chaffy’ wares and the highly distinc-
tive but until now poorly documented ‘sprig ware’.
Among the more characteristic forms are hole-mouth jars,
hollow-rimmed jars and high double-rimmed pots.
Ceramically, therefore, the period has a very distinct
identity, emphasised by the highly decorative sprig ware.
The distinctive sprig motifs that define this ware have no
known antecedents and few, if any, survivals into succeed-
ing periods, an unusual circumstance given the popularity
and long history that distinctive decorative motifs other-
wise generally enjoy (eg hatched triangles, stripes, fes-
toons, etc). Sprig ware and the culture, if any, which was
associated with it must therefore be seen as an isolated
phenomenon. This makes the Earlier Uruk period in the
Zammar region difficult to understand.

Sprig ware was found in abundance at Tell
Shelgiyya. Indeed, the corpus from here probably repre-
sents the greatest quantity of sprig ware yet found, so Tell
Shelgiyya, for the moment at least, can be regarded as the
type site for this ware. Unfortunately, most of it came
from unstratified or residual contexts, with no associated
architecture or occupation, so little more can be said from
the stratigraphic point of view. The sheer quantity of sprig
ware fragments, however, together with the large numbers
of wasters and over-fired vessels, indicate that Tell
Shelgiyya was a manufacturing and export centre for
sprig ware, since far more was being produced than could
possibly be consumed at an otherwise small- to medium-
sized settlement such as Tell Shelgiyya.

Tell Shelgiyya, however, is somewhat outside the
Tell Abu Dhahir area which is central to our present
discussion. Here, Earlier Uruk pottery was almost entirely
absent. A few possible Earlier Uruk forms and fabrics,
together with one or two (doubtful) sprig-related decora-
tive motifs, were found at Tell Abu Dhahir, but they were
isolated occurrences in residual contexts, and not related
to any occupation deposits. Inconclusive though this
evidence may be, it does at least indicate some settlement
of indeterminate nature at Tell Abu Dhahir for this period.
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The only other site in this region to produce definite
Earlier Uruk material was Shaikh Humsi Cemetery, just
downstream, where it was represented by a few sprig ware
sherds picked up from the surface during a casual exami-
nation. A few more possible Earlier Uruk sherds were
collected from Bardiya 4.

Otherwise, Earlier Uruk material was entirely ab-
sent, even on sites which had Later Uruk material (Tell
Gir Matbakh, Bardiya 7, 8 and 9, Bardiya Cemetery, Tell
Hamad Agha As-Saghir, Siyana Ulya). This absence is
surprising, given the comparatively greater settlement
density in the preceding Ubaid period and the massive
increase in settlement not far away at Tell al-Hawa (Ball,
Tucker and Wilkinson 1989; Ball 1991). Perhaps this
urban expansion at Tell al-Hawa had a ‘dragnet’ effect
that attracted population away from the area by the river,
as has been suggested elsewhere.

The one or two fragments of sprig ware from
Shaikh Humsi Cemetery and the larger quantities from
Tell al-Hawa all appear identical (on close visual exami-
nation) in every respect to the Tell Shelgiyya sprig ware,
lending support to the suggestion that this ware was
manufactured and exported from Tell Shelgiyya. An
analysis of trace elements from all three sites, together
perhaps with samples from elsewhere (most notably Tepe
Gawra), would test this suggestion and would be a
particularly worthwhile exercise. If the suggestion were
confirmed, the location of Tell Shelgiyya is well sited for
such a role: the foothills of the Anatolian and Zagros
mountains and routes entering them are just to the north-
east, the Jazira plain is to the west and the river provides
access to the Tell Abu Dhahir area and greater centres of
population to the south-east. It thus lies in a centre for
communications. It would also indicate a higher degree of
regional specialisation for the Earlier Uruk period than
has hitherto been evident.

Despite such tantalising questions, however, the
Earlier Uruk period remains elusive. Its general absence
from the Tell Abu Dhahir area suggests that the preceding
increase in settlement and prosperity of the Ubaid period
was, in fact, a ‘false dawn’.

PERIOD 5: LATER URUK

This period saw a considerable increase in settlement in
the area, a pattern that appears fairly common to sites in
the Saddam Dam basin as a whole. Indeed, it appears to
have established a cultural and settlement continuity in
the region that lasted down to the end of the Assyrian
period. The ceramics are very similar to those from Tell
Mohammed Arab and other Later Uruk excavations fur-
ther south in the Saddam Dam area: generally grey, sandy-
tempered fine and medium bowls, nose-lugs, vertical
ribbing, incised motifs (often in the form of triangles),
various spouts and bevelled-rim bowls. This is in marked
contrast to Tell al-Hawa, where apart from the presence of
bevelled-rim bowls the Later Uruk assemblage was quite
different (usually coarse, heavily chaff-tempered vessels,
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of which the open ‘hammer-headed’ bowls are the most
common form).

Tell Abu Dhahir was probably once again the
central settlement in the area. The Later Uruk occupation
consisted of some 1.3m of deposit in Trench M, making
three main building phases. Outside Trench M, Later
Uruk material was found in Trench K1 some 60m to the
south-east of the main mound (though this may have been
redeposited), and substantial quantities of material were
picked up on the surface from most areas on the main
mound. The Later Uruk occupation, therefore, was exten-
sive and substantial. This picture was graphically filled
out by the discovery of a part of a bevelled-rim bowl
‘factory’ in the earliest of the Later Uruk phases in Trench
M: finds included many bevelled-rim bowls and several
moulds used in their production, all associated with a kiln.

Although Tell Abu Dhahir was the larger settle-
ment, Siyana was the ‘type site’ from the archaeological
point of view, as it had a deeper stratified sequence and
produced a finer corpus of Later Uruk pottery. The
material was almost entirely Later Uruk through to
Ninevite 5 (incised) for virtually the entire 1.6m depth of
occupation. The stratigraphic evidence indicated a
smooth transition from Later Uruk to Ninevite 5, implying
an unbroken continuity of occupation, and it is impossible
to draw a precise dividing line between the two. Two
phases were differentiated in the Later Uruk. The first
consisted of several layers of ash and occupation debris
resting directly on virgin soil, associated with a mud brick
‘granary rack’. The pottery was entirely Later Uruk. The
second consisted of some thick layers of probably
dumped ash and general debris up to 80 cm in depth with
no associated structures; Ninevite 5 fine plain and incised
wares were also beginning to appear, albeit in small
quantities. The picture, therefore, is one of continuous
occupation from the Later Uruk period at Siyana.

The settlement at Tell Gir Matbakh was probably
founded in the Ubaid period, as we have seen above, but
the earliest clear evidence of occupation at the site came
from the Later Uruk period. This consisted in the main of
an exterior surface and the corner of a building, found in
Trench B. This trench also seemed to show a gradual
transition to Ninevite 5 from the Later Uruk Period, but
no architecture (and with it more securely stratified finds)
was found associated with this transition. After the sub-
stantial Earlier Uruk presence at Tell Shelgiyya the Later
Uruk settlement was relatively minor. Other settlements
of this period were found on the escarpment overlooking
the plain at Bardiya 4, 7, 8 and 9, Bardiya cemetery and
Tell Hamad Agha as-Saghir.

There thus appears to have been an increase in
settlement both on the floodplain and above the escarp-
ment after an Earlier Uruk interregnum. Although very
little architecture was excavated, two features provide
important clues to the nature of the Later Uruk settlement
in the area, the granary rack at Siyana and the bevelled-
rim bowl “factory’ at Tell Abu Dhahir. The granary rack is
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reminiscent of similar occurrences at Tell Kmana 3
(Fales et al 1987), Tellul eth-Thalathat A% (Fuka} et al
1974) and Tell Atij. This feature, together with the
location of the site overlooking a fertile floodplain and its
small size, suggests an agricultural economy: Siyana was
presumably an agricultural settlement or even a large
farmhouse, perhaps one of a ring of similar agriculture-
based settlements surrounding the larger market centre of
Tell Abu Dhahir. The presence of a bevelled-rim bowl
factory at Tell Abu Dhahir, however, suggests activities in
addition to agriculture. Although it is not intended here to
reopen the debate on these ubiquitous and much-dis-
cussed vessels, Tell Abu Dhahir none the less provides a
major contribution, as it supplies important new evidence
for their manufacture. Whatever the purpose of bevelled-
rim bowls, their manufacture at Tell Abu Dhahir substan-
tiates the statement that the Later Uruk settlement there
probably enjoyed some status as a regional centre, or at
least as a centre for specialisation.

PERIOD 6: NINEVITE 5

At Tell Abu Dhahir the only Ninevite 5 remains excavated
consisted of a part of a pit in Trench M, dug into the Uruk
deposits and in turn largely truncated by later building
work. This pit contained plain and painted Ninevite 5
sherds and fragments of incised coarse-ware lids, but
Ninevite 5 incised wares were entirely absent. However,
some later redeposition from this pit, which was found at
the foot of the Late Assyrian terracing, did include some
fine incised sherds, as well as a Ninevite 5 cylinder seal
and clay sealing. Ninevite 5 incised sherds were also
picked up from the surface of the mound, albeit in small
quantities, but enough at least to attest to its presence at
the settlement. No Ninevite 5 deposits were excavated
elsewhere, although Trench I1, where one might have
expected it to be present, was not excavated below the
Akkadian levels. Nevertheless, Ninevite 5 sherds were
relatively rare on the surface, especially when compared
to the quantities of Uruk and Akkadian sherds. It therefore
seems fairly certain that the settlement of Tell Abu Dhahir
had contracted in Ninevite 5 times to nothing more than a
small village, probably no larger than other villages of the
same period in this area such as Siyana or Tell Gir
Matbakh (see below).

Indeed, Siyana appears to be the more important
settlement, as most of the material excavated from there
was Ninevite 5; Siyana was thus the main Ninevite 5 site
to be excavated. The apparent continuity here from the
Later Uruk has already been noted, and the problem of
drawing an exact line of demarcation between the two
remains. The period at the end of the sequence at Siyana,
however (ie that with the least Later Uruk material),
consisted of ashy occupation and general debris some 70
cm in depth, associated with some very rough stone and
mud brick surfaces. The pottery was wholly Ninevite 5
plain and incised, much of it very fine in quality. Apart
from a few poor fragments, Ninevite 5 painted sherds
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were almost entirely absent. The almost complete absence
of painted Ninevite 5 wares, representing an intermediate
phase between the Later Uruk and Ninevite 5 incised,
might seem an anomaly here, but a luxury painted ware of
this quality would be out of place in such a small
settlement as Siyana (although it was present at Tell Gir
Matbakh, a similarly small settlement; see below). Occu-
pation ceased at the end of the Ninevite 5 period, apart
from a single intrusive Akkadian grave.

At Tell Gir Matbakh, four or five separate Ninevite
5 building phases were found in all trenches on the site.
These consisted of the remains of several structures, with
no discernible break in continuity, though it was not
possible to excavate any complete building plans. Clearly,
however, the Ninevite 5 occupation was fairly substantial.
The pottery from Tell Gir Matbakh included a high
proportion of painted types. These generally tended to
come from the earlier Ninevite 5 phases, but the painted
types occurred throughout the sequence, as did the fine
plain and incised types. Among the incised types were
many belonging to a very distinctive high-quality dark
grey to black category with very fine incisions. These,
together with the high proportion of painted sherds, made
the Ninevite 5 pottery corpus from Tell Gir Matbakh
surprisingly high in overall quality, surprisingly so in view
of its relatively small size, especially when compared to
the similarly sized Ninevite 5 settlement of Siyana, with
its preponderance of coarse, plain and unpainted wares.

The overall picture of Tell Gir Matbakh in the
Ninevite 5 period is therefore of a small settlement, like
Siyana and Tell Abu Dhahir, that evolved in an unbroken
transition from a similar Later Uruk settlement, again like
Siyana. In contrast to Siyana, however, the high quality of
ceramics at Tell Gir Matbakh seems to indicate a much
higher level of prosperity, despite the much poorer quality
of the agricultural land surrounding the site.

At Tell Shelgiyya the Ninevite 5 settlement again
probably represents a continuous transition from the Later
Uruk. No significant architecture was associated with the
Ninevite 5 material. The Ninevite 5 settlement did not
extend beyond the main mound, and must therefore have
been considerably smaller than its Earlier Uruk forerun-
ner, although probably the same size as the Later Uruk
settlement.

No further Ninevite 5 sites were found in the
floodplain, apart from a possible general third millennium
presence at Khirbet Jem Laklak (although as already
pointed out the floodplain is subject to periodic inunda-
tion, so that if there had been single period settlements
there in the distant past they would not have survived).
Two or three sites with Ninevite 5 material were found on
the escarpment above the floodplain: Bardiya 7, Tell
Hamad Agha as-Saghir and possibly Bardiya cemetery.
Tell Hamad Agha as-Saghir has been subsequently exca-
vated by Peter Spanos of the University of Munich, who
also excavated another Ninevite 5 site in the Wadi
Suwaidiya, Tell Der Darra (Spanos 1988, 1990). All were

probably small settlements, producing only small quanti-
ties of Ninevite 5 material. Only fine plain and incised
types were found, though the absence of painted types
may be attributable only to their poor survival in surface
conditions.

There was generally not the great variety of
painted pottery types in the region (even at Tell Gir
Matbakh, which produced the largest quantity of painted
pottery) that was found at Tell Mohammed Arab. This
lack of variety has already been noted for this side of the
river (al-Soof 1968, 76). For the incised types, however,
most decorative types were represented, including a
highly distinctive dark grey to black fabric, generally with
much finer and more complex incised designs than is
usual.

The larger number of settlements in the country-
side suggests that there were fewer external threats and a
greater measure of rural prosperity and stability in the
Ninevite 5 period. Agriculture was probably the basis of
this prosperity, as the large numbers of small sites seem to
indicate predominantly rural communities, but the sur-
prising wealth of ceramics in an agriculturally compara-
tively poor area like Tell Gir Matbakh suggests that
agriculture was by no means the main factor in the
Ninevite 5 economy.

In the general picture of growth and continuity
from the Later Uruk period, the situation at the Later Uruk
regional centre of Tell Abu Dhahir stands out as an
anomaly, since here the Ninevite 5 settlement contracted
considerably in size from the Later Uruk. Perhaps the
regional centre moved away (for example to Tell Sellal
(see Fig 2), a large site with Ninevite 5 material some 16
km downstream excavated by Mosul University and the
Department of Antiquities (Black and Killick 1985, 238)),
or perhaps the development of a major Ninevite 5 central
town at Tell al-Hawa over to the west diminished the need
for provincial centres such as Tell Abu Dhahir.

PERIOD 7: AKKADIAN

The term ‘Akkadian’ here is defined by the ceramics,
rather than conquest of the region by Sargon or Naram-
Sin or consequent cultural affinities with Sumer and
Akkad. The ceramics are different from the Akkadian
pottery of the south, and consist of large, greenish coarse-
ware vessels, usually with incised decoration, and smaller,
extremely fine and hard ‘metallic’ vessels in a range of
colours such as grey, light green, orange and black. The
greenish coarse-wares were often ‘bucket-shaped’ in
form; the finer wares were usually flat-based, with the
flat-based, square-sided beaker being the most distinctive
form. The black ‘metallic wares’ distinctive of this period
further west were not found. The finer vessels appear to
derive from the fine Ninevite 5 grey wares, and are
obviously related to Taya ware, first excavated at Tell
Taya (Reade 1982). This first led us, perhaps mistakenly,
to adopt the name ‘Taya’ for the whole period, but since
this term applies only to a very specific pottery ware the
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term was dropped, under pressure from our peers, in
favour of the more generally accepted ‘Akkadian’. Per-
haps, however, the former term is more accurate than the
culturally misleading ‘Akkadian’.

The Akkadian period once more sees a dramatic
reversal of Tell Abu Dhahir’s character, growing from a
much diminished Ninevite 5 village to regain the size it
enjoyed in Later Uruk and Ubaid times. Akkadian mate-
rial was found in virtually all trenches, and substantial
deposits were excavated in Trench M. These seemed to
belong to major new building activity associated with
substantial terracing which probably cut away and lev-
elled much of the preceding Later Uruk and Ninevite 5.
Here, as on other sites where Akkadian architecture was
excavated, building techniques are marked by extensive
use of large stone footings. Very large quantities of
Akkadian sherds were also found over most of the surface
area. Tell Abu Dhahir therefore appears to have expanded
once more into a small provincial centre, probably cover-
ing an area of at least 7 hectares.

Akkadian material was also present at Tell Gir
Matbakh, but its relationship to the Ninevite 5 was
difficult to establish, as it mainly occurred on the
unexcavated areas of the site. There certainly did not
seem to be the same continuity between Ninevite 5 and
Akkadian which marked the transition from Later Uruk to
Ninevite 5. Akkadian material was also present at Tell
Shelgiyya, but it is not possible at this stage to say
whether it came after a smooth transition from the
Ninevite 5 or represents a break. At Siyana the only
evidence for an Akkadian presence was a burial, associ-
ated with a handful of sherds. It appears, however, to be
no more than an isolated incident with no relation to the
settlement; in a very thorough surface collection, not a
single Akkadian sherd was collected. Some possible
Akkadian material was found at Shaikh Humsi cemetery,
and the possible general third millennium presence at
Khirbet Jem Laklak has already been noted above. Above
the escarpment we see Akkadian settlements being estab-
lished at Bardiya 4, 6 and 7, Bardiya cemetery, Tell
Hamad Agha as-Saghir and possibly Bardiya 5, or in other
words an increase in the number of settlements over the
Ninevite 5 period.

This appears to be in marked contrast to the
situation around Tell al-Hawa to the west, where there
was a dramatic decrease in the rural population tied to an
apparent increase in the central settlement of Tell al-Hawa
itself (Ball, Tucker and Wilkinson 1989). Along the river
the parallel growth of Tell Abu Dhahir did not appear to
depopulate the smaller settlements in the same way. The
reasons for this are difficult to explain. The river, close to
the hilly region of Kurdistan, might represent a frontier,
the larger number of settlements being necessary for
defensive purposes. The period as a whole does not
appear to be an unstable one, however, and large urban
areas such as Tell al-Hawa or Tell Taya were not defended
by city ramparts (Ball 1990, Reade 1982; note, however,
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the presence of city walls at Tell Leilan in this period in
Weiss 1983), unless the urban nucleation around the
obviously well defended position of the Tell al-HavYa
Acropolis is evidence for the need for greater security in
the Akkadian period. None of the settlements along the
river occupied defensive positions, and there were prob-
ably no more external threats than in the preceding
Ninevite 5 period. Perhaps the very different terrain
alongside the river in the rockier, more undulating escarp-
ment area, where the grazing of livestock would have
been a more important part of the economy and travel
would have been much slower, would have required more
closely spaced settlements than the immense flat plains
surrounding Tell al-Hawa, where a different type of
agriculture may have been practised and communications
may have been easier. Alternatively, the present tendency
to see and impose patterns on ancient settlement systems
may be more the result of perceptions of our own highly
structured and sophisticated human geography than a
reflection of the realities of antiquity, when even the
concept of settlement was still in its infancy.

PERIOD 8: KHABUR

Strictly speaking, it is a mistake to refer to a ‘Khabur’
period. Like the term ‘Taya’ before it, it refers to a
distinctive ceramic type rather than an era, and specifi-
cally to the stripe-painted pottery that is so familiar in so
many sites in the region. To give the period the more
historical term of ‘Old Assyrian’, however, is to enter
dangerous waters, and assumes a weight of historical
evidence that simply does not exist, at least for the
Zammar region. The distribution of Khabur pottery cov-
ers both a fairly distinct time span in the earlier second
millennium as well as a reasonably well defined geo-
graphical unit with the Upper Khabur river as its nucleus
(Hamlin 1974), however, and reference to a Khabur
period therefore seems to be spatially and chronologically
justified, although not necessarily ruling out Old Assyrian
domination.

In many ways, the relationship of the Khabur
period to the Akkadian period is much the same as that of
the Ninevite 5 to the Later Uruk: it appears very much as
a continuation, and one cannot talk about the Khabur
without continual reference to the Akkadian. Indeed, so
close is the association of the two periods that in excavat-
ing some of the Khabur levels at Tell Abu Dhahir we
initially believed that many diagnostic Khabur ceramics
were found together with Akkadian material. A closer
examination revealed that they were in fact two separate
contexts, with the Khabur material belonging to a destruc-
tion level that had collapsed onto the Akkadian, thus
forming an apparent juxtaposition, but the close associa-
tions were real none the less. Nowhere was there any
evidence of long abandonment separating the two phases,
the Khabur fine wares appearing to be a logical develop-
ment from the Akkadian fine wares, and nowhere were
any radical new departures apparent in the Khabur period.
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Rather it was a time of steady evolution and consolidation
on the Akkadian period remains.

Culturally, apart from the distinctive ceramics with
their possible relationships to the north and west (Hamlin
1974), the period seems marked by a dramatic increase in
the appearance of animal figurines. As often as not these
endlessly varied headless and legless objects were uni-
dentifiable, but when they were reasonably intact they
were usually recognisable as horses. Whether this signi-
fies the possible arrival of horse-riding invaders (such as
the Hurrians?) is impossible to say on the evidence of the
Zammar region alone. The Khabur period elsewhere in
the north is also generally marked by the arrival of
literacy, although no texts were found in the present
excavations.

Alhough by no means the largest site for the
Khabur period, Khirbet Karhasan produced easily the
largest and richest corpus of ceramics, and thus forms the
Khabur ‘type site’. All varieties of Khabur ware were
found here, including a particularly rich range of fine
wares, and the site also produced the largest number of
horse figurines. Most of these were found in a flat part of
the site with Khabur remains immediately on the surface,
but unfortunately this area was bulldozed as part of
construction operations for the dam before significant
building plans could be obtained. Enough was recorded,
however, to confirm the widespread use of stone in
construction for this period: walls generally had large
stone footings (as in the preceding Akkadian period) and
surfaces were often paved with stone. The practice is
consistent with Khabur building techniques found else-
where in the region.

In virtually all cases, sites that were occupied in
the Akkadian period continued into the Khabur, with the
exception of Siyana, which as we have seen can in any
case be discounted. Thus, Tell Abu Dhahir, Tell Gir
Matbakh and Tell Shelgiyya of the excavated sites, and
Bardiya 4, 5, 6 and 7, Bardiya Cemetery and Tell Hamad
Agha as-Saghir of the surveyed sites, all had considerable
quantities of Khabur material overlying the Akkadian.
Furthermore, there were many new foundations: Khirbet
Shireena, Khirbet Karhasan, Bardiya 9, Usaila, Girbil and
possibly Bardiya 8 all represent entirely new settlements.
A few rather ill-defined sherds that can only be dated
broadly to the second millennium were also found in
residual contexts at Seh Qubba, so it is possible that this
settlement too may have been founded in the Khabur
period. The pattern is therefore of a significant increase in
rural settlement, a pattern entirely consistent with that
found in the Tell al-Hawa area further west (Ball, Tucker
and Wilkinson 1989).

Tell Abu Dhahir once again appears to be the
largest site in the region, with no apparent decrease in its
size from the Akkadian period. It thus presumably contin-
ued in the role as regional centre, a role now reinforced by
the foundation of smaller surrounding settlements, such as
Khirbet Shireena, Khirbet Karhasan, the Bardiya sites and

possibly Seh Qubba, which were presumably dependent
upon it, as well as the continued use of older settlements
such as Tell Gir Matbakh and Tell Hamad Agha as-Saghir
(though the latter may have formed its own regional
centre, drawing upon settlements on the plain as well as
perhaps the Bardiya sites as its subsidiaries). This pattern
suggests a rural economy; nothing was found in any of the
excavations that would suggest any additional activities.

PERIOD 9: MITANNIAN

This is perhaps the most intriguing, albeit the most
elusive, of all periods in the north. The period is
characterised ceramically by the highly distinctive ‘Nuzi’
fine ware, and ought to be easily recognisable. However,
only two fragments of this ware were found at Tell Abu
Dhahir and a few more at Tell Shelgiyya, in both cases
from surface or residual contexts. This is hardly enough to
suggest a settlement of any substance, even at Tell Abu
Dhahir, the traditional centre for the region. This appar-
ently almost complete absence of sites of the Mitannian
period seems very curious, especially in view of the large
number of sites of the preceding Khabur period and, at a
later date, in the Late Assyrian period. The apparent lack
at first led us to believe that we were simply not
recognising the full range of ceramics for the Mitannian
period, and that more sites would ‘appear’ after a more
thorough examination of the pottery: perhaps it would be
possible, on re-examination, to reattribute some of the
pottery belonging to periods immediately before or after
the Mitannian. Our questions were partly answered by the
excavations at Khirbet Karhasan.

Khirbet Karhasan was the only site in the Zammar
region which had any quantity of Mitannian material, and
even so it produced very little. The only remains found
associated with this material were part of a building in the
deep sounding (Trench Al) consisting of a substantial
mud brick wall and a succession of room fills totalling
some 75 cm of deposit. The pottery was distinctly
Mitannian, with no comparative material from any of the
other sites apart from the isolated examples already
mentioned. Although only a relatively small sample, this
deposit was well sealed and was both stratigraphically
and ceramically distinct from the Khabur and Middle
Assyrian periods before and after. It thus represented the
only stratified Mitannian remains found during our exca-
vations in the region.

The initial impression of a lack of Mitannian
remains was therefore correct, and this has been further
confirmed both by extremely detailed studies of all
pottery from the other sites and by the subsequent excava-
tion of a large corpus of Mitannian material at Tell al-
Hawa (Ball 1990). In other words, if there had been any
more Mitannian material in the Zammar region, it would
certainly have been noticed.

At most, therefore, there were only three very
small Mitannian period settlements in the region, a dra-
matic reversal after the large number that existed in the
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Khabur period. Before speculating on the reasons for this
apparent devastation, however, it is necessary to
summarise the evidence for the Middle Assyrian period
immediately after the Mitannian.

PERIOD 10: MIDDLE ASSYRIAN

The Middle Assyrian period in the Zammar Region
suffers from much the same problem as the Mitannian
before it: it hardly exists. Once again, we found virtually
no traces of Middle Assyrian material on any of the sites.
Unlike the Mitannian material, however, we could not
initially explain this away by the unfamiliarity of the
material, since it was well known from the excavations at
Tell Mohammed Arab. The explanation of this apparent
lack was then thought to be that the Middle Assyrian
Empire had perhaps not penetrated to the Zammar Re-
gion; the material remains of any settlement for this
period would then be represented either by earlier ce-
ramic types surviving longer or by later ceramic types
beginning earlier than in other regions. The former possi-
bility, however, was clearly out of the question, as the
paucity of Mitannian ceramic types has already been
remarked upon. In other words, it was initially thought
that Middle Assyrian material would simply not be found
in the region and that any settlement contemporary with
the Middle Assyrian period elsewhere would be repre-
sented by Late Assyrian pottery beginning earlier than
would otherwise have been thought possible.

Once again, it was the excavations at Khirbet
Karhasan that put us on the right track, since very
important Middle Assyrian material remains were found
here, albeit in relatively small quantities. This consisted
of some well stratified ceramics, stratigraphically quite
distinct from Mitannian and Late Assyrian deposits before
and after, belonging to types that were well known from
the excavations at Mohammed Arab: generally coarse,
vegetable-tempered plain wares, of which the large jars
and the shallow carinated bowls were the most identifi-
able forms. More important was a hoard of extremely fine
faience jewellery, consisting of a vast array of rosettes,
cylinders, pendants, glass beads and small shells, prob-
ably part of a set of very elaborate horse trappings
(Tucker 1992).

Otherwise, the only site that produced Middle
Assyrian pottery was Bardiya cemetery, although the
pottery we tentatively identified as Middle Assyrian from
Bardiya cemetery bore more similarities to Kassite pot-
tery from the south than the usual Middle Assyrian types
of the north (I am indebted to Timothy Clayden for this
information). Not a single recognisable sherd was picked
up from very thorough sherding of all the other excavated
sites (the surfaces of all these sites were in all cases
completely stripped, as were most of the Bardiya sites).
Furthermore, the subsequent excavations at Tell al-Hawa
once again clarified the position of Middle Assyrian
settlement within the wider region: substantial monumen-
tal Middle Assyrian remains and a large corpus of associ-
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ated material were excavated over all three seasons (Ball
1990). The almost total lack of settlement in the Zammar
region in the Middle Assyrian period, as in the Mitannian
period before it, was therefore real, despite our initial
scepticism.

It is significant that this apparently long period of
depopulation in the middle and later second millennium
coincides with the period of rivalry and conflict between
the Mitannian and Middle Assyrian states. The Zammar
region must have been a buffer zone on the fringes
between the two empires for much of this time, as the rival
interests expanded and contracted. The result for a region
caught up between the two must have been considerable
instability, even devastation at times. Hence the archaeo-
logical evidence for depopulation certainly fits in with the
historical picture. Furthermore, the location of the
Zammar region would have laid it open to depredations
from both the nomads of the Jazira steppe to the west and
the hill people from the mountains to the east during times
of instability and loss of strong central control. Both areas
are traditional sources of raiding in Mesopotamian his-
tory.

Against this background, the presence of the hoard
of horse trapping jewellery at Khirbet Karhasan, which
must surely represent considerable wealth, is all the more
curious. Such a hoard would hardly belong to the sort of
modest rural settlement which was the norm along this
part of the river, nor could it belong to a country residence
or ‘fishing lodge’ of a Middle Assyrian nobleman; the
depopulation and evident instability discussed above ar-
gue against such an explanation. The horse trappings
might have been associated with an isolated military
outpost guarding the river at this point, perhaps dependent
upon the main Middle Assyrian stronghold for the region
of Tell al-Hawa. Against this must be pointed out that no
evidence for fortifications was found at Khirbet
Karhasan, and the site itself was not a naturally defensible
one, especially compared to the more obvious military
position of Seh Qubba nearby (though it must be noted
here that Seh Qubba may have had some as yet ill-defined
second-millennium occupation). Alternatively, the hoard
may have been booty, deposited there after a raid on a
much wealthier settlement. As in the case of so many
archaeological anomalies, the hoard’s real nature for the
moment remains an enigma.

PERIOD 11: LATE ASSYRIAN
The Late Assyrian period sees a re-establishment of
settlement in the Zammar region. Khirbet Karhasan con-
tinued to be occupied, and Tell Abu Dhahir, Seh Qubba,
Khirbet Shireena, Tell Shelgiyya, Bardiya 8, Bardiya
cemetery and Shaikh Humsi Cemetery were all re-estab-
lished as settlements, making a total of eight in all. It is
interesting that, with the possible exception of Seh
Qubba, no entirely new settlements were founded; all
were on existing mounds.

No one settlement appears to have been dominant,
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not even Tell Abu Dhahir, the traditional centre for the
region. At Tell Shelgiyya the Late Assyrian settlement was
the first to approach its Earlier Uruk size, but even this
did not extend much beyond the main mound, and was
hardly large enough to merit description even as a small
town. All appear to have been comparatively small rural
settlements, probably farmhouses or villages, with any
market centre (if any existed) lying outside the area. None
(apart from Khirbet Shireena; see below) produced re-
mains of any significance: at most, the excavated remains
consisted of fragments of buildings and associated occu-
pation deposits, although Tell Shelgiyya had the remains
of a kiln and possible associated (but indeterminate)
complex.

Both the re-establishment of settled communities
after such a long period of instability and depopulation
and the possible reference to external forces suggest a
strong, centralised government exerting control over the
area from outside. Moreover, the establishment of a
settlement (albeit a very small one, judging from the very
small number of sherds recovered) at the strongly de-
fended site of Seh Qubba implies some measure of
control over the countryside. Such a pattern, therefore,
appears entirely consistent with the re-emergence of the
Assyrians in the Neo-Assyrian Empire.

Although no settlement appears to have been
dominant, Khirbet Shireena was the ‘type site’ for the
Late Assyrian period, even though its size suggests it was
probably little more than large farmstead or hamlet. It
produced the best corpus of pottery for the period,
however, well stratified by a succession of surfaces. A
series of burials sealed beneath one of the surfaces
provided our first information on population for the
period, the ‘grain silo’ was additional evidence for agri-
cultural practice in the region, and the existence of an
extensive field system surrounding the site provided the
first intact landscape in the region (although this may not
have been contemporary with the Late Assyrian settle-
ment; see below). Khirbet Shireena therefore provides the
most comprehensive evidence of any period in the
Zammar region.

The excavated architecture consisted of a succes-
sion of earth, pebble and flagstone surfaces, associated
with substantial mudbrick walls. It is likely that they
represent only a single building complex, probably a large
farmstead: with a maximum area of 75 x 150m, there
would have been little room for additional structures.
Some ‘palace ware’ associated with this building would
be more consistent with a large farmstead or ‘manor
house’ than a modest hamlet.

The field system consisted of a number of very low
(maximum 10 cm high) rubble boundary walls dividing
the fields for several hundred metres around the site into
narrow strips. They are clearly associated with Khirbet
Shireena, though it is not so clear which period they
belong to. All one can say is that they cut across present
field alignments and are clearly not modem, so they
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presumably belong to one of the ancient periods of
occupation at Khirbet Shireena; Khabur, Late Assyrian or
perhaps Hellenistic, although the last appears unlikely,
given the extremely limited nature of the Hellenistic
presence at Khirbet Shireena. Furthermore, the divisions
into individual strips suggest a period of organised coun-
tryside administration. This is consistent with the little we
know of the Late Assyrian agricultural practice (eg Saggs
1984, 162-65), but by itself does not imply a firm date for
the field system.

PERIOD 12: POST-ASSYRIAN

The labelling of so many periods in the north with
reference to the Assyrians (the Khabur period is com-
monly labelled ‘Old Assyrian’) even after they had been
overthrown, reminds one of the Japanese scholar who
referred to the archaeology of Afghanistan in terms of
three periods, ‘pre-Buddhist, Buddhist, and post-Bud-
dhist’. As with so many archaeological terms, however, it
is the term which is least unsatisfactory that ends up being
the most satisfactory: ‘Medeo-Babylonian’ and
‘Achaemenid’ carry obvious difficulties, and ‘pre-Helle-
nistic’ dissatisfies all but the classicists. Although perhaps
not ideal, the term ‘post-Assyrian’ does at least acknowl-
edge the dominant force that Assyrian civilisation exerted
over the north, and continued to exert after its political
collapse.

At the time of writing, it is difficult to identify
material remains that correspond to the confused se-
quence of events following the collapse of the Assyrian
Empire and the control by Babylonians, Medes and
Achaemenids of the area of northern Iraq. It may be,
therefore, that material belonging to this ‘post-Assyrian’
period is at present being lumped either with the Late
Assyrian or Hellenistic. Until it is possible to identify a
distinct post-Assyrian corpus with certainty, however, the
apparent lack of sites in the region from this period
reflects the present state of knowledge of the material
rather than any real lack of settlement. For the moment,
therefore, this period must be passed over.

PERIOD 13: HELLENISTIC

The Hellenistic occupation of the region appears to differ
little from the Assyrian before it, consisting of a number
of small, presumably rural, communities with no apparent
centre. There certainly does not appear to have been the
sort of rural collapse and depopulation which one might
expect after such a dramatic event as the overthrow of the
Assyrians, and which happened at the end of the Khabur
period in the region. On the contrary, the number of
settlements on the plain around Tell al-Hawa, for ex-
ample, reached its greatest number in the Hellenistic
period (Ball, Tucker and Wilkinson 1989), and by the
river and up on the escarpment some seven or eight
settlements were recorded, a number exceeded only dur-
ing the Khabur and Late Islamic periods. No obviously



THE SETTLEMENT SEQUENCE: AN OVERVIEW

fortified positions (such as Seh Qubba) were occupied.
Clearly, therefore, it was a period of considerable rural
prosperity and stability (Ball 1996).

Hellenistic material was excavated at Tell Abu
Dhahir, Tell Gir Matbakh, Tell Shelgiyya and possibly
Siyana and Khirbet Shireena (which had doubtful Helle-
nistic pottery). In addition, Hellenistic pottery was col-
lected from the surfaces of Bardiya 5, Tell Hamad Agha
as-Saghir, Kharaba Asheq and Shaikh Humsi Cemetery.
At all the excavated sites apart from Tell Abu Dhabhir,
however, the material came from either surface collec-
tions or from disturbed contexts very near the surface,
with no associated architecture or occupation deposits.
Even at Tell Abu Dhahir the remains consisted of no more
than a number of lined storage pits in Trench M. These
appear to be a feature of Hellenistic sites in the Saddam
Dam area (eg Tell Jessari, Grai Darki; see Fuji 1987,
Curtis 1987; 206), and are often interpreted as grain silos.

The explanation for the rather unsatisfactory state
of all Hellenistic remains lies in the nature of the sites
rather than the settlements: occurring on or near the
surface, they are more subject to disturbance and erosion
than those of earlier periods. On the basis of mere
presence/absence, therefore, the distribution of Hellenis-
tic sites in the region provides some picture of the period,
but more detail can be provided only by excavations at
single-period sites with better preservation than we have
here.

PERIOD 14: PARTHO-ROMAN

As in the Mitannian-Middle Assyrian period, the region
once more became a frontier buffer zone between two
powerful conflicting empires. In the confusing sequence
of historical events and constant shifting of frontiers it is
not always possible to ascribe the material remains to one
‘bloc’ or the other, hence the hybrid term ‘Partho-Ro-
man’.

Accordingly, we see a similar situation in the
countryside to that observed in the Mitannian and Middle
Assyrian periods, with a dramatic depopulation reducing
the number of settlements from the eight or nine that
existed in the Hellenistic period to just four or five: Tell
Abu Dhahir, Seh Qubba, Tell Gir Matbakh, Tell Shelgiyya
and possibly Bardiya 8. With the very important excep-
tion of Seh Qubba, it is impossible to tell anything about
the nature of the settlements in this period for much the
same reasons as in the Hellenistic period: the material was
from disturbed surface contexts and no architecture or
occupation deposits survived. Judging from the very
small quantities of this material, however, these settle-
ments were very small ones.

At Seh Qubba, however, we have the first settle-
ment in the region that was extensively fortified, not only
by virtue of its natural position on a high bluff command-
ing the river and surrounding countryside, but by artificial
earthen ramparts as well. The need for such defensive
measures adds weight to the impression of instability in

the countryside. The position of the site might suggest that
it is guarding a frontier marked by the river, with th.e
additional implication that the opposite, eastern, bank is
the hostile one, or in other words that it is Roman rather
than Parthian. This and other evidence (mainly historical)
has led us to identify Seh Qubba with the Roman frontier
post of Castra Maurorum (Ball 1989).

We have, moreover, a considerable corpus of
stratified material from this period associated with archi-
tectural remains and occupation deposits in a deep sound-
ing on the highest part of the bluff. The pottery consists of
the very distinctive ‘brittle ware’, usually associated with
Parthian and Roman remains in this area (Campbell
1989). There were two distinct building levels in the deep
sounding associated with brittle ware, the later one in-
cluding a line of terracotta pipes and a very fragmentary
mosaic floor. The nature of these remains, together with
their position on the highest part of the site, suggests that
they represent the remains of the Roman commandant’s
house at Castra Maurorum.

The region presumably did not remain Roman
throughout the entire period, but would have fallen into
Parthian hands several times. It is tempting to see the two
brittle ware architectural phases in the sounding at Seh
Qubba as representing two phases of Roman occupation.
With the frontier set at the river, it is not surprising that
there is so little settlement in the river valley, since it must
have been subject to frequent incursions from across the
river. These few settlements were presumably local rather
than ‘Roman’ in the true sense of the term, with Roman
cultural influence probably extending no further than the
garrison in Seh Qubba itself.

It is worth noting, however, the find of a piece of
mosaic in a wash context at Tell Abu Dhahir, which
suggests that some level of Hellenisation or Romanisation
extended to the village. With the garrison so close by at
Seh Qubba, it is of course possible that some sort of
modest ‘villa’ existed at Tell Abu Dhahir during a brief
interval of stability.

PERIOD 15: SASANO-BYZANTINE
The two rival imperial powers of Rome and Parthia were
replaced by Byzantium and Sasanian Iran, and once more
the Zammar region probably fell within the border zone.
The increased number of settlements, however, might
indicate a greater degree of control by one or the other
power over the area. Seh Qubba remained in occupation
and new settlements were founded (or refounded) at
Usaila, Khirbet Jem Laklak, Jazruniya, G6z Giran, Shaikh
Humsi Cemetery, Khirbet Karhasan and possibly Bardiya
Cemetery. They were, however, small in number, so we
must conclude that the area had still not regained the
prosperity it had enjoyed in former times (Ball 1996).
Brittle ware continues to be the main diagnostic
pottery for this period, though it is generally coarser and
grittier than the Partho-Roman types. Some of the coarser
varieties have a very distinctive surface treatment, known



EXCAVATIONS AT ZAMMAR

as ‘smeared ware’ and ‘honeycomb ware’. All material
comes from surface contexts, again with the exception of
Seh Qubba, which continued to be the main settlement for
the area. Before moving on to discuss Seh Qubba,
however, it is worth drawing attention to the one entirely
new site founded in this period, Goz Giran. It is situated
on the river a short distance downstream from Tell
Shelgiyya, and presumably replaced the Partho-Roman
settlement at the latter site. The mounded area at Goz
Giran is relatively extensive, although the surface
sherding was not detailed enough to determine whether all
of this belonged to the Sasano-Byzantine period.

Seh Qubba continued as a main centre for the
region, with Sasano-Byzantine pottery being distributed
evenly throughout all the area enclosed by the ramparts.
Architectural remains were found in the deep sounding,
but the area exposed was too small to allow their exact
nature to be determined. The ramparts presumably contin-
ued in use, so Seh Qubba probably continued as the
administrative centre for the region. Historical documen-
tation is scarcer than in the preceding period, and it is not
possible to attach a name to Sasano-Byzantine Seh Qubba
or recover any clue to the empire to which it belonged.
The presence of two Byzantine coins on the surface
suggests that it may have been Byzantine rather than
Sasanian, but such evidence is by no means conclusive.

PERIOD 16: EARLY ISLAMIC

Only three sites had Early Islamic (pre-Mongol) pottery,
collected from the surface in all cases: Bardiya Cemetery,
Seh Qubba and Khirbet Karhasan. Such depopulation
may indicate another period of instability and the break-
down of central government, but this seems unlikely
given what we know of the strong rule of the Abbasid
government in Iraq with its regional centres at Mosul and
Nusaybin. Perhaps it signifies no more than a shift in
demographic emphasis away from the river over to the
Abbasid road further west on the Jazira Plain (Fiey 1964),
and the consequent establishment of market gardens
elsewhere to supply Mosul. Certainly none of the sources
for the period pay much attention to the river area (Le
Strange 1905, 93-94).

Occupation apparently continued at Khirbet
Karhasan and Seh Qubba, but the very small number of
sherds found at the latter site suggests that it was much
diminished in status from its former role of regional
centre. The total reorganisation of provincial administra-
tion after the Omayyads and, more particularly, the
Abbasids took control presumably removed the need for
any administrative centre here. In other words, the region
became a backwater.

PERIOD 17: MIDDLE ISLAMIC

The only sites identified for this period were Jazruniya
and Seh Qubba, identified by the presence of Atabeg
coins from the 13th century. The remains at Jazruniya are
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of a small town, with the outlines of buildings and a well
laid-out street plan still visible. One of the buildings is
fairly large and situated on a high mound, and presumably
performed some administrative function. At Seh Qubba
the ramparts had fallen into disuse and many wall lines
were visible on the surface, some of them running over
the mounds of the ramparts. On the highest part the
remains of a large courtyard building were excavated,
probably a khan or an administrative building that would
have functioned as the district headquarters.

The area was ruled during this period by the
Atabegs from Mosul. It was undoubtedly a prosperous
time for the region, which would initially have risen to
prominence after the disuse of the Abbasid road further to
the west, when the route northwestwards out of Mosul
shifted further east towards the river (Fiey 1964). This
may have been due to the instability caused by nomad
raids, which drastically depopulated the Jazira plain and
caused a shift towards the river valley. Jazruniya was
probably a major way station on this route, perhaps the
site mentioned in the sources as Bashazza, which took
over as a minor regional centre from Barqa‘id (Fiey 1964,
115-16). The route, as well as the rich market gardening
potential of the river valley for the Mosul markets,
undoubtedly added to the region’s prosperity.

PERIOD 18: LATE ISLAMIC

There appears to be a sudden and very dramatic increase
in the settlement for the Zammar region in the Late
Islamic period, with occupation at sixteen or seventeen
sites. This, however, may be a sign of the higher degree of
preservation of remains from this latest period. In addi-
tion, many of the sites may have been occupied for only a
single generation, so not all of them may be contempo-
rary. The real number of settlements at any given time is
therefore probably lower.

Late Islamic remains were excavated only at Tell
Abu Dhahir, Seh Qubba and Khirbet Karhasan. Surface
remains, however, were recorded at Bardiya 7, 8 and 9,
Tell Amran, Tell Hamad Agha as-Saghir, Usaila, Khirbet
Jem Laklak, Tell Aswad, Jazruniya, Gir Bil, Kharaba
Asheq, Goz Giran, Khirbet Jassa, Khirbet Wadi
Suwaidiya and Khirbet Sherli. Some of these were very
minor and hardly count as settlements; for example,
Khirbet Wadi Suwaidiya was a mill and Khirbet Sherli a
tomb.

Construction was usually of stone rubble set in
gypsum mortar, a technique that until the advent of
concrete blocks was still prevalent in most of northern
Iraq. The most diagnostic pottery type was a distinctive,
hard, fine sandy-tempered ware with rouletted decoration.
This pottery first came to our attention in large quantities
at the site which appears on the official Saddam Dam
archaeological map as ‘Khirbet Jem Laklak the Second’.
Following the custom of naming a distinctive pottery type
after the site where it first comes to notice, we were
tempted to name it ‘Khirbet Jem Laklak the Second
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ware’, but in the end opted for the briefer, if less
grandiose, term ‘rouletted ware’ for this type.

Both Seh Qubba and Jazruniya continued in un-
broken occupation, both possibly even expanding in the
Late Islamic period. Seh Qubba can be tentatively identi-
fied as Old Zammar, the Late Islamic headquarters of the
sub-governorate, before it moved downstream to modern
Zammar and subsequently, after its flooding by the dam in
1986, to New Zammar up on the plain towards Tell
Hugna.

CONCLUSION

The excavations revealed an almost continuous sequence
of occupation in the area from Late Neolithic times
onwards. There is clear evidence for a strong Later
Neolithic presence, with the establishment of a substantial
Hassuna settlement at Tell Abu Dhahir. A picture there-
fore emerges of a prosperous area, rich in agricultural
potential, attracting the first agriculturalists of the
Hassuna period to Tell Abu Dhahir. This settlement
established Tell Abu Dhahir as an agricultural centre for
the area, with smaller, presumably satellite, settlements
growing up around it on the floodplain over the succeed-
ing periods. Tell Abu Dhahir maintained this position
until for reasons not yet certain (but possibly associated
with greater defensive measures becoming necessary dur-
ing a period of instability) the centre for the area passed to
Seh Qubba at some time in the late first millennium AD. It
remained there until the Later Islamic period, when the
centre passed to Zammar, until that in turn was inundated
in 1986 and the centre passed to New Zammar. To this
day, the Tell Abu Dhahir area has remained a rich
agricultural area, contributing considerably to the pro-
duce of the area as a whole.

It is this aspect, the agricultural, that stands out
above all in the evidence we now have from the Zammar
region. Rarely has such a full picture been found of the
life of the ancient countryside and its agricultural prac-
tices (albeit not all in the same period). The sites exca-
vated represent a hierarchy of agricultural settlements
ranging from a market centre at Tell Abu Dhahir through
subsidiary villages such as Siyana to possible farmsteads
such as Khirbet Shireena. Arable agriculture economies
such as Siyana and Tell Abu Dhahir contrast with prob-
able pastoral economies such as Tell Gir Matbakh. There
are specialised service ‘industries’ such as flint knapping
at Tell Abu Dhahir in the Ubaid period, ‘sprig ware’
manufacturing at Shelgiyya in the Earlier Uruk and
possible bevelled-rim bowl manufacturing at Tell Abu
Dhahir in the Later Uruk to complement these economies.
The organisation of the land itself is illustrated by the
field systems surrounding Khirbet Shireena, and the stor-
age of the produce of such fields is represented by several
different storage systems, such as the granary at Siyana or
the ‘silos’ at Khirbet Shireena and Tell Abu Dhahir.
Finally, the technology used to process this produce is
amply illustrated by a wide range of lithic tools and an
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unusually wide corpus of ground stone implements, par-
ticularly from Khirbet Shireena. With much of Near
Eastern archaeology concerned (perhaps overmuch) with
questions such as the origins of settlement, urbanism, the
growth of cities, technologies and trade, the very full
picture we now have of the ancient countryside in the
Zammar region forms a significant contribution towards a
broader understanding of the ancient Near East.



CHAPTER 3

SIYANA ULYA

Warwick Ball and Susan Gill

INTRODUCTION

Siyana Ulya is a small, low mound on the edge of the first
river terrace bordering the floodplain, about 7 km south-
west of Tell Abu Dhahir (Fig 2). One side of it is cut by a
wadi, providing a natural section through the edge of the
mound (PL. 3). The excavations consisted of cutting this
section back about 5m for a length of 20m, down to virgin
soil at a depth of 3.2m (Fig 5). The material was almost all
Later Uruk and incised Ninevite 5 for virtually the entire
3.2m depth of the section, mainly Ninevite 5. Siyana was
the main Ninevite 5 site we excavated in the Zammar
region.

Siyana is not listed on the official archaeological
map of the Saddam Dam. The site was first visited by
Michael Roaf and Geoffrey Summers in October 1984
during their preliminary reconnaissance of the area, when
some fine Ninevite 5 incised sherds were collected.
Following an examination of these sherds, Warwick Ball
visited the site in March 1985 and decided to excavate it.
Excavations began on 20th October 1985 and lasted until
2nd December of the same year, a period of some six
weeks, under the supervision of Susan Gill, after which
operations were moved to Seh Qubba. Brief preliminary
reports have appeared (Ball 1987, 79-80, Ball and Black
1987, 249-50).

By the end of February 1986 the waters of the dam
had backed up as far as the site (Pl. 2), and by the end of
April it was completely submerged. A last visit was made
to Siyana in the autumn of 1988 from Tell al-Hawa, taking
advantage of the seasonal drop on the level of the dam. To
our astonishment, all traces of the site had been totally
obliterated by erosion; there was no longer any evidence
that a site had ever existed there. This report, together
with the excavation records, is therefore the only evidence
of the existence of Siyana Ulya.

DESCRIPTION
Within the floodplain around Tell Abu Dhahir there are

three villages named Siyana: Siyana Ulya (Upper Siyana),
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which is approximately 11.5 km south-east of Tell Abu
Dhahir, Siyana Sufla (Lower Siyana), approximately 11
km east-south-east, and Siyana Wastani (Middle Siyana),
which is approximately 9 km east-south-east of Tell Abu
Dhahir. Of these, Siyana Sufla and Siyana Wastani are on
the floodplain itself, and Siyana Ulya is on the first river
terrace above (Fig 2).

There are two possible derivations of the name
Siyana. In Arabic, siyana is a local term referring to the
cracked mud which forms at the bottom of a wadi which is
drying out (we are grateful to Mr Moslem Mohammed for
this information); in Kurdish the word might refer to a
trinity, based on the stem si meaning ‘three’.

The site is some 100m to the east of the modern
hamlet of Siyana Ulya, separated from it by a large wadi
which is dry for most of the year (Figs 5, Plates 1 and 3).
Both the site and the modern hamlet are situated on the
first and lowest river terrace above the floodplain around
Tell Abu Dhahir, a low conglomerate cliff several metres
in height. The edge of the site is thus well defined to the
north by this terrace and to the west by a natural cliff
section formed by the wadi eroding the edge of the site
(Pls. 2-3), and the settlement might originally have been
somewhat larger. From this cliff the mound slopes away
gently towards the south and east and appears to be
roughly bounded by a modem track which follows the
base of the mound. The site is not well defined at its
southern edge where the sherd scatter peters out and there
is no obvious physical change, but viewed from the east it
appears as a ‘typical’ symmetrical low tell no more than
3.5m in height and some 50m across.

Initial surface examinations of the tell indicated a
relatively thin sherd scatter, with some flint debitage;
sherds were more plentiful along the base of the eroded
section where they had been exposed by weathering. All
the diagnostic sherds recovered before excavation ap-
peared to indicate a mainly Ninevite 5 date for the site, eg
pot lids, coarse cooking wares with horizontal crescent
ledge handles and some fine grey incised wares.
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WORK STRATEGY

The surface of the mound was completely stripped of
sherds during the course of the excavations. For this
purpose, it was divided into two areas (since the surface
of the mound itself gave no indication of any physical
differences within the boundary of the sherd scatter).
These were the mound itself and the face of the eroded
slope to the west. The purpose of the excavations was to
make a sounding and establish a pottery sequence for
Siyana Ulya, and the most cost-effective method was to
cut back the already eroded cliff section. This was done
for a length of 20.4m (Trench [A]), and spoil was
disposed of over the edge of the natural section into the
wadi below. At the southern (widest) end of the trench the
area excavated was just over 4.5m wide; over most of the
trench, however, the width of the working area was only
about 3m (with a certain amount of variation depending
on the original line of the cliff face). The trench was
excavated to a maximum depth of 1.6m over the whole
area, at which point the entire deposit appeared to be
composed of the same material, a pale yellow-orange
clean bricky earth, apparently mud brick collapse. From
this point the area of excavation was shortened to a 4m-
long cut at the southern end of the original trench. This
part was dug down to virgin soil (Figs 5-7).
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THE EXCAVATIONS

There was a handful of painted sherds from various
contexts which might conceivably have been Ubaid.
Given the complete lack of any of the more familiar
Ubaid types, however, these sherds were probably unfa-
miliar painted Uruk types rather than Ubaid. The possibil-
ity of an Ubaid foundation for the settlement, however, is
at least worth mentioning.

PERIOD 5 LATER URUK
Phase 5.1 The ‘granary rack’ (Figs 5-7, P1. 4)
This phase lay directly upon virgin soil. This was the only
layer found which sloped (with the exception of a layer of
bricky collapse immediately underlying topsoil), and was
of an orange-brown gritty material. Immediately overly-
ing virgin soil were several layers of ash (56)-(59) with an
overall depth of 15-16 cm. These had been dumped or
spread in such a way as to form a level area, either
intentionally or unintentionally, in lenses separated by
thin layers (2-3 cm thick) of orange collapse or clean fill.
This presumably indicated settlement on some other part
of the site at this time (the pottery from these levels was
Later Uruk), probably in the immediately adjacent area.
Above these ashy lenses the plan of a mudbrick complex
was recovered.

This complex had undergone a certain amount of

Fig 6. Siyana, south section
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modification during the period of its use. Walls 37 and 42
(the latter contained a possible doorway/ " opening) ap-
peared to have been built first, as Wall 39 appeared to
have been built abutting it. These walls were of relatively
coarse brick, with a burnt inner face at the corner. Bricks
were difficult to articulate and only three could be
measured with any confidence. These measured 35 x 15
cm by perhaps 10 cm deep.

The walls forming the southern parts of the struc-
ture (39, 40, 41, 45) were probably built next as they
appear to abut. Different methods of mudbrick construc-
tion had been used: along the inner faces of both long
walls (39 and 41), the bricks had been laid on edge. These
measured 25m x 12 cm in Wall 39 and 30m x 15 cm in
Wall 41. The bricks of Wall 39 all seemed to be laid on
edge, with a possible channel running along the middle of
the wall about one course deep. Otherwise, the bricks
were laid flat (and averaged 25 cm square in size).
Mudbrick ‘benches’ one brick wide were laid alongside
Walls 39 and 41, and another wall, 45, ran down the
middle, leaving two long thin ‘slots’ measuring 2.95m by
35 cm on either side. The southern bench was formed by
bricks laid flat (measuring 20 cm square), with the
exception of two laid on edge (measuring 20 x 10 cm).
The walls survived to an overall height of 30 cm and in
general were 30-45 cm thick, with the exception of Wall
39, which widened to 60 cm at its eastern end.

Two separate surface levels approximately 8 cm
apart, were found associated with the structure to the
north. These were both clean, fine, green-grey surfaces on
orange clayey underlays about 2 cm thick, laid over
deposits of fine ash about 6 cm thick (Floor 50). A similar
surface occurred to the west, at a slightly lower level
(Floor 49), and to the north of Wall 37 was a much
coarser, pale brown surface (Floor 60). The last may have

been external, but the fineness of the other surfaces
suggests an internal use, a suggestion perhaps conﬁrme.d
by the very clean nature of the deposit (43) above'thls
surface, which contained almost no pottery or animal
bone.

Some time after the first surface of Floor 50 was
laid down Wall 32 was built. This was of a higher quality
construction than the rest of the structure, regularly
formed of well laid bricks measuring 30 x 18 x 16 cm.
Since the alignment, construction and date of this wall are
different from the others, it may belong to a different,
unexcavated structure.

The internal faces of the main structure bore traces
of mud plaster at the eastern end. Inside the ‘slots’,
beyond the plaster, a scatter of miscellaneous stone, bone
and pottery had been deposited (P1. 4); there was no trace
of any carbonised deposit, ash or seeds. Although of
varying density, the scatter (47) and (52) covered all the
area of the two thin spaces available. The stones were
mostly river- or water-washed large pebbles, with a small
amount of flint debitage and some small fragments of
obsidian (relatively rare at Siyana Ulya). The bones
included a small scatter of unarticulated dog bones, and
an articulated equid (donkey?) leg from the knee down
(for a similar find and discussion of its possible signifi-
cance at a Later Uruk site, ¢f Tell Rubeidheh: ed. Killick
1988, 21, 99-104, 116).

The pottery included two Late Uruk pots, <401>
and <402>, complete except for their rims, and complete
ring-based bowl profiles.

Phase 5.2: ashy deposits
Filling and covering the rooms of the lower structures was
20-30 cm of loose fill containing ash and crumbled mud

Edge of Cliff

Fig 7. Siyana: plan of the Ninevite 5 structures, with the Later Uruk structures inset
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brick, though very little bone or pottery, (31), (43), (44)
and (48). This presumably marks the abandonment and
collapse of the granary rack and associated structures.
Sealing both these deposits and the lower structures was a
grey-green, hard, compacted surface, (30) and (35), con-
taining some charcoal flecks and small patches of burnt
brick. Above this was a 30-50 cm thick layer of ashy
deposits and amorphous collapse, (28) and (33), in sev-
eral lenses ranging from light grey to black. These were
not visible as separate entities during excavation and
showed up in the section only after it had dried out. On
top of these deposits was a scatter of large river boulders,
(27), which included one reused basalt grinder, and,
presumably associated with the boulders, a very fragmen-
tary, ill-defined grey-green surface, (26a), in the south-
east corner. This surface sealed a 1.4m deep pit going
down almost to virgin soil (visible in both sections; see
Figs 5 and 6). This pit was not recognised during excava-
tion, and as a result the pit fill was only separated out from
its adjacent units for the bottom 30 cm (54).

PERIOD 6 NINEVITE 5

Phase 6.1: surfaces and burnt collapse

Above the Phase 5.2 ash deposits was an amorphous, pale
yellow-orange layer of mudbrick collapse, about 80 cm
thick, containing one or two small ashy lenses, (24), (25)
and (26). On top of this collapse was an isolated patch of
surface (20). This was a very vague, poorly defined
surface that did not show up in section and was heavily
burnt in places. It lay under some burnt mudbrick collapse
(19). Similar small patches of burnt mudbrick collapse lay
elsewhere on the same level. Two small scatters of large
river pebbles, (21) and (23), also lay on the overall
mudbrick collapse, and probably belonged to the same
phase of surface (20). The lack of any visible surface
associated with the stone scatters and the ill defined
nature of surface (20) probably indicate an exterior
surface linking all these features.

Covering these features was a layer of collapse and
general debris up to 30 cm thick, (13), (16), (17), (18),
(19) and (22), which contained further odd patches of
burning.

Phase 6.2 square structure (Fig 7)

On top of the previous collapse was built the only
significant excavated structure from the Ninevite 5 pe-
riod. This was a small mudbrick room the same colour as
the surrounding collapse, pale yellow-orange, and run-
ning almost parallel with the section, Walls 6, 7 and 9 (Fig
7). The surviving plan measured 1.3 x 1.5m, although the
southern end of the structure was missing; the bricks of
the walls, laid flat, were 16 x 22 x 8 cm. One brick from
Wall 6 appeared ‘plano-convex’, with thickness varying
from 3 to 8 cm. The bricks of Wall 7 were laid lengthwise,
and those of Wall 6 breadthwise; there was an associated
surface, (8), probably a fragmentary floor, below which
ran a very thin layer of ash (10). The small structure was
filled with very clean fill, (11), containing little pottery.
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This pottery was mostly in the form of at least three
different Ninevite 5 excised cups of grey fine ware (a flint
blade also came from here). About three courses of brick
in Wall 9 survived, to an average height of 40 cm, but only
one course was fully articulated. Immediately adjacent to
the structure to the north was a small, irregular patch of
burnt collapsed brick (12).

To the north of the square structure, two more
walls projected from the section, Walls 14 and 4 (Figs 5,
7). It is not certain whether they related to the square
structure or to each other. Both were very rough, irregular
stone walls, the latter slightly more substantial with three
courses surviving. Above these structures was a layer of
clean collapse about 80-90 cm deep, (1), (2), (5) and (15).
An 80 cm deep pit (3) was dug into it from the surface
about halfway along the section. This pit contained mixed
Ninevite 5 and Later Uruk pottery. There was also a
possible (unnumbered) pit at the northern end of the
trench, from which came a seal impression <430>, and a
small clay animal figurine <409>.

PerioD 7 AKKADIAN (Fig 8)

A single burial (29) was found at Siyana, badly disturbed
with only the abdomen and upper legs remaining intact
(Fig 8), the remainder of the skeleton having been lost
along the eroded cliff section. The grave was at a depth of
about 2m from the top of the mound on the edge of the
natural eroded section, and no trace of a grave cut could
be found.

PErIOD 13: HELLENISTIC

Some 30 coarse Hellenistic sherds were recovered from
topsoil and the surface of the mound. These were not
related to any architecture or meaningful stratigraphy. Pit
(3), which was dug from the surface, was initially thought
to be a ‘Hellenistic pit’ of the type found commonly
elsewhere on Saddam Dam sites (eg Tell Abu Dhahir: see
Chapter 1); Tell Jessari: Ball and Black 1987, 240; and
Grai Darki: Curtis 1987, Curtis, Green and Knight 1987/
88), but an examination of the contents revealed only
mixed Ninevite 5 and Later Uruk material. All traces of any
Hellenistic settlement had therefore been entirely eroded.

SUMMARY OF PHASING

Phase 5.1 Later Uruk

(56)-(59) ash dumping

(34), (37)-(42), (45) building of walls
(49), (50) floors laid

(46), (47), (52) contents of rooms

(32) building of differently oriented wall

Phase 5.2: Later Uruk

(31), (43), (44), (48) collapse in rooms
(30), (35) fragmentary surfaces

(28), (33) ashy lenses

(27) stone scatter
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(54) pit

(26a) fragmentary surface Later Uruk
Phase 6.1 Ninevite 5

(24), (25), (26) collapse and accumulation
(20), (21), (23) surfaces

(13), (16)-(19), (22) mudbrick collapse

Phase 6.2 Ninevite 5

(10) floor of square structure
(6)-(9) walls of square structure
(4), (14) miscellaneous walls
(11), (12) deposits on surfaces
(5), (15) collapse

(1), (2) topsoil

(3) pit

Phase 7 Akkadian

(29) burial

Phase 13 Hellenistic
(surface), (1) unstratified material

DISCUSSION

Apart from an intrusive Akkadian burial and some inde-
terminate Hellenistic presence in topsoil, the stratigraphic
evidence suggests a smooth transition from Later Uruk to
Ninevite 5, implying an unbroken continuity of occupa-
tion (though see below). In the four phases that were
discerned for the Later Uruk-Ninevite 5, it must be
emphasised that the divisions between the phases are
fairly arbitrary, and that the Later Uruk-Ninevite 5 might
well have been one continuous period at Siyana.

PErIOD 5 LATER URUK

Although Tell Abu Dhahir was the larger settlement,
Siyana was our ‘type site’ in the region from the archaeo-
logical point of view for the Later Uruk period. It had a
better stratified sequence, and produced a better corpus of
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Later Uruk pottery and the only significant architecture.

The wide divergence in mudbrick sizes used in the
Phase 5.1 structure suggests that they may have been
handmade rather than ‘mass-produced’ in a mould, sug-
gesting a fairly modest structure. The very flimsy nature
of the walls further suggests a simple structure: the walls
were not thick enough to support any great weight or
height. This might mean that it had no roof. Perhaps the
roof, if it existed, was a very insubstantial temporary
shelter rather than the thick, heavy, wooden beam and
mud roofs that are common in villages in the area today.
In other words, it must have been a somewhat flimsy
building for industrial or agricultural use, rather than a
dwelling that would have required more substantial con-
struction. There was no trace of any carbonised deposits
associated with this structure, although there was a dense
scatter of natural pebbles, pottery and bone between the
internal partition walls. It is likely, given that no floor or
surface could be defined below this scatter, that the low
walls in turn supported a lightweight floor, presumably
made of branches and matting, as no traces survived. This
reinforces the insubstantial nature of this structure, raising
questions over its intended function.

In terms of shape and size, similar structures have
been found in Later Uruk or Ninevite 5 contexts at
Khirbet Basila (Sumer 1987/88, 87), Tell Karana 3 (Fales
et al 1987; Rova forthcoming) and Tell Rijim (Bielinsky
1987, 31) in the Saddam Dam project, and at Hassek
Hoyuk (Behm-Blanke 1989, 74) on the Upper Euphrates.
These are typically referred to as granaries: a deposit of
carbonised wheat and barley was found associated with
the Level 2 structure at Tell Karana 3 (ibid). They differ
considerably in plan from the later heavily buttressed or
reinforced mud brick ‘granaries’ excavated at Tell Atij
and Tellul eth-Thalathat V (Fukai et al 1974).

The subject of granaries in the classical world has
received thorough attention (Rickman 1971; cf also
Fentress 1984). The four primary considerations are the
need for the walls to withstand the considerable lateral
thrust (approximately two-thirds of the vertical pressure)
exerted by the grain, to keep the contents both dry and
cool (the latter usually by allowing the free circulation of
air by the use of a floor supported on low vented walls),
and to prevent attacks by pests. The manner of construc-
tion of the above-mentioned Later Uruk and Ninevite 5
‘granaries’ certainly fulfils the last three requirements but
seems too insubstantial to fulfil the first. Such structures
have also been interpreted as external sleeping platforms
(like those observed in the modern village of Seh Qubba:
see Chapter 5, Period 19), but again the construction
appears too flimsy.

An alternative interpretation is therefore preferred
at Siyana. Such a structure might have functioned as a
more general external drying rack for different substances
prior to storage or use elsewhere. These might well have
been cereals, but could also have included fruits, other
vegetable matter, hides or even meat (as can be observed
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in modern drying structures in Iran and Afghanistan: W
Ball, pers obs). The scatter of material between the low
‘sleeper’ walls may represent ad hoc storage of objects
coupled with bones hoarded by scavenging dogs (as
observed in Bardiya village), or it may simply reflect the
tipping of refuse in a convenient spot after disuse or
removal of the overlying flimsy floor.'

As already noted. the different ashy lenses of
Phase 5.2, (28) and (33), were not visible as separate
entities during excavation and showed up in the section
only after it had dried out, so it is not possible to say
whether there was a smooth transition into the Ninevite 5.
The whole ashy deposit, however, contained almost en-
tirely Later Uruk material; the few Ninevite 5 sherds
present might well have been the result of animal distur-
bance, an almost inevitable contamination factor with
layers so close to a cliff section. Although the pit in the
south-east corner of the trench (which, as we have seen,
was dug from the top of these deposits) was also not
recognised until after the section had dried out, the
bottom 30 cm, (54), contained four sherds, all of which
were Later Uruk. This phase therefore probably repre-
sents a continuation of the former phase, and the exca-
vated areas were probably peripheral to activity else-
where on the mound, with the exception of ash dumping.

The ceramics from both the Later Uruk phases are
very similar to those from Tell Mohammed Arab and
other Later Uruk excavations lower downstream on the
Saddam Dam, generally grey, sandy-tempered fine and
medium bowls (W Ball, pers obs). Also present were
nose-lugs, vertical ribbed vessels, and vessels with vari-
ous incised motifs, often in the form of triangles, to name
only the main types represented. There were some painted
sherds, including one whole pot, but these were rare. Only
a few fragments of bevelled-rim bowls were found. This
is in marked contrast to Tell al-Hawa, where apart from
the presence of bevelled-rim bowls the Later Uruk assem-
blage was quite different; it mainly consisted of coarse,
heavily chaff-tempered vessels, of which the open ‘ham-
mer-headed’ bowls are the most common form.

The ‘granary rack’, together with the location of
the site overlooking a fertile floodplain and its small size,
suggest an agricultural economy, and Siyana was presum-
ably an agricultural settlement or even a large farmhouse,
perhaps one of a ring of similar agriculture-based settle-
ments surrounding the larger market centre of Tell Abu
Dhahir.

PERIOD 6 NINEVITE 5

Although Tell Abu Dhahir was the main settlement for the
area in most periods, Siyana appears to be the more
important settlement in this period from the archaeologi-
cal point of view, as most of the material excavated from

1 We are grateful to St John Simpson for substantial contributions to
the discussion of this structure.
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there was Ninevite 5. As such, Siyana was the main
Ninevite 5 site we excavated.

The architecture was too fragmentary and had too
few distinguishing characteristics to be worth discussing
further here. The continuity apparent in both the stratigra-
phy and the coarse wares from the Later Uruk period
suggests that there was no break in occupation at Siyana
between the Later Uruk and Ninevite 5. However, Siyana
did not have the great variety of painted Ninevite 5 types,
representing an intermediate phase between the Later
Uruk and Ninevite 5 incised, which were found at Tell
Mohammed Arab. Indeed, apart from a very few poor
fragments, Ninevite 5 painted sherds were almost entirely
absent throughout the excavations. The few sherds that
were found (mostly simple stripes) did not seem to form
any particular concentration. This absence of painted
wares has already been noted for this side of the river (al-
Soof 1968, 76). This almost complete absence of painted
Ninevite 5 wares, despite the suggestion of a ‘painted
ware period’, might seem an anomaly here, but it is
possible that a painted ware of this quality would be out of
place in such a small village settlement as Siyana, which
might be unable to afford ‘luxury’ pottery items (although
note its presence at Tell Gir Matbakh, a similarly small
settlement; see Chapter 7). Alternatively, it could be that
the incised style was simply preferred locally, or that the
two styles belonged to two groups of people distinguished
by ethnic, tribal, industrial, social or other differences.
The fact that northern Iraq must have been subject to the
movement of peoples and the coexistence of different
minority groups in Ninevite 5 times as much as today
should not be overlooked. In other words, in the third
millennium the area would have been home to the equiva-
lent of Yazidis, Turkomans, Kurds, Assyrians, Shammar,
Bedu and other modern cultural or ethnic groups, each
leaving different settlements displaying the evidence of
their own material culture.

For the incised types, however, most decorative
types were represented, such as corrugated, rope-banded,
gouged, impressed triangles and several varieties of in-
cised, as well as undecorated. Bases were rounded,
slightly pointed or pedestal. The fabrics were very fine
buff through to metallic grey wares, though three rarer
types stood out as distinctive fabric types: a yellower
ware, usually gouged, a greener ware, also usually ex-
cised (though these may merely be overfired versions of
the grey wares), and a highly distinctive dark grey to
black fabric, generally with much finer and more complex
incised designs. Excision seemed particularly popular; the
extremely fine incised wares known from Tell
Mohammed Arab and elsewhere, though present, were
relatively rare. The most distinctive of the coarse wares
were cooking pots with crescent handles and pot lids,
often roughly decorated. The highly distinctive zig-zag
motifs found at Tell Leilan are entirely absent from Siyana
and elsewhere in the Zammar area (although a few
fragments have been found at Tell al-Hawa).
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Siyana is consistent with a general picture from the
Later Uruk period of growth and continuity. The large
number of small settlements in the countryside, of which
Siyana is a typical example, suggests that there were
fewer external threats and a greater measure of rural
prosperity and stability in the Ninevite 5 period. Agricul-
ture was probably the basis of this prosperity, as the large
numbers of small sites seem to indicate predominantly
rural communities. Again, the location of Siyana over-
looking an agriculturally rich floodplain is entirely con-
sistent with this pattern. The lack of any recognisable
regional centre, which agricultural settlements such as
Siyana would have required as a market, appears an
anomaly in this pattern, since the Later Uruk regional
centre of Tell Abu Dhahir contracted considerably in size
in the Ninevite 5 period. Perhaps the regional centre
moved away (eg to Tell Sellal (see Fig 2), a large site with
Ninevite 5 material some 16 km downstream excavated
by Mosul University and the Department of Antiquities),
or perhaps the existence of a major Ninevite 5 central
town at Tell al-Hawa over to the west diminished the need
for provincial centres such as Tell Abu Dhahir.

PERIOD 7 AKKADIAN

The suggestion that the burial may be Akkadian in date
must remain very tentative, since no material was found
with the burial itself, but a few sherds of fine Taya ware
were found in an adjacent spit. No grave goods were
found with the burial and these sherds cannot be related to
the burial with any certainty, but the possibility remains

Fig 8. Siyana: the Akkadian burial
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that they may be grave goods, as their very ﬁpe qual%ty
(fine Taya stoneware; miniature vessels) is con51sFent with
Akkadian burials known from Tell Fisna, Tell Jigan and
Tell Taya, and their presence would otherwise be difﬁc.ult
to explain at a site where no other traces of Akkadian
activity were found (see li and Kawamata 1984/85,
Numoto 1988, Reade 1971, 87-100). The position of the
remains indicated that the body had been buried in an
extended position on its back with its head to the north,
indicating at least that it was pre-Islamic (Fig 8).

This probable Akkadian burial appears to be no
more than an isolated incident with no relation to the
settlement. In a very thorough sherding of the surface of
the site not a single Akkadian sherd was collected (despite
the distinctive appearance of Akkadian pottery), so it is
unlikely that occupation continued into this period.

PerioD 13 HELLENISTIC

The coarse ware sherds were identified as Hellenistic only
by their shape, which was analogous to material from
other Hellenistic sites in the region (eg Tell Deir Situn:
Ball and Black 1987, 240, Curtis 1987b, Warwick Ball,
pers obs), rather than by any strong characteristics of
fabric or decoration. More familiar Hellenistic types, such
as black- or red-slipped wares, ‘fish-plates’, stamped
sherds, etc, were entirely absent from the Siyana assem-
blage.
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CONCORDANCES

This section is intended to provide a quick reference to
the contexts excavated to facilitate use of the different
parts of this report and the corresponding pottery report
and illustrations. The concordances take the form of three
lists: units, phases and small finds. In the list of units, each
entry consists of the context and trench numbers followed
by the phase, a brief context description, a summary of the
types of bulk finds (Samples) and the numbers of any
small finds from the context. The phase concordance

Units
Unit Phase Description
1 6.2 topsoil
2 6.2 topsoil
3 6.2 pit
4 6.2 stone wall
5 G2 fill/collapse
6 6.2 mud brick wall
7/ 6.2 mud brick wall
8 6.2 floor
9 6.2 mud brick wall
10 6.2 floor underlay
i 6.2 deposit over floor
1 6.2 burnt collapse
13 6.1 fill/collapse
14 6.2 stone wall
115 6.2 fill/collapse
16 6.1 fill/collapse
7 (6,11 fill/collapse
18 6.1 burnt collapse
19 6.1 brick collapse
20 6.1 surface
21 6.1 stone scatter
22 6.1 fill/collapse
23 6.1 stone scatter
24 6.1 fill/collapse
25 6.1 fill/collapse
26 6.1 fill/collapse
26a 52 surface
27 52 stone scatter
28 52 ashy fill
29 i burial
30 52 surface
31 %) fill/collapse
32 51l mud brick wall
33 5.2 ashy fill
34 Sl mud brick wall
35 5K surface
36 6.1 fill/collapse
37 Sl mud brick wall
38 5l mud brick wall
39 Sl mud brick wall
40 5.1 mud brick wall
41 SHll mud brick wall
42 5.1 mud brick wall
43 57 fill/collapse
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gives the number of all the units in each phase. The small
finds concordance lists the registration number, descrip-
tion, Iraq Museum number, unit and phase of each small
find.

Abbreviations
P=pottery A=animal bone H=human bone L=lithics
G=ground stone Sl=slag S=shell IM=Iraq Museum

Samples Small finds

PALG 405, 421, 423, 429

PAL 414

PAL 413

A

PAL 416, 418
403

P

PIL,

PAG 428

PAL 426

PAL 409, 430

PA 419

PAL

G 420

P

PAL

PAL

PALS 1417

G 425

PALS 1410

H

PAL

PAL 406, 408

RATD

PAL
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44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
54
55
56

58
59
60

Phases
Phase
50

52

6.1

6.2

7

Small finds
Reg
401
402
403
404
405
406
407
408
409
410
411
412
413
414
415
416
417
418
419
420
421
422
423
424
425
426
427
428
429
430

52

SHI!
Sl
5:2
Sl
sl
5.2

5.2
Skl

S
S
sl
58]

Description
pot

pot

clay vessel
7sealing
glass bracelet
figurine
figurine
figurine
figurine
bead

bead

clay vessel
pierced stone
clay vessel
clay pedestal
?clay foot
sealing

pot

sealing
grinder
grinder
grinder
grinder
grinder
grinder
stone weight
grinder
grinder
grinder

seal impr.

fill/collapse
mud brick wall
room contents
room contents
fill/collapse
floor

floor

ashy fill

room contents
pit

all 5.1 walls
ashy fill

ashy fill

ashy fill

ashy fill

floor

Units

PAL

1L,
PAL

PAL
PAL
PA
PS
PAL
PALG
PALS
AL

32, 34, 37-42, 45-47, 59, 50, 52, 55-60
26a, 27, 28, 30, 31, 33, 35, 43, 44, 48, 51, 54

13, 16-26, 36
1-12;714,°15
29

IM no.
SU2
SuU3

SU4
SUs
SuU6
Su7
SU8

SU9

Unit

2la

57

59
27
15
57
13

16

30

Phase
5.1
5.1
6.2
Sl
6.2
52

52
6.1
52
Sall

G
6.2

6.2
6.1

6.1
6.1

Sl
6.2
51,1

6.2
Skl

6.2
6.1

402, 412

407
401

404, 411, 422, 427

424
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SIYANA SEQUENCE DIAGRAM
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Plate 2. Siyana from the south-west, at the end of excavation. Note the outline of the mound. The dam has already backed up as far
as the foot of the mound: note the submerged village of Siyana Wastani in the middle distance

Plate 3. Siyana from the north-west, before excavation. The section cut by the wadi is in the foreground




Sryana ULya

Plate 4. Siyana: the Later Uruk ‘granary’, showing the scatter between the foundations
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CHAPTER 4

KHIRBET SHIREENA

Anthony Green

SUMMARY

The first of a string of small mounds upstream on the
Wadi Suwaidiyya, Khirbet Shireena is sited on the left
bank a little before the Tigris floodplain. The mound is
less than 200m in diameter and reaches a maximum of
just under 6m above local ground level. The excavations
showed that the ancient settlement covered a maximum
area of ¢ 11,250 square metres.

A sondage excavated from the top of the mound to
a depth of 3.1m, cut through the remains of two major
archaeological periods without reaching virgin soil.'
Three Period 8 (‘Khabur’) building phases were reached
in the lower levels of the sounding. Period 11 (Late
Assyrian) was represented by four distinct phases. Phase
11.1 was part of a building with substantial mudbrick
walls and mudbrick and beaten earth surfaces. Cutting
through this and the earlier Period 8 levels in the sondage
was a large grain silo, Phase 11.2. Phase 11.3 was
characterised by areas of paving constructed either of
river pebbles or of blocks of soft sandstone, Phase 11.4 by
paving composed mainly of the latter. Built into these
pavements was also a quantity of disused ground stone
tools. At least five burials also belong to the Late Assyrian
period and provide evidence for mortuary practices at this
time among the poorer sections of society. Period 12
(Post-Assyrian) is represented by material of Achaemenid
and/or Hellenistic date recovered from large pits as well
as from surface collections, Period 18 (Late Islamic) by
surface sherds and some relatively recent graves.

The site was conveniently placed for the ready
supply of water and construction materials, including
sandstone, river pebbles and local clays. A plausible
interpretation of the Late Assyrian settlement is as a small
farmstead dependent on the larger settlement at Tell Abu

1 In the first published report of Khirbet Shireena (Green 1987, 247-
48) Levels 1, 2 and 3 are Phases 11.4, 11.3 and 11.1 in this report, and
Levels 4, 5 and 6 arec Phases 8.3, 8.2 and 8.1. The possible Middle
Assyrian sherds in Green (ibid) are not included in this report.
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Dhahir. Of particular interest, therefore, is a system of
former field boundaries. These show as distinct
cropmarks around the site and as walls or the footings of
walls made of amassed river pebbles on the hills to the
north. Their date is unknown, but they appear to be
associated with the site and are certainly not recent.

INTRODUCTION

Location
The Wadi Suwaidiyya is a perennial stream rising in Syria
and joining the Tigris at Tell Abu Dhahir. The site, known
locally as Khirbet Shireena (‘Shireena’ is probably a
Kurdish female name, from the Persian shirin, ‘sweet’), is
one of a number of small mounds on the lower end of the
wadi, in this case on the left (north) bank just before
where it debouches into the floodplain around Seh Qubba
and Tell Abu Dhahir (Fig 2). It was initially thought to be
that referred to as Site 99, Tell Ain Uwais, marked on the
right (south) bank of the Wadi Suwaidiyya on the official
Saddam Dam Salvage Project map. According to subse-
quent local information, however, the name ‘Ain Uwais’
refers to a quite separate locality much further to the west.
The site was thereafter referred to as ‘Wadi Suwaidiyya
1°, and appears as such in the excavation notes (cf also
Ball 1987a, 80) with its abbreviation, ‘WS1°, marked on
the pottery. It was only towards the end of the excavations
that its real name, Khirbet Shireena, was discovered, and
it appears as such in later preliminary reports (Green in
Ball and Black 1987, 247-8), with its abbreviation of
‘KhS’ marked on objects handed to the Iraq Museum.
No site was found on the right bank of the wadi in
the exact location of Site 99 on the Saddam Dam map,
and it could be referring either to Khirbet Wadi
Suwaidiyya, a ruined mill (see below, Chapter 9: site 35),
or to Khirbet Shireena itself, both on the left bank. One
other site along this stretch of the Wadi Suwaidiyya has
been excavated, Tell Derdarra, further to the west on the
north bank, with painted and incised Ninevite 5, and 2nd
millennium BC ceramics (Spanos 1988, 59-77).
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The mound is small — a maximum of just under 6m
above the surrounding plain — with an especially gradual
gradient on its north and east slopes, and a comparatively
steep one on its southern side (Fig 9, Pl. 5).

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Excavations were supervised by Timothy Clayden be-
tween 3rd and 20th December 1985, and by Anthony
Green between 1st and 21st February and again between
22nd and 31st March 1986. This represented a mere 29
working days on site (nine, eleven and nine days respec-
tively), mainly because a good deal of time was lost due to
inclement weather in December and February. Further
periods were spent on site recording and the processing of
material. The number of local workmen ranged between
three and 21, averaging about 12, and one to three
Sherqati foremen were occasionally employed. Jo Hall
assisted with site recording for four days, and Martin
Clarke excavated the ill-fated Grave 9. The contour
survey and plan of the surrounding field system (Fig 17,
Pls. 17-19) are the work of Bronwen Campbell. Further
study on the material from this site, along with other

work, was held at Nineveh between 1st and 28th June
1986 by the author, Heather Baker, Paul Croft, Edward
Luby, Wendy Matthews and Tessa Rickards, all of whom
are to be thanked for their hard and excellent work.
Heather Baker in particular took on the difficult task of
cataloguing the diagnostic pottery from the site, a project
which she continued and completed at Tel’afar Castle
between December 1987 and February 1988, aided by a
grant from the G A Wainwright Fund for Near Eastern
Archaeology, Oxford. This cataloguing was in addition to
the main pottery recording system carried out on material
from the 1985/6 excavations, and forms part of a separate
study of Late Assyrian pottery. In addition, she completed
a study of the corpus of ground stone tools from Khirbet
Shireena (to appear in the volume of specialist studies). St
John Simpson filled in missing details on the grinding
stones, fired bricks and other material in Tel’afar in 1986-
87. Edward Luby carried out a preliminary study on the
human skeletal remains while funded by a grant from the
American Schools of Oriental Research. Paul Croft car-
ried out a preliminary study of the animal skeletal re-
mains. Their reports will appear in the volume of special-

Fig 9. Khirbet Shireena: contour plan of the site
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ist reports. In Britain, Tim Clayden has assisted with the

post-excavation work preparatory to the writing of this
report.

TRENCH LAYOUT (Fig 9)

Around an initial 5 x 4m trench [A], a grid of six 4 x 4m
squares were excavated, [B]-[G], on the same grid, with
Im baulks between. Additionally, to test the overall size
of the settlement, a total of five outlying 2 x 2m trenches,
[H]-[L], was excavated down the eastern, northern and
north-western slopes of the mound. Since [K], 23m east
of the main excavation, proved to have a good depth of
deposit, a 1 x 21m stepped slit trench, [M], was also
excavated in the final days in an attempt to provide some
stratigraphic link between [K] and the main area of
excavation, including the other sounding in the north-west
of [A] (see Fig 9). Altogether, we encountered six distinct
building levels, without reaching virgin soil in the central
excavations, although this was reached immediately be-
neath the topsoil in three of the outlying trenches, [H]-[J],
and after 2.25m of deposit in [K] and 1.6m in [L]. For a
sequence diagram of the unit numbers assigned to each
trench, see below. Trenches [A]-[M] were originally
labelled I-XII (respectively), and these designations were
used in Ball 1987a. They have now been changed to letter
designations in the interests of consistency with the other
site reports in this volume.

GENERAL REMARKS

Two possible general interpretations of the Late Assyrian
settlement at Khirbet Shireena readily present themselves
and are not mutually exclusive. The first is as a small farm
or country ‘manor’. Evidence in favour of this idea might
be:

1. The large pit of Phase 11.3, which is most
probably to be interpreted as a grain silo (although it is
uncertain whether the site was inhabited during this
phase).

2. The system of field boundaries (if they are
attributable to the Late Assyrian period).

A second interpretation might regard the site’s
strategic location, at the head of the Wadi Suwaidiyya and
close by the settlement at Tell Abu Dhahir (PL. 5), as
eminently suitable for a small fort or policing post.
However, there is no positive evidence from the excava-
tion itself for such an explanation. It is possible that the
purpose of the site changed from time to time. Certainly
the silo cut through an earlier Late Assyrian building, and
if it was associated with a local settlement this must have
been located elsewhere on the mound.

In any case, the settlement was small, never more
than ¢ 75 x 150m (or 11,250 sq m) at most, as demon-
strated by the outlying trenches [H]-[L]. Its location close
to Tell Abu Dhahir strongly suggests close ties with,
probably amounting to dependence upon, that larger
settlement. Too little was excavated of the Period 8
(Khabur) phases at Khirbet Shireena to allow us to make
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any very accurate assessment of the nature of the settle-
ment at that time. However, the sequence of at least three
building phases of this period is itself suggestive of
continued or seasonal occupation; it may be, therefore,
that from its outset the site was associated with farming,
The site was well situated for the ready supply of water
and building materials, including soft, easily hewn sand-
stone (found in the hills on the opposite bank of the Wadi
Suwaidiyya and in the wadi bed), river pebbles and local
clays.

From our perspective, it cannot be claimed that the
settlement would have been of anything more than minor
importance in any period. However, along with the exca-
vations at other small Late Assyrian mounds in the
Saddam Dam Project, the excavations have provided
some insight into the nature of a minor settlement in the
Late Assyrian period which stands at the opposite end of
the spectrum from the large urban sites that have (not
unjustly) dominated the literature. We feel that the exca-
vations at Khirbet Shireena contribute to the overall
picture of life and death in the Late Assyrian period, as
well as to our assessments of patterns of regional settle-
ment and the exploitation of resources. Perhaps the main
contribution of the work at Khirbet Shireena itself is the
information it has provided about burial practices at a
minor site of the Late Assyrian period. Because of the
three distinct Late Assyrian building levels, well sepa-
rated from each other where the stone pavements sur-
vived, the study of the ceramic sequence, still in progress,
may also prove an interesting refinement in some re-
spects.

PART A
STRATIGRAPHY AND ARCHITECTURE

Periop 8 KnHABUR (Figs 10, 12-13, Pl. 6)

A number of Khabur sherds collected on the surface of the
mound indicated occupation from this period. The sub-
stantial stratified remains of the period were investigated
only in a sondage in [A], however, which was excavated
to a depth of 3.1m, though without reaching virgin soil. In
an excavated area of 2.5 x 2.lm, several mudbrick
building phases were found, subdivided into Phases 8.1-3
(Fig 10; see also Figs 12-13), though it was not possible
to determine the exact nature of these buildings in such a
confined space. They are characterised by a series of clay
surfaces, layers of bumnt ash and a certain amount of
mudbrick collapse. In the north of the sondage the Phase
8.2 surface, (50), at 2.95m below surface, was a well laid
pavement of limestone, soft sandstone blocks and fired
bricks (Pl. 6). These phases were associated with quanti-
ties of characteristic stripe painted and coarse Khabur
pottery.

Units:

(42) fill of Phase 11.2 silo and Phase 8.3 occupation

fill (mixed)

(45) fill of Phase 11.2 silo and Phase 8.2 occupation
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fill (mixed)

(48) Phase 8.2 occupation fill (2.55-2.85m below
surface)

(49) Phase 8.2 occupation fill (2.85-2.95m below
surface)

(50) Phase 8.2 flagstone pavement

(51) Phase 8.3 occupation fill, between Phase 8.2
flagstone pavement and Phase 8.3 surface

PERIOD 11 LATE ASSYRIAN

Phase 11.1: mudbrick and beaten earth surfaces

(Figs 10-13, PL. 6)

[A]

The earliest Late Assyrian phase was uncovered to any
extent only in [A], where it was characterised by
mudbrick and beaten earth surfaces running up against
substantial mudbrick walls (Fig 11, P1. 7). This level was
sealed in this trench by the pebble and flagstone pavement
of Phase 11.3. The intersection of the four mudbrick walls
(a-d) was cut by the bottom of the Period 12 Pit A, but it is
clear that the walls originally abutted each other, as there
is scarcely room for a throughway between two separate
enclosed areas. The walls thus divide four spaces.

It seems likely that the north-east, north-west and
south-west areas (Rooms 1-3) were inside chambers, and
the south-east area (Room 4) may have been external (or
an internal court). Rooms 1-3 had floors of regularly laid
reddish mudbricks, which in Room 1 we were able to
articulate fully, as the grey mortar between the bricks was
exceptionally visible. A near complete pottery vessel
stood upright on one of the bricks of the Room 1 floor.
There was a scatter of relatively large potsherds on the
floor of Room 2, including the tapering base of a (type
10) storage jar, held upright by a small retaining wall of
red mud cradling the vessel on two sides. This may have
been a standard method on village sites for keeping large,
inherently unstable vessels upright. Assyrian art depicts
such jars held upright within specially constructed
wooden or metal frames (eg on a palace relief of
Assurbanipal: Barnett 1976, P1 LXIV, slab E). Just to the
east of the storage jar, on the same surface, lay a
limestone mortar. The floor of Room 3, also of regularly
laid mudbricks, was virtually clean of material.

In Room 4 the floor was of beaten earth and
yellowish clay, coated in places with a whitish material (a
thin plaster or possibly decayed reed matting). At the
southern edge of the trench a shallow burnt hearth (or
possibly the remnants of a dismantled tannur) was sunk
into the floor (60 x >58 cm). To its east, a small tannur
retaining its wall (70 cm diameter) apparently also be-
longed to this phase (section, Fig 10). The room was
probably unroofed and may have been a courtyard or
other outside area. At some time after the surface was
formed, a line of large limestone blocks, surviving one
course high, was laid parallel to Wall d (the north wall of
the ‘room’), partitioning a northern corridor (Room 4A)
from the southern area containing the fire installations
(Room 4B). This stone ‘wall’ (e), possibly the foundation
course for a mudbrick wall, is certainly later than the main
Phase 11.1 mudbrick walls (section, Fig 10), although like
them it is sealed by the Phase 11.3 stone pavement. This
supports the impression that the south-east area was
probably external. Since there is a difference of 37 cm in
floor level between Room 4 and Room 3 to the north, it
might be that the beaten earth floor in the south-east of
[A], (34), as well as the stone Wall e, represents an
intermediate phase, and that an unexcavated floor of laid
mudbrick exists at a lower level in Room 4. However, the
beaten earth floor of Room 4 is at a similar level to that of
the mudbrick floor in Room 1 (Fig 10).

Units:

(19) Room 1 occupational fill

(20) Mudbricks of Wall a

(22) Room 1 fill immediately above Phase 11.1 floor
(23) Room 2 mudbrick tumble

(24) Mudbricks of Wall b

(25) Room 2 Phase 11.1 occupational fill and upper
fill of Phase 11.2 silo (mixed)

(26) Room 3 Phase 11.1 fill, mainly mudbrick [tumble
(27) Stone partition ‘Wall’ e, Room 4

(28) Room 4B Phase 11.1 occupational fill

(29) Room 4B tannur

(30) Room 3 fill immediately above Phase 11.1 floor
(31) Mudbricks of Wall d

(32) Mudbricks of Wall ¢

(33) Room 4A Phase 11.1 fill, mainly mudbrick

I L_\_/‘—*ﬁhi
L=

floor.

Phase 82

Phase 81

Phase 114
Phase 113

Phase 111

Fig 10. Khirbet Shireena: schematic sections of all four faces of Trench [A] with phasing
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tumble
(34) Room 4 Phase 11.1 beaten earth and clay floor
(35) Room 4B hearth
(36) Arbitrary spit in area of Room 4A: Phase 11.1
flooring material and (Phase 8.3?) fill beneath
(37) Mud wall enclosing storage vessel in south of
Room 2

[C] (Fig 14)
Phase 11.1 was encountered in the north-west comer of
[C]. On clearing to the disturbed Phase 11.3 surface, a
large pottery vessel was seen to survive substantially
intact, partly beneath one of the larger sandstone blocks.
This block was therefore removed and the area around
cleared to the level of a beaten earth surface upon which
the vessel stood, presumably the Phase 11.1 floor. The
vessel was well preserved, probably by being covered by
the Phase 11.3 paving stone above (Fig 14). It is a storage
vessel, with a diameter of ¢ 80 cm and a preserved height
of ¢ 60 cm. It is a Late Assyrian type, with flat base,
straight sides and cable decoration around the neck. Other
than the applied cable, it is undecorated, but in general
form is very similar to a large figuratively decorated
pottery vessel from the north-west Palace of
Assurnasirpal II at Nimrud (Green 1985, 75, 80, P1 V II).
Units:
(204) Phase 11.1 occupational debris and fill above

floor S [?] in north-west
(206) Phase 11.1 beaten earth floor

)

l Phase 11-2

Room 3

|
ErTYE]

section fig.12

% Un-articulated mud brick

Pottery 0 1] 2‘ 3.m

Fig 11. Khirbet Shireena: Trench [A], Phase 11.1 plan

[D]
It is possible, though not certain, that a stone wall (or wall
foundation) running east/west across the south of [D]

pavement

i
Loose fill Petibles
Pz Mud brick Ash
Limestone @N‘Pﬂ

frf] Top soil

f23] Sandstone

IZ2d Green/Red

Mortar

Burrow

Fig 12. Khirbet Shireena: Trench [A], west face and Trench [G], reversed east face
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Fig 13. Khirbet Shireena: Trenches [A] and [B], east/west section, north faces

should be attributed to this phase (Wall f). It was a single
course of stones high (maximum height 24 cm), a maxi-
mum of 44 cm in width and, like Wall e in [A], was
constructed immediately over a surface of beaten earth.
The layers above, however, if they ever existed here, had
been eroded away entirely to give the present slope of the
mound at this point.
Units:
(302) Debris, mainly mudbrick tumble, beneath level
of Phase 11.2 pebble-dash pavement (but not sealed by
it), in north-east
(303) Fill north of stone Wall £
(306) Stone Wall f and surrounding fill
(307) Fill beneath stone Wall £
(310) As (302), in south
(311) As (302), in north-west

[F]

To test the extent of the Phase 11.1 building, excavation in
the western half of [F] was continued down to 1.2m below
surface level, where what appeared to be the tops of
substantial mudbrick walls were observed but not articu-

39

(512) Fill immediately above Phase 11.1 structures
(513) Tops of Phase 11.1 mudbrick walls

Phase 11.2: the silo (Figs 16, 20-1)
Description
In the north-west corner of [A], cutting Phase 11.1 and, in
the sondage, all three Period 8 phases, but sealed by the
stone pavement of Phase 11.3, was a large, roughly
circular, deep pit, (Figs 10-13). At the top its diameter was
more than 2.16m (the maximum excavated), although on
the northern edge it had narrowed substantially on reach-
ing a depth of 1.2m. Below this point the pit was markedly
straight-sided, with a diameter in excess of 1.28m (maxi-
mum excavated). Probably the pit originally had straight
sides from the top down, the wider diameter at the top
being due to surrounding fill collapsing into the pit (cf
below). The maximum depth was 2.57m, with the floor of
the pit at 2.46m below its top, 2.97m below the surface of
the mound.

The fill was mixed (Figs 12-13). The uppermost
metre or so was a very loose fill, with some rubble,
including mudbricks and fragments of soft sandstone.
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lated.

Units:

(510) Disturbed Phase 11.3 surface, with some of
(Phase 11.1?) fill beneath (mixed)

(S11) Phase 11.1 fill or Phase 11.3 levelling material,

above level of tops of Phase 11.1 walls

Below this the soil was slightly more compact
with an increasing number of grey ashy lenses towards the
bottom. A quantity of animal bone was retrieved from the
lower levels of the pit. All diagnostic pottery was Late
Assyrian.

This pit can be compared to the deep pit excavated
at Qasrij Cliff. This too was roughly circular, straight-
sided and flat-floored, with a maximum diameter of some
3.7m and a maximum preserved depth of 2.25m. Lenses
of dark grey ash were common in the fill and there was a
thick layer of ash along the bottom. Fragments of
mudbrick and part of a fired brick were present. Animal
bones were found in the lower two-thirds, and the pottery
was exclusively Late Assyrian (Curtis 1989a, 9-10, 17,
section, Fig 5).

Both the Khirbet Shireena and Qasrij CLff pits
seem to have contained general household rubbish and
were probably filled up within a fairly short period of
time. Both pits, however, have their individual internal
stratigraphy. At Khirbet Shireena, the fill of the lowest
levels was a relatively dense soil with ash lenses (Figs 12-
13). This was partly capped by a thin layer of soft silt.
Above this there was a very loose fill (not easily distin-
guished from the Phase 11.1 occupational fill into which
the pit is cut) mixed with much rubble. This pattern
perhaps suggests that after the lower part of the pit had
been filled with rubbish and left for a time to settle and silt
over, the surrounding fill and brickwork had collapsed
into the pit on top at some slightly later date. This is a
pattern seen also in the Hellenistic silos excavated at Grai
Darki (Curtis, Green and Matthews forthcoming). Indeed,
it may be this landsliding rather than any original and
intentional shaping of the pit that accounts for its widened
diameter in its upper part. The collapsing material seems
to have left a shallow open pit on the eastern edge of the
original pit; after some silting up (iv), this was probably
deliberately in-filled (v) in order to level the ground
immediately before the laying of the Phase 11.3 pave-
ment. This pavement was laid directly over where the pit
had been (this can be compared to the floors lying directly
over the Grai Darki silos).

Original purpose

As far as the original purpose of the pit is concerned,
Curtis (1989a, 10, 17) has interpreted the comparable pit
at Qasrij Cliff as a disused grain silo. Although the
interpretation is not universally accepted (Goffer, Molcho
and Beit-Arieh (1983) have interpreted the large
Achaemenid pits at sites such as Beer-Sheba as compost
stores), at least the larger and deeper of the pits at sites in
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the Near East and Europe have generally been regarded as
subterranean grain storage silos (for the Achaemenid
period ¢f Stager 1971). Much research has been done into
historical and modern ethnographic parallels, as well as
experimental work, to demonstrate the feasibility of this
function (cf especially Gast and Sigaut 1979, 1981; Gast,
Sigaut and Beutler eds, 1985; also Hall, Haswell and
Oxley 1956; Bowen and Wood 1967; Reynolds 1974,
1979a, 1979b). As Reynolds (1974, 119) has explained:
“the principle of grain storage in a pit is essentially
quite simple. In a sealed container, grain will continue
its respiration cycle using up the oxygen in the
intergranular atmosphere and giving out carbon diox-
ide. Once the atmosphere is sufficiently anaerobic the
grain reaches a state of dormancy. Provided that the
anaerobic atmosphere is maintained, the moisture
content remains unaltered and a consistent low tem-
perature which inhibits microflora activity prevails,
the grain will store successfully for a considerable
period.”
The most important factors, he adds, are the impermeabil-
ity of the pit lining and the dryness of the grain at time of
storage.

In the Near East such silos are known from the
Hassuna period through to modemn times. Much of the
evidence has been reviewed by Curtis (1989a, 10, with
references; see also Simpson 1990) and contributors to
the CNRS volumes on the theme of long-term grain
conservation have produced a number of studies on the
practice in Near Eastern countries today (cf Digard, Gast,
Louis and Vignet-Zunz in Gast and Sigaut 1979, and
Ayoub and Gast and Fromont in Gast, Sigaut and Beutler
1985). To the evidence collected by these reviewers, the
following might be added. In modern times there has been
observation of the practice of storing grain in under-
ground silos in eastern Palestine (Wilson 1906, 37). A
modern parallel, additional to that at Hasanabad cited by
Curtis (1989a), can also be noted at Rudbar in south-east
Iran, where Gabriel (1929, 166) witnessed the storage of
grain in deep trenches, lined with straw and covered over
with chaff and earth; here the grain was stored, often for a
considerable time, until milling facilities were available
(cf this instance cited by Wulff 1966, 277). The silos
excavated at Tell Mohammed Arab, in the Saddam Dam
Project, include one of Islamic date (Roaf 1984, 144).
Evidence for the practice in northern Iraq in the Hellenis-
tic period is reviewed elsewhere (Curtis, Green and
Matthews forthcoming).

There is little doubt that the deep Late Assyrian pit
at Khirbet Shireena should be considered one of this
group of pits, generally interpreted as grain storage silos.
That the Qasrij Cliff silo appears to be the only other
recorded example of the Late Assyrian period is doubtless
fortuitous. Normally such silos would probably be dug at
some distance from the settlements and so would not
easily be found in excavations. In any case, very little
work has been done on small rural sites of this period.
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Apart from the silo at Qasrij Cliff, the examples closest in
space and time to the Khirbet Shireena silo are the Middle
Assyrian  straight-sided cylindrical silos at Tell
Mohammed Arab (noted by Curtis 1989a, 10) and the
Hellenistic pits at Tell Jessari and Tell Abu Dhahir.

Since the Khirbet Shireena silo was dug from
above Phase 11.1, but is directly sealed by the Phase 11.3
pavement, it must belong to a period between the two.
This implies, in the area of [A], a break in occupation
within the Late Assyrian period between Phases 11.1 and
11.3. Probably Khirbet Shireena itself continued to be
occupied, but the settlement was moved to elsewhere on
the mound. Alternatively, it is possible that during Phase
11.2 the entire site was nothing more than a storage depot
attached to the settlement at Tell Abu Dhahir.
Units:
(25) Room 2 Phase 11.1 occupational fill and upper fill of
Phase 11.2 silo (mixed)
(39) Fill of Phase 11.2 silo, from 1.33m. to 1.8m. below
surface
(42) Fill of Phase 11.2 silo and Phase 8.3
occupational fill (mixed)
(43) Fill of Phase 11.2 silo
(44) Fill of Phase 11.2 silo
(45) Fill of Phase 11.2 silo and Phase 8.2
occupational fill (mixed)
(47) Fill of Phase 11.2 silo
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Fig 14. Khirbet Shireena:
Phase 11.3 sketch plan

Phase 11.3 pebbledash
and flagstone paving
(Figs 10, 12, 14, Pls. 8-9)

In the east of [A], sealed
by the flagstones of the
Phase 11.4 pavement, was
an area of paving created
from a mass of closely
packed small river
pebbles (Fig 14, P1. 8). In
the east of the trench and

in [B] the river pebbles
gave way to ‘crazy pav-
ing’ of coloured blocks of
soft sandstone, similar to
the Phase 11.4 pavements
in [A] and [B] (Fig 14, PL
9). This similarity in char
acter, together with the
: fact that the later pave-
| ! ment had been destroyed

I in the west of [A], caused

! % some confusion during
Q%ooio_J

excavation, when it was at
D

first believed that the flag
stones in the west of [A]
belonged to Phase 11.4 and continued those in the east.
However, close examination of the sections shows quite
clearly that the flagstones in the west belong to the same
phase as the pebbledash paving and that the later level
was eroded at this point (Fig 10). In fact, both methods of
paving were used in both phases, since, conversely, an
area of Phase 11.4 pebbledash paving was uncovered in
[G] where it abutted and clearly belonged with an area of
flagstones (below; Fig 15).

No clear evidence was found of walls or wall
foundations belonging with this Phase, and it is likely that
the excavations covered an outside area. This idea is
strengthened by the apparent ‘path’ of sandstone blocks
running north/south through the pebbled area of [A]. Set
beside this path at a certain point was a tannur:

The clear and well preserved paving of [A] and
[B] did not extend into the other excavated trenches,
where the remains of the level were patchy and disturbed
(Fig 14). It therefore seems most useful to describe the
findings trench by trench, rather than to arrange the
discussion by supposed occupational units which may be
postulated upon insufficient evidence.

[A]

In this trench the pavement of this phase was extensive
and remained in good condition. The only major distur-
bances were the cut for the Period 12 Pit A, (15), and that
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in the north-east for the late Grave 11. It would seem that
the tannur at this point, however, should be attributed to
Phase 11.3, as it was covered by the paving stones of
Phase 11.4 and had an area of grey ash immediately to its
east; a little further east one limestone block, apparently
in position, had a burnt upper surface. The tannur, 70 cm
maximum diameter with a wall of up to 60 cm thick, was
filled with ash and small fannur fragments from the
collapsed roof. Its preserved depth was not recorded. At
the base were three blocks of limestone, with heavily
burnt upper faces.

The tannur was positioned on the eastern side of a
line of soft sandstone blocks, roughly 50 cm wide,
running north/south between areas of pebbledash paving.
These flagstones were a single course deep and in all
probability were used as a footpath. It may have been
considered easier to walk across than the cobbles; alterna-
tively, it is possible that the path existed before the
pebbledash paving, and that it was considered preferable
to run the cobbles up to the edges of the path rather than
to remove the sandstone blocks.

What purpose was served by the cobbled paving
itself? Especially in view of the path, it is likely to have
been an outside surface of some kind. Whether it was a

Eroded

Stone
! bowl

simple form of paving or some kind of working or storage
surface we do not know. In any event, in the west of [A] it
gave way to a rather different surfacing of large sandstone
blocks. This may have served a different purpose, perhaps
as a simple pavement. It is certainly roughly contemporary
with the pebbledash, so speculation concerning which
form of paving might have been the earlier is superfluous,
The workload involved in either method of construction
would have been slight, since river pebbles occur around
the site en masse and could easily be collected in large
numbers, and the local sandstone is extremely soft and
easily broken, even by hand. The use of sandstone blocks
was the method of paving especially favoured in the
subsequent Phase 11.4, though it had already been used
for paving at the site in the second millennium (in Phase
8.2, see above).

[B]

The pavement of river pebbles, with occasional larger
stones, sandstone blocks, fired bricks and disused basalt
grinding stones covered the area of [B]. A rectangular
grave capped by sandstone blocks was set into the
pavement on the eastern edge of the square (Grave 2,
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Fig 15. Khirbet Shireena: Phase 11.4 plan
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below).

Units:

(104) Occupational fill between Phases 11.3 and 11.4
stone pavements, in east

(105) As (104), with possible contamination from the
fill of Grave 3

(106) As (104), in west

[C]

The pebbledash pavement did not continue south from
[A] into this trench, although a few stray pebbles were
scattered in the north, at a considerably lower level (over
10 cm) than the remains of Phase 11.4 in the north-east
corner of the trench (see Fig 14). These pebbles, there-
fore, probably belong to Phase 11.3, although some of
them might be eroded or disturbed from the later level.

To the south of these pebbles, at much the same
level, was a row of four exceptionally large sandstone
blocks, with smaller blocks and pebbles filling the gaps.
These could be stepping stones or paving, but they looked
suspiciously like the capping stones of a grave which we
did not investigate. A further area of sandstone blocks,
with some pebbles, lay in the south-east of the square and
probably represents paving.

West of these areas the flagstone paving, if it ever
existed, was destroyed, apart from a few scattered sand-
stone blocks and pebbles. One large sandstone block lay
directly over a large pottery vessel belonging to an earlier
phase.

(D]

In the far north of [D] an area of pebbledash paving
survived immediately below the topsoil, but to the south it
was eroded off the edge of the mound.

Units:

(305) Phase 11.3 pebbledash paving

(309) As (305)

[E] - [G]
In the area north of [A] and [B], higher up the mound, the
Phase 11.3 deposits were badly disturbed by deep plough-
ing. There were scattered areas of stone paving and areas
of a (very disturbed) yellow clay surface, which could
only be followed in places. The clay surface was best
preserved in the north-east corner of [E], where a lime-
stone mortar <42>, was probably in its original position.
Another element of disturbance was the late graves, which
in some cases cut this phase as well as the later Phase
11.4. Grave 4, however, may have belonged to Phase
11.3.
Units:
[E]
(405) Debris between Phase 11.4 and Phase 11.3

surfaces

(406) Fill immediately above Phase 11.3 surface, in

north-east
(407) As (406), in north-west

(408) As (406), in south

(409) Phase 11.3 yellow clay surface, with stone covering
in south-east

[F]

(510) Disturbed Phase 11.3 yellow clay surface, with
areas of paving, and (Phase 11.4?) fill immediately
beneath, in west

[G]

(606) Occupational fill between Phase 11.1 pavement and
Phase 11.3 yellow clay surface

(607) As (606), in north-west, down to Phase 11.3 paving
(608) Disturbed Phase 11.3 flagstone paving

Phase 11.4 flagstone pavement (Fig 15, P1. 10)

The uppermost occupational phase, some 10 to 35 cm
below the present surface of the mound, was characterised
by yellow clay and beaten earth surfaces, overlain in the
central area of our main excavation in [A] and [B] by a
well laid pavement, reaching north-west into [G] and
south into the north-east corner of [C]) and consisting
primarily of soft sandstone blocks, intermingled with
other, largely reused, stones, limestone and basalt ground
stones, river pebbles and complete or fragmentary fired
bricks. In [G] this pavement abutted a small working
surface or storage area (?) of closely set small river
pebbles. As with Phase 11.3, no obvious walls or wall
foundations were found, and the whole area had been too
badly disturbed by cuts, modem ploughing and wind-
erosion to make a meaningful plan (see Fig 15). In this
instance it again seems most useful to describe the
findings trench by trench, followed by some general
remarks.

[A]

Following the removal of the topsoil, an area of stone
paving was revealed in the east of the trench. In the west
and central area of the trench this pavement was no longer
preserved; it was cut by the central Pit A of Period 12 (see
below) and by other disturbance, including recent plough-
ing and our own removal of some stones in picking
through the topsoil, and in the west the paving of this level
had apparently been destroyed by erosion. The pavement
was composed of reasonably level and fairly closely laid
soft sandstone blocks, or, in one case, a fired brick, the
interstices filled with small river pebbles or, again in one
case, a fired brick fragment. Here the only major breaks in
the closely compact stones were the cuts for Graves 10
and 11.

Units:

(7) pavement in west

(8) pavement in east

[B] (Fig 15, P1. 10)

To the east, in [B], the ‘crazy paving’ continued, mostly
with closely laid blocks of sandstone, although becoming
very uneven, with wide differences between the surfaces
of the stones. Apart from irregularly shaped sandstone
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blocks, the paving consisted of the occasional limestone
blocks, or reused ground stone (eg <57>, <64>, <67>,
<81>, <86>) or fired bricks. Again, the interstices were
filled with river pebbles, and the occasional pottery sherd
(including rim sherd WS.103.06) or fragment of ground
stone or fired brick. In the south-west corner of the square
was a limestone socket stone <81>, probably also reused,
but since it was laid the correct way up, and the flagstones
were not present to its south, it is not impossible that it
was in position at a doorway (see Pl. 10). No doorway
was apparent in the south and west sections of the square,
but the soil here was disturbed by recent ploughing.

In the north-east of the square the paving gave way
to a beaten earth surface with only the occasional sand-
stone block or river pebble, fired brick fragment or sherd.
This was, at least in part, due to the removal of material
by heavy ploughing at the point where the gradient of the
mound rises. It is probable also that the pavement edge,
whether well defined as in [G] or gradually fading out
(apart from the occasional stepping stone) was around
here — or a little further north — since in [E] there was only
the occasional stone or brick sitting on a very clean
surface which had other material lying upon it.

Apart from this area, the paving in [B] was broken
only in a small rectangular area in the south-east. It
seemed likely that this might have represented a north/
south oriented grave, being about the right length north/
south, and having large stones set on edge (including a
reused limestone socket stone) along its long eastern and
western sides, in the style of a number of our graves. If it
ever was a grave, however, no human remains survived
within it, and probably it was never so used. An actual
grave, aligned east/west, was discovered in the north
(Grave 5). In the area the sandstone blocks were already
thin on the ground, but those that remained partly sealed
the burial, which was probably an intramural interment
below the surface, contemporary with or a little earlier
than the pavement.

Unit:
(103) pavement

[C]

In [C] we picked up the south-western limits of the
pavement. Among the sandstone blocks, river pebbles and
fired brick fragments of which it was composed, was also
a fragment of a finely carved basalt bowl. Abutting the
flagstones, to the west, was the edge of an area of river
pebbles, perhaps originally similar to the pebble surface
in [G], but much disturbed. Any Phase 11.4 deposits that
may originally have existed further south had been en-
tirely eroded away, the slope-wash lying immediately
above the stone surfaces of Phase 11.2.

Units:

(201) slope-wash immediately above Phases 11.4 and
11.3 pavements

(203) pavement
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E
[Fh]e uppermost level here had been somewhat disturbed
by ploughing and by graves, but in the east a substantial
area of beaten earth surface survived, in places overlain
by sparsely distributed sandstone blocks, river pebbles
and fragmentary fired bricks. In the north-east a surface of
yellow clay survived and, sitting upon it, the crushed
remains of a large Late Assyrian Type 10 storage jar.
Immediately to the west of this, and partly beneath it, was
a small fragment of bitumen-coated matting, upon which
the vessel may originally have stood. Apparently there
was very localised destruction in this area: patches of the
surface and some of the surrounding stones were bumt,
and a fired brick immediately to the south had apparently
been partly refired in the intensity of the heat. A heavily
burnt fragment of a clay figurine of a quadruped <17> is
from this area; it was found at the very bottom of the
topsoil, but may in fact have been associated with the
yellow clay surface only 5 cm below.

Units:
(401) topsoil, above and partly disturbing Phase 11.3
deposits
(403) yellow clay surface, with bitumen matting and
large storage jar fragments
(404) beaten earth surface (much disturbed) over the
rest of the square

(F]

In [F] the Phase 11.4 deposits were very much disturbed,

both by ploughing and by the many graves. All that

remained in places was a very broken-up beaten earth

surface, with occasional flagstones, river pebbles and

fired brick fragments, mostly out of position; only in the

area around the western edge of Grave 7 did the stones

give any impression of being undisturbed, but even here

they were, in part at least, reused as a wall to the grave,

since they were largely piled up one upon another, unlike

the Phase 11.4 pavement elsewhere, and the skull of the

burial partly overlay a couple of them. Among the stones

around this grave was a reused door socket stone laid

inverted among the stones to the north.

Units:

(501) subsurface; topsoil with disturbed Phase 11.4
deposits over entire square

(506) area of stones around Grave 7

(507) disturbed Phase 11.4 deposits in north-east
quarter of square

(508) disturbed Phase 11.4 deposits in south-east
quarter of square

(509) disturbed Phase 11.4 deposits in west half of
square

[G]

In [G] the slope of the mound had saved the uppermost
level of deposits from the heavy ploughing to the east, and
they were, in fact, fairly well preserved. The flagstone
pavement of [A] and [B] extended from the southern and
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eastern baulks of [G] northward for just under a metre
into the square and westward to within half a metre of the
western baulk; at these limits it had virtually straight, well
defined, edges. Whether the sandstone block with
socket(?) set at its north-west corner marked one side of a
doorway or was out of position is unclear.

Abutting the northern edge of the pavement was a
surface formed entirely of pebbles, in area ¢ 1.5m square.
Its purpose is difficult to judge, for its small area and very
uneven nature make it appear unsuitable as a simple
pavement; perhaps it was some kind of working or storage
area, the gaps between the stones providing a means of
keeping items upright or free from damp. Slightly north-
east of this cobbled surface was another paved area of
sandstone and limestone blocks and fired bricks, some of
the latter wholly or virtually complete (sizes 35 x 20 x 70
cm and 18.5 x 16 x 7.5 cm). Perhaps this very localised
‘patio’ was another surface associated with the square of
pebbles, providing easy access to it from the north to
complement that from the main pavement to the south.
Over some parts of the rest of the square we traced the
beaten earth surface of Phase 11.4, but it was not easily
located and followed here, although where we were able
to clear down to it, it was not much disturbed.

Units:
(601) topsoil and disturbed Phase 11.4 deposits,

above beaten earth surface
(602) beaten earth surface, with some stones
(603) cobbled surface
(604) flagstone pavement
(605) ‘patio’ of flagstones

north-east

and fired bricks, in

[M] (Figs 15-16)
Just beneath the topsoil at the west end of [M], we
uncovered one end of a small channel or drain, apparently
belonging to Phase 11.4 (Fig 15). The structure ran
approximately north/south, its walls constructed of two
parallel lines of fired bricks set on edge (single course), ¢
1 cm thick and set 25 cm apart. A stretch of 50 cm (two
bricks on either side) was exposed in the 1m-wide trench.
At the northern end was a pit or flooded area, filled with
very loose greenish silt. This may have been a water
retention area, but as it had no lining of any sort it was
more probably an overflow. To the east at this point an
area of river pebbles perhaps served as a standing area or
as some kind of soakaway. The whole structure rested
upon a deposit of loose greenish fill, 72 cm deep and 93
cm across, appearing in section similar to a pit (Fig 16),
but possibly rather an area of general ground flooding.
Unit:
(1201) Unstratigraphic spit, 20 cm long (x 10 cm

wide), a maximum of 1.2m deep, at the
extreme west end of [M]

Phase 11.4 general remarks :
The only significant feature of Phase 11.4 is the pave-
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ment, constructed primarily of soft sandstone blocks, but
also of hewn limestone, river pebbles, reused ground
stone and limestone artefacts and fragmentary fired
bricks. Its original dimensions must have been something
in excess of 13.4m by about 7.85m, to judge from its
western and northernmost limits in [G] and southernmost
in [C]. The eastern edge was not properly excavated but
may have been at some 1.7m east of the western edge of
[M], Fig 15, giving an overall area for the pavement of ¢
17700 5 75,

The materials used for the construction of the
pavement were largely to be found ready at hand. The
hills around the site, especially those to the south, are
composed of very soft sandstone, easily quarried even
with very simple tools (it can often be broken up with the
bare hands). Red sandstone comes from the hills on the
far side of the Wadi Suwaidiyya and from the bed of the
wadi itself, and similar deposits of green sandstone can be
found on the heights and in the gullies slightly further to
the south. These are the two types of sandstone which
predominate on the site, and no doubt a further search of
the local landscape would identify in their natural setting
the other colours which are more rarely encountered.
River pebbles occur in proliferation also on the hills, as
well as at the wadi banks. Limestone is not to be seen
locally, but was rarely used, and the occasional blocks of
basalt were clearly in most cases reused grinding stones.

Because the Phase 11.4 surfaces lay immediately
beneath the topsoil, which naturally contained a mixed
collection of pottery of different styles and periods, we do
not have a pottery corpus associated with them. We are
extremely fortunate, therefore, to have found the fragmen-
tary upper profile of a large storage jar of a very
distinctive form (Type 10) sitting upon the surface in [E].
The type is comparable with examples from Nimrud
(Lines 1954, 167, Pl XXXIX, 2-3) and Khirbet
Khatuniyeh (Curtis and Green 1987, 76, Fig 4, 14-15),
and seems to date this level to perhaps the mid to late 7th
century BC. The published examples from Nimrud are
from a room which contained a cache of tablets dated to
between 666 and 626 BC (Lines 1954, 164). Similar
storage jars apparently belonging to the reign of
Esarhaddon were found in the British Museum excava-
tions in Fort Shalmaneser at Nimrud in 1989 (pers obs).
The main destruction at Khirbet Khatuniyeh, at first
tentatively dated to between 550 and 500 BC (Curtis and
Green 1987, 77) is now thought to date to the fall of the
Assyrian Empire in 612 BC (Curtis and Green et al 1997,
9-10).

PERIOD 12 POST-ASSYRIAN

A number of pits and graves, certainly not all contempora-
neous, were apparently dug from or from above the
present surface level. Their dates are uncertain, though
they must be later than Assyrian. Pit K is probably
Hellenistic; Pit A might be Late Islamic.
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Pit 4 (Figs 14-15)

Towards the eastern edge of [A] a large circular pit, some

35 cm in depth and initially of 1.75m maximum diameter,

cut through the flagstone and pebble pavements of Phases

11.4 and 11.3 (see Figs 14-15). It bottomed out ¢ 25 cm

below the latter, its maximum diameter reduced to ¢ 75

cm, disturbing the mudbrick walls of Phase 11.1 (Fig 11).

The fill was a brown crumbly soil, with mudbrick debris

towards the bottom, doubtless from the cutting of the

Phase 11.1 walls. The pit contained undiagnostic sherds

of pottery and an unidentifiable fragment of animal bone.

Units:

(15) upper 15 cm of pit, cutting stone pavements of
Phases 11.3-4

(17) lower 10 cm of pit, with bricky fill, cutting walls

of Phase 11.1

Pit K (Figs 9, 16)
A 2m-square trench, [K], was laid out at 23m distant from

position of
soakaway for drain

surface
2LE7
pit associated

with drain?

//R

the eastern edge of the main excavation in [B], down the
slope of the mound to the east (Fig 9). Beneath the turf
and a thin (c 10 cm) band of new black topsoil was a
homogeneous very soft greenish-brown deposit over deep
brown loam, throughout the area and in all sections,
apparently the fill of a large pit whose dimensions ex-
ceeded those of the trench. It is unclear whether the limits
of this pit extended into [M] as suggested in Green 1987,
247 (Fig 16). The fill contained much pottery, largely of
apparently Achaemenid or Hellenistic date (with earlier
material mixed in) and fragments of tannur and animal
bone, the latter identified as cattle, pig and caprines.
Clusters of such material gave the impression of having
been thrown into the pit as rubbish. Stones, small and
large, also appeared to be general rubbish tip deposits.
The pit was bottomed at ¢ 1.8m below surface by
the occupational fill just overlying a Period 8 surface.
Units:
(1001) topsoil + upper pit-fill, especially in west (max

Fig 16. Khirbet Shireena: Trench [M], north section
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¢ 10 cm)
(1002) upper pit fill (depth ¢ 0.7-2m),
homogeneous very soft greenish-brown loam,
very crumbly and particulate
(1003) cluster of rubbish within upper pit fill at
western edge of square
(1004) lower pit fill (depth ¢ 80-95 cm), more
compact homogeneous soft deep brown loam

Pit L (Fig 9)

Another 2m-square sounding, [L], was made further down

the eastern slope of the mound, at 28m to the east of [K],

53m from [B]. Beneath the turf and up to three layers (in

the south) of seasonal topsoil, at between ¢ 20 cm below

surface level in the north and ¢ 65 cm to the south, was a

soft loose pinkish-brown particulate fill containing many

small stones and heavy sherdage, largely of Hellenistic

wares (mixed with some earlier material). This fill contin-

ued down for up to 1.6m, where the bottom of the pit in

the east of the square cut some 20 cm into virgin soil. At

90 cm below surface level a small socket stone of

calcareous rock was found where it had been thrown into

the pit.

Units:

(1101) topsoil + upper fill in north of square (up to
max 25 cm)

(1102) pit fill below topsoil within [L], from 63 to 81

cm below surface

(1103) pit fill beneath (1102) in east half of square,
down to maximum limit of excavation

21-2-86 at 1m below surface

(1104) pit fill, as (1103), in west half of square, and

below (1103) over entire trench down to

1.26m below surface

(1105) pit fill from 1.26m to 1.6m below surface

(1106) fill at very bottom of pit, which in the east of

the square cuts into natural. Bottomed at

maximum depth of 1.72m in west, 1.8m

by

PERIOD 18 LATE IsLAMIC

Graves

Of the thirteen graves excavated and five suspected (but
not excavated), all but a few were noticed on the surface
or immediately below the topsoil. However, they are not
all modern burials, as some contained incomplete but
substantial pottery vessels. In fact, a number of burials
lying just below the topsoil presented some evidence of
belonging with Period 11; Graves 10-13, however, were
certainly later. For details of all the graves, see Part B,
below, and the skeleton report in Volume 4.

Eroded levels and topsoil

With the possible exception of some of the graves, the
only very recent disturbance to the site seems to have
been from modern cultivation, but both the level of some
of the graves, which were very close to the present
surface, and some of the post-Assyrian pottery found in
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surface collection and topsoil batches, suggest that at least
a metre of deposit had been eroded from the top of the
mound. The position of the site, at the head of the valley
of the Wadi Suwaidiyya and hence exposed to the fierce
easterly winds, makes this degree of erosion more than
likely.

Surface collection units: [A]: (0); [B]: (100); [C]: (200);
[D]: (300); [E]: (400); [F]: (500); [G]: (600); [H]: (700);
[1]: (800); [J]: (900); [K]: (1000); [L]: (1100); [M]:
(1200)

Topsoil units: [A]: (1-4); [B]: (101); [C]: (201); [D]:
(301); [E]: (401); [F]: (501); [G]: (601); [H]: (701); [I]:
(801); [J]: (901); [K]: (1001) (topsoil and upper pit-fill),
[L]: (1101) (recent and old topsoil)

PART B

THE GRAVES
One of the more important contributions of the site was
the evidence provided for Assyrian burial practices. Of
the thirteen graves excavated, five (not, after reconsidera-
tion, seven, as stated in Green 1987, 247) certainly belong
to our Late Assyrian Period 11 (or at the latest are slightly
post-Assyrian), another one most probably does so and
three more may; the remaining four seem to be compara-
tively recent. Since there has been no synthesis of the
evidence for Late Assyrian funerary practices (nor indeed
of Mesopotamian burials in general), it is difficult to
comment upon how these data fit within the overall
picture and we have not felt that this is the appropriate
place to review the wide-ranging evidence from other
sites, which is in any case not generally very fully
published. However, the record of Late Assyrian burials
from Khirbet Shireena does provide a body of data for
some of the most impoverished graves of the period,
which stand at the opposite end of the social spectrum
from the fabulously wealthy royal tombs discovered
beneath the domestic wing of the Northwest Palace on the
acropolis at Nimrud (Wilkinson and Matthews 1989,
George 1990, Harrack 1990, and contemporary press
reports).

None of these burials had much in the way of
grave goods. Only Grave 6 had definite funerary items,
although the animal bones in Grave 3 might represent a
food offering. The pair of shell beads from Grave 4 are
perhaps rather to be seen as personal ornaments rather
than mortuary goods in the usual sense of the term, and
this is undoubtedly the case for the bracelet worn by the
occupant of Grave 12. Graves 1 and 5 contained broken
pottery vessels, actually no more than large sherds but
possibly deliberately included. All the other excavated
burials were devoid of objects; in spite of the dry sieving
of all excavated grave fills, even minor items such as
beads were not found.

For the purposes of this report, the graves are
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numbered in rough chronological order. The skeletal
materials from Graves 1-8 were subjected to a prelimi-
nary study by Edward Luby. This report will appear in the
volume of specialist reports and is utilised in the discus-
sion of these graves. Shortage of time at the close of the
season precluded more thorough study then or the investi-
gation of the skeletal material from the other less well
stratified and probably comparatively modem burials.
The skeletal remains from the site, however, will form
part of a full report upon all of the skeletal material from
the excavations reported in this volume to be published by
Dianna Bolt.

PERIOD 11 LATE ASSYRIAN

Phase 11.1 or 11.2

Grave 1 ([D])

Close to the centre of [D], at between 33 and 63 cm below
surface level (as measured from the north-east cormer of
the trench), were human skeletal remains, identified as a
child of five to seven years. The body (poorly preserved,
but probably not significantly flexed) was oriented east/
west, with head to the east, facing north, and therefore
lying on the right side. There was no grave cut; the body
lay at the bottom of up to 30 cm of mudbrick tumble. The
child had either been thrown or placed into this debris, as
a rough form of burial, or had been accidentally buried in
the collapse. Since this level of mudbrick debris was in
the extreme north of the square sealed by the pebbledash
paving of Phase 11.3, it must antedate that phase and
represent either the collapse of an earlier phase, presum-
ably Phase 11.1, or levelling material used at the time of
the construction of Phase 11.3; if the latter, the debris was
presumably derived from Phase 11.1 ruins, but the child’s
body might have been placed among this material at the
beginning of the Phase 11.3 rebuild.

Not far beneath the skull (at 76 cm below surface
at the north-east corner of [D]), and possibly associated,
was a large potsherd, the inverted rim, neck and shoulder
of a type 10 Late Assyrian jar. Another diagnostic Late
Assyrian sherd (type 391) lay over the skull. An appar-
ently second millennium BC sherd type (392) lay close to
the skull to the south-east. A fragment of unio Tigridis
shell was found just to the north-west of the skull (at 33
cm below surface level, measured from the north-east
comer of [D]) and may have been a deliberate inclusion
with the body.

Units:
(302) pre-Phase 11.2 debris, mainly mudbrick

collapse
(304) debris in immediate vicinity of child skeleton

(‘Grave 1°), between 33 and 63 cm below

surface, measured from north-east corner of [D]

(308) debris in immediate vicinity of child skeleton at
76 cm below surface, as measured from
north-east corner of [D]
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Phase 11.3
Grave 2 ([B]) (PL. 11)
Grave 2 was built into the Phase 11.3 pavement at the
eastern end of [B]. Its position was clearly indicated, ona
pavement primarily composed of tightly packed river
pebbles, by an area of limestone and (red and green)
sandstone slabs. The rectangular burial chamber was
constructed of roughly dressed limestone blocks set on
edge, capped by larger limestone and sandstone slabs.
With these capping stones, the burial chamber rose some
10-15 cm above the general level of the Phase 11.3
pavement. Like the pavement itself, Grave 2 was sealed by
the pavement of Phase 11.4.

Including its immediate wall, the rectangular
burial chamber measured 1.9m in length (east/west) by a
maximum of 73 c¢cm width (north/south). Internally it
measured a maximum of 1.75 x 0.49m. It narrowed to 40
cm (20 cm internally) at the west end, 20 cm (9 cm
internally) at the east. It thus fitted closely to the shape
and position of the body, lying supine with the lower legs
together. Presumably, therefore, either the pre-existing
form of the chamber influenced the position in which the
body was laid, or the tomb was constructed around the
place where the corpse had previously been laid out. In
any event, the construction had been made long enough
for the dead person, an adult, possibly a woman, to be laid
in extended position. The deceased was aligned with the
chamber east/west, head to the west. Although she (or he)
lay on the back, the torso rested slightly more heavily on
the right side and the head was turned to face south. The
right arm was placed straight along the right side, the left
bent sharply at the elbow with the lower part of the limb
lying across the belly, the left hand draped over (or
clutching) the right side. The feet of the deceased were
missing. Apart from this well preserved skeleton, the
chamber was empty. There were no grave goods. The only
fill was a very loose light greyish dust which had presum-
ably seeped in from the surrounding soil through the small
crevices between the capping stones.
Unit:
(113) loose greyish fill within stone tomb, Grave 2

Phase 11.3 or 11.4

Grave 3 ([B]) (Fig 15)

Along the eastern edge of [B] were human and animal
remains (‘Grave 3”), close to the north-east comer of the
square, lying upon the sandstone blocks and river pebbles
of both the Phase 11.3 paving and the capping for Grave 2
(and sealed by the Phase 11.4 pavement). They were in a
very poor state of preservation and it was not possible to
determine the original alignment of the human remains.
Osteological examination, however, suggests that these
were possibly the remains of an adult of undetermined
sex. The context makes an attribution to the Late Assyrian
period certain, although it was not clear whether it was a
below floor burial of Phase 11.4 or in some way associ-
ated with Grave 2 of Phase 11.3.
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Unit:
(112) fill around human and animal bones of
‘Grave 3’

Grave 4 ([G]) (Fig 14, Pl. 12)

This grave, in the south-west quarter of [G], was a simple
pit burial partly sealed by the pebbledash and flagstones
of Phase 11.4 and flanked by somewhat disturbed areas of
flagstone paving of Phase 11.3, with a row of flagstones
set upright at an angle on the northern side. It might be
attributable to Phase 11.3 or represent an underfloor
burial of Phase 11.4 disturbing and reusing the Phase 11.3
pavement.

The burial was of a child, aged between five and
nine years (probably around seven), lying in extended,
non-flexed, posture, on the right side, head to the west,
feet to the east, facing south. From the state of preserva-
tion it was not possible to determine the original position
of the arms. The burial pit was 73 cm (north/south) x ¢ 1m
(east/west), although the edge was not established with
certainty on the east side; as preserved and traced the pit
was only 29 cm in depth (top at 31 cm below surface, base
at 60 cm), although it may have been dug from a slightly
higher level than that at which the cut was recognised.
The fill was virtually identical to that of the surrounding
soil (though perhaps a little cleaner), a rather compact but
soft dark brown loam with white chalky flecks. The only
objects present were personal adornments, namely a pair
of beads made by piercing small cowrie shells which had
apparently been secured to the ankles.

Unit:
(611) soft dark brown, chalk speckled, fill of burial-
pit, Grave 4

Phase 11.4?

Grave 5 [B] (Fig 15, P1. 10)

This grave was situated at the northern limit of [B], the pit
extending into the baulk between [B] and [E] (although
probably only slightly, as the entire body was within the
excavated area in [B]). There was (as shown on Fig 15), a
mostly unexcavated burial 5A at the southern end of [E],
but this was probably a separate, and later, grave. Al-
though the burial superficially resembled Graves 10-11 in
lying (partly) within a gap within the Phase 11.4 pave-
ment, it did not apparently cut through this pavement, and
appeared to be partly sealed by some sandstone blocks of
the pavement which seemed to be still in position over the
body (Figs 14-15), although it is, of course, a possibility
that the burial is later and that part of the pavement, after
being dug up, was relaid over the grave. However, a large
potsherd representing the complete rim and neck of a Late
Assyrian vessel (type 10) was sited in front of the feet and
may have been its original position. (If intentionally
included, this and another large but undiagnostic potsherd
in the north section of [B] were the only burial goods in
the excavated part of the grave.) It seems more likely,
therefore, that this is a subfloor (intramural or extramural)
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burial of Phase 11.4.

Again, the grave was a simple, unlined pit, measur-
ing 2.3m east/west by (as far as excavated) 60 cm north/
south. The very soft, dark brown fill was not easily
distinguished from the (slightly more grey and less dense)
topsoil, but presumably had its upper limit at the level of
the Phase 11.4 pavement (here ¢ 20 cm below surface
level). The bottom of the grave cut was some 40 cm below
that, some 5 cm above the Phase 11.3 pavement.

The body lay ¢ 5 cm above the floor of the grave
pit. The adult man or woman, 1.65-1.67m in height, lay in
extended position, on the right side, the legs only very
slightly bent at the knees. The hands were drawn up
before the face. The body was aligned east/west, head to
the west, facing south.

Unit:
(102) soft dark brown fill of burial pit

Phase 11.? (indeterminate)
Grave 6 ([M]) (Fig 16)
Although hardly a wealthy burial, Grave 6 was the richest
of the graves excavated at Khirbet Shireena and the only
Late Assyrian burial to contain funerary goods. It was
situated well down the eastern slope of the mound, at
between 17.68 and 18.86m from the western edge of [M],
and therefore close to the eastern edge of [M] (see Figs 9,
16). Since this trench was hurriedly excavated in rough
spits to gain a long section through the mound, we have
no understanding of the construction of the grave, except
for what may be concluded from the south section of [M].
This shows that the grave chamber, containing very loose
particulate mixed grey and brown ashy fill, was mostly
overlain by sandstone slabs. These were restricted to the
area of the grave, and are therefore presumably capping
stones rather than paving in the style of Phases 11.3 and
11.4 in the main excavations. Enough skeletal material
was preserved for a possible identification of the de-
ceased as an adult male ([M] was in the main excavated
crudely with large picks and shovels, and the skeletal
remains initially suffered, although more care was taken
in extracting material once it was recognised that a grave
had been encountered). No plan of the body in situ was
possible, but since the retrieved bone consisted of skull
and neck fragments, most of the body was presumably not
excavated and lies within that part of the grave undis-
turbed by our slit trench. Since the cut for Grave 6 showed
only in the northern section of the trench, not in the
southern, [M] must have cut through the southern end of
the grave chamber. Possibly, therefore, the body was
oriented north/south, with head to the south.

The grave goods retrieved from the excavated part
of the burial consisted of a pair of iron blades <6>, and a
bone weaver’s ‘beater-in’ <10>. The latter item would
appear securely to date the burial within the 1st millen-
nium BC (¢f Curtis 1984, 45), and therefore almost
certainly to the Late Assyrian period.
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Units:
(1207) 7th unstratigraphic spit in [M], from
¢ 13.5-16m from western edge of trench, to
depth of up to 1m below surface
(1208) 8th unstratigraphic spit in [M],
¢ 16-18.5m from western edge of trench, to
depth of up to 90 cm below surface

from

Phase 11.3 or Period 16

Grave 7 ([F]) (Fig 15, P1. 13)

To the north of [F], north of Graves 8 and 9, was a pit
burial surrounded and partly capped by a mass of large
stones, slabs of red, green, brown and grey sandstone,
white limestone and large river pebbles and, to the north,
a reused, upside-down limestone door socket stone. Al-
though this grave lay immediately below topsoil, and the
area was rather disturbed, its position appeared to associ-
ate it with Phase 11.4: the stones lay directly upon the
beaten earth surface of that phase into which the grave pit
was sunk, and must in all probability be seen as contem-
poraneous with the flagstone pavement some 3m to the
south in [A]. (On the other hand, the only skeletal
material, the skull of a five- to seven-year-old child, lying
on the left side, facing south-east, lay immediately above
a large river stone.)

Although there were no definite grave goods (in
spite of dry sieving of the grave-fill, no other human
remains nor any small artefacts such as beads were
recovered), there were a number of potsherds in the deep
brown clay fill, including a diagnostic Late Assyrian
vessel base (type 213).

The maximum depth of the grave was 19 cm.
Including the stones, the length of the grave east/west was
92 cm; the width north/south between the stones was 30
cm.

Unit:
(503) clayey deep brown fill of Grave 7

Grave 8 ([F]) (Fig 15)

Grave 8 was a pit burial in [F], north-east of Grave 9 and
south of Grave 7. It was dug into, or perhaps originally
sealed by, the beaten earth surface of Phase 11.4, and
partly overlain (on its western edge) by stone slabs which
lay upon that floor. However, since the area was badly
disturbed, it was difficult to be certain whether it could
have been cut from a later level.

The grave was filled with a soft but compact deep
brown loam. The pit was roughly circular, ¢ 92 cm (north/
south) x 76 cm (east/west), and 22 cm deep. The skeletal
material lay in the south of the cut. A partially intact skull,
of a five- to seven-year-old child, lay in the south-west, on
its right side and facing south. Some 10 c¢m to its south
were further cranial fragments, identified as of a child of
five years plus or minus 16 months; these may well
belong to the same individual, although the two groups of
material were separated by a large thick-walled potsherd
(with rope decoration, Late Assyrian, type 435), set on
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edge. There were no other grave goods.

Units:

(504) soft, compact deep brown fill of burial pit,
Grave 8

(505) similar fill in extreme south of Grave 8

Grave 9 ([F]) (Fig 15, P1. 14)

This grave was located towards the south-west of [F], to
the north-west of Graves 10 and 11 in [A] (and the
suspected grave in the south-east corner of [F]) and to the
south-west of Graves 7 and 8. It was a rectangular (east/
west) pit, but the sides were lined by a construction of red,
green, lime green and grey sandstone blocks set upright
on edge. The burial was sunk into the beaten earth surface
of Phase 11.4 and may have belonged to this phase, but if
the Phase 11.4 flagstone pavement originally extended
this far north it was no longer preserved here, and the
whole area was so badly disturbed that Grave 9, which lay
immediately below the topsoil, could as easily be a
relatively modern burial. The construction of the burial
chamber, however, closely resembles that of Grave 2,
which was certainly of Late Assyrian date.

The top of the stones enclosing the grave lay
almost immediately beneath the present surface of the
mound (after some 10 cm of topsoil), at exactly the same
level as the Phase 11.4 flagstone pavement to the south.
The maximum depth of fill (a soft deep brown loam) was
25 cm. The area enclosed by the upright slabs (including
the slabs themselves) was 1.28m (east/west) x 0.36m
(north/south).

The deceased was a child. The body was very
slightly flexed with the head towards the west, lying on
the right side, facing south. The hands were drawn up
before the face. There were no grave goods.

Unit:
(502) soft deep brown fill of Grave 9

PerIOD 18(?): LATE IsLamiC

Grave 10 ([4]) (Fig 15)

This simple pit burial in the east of [A] had been dug from
or above the present surface of the mound and cut through
the Phase 11.4 pavement (Fig 15). It was discovered
immediately after the removal of the topsoil, at 22 cm
below surface level. The base of the grave cut was 8 cm
below that. The grave pit measured 1.8m (north-west/
south-east) x a maximum of 16 cm (north-east/south-
west); the nature of the fill is unrecorded. The deceased
was an adult, apparently female, ¢ 1.56m tall, the body
oriented roughly north-west/south-east, with head to the
north-west, facing north-east, and thus lying on the left
side. The body was only slightly flexed. The hands were
drawn up before the face. There were no grave goods, nor
any potsherds in the fill. There was no grave lining. The
presumption is that the burial is comparatively modern.
Unit:

(5) fill of burial pit, Grave 10
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Grave 11 ([4]) (Figs 14-15, Pl. 15)

Also in [A], approximately a metre and a half to the north
of Grave 10, was another simple pit burial cutting the
Phase 11.4 pavement, this time of a child of less than five
years. The grave and body were again aligned north-west/
south-east with skull to the north-west, but facing south-
east; the child thus lay on its right side. As with Grave 10,
the body was only slightly flexed; the hands were again
drawn up before the face. The burial pit measured Im
(north-west/south-east) x 12 cm (north-east/south-west).
Their was no grave lining. The pit fill was a crumbly dark
brown soil, distinct from the greyish topsoil above, and
contained a few sherds. There were no grave goods. The
change in soil type occurred at 18 cm below the mound
surface, the grave cut, as with Grave 10, bottoming out at
30 cm below surface. Again, the burial is probably fairly
modern.

Unit:

(6) crumbly dark brown fill of burial pit, Grave 11

Grave 12 ([E]) (Fig 15)

This burial was discovered immediately after removal of
the topsoil (upper 10 cm) in [E]. It was marked out by a
row of red, green, grey and fire-blackened sandstone slabs
lying along its northern edge, by more randomly sited
sandstone and limestone slabs along its southern edge and
by a scatter of stones, mostly river pebbles, in the east.
Without these stone markings, the limits of the grave pit
would have been difficult to determine, as it had appar-
ently been backfilled with the same soil that had origi-
nally been dug out from it, a grey-brown and orange soft,
but rather dense, loam. However, knowing where the
burial was situated, it was possible to distinguish the
edges of the burial pit in section. The grave fill was
slightly more loose than the surrounding soil and in part
burnt to ash (presumably in the same fire that blackened
some of the sandstone slabs on the northern edge). The
burial pit was up to 50 cm in depth (60 cm from surface
level) and 1.66m wide (north/south); the width between
the stones was ¢ 70 cm. The eastern edge of the grave was
at 1.4m from the western edge of the square; probably the
burial extended another 1.1m to the west, since the edges
of two sandstone blocks which would appear to mark the
western edge of the grave reached 10 cm into [F] (see Fig
15).

; The body, apparently of an adult, lay at the bottom
of the pit, oriented east/west with head to the west, facing
south (therefore lying on the right side). Apparently some
kind of structure had been erected around or over at least
part of the body, for the skull was situated on the west
section line of the trench, where it could be seen to be
flanked by a pair of individual mudbricks set on edge.
Around the left(?) wrist of the deceased was a glass
bracelet <33>, originally complete. This bracelet is prob-
ably Islamic, and the burial comparatively recent.

Two days after its excavation, Grave 12 was
thoroughly destroyed by human or animal agents. There-
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fore although this grave was fully and carefully excavated
so far as it lay within [E], we regrettably have no
photograph of it intact. Furthermore, the skeleton, origi-
nally well preserved, was left in a very fragmentary state.
The originally complete glass bracelet was broken, and in
spite of a long search and dry sieving of the surrounding
soil, only about half of it was retrieved.

Unit:

(410) soft but compacted grey-brown/orange loam and
ashy fill of Grave 12

Grave 13 ([F]) (Fig 14)
Grave 13 was located in the south-east of [F] and gave the
impression of having been dug from the level of the
(admittedly rather disturbed) Phase 11.3 beaten earth
surface, although as the ploughed-up topsoil itself
reached down some 35-40 cm, almost to this level, it is
probable that the shaft was actually sunk from a later
level, no longer visible in section. Moreover, if the burial
really was dug from Phase 11.3, the pit would have been
exceptionally shallow, ¢ 13 cm, and the body placed
immediately below floor level.

The grave was a simple pit burial. The perimeter
of the cut was not found, but the pit was in excess of 50 x
50 cm. The grave fill was a rather bricky and crumbly
orange-brown soil, not easily distinguished from the
surrounding occupational debris. The bottom of the pit
was at 63 cm below surface (13 cm below the Phase 11.3
floor); the body was at 53 cm below surface. A child lay
on its right side, aligned east/west, with head to the west,
facing south; the legs were only slightly flexed; the hands
were drawn up to the face. There were no objects in the
grave.
Unit:
(514) bricky orange-brown fill of Grave 13

Unexcavated graves

Given the priorities of the excavation, a number of
structures encountered within the trenches which ap-
peared possibly or probably to be relatively modern
burials were left unexcavated. Their positions are shown
on the plans of Figs 14-15. Human bone (five parietal
skull fragments) was retrieved from the surface of the
burial in the south-east of [E] (unit (402)).

PART C
THE FIELD SYSTEM
Fig 17 shows the plan of the ancient field boundaries
surrounding the site, as they could be observed from the
ground and from the aerial views provided by the heights
on the opposite bank of the wadi. The plan was made by
the cooperation of a team on the ground and an observer
on those southern heights, directing the surveyor to the
intersections of the fields, whose cropmarkings on the
southern side of the mound were very clear from that
vantage point (Pls. 17-18). The boundaries on the hills to
the north of the site were marked by lines of amassed
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stones surviving above the surface (PL. 19). Cropmarks in
the valley on the eastern and western sides of the mound
were not clear enough at the time of planning to be
plotted, but it was clear that the fields originally sur-
rounded the site on all sides.

As can be seen on the plan and in photographs, the
fields were relatively small rectangular strips, undoubt-
edly representing a system of crop allocation known from
Late Babylonian field surveys, which often provide land
measurements and details of crops and yields (Nemet-
Nejat 1982; for the less detailed Neo-Sumerian, Old
Babylonian and Middle Babylonian field plans, see refer-
ences cited ibid, 14). Although they are certainly pre-
modern, however, there is no physical evidence to indi-
cate which period the field boundaries at Khirbet
Shireena belong to.
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LIST OF SMALL FINDS
Reg. no Description
1 dimple beaker

2 globular jar

3 shallow dish

4 jar

5 clay object

6 iron blades

7 iron rod

8 bronze hook

9 pierced stone

10 beater-in

11 bead

12 shell bead

18 2 shell beads
14 clay pendant
= figurine

16 figurine

117/ figurine

18 wheel

19 loomweight
20 bracelet

2l clay object
22 pedestal

23 ceramic disc
24 ceramic disc
251 ceramic disc
26 ceramic disc
2% ceramic disc
2% ceramic disc
29 ceramic disc
30 ceramic disc
31 ceramic disc
30 ceramic disc
33 ceramic disc
34 ceramic disc
&5 ceramic disc
36 ceramic disc
37 ceramic disc
38 ceramic disc
39 ceramic disc
40 ceramic disc
41 ceramic disc
42 ceramic disc
43 grinding slab
44 grinding slab
45 grinding slab
46 grinding slab
47 grinding slab
48 grinding slab
49 saddle quern
50 saddle quern
51 saddle quern
52 saddle quern
53 saddle quern

IM no
KHS1
KHS2
KHS3

KHS9
KHS3

KHS4
KHS5
KHS6
KHS7
KHS8
KHS9
KHS10
KHS11

KHS12
KHS13

Trench

O w»w

surface

QmyrzEmgEg

surface
surface

surface

MO@WEEP T PO N CRARTQEIEOOOO > > > > e WL
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Unit
109

110
206

1208
406
1204
407
1208

404
611

1007
401

1209
410

409
409
110
307
409

Phase
11.1

11
11.4

18
11

11.4

11

1.3
1.3
1.3
11.4
L3
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saddle quern
saddle quern
saddle quern
saddle quern
saddle quern
saddle quern
saddle quern
saddle quern
saddle quern
saddle quern
saddle quern
grinding slab
grinding slab
grinding slab
grinding slab
grinding slab
grinding slab
grinding slab
rotary grindstone
handstone
handstone
handstone
basalt mortar
basalt mortar
basalt mortar
basalt mortar
mortar
mortar
mortar
mortar
mortar
mortar/socket
socket
socket/mortar
mortar/socket
socket
ground stone
ground stone
ground stone
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510

409

602
1202
1002
103
40

409
305
409
409
103
surface
surface
103

38

48

603
509
1103
101
1007
25

22

25
surface
409
103
604
303
1202
41
103
301
1205

11.4
i3
11.4
11.4

12
11.4
8.3

113
11.3
1.3
1.3
11.4

11.4
11.4
8.2
11.4
11.4
12

I 1t
11.1
11.4
11.4

11.3
11.4
11.4
il

8.3
I3}
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KHIRBET SHIREENA SEQUENCE DIAGRAM
collection

11 trodden|
earth floor

12 pebble|__[ 13 pebble| [ 14 pebble

pavement [ pavement [ | pavement

G 18 tannur
stone path

slope
wash

Period 11

natural
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Plate 5. Khirbet Shireena: the mound summit after excavation, looking east towards Tell Abu Dhahir

Plate 6. Khirbet Shireena: Trench [A], Phase 8.2 pavement cut by the Phase 11.2 silo, looking south
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Plate 7. Khirbet Shireena: Trench [A], Phase 11.1, Room 3, looking north

Plate 8. Khirbet Shireena: Trench [A], Phase 11.3 cobbled pavement and ‘path’, looking south
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Plate 9. Khirbet Shireena: Trench [B], Phase 11.3 cobble and flagstone pavement, looking south-west

Plate 10. Khirbet Shireena: Trench [B], Phase 11.4 flagstone pavement and Grave 5, looking west
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Plate 11. Khirbet Shireena: Grave 2, looking west

Plate 12. Khirbet Shireena: Grave 4, looking south
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Plate 13. Khirbet Shireena: Grave 7, looking west

Plate 14. Khirbet Shireena: Grave 9, looking south
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Plate 15. Khirbet Shireena: Grave 11, looking south

Plate 16. Khirbet Shireena: Grave 13, looking east
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Plate 17. Khirbet Shireena: ancient field boundary crop marks, view looking north-west

Plate 18. Khirbet Shireena: ancient field boundary crop marks, view looking north with site in the middle distance
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Plate 19. Khirbet Shireena: ancient field boundary crop marks, detail view looking north
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CHAPTER 5

SEH QUBBA

Warwick Ball and Susan Gill'

INTRODUCTION (Fig 18, Pls. 20-25)

Seh Qubba is marked Site No. 100 on the official Saddam
Dam archaeological map, where Periods XI-XII and
XVIIL, Old and Middle Assyrian and Islamic are recorded
as present. Warwick Ball and Michael Roaf made a first
visit to the site in March 1985, and excavations were
carried out from 21st January to 10th March 1986, a

period of ten weeks. Preliminary notes on the results
appeared in Ball 1987a and Ball and Black 1987; a
description and discussion of the Roman remains at Seh
Qubba were published in Ball 1989, and a description of
the pottery appeared in Campbell 1989. This report
incorporates and expands the discussion in Ball 1989.
Susan Gill supervised the excavations with a workforce of

Fig 18. Seh Qubba: Contour
plan of the site

1 In general, the excavation report was written by Susan Gill and the discussion by Warwick Ball. St John Simpson has also provided many valuable
comments. However, there has naturally been considerable overlap, and all of this report reflects the work of both authors.



SEH QUBBA

some 20 men, after which rising floodwaters turned the
site into an island; she would like to express particular
thanks to the Shergati pickman, Khalaf, for his skill and
organisation throughout the excavations. The floodwa-
ters, however, will not entirely inundate Seh Qubba, and
excavations continued throughout 1987 and 1988 under
Mr Salem Yunis of the Iraq Antiquities Department. A
brief note on these excavations has appeared in Sumer
1987-88, 87.

The name Seh Qubba is Kurdish and means ‘three
domes’ or ‘three tombs’, referring to three small square
domed burial structures of stone and mortar on the site
(Pls. 22-23). There are in fact four ‘qubbas’ in the village
cemetery, but one of these is very ruinous and now barely
recognisable as a tomb. Only one is still venerated: the
dome is freshly painted and it is the only one with its
enclosure wall and flagpoles still intact (Pl. 22, fore-
ground).

Most of the excavations were concentrated in Area
A, the most prominent and hence best defended part of the
site, immediately overlooking the river to the east (Figs
18, Pls. 21-24). Here, a deep sounding, [Al], was exca-
vated down to bedrock and wall clearance operations,
[A2], were carried out on remains visible on the surface.
In addition, three soundings, [B1], [C1] and [D1], were
excavated in the lower, more open part of the site to the
north, where one would most expect to find domestic
occupation, and a fourth trench, [C2], was cut across the
ramparts (Fig 25).

LOCATION OF THE SITE
Seh Qubba was one of the most spectacular sites we
excavated. It occupies a dramatic and very commanding
position on a rocky bluff some 40m high overlooking the
right bank of the Tigris, 2 km upstream from Tell Abu
Dhahir (Fig 18, Pls. 20-24). It dominates the river valley
which surrounds Tell Abu Dhahir, overlooking one of the
main fords across the Tigris north of Mosul (Oates 1968,
77) which Sir Aurel Stein speculated may have been the
route of Alexander the Great’s army (Gregory and
Kennedy 1985, 128-29), and it commands the Wadi
Suwaidiyya, an important seasonal tributary that enters
the Tigris from the west just below Seh Qubba. Upstream,
there is a clear view of Tell Gir Matbakh and the river
beyond as far as the gorge behind Khirbet Jem Laklak (P1
25). Its position is therefore a very strategic one, com-
manding local routes, resources and other centres.

The summit of the bluff is some 26 hectares in
area, almost all of which is occupied by the site (Fig 18).
The southern part of this bluff is occupied by the modern
village of Seh Qubba, now deserted, though part of it was
still occupied while we were excavating, about half of the
habitable buildings being in use. The village itself is
bisected by an east/west wadi (P1. 23); a smaller north/
south wadi runs into this. The cemetery of the modern
village is in the south-east part of the mound, on both
sides of the smaller wadi. Nearly all the graves are to the
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north of the large wadi, but a few graves and one ‘qubba’
are to the south of it; the cemetery is separated from the
village only by the width of a track.

Those parts of the site not covered by the village
consist of low eroded mounds and stone and mortar wall
foundations, the whole covered by a thick scatter of
rubble and general building debris and some pottery.
Among these surface remains, a wide paved street running
north/south with several walls alongside it, together with
several depressions marking rooms or courtyards, are
visible. Two other walls run north/south up to the gate in
the centre of the north rampart, and other walls lie just
below the top of the ramparts (Fig 18). All of these walls
go up and over the rampart mounds, so must date from a
period considerably after their disuse. The ramparts con-
sist of a line of low mounds about 5m high (Pls. 26-28),
which can be traced along the northern, north-western and
western edges of the bluff, before disappearing under the
modern village to the south. At least three breaks in these
mounds indicate the positions of gateways (Fig 18, Pl
28). The contours suggest a square corner tower or similar
structure at the north-east corner. The site is protected on
the east side by the very steep sides of the conglomerate
escarpment which drop down into the Tigris (P1. 21).

Outside the enclosed area to the north were the
remains of a ditch which cuts through part of the escarp-
ment above the river (Pl. 27), and it is possible that a
water channel ran down to the river here. According to
local information, the main wadi bisecting the site (P1. 23)
once had the remains of a long water channel or drainage
ditch. Before the waters of the river began to rise, a small,
6m square opening that might have been a covered drain
(although the bottom was choked with silt and it may well
have been deeper originally) could be seen under a patch
of conglomerate at the river’s edge where the women
went to fetch water.

WORK STRATEGY

SURFACE COLLECTIONS

The entire area was sherded during the course of the
season; since it was spring, the progressively thicker
growth of grass and other vegetation will have affected
the efficiency of the later collections. Only diagnostic
sherds (rims, bases, feature and decorated sherds) were
retained, from the following areas (Fig 18):

A—the main promontory at the south of the site, where
wall clearance was also being carried out; this area
included the village cemetery and the small north/south
wadi

B—the north-east part of the enclosed area, including the
north-east section of the rampart

C—the north-west area of the enclosure and north-west
ramparts

D—the north-central area and rampart

E—the area immediately to the north of the village, ie the
more recently abandoned stone structures

F—individual house compounds within the village, aban-
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Fig 19 (a and b). Seh Qubba: Trench [Al], sections
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doned in the last few months or years
G—the centre of the enclosed area
H—the eastern slope of the mound and the immediate
river bank
I—the east-west wadi

Some sherds were also collected from the brief
reconnaissance in the spring of 1985, or were found
before the division of the site into different areas. The
sherd scatter at Seh Qubba was relatively thin, with no
particular concentrations except in the wadi (Area I),
where erosion from upper levels had caused a thicker
concentration.

[A2] WALL CLEARANCE
Within Area A, wall clearance was carried out to obtain,

Fig 20. Seh Qubba: Trench
[A], Phase 14.1 plan

in the event only partially, the plan of a large Islamic
building, the remains of which were partly visible on the
surface (Fig 28). Contexts and associated material from
this operation were labelled [A2] to distinguish them from
[A1], which was the deep sounding (see below). Pottery
and other finds were separated according to individual
rooms to see if there were any spatial distinctions,
although obviously all these contexts were topsoil or sub-
topsoil and were probably disturbed to some extent, as
indicated by the presence of a coin of King Faisal II
(1939-58) which was found during clearance, along with
a yellow glass playing marble.

[A1] peep sounpING (Figs 18-28, Pls. 30-33)
A sounding, [A1], was dug in Area A to obtain a strati-

Fig 21. Seh Qubba: Trench
[A], Phase 14.2 plan
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Fig 22. Seh Qubba: Trench
[A], Phase 15 plan

graphic sequence for this part of the site. This area was
chosen for the following reasons:

—it was relatively free of later structures (although the
cemetery was beginning to encroach);

—it was the most prominent part of the site, so might be
expected to show any strategic aspects of the settlement
here;

—it could provide a more three-dimensional view of the
history of the obviously major building cleared in Opera-
tion A2; for this reason, the sounding was situated against
a wall of this building.

The sounding measured 4 x 5m initially, although
it was soon reduced in area by stone walls projecting from
the south baulk and was subsequently reduced again to 2 x
2m as time ran short. Probable virgin soil (not bedrock)
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was reached at a depth of 4.33m.

[B], [C] anD [D] sounpings (Figs 18, 23)

Three soundings, [B1], [C1] and [D1], were dug in the
northern area of the enclosure. These were to ascertain the
depth of deposit in an area which appeared to be rather
shallow, and to see if there were any differences in the
type of deposit that might be expected from the surface.
[B1], measuring 3 x 3m, was dug in the angle of the street
and an abutting wall. [C1], measuring 5 x 2m (although
this was soon reduced to 2 x 2m), was dug in the angle of
walls forming a room. [D1], measuring 2 x 3m, was
placed across one of the two long parallel walls running
north/south to the gate in the centre of the north rampart,
to see if there was any difference between street and

Fig 23. Seh Qubba: Trench [C1], west section
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internal layers.

[C2] ramparT TRENCH (Figs 18, 24)

A trench, [C2], originally 10 x 2m, but subsequently
extended to 14 x 2m, was cut across the line of the
ramparts in the north-east area of the enclosure to deter-
mine the date and construction. Due to limited time, it was
impossible to complete the section through the rampart.

ConToUR PLAN (Fig 18)

A contour survey of the entire enclosure and its immediate
surroundings was undertaken by Bronwen Campbell,
Caroline Davies and Tessa Rickards to record the topog-
raphy of the site (Fig 44). The contour plan delineated the
ramparts and associated features, such as possible gate-
ways, and also picked up wall alignments and other
structures visible on the surface.

MOobERN VILLAGE (Figs 28-30)

Advantage was taken of the gradual desertion of the
modern village to examine some of the house compounds
as far as the limited time allowed (Figs 65-7). This had the
aim of providing ethnoarchaeological parallels for the
excavations at Seh Qubba and elsewhere in the project
and creating at least a basic record of village styles and
ways of life that are fast disappearing. In this context it is
worth emphasising that the new settlements built to
rehouse villagers displaced by the floodwaters (eg
Bardiya and New Zammar) are completely different in
building techniques, layout and lifestyle from the tradi-
tional settlements they have replaced. This recording
operation therefore fulfils the rescue side of the project as
much as the excavations.

RESULTS OF INVESTIGATIONS

PRE-1sT MILLENNIUM BC

In the large wadi and the steep slopes leading down to the
river, Areas H and I, a very small amount of possible
Assyrian pottery types belonging broadly to the 2nd
millennium were found. None of them could be associ-
ated with any of the excavated structures or strata,
however. The sherds were not clearly diagnostic, includ-
ing general stripe-painted types which might be Khabur
and the distinctive but broadly dated 2nd-millennium
‘channel bases’, but no classic Khabur, Mitannian or
Middle Assyrian types.

PERIOD 11 LATE ASSYRIAN

A small number of Late Assyrian diagnostic sherds were
found in surface collections and in residual contexts in the
Area A excavations. The surface material was almost
entirely from the slopes of the large wadi, Area I, and the
slopes down to the river, Area H (ie contexts that would
have eroded out from Area A deposits). No stratified
remains from this period were found in the [Al] sound-
ing, however.
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PErIOD 14 PARTHO-ROMAN

[A1] sounding (Fig 18)

The deep sounding in Area A cut down through seven
successive phases of occupation/construction to reach
probable virgin soil (see below) at 4.33m. The lowest two
phases belonged to Period 14. It must be emphasised that
the sounding, 5 x 4m in area at the top, was confined to
less than 2 x 2m by the time it reached the bottom. This
was barely enough room to recognise even basic strati-
graphic trends, let alone complete architectural units and
their relationship to each other. Nevertheless, a number of
important features were exposed.

Phase 14.1 large wall (Figs 19a&b-20, P1. 29)

What appeared to be virgin soil (the conglomerate bed-
rock was not reached) was an orange grainy material,
4.33m deep (67). However, there was only a very small
exposure at this depth (less than 2 square metres) and it
was dug into only by a few centimetres; in view of the
surprising depth of virgin soil in [C1] and the presence of
pre-Roman pottery in residual contexts, virgin soil might
in fact have been deeper. It was completely level; it is
possible that this was deliberately levelled before a very
shallow, 30 cm-deep foundation trench, (66), was dug into
it for a wall foundation of undressed stone, (64), which
ran diagonally across the sounding. This consisted of a
facing of two courses of very large undressed stones with
a core of loosely packed small pebbles and gravel. It was
not possible to ascertain the total width of the wall due to
the restricted space at this depth; its maximum visible
width was 1.3m, but presumably it would have been wider
than this by at least another facing of large stones. Above
this was the mudbrick superstructure (63). Not all the
bricks in the wall could be articulated, but those which
could measured 38 x 36 x 9 cm.

The mudbricks in the southern part of the sounding
had been cut to the level of the stone foundation by the
foundation trench, (65), of the Phase 14.2 wall, (48),
above. Over presumed natural was laid some 60 cm of
clean levelling-up infilling, (61) and (62), containing a
few scattered stones. Sealing this fill and presumably
associated with the wall was a compacted yellow-orange
surface (60), containing flecks of charcoal and plaster.
The surface was at the same level as the top of the
mudbricks, so it was not certain whether it abutted the
wall or covered it. It was probably external, to judge from
the thickness of the wall and its proximity to the edge of
the slope. Above surface 60 was some 45 cm of clean
compact fill (59), in which was found a fine decorated
bone pin <368>. This fill possibly marks the abandon-
ment of this phase. Relatively little material was recov-
ered from Phase 14.1.

Phase 14.2 mosaic floor (Fig 21, Pls. 30-32)

Far more meaningful architecture was exposed in the
second phase. This consisted of parts of two rooms, both
of them with fairly substantial floors. Walls were of dry-
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or mud-bonded large undressed stones throughout.

Walls 51 and 54 (90 cm-1m wide and at least 75
cm wide respectively) were bonded together and cut by a
secondary wall, 48 (55-65 cm wide). Wall 49 (60 cm
wide) was also secondary, though it was on the same
alignment as the earlier walls. It is possible that Walls 51
and 54 might have fallen out of use when Walls 48 and 49
were built, as the latter rested on Layers 53 and 55, which
abutted Walls 51 and 54. The walls survived to heights
between 20 and 50 cm. Most of this level was not
excavated below these walls, so the depth of any associ-
ated foundation trenches is not known, except for Wall 48
which had a cut (65), about 90 cm deep.

The floor of the northern room was made of good
quality white plaster (53), laid on a 14 cm thick underlay
of packed gravel and pebbles (57), which underlay Wall
48. The floor plaster, however, continued up the adjacent
wall faces, including Wall 48, to their fullest surviving
height (at least 20 cm). An iron arrowhead <375> came
from the material that lay on this floor (52).

The floor of the southern room had several impor-
tant features. Close to the baulk was a slightly curved
water channel 3m long and 25-30 cm deep, (58: Figs
19a&b, Pl. 31). It was formed of rectangular slabs of
roughly dressed stone (including one slab of mortar
containing two fired bricks), all set on edge. At least part
of the channel had been covered with undressed stone
slabs as well. Two almost complete drainpipes were
recovered <376> and <377>, as well as several frag-
ments. The length of the individual pipes was 34 cm, with
an exterior diameter of 14 c¢cm; the channel was about 14-
22 cm wide at the top, and about 18 cm wide at the
bottom.

The drain appeared to be a sub-floor feature.
Adjacent to the drain, but outside the area disturbed by Pit
37 (see below), lay a very fragmented plaster surface (55),
which included the remains of a mosaic (56), somewhat
scattered and with no original design retrievable (P1. 32).
All the tesserae <361> were of stone and were at least
partly squared (some had only one surface squared off
and were in other respects still rounded pebbles, but most
had been completely squared). Most (118) were white,
but 43 were black or dark grey, and 3 were pink; several
more tesserae <363>, presumably from this mosaic, were
found in adjacent contexts. They were not all the same
size: most were 15mm square (with varying thickness),
but there were a few, mostly white, which were only Smm
square. Surface 55 also had many fragments of glass
<349> lying on it, and more glass fragments, <341> and
<343>, came from the contexts that overlay this surface.
Wall 49 was built over this surface.

Phase 14.2 was heavily disturbed by a number of
pits dug from the Period 17 Islamic building (similar pits
have also contaminated some of the Period 14 and 15
contexts). Pit 36 cut Walls 51 and 54, so the full width of
Wall 54 and the length of Wall 51 are not clear, and Pit 36
also cut the eastern end of the drain. Pit 37 disturbed
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about 1.75m of the western end of the drain, which lostall
its capping stones and drainpipes for this length, and this
disturbance also obscured the relationship of the drain to
the mosaic.

The disuse and collapse of the building was
marked by Feature 50, a heap of stones between Walls 48
and 49. This was at first thought to be an additional wall
linking Walls 48 and 49, but was subsequently found to be
collapse, probably from Wall 48. It included two halves of
a circular grinding stone, one half found lying on the
highest surviving course of Wall 54 and the other half
among the stones of Feature 50. Covering both this
collapse and the walls there was about 50 cm of fairly
compact, clean fill, (44) and (47), presumably indicating a
period of abandonment.

[B1], [C1] and [DI] soundings (Figs 18, 23)

The three soundings in the open area of the ancient
settlement, [B1], [C1] and [D1], also contained pottery
from Period 14, albeit in lesser quantities. Due to shortage
of both time and resources, it was not possible to analyse
the stratigraphy of these three soundings in as much detail
as one would have wished. All but [C1] in any case
contained fairly simple stratigraphy without any struc-
tures (Fig 23). Even the meagre structures of [C1] con-
sisted only of two successive floor levels, both probably
belonging to the Sasano-Byzantine period, though Partho-
Roman material was mixed throughout. Since virgin soil
in [C1] was still not reached after 2.2m (when it became
necessary to finish the excavations), it seems likely that
this Partho-Roman material belongs to lower strata as yet
unexcavated.? [D1] contained considerable quantities of
Partho-Roman pottery, particularly in its lowest layer (4),
immediately above virgin soil, though it also contained
similar amounts of Sasano-Byzantine pottery. Inconclu-
sive though the evidence from these three trenches may
appear, it does at least indicate the presence of Period 14
settlement in this part of the site.

Surface collections

Period 14 pottery was picked up in surface collections
from most parts of the site. Although Period 14 pottery
was not found in as great a quantity as later pottery, there
was enough to confirm that the settlement spread over the
full area of the site in this period; the lesser quantities
probably reflect the fact that levels of this period were
obscured by later deposits, rather than a smaller area of
settlement.

PERIOD 15 SASANO-BYZANTINE

[A1] sounding

Phase 15.1 disintegrated plaster surface

(Figs 19a&b, 22)

Period 15 is marked by a change in building technique to
mudbrick or fauf, as opposed to stone. Wall 33 was at

2 ([C1] is discussed in more detail in Period 15 below)
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least 1.9m wide, consisting of very regular square
mudbricks, 43 x 43 x 10 cm, four courses high. Along its
edge lay what appeared to be half-bricks. The individual
bricks themselves were made particularly clear by the
alternating use of hard orange and soft green sandy
material in their composition. Directly below Wall 33
were some 40 cm of hard, grey-brown clay containing
some fired brick fragments and few potsherds, (45), on an
identical alignment to the wall. This clay was completely
different in nature from the layer immediately adjacent to
it on the same level, (44), underlying Surface 42, though
no line separating the two adjacent contexts was seen
either in excavation or in the sections. Since Surface 42
stopped just short of Layer 45 (Figs 19a&b), ie on the
same line as Wall 33 but 40 cm lower down (and covering
the same area as the subsequent Phase 15.2 surface higher
up, (38), which was definitely associated with the two
walls), this hard clay must have been some sort of packed,
trench-filled foundation for Wall 33, despite the lack of
any visible line dividing it from adjacent contexts. Sur-
face 42 was probably a very eroded plaster surface, as
some flecks and larger patches of white plaster survived
in places, and under it there was a 5-10 cm deep matrix of
grey plaster and stones, (43); a few isolated tesserae
<362>, were found in the fill (40), immediately above the
surface (although these might have originated from the
Phase 14.2 mosaic). In the room in the north-east corner
of the sounding, formed by Walls 32 and 41, was found
some still fibrous, yellow matted straw on the floor,
although most of it had been obscured by the Period 17 pit
(36)°

Wall 32 was tauf, which appeared to be cut into
Wall 33. Its northern end was cut by the Period 17 Pit 37.
It had a 65 cm-wide layer of fauf on top of it, (30),
probably representing a secondary stage of construction.
A feature interpreted as a stump of mudbrick wall, (41),
although no bricks were articulated, ran along the north-
ern section of the sounding, with a maximum width of 40
cm and height of 1.2m. This was the only construction
which definitely continued in use with both surfaces
known in this phase (42 and 38), though its exact
relationship with Wall 32 is uncertain as it was cut by Pit
37.

Period 15.2 sandy surface (Figs 19a&b, 22)

Above Surface 42 was a layer of clean dark brown clayey
fill (40), containing a patch of broken mudbricks and little
pottery. It had no appearance of occupation, but was
probably build-up to the next surface (38). This was a
very even, orange-brown sandy surface, containing no
signs of occupation. Surface 38 was built against the faces
of all three walls, (32), (33) and (41).

The rooms were filled with approximately 50 cm
of general debris and accumulation, (29), (31), (34) and
(39), followed by a further 50 cm or so of similar
accumulation, (24), 25) and (28), which covered all
structures. This presumably represents the disuse and
abandonment of the building.

The [B1], [C1] and [D1] soundings (Figs 18, 23)
[B1] This 3 x 3m trench was dug to a depth of 40 cm. It
was dug stratigraphically (there were only two contexts)

%o
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3 (Note that this was not in the pit, but clearly outside it and therefore
not part of any pit lining)

7

Fig 24. Seh Qubba: Trench [C2], section
across the ramparts
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but largely without supervision. The topsoil (1), was 15-
20 cm thick, and the deposit below this (2), was dug for
another 20 cm through orange clayey material containing
a few scattered stone blocks, before reaching an orange
grainy material, very clean and empty, which appeared to
be virgin soil.

[C1] (Fig 23) This was the last of the three
soundings to be dug and the first to indicate that virgin
soil in this part of the site must be at some depth (this
sounding was dug to a depth of 2.2m, when it had to be
discontinued for logistical reasons without virgin soil
being reached). Some slight mixing may have taken place
because the work here had to be unsupervised for part of
the time, but most of the material was Sasano-Byzantine
from all layers. The only signs of structures were two
pebble surfaces, one at a depth of 80-100 cm, (5), and the
other at a depth of almost 2m, (10). In the accumulation,
(9), immediately above Surface 10, were found fragments
of several glass vessels <319>. A wall of large undressed
stones, (8), was possibly associated with Floor 10. Part of
a pit some 1.6m deep was picked up in the section from
20 cm below topsoil.

[D1] This trench also had very simple stratigraphy
(two layers (3)-(4)) and contained no trace of structures. It
contained one glass fragment <342>. It was dug to a
depth of 1.4m before finding virgin soil. This was an
orange grainy clay usually identified as virgin soil else-
where in the excavations, although in view of the unex-
pected depth of [C1] nearby this assumption may be
questioned. However, the soundings did at least serve
their purpose by demonstrating the shallow depth of the
architectural remains visible on the surface.

The [C2] rampart trench (Fig 24)
The topmost layer (1), was orange and grainy with a large
number of small pebbles and gravel. The topsoil was not

the relatively rich dark brown soil found in [B1], [C1] and
[D1]. It was 30-40 cm thick and contained one sherd,
probably Islamic. Below this was 50-100 cm of dark
brown soil (2), almost solidly hard-packed pebbles and
gravel, again with almost no pottery. This layer was not
bottomed, but towards the southern end of the trench
began to curve downwards steeply. Layer (3), 25 em to
1m thick, again consisted entirely of pebbles and gravel
which began as a straight line visible in the section and
stretching for at least 3m. Again, this layer was not
bottomed, but began to slope steeply at the southern end.
Layer (4) was the topsoil from the inside of the rampart,
which was unlike the grainy topsoil, (1), but more like the
brown crumbly topsoil from the nearby soundings.
Surface collections

Pottery from Period 15 was found fairly consistently all
over the site. Two surface finds deserve special mention: a
Byzantine follis in a very weathered condition <354>,
recovered from the subsidiary wadi, and a very heavily
weathered fragment of carved sandstone <383>, which
was probably part of a Byzantine-style capital

PERrIOD 16 EARLY ISLAMIC

No recognisable Early Islamic occupation or architecture
was found in the excavations. A few Early Islamic glazed
sherds were found out of context in both the [Al]
sounding and [A2] clearance, and a few more on the
surface in Area A, but they were not found in great
quantities or in any concentration. The most significant
surface find (unprovenanced) was a coin of the caliph
Mustansir (1226-42) <355>.

PErioD 17 MIDDLE IsLaMIC

[A1] sounding

Phase 17.1 building with storage pits (Fig 25)

Above the fill separating them from the Period 15 struc-
tures were parts of two rooms. There was a radical change
in construction technique, marked by the extensive use of

Fig 25. Seh Qubba: Trench [A1], Phase 17.1pli
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mortar. The structure consisted of two walls, (20)/(27)
and (14)/(26). Both consisted of superstructures, (20) and
(14), resting on foundations, (27) and (26) respectively,
which were some 5-10 cm wider. Wall 14/26 appeared to
have a doorway, the threshold resting directly on the
foundation wall (26). Both walls were built of hard mortar
and stone, with the plaster on the wall faces smoothed and
finished. Only a suggestion of foundation trenches was
visible in the section.

The floors of both rooms, (13) and (16), were
surprisingly flimsy in view of the solidity of the walls,
consisting of compacted earth with patches of plaster,
built on loose earth and rubble underlays, (19) and (21). A
regular circular pit (18), with a flat bottom, 95 cm deep,
1.2m top diameter and 1.3m bottom diameter, was dug
from Floor 13 of the southern room and contained loose
grey ashy fill (17), in which were found a fragment of a
glass bowl <347>, and a semi-complete double-handled
jar with combed decoration.

Cut from Floor 16 in the north room was another
pit (37), with a very pronounced bell-shape. Its diameter
could not be obtained, but in the section its width at the
top was 60 cm and at the base some 2m. The pit had been
filled with amorphous loose grey ash (22), which was
largely uniform apart from a few lenses of harder-packed
material near the bottom.

Phase 17.2 rebuilding (Fig 26)

About 36-40 cm of fill, (12) and (15), accumulated above
Floors 13 and 16 before Walls 14/26 and 20/27 were used
as foundations for Walls 9 and 4 respectively. In the
north-east corer of the trench a bell-shaped pit (36), was
cut from this fill. It was about 1.6-1.8m deep and had been
lined with clay about 6-8 mm thick, (35), possibly
intended for grain storage. The lining could be seen only

as far down as the brick collapse, which could indicate a
change of function for the pit after the base had filled up.
The bottom 60 cm (46), was filled with loose ashy debris;
above that was 20-40 cm of amorphous brick collapse and
above that was 90 cm-1m of building rubbish (23), mostly
stone (undressed, but including a large roughly squared
stone block) with some mortar and occasional patches of
ash.

Walls 9 and 4 were both on the same alignment as
their predecessors and of the same mortar and stone
construction, although much rougher (Wall 4 was plaster-
faced, but Wall 9 was not), and slightly wider (Wall 9 was
1.06m wide). More mortar and less stone had been used.
Both walls were also shorter, with jambs at their eastern
ends. Associated with this phase was a fragmentary
plaster floor (10)/(11), containing slight traces of very
dark ash. The rooms were filled with a grey ashy fill, (5),
(7) and (8), about 60 cm deep, below topsoil.

The [A2] wall clearance (Fig 27)
The exterior walls and part of the interior plan of a large
Islamic secular building were recovered. The 17.1 and
17.2 phases in [A1] formed a part of this. As much of the
building plan was already visible on or near the surface,
only the walls were traced; the [A2] unit numbers refer to
horizontal clearance areas rather than vertical strati-
graphic units. Thus, Unit 12 would refer to the area on
either side of Wall 12, etc. It was not possible in the time
available to clear down to floors except in the sounding,
although in places it was apparent that a surface had been
reached. This area was the focus of Salem Yunis’s subse-
quent excavations, in which floor levels and considerably
more of the plan were exposed. A brief note on this
appears in Sumer 1987-88, 87.

Of the plan as a whole it is possible to say only that

“® |
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Fig 26. Seh Qubba: Trench
[Al], Phase 17.2 plan
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there were rooms along each exterior wall of the building,
and also some structures in the middle. The western 10-
15m was encroached upon by the cemetery of the modern
village, which obscured that part of the plan to the extent
that although the line of the west wall could be traced it
was not possible to see whether it contained the main
entrance, as seemed possible. In this connection it should
be noted that short lengths of wall, 2m long at most, were
visible in the cemetery across the subsidiary wadi. These
were of the same stone and mortar construction and on the
same alignment as the large building, but this area was
very densely occupied by graves which prevented any
plan being traced.

Methods of construction

The complex was built of undressed stone and mortar,
which tended to be grey, heavily flecked with white; walls
were usually 35-40 cm wide (Wall 2, however, had been
doubled in width from 36 to 80 cm).

Both the exterior walls to the north and east were
irregular for much of their length; the wall on the north
appeared only as an approximate line, largely of rubble,
of varying widths. Its original definition had been lost for
about half its total length of some 60m, mostly in the
centre. The wall to the east had a very regular and
completely plastered inner face. This was in contrast to
the outer face, which resembled the north wall, which may
have been partly removed or have fallen down the slope.

Buttressing

The east wall had two definite buttresses, both roughly the
same size, ¢ 80 cm x 1.3m (the edges were slightly
irregular), and both abutting rather than bonded. The main
south wall had several projecting features: two buttresses
(80 cm x 1.4m), again abutting, and a small spur wall or
long thin buttress, which appeared to be bonded. The
main west wall also had slight projections, 60 cm x 3.4m,
and a wall which disappeared off to the west for 1.2m
before breaking off. Wall 11 had an interior buttress, 60 x
80 cm.

Columns and column bases

Walls 28 and 29 had column bases, also built of undressed
stone and mortar. The western one was a rounded corner
pilaster with a diameter of 50 cm and a height of 20 cm.
The eastern one had a diameter of 65 cm and stood on a
square, stepped base, 88 x 0.94 cm (P1. 33).

It is possible that the small squarish projections at
either end of Wall 38 could have been the bases for
columns (west end 1 x 1.1m; east end 80 cm x 1.1m). In
addition, a small column base in diagonally dressed stone
was found reused as one of many pieces of material
decorating a grave in the cemetery. The shaft was 10 cm
high with a diameter of 16 cm on a rectangular base 28 x
18 cm and 8 cm high.

74

Doorways

It was impossible to obtain the dimensions of doorways in
most cases, either because they were not present (presum-
ably where only the foundation level of the wall survived)
or because they were badly eroded.

The only doorway which could be measured was
the one in Wall 2, which also appeared in the section of
the [A1] sounding and was 1.4m wide. A large break at
the south-west corner of the building some 5m long might
indicate a possible approach from the river and up the
wadi, but even if this were the case it would have been too
steep for a major entrance. As there is no large entrance
from the east (again an extremely steep slope), one may
assume that the main entrance was probably along the
western wall, now largely obscured by graves.

A small room (interior measurements 1.15 x 2.3m)
near the north-east corner of the complex at the top of the
slope had two steps at the top which suggested a stair
turning and descending to the right. This room was on
almost the same alignment as two 3m-long parallel lines
of stone and mortar construction visible about halfway
down the slope. It was not possible for logistical reasons
to investigate this any further, but subsequent excavations
in 1986 and 1987 by Salem Yunis confirmed the existence
of a stairway down to the river.

A possible stone door socket and associated chan-
nel were found in Wall 37. The doorway here was only 65
cm wide.

Mortar and plaster

Mortar, grey with white flecks, was used in the construc-
tion of all walls, and its use was particularly generous
when the wall was made of small, undressed stones. This
is in contrast to the modern building subsequently con-
structed over the northern part of the building, which is
entirely without mortar, except for that used in blocks like
undressed stone, which was probably reused from the
Islamic building. Upon re-examination of Area [A2] by
Salem Yunis it seemed possible that different construction
phases associated with the building were characterised by
differing qualities of mortar, the earlier phase(s) appar-
ently employing a slightly pinkish-white mortar and the
later phase(s) a darker grey mortar flecked with ash (St J
Simpson, pers comm).

Some walls had deliberately plastered faces, ie
plaster was applied as an additional layer, as opposed to
some walls which appeared to be plastered because of the
use of copious quantities of mortar in their construction.
These deliberately plastered walls were Walls 5 (interior
face only), 10, 11, 14, 18, 27, 30, 32, 33 (in parts), 44, 45
and 46. In all these cases the plaster was light or mid-grey,
except for 11 and 14 where the plaster was white.

Several fragments of plaster recovered during wall
clearance indicated some form of decoration. Most of
these were marked with a single groove, not unlike the
slight revetting along Wall 5, but one piece of white
plaster from the area of Walls 11 and 14 was decorated
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Fig 27. Seh Qubba: Period 18 ‘administrative building’
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with triangles cut in relief <371>. Some moulded pieces
with curved decoration <372>, presumably hand-made,
were found here and in the upper level of the sounding.
One of these was a piece of plaster curved in such a way
as to suggest that it was from a fallen archway. Some
simple, round-sectioned, architectural mouldings were
also found in the area of Walls 11 and 14. This was the
only part of the complex to produce evidence of deco-
rated plaster (some was also found in the sounding); it
may be noted that fragments of a glass beaker <350>,
decorated on the exterior with very fine geometric and
animal motifs in red and blue enamel and gold leaf, were
also discovered here; further fragments of this vessel were
recovered in the subsequent excavations by Salem Yunis
(St J Simpson, pers. comm). Other significant glass
objects found in this building were two perfume bottles,
<314> and <351>, from next to Walls 44 and 34 respec-
tively.

Brickwork

Fragments of fired bricks, usually 8-10 cm thick, occa-
sionally turned up in the course of wall clearance, indi-
vidually or in groups of three or four fragments. Some
were extremely coarse with very heavy chaff tempering
and were an overfired green in cross-section. Others were
reddish brown with less temper, and much less friable.
Neither variety, however, was found in any concentration

O Oven
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or with any evidence of brick construction, and their
isolated occurrences suggest that they were reused.

The [B], [C] and [D] soundings

These trenches were all sited on or next to remains visible
on the surface, with the main aim of determining the depth
and stratigraphy of the remains. In the event, all the
surface architecture so tested proved to be only one
course deep, and the stratigraphy did not reflect the
remains visible on the surface. This ‘negative evidence’,
however, did at least demonstrate that such surface re-
mains belonged to one of the latest phases at Seh Qubba.

Surface collections

Pottery from the surface confirmed a settlement spread
over the entire site for this period. The most significant
surface find (unprovenanced) was an Atabeg coin of the
Mosul Zengids (1127-1228), <356>.

PERIOD 18 LATE IsLaMIC

[A1] sounding

Three tannurs, (2), (3) and (6), were built in the area of
the sounding, cut from the surface into the topsoil (1).
They appear to postdate the destruction of the Phase 17.2
building.
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Fig 28. Seh Qubba: House
F1, measured sketch plan

The [A2] wall clearance (Fig 27)

The area of the administrative building contained many
more tannurs, approximately 20 in all (Fig 27). They
presumably postdate the building considerably, as some at
least cut the walls. It is possible that these ovens are
associated with the modermn two-roomed structure overly-
ing the northern part of the Islamic building, which now
survives only as stone footings (external dimensions: 14.3
x 4.4m). The tannurs were all roughly the same size; the
smallest had a diameter of 40 cm, and the largest a
diameter of 70 cm (most were 50-60 cm).

PERIOD 19 RECENT

General observations

The modern village was not situated on the highest part of
the site, Area A, but was further back on another raised
area to the south, straddling the small east/west wadi.
During the excavations in February 1986 about half the
village was still inhabited, mainly the southem half, and
the other half was abandoned at various times. Some
structures were still standing to roof height or the roof
itself was still preserved, and others survived only as a
course or two of undressed stone, with the now empty
rooms and courtyards given over to sheep grazing. In
view of this slow rate of desertion, obviously spread over
some time, there is almost certainly some overlap with
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Period 18.

The cemetery was dominated by the four tombs
(qubbas). According to the villagers, one was recent, one
was only a little older, and the other two were ‘old” (Pls.
34-35). This was borne out by the state of repair. There
were graves on both sides of the east/west wadi, but
mainly to the north encroaching on Area A. Only one of
the tombs was to the south, surrounded by a few graves.

House compound F1 (Fig 28)
This compound was constructed of undressed stone fac-
ing bonded with mud, with a mud filling. Walls generally
consisted of a course of larger stones (¢ 30 x 45 x 20 cm)
followed by several courses of smaller stones (¢ 15 x 15x
20 cm), laid either in straight rows or ‘herringbone’.
There were also some blocks of mortar reused from
earlier buildings. All walls were a standard 35-40 cm
thick, and survived to a maximum height of 1.15m.
Rooms 1 and 2 on the plan in Figure 28 were said
locally to be women’s quarters, 3 was a reception room, 4
the kitchen and 5 possibly a hammam or bathroom. Room
6 may have been a sleeping platform for the summer. The
compound was probably used by a multi-generational
family.

House compounds F2 and F3 (Fig 29)
Recorded only in plan
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House compound F4 (Fig 30)

The walls consisted of stone footings and mudbrick
superstructure. The height of the footings varied from 90
cm-1.1m in Room 1 to 1.7m in Room 2 and 1.35m in
Room 3. The stone footings were of large undressed
stones (¢ 35 x 20 cm) bonded in mortar. Various pieces of
ancient masonry were reused in the construction, eg
occasional lumps of mortar, fragments of basalt grinders
and a large (80 x 20 x 22 cm) dressed door socket on the
corner of Room 1. The mudbricks measured 42-43 x 24-
27 x 9-10 cm, and were laid horizontally except for the
top course of Room 1 (the only room where a top course
still survived), which was herringbone. The interior of
Room 1 was plastered with heavily chaff-tempered brown
mud plaster, Room 2 with red-painted mud plaster and
Room 3 with rough grey plaster that did not quite obscure
the stones in the wall.

Only Rooms 1, 2 and 4 were pierced by windows,
two in each. All were small (32-64 cm wide by 43-95 cm
high), with plastered rounded edges and wooden lintels.
The two in Room 2 also had metal sheeting above them
for additional protection. In addition, the west wall of
Room 1 was pierced by two extremely small ‘windows’,
15 x 20 cm, just below the roof. Room 3 had no lighting.
All windows and doors were slightly wider at the bottom
than the top.

Room 1 had the only doorway that was preserved
to its full height (1.6m) and unblocked. All had wooden
lintels (where surviving). Widths seemed to be a standard
80-85 cm. Room 1 also had the only surviving roof. It was
supported by a central post, 9 cm thick and 2.3m high,
resting in a large irregular posthole. This post held up two
thick longitudinal beams (each ¢ 15 cm thick) that rested
in a short wooden cradle or ‘capital’ that formed a ‘T’
with the central post. These beams were higher than the
walls parallel to them, so as to form the ridge of a slightly
pitched roof. They supported 18 smaller transverse
beams, on which rested the matting and chaff-tempered
mud plaster of the roof.

Room 3 was later divided by the addition of a
small mudbrick partition wall. The doorway from Room 4
into the courtyard was blocked off and a new door into its
south wall opened up, so that it formed part of an
adjoining compound (Room 1 of Compound F5). There
was no fannur visible, either in the rooms or the court-
yard.

House compound F5 (Fig 30)

Considerably more stone was used in the construction of
this house than in the others, sometimes for the entire
height of a wall (eg Room 4), although gables were
invariably of mudbrick. Larger-sized stones were laid flat
in courses, but smaller stones (¢ 10 x 15 cm) were laid in
a herringbone pattern. Both types were bonded with
considerable amounts of mud mortar, in some cases
almost obscuring the stones. Mudbricks (43 x 24 X 10 cm)
were used mainly for enclosure walls and secondary
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Fig 29. Seh Qubba: House F3, measured sketch plan

blocking.

Room 1 was plastered with a heavily straw-tem-
pered mud plaster painted red then overpainted green on
three walls. The only decoration was a red frieze around
the walls, ¢ 80 cm high, two hand impressions on the
north wall above the frieze, and A//ah in red paint on the
east wall. Room 2 was plastered in plain white plaster. No
other rooms were plastered.

Rooms 1 and 2 were also the only rooms with
windows. All were small, between 30 and 80 cm high and
30-60 cm wide, about 1.5m above ground, and had
wooden lintels. Doors in Rooms 1 and 2 were slightly
trapezoidal in shape, 1.35m high; doors in other rooms
were simply gaps in the walls.

Roofs were standard beam, matting and mud con-
struction, and all were pitched. The north door of Room 1,
leading into House Compound F4, had been blocked,
presumably converting it from an F4 room to an F5 room.
F5 compound was therefore perhaps originally two sepa-
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rate compounds opened out to form one, reflecting family
arrangements. The change of Room 1 from F4 to F5S
presumably also reflects changes in family circumstances.

DISCUSSION

The various operations at Seh Qubba were sited with a
view to answering specific questions as well as obtaining
a pottery sequence from excavation; in some cases these
questions were not conclusively answered, as with the
rampart trench where it was impossible to establish a firm
date on the basis of the work carried out. Other questions
could be only half answered: the depth of deposit in the
trenches was not fully established, although they indi-
cated that the features visible on the surface were of no
great depth.

Our investigations provided a picture of a site
occupying an important strategic position, with excellent
natural defences which had been further reinforced by
fortification. The site was large enough to accommodate a
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reasonably substantial population rather than being onlya
fort, and may therefore have been a military settlement. It
is the military aspects of the site which seem to be a
constant theme through most of the periods in which Seh
Qubba was occupied.

PRE-1ST MILLENNIUM

No evidence was found of any early (pre-2nd millennium)
settlement at Seh Qubba, despite the highly strategic
location of the site (or perhaps because of it, since its
height above the river may have been too inconvenient for
normal rural settlement). A fragment of what appeared to
be a bevelled-rim bowl was found in a Period 17 pit in
[A1], (23), but this alone cannot be taken as evidence ofa
Later Uruk settlement. It may have been an isolated piece
brought up from Tell Abu Dhahir during the Middle
Islamic period, or alternatively the fragment in question
might have belonged to a much later coarse chaff-tem-
pered vessel with a superficial resemblance to a bevelled-

Fig 30. Seh Qubba: Houses
F4 & F5, measured sketch
plan
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rim bowl (it consisted only of a base fragment, not the
more characteristic rim fragment which makes bevelled-
rim bowls so unmistakeable). Similarly, an obsidian blade
was found in a Phase 14.1 deposit; the use or reuse of
lithics in late historical periods in the Near East has been
discussed by Miller (1984).

The 2nd-millennium sherds found in the wadi
might have been eroding out from a part of the site which
was not investigated fully (although no such sherds
appeared in other areas of the site). Another possibility,
suggested by the bottom of the [A1] sounding, is that the
area was levelled when Phase 14.1 was constructed; if
there had been a thin settlement deposit there, this would
have been removed and thrown into the neighbouring
wadi. Certainly the top of ‘natural’ was very even and
gave the impression almost of a deliberately flattened
surface. Alternatively, pre-Roman occupation may not
have been reached in the [A1] sounding, as it was not
conclusively demonstrated that virgin soil had been
reached. Area A was also the most prominent and thus
perhaps the most attractive part of the site for settlement,
at least to the security-conscious. It would be surprising if
this prominent location remained uninhabited while other
parts of the site were occupied.

All one can say, therefore, is that there was some
slight 2nd-millennium presence at Seh Qubba, but it is not
possible either to date it more accurately or to say
anything about the nature of the settlement during this
long period except that it was not on a scale comparable
even to the minor 2nd-millennium settlements in the
vicinity (eg Tell Gir Matbakh, Khirbet Shireena and
Khirbet Karhasan).

PERIOD 11 LATE ASSYRIAN

Sherds from the Late Assyrian period were slightly more
numerous and more diagnostic than those from the 2nd
millennium. They included many plain vegetable-tem-
pered forms familiar from the excavations at Khirbet
Shireena and elsewhere. It seems likely, therefore, that
there was Late Assyrian occupation at Seh Qubba, albeit
of a very meagre nature. Since most of these sherds were
found in and around Area A, the highest part of the site
immediately overlooking the river, it seems likely that the
Late Assyrian settlement had a military/strategic purpose,
possibly a garrison or ‘police post’ rather than a domestic
or rural settlement such as in other later Assyrian settle-
ments in the area (eg Khirbet Shireena, Tell Abu Dhahir
and Khirbet Karhasan). Certainly the highly strategic
location of Seh Qubba would have proved a very attrac-
tive position for such a military-minded people as the
Late Assyrians.

PERIOD 14 PARTHO-ROMAN

Surprisingly, there was virtually no evidence for Hellenis-
tic occupation: the one red-glazed sherd identified as
Hellenistic could equally well belong to the Partho/
Roman period, given the present state of knowledge of the
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ceramics of this period in northern Iraq. It seems fairly
certain, therefore, that the Partho-Roman settlement at
Seh Qubba was a new foundation.

Pottery

Our dating evidence for this Roman settlement rests
almost entirely on the ceramics, and has been discussed in
detail by Campbell (1989). The Period 14 structures and
associated strata in [Al] contained almost exclusively
Partho-Roman pottery.

The most diagnostic type was the ubiquitous
‘brittle ware’, a very hard, dense, gritty tempered ware,
brick-red to grey and black on the exterior. This ware, or
very similar types, is often associated with material of the
Roman period in the Middle East (eg Clark and Faulkner
1986, fig 20, nos 1-2; Watson 1986, fig 3, nos 1 and 3),
particularly at the Roman camp at Ain Sinu, a short
distance away near Tel’afar (Oates 1959, P1 LVIII, nos
75, 77-85). Closely associated with the brittle ware were
numerous other types, mostly fine sand-tempered wares,
often with distinctive grooved and/or square rim forms
that once again can be closely parallelled at Ain Sinu
(Oates 1959, P1 LIX, nos 87-95, 99-103) and elsewhere
on the Jazira (Ibrahim 1986, 180, P1 221). The diamond-
impressed decoration on some of the sherds was also
distinctive; this is a motif found elsewhere in northern
Mesopotamia in the 3rd and 4th centuries AD (eg Oates
1959, P1 LVIIL, nos 49-50, 54, 55; Ball, Tucker and
Wilkinson 1989, fig 26, no. 33). A curious feature of the
pottery from this period is that a high proportion of the
vessels were bitumen-lined, presumably for waterproof-
ing.

Architecture

Other dating evidence is unfortunately very meagre.
There was not a large enough exposure of architecture for
any distinctive plans to be identified, and the construction
techniques of the Period 14 walls in the deep sounding
were distinctive only of this area of northern Iraq gener-
ally rather than of any particular period. The mosaic floor
and associated terracotta pipes found in these levels were
certainly suggestive of a Roman date, especially in Iraq
where mosaic is extremely rare. Not nearly enough of this
most tantalising Phase 14.2 building was exposed to be
able to identify its function. Nevertheless, its position on
the highest part of the site, together with the very distinc-
tive features that were exposed—a plaster-lined room, a
mosaic floor (the tesserae might have fallen from a wall,
but wall mosaics tend to have smaller tesserae), a sophis-
ticated water supply or drainage system—must surely
indicate a building of some importance.

The 2m or so depth that was reached in [C2], the
rampart trench, indicated a construction of tightly com-
pressed layers of gravel and pebbles. It was almost
entirely sterile, and the few sherds recovered were at best
undiagnostic. They appeared to be Sasano-Byzantine,
hence the description of the [C2] excavation in Period 15
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above, but the sample was too small, too undiagnostic and
too near the surface to be conclusive. Although there is no
reason to doubt that the ramparts were in use in Period 15,
it is worth reviewing the possibility that they were
founded in Period 14.

The area enclosed by the ramparts had a uniform
distribution of Partho-Roman ceramics on the surface,
which implies that the site was at least delimited to this
extent by this period. The rigid planning of Roman
military architects meant that fortifications usually fol-
lowed a standard four-square design, familiar throughout
the Roman world, not least in Mesopotamia where the
pattern is repeated almost to text-book specifications at
Ain Sinu (Oates 1959). Indeed, so standard is this design
that Sir Aurel Stein was led into mistakenly identifying
almost any square remains in the region as a Roman
castellum (Gregory and Kennedy 1985). When topogra-
phy dictated, however, Roman fortifications followed
natural contours, as at Sinjar (Gregory and Kennedy
1985, 10) and Karamildan (Sevin and Derin 1989). The
ramparts at Seh Qubba are entirely consistent with such a
practice. The layered, packed stone and gravel construc-
tion of the Seh Qubba ramparts is also consistent with the
type of earthworks thrown up to defend Roman camps.
Whether this layering technique formed a part of a
casemate construction, as at the Roman camp at Ain Sinu
(Oates 1959; the technique was also found in the Late
Assyrian period in the Haditha Dam Salvage Project (M
Roaf, pers comm)), or whether they were merely
earthworks (or more correctly gravelworks) could not be
discerned in such a small exposure. The construction is
also similar to the Phase 14.1 Wall 64 in [A1]. However,
given the abundance of building stone in the vicinity and
the popularity of stone and mortar construction in the area
during the 1st millennium AD, it seems likely that build-
ing an earthworks may be evidence of hasty construction.
Again, this would be consistent with a Roman occupation
at the site, for reasons we will review below.

Background

For the Roman period as a whole, it is obviously attractive
to see the settlement at Seh Qubba as having a military
function, both from its strategic position within the site
and the locality and because of the known history of the
area as a frontier region between Rome and Parthia. To
understand the area of northern Iraq and the northern
Jazira in the first few centuries AD it is necessary to
unravel the formidable tangle of historical events sur-
rounding the conflict between Rome and Persia, when this
area constituted the meat in the sandwich. Beginning in
the reigns of Trajan in Rome and Pakores in Parthia in the
early 1st century AD, the frontier shifted back and forth
against a background of military campaigns, political
alliances and successive advances or withdrawals by both
sides. This history has been summarised elsewhere (eg
Oates 1968; Angeli Bertinelli 1976; Campbell 1989, 53-
55; Winter 1989) and in any case is not always helpful in
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trying to pinpoint exactly which places belonged to which
side at which particular time, since sources for the
geography of the area are few and epigraphic evidence on
the ground even rarer. When trying to establish a histori-
cal background on which to embroider the archaeological
evidence for Romans in northern Iraq, it is perhaps
sufficient to observe that it came under Roman rule first
under Trajan, when it formed a province from AD 114-
117, and after a relatively brief Antonine occupation (AD
164-166) was re-established by Septimius Severus in AD
199 as a province with its capital at Nisibis, until its final
loss to the Sasanians in the 4th century.

It is from this last period, beginning with the
Severans, that the Roman remains at Seh Qubba presum-
ably date, although the apparently hasty construction of
the ramparts might be evidence of briefer and earlier
campaigns, such as those by Trajan or by Avidius Cassius
under Marcus Aurelius. Indeed, the earlier phase of
Roman occupation in the deep sounding may be the
remains of just such an earlier campaign; in this connec-
tion it is worth noting that our one possible Hellenistic
sherd came from this context and observing the similarity
in construction between Wall 64 and the ramparts. The
continuity of occupation that the evidence of the Sasano-
Byzantine remains suggests, however, would indicate a
Severan foundation or refoundation, when the establish-
ment of an outlying frontier post in newly subjugated
territory could just as easily explain the construction of
such hastily erected ramparts.

The three main centres for the area in this period
were Nisibis (the capital), Singara and Castra Maurorum.
The locations of Nisibis and Singara are well known, and
the ruins of Singara (modern Sinjar) are still very impres-
sive today, but Castra Maurorum, probably so named
because of Moorish auxiliaries stationed there (Oates
1968, 77, note 4), has neither the conspicuous physical
remains nor the toponymic evidence that identify Singara
and Nisibis so easily, and therefore remains more elusive.
We know from a passage in Ammianus Marcellinus
(XXV, 7, 9) that it was one of the three fortresses named
when the area was ceded to the Sasanians in 363 in a
treaty between Jovian and Shapur II (Winter 1989, 556-
57), the others being Nisibis and Singara, and Castra
Maurorum must therefore have been a substantial place
with important fortifications. The only clue to its location
is an earlier passage in Ammianus Marcellinus (X VIIL, 6,
9) when it was remarked that ‘smoke and gleaming fires
constantly shone from the Tigris on past Castra
Maurorum and Sisara’ during the campaign of Gordian III
against the Sasanian emperor Shapur in the mid-3rd
century. Rolfe (Ammianus Marcellinus XVIII, 6, 9, note
3) accordingly locates Castra Maurorum north of Nisibis,
but Oates (1968, 77, note 4) places it in the area just to the
west of the Tigris around Tell Hugna or Tell al-Hawa,
some 20 km south or south-west of Seh Qubba respec-
tively. An examination of the large fortified site of Tell
Hugna as well as the sites around it in 1986 failed to
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reveal any remains of the Roman period, however, despite
its identification as such by Stein (in Gregory and
Kennedy 1985, 103-5), and an intensive survey of the
area around Tell al-Hawa in 1986 and 1987 (Ball, Tucker
and Wilkinson 1989) revealed only relatively minor
traces of Roman material; the ‘Roman fort’ mentioned in
Fiey (1964, 111) proved on investigation to be Islamic
(Site 58; T Wilkinson, pers comm).

Seh Qubba, however, fits all the requirements for
Castra Maurorum. Its location on the Tigris agrees with
Ammianus Marcellinus’ description; indeed, the highly
strategic and easily defensible position of Seh Qubba
would make it an obvious choice for locating an important
frontier post there. The site is large enough to be consid-
ered one of the three fortresses of sufficient importance to
be mentioned in the treaty of 363 ceding northern Iraq to
the Sasanians. Furthermore, it was heavily fortified. Last
but not least, it produced abundant material dating from
the Roman period. Not only are all these factors perfectly
consistent with an identification as Castra Maurorum,
they make Seh Qubba by far the most likely choice. The
possibly public nature of the mosaic building excavated in
the deep sounding receives added significance in this
context.

That Seh Qubba was Roman can be inferred from
the remains, but it can never be certain that it was indeed
Castra Maurorum without epigraphic evidence from the
site itself. Nonetheless, a cautious identification of the
building with the mosaic in [A1] as the residence of the
Roman military commander for Castra Maurorum would
certainly not be inconsistent with the remains, the date
and the political background that we have reviewed, and
can at least be presented as a starting point for further
discussion. Seh Qubba/Castra Maurorum therefore prob-
ably represents the easternmost Roman site excavated,
with the possible exception of Arikamedu near
Pondicherry in southern India (see Wheeler 1955).

PERIOD 15 SASANO-BYZANTINE

Continuity into the period following the Roman was
provided by large amounts of pottery and associated
structures that we rather loosely call ‘Sasano-Byzantine’.
The pottery was generally coarser and grittier than the
Partho-Roman, and was characterised by the continuation
of brittle ware and brittle ware derived types. The corpus
included Late Sasanian types known from elsewhere in
Mesopotamia, such as honeycomb ware and smeared
ware, known at Ana (Northedge et al 1988, 76-82, fig
38.18) and Samarra (Northedge 1985, 122-23, fig 4.1),
and a variety of sherds with stamped motifs, some bearing
animal motifs, known at Khirbet Deir Situn (Curtis
1989b) and again at Samarra (Northedge and Faulkner
1987, 163, fig 10.34). Such pottery is usually recognised
as Sasanian, but other factors might suggest a Byzantine
presence: a stamped cross motif on one or two of the
sherds, the surface finds of the Byzantine follis (although
coins are notoriously mobile) and the possible Byzantine
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column capital. Roman and Byzantine coins, however,
occur frequently on known Sasanian sites (eg Kish:
Moorey 1978, 141-42), and there is no evidence of these
types of stamped pottery (such as the one with the cross)
west of the Sasanian empire; crosses on Sasanian pottery
have been attributed to indigenous Christians, such as the
Nestorians, rather than Byzantine imports (Campbell
Thompson and Hutchinson 1931, 111; we are indebted to
St John Simpson for this information on Sasanian
stamped pottery; now see Simpson 1996). The evidence,
therefore, is inconclusive.

The history of this border area indicates an ex-
tremely fluid political situation at this time. The area
remained a frontier zone, and we can assume that the area
around Seh Qubba continued as a battleground between
the rival Byzantine and Sasanian empires, since the
ramparts continued in use and may even have been
restored in this period. It is a moot point whether the
Roman connection could have been politically sustained
by the Byzantine empire which inherited the problems of
this frontier region (Oates 1968), but military activity
undoubtedly continued in the north of Iraq and was
accompanied by a brief period of hegemony. This sort of
political see-saw is extremely difficult, if not impossible,
to trace in the archaeological record, which in all prob-
ability would indicate a cultural continuum, hence the
preference here for the cautious term ‘Sasano-Byzantine’.

PErIOD 16 EARLY IsLAMIC
The merging of the Sasanian into the Umayyad and
Abbasid periods is again extremely difficult to pinpoint
exactly (again, it is in essence a political movement rather
than a cultural one), particularly at Seh Qubba where the
evidence is elusive. No architecture or stratified remains
from this period were identified, only occasional surface
and residual finds. Some ‘Sasanian’ ceramic types are
believed to have continued into the Early Islamic period,
such as honeycomb ware and certain types of stamped
jars (Northedge 1985, 121). In general, distinctive Early
Abbasid types, such as ‘thinwares’ (Northedge et al 1988,
82-83, 86-87, fig 40), appear to be absent, although a
series of as yet undated moulded wares at Seh Qubba
might prove on further study to be Abbasid.

The surface find of the coin of Mustansir (1226-
42) <355>, however, indicates that settlement of some
sort at least continued into the latter part of this period.
The sources for this period make no mention of any
settlements on the Tigris between Balad (modern Eski
Mosul) and Jazira Ibn Umar (modern Cizre in Turkey: Le
Strange 1905, 93-94, 99-100; Hudud al-‘Alam, 33-34), as
the main route was further to the west in the Jazira (the so-
called ‘Abbasid Road’: see Fiey 1964). Presumably the
Tell Abu Dhahir area was not important enough to be
mentioned in itineraries. All one can say of Seh Qubba,
therefore, is that it appears to have continued as a
settlement, albeit of uncertain nature and unknown name.
The scarcity of Early Islamic ceramics would suggest that
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it was much diminished.

PERIOD 17 MIDDLE IsLamIC

In the period after the Seljug conquest Seh Qubba seems
to have recovered its fortunes once more, and expanded to
become a town covering the whole area within the
ramparts, to judge from the surface survey and the
disparate soundings. This presumably corresponds to a re-
emergence of north-western Iraq and the Jazira as an
important area under the Zengid dynasty based in Mosul
(Bosworth 1967, 121-22). The ramparts themselves ap-
peared to have fallen into disuse, assuming much of their
modern appearance, as Middle and Later Islamic wall
lines covered them in many places. Most of the wall
foundations that appear on the surface seem to date from
this period, the most important being those that make up
the large complex in Area A. Although it was not possible
to trace the complete plan of this complex in the time
available, enough of it was recovered (Fig 28) to identify
it as a public building, presumably an administrative
headquarters or perhaps a khan. Its position on the most
prominent part of the site would support the former
identification. In this one is reminded of the probably
contemporary fortified kzan or gasr at Eski Mosul, a very
similar building both in its position on a high bluff
overlooking the river and its layout consisting of many
rooms surrounding a central courtyard (Reitlinger 1938,
145-46). This gasr was presumably the administrative
centre for medieval Balad, so a similar function can be
inferred for the Seh Qubba building as well. The construc-
tion, of rough stonework set in gypsum mortar, was
standard in north-western Iraq from the 1st millennium
AD or earlier, and survived until its recent replacement by
the use of concrete blocks.

Relatively few glazed ceramics were associated
with this period. The most distinctive of the decorated
sherds were barbotine decorated jar fragments, familiar
from excavations at the Atabeg site of Beshtabiya in
Mosul. Other distinctive wares from this period included
a quantity of very heavily chaff-tempered sherds with
coarse incised decoration, usually from large vessels.
These sherds in fact often have a superficial resemblance
to Later Uruk coarse incised ware, with even some of the
decorative motifs such as hatched triangles being re-
peated. Although coarse, these sherds sometimes had very
elaborate incised and applied decoration on them, and
occasionally were additionally decorated with small blobs
or ‘windows’ of blue glaze. This category of chaff-
tempered decorative wares is not otherwise known out-
side northern Iraq, but has been excavated within the Dam
Project at sites such as Khirbet Deir Situn (Curtis 1989b).

The sources once again make no mention of a
name for this settlement, concentrating on the itinerary
between Mosul and Nisibis, though Balad and Jazira Ibn
Umar are still mentioned (Le Strange 1905, 93-94 and 99-
100; Fiey 1964). The existence of a route directly con-
necting Balad and Jazira Ibn Umar which would have
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passed through Seh Qubba can, however, be inferred from
the existence of the bridge dated 1213-14 crossing the
Wadi al-Murr just outside Bski Mosul (Reitlinger 1938,
146-47). This route must have been of some importance
to warrant the construction of such an impressive bridge.
The emergence of another Middle Islamic town at
Jazruniya (see overview and Chapter 8) is further evi-
dence of the rise in importance of this route. Perhaps the
main route moved further east from the less protected area
of the open Jazira Plain to the greater security afforded by
the hills bordering the river in order to escape raids from
nomads. Seh Qubba was presumably an administrative
centre on this route, probably govemning an area corre-
sponding to the modern Zammar region.

PERrIOD 18 LATE IsLaMIC

Seh Qubba probably witnessed a slow long-drawn-out
decline between the Mongol and the Ottoman periods.
The administrative building gradually crumbled, occu-
pied by squatters, and only modest domestic buildings
such as the one whose foundations overlie the ruins of the
administrative building were built. Two at least of the
tombs were probably built in this period. Seh Qubba
slowly merged into the recent settlement with little dis-
cernible break. The reason for this decline was probably
initially the Mongol conquest. Although Seh Qubba itself
may never have been sacked by the Mongols (it was
probably too minor to be worth their while) the general
decay of the area that the Mongol conquest effected led to
the slow abandonment of many of the smaller towns, such
as Jazira Ibn Umar upstream from Seh Qubba (Le Strange
1905, 93). After the revival of the area’s fortunes under
the Ottomans, the regional centre was probably re-estab-
lished downstream at Zammar, as the gap in the hills
bordering the river valley at Zammar would have made it
more accessible to wheeled transport.

The most notable feature of this period is the large
number of zannurs found in and around the [A2] adminis-
trative building, dating from after the building had be-
come a ruin. These zannurs appear too small to have had
any industrial function: they resemble village bread ovens
of the type still in use today. On the other hand, they
appear far too numerous for the provisioning of a modest-
sized settlement such as Seh Qubba.

The most distinctive pottery from this period was
atype we named ‘rouletted ware’, a very hard, silt-
tempered fabric decorated with slotted impressions made
by a toothed wheel or cog. The most frequent small finds
were glass bracelet fragments. The numerous clay pipe
fragments (a total of 23) that were also recovered are
typical of Ottoman and later sites. These are being
published separately by Timothy Matney in the specialist
volume (see also Curtis 1986b and Simpson 1990).

PERIOD 19 RECENT

Seh Qubba, like Tell Abu Dhahir, was inhabited until
1985/86. At that time Tell Abu Dhahir had the bigger
population and greater local importance, possessing a
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school, a clinic and a mosque. Of the two settlements, Seh
Qubba was more pastoral and Tell Abu Dhahir more
agricultural.

CONCORDANCES

This section is intended to provide a quick reference to
the units or contexts excavated to facilitate use of the
different parts of this report and the corresponding pottery
report and illustrations. The concordances take the form
of three lists: units, phases and small finds. In the list of
units, each entry consists of the context and trench

numbers followed by the phase, a brief context descrip-
tion, a summary of the types of bulk finds and the
numbers of any small finds from the context. The phase
concordance gives the number of all the units in each
phase. The small finds concordance lists the registration
number, description, Irag Museum number, unit and
phase of each small find.

ABBREVIATIONS
A=animal bone Br=bracelet (glass) Bt=bitumen Cl=clay

pipe G=ground stone Gl=glass H=human bone M=metal
P=pottery S=shell Sl=slag IM= Iraq Museum

UNITS

Unit Phase Description Samples Small finds
A surface Br Cl 300 301 310
All 18-19 topsoil PACIM

Al2 18 tannur A

Al3 18 tannur

Al 4 72 stone wall

Als 1§72 fill PM

Al 6 18 tannur AM

Al7 1722 collapse PAM

Al 8 7.2 ashy fill PA S Br M Cl Bt 303 307 309 332 378 379 385
Al9 172 stone wall

Al 10 172 surface

Al 11 172 surface

Al 12 171 room fill PA Br 316
Al 13 L7l surface

Al 14 7l stone wall

Al 15 117711 room fill PAS 382
Al 16 171 surface

Al 17 170 pit fill PASGIM 347
Al 18 1771 pit cut

Al 19 1710 underlay PAGI 345
Al 20 (F78 stone wall

Al21 171 underlay PAGIM 330 360
Al 22 171 pit fill PA 389
Al 23 71 pit fill PAM 359
Al 24 5.2 room fill PA

Al 25 1152 room fill PAGI 348
Al 26 171 stone wall

Al 27 7. stone wall

Al 28 552 fill PASI

Al 29 1512 room fill P A Br Gl Bt 338
Al 30 155,11 tauf wall

Al 31 5.2 room fill PM

Al 32 15.1 tauf wall PA

Al 33 151 mudbrick wall P

Al 34 152 room fill PAM

Al 35 7.1 pit lining

Al 36 17.1 pit cut

Al 37 17711 pit cut A

Al 38 152 surface

Al 39 5.2 room fill A
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Al 40
Al 41
Al 42
Al 43
Al 44
Al 45
Al 46
Al 47

Al 48
Al 49
Al 50
IS
Al 52
Al 53
Al 54
Al 55
Al 56
Al 57
Al 58
Al 59
Al 60
Al 61
Al 62
Al 63
Al 64
Al 65
Al 67
A2 1
A22
AVRS)
A2 4
A25
A2 6
A27/8
A29
A2 10
A2 11
A212
A2 13
A2 14
VADRIS
A2 16
A2 17
A2 18
A2 19
A2 20
A2 21
A2 22
A223
A2 24
A2 25
A2 26
A2 27
A2 28/29
A2 30
A231

159)
11517
15.1
1581
14.2
1151
17.1
14.2

14.2
14.2
14.2
14.2
142
14.2
14.2
14.2
142
142
14.2
14.1
14.1
14.1
14.1
14.1
14.1
14.2

room fill
mudbrick wall
surface
underlay

fill

sub-wall

pit fill

room fillP

stone wall
stone wall
room fill
stone wall
room fill
surface

stone wall
surface
mosaic

floor underlay
channel

fill

surface

fill

stones
mudbrick wall
stone wall
foundation cut
natural

wall clearance
wall clearance
tannur

grave

wall clearance

AGIM

A Gl
PSGIGM
PA
AGIGM

PSM

Gl

PAM

PA

PA

PA
PAmCl

H
BYAS

PAGI

PA

PAS 371
PABr MCI1SI
PAM
PABrGlmCl
PAGI

P ABr

P

PA

PABr

P A BrGlCl
RIS

PA

PACI

PA

P Brm Cl
PAClI

PA

P A Br Gl Cl
PASBrM
PABrmCl
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362

341
346 395

343 353 363 [shown as

surface on 48 c]
373

375a
349
361

376 377
367 368

329 333 334 369 375 380 394

311 320 324 325 350 372
317 344
322 328

339 340

305 313 336

306 335

Sl 27/
Bl
318 358
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A2 32
A233
A2 34

A2 35
A2 36
A2 37
A2 38/9
A2 40
A2 41/2
A243
A2 44
A2 45
A2 46
A2 47
A2 48/9
A2 50
A2 51
A2 52
A3

A4

B

Bl1
Bl 2

@il 1l
cn 2
C13
Cl4
Cl5
Clé6
(Cil 7/
C18
C19
C110
(il bl
C21
C22
€23
C24

D11
D1 2
D13
D1 4
F1 19
F2 19

«
7
@
<
7]
«
«
@
«
1
1

7

15
15

15
15
15
15
15
15
15?
157%
15?

15?
115

« o PACI
5 % PABrm Cl

& 4 PABrGIM

« £ ACl

5 S PACIl

5 o PM

5 & PAmCl
T i PA

3 & PAS

43 ! P

2 ” PAGICl
3 2 PACI

2 K PA

3 3 A

i 5 PA

X 3 PA

“ i P A Br

4 ki PA
surface B

surface P Br
surface B

topsoil PA

fill PA
surface P

topsoil P

topsoil ABr
stone wall

sub topsoil PA
surface

floor underlay P A

ashy fill P A S1

stone wall

fill P A Br Sl
surface
fill
rampart
rampart
rampart
topsoil
surface
topsoil
topsoil
fill A

fill A S Br
house compound P

% o P
surface P
surface P
surface P

Re) e 1ng) Yas) 1g) el
>
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302 352 388
323 326 327 351 387 390
391 392 393

3517

386

314 321

370

304

308 384
356
381
366

31D

S0

342
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SMALL FINDS

Reg Description IM no.
300 pot

301 2 glass bracelets
302 glass bracelet
303 glass bracelet
304 glass bracelet
305 glass bracelet
306 glass bracelet
307 glass

308 glass

309 glass

310 glass bracelet
Sl glass

312 glass bracelet
3 glass

314 glass bottle

SiliS glass bracelet
316 4 glass bracelets
317 glass

318 glass bracelet
S11%) glass

320 glass bracelet
B2l glass handle
399) glass bracelet
08 glass bracelet
324 glass

395 glass

326 glass

327 glass bracelet
328 glass bracelet
329 glass bracelet
330 glass

38l glass bracelet
3839) glass

233 2 glass bracelets
334 glass bracelet
335 glass bracelet
3806 glass bracelet
337 glass handle
338 glass

889 glass bracelet
340 glass bracelet
341 glass

342 glass

343 glass

344 glass bracelet
345 glass rims

346 glass rim

347 glass rim

348 glass

349 glass rims

350 glass bowl

351 glass bottle

352 copper spoon SQ1
353 copper pin SQ2

86

Unit
A

A

A2 33
Al8
A2 51
A2 20
A225
Al8
A4
Al38
A

A2 14
Cl2
A2 20
A2 44
A2 30
Al 12
A2 15
A2 31
Cl19
A2 14
A2 44
A2 16
A2 34
A2 14
A2 14
A2 34
A2 34
A2 16
A2
Al 21
A2 28/9 17
Al 8
A2 12
A2 12
A2 25
A2 20
Al29
Al 29
A2 19
A2 19
Al 44
D1 4
Al 47
A2 15
Al 19
Al 45
Al 17
Al25
Al 55
A2 14
A2 34
A2 33
Al 47

Phase

¥
172
17
17
17
7.2

17

117
17
17
17.1
17
17
15
17
17
17
17
17
117
17
17
17

17,0

1172
17
17
17
17
1155
1555

17
14.2

14.2
17
177,01
115,11
10771t
1592
14.2
17
17
17
14.2




354
855
356
357
358
359
360
361
362
363
364
365
366
367
368
369
370
371
372
373
374
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