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that of other Iron Age Judean cities. A gradualistic sequence is here observed in the 
evolution of a distinctly Judean urban plan as an expression of public policy related to 
urban planning in the Kingdom of Judah. Khirbet Qeiyafa, which is dated to the early 
Iron IIA period, is chronologically placed at the beginning of this sequence. 
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1. Urban Planning as Public Policy in Iron II Judah 

a. Urban Planning as Public Policy 
	  
Yigal Shiloh wrote the foundational works on the urban planning of Israelite cities in the 

1970’s and 80’s where he observed common elements in the Iron Age cities of Judah and 

Israel (see Fig. 1). His paper “Elements in the Development of Town Planning in the 

Israelite City” lasted for generations as the unchallenged scholarly consensus on the 

urban plan of cities in Judah and 

Israel (Shiloh 1978). In retrospect, as 

the social sciences have progressed 

we can re-categorize what Shiloh 

called the “accepted planning policy 

for the Israelite city” (Shiloh 1978: 

50) or simply “planning policy” as 

an example of what in contemporary 

terminology is classified as “public 

policy” in the social sciences, 

especially Political Science, and the 

context of human polities. Therefore, 

we suggest that “public policy” be 

the preferred category under which 

to classify urban planning in Judah. 

Public policy is simply defined as “what governments do and neglect to do…it is about 

politics, resolving (or at least attenuating) conflicts about resources, rights, and morals” 

(Klein & Marmor 2011: 981 – 982). When we understand that public policy is the 

essential act of governing, it then follows that “the state can be defined in terms of the 

institutions and process which oversee the development of policy” (Turner 1997: 416); 

empirically speaking, the state is public policy.  

	  
In an archaeological context, public policy can be understood to be the aspect of 

governmental activity that is not directly observable, but is the necessary organizing force 

behind what the archaeologist uncovers in an excavation, whether that be a form of 

Figure	  1:	  Schematic	  Plan	  of	  Israelite	  City	  (Shiloh	  1978:	  41,	  Fig.	  5) 
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taxation through bullae and seals, typological similarity in pottery forms or weaponry, or 

monumental architecture and urban planning across an entire region. The act of “policy 

making takes place in a framework of established conventions and normative rules” 

(Klein & Marmor 2011: 984) and while these conventions and rules vary from 

government to government there is a constant and universal reference point throughout 

history, in that, human agents are the “doers” responsible for “making” public policy. 

While we cannot simplistically reverse-engineer a government from a few bullae, we can 

search for the public policy behind a specific material culture as evidence for the 

organization of that same human society and its form of government; the necessary 

organizing force is the policy maker. The importance of public policy is defined by this 

general law: as social organizations increase in complexity and size so does the burden 

increase for human agents at their head, whether chief, king, or prime minister and 

government, to “maintain social cohesion…in the minimal sense of maintaining law and 

order and protecting the vulnerable” (Klein & Marmor 2011: 984), and this, as a means to 

justifying the legitimacy of the rule of their political system through public policy (cf. 

Smith 1976). This is why public policy exists and why “governments do” something to 

manage their “resources, rights, and morals” (Klein & Marmor 2011: 981-982). 

	  
While the burden of proof of the existence of a state in the archaeological record is a 

heavy one, the existence of public policy is more directly and empirically accessible to 

the archaeologist when observing artifacts, such as administrative governmental seals and 

bullae, elements of monumental architecture, and urban planning. All these visible 

elements in the corpus of any given material culture are evidence of the existence of 

public policy and imply the past existence of a state-like society as a necessary historical 

organizational force, but a human organization not directly accessible to the 

archaeologist’s trowel. Thus, we will use the term public policy throughout this paper to 

refer to urban planning in Iron II Judah.	  	  

b. Yigal Shiloh’s Elements of Urban Planning in Israelite Cities 
	  
As illustrated in his schematic plan in Figure 1, Shiloh observed four elements present in 

the “Israelite” city: 1) a casemate wall fortification system; 2) an outer belt of buildings; 

3) a circular ring road; and 4) a central core of the city (Shiloh 1978: 50-51). This was, in 



	  

7	  

effect, “Israelite” public policy for urban planning. Shiloh assumed a commonality 

between the Northern Kingdom of Israel and the Southern Kingdom of Judah (likely) 

derived from the biblical narrative of the United Monarchy of Judah and Israel under 

King David and Solomon. Subsequent research has distanced itself from a simplified 

view of a long-lasting unified historical national entity labeled as “Israelite” and has 

instead viewed the Kingdoms of Judah and Israel as two related, but distinct polities that 

shared socio-cultural and religious elements as well as geographical proximity in their 

respective locations in the central hill country (Finkelstein 1996a; 1999; 2005; etc.). 

	  
The evidence for a unifying centrally located political power traditionally known as the 

“United Monarchy of Judah and Israel” continues to be debated and questioned. The 

sudden appearance of material culture forms such as the red-slipped, hand-burnished 

pottery widely found at many sites, Tel Rehov Strata VI, V, IV, Megiddo Strata IVB-VA, 

Hazor Strata X-VIII, Ta’anach Periods IIA-IIB, Jezreel, was central to the debate in 

whether it should rightly be associated with the beginning of the United Monarchy in the 

early Iron IIA period. Scholars have drawn battle-lines along the side of a long duration 

and slow and stable evolution of this particular type of pottery representing a period of up 

to 150 years or a quickly evolving pottery style that lasted for only a short time in the 9th 

century BCE (Finkelstein 1996a; Mazar 1992: 508; Mazar & Carmi 2001: 1340).  

	  
Other aspects of the material culture of Judah and Israel were identified and accepted or 

rejected as evidence for the United Monarchy including ashlar masonry, Proto-Aeolic 

capitals, pillared storage buildings such as at Hazor, Megiddo, and Beer-sheba, 

subterranean water systems, the four room pillared house, cultic altars and shrines at Tel 

Dan, Beer-sheba, and Arad, as well as archaic Hebrew inscriptions, clay bullae and seals 

evidencing administrative scribes and the collection of taxes, burial customs of rock-

hewn bench tombs, and distinctive Israelite urban planning utilizing casemate 

fortifications (Mazar 1992: 463 – 530), which will be the main discussion of this paper. 

All these elements fit with the classic definition of a state-level central government 
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(Service 1962; 1975: 308) that functioned through a hierarchic bureaucracy to formulate 

and enact what in contemporary terms we call public policy.1 

	  

While the United Monarchy is debated, there is no serious objection that two distinct 

states of Judah and Israel emerged in the Iron II period. Regional differences are 

observed in the development of distinct pottery traditions, variations in ornamentation, 

lamps, commercial jugs, etc. in the south and the north (Mazar 1992: 508). Thus, we 

reject a simplistic notion of “Israelite” as an analytical category as justified in favor of 

more accurate distinction of “Judah” in the south and “Israel” in the north. 

	  
The difference between the kingdoms that formed in the north and the south of the central 

hill country is a direct reflection of the geographical setting and political nature of these 

two distinct polities (Finkelstein 1994). In the southern Kingdom of Judah, we observe a 

stable and conservative political institution with its political nexus of activity centered in 

Jerusalem from ca. 1000 BCE (traditional date) up until the Babylonian conquest and 

destruction in 586 BCE. The Kingdom of Judah was ruled by a single dynastic lineage of 

kings from the House of David. Thus, we would expect to see conservatism in the 

material culture of the Kingdom of Judah with a “slow and gradual development in 

pottery forms” (Mazar 1992: 508) and other sequential and gradually evolving 

expressions of official public policy, such as architecture and urban planning. 

	  
In the north, the evidence of historical and archaeological analysis reveals a very different 

story. The northern Kingdom of Israel was characterized by drastic changes in political 

leadership that bear more similarity to what in our contemporary age is termed “politics,” 

but in a unique form that we can characterize as an ancient hybrid of short-lived 

hereditary dynasties arising from erratic appointments of charismatic, political leaders. 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1 Service’s classic structure of civilization into chiefdoms, states, etc. was ingenious in its time, 
but as used today in archaeology it is overly simplistic. It is unlikely that any human society was 
truly a “state” before the rise of the modern national state in the 19th century CE. The Roman 
Empire with its vast bureaucracy, vested its power in one absolute ruler, the Caesar, who was 
more like an exalted “chief & priest” ruling over a large chiefdom: the Roman Empire. But was 
the Roman Empire a “chiefdom empire” and not a state? In fact, this unique mix of all three 
defines “Roman.” Thus, rather than simplistic classification, we choose instead to focus on more 
precise archaeological evidence of state-like behaviors of policy making (Turner 1997: 416). 



	  

9	  

The same cycle of change is observed in the four shifts of the capital city of the Kingdom 

of Israel from Shechem in the late 10th century to Penuel then to Tirzah then to a 

powerful consolidation under the leadership of Omri who founded the northern capital in 

Samaria in the 9th century BCE. We see this erratic nature of the northern Kingdom of 

Israel most clearly in the nine distinct ruling “houses” (loosely used as some were very 

short lived) as recorded in the biblical books of Kings and Chronicles: the “House” of 

Jeroboam, the “House” of Baasha, the “House” of Zimri, the “House” of Omri, the 

“House” of Jehu, the “House” of Shallum, the “House” of Menahem, the “House” of 

Pekah, and the “House” of Hoshea. In contrast, the Kingdom of Judah was ruled by one 

dynastic house as commemorated in the 9th century Aramaic inscription on the Tel Dan 

stele, “the House of David” (Biran & Naveh 1993; 1995). 

	  
In the southern Kingdom of Judah, one is justified to expect a slower-rate of change in 

material culture due to the politically stability that existed in Jerusalem and the cities and 

region under its control. As hereditary power became more and more entrenched, 

alongside it a powerful bureaucracy arose to further slow the rate of change in material 

culture, political institutions, and public policy. In the 8th – 6th centuries, the various 

seals, bullae, and administrative ostraca evidence the significant role the bureaucratic 

ranks played in the Judean polity (Finkelstein 1999: 40; Reich, Shukron, and Lernau 

2007: 156; Shoham 2000: 32, 33, 39). While in the northern kingdom of Israel, we can 

assume that each shift in its regional capital and each establishment of a new dynastic 

house introduced a mix of continuity, but also cultural change to distinguish itself from 

their predecessors of the disavowed competing dynasty. This nevertheless does not 

exclude variations in chronological transitions between periods in different regions as 

expressed in clear and distinct changes in material culture, such as the much-debated 

transition between the end of the Iron Age I and the beginning of Iron Age IIA 

(Finkelstein & Piastzky 2007; 2010; Mazar & Ramsey 2010: 1686). Such variation is, in 

fact, precisely what one would expect in the absence of one unifying political entity over 

the entire region of the Southern Levant for the entire duration of the Iron II period. 
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We cannot ignore the ongoing debate between the chronology of the Iron Age and its 

adherents for the high versus middle versus low chronologies (Finkelstein 1996a; 1996c; 

2000; 2003a; 2003b; Finkelstein, I and Piasetzky, E. 2003a; 2003b; 2010; Holden 2003; 

Mazar 1997; Mazar, A. and Carmi, I. 2001; Mazar & Ramsey 2010; Ramsey & Mazar 

2008; etc.). The Iron Age chronology is essential for our understanding of the 

archaeology of Judah and Israel, as well as the contextualization of the urban planning of 

any given stratum at an excavated site relevant to this discussion. Nevertheless, for the 

sake of clarity, we follow a modified traditional chronology framework: 

 

Table 1: Modified Judean Iron Age Chronology (After A. Mazar 1992: 30)  

 
 Iron IA 1200 – 1150 BCE 
 Iron IB 1150 – 1000 BCE 
 Iron IIA  1000 – 925 BCE 
 Iron IIB 925 – 701 BCE 
 Iron IIC 701 – 586 BCE 
	  
 

We understand this chronological framework as a heuristic tool to organize archaeology 

data, and not a battleground for beliefs about the historicity of the biblical text, pro and 

con. In fact, we reject the very essence of the “battleground” approach to chronological 

questions. Nevertheless, we emphasize that neither urban planning, nor architecture, can 

in and of itself be used to date material culture, but we ask the reader to set-the 

chronology debate aside due to the limitations of this thesis, and to focus our attention on 

analysis of urban planning.  

 

c. Thesis statement  
	  

i. Khirbet Qeiyafa is rightly classified as a fortified Judean city  
	  

In direct correlation to the stable nature of the Judean state, we here suggest that we have 

observed a gradualistic sequence in the evolution of a distinctively Judean urban plan as 

an expression of public policy related to urban planning in the Kingdom of Judah. By 
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virtue of its geographical location in Judah on its border with Philistia and the dating of 

the site to the late 11th-early 10th century BCE based on 14C dates and comparative pottery 

analysis, this sequence begins with Khirbet Qeiyafa in the Judean Shephelah at the end of 

the Iron I to early Iron IIA period (Garfinkel 2008; Mazar 2010). Here we argue that 

Khirbet Qeiyafa is rightly classified as a fortified Judean city and shares many elements 

in common with the urban planning of other fortified Judean cities from the Iron II 

period, namely the cities of Beit Mirsim, Tel en-Nasbeh, Beth Shemesh, and Beer-sheba. 

This sequence of cities evidencing Judean urban planning policy came to an end in the 

example par excellence of bureaucratic urban planning at the royal Judean administrative 

city of Beer-sheba Stratum II, which was destroyed at the end of the 8th century BCE. 

	  

ii. Controversy over the Ethnic Identity of Khirbet Qeiyafa 
	  
The controversy over the ethnic identity of Khirbet Qeiyafa challenges the identification 

of it as a fortified Judean city located within the borders of Judah in the late Iron I-early 

Iron IIa period, and suggests that the inhabitants were Philistine, Canaanite, or Northern 

Israelite. Philistine builders and inhabitants are universally rejected as no pork bones 

were found at Khirbet Qeiyafa as would be expected as in neighboring Gath (Na’aman 

2010: 507). The Canaanite hypothesis suggested the (absurd) notion that a “former 

Canaanite population of the Shephelah” founded a “Canaanite center in the south” at 

Khirbet Qeiyafa that shared commonality with a “central Canaanite center in north 

Palestine” found in the Galilee at Chinnereth (Tel Kinrot), located 142 km northwest 

from Khirbet Qeiyafa It also alleged “absence of pillared buildings” at Khirbet Qeiyafa  

(Na’aman 2010: 513-514; also 2008). In fact, pillared buildings were found at Khirbet 

Qeiyafa (Garfinkel, Ganor, Hasel 2012: 89-90), and there is no explicit evidence, nor 

logical reason to link the builders and planners of Khirbet Qeiyafa to the inhabitants of 

Tel Kinrot; an imaginative, but nonsensical hypothesis. In fact, Finkelstein and Fantalkin 

rejected the identification of Khirbet Qeiyafa as Philistine or Canaanite, and though they 

agreed that affiliating Khirbet Qeiyafa with Judah is “the more logical possibility” they 

argued that a “north Israelite polity” built the city (Finkelstein and Fantalkin 2012: 54). In 

this thesis, we follow “the more logical possibility” for the identification of Khirbet 

Qeiyafa as a fortified Judean city from late Iron I-early Iron IIA. 
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d. Methodology 

i. Cluster Analysis 
	  
The principle analytic concept that is used throughout this paper is derived from cluster 

analysis in the statistical and computer sciences (Sibson 1973), as used by archaeologists, 

in general. Cluster analysis is an analytic method that places objects into clusters (groups) 

based on similarities that these same objects share. Objects that are more similar are 

placed into the same cluster with each other, while those less similar are excluded. While 

it is theoretically possible to use computer imaging and algorithms for cluster analysis of 

urban plans, our method here is less precise, in that, we as a human agent observed 

similar elements in urban plans, along with shared geographic and chronological 

proximity and placed cities into a cluster on this basis. The cluster we identified is that of 

Judean cities in the Iron IIA-B period. 

Following an expanded version of Shiloh’s “Israelite” city plan (Shiloh 1978) this paper 

will analyze the five cities of Tel Beit Mirsim, Tell en-Nasbeh, Beth Shemesh, Tel Beer-

sheba, and Khirbet Qeiyafa for shared elements of their urban plan to ascertain whether 

clustering these cities as Judean is justified. These five cities were selected due to their 

dates of construction, use during the late Iron I – Iron IIA/B period (ca. 1050 – 701 BCE), 

and their geographic proximity to the borders of the Kingdom of Judah during the Iron 

Age (Kletter 1999: 31, 35; Rainey 2006: 177). Specifically, each city will be analyzed for 

elements of Judean urban planning including: 

1) casemate wall fortification system; 
2) solid wall fortification system; 
3) outer belt of buildings; 
4) circular ring road; 
5) central core of the city; 
6) perpendicular layout of domestic residences in relation to the casemate wall; 
7) city gate: 4-chambered, 2-chambered, or other. 

	  

 

Methodological considerations aside, we begin with a brief overview of urban settlement 

in the Southern Levant. This bulk of this thesis will follow with a detailed analysis of 

urban planning in cities associated with the region of Judah in the Iron IIA-B period. 
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2. A Brief Summary of Urban Settlement in the Southern Levant 
	  
Domestic residences in the Southern Levant appear at the very dawn of human settlement 

in the Epipaleolithic period. These first dwellings may be interpreted as featuring urban 

elements and are found at Natufian sites such as Eynan and later during the Neolithic at 

sites such as Nahal Oren (Herzog 1997: 17 – 19). These settlements feature circular and 

oval houses grouped together to form a social-network by means of building domestic 

residences clustered together. The residents engaged in an economy of collection of 

cereals and hunting, which led to the domestication of plants and animals in the Neolithic 

period (Herzog 1997: 19). The genius of these early settlements was a form of a social 

network that caused a leap forward in human society in terms of technology, quality of 

life, and settlement planning that was to be characteristic of the Southern Levant. 

During the Chalcolithic period (5000 – 3500 BCE) rectangular domestic architecture 

such as at Teleilat el-Ghassul and Shiqmim and belt-like rows of rectangular houses at 

Rasm Harbush and ‘Ain el-Hariri (Herzog 1997: 29 – 32) became the dominant “locked-

in” form of domestic architecture in the Southern Levant. Temple structures are found at 

sites, most notably the broad-room temple sanctuary and enclosure at ‘En Gedi (Herzog 

1997: 33 – 34). 

Villages of the Early Bronze I (3500 – 3100 BCE) feature clusters of houses, each 

elongated into sausage-shaped ovals as unearthed at Yiftahel (Herzog 1997: 39). Public 

religious architecture in the form of the temple is found at sites such as Megiddo (Stratum 

XIX) and Hartuv (Herzog 1997: 41). City fortifications first appear sporadically in EB I 

(Herzog 1997:42). In EB II, there is a significant increase in urban sites. Tel Arad 

evidences urban planning in the layout of houses and an advanced fortification system of 

a city wall with semi-circular guard towers (Herzog 1997: 44 – 48). Tel Yarmut featured 

complex city wall fortifications that span EB II-III as well as a colossal bastion or palace 

(Herzog 1997: 71 – 73). 

After a period of decline in Middle Bronze I, an urban renaissance is observed in Middle 

Bronze IIA (2000 – 1750 BCE). Along with the rise of an urban elite, palace buildings 

appear in MB IIA along with city wall-glacis systems, which provided protection to the 
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city, but were less massive than EB fortifications (Herzog 1997: 114 – 115). Economic 

growth and consolidation of local elites in the Canaanite city-state system of the MB IIA 

led to the phenomenon of large rampart cities with fortified city gates such as found at 

Dan, Hazor already in MB IIA, and Jericho, Shechem, Tel Beit Mirsim, Megiddo, etc. 

(Herzog 1997: 118 – 163). In MB IIC, an early form of casemate-style wall fortifications 

is introduced (Finkelstein and Fantalkin 2012: 42). 

The Late Bronze Age saw a collapse of the prosperity and imposing fortifications of the 

Canaanite City States. It was a period of urban decline where most city fortifications 

disappeared and occupied city area was reduced and settled without concern for urban 

planning and efficiency (Herzog 1997: 165). In northern Jordan, square box-shaped 

casemate wall fortifications are found at Tall Zira’a (Vieweger and Häser 2010: 6-7), 

which was a region also settled by the ‘apiru and Shasu pastoralists in the Late Bronze, 

and later by proto-Israelites in Iron I (Rainey 2006: 133). 

The Iron Age I evidences urban growth and new settlement. Canaanite cities such as 

those at Megiddo Stratum VIIA, and on the coastal plain, Acco and Shikmona, and the 

Egyptian administrative center at Beth Shean, were rebuilt with no break in continuity 

from previous levels (Herzog 1997: 190 – 193).  

The Philistine Pentapolis of Ekron, Ashdod, Gaza, Gath, and Ashkelon was settled at this 

time on the southern Coastal Plain. Ethnic markers are observed in distinct pottery styles 

and the presence of pig bones, while cities featured orthogonal planning distinct from all 

other contemporary cities as would be expected from an immigrant population (Herzog 

1997: 201 – 204).  

At this same time the Proto-Israelites settled the central hill country and in the Negev 

Desert making the transition from clusters of nomadic-pastoralists to sedentary 

communities that were to later transform into the polities of Judah and Israel (Dever 

1995; Herzog 1997: 195 – 205). Casemate-like architectural elements appear in Late Iron 

I stratum at Tel Beer-sheba Stratum VII, Izbet Sartah Stratum III, Tel Masos Stratum II, 

and Tel el-Umeiri (see Fig. 18; Herzog 1997: 198-199, 209-210; Finkelstein and 

Fantalkin 2012: 42). Late Iron I casemate wall fortifications were also reported to have 
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been found in Moab at el-Lehun, Khirbet Mudeyne Mu’arrajeh, Khirbet Mudeyine Aliya, 

Khirbet el-Mu’ammariyya (Finkelstein and Fantalkin 2012: 42). 

In the transitional period of late Iron I and early Iron IIA, a hybrid solid “massive” wall 

and casemate wall fortification system is found at Khirbet ed-Dawwara just north of 

Jerusalem in the Benjaminite tribal region, which will be discussed in detail below 

(Finkelstein 1990; Finkelstein and Fantalkin 2012). This is also the period in which the 

excavators have placed the well-preserved and highly-skilled construction of casemate 

wall fortifications of Khirbet Qeiyafa in the Judean Shephelah south of Jerusalem 

(Garfinkel, Ganor, and Hasel 2011). Khirbet Qeiyafa represents the first systematically 

planned and regulated use of casemate fortifications in the region of Judah. 

Iron Age IIA-B marks the beginning of a more advanced form of urban settlement. In the 

Iron IIA, extensive and systematic use of casemate-like fortification walls are observed in 

the north at Megiddo VA and fully-fledged examples of casemate fortifications are found 

at Hazor Stratum X, on the Shephelah to Coastal Plain highway at Tel Gezer, and in the 

south in Judah (including Benjamin) at Tel Beit Mirsim B3 and Tel en-Nasbeh Stratum 

3C (See Fig. 3 for city plans; Finkelstein 2012: 18; Herzog 1997: 213, 215, 217). As a 

result of disputes over chronology we now briefly turn to separately discuss Jerusalem 

and Lachish in the Iron IIA period. 

At Jerusalem, Kenyon reported finding a “casemate wall” and dated it to the 10th-9th 

century, “possibly to the Solomonic period” (Kenyon 1963: 17-18). Eilat Mazar also 

observed what appear to be square casemate-like rooms similar to Palace 1723 at 

Megiddo in what she called “the Large Stone Structure” and identified it as King David’s 

Palace dated to Iron IIA (Mazar 2007: 63; 2009: 50, 64-65), the dating of which was 

subsequently disputed (eg. Finkelstein, Herzog, Singer-Avitz, and Ussishkin 2007). We 

accept Kenyon’s and Mazar’s findings as reasonable evidence of monumental 

architecture in active use during the late Iron I-Iron IIA period Judean city of Jerusalem. 

At Lachish, Starkey found square casemate-like rooms in the Iron IIA Lachish Palace A 

Stratum V that bear a striking similarity to those at Megiddo Palace 1723. Surrounding 

these square rooms he described the “casemate” fortifications of Palace A dated to the 
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Iron IIA period (Tufnell 1953: 79). The renewed excavations disputed these finds. 

Ussishkin described the casemates only as “long rectangular units along all external walls 

of the podium/palace wing” with pottery fill from “the Late Bronze Age, with a small 

number of red-slipped, irregularly burnished” pottery sherds that he dated to Lachish 

Stratum IV Iron IIB (Ussishkin 2004: 777, 783). Ussishkin went further and reported that 

Starkey’s Palace A “never existed,” but was a section of Palace B in Lachish Stratum IV 

Iron IIB (Ussishkin 2004: 771).  Lachish staff G. Barkay and O. Zimhoni dissented and 

followed Starkey’s Iron IIA Stratum V date for Lachish Palace A and the casemates 

(Ussishkin 2004: 771); we follow Starkey, Barkay, and Zimhoni as the logical dating.  

In Iron IIB, the casemate walls continue in use in Judah at Tel Beit Mirsim Stratum A, 

Beth Shemesh Level 3, Tel Ira, Tel Halif, Ramat Rahel (Aharoni 1964: 23–28, 50, Fig. 6; 

1993: 1263; Lipschits 2006: 230; Rainey 1966: 473), and in the north at Hazor Stratum 

VIII (Finkelstein 2012: 18; Herzog 1997: 225). At Beer-sheba III-II there is a return to 

the casemate wall fortifications from an earlier form of fortification in Stratum V-IV, 

which according to the excavators’ opinion was an early form of the solid “massive” 

wall, which emerges as the dominant urban fortification technology in Iron IIB. 

The solid wall likely represents a major shift in public defense policy, originating in the 

Kingdom of Judah as first implemented at Tel Beer-sheba Stratum V-IV, and wide scale 

adoption of solid “massive” wall fortification systems in Iron IIB in the north at Dan 

Stratum III, Gezer, Hazor Stratum VA, Megiddo IVA, Rehov, and in the south at Arad X, 

(Beth-Shemesh?), Jerusalem, Lachish Stratum III, and Tel en-Nasbeh Stratum 3B-A 

(Finkelstein 2012: 19-21; Herzog 1997: 223, 225, 227, 238, 240). Here we follow Zorn 

(personal communication 2010; and Zorn 1993; 2008) for the dating of Tel en-Nasbeh 

and reject Finkelstein’s dating of the “great wall,” which self-admittedly he stated was 

based on “six circumstantial considerations” not falsifiable archaeological fact, thus, 

meaningless (Finkelstein 2012: 21; Popper 1992; Wittgenstein 1974: 3.328). 

In Iron IIB, we find what appears to be a ceremonial or ornamental use of the casemate 

wall for a non-defensive function. We observe casemate-like walls lacking entrances at 

the royal acropolis at Samaria Period II (Herzog 1997: 230). A second example, are the 

casemate walls from the end of Iron IIB in the ceremonial cultic complex at Dan Stratum 
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II (Herzog 1997: 223). This suggests that by the end of Iron IIB, a ceremonial 

codification of the casemate wall fortifications had taken place in the Kingdom of Israel. 

In the Kingdom of Judah, we observe the same. On the Royal acropolis of Lachish we 

observe a ceremonial use of the casemate wall above Podium A preserved in both Palace 

B Stratum IV and Palace C Stratum III (Herzog 1997: 240; Ussishkin 2004: 772-773).2 

An undisputed bureaucratic codification of the casemate wall is observed at Tel Beer-

sheba Strata III-II, where fortification capabilities were not utilized when the casemate 

chambers were not filled as fortifications, and the Assyrians destroyed the city at the end 

of the 8th century BCE (Aharoni 1973: 107). 

Discussions of other aspects of Judean urban planning in the Iron IIA/B period will 

follow below. In general, Judean urban planning utilized an “organic design concept” that 

based the city perimeter on the natural contours of the hill upon which it was built and the 

layout of the city was, in turn, a result of urban planning or a urban concept in direct 

relation to the naturally defined city perimeter; the urban planning of the Judean city was 

aware and “in-sync” with the environment that surrounded it. The casemate wall 

fortification system combined to create domestic residences in a perpendicular layout of 

the walls of domestic residences in relation to the casemate wall. Together they formed 

an outer belt of buildings delineating the border of the city and its outer wall. A circular 

ring road and a central core of the city, which utilized the four-room house, pillared 

buildings, and the placement, function, and form of the city gate, are all characteristic of 

Judean cities and will be discussed in greater detail below as pertaining to each site.	   	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
2 Regardless of the debate over the stratification of Palace A, B, and C on the Royal Acropolis of 
Lachish, there is no dispute that Starkey’s “Palace A” on Podium A is part of Palace B and C in 
the Iron IIB period of Lachish Strata IV and III. Here the casemates appear to be in a ceremonial 
or even commemorative use within the walls of the palace itself and remain so until the final 
destruction in 701 BCE. Accepting this interpretation, within the Royal acropolis of Lachish we 
observe the closest phenomenon of what can be understood as a life-size archaeology museum of 
Judean public policy for the fortification of urban centers during the Iron IIA period. 
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3. Analysis of Urban Planning in Iron IIA-B Judah 
	  

The key sites for this analysis are all located within 70 km of Jerusalem (see Figs. 2 & 3). 

Moving from the north to the south relative to the City of David, Jerusalem, we find the 

distances as (Google Earth): Tel en-Nasbeh 12.41 km northwest, Beth Shemesh 24.83 

km southwest, Khirbet Qeiyafa 27.85 km southwest, Tel Beit Mirsim 47.04 km 

southwest, and Beer-Sheba 69.52 km southwest. In addition, we include a comparative 

analysis of the late Iron I-early Iron IIA site of Khirbet ed-Dawwara 11.4 km northeast, 

important for understanding the evolution of urban planning, especially fortification 

systems, in the Kingdoms of Judah and Israel. 

Figure	  2:	  Iron	  IIA-‐B	  cities	  in	  Judah	  and	  Philistia	  (After	  Garfinkel,	  Ganor,	  Hasel	  2012:	  Fig.	  1)	  
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Figure	  3:	   Plans	  of	  Judean	  cities	   from	  the	   Iron	   II	  period:	   (1)	  Khirbet	  Qeiyafa,	  early	   Iron	  IIA,	  23	  dunams	   	  (Garfinkel,	  
Ganor,	  Hasel:	  2012);	  (2)	  Tel	  Beit	  Mirsim,	  Stratum	  A,	  Iron	  II	  B-‐C,	  30	  dunams	  (Albright	  2008:	  179);	  (3)	  Tel	  en-‐Nasbeh,	  
Stratum	   III	   (black	   filled),	   Iron	   II,	   32	   dunams	   (Herzog	   1997:	   238,	   Fig.	   5.26);	   (4)	   Beth	   Shemesh	   hypothetical	  
reconstruction	   of	   Level	   3	   city,	   storage	   room,	   and	   gate,	   and	   larger	   Level	   2	   city	   with	   north	   gate,	   square-‐closed	  
casemates,	  and	  water	  system	  (AFter	  Grant	  1931,	  Bunimovitz	  and	  Lederman	  2001:	  123);	  (5)	  Tel	  Beer-‐Sheba,	  Stratum	  
II,	  Iron	  IIC,	  11	  dunams	  (Herzog	  1997:	  247,	  Fig.	  5.31). 
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a. Tel Beit Mirsim 
 

i. Site Plan 

Figure	  4:	  Tel	  Beit	  Mirsim	  Plan,	  Stratum	  A,	  Iron	  II	  (after	  posthumous	  Albright	  2008)	  

ii. Description 
 

Tel Beit Mirsim is a 30 dunam (7.5 acre site) located in between the Judean Shephelah 

and the southern hill country, 47.04 km southwest from Jerusalem, 497 m above sea 

level. W.F. Albright led excavations at the site during the 1920s and 30s. Two main areas 

were defined, north and south, covering an area of approximately 6 dunams of the 30 

dunams (7.5 acres) of the total site area, or 20% of the city (Shiloh 1978: 36). Albright 

estimated the city reached its peak in settlement in the 8th century BCE shortly before the 

Assyrians led by Sennacherib captured the town in 701 BCE (Albright 1943: 39). 
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iii. Date 
 

The site evidences multiple periods of occupation. It is not clear when the Iron II city was 

first built, as excavations found a dominance of wheel-burnished pottery in Iron IIB. New 

excavations will clarify if Albright was correct in his findings of an Iron IIA city. 

Table 2: Beit Mirsim Stratigraphy (Abright 1943: 39; 2008:179; Greenberg 2008: 180) 
Stratum  Period  Date  Type of Occupation  

A2  Iron IIB  ? - 701 BCE  Fortified Judean city  

A1  Iron IIB  925 - ? BCE  Fortified Judean city  

B3  Iron IIA  1000 – 925 BCE  Fortified Judean city  

B2  Iron I  1175 – 1000 BCE  Canaanite settlement  

B1  Iron I  1235 – 1175 BCE  Canaanite settlement  

C  Late Bronze  1540 – 1235 BCE  Canaanite city  

D   Middle Bronze IIB  1620 – 1540 BCE  Canaanite city  

E  Middle Bronze IIB  1700 – 1620 BCE  Canaanite city  

F  Middle Bronze IIA  1750 – 1700 BCE  Canaanite city  

G  Middle Bronze IIA  1800 – 1750 BCE  Canaanite city  

H  Middle Bronze I  1900 – 1800 BCE  Canaanite city  

I  Middle Bronze I  2000 – 1900 BCE  Canaanite settlement  

J  Early Bronze IIIB  2300 – 2200 BCE  Settlement  

	  

iv. Cluster Analysis 
 
Table 3: Tel Beit Mirsim Cluster Analysis of Judean Urban Planning 

Elements of Judean Urban Planning Iron IIA-B   

1) Casemate wall fortification system  Yes  

2) Solid wall fortification system  No  

 3) Outer belt of buildings  Yes  

4) Circular ring road  Yes  

5) Central core of the city  Yes  

6) Perpendicular layout of domestic residences to casemate wall  Yes  

7) City gate Phase 1: 2-chambered (Iron IIA); Phase 2: “indirect”  Yes  
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v. Discussion 
	  

According to Albright’s analysis, the final level of the city, Stratum A, represents the 

fortification system first built in Stratum B3. A general analysis of the site plan (Fig. 4) 

clearly reveals (1) the use of the casemate fortification; and (2) an outer belt of buildings 

in an (3) a perpendicular urban concept as houses are built parallel to each other and 

(roughly) perpendicular to the casemate walls around the periphery of the excavated 

areas, and by assumption around the entire city itself.  The city-wall featuring casemate 

fortifications were built during Stratum B3 the time period ascribed to the United 

Monarchy and likely destroyed in 925 BCE during Pharaoh Shishak’s campaign in Judah, 

cf. 1 Kings 14:25; 2 Chronicles 12:1-12 (Albright 1943: 64; Greenberg 2008: 180). 

Following the late 10th century BCE destruction, the fortifications were rebuilt along the 

same lines, but strengthening them by means of a widening of the walls in the first half of 

the 9th century BCE. They continued in use through to the end of Stratum A until the 

Assyrian destruction in 701 BCE (Albright 1943: 40, 64). 

 

Several public buildings were excavated at the site. These include the “West Tower” and 

“West Gate” in the northwest of the city (Albright 1943: 41). A second rectangular 

feature on the northeast area of the city was likely the “East Tower.” It was not fully 

excavated, but the outline was cleared to ascertain the measurements of 22.50 m long and 

a projection outside the perimeter of the wall of 4.5 – 6.0 m (Albright 1943: 40) and is 

featured on the city plan (see Fig. 4). In the center of the town, a building with noticeably 

thicker walls, 1.40 m wide, was identified by Albright as a “fortress” comparable to those 

found at Lachish, Azekah, and ascribed to the Judean Kingdom (Albright 1943: 48-49, 

66-67). 

 

The East Gate, located in the southeastern corner of the city, represents continuity in 

location of the gate of the city spanning over 1000 years as it was built above the 

foundations of the city gate of the Middle Bronze IIB period of Stratum E (Albright 

1943: 67). During the Judean presence at the city in the Iron II period, there are two 

phases ascribed to the city gate. The first phase features a two-chambered gate flanked by 
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two-towers outside the city wall (see Fig. 5), with two sub-phases, the earlier stage in 

Stratum B3 with walls 1.5 m wide, and a second sub-phase with re-construction of the 

same form with thicker walls of 2.0 m wide (Albright 1943: 16). In the second phase of 

the East Gate, and its two sub phases, the gate was an “indirect ingress” gate with a wall 

to prevent direct entry through the gate (see Fig. 6 below after Albright 1943: 47). 

  

Figure	  5:	  Tel	  Beit	  Mirsim	  East	  Gate,	  Iron	  II	  Phase	  I	  with	  reconstructed	  casemates	  (after	  Albright	  1943:	  16) 

Figure	  6:	  Tel	  Beit	  Mirsim,	  East	  Gate,	  Iron	  II	  Phase	  II	  (after	  Albright	  1943:	  Pl.	  5)	  
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The zenith of Tel Beit Mirsim during the Iron II period took place after the re-

construction of the casemate fortifications in Stratum A (Albright 1943: 65), and resulted 

in a “lock-in” in urban planning when houses were constructed with a remarkably similar 

pillared house-plan, so much so that “house-construction with standing stones…[became] 

almost universal at Tel Beit Mirsim in Stratum A” (Albright 1943: 49-50, 65). Pillars 

were set into partition walls as a means of reinforcement and also freestanding to support 

roof structures and were usually off-center by 0.5 m to 1.0 m forming a division of the 

room of the lower story where they were installed, and supporting a ceiling 

approximately 1.80 m (ca. 6 feet) in height, which was also determined by the presence 

of staircases leading to an upper story which was not preserved (Albright 1943: 50-51). 

Albright noted that in the early stages of excavation the pillars were mistakenly identified 

as “large standing-stones” (i.e. biblical masseboth) “belonging to a cultic installation of 

some kind,” but the “idea was given up before the end of the first campaign” for as the 

excavation progressed, many broken pillars were found in re-use as reinforcing stones in 

house-walls, “laid horizontally,” not indication of desacrilization of cultic masseboth, but 

merely a practical construction technique of four-room houses (Albright 1943: 54-54). 

	  

Further, while Shiloh observed “residential and service buildings, plazas, streets and 

fortifications” and “typical four-room houses or their three and two-room subtypes” 

(Shiloh 1978: 36), the buildings are not uniformly laid out, nor does their seem to be any 

consistency in the form or individual plan of the housing units. Nevertheless, the use of 

the casemate fortifications is consistent in the excavated areas and the casemate itself is 

consistently used as the rear “broad room” of the houses found in the outer belt of 

buildings (Shiloh 1978: 38). The casemates themselves exhibit uniform consistency in the 

width of the outer wall of the casemates of 1.5 m, the inner walls of 1.0 m, and the width 

of the inner chamber of 1.5 m, although no consistency in measurements in the distance 

of the length of the casemates is observed (see Fig. 7 for detail of casemate and buildings 

from Tel Beit Mirsim). The thicker outer wall is indicative of the “defensive character” 

and “built of larger stones” (Shiloh 1978: 38). 
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In attempting to reconstruct the build process of the city itself, the consistency in 

thickness in the outer defensive wall that also forms the outer wall of the casemate (1.5 m 

thick) suggests that the first stage of construction was building the outer wall. This wall 

encircles the 30 dunams of the city in a concentric manner with three exceptions where 

buildings interrupt the continuity of the wall, located on the southeastern corner of the 

city and evidences two chambers on the south-east side with an open area on its north-

west, adjacent to a guard tower. While Shiloh observed that the “belt of buildings” is 

bordered by a “ring road” that runs parallel to the casemate and delineates the central 

core of the city, the road does not circle through the buildings in a perfect ring, but 

follows an eclectic layout of the buildings adjacent to the casemate and in the northern 

section, several walls block the ring road (see Fig. 4). Each of these buildings, exempting 

the casemate, were identified by Albright as “building[s] of public character” (Albright 

1943: 48). 

The essential difference between “public” buildings and “private” is not only their use 

and function to serve the inhabitants of the city as a whole, but also, that all elements of 

their role in the urban plan of the city, function, and construction were planned by the 

central-coordinating power that actually built them. This required a significant amount of 

human, financial, and enforcement power resources to oversee their construction and 

Figure	  7:	  Tel	  Beit	  Mirsim	  Detail	  of	  Stratum	  A,	  Southeast	  city	  Quarter	  (After	  Albright	  1943:	  Pl.	  3) 
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conformity to a predetermined urban plan. This fits well with the conclusion that the 

public architecture of Tel Beit Mirsim, mainly those related to the fortification of the city, 

were constructed in the first stage of the build process at the city. 

Further, there is an observation in Albright’s 1943 report where he noted that “in general 

the old casemates continued in use, though more and more of them appear to have been 

employed as store-rooms” (Albright 1943: 40). It is not clear what this observation 

recorded. It is assumed that the casemate fortifications were built at the same time to 

create a perimeter around the city, and that, the casemate system is generally thought to 

have served as the rear storage room of the domestic units and the broad room unit of the 

casemate wall. Thus, a possible explanation is that what Albright observed with the 

increase of storage vessels in the casemate chamber is the process by with the gradual 

occupation of the site occurred; this process was preserved in the archaeological record. 

This explanation supports the conclusion that the outer wall and casemate fortifications 

were built first followed by a gradual occupation of the site and secondary build of the 

domestic units abutting the casemates. 

While the domestic housing units found in the city conform to a urban concept oriented 

perpendicular to the casemates and ring road (with above qualifications), they do not 

exhibit any sense of conformity to a pre-drafted urban plan for the city specifying roads 

and individual housing units. They houses exhibit a high degree of eclecticism in the 

build process, and this, in contrast to the casemates. This is synonymous with Albright’s 

conclusion that there was no “systematic city planning” but that individuals built as they 

were able with the house walls around them (Albright 1943: 49, 50). Albright also noted 

his surprise that the houses were “regular…in spite of all the obstacles in the way of 

regularity, and how much alike nearly all houses are, despite the lack of systematic city 

planning” (Albright 1943: 50). In contrast, it is likely is that an urban plan was drafted, 

but was simply not enforced after the regulated construction of the casemates likely built 

by professional government contracted workers or a enlisted civilian corveé work force. 

The domestic residences, on the other hand, were likely built by the inhabitants 

themselves following a Judean urban concept, but one that was not stringently enforced 

on a house-by-house basis as observed in the plan of Stratum II.  
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b. Tel en-Nasbeh 

i. Site Plan 
	  

	  

 

Figure	  8:	  Tel	  en-‐Nasbeh	  site	  plan	  showing	  the	  two	  Iron	  Age	  fortification	  systems:	  1)	  the	  earlier	  casemate	  
walls	  (filled	  black)	  and	  2)	  the	  later	  solid	  “massive”	  wall	  (light	  gray	  fill)	  (after	  Herzog	  1997:	  238,	  Fig.	  5.26) 
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ii. Description 
 

Tell en-Nasbeh is a 32 dunam (7.9 acres) site located 12.41 northwest of Jerusalem, near 

the ancient border of the Kingdom of Judah in the territory assigned to the tribal region of 

Benjamin (today located in the West Bank), and has been suggested to be the site of 

biblical Mizpah, resting on a low plateau that was conducive to both agriculture and 

horticulture (Zorn 1988: 28; 1997: 53). Excavations were conducted at the site by the 

University of California Berkeley under the direction of W.F. Bade in the 1920s and 30s. 

Jeffrey Zorn carried out extensive analysis and reorganization of the published materials 

from the excavations under the auspices of his PhD thesis at Berkley, which serves as the 

definitive reference for the site today (Zorn 1993). 

 

iii. Date 
 

Remains were found at the site from the Chalcolithic Period through to the Byzantine 

period. Specifically, five strata were defined with strata 3 and 4 assigned to the Iron Age. 

The Iron Age II level is stratum 3 featuring three subdivisions 3A, 3B, and 3C: 

   
Table 4: Iron Age Stratification of Tel en-Nasbeh  (Zorn 1993: 114) 

Stratum  Period  Date  Type of Occupation  

3A  BIron II  850 – 701 BCE  Fortified Judean City  

3B  BIron II  925 – 850 BCE  Fortified Judean City  

3C  AIron II  1000 – 925 BCE  Fortified Judean City  

4  Iron I  1200 – 1000 BCE  Settlement  

 Late Chalcolithic – Early Bronze  Various  

 
 
A clear dating of stratum 3C was difficult, but suggested to be around “the 10th century 

BCE” otherwise Iron IIA (Jeffrey Zorn, personal email, 5 May 2010; we reject 

Finkelstein 2012 for reasons as noted above). Stratum 3C features the earliest Iron Age II 

fortifications at the site, a casemate wall. The clearest examples of casemate abutting 



	  

29	  

buildings are found in buildings 160.06, 160.07, and 177.01 (Shiloh 1978: 39; Zorn 1993: 

1503, 1504, 1507; see Fig. 9 for compilation). 

iv. Cluster Analysis 
 
Table 5: Tel en-Nasbeh Cluster Analysis of Judean Urban Planning 

Elements of Judean Urban Planning Iron IIA-B   

1) Casemate wall fortification system  Yes (Iron IIA)  
2) Solid “massive” wall fortification system  Yes (Iron IIB)  

 3) Outer belt of buildings  Yes  

4) Circular ring road  Yes  

5) Central core of the city  Yes  

6) Perpendicular layout of domestic residences to casemate wall  Yes  

7) City gate Phase 1: ?; Phase 2: 2-chamber indirect (Iron IIB)  Yes  

	  

v. Discussion 
 
The plan of the Iron Age II city conforms to that associated with Judean city plans: a 

round or here, elongated oval perimeter following the natural contours of the tel, outer 

defensive casemate wall, abutted by a belt of buildings, ring-road, and buildings forming 

an inner urban core (Shiloh 1978; Zorn 2008: 1099). This observation is qualified by 

noting that the casemate structures from Stratum 3C are not as regular as at comparable 

sites such as Tel Beit Mirsim Stratum A, Khirbet Qeiyafa Stratum IV, and Beer-sheba III-

II (discussed below), nor does the central core evidence a high degree of urban planning, 

but “seems more chaotic” (Zorn 1993: 158). 

The outer wall of the casemate is thicker, and built of larger fieldstones than those of the 

domestic units (Shiloh 1978: 40). Based on calculations from the published architectural 

plans for these buildings, the outer defensive wall of the casemate is approximately 2 m 

in thickness, while the inner wall of the casemate ranges from 0.67 m – 0.81 m in 

thickness. The walls buildings abutting the casemates range in thickness from 0.27 m – 

0.54 m. The excavations yielded only fragments of the casemate wall with some sections 

of “the 3C wall…completely removed, and new walls founded in its place” in the next 
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phase of rebuilding of the site during the mid-9th century BCE which remained in place 

until the Babylonian conquest ca. 586 BCE (Zorn 1993: 314).  

Although no 3C gate was located, it was likely in the vicinity of Building 145.01 on the 

eastern side of the tel. This is also near to where the later two-gate complex was 

constructed (Zorn 1993: 316). 

 

	  

Urban planning and The Pillared House 
 
The earliest buildings of Stratum 3C show no continuity with the domestic architecture of 

Stratum 4, but represent a new phase of Iron IIA Judean urban architecture in the context 

of a fortified settlement (Zorn 1993:  114-115). In analyzing the domestic units excavated 

at the site, 38 out of 73 buildings or 51.35% utilized pillars in their construction, and at 

least 17 (23%) of these featured staircases leading to a second story, with the 

qualification that it is likely that many pillars were not preserved in situ but found out of 

Figure	  9:	  Tel	  en-‐Nasbeh	  Buildings	  with	  Casemates	  (after	  Zorn	  1993:	  1503,	  1504,	  1507) 
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context during the excavations (Zorn 1993: 117-120, 127). Overall, it is estimated that 

there were a total of 200 buildings in Stratum 3C (Zorn 1993: 116). Of the buildings that 

were excavated from Stratum 3, all were classified as “dwellings or houses” (Zorn 1993: 

116); thus, no clear public architecture was 

identified with the possible exception of 

fortifications.  

 

The most common house plan at Tel en-

Nasbeh is a 3-room plan (Zorn 1993: 138). 

The construction of the walls of the buildings 

are of the “single-stone” type using single 

field stones to form walls, some of which were 

preserved to 1 m in height (Zorn 1993: 123). 

 

In examining the urban planning at Tell en-

Nasbeh, T.L. McClellan observed that the 

Stratum 3 city was “a planned town consisting 

of a casemate defensive system, a belt of 

houses built against the casemate walls, a ring 

street, and peripheral streets leading to the 

center of the site” (see our see Fig. 8 and 10; 

McClellan 1984: 68). 

 

Deviations from an idealized urban plan vis-à-

vis Shiloh were explained as a response to the 

local topography and to facilitate proper drainage within the city (McClellan 1984: 69). 

Finally noting that, “the uniformity of house design is striking; three and four-room pillar 

houses provided efficient utilization of the available space” (McClellan 1984: 69). 

 
  

Figure	  10:	  Tel	  en-‐Nasbeh	  casemate	  wall,	  houses,	  
Stratum 3, Area	  AF-‐AG-‐17/18	  on	  southwest	  side	  of	  
the	  tell	  (After	  McClellan	  1984:	  56,	  Fig.	  4) 
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Solid Wall Fortifications from 9th century BCE Judah 
 
Stratum 3B evidences the construction of a “massive offset-inset wall” of 660 m in 

perimeter that surrounds the entire settlement (see Fig. 8, light grey wall) and left an 

“intramural zone” between the outside of the Stratum 3C casemate fortifications and the 

inside of the solid wall adding 1.5 hectares to the total occupied area of the city (Zorn 

1993: 148, 151). It is 4 m in thickness (the approximate width of a filled casemate) and 

featured 10 fortified towers that project from the wall 6 m in thickness (Zorn 1993: 151).  

 

The fortifications of this second phase were massive and featured the inset-offset solid 

wall fortifications varying in width from 3.6 m – 6.3 m, reinforced by a large earthwork 

sloped revetment of 6.0 – 8.8 m, a moat excavated at four places at the base of the 

Figure	  11:	  Cross-‐section	  of	  moat,	  revetment	  wall,	  and	  tower	  (After	  McCown	  1947:	  Fig.	  45 
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revetment surrounding the city, 9 or 10 fortified towers, and an inner and outer gate 

system (see Fig. 8; Zorn 1993: 151, 319, 325-326, 327). Zorn highlighted the sheer 

massiveness of these fortifications in an Iron II context, here including Judah and Israel, 

which is clear when compared to the width of walls at other sites (Zorn 1993: 331): 

Table 6: Comparison of solid “massive” wall widths in Iron II Judah and Israel 
 

Tell en-Nasbeh =  3.6 m – 6.3 m  
Megiddo IV =  3.6 m (3.8 m - 4.0 m near gate)  
Lachish III-IV =  6.0 m  
Lachish II =  3.7 m  
Hazor V =  3.2 m – 4.8 m  
Beer-sheba V-IV =  3.7 m  
Tel Batash III =  4.0 m  
Jerusalem =  5.0 m – 7.0 m  

 

Despite the massiveness of the inset-offset wall the excavator, William Frederic Badé (as 

published by C.C. McCown), noted that the wall “showed striking differences in 

construction” and that it was not “constructed on a methodical plan…but showed 

differences also in thickness and in the character of the masonry” (McCown 1947: 191). 

The inconsistency in the building of the wall is observed in parts being founded on 

bedrock and others on “debris of earth and stones” (McCown 1947: 193). This led the 

excavator to the assumption that the builders of the wall were local villagers or tribal 

groups forced into a corveé labor force that did not follow a “systematic plan carried out 

under unified supervision” (McCown 1947: 193). 

 

Solid wall fortifications in Iron II Judah and Israel utilized both the inset-offset technique, 

which consisted of small “buttresses projecting alternatively inward and outward,” but 

also the “serrated technique” in which the offset jutted “out about half a meter at 

intervals” and along with towers “were all intended to reduce the blind spots along the 

wall and at its base” (Barkay 1992: 308). While variation in construction technique is 

observed in the solid wall at Tel en-Nasbeh, some of the variation, such as what appears 

to be the use of these very same Iron II techniques, both inset-offset and serration, was 

intentional and not necessarily the evidence of inexperienced builders. Overall, the 

“massive fortification wall” at Tel en-Nasbeh does not convincingly support the 
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conclusion of Bade (and McCown) that the builders did not follow a specific and 

methodical plan for building the solid wall and towers of Stratum 3B (Barkay 1992: 308). 

An examination of the cross-section of the wall-revetment-moat system (Fig. 11) 

suggests a high-level of sophistication in the plan of a three-part defensive system 

requiring the coordinated effort of multiple work teams under the supervision of foreman 

who both understood and followed the overall fortification plan for the city and had the 

authority to enforce both that it was built and how it was built. This is evident when 

examining the overall final plan of the Stratum 3B fortifications as it evidences a level of 

coherency that could not be achieved by teams working independently to form an outer 

defensive perimeter around the city (see Fig. 8). 

 

Zorn followed McCown with the suggestion that the fortifications were built by a corveé 

labor force conscripted by King Asa to build Mizpah, although there was no way to 

confirm these specific details (Zorn 1993: 332). While at present there is no 

archaeological justification, such as an inscription, for linking the fortifications at Tel en-

Nasbeh to King Asa, the complexity of the structures associated with the inset-offset 

wall, revetment wall, towers, and gate system imply a high-level of central coordination 

to finance the physical and human labor resources of the corveé labor force required to 

build them. 

 

The close proximity to Jerusalem, the capital city of the Kingdom of Judah located 12.41 

km to the southeast from Tel en-Nasbeh, supports the conclusion that the source behind 

their construction were the policy makers in Jerusalem. In fact, the logical conclusion is 

that a central government based in Jerusalem “erected the fortifications for most large 

rural towns”, but whether they “then left the citizens to effect their own defense” is 

something not clearly evidenced in the archaeological record (Zorn 1993: 339). It 

reasonably follows that what was excavated at Tel en-Nasbeh are the physical 

manifestations of a high-level of military prepardness in the defensive and foreign policy 

of the Kingdom of Judah as preserved in the archaeological record. 
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c. Beth Shemesh 

i. Site Plan 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ii. Description 
 

Tel Beth Shemesh is a 28 dunams (7 acres) site, located 24.83 km southwest of Jerusalem 

in the northeastern Shephelah. The first major excavations conducted at the site were led 

by D. Mackenzie under the auspices of the Palestine Exploration Fund (1911-1912) and 

then by E. Grant through the expedition from Haverford College, Pennsylvania (1928-

1933) and published by G.E. Wright in 1939 (Bunimovitz and Lederman 1993: 249). 

Renewed excavations at the site began in 1990 directed by S. Bunimovitz and Z. 

Lederman under the auspices of Tel Aviv. 

iii. Date 
 

Settlement at the site dates back to the Early Bronze Age with a continuous occupation 

through to the Iron Age. The excavators’ initial observation was that Grant and Wright’s 

Figure	  5:	  Tel	  Beth	  Shemesh	  reconstructed	  city	  plan	  with	  hypothetical	  Level	  3	  city	  with	  storage	  
buildings	  and	  south	  gate,	  and	  Level	  2	  city	  with	  north	  gate,	  casemates,	   and	  water	  system	  in	  
Area	  C	  (After	  Bunomovitz	  and	  Lederman	  1993;	  Grant	  1931;	  Herzog	  1997:	  215-‐225) 
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IIB and IIC were defined based only on pottery analysis, not architecture (Bunimovitz 

and Lederman 1993: 253), and was later redefined into Levels 4, 3, 2, and 1, and which 

form the relevant strata for this discussion (See Table 4 below; Bunimovitz and 

Lederman 2008: 1644). 

 
Table 7: Settlement history of Beth Shemesh (Bunimovitz & Lederman 1993; 2008) 

Stratum (Level) Period Date Type of Occupation 
I Hellenistic – Medieval 

 
Various 

IId (1) Iron IIC 
 

650 – 635 BCE Judean Settlement 

IIc (2) Iron IIB 
 

750 – 701 BCE Fortified Judean city 
w/casemate walls 

IIb (3) Iron IIA-B 
 

950 – 750 BCE Fortified Judean city 
w/casemate walls 

IIa (4) Iron IB-IIA 
 

1050 – 950 BCE Unfortified village  

III Iron Age IA-IB 
 

1200 – 1050 BCE Canaanite settlement 

IV Late Bronze 
 

1550 – 1200 BCE Canaanite settlement 

V Middle Bronze   
 

1700 – 1500 BCE Canaanite settlement 

 

iv. Cluster Analysis  
 

Table 8: Beth Shemesh Cluster Analysis of Judean Urban Planning  
Elements of Judean Urban Planning Iron IIA-B   

1) Casemate wall fortification system  Yes  

2) Solid wall fortification system  Undetermined  

 3) Outer belt of buildings  Yes  

4) Circular ring road  Yes  

5) Central core of the city  Yes  

6) Perpendicular layout of domestic residences to casemate wall  Yes  

7) City gate Phase 1: ?;  Phase 2: 2-chamber gate (Iron IIB)  Yes  
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v. Discussion 
	  
Initially it was observed that the urban plan of Stratum IIA at Beth Shemesh conforms to 

that observed at other Judean sites from the 10th century featuring a concentric layout 

with a perimeter delineated by casemate wall fortifications, abutted by a belt of houses 

laid out perpendicularly in relation to the 

casemate wall (the casemate was not used 

as a rear room for these houses, Faust 2002: 

301), accessed by an inner ring road, and a 

central core of buildings (Bunimovitz and 

Lederman 1993: 250; Shiloh 1978: 40-41; 

Fig. 13). Domestic units were built with 

walls of single field stone width and pillars 

inside the rooms and exterior walls 

(Bunimovitz and Lederman 1993: 250). 

The renewed excavations revised the 

stratigraphy of the site (see above), 

identifying the first use of pillar-house 

construction in Level 4/Stratum IIa (1050 – 

950 BCE) similar to other Judean sites 

examined, Tel Beit Mirsim, Tel en-Nasbeh, 

etc., (Bunimovitz and Lederman 2001: 

144). The dating of Level 4/Stratum IIa was 

based on analysis of the pottery assemblage 

that belongs to the “very end of Iron Age I 

or beginning of the Iron Age II” 

(Bunimovitz and Lederman 2008: 1645). 

The following stratum Level 3/Stratum IIb, 

ca. 950 – 750 BCE was a transitional Iron IIA-B stratum, representing the period when 

Beth Shemesh was elevated to the status of a fortified Judean administrative city. 

 

Figure	  6:	  Beth	  Shemesh	  Stratum	  II	  (After	  Grant	  1931) 
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Public architecture appears in Level 3/Stratum IIb (950 – 750 BCE) related to the overall 

transformation of Beth Shemesh into a “royal administrative center on the border of 

Judah and Philistia” (Bunimovitz and Lederman 2008: 1645). Early reports indicated that 

public architecture included a Governor’s “Residency” building, large silo, and tripartite 

storage building or stable, which the excavators concluded was an indication of the city 

as a “provincial administrative center during the United Monarchy” (Bunimovitz and 

Lederman 1993: 250). Herr argued that the tripartite-pillared building at Beth Shemesh, 

and other sites, is best interpreted as a public market place planned and built by a central-

ruling authority (Herr 1988). The original construction of the casemate fortifications in 

Level 4/Stratum IIa may also have been constructed as part of a public building program, 

but after a destruction layer in the Iron IIB settlement, the city expanded and housing 

units were built over the casemates (Bunimovitz and Lederman 1993: 250-251), which 

accounts for the generally poor preservation of the fortifications at the site. 

  

Table 9: Comparison Iron IIA-IIB Hazor and Beth Shemesh (Herzog 1997: 214-225) 
 

 

 

Iron IIA 10th century BCE  
 

Iron IIB 9th-8th century BCE  

 

Increase in size of city  
Hazor X = 25 dunams  

Beth Shemesh Level 3  

Hazor VIII = 65 dunams  

Beth Shemesh Level 2  

Water system  None  Present  

 

The renewed excavations have found considerable variety in public buildings in Level 

3/Stratum IIb, built over Level 4/Stratum IIa remains and incorporated materials, 

especially pillars, from Level 4/Stratum IIa into secondary use in the construction of 

Level 3/Stratum IIb (Bunimovitz and Lederman 2008: 1645-1646). Area B of the 

renewed excavations unearthed a large public structure with dimensions of 15 m by 15 m, 

built on stone foundations and massive mud-brick walls, featuring two main broad halls, 

each subdivided by a row of pillars as evidenced by the bases that were excavated there 

(Bunimovitz and Lederman 2008: 1646). A large public-water works was found in Level 

3/Stratum IIb with four large reservoirs able to hold c. 800 cubic meters, with each 

reservoir in the dimensions of ca. 9 m in length by 4 m in width and 6 m in height 

(Bunimovitz and Lederman 2003: 7-20; Bunimovitz and Lederman 2008: 1646). 
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In area E, two public buildings were found. The first is the tripartite-pillared storehouse 

or marketplace (above) excavated by E. Grant, and a second large building defined only 

by a massive western wall. In between the two structures a large, chalk-paved open area 

was found and was identified as a “commercial area” based on pottery finds of hole-

mouth jars and scoops, storage jars with two handles, large pithoi, and a small clay scale-

pan likely used to weight currency (Bunimovitz and Lederman 2000: 256; Bunimovitz 

and Lederman 2008: 1646). This supports Herr’s earlier conclusion that the tripartite 

pillared building was a market place and part of a larger commercial area in Beth 

Shemesh located in the southwest zone of the city “founded at the beginning of the Iron II 

Age, contemporaneously with the city wall, the impressive underground water reservoir 

and other public buildings unearthed” at the site (Bunimovitz and Lederman 2000: 256), 

and that such pillared buildings were often located near both near the city gate and an 

open square (Herr 1988: 59, 59). 

 

An additional storage building from the first half of the 8th century BCE was excavated 

with 11 lamelekh-like storage jars and a large pithos, small pottery vessels, and wine 

vessels (Bunimovitz and Lederman 2008: 1646). Most significantly, an iron workshop 

was discovered at the site in Area E dated to the beginning of the Iron II, Level 3/Stratum 

IIb, dated to the 9th century BCE and represents the shift in technology from the use of 

bronze to iron. Overall these public buildings, water works and iron workshop were all 

part of the emerging Judean state located on the border with Philistia (Bunimovitz and 

Lederman 2000: 258; Bunimovitz and Lederman 2003).  

 

Concerning fortifications, during the renewed excavations in Area C evidence was found 

for a large revetment tower built on bedrock and supporting a massive city wall built of 

large fieldstones and preserved to ca. 2 m, which supported a massive mud-brick 

superstructure (Bunimovitz and Lederman 2008: 1646), which were part of the 

fortifications found at the site prior to the renewed excavations. Also, early excavations 

identified two “bastions” on the north-east and south-east of the city integrated into 

Mackenzie’s ‘Strong Wall,’ the ‘South Gate,” which included two towers, and 
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asymmetrically arranged chambers and piers. Mackenzie’s ‘Strong Wall’ (F507/F510) 

located in Area C (see Fig. 14 below) was analyzed in-depth during the renewed 

excavations of sections of the ‘Strong Wall’ (F507/F510) and were tentatively dated to 

the MB IIB period in association with pottery found at the levels nearest bedrock in a 

small square associated with a small excavation square the wall and nicknamed “the 

Telephone Booth” (Bunimovitz and Lederman 2001: 130, 144). The casemates were not 

integrated with Wall F510, but were found abutting it (Bunimovitz and Lederman 2001: 

133). It is not yet clear based on publication reports up to this time whether the MB IIB 

‘Strong Wall’ was integrated into the Iron IIA casemate fortifications, but existing plans 

suggest this conclusion. In addition, a chalk-glacis (L505) were found abutting wall 

F507, as well as a two-chambered ‘North Gate,’ which was built above the Area C 

fortification complex and post-dated the fortifications (Bunimovitz and Lederman 2001: 

133). The ‘North Gate’ itself should be dated to the late Iron II period during the 8th 

century BCE (Bunimovitz and Lederman 2001: 144). 

Figure	  7:	  Area	  C	  casemates	  and	  Iron	  IIB	  North	  Gate	  (After	  Bunimovitz	  and	  Lederman	  1993:	  Fig.	  3) 
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Most relevant to the present discussion are the casemate fortifications found at the site 

which were dated by Wright to Stratum IIa, ca. 1050 – 950 BCE, and which Bunimovitz 

and Lederman re-dated more specifically to the beginning of the Iron IIa period at the site 

during Level 3/Stratum IIb. They observed, “the fortifications were most probably 

established on top of that settlement at the very end of the Iron Age I [village]-beginning 

of the Iron Age II [fortified administrative city]” (Bunimovitz and Lederman 2001: 140). 

The construction fills associated with the ‘North Gate’ provided the relative date for the 

three sections of casemate fortifications, which preceded it, thus, the excavators dated it 

to the “second half of the tenth century B.C.E” (Bunimovitz and Lederman 2001: 144).  

 

Significantly, as Faust observed, the casemates excavated at Beth Shemesh in the 

renewed excavations in Area C, Level 2 city (Figs. 12-14) were not used as rear rooms of 

houses (Faust 2002: 301), but the earlier casemates from the Level 3 city do appear to 

have been used as rooms (see Fig. 11). This is also obvious, though not discussed, in the 

three-casemate sections found in Area C published by Bunimovitz and Lederman (see 

Fig. 14 above). Further, upon closer examination of the casemates published by Wright 

one observes a similar construction plan to that of the fortifications at Tel Beit Mirsim, 

Tel en-Nasbeh, and Beth Shemesh, in that, the main fortification wall, which was the 

outer wall at these sites, was thicker than the inner wall of the casemate, and the walls of 

the houses which abutted them were formed from a row of single-field stones.  

 

At Beth Shemesh, although only a few sections of casemate have been excavated, one 

observes the casemate as a self-contained fortification unit with the outer wall of the 

casemates formed by several field stones, approximately 1.0 – 1.5 m thickness, and the 

inner wall similarly formed from several field stones, approximately 1.0 m thickness 

(Grant 1931 Stratum II plan; see Fig. 12 above) or from a single row of field stones, 

approximately 1.0 m in thickness (See Fig. 14 above; Fig. 15 for isometric 

reconstruction; Fig. 16 for photo). Taking into account both Grant’s plan of the 

Haverford Excavations (Grant 1932) and the casemates excavated during the renewed 

excavations (Bunimovitz and Lederman 2001: 128-129), the entire casemate system is 

approximately 4.0 – 4.2 m in thickness, thus, justifiably a significant fortification system 
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meriting the category of “massive.” As observed at other sites in this analysis, 

extrapolating from the available data, one can observe at Beth Shemesh a similar division 

of well-planned and built fortifications and monumental public buildings, and more 

modest, single field stone walls of domestic units. This supports the view that there were 

multiple builders of the city, the professional builders or conscripted corvée workforce 

who built the fortifications and public buildings, and the private individuals who built 

their houses to conform to the overall urban concept of the city. 

 

 

 

 

Bunimovitz and Lederman provide the summary and pointed conclusion regarding the 

urban planning at Tel Beth Shemesh: 

 
“It is obvious, then, that approximately around the mid-tenth century B.C.E. 
[during Iron IIA], the large and unfenced Iron Age I village of Beth Shemesh was 
transformed by a central authority into a fortified town with an impressive array 
of public buildings. This conclusion brings us full circle to the debate regarding 
the date of state formation in Judah. The decline of Ekron and its daughter site 
Timnah in the beginning of the Iron Age II must have diminished the tension 
between the different groups living along the valley…now was the time to 
delineate its territory, to consolidate its hold on border communities…thus, the 

Figure	  8:	  Isometric	  Reconstruction	  of	  Level	  3	  Casemate	  and	  Solid	  Wall	  Fortifications	  in	  Area	  C	  
(After	  Bunimovitz	  and	  Lederman	  2001:	  Fig.	  5) 
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village of Beth Shemesh was turned into a border town in the Sorek Valley with 
all the symbols of centralized political power. The foundation of monumental 
buildings served both as propaganda as well as practical functions. The image of 
the site was completely changed and the political loyalty of its inhabitants was 
assured” (Bunimovitz and Lederman 2001: 147). 

 
Thus, the transition at Beth Shemesh from Iron Age village to fortified city adhering to 

urban planning representing the public policy of the administration in Jerusalem in the 

early stages of the Kingdom of Judah occurred in the mid-10th century, ca. 950 BCE 

(Bunimovitz and Lederman 2001). 

  

Figure	  9:	  Beth	  Shemesh	  Area	  C	  (After	  Bunimovitz	  and	  Lederman	  2001:	  Fig.	  4) 
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d. Tel Beer-sheba 
	  

i. Site Plan 
 

ii. Description 
	  

Tel Beer-sheba is a small tell of 11 dunams (2.7 acres) during Iron II, located 69.52 km 

southwest from Jerusalem in the heart of the Beer-sheba valley region with its many 

freshwater springs and alluvial soil. It is east of the modern city of Beer-sheba set on a 

hilltop setting in sight of ancient Hebron at a crossroads between Mount Hebron to the 

north, the Judean Desert and Dead Sea to the east, the coastal Plain to the west, and the 

Negev desert and Eilat to the south. Eight seasons of excavations were carried out at the 

site from 1969 to 1975 under the auspices of Tel Aviv University directed by Y. Aharoni 

Figure	  10:	  Beer-‐sheba	  8th	  century	  BCE	  Stratum	  II	  City	  Plan	  (After	  Herzog	  1997:	  247,	  Fig.	  5.31) 
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until his death, followed by one season in 1976 and the renewed excavations from 1993 – 

1995 directed by Z. Herzog (Herzog 1993: 167-168). In the Iron Age it served as a royal 

administrative center on the southern border of Judah. 

iii. Date 
	  

Settlement at the site first appears in the Iron I period when in Stratum VIII an unfortified 

settlement was built at the site (see Table 9). The earliest enclosed settlement is from 

Stratum VII (Fig. 18) with houses arranged in a circular formation to enclose a central 

space, but similar to Tel Masos Stratum II the casemate-like features were not yet 

fortifications as they were likely inside the circle of the city (Herzog 1997: 198-199, 

209). The final city plan from Stratum II (Fig. 17) is dated to the 8th century BCE. 

 
Table 10: Settlement history of Tel Beer-sheba (Herzog 1993: 173) 

Stratum Period Date Significance 
Ar Early Arab 8th – 9th CE Waystation 
R Late Roman 2nd – 3rd century CE Fortress 

H1 Herodian 1st century CE Palace & 
Bathhouse 

H2 Hellenistic 3rd-2nd century BCE Fortress & Temple 
H3 Persian 4th century BCE Fortress & Pits 
I Iron IIC Early 7th century BCE Reconstruction 
II Iron IIB 8th century BCE – 701 BCE Fortified city – 

casemate 
III Iron IIB 9th – 8th century BCE Fortified city – 

casemate  
IV Iron IIB Late 10th – early 9th century BCE Fortified city – 

solid wall  
V Iron IIA Mid-10th century BCE Fortified city – 

solid wall  
VI Iron I/IIA Early 10th century BCE Temp. work camp 
VII Iron I Late 11th – early 10th century BCE Settlement with 

casemate 
VIII Iron I Second half of 11th century BCE Settlement 
IX Iron I mid.12th – mid-11th century BCE  
Ch Chalcolithic End of 4th millennium BCE  

 

The pottery assemblage of Stratum VII was noted to be similar to Tel Zippor I, Ashdod 

Area C, and Tel Masos II and northern sites of Tell Abu Hawam III and Megiddo VI, 
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suggesting a date in the late 11th-early 10th centuries BCE (Herzog 1984: 51). The 

comparison of Beer-sheba VII fits well with ethnically cosmopolitan Megiddo VI, where 

the early Israelites were already present (Harrison 2004: 107; Esse 1992. The following 

phase, Stratum VI was a transition phase during the first half of the tenth century BCE. In 

this period, the site was used as “a type of work camp [which] was established here when 

it was decided to build a fortified city at the site” (Herzog 1993: 170). 

iv. Cluster Analysis 
 

Table 11: Beer-sheba Cluster Analysis of Judean Urban Planning 
Elements of Judean Urban Planning Iron IIA-B   

1) Casemate wall fortification system  Yes (Iron I; IIB)  

2) Solid wall fortification system  Yes (Iron IIA-B)  

 3) Outer belt of buildings  Yes  

4) Circular ring road  Yes  

5) Central core of the city  Yes  

6) Perpendicular layout of domestic residences to casemate wall  Yes  

7) City gate – 1 Phase Strata V-II (Iron IIA-B): 4-chambered  Yes  

 

v. Discussion 
	  
Tel Beer-sheba is considered to be one the finest examples "of a royal [Judean] 

administrative center planned and built to house state functionaries and the resources 

needed to support them" (Herzog 1997: 247; cf. Shiloh 1978: 51; Herzog 1978: 42; 

Barkay 1992: 329-330), and features all the elements of Shiloh's schematic model of an 

Israelite city (Shiloh 1978: 41). Stratum II, dated to the late 8th century BCE, preserved 

the elements of the proto-typical urban plan of Judean administrative cities when it came 

to an end in a violent destruction and abandonment after the conquest of Sennacherib and 

the Assyrian army in 701 BCE. All the elements noted as characteristic of Judean urban 

planning are present in the city: casemate wall fortifications, three- and four-room houses 

and subtypes orthogonally built in relation to the abutting casemate wall with the rear 

room serving the dual-purpose of storage room and casemate inner chamber, a ring road, 
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and inner core of buildings, a four-chamber gate, storage building or marketplace, and 

water system, with a uniform width of streets between 2.0-2.5 meters, and integrated 

drainage channels under the streets to direct rain water out of the city, which form a 

"single harmonious system" (Herzog 1997: 245; Shiloh 1978: 42). 

The plan of Tel Beer-sheba Stratum II lends itself to the interpretation that this was an 

urban center rigorously built according to a pre-determined urban plan, which accounted 

for every square meter of the city. Such sophistication and execution of construction 

technique would most likely have required professional builders experienced in the 

building forms and fortifications. The administrative impetus and the financial resources 

to sponsor the building of such a city are why its excavator, Z. Herzog, classified it as a 

royal administrative center (Herzog 1997: 247), and the epitome of Judean bureaucratic 

urban planning in the Iron II period. 

Stratum VII 

	  
The first evidence of architecture that show casemate-like features is found in Stratum 

VII, though likely not used as fortifications, but as long, rectangular rear-rooms of 

domestic residences; it is likely this is where the casemate fortification idea originated, 

even if here not yet accurately classified in Startum VII as casemate fortifications. This is 

a clear departure from the loosely organized settlement pattern that preceded it, and an 

early example of urban planning (Herzog 1993: 169).  

	  
Residential houses were arranged in a belt-like circular formation with the outer walls 

forming a casemate-like feature abutted by long roomed houses. It was suggested that the 

entrances faced into the center of the enclosure, but following Tel Masos Stratum II 

where a similar plan is observed it is more likely that the entrances faced outwards, 

possibly the interior of the circle was used for herding (Herzog 1997: 209-211). Herzog 

observed that the dwellings are of the four-room type with the “solidly built broad-room” 

at the rear of the house” but interpreted the finds as “front entrances of the houses faced 

onto a central communal yard that was apparently used for village livestock” (see Fig. 18; 

Herzog 1997: 208, 210). The casemate-like walls of Stratum VII are of the broad-room 

type. They share common measurements with the outer wall of the casemates at 



	  

48	  

approximately 1 m in thickness, inner walls of 0.5-0.75m in thickness and the space 

between the two walls of the casemate approximately 1.25 – 1.75m wide (see Table 11): 

Table 12: Casemate-like rear rooms of Tel Beer-sheba Stratum VII 
Building Outer Casemate 

Wall 
Inner Casemate 
Wall 

Inner area of 
Casemate 

2534 1 m 0.5 m 1.25 – 1.5 m 
2060 1 m 0.75 m 1.5 m 
2309 1 m 0.75 m 1.6 – 1.75 m 
2358 1m 1 m 1.75 m 
2356 1m  - - 
 

The rich finds from Stratum VII included cooking pots, cooking jugs and jars, as well as 

jewelry, iron tools, and figurines. Significantly, large quantities of cattle bones were 

discovered in this stratum and suggest the dominant role that pastoralism played in the 

culture and economy of the inhabitants (Herzog 1997: 170). Herzog noted similarities 

between Beer-sheba Stratum VII and other enclosed settlements, which serve as parallel 

sites such as Horvat Rahba, Refad, Hatira, Tell Esdar, Tel Masos (Herzog 1997: 170).	  

Figure	  11:	  New	  reconstruction	  of	  Tel	  Beer-‐sheba	  Stratum	  VII	  with	  its	  casemate-‐like	  features,	  
but	  following	  plan	  of	  Tel	  Masos	  (After	  Herzog	  1997:	  210;	  Tel	  Masos	  Herzog	  1997:	  209)	  
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Stratum V 

Stratum V was the first clear Iron II stratum in which evidence was found of a small-

fortified settlement of 2.8 acres (11.3 dunams) located on the summit of a hill. While 

urban planning was present at this stage, there is very limited evidence of fortifications. 

Aharoni interpreted the finds according to what he thought was a solid wall that 

surrounded the settlement and featured a four-chambered gate (Aharoni 1973: 9; Herzog 

1993: 171). This solid wall (see Fig. 19) was of an inset-offset type, plastered, and made 

of bricks built on an artificial rampart, 7 m in height, and reinforced by a glacis 1.5-2.0 m 

thick made of chopped bricks and a layer of ashes likely to be “better able to withstand 

undercutting and ramming” from any potential attack against Beer-sheba, located on 

Judah’s southern border (Aharoni 1973: 9, 109). 

Later strata followed the same basic layout and “the city gate and wall were constructed 

in the same place and along the same lines throughout the city’s existence” (Herzog 

1993: 171). Stratum IV continues the same plan of Stratum V. 

Figure	  12:	  Tel	  Beersheba	  Stratum	  V	  solid	  wall	  fortifications	  (After	  Aharoni	  1973:	  Pl.	  87) 
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Stratum III-II 

It is in Stratum III dated to the 9th-8th century BCE that Beer-sheba's urban planners 

returned to the casemate wall construction that was built on top of the solid wall. This 

casemate continued in use to Stratum II until it was destroyed in 701 BCE, which 

preserved hundreds of pottery vessels as well as the plan of the city, and so clearly 

evidenced the features associated with Judean city plans in the Iron Age: circular 

enclosure formed by casemate wall defense, long room houses abutting the casemate 

rooms which serve as the back room of the houses, entrances facing toward the center of 

the enclosure, a ring road (here actually two concentric roads), and inner core of domestic 

residences, with (usually) one city gate  (Herzog 1993: 171). 

Administrative structures found in Stratum II include a four-chambered gate facing 

southeast, a storehouse (or marketplace) building adjacent to the city gate, a water-supply 

system, governor’s palace, and a drainage canal which runs through the gate complex 

(Herzog 1993: 167, 1997: 245). The three tripartite-pillared buildings (storehouse or 

marketplace) cover approximately 600 m2 (Herzog 1997: 246), which is equivalent to 5% 

of the entire enclosed area. Overall, the city evidences the urban plan of a “royal 

administrative center” that served the needs of the Judean kingdom on its southern border 

(Herzog 1997: 246). 

The general consensus of what is preserved in Tel Beer-sheba Stratum II has followed 

Shiloh's conclusion, "it seems that the architect of Beer-sheba II planned it according to a 

customary plan current in Iron Age cities in Judah and Israel (Shiloh 1978: 43; Faust 

2002: 310; Barkay 1992: 330; Herzog 1992: 258-260). While Herzog commented that 

"the breadwinners of the families who inhabited the site were 'undoubtedly on the royal 

payroll'" (Faust 2002: 310 quoting Herzog 1978: 42), Faust's observations following 

Singer-Avitz's analysis of the socio-economic classes represented in the Stratum II city 

by a detailed analysis of the finds (Faust quoting Singer-Avitz 1996) suggested that the 

inhabitants were free to build their houses "anyway [they] desired" (Faust 2002: 312).  

Despite these observations, the clear overall urban plan of Tel Beer-sheba II, is only 

accentuated in its overall unity and coherence in planning in comparison to other Iron II 
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Judean cities. What is more relevant to the present discussion is that regardless of the 

inhabitants of the city, the ‘breadwinners of the families’ who planned the site were 

‘undoubtedly on the royal payroll’. The construction of a city (`ir), which was “any place 

built by royal initiative or housing a representative of the central authority, even a small 

site or isolated fort” was the “concomitant of royal initiative” most strongly evidenced in 

its urban plan, as here seen in the “centralized planning concept” of Tel Beer-sheba 

Stratum II (Barkay 1992: 329-330). It is not the residence of these same planners that is 

of the greatest importance, whether the capital city of Jerusalem, Beer-sheba, or another 

royal administrative center such as Lachish, but their occupation: bureaucrats. 

The paradox of why the casemate walls were not filled, as per their main design function, 

to prepare Beer-sheba for the Assyrian attack in 701 BCE remains unsolved. The most 

logical conclusion is that the inhabitants heard of the brutal Assyrian siege and conquest 

of nearby Lachish and simply abandoned the city to the approaching Assyrian army and 

fled to take refuge in the well-fortified capital city, Jerusalem. Another possibility is that 

by the time of their adoption at Beer-sheba in the Iron IIB period, the casemate wall had 

become a ceremonial symbol of the Judean Monarchy as an expression of monumental 

architecture and state bureaucracy. As defense policy had already shifted to the solid 

“massive” wall fortification in Judah in the Iron IIB, it is unlikely the Strata III-II 

casemates were installed for the inherent military effectiveness in their design. In fact, 

casemates were an inefficient design to withstand the oncoming Assyrian battering ram. 

Thus, what we observe in the Iron IIB strata at Beer-sheba appears to be strong physical 

evidence of what in the social sciences is categorized as “lock-in” of public policy, which 

occurs when bureaucratic policy making has moved into a stability of equilibrium with 

minimal change (Peters, Pierre, and King 2005: 1276; Howlett 2009: 1), and this, 

regardless of the efficiency of the policy (Kay 2005: 16). 

Applying current public policy theory from the social sciences to the casemate 

fortifications, Tel Beer-sheba in Stratum III-II appears to be a good case of Judean 

bureaucratic “lock-in”. But it is unlikely that this was due to ineptitude of the 8th century 

BCE policy makers in Jerusalem. Recall that if what Aharoni observed at Beer-sheba 

was, in fact, solid “massive” wall fortifications, they were first pioneered and introduced 
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at Beer-sheva in the Iron IIA period and preceded all other uses of the solid “massive” 

wall in Judah and Israel. This same solid “massive” wall fortification was later effectively 

used in the Judean capital of Jerusalem in 701 BCE to withstand the Assyrian siege, and 

became the dominant form in the Iron IIB. Nevertheless, due to the meager evidence of 

Beer-sheba Stratum V it is difficult to be confident of the extent that such a solid 

“massive” wall existed in Iron IIA Judah, but some fortification likely did exist in this 

level. Regardless, the return to the casemate wall at Beer-sheba in the Iron IIB Strata III-

II was more likely a manifestation of monumental Judean architecture and the ceremonial 

use of the casemate wall like that at the royal Judean acropolis of Lachish and the 

casemate walls of Podium A in Palace B Stratum IV and Palace C Stratum III (Herzog 

1997: 240; Ussishkin 2004: 772-773).  



	  

53	  

e. Khirbet Qeiyafa 
 

i. Site Plan 
	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  
Figure	  20:	  Khirbet	  Qeiyafa	  City	  Plan	  (After	  Garfinkel,	  Ganor	  Hasel	  2012:	  69,	  Fig.	  6)	  

ii. Description 
 

Khirbet Qeiyafa is a 23 dunams site (2.3 hectares) located adjacent to the Elah Valley in 

the Judean Shephelah, 27.85 km southwest of Jerusalem, with nearby sites identified as 
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Beth Shemesh (6.31 km), biblical Azeqah (2.11 km), and Socoh (1.69 km). Excavations 

began at the site in 2007 under the direction of Yossef Garfinkel and Saar Ganor under 

the auspices of the Hebrew University of Jerusalem (Garfinkel and Ganor 2009: 3). The 

settlement history ranges from the Middle Bronze II period, when there was a small 

village located at the site, an Iron IIA fortified city, an early Hellenistic walled 

settlement, various forms of settlement and agricultural terraces from the Late Hellenistic 

period through to the early Islamic period, and an Ottoman period farm (Garfinkel and 

Ganor 2009: 33). 

 

 

iii. Date 
 
The main period of settlement of concern for this study is the Iron IIA settlement of 

Stratum IV at Khirbet Qeiyafa dated to the late 11th-early 10th century BCE, ca. 1015 – 

969 BCE, based on radiometric (carbon 14) dating and pottery typology (Garfinkel and 

Ganor 2009: 33; Kang and Garfinkel 2009: 146).  

 

 

Table 13: Settlement history of Khirbet Qeiyafa (Garfinkel and Ganor 2009: 33) 
Stratum  Period  Type of Occupation  

I  Ottoman  Farm  

II  Early Islamic  
Byzantine  
Late roman  

)Late Hellenistic )Hasmonean  

 

Agricultural Terraces  

 

III  Hellenistic  Walled settlement  

IV  Iron IIA (ca. 1015–969 BCE)  Casemate fortified city  

V  Middle Bronze II  ?Small Village  
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iv. Cluster Analysis 
 
Table 14: Khirbet Qeiyafa - Cluster Analysis of Judean Urban Planning 

Iron IIA-B Elements of Judean Urban Planning   

1) Casemate wall fortification system  Yes  

2) Solid wall fortification system  No  

 3) Outer belt of buildings  Yes  

4) Circular ring road  Undetermined  

5) Central core of the city  Yes  

6) Perpendicular layout of domestic residences to casemate wall  Yes  

7) City gate – two gates: 4-chambered  Yes  

 

v. Discussion 
 

In the field excavations from 2007-2010 architecture was unearthed in all areas of the 

excavation. The basic overall plan of the site conforms to Shiloh’s schematic plan for an 

Israelite city (Shiloh 1970, 1978; Herzog 1997). Elements observed at other Judean sites 

as analyzed above, Tel Beit Mirsim, Tel en-Nasbeh, Beth Shemesh, and Beer-sheba, are 

also observed at Khirbet Qeiyafa, including the use of casemate fortifications to form a 

defensive perimeter around the site, a belt of houses abutting the casemate wall in an 

perpendicular manner, as well as the specific plan of the houses which utilize the inner 

chamber of the casemate wall as the rear room of the house (Garfinkel and Ganor 2009: 

4). The presence of urban planning, the “massive fortification system”, and its location in 

the western Shephelah during the early Iron IIA period was suggested to indicate that it 

was built by a “centralized political organization” and “could not have been built by the 

population of the city alone” (Garfinkel and Ganor 2009: 4). The city perimeter follows 

the contours of the hill upon which it was constructed. As it is dated to the late 11th 

century and early 10th century BCE, Khirbet Qeiyafa is the earliest known fortified city in 

the region of the Kingdom of Judah that conforms to this urban planning concept 

(Garfinkel and Ganor 2009: 33). 
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Casemate Walls at Khirbet Qeiyafa 
 
To date, 22 very well preserved individual casemate wall segments have been found at 

Khirbet Qeiyafa which form the outer perimeter of the city (see Figure 20: City Plan of 

Khirbet Qeiyafa).  The dimensions of the casemates are strongly consistent and appear to 

conform to a standard casemate with the following 

measurements: 4.2 m total width, 1.5 m outer wall, 

1.2 m inner wall, 1.5 m inner chamber, 0.9 m 

entrance, and 0.9 m – 1.6 m width dividing walls. 

While there is variance in the specific 

measurements of each casemate, it appears that this 

was the schematic plan, which the builders used to 

construct the casemates (Fig. 21: example of 

Casemate from Area B). The casemates are 

consistent in their construction and feature massive 

“cyclopean stones” in the outer wall, some up to 3 

m long and estimated 4-5 tons in weight along with 

smaller stones, while the inner walls were wholly 

built of smaller stones (Garfinkel and Ganor 2009: 

94). The excavators estimated that 100 casemates 

likely form the perimeter around the city with a 

total of ca. 100,000 tons of stones needed for the 

construction of the city (Garfinkel and Ganor 2009: 

95). In the midst of the Area C belt of casemates 

what appears to be the foundation of a guard tower 

takes the place of one casemate and was found northeast of the southeastern gate (see Fig. 

22). While there have been attempts to ascertain the exact forms of measurement used in 

the early Israelite period, to date no actual Judean or Israelite measuring rods have been 

excavated or otherwise identified (Scott 1958: 205-206).  

The Egyptian Royal units, including the cubit, palm, and finger are known from finds of 

Egyptian measuring rods (Arnold 2003: 61). The cubit is found in lengths from 0.523 – 

Figure	  21:	  Casemate	  from	  Khirbet	  Qeiyafa,	  
Area	  B	  (After	  Garfinkel	  and	  Ganor	  2009:	  95,	  
Fig.	  5.70) 
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0.525 m. It is further subdivided into seven hand-breadths or “palms” of 0.075 m, which 

is then subdivided into four units, “fingers” of 0.01875 m. As the measurement of 0.525 

m perfectly divides seven times into a royal palm of 0.075 m, this unit of measurement 

will be used to analyze the casemate fortifications at Khirbet Qeiyafa. 

Analysis of the casemates at Khirbet Qeiyafa, has yielded a remarkable correlation to the 

Egyptian royal cubit. The total casemate width of 4.2 m subdivides into exactly 8 

Egyptian Royal cubits. The outer wall width of 1.5 m subdivides into exactly 20 Egyptian 

Royal “palms” or hand-breadths of 0.075 m. The inner wall width of 1.2m subdivides 

into exactly 16 Egyptian Royal “palms”. The inner chamber width of 1.5m subdivides 

into exactly 20 Egyptian Royal cubits; the inner chamber of 1.5 m width is the most 

consistently measured element of the casemates at Khirbet Qeiyafa. 

The well-established history of Egypt’s dominance over the Southern Levant during the 

Late Bronze Age (Mazar 1992: 232-294) is sufficient reason to suggest an Egyptian 

standard of measurement may have continued into the Iron Age, in addition to the 

presence of Egyptian Pharaohs in the official Judean historical tradition as recorded in the 

biblical record set in the early Iron IIA period (cf. 1 Kings 3:1; 1 Kings 14:25). 

Recently, analysis of the relationship between one Egyptian Royal cubit and the 

circumference of imported Phoenician globular jugs from the Iron Age I-IIA found that 

the Egyptian Royal cubit was equivalent to a ½ Phoenician hekat. These Phoenician 

globular jugs were found at various Iron I-IIA sites in Judah and Israel including 

Megiddo, Tel Masos, Tel Dor, Tel Keisan, Hazor, Tel Qasile, etc. (Zapassky, Gadot, 

Finkelstein, and Benenson 2012). This suggests that the most logical explanation for why 

the Egyptian Royal cubit appears in use at Khirbet Qeiyafa is that the builders were using 

Iron Age I-IIA Phoenician units of measurement based on the Egyptian Royal Cubit. In 

fact, it is most likely that the builders themselves were Phoenicians as they are the only 

known people group that was using units of measurement based on the Egyptian Royal 

cubit in this period in the Southern Levant. This is a remarkable correlation to the biblical 

narrative, which recorded the tradition that the early Judeans hired Phoenicians to be the 

builders of public, monumental, and royal architecture (cf. 2 Sam. 5:11; 1 Kings 5). 
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The likelihood of Phoenician builders is derived from further analysis, which indicated 

that the casemate entrance width of 0.9 m subdivides exactly into 12 Egyptian Royal 

“palms”. There is significant variance in the width of inner dividing walls, which range 

from 0.9 m – 1.6 m, nevertheless, a width of 0.9 m was observed, which subdivides into 

exactly 12 Egyptian Royal “palms” as well as 1.2 m, which subdivides into 16 Egyptian 

Royal palms. These observations are summarized in the chart below (Table 14). 

 

Table 15: Comparison of Casemate in Metric and Egyptian Royal Units 
Casemate Element  Metric Units  Egyptian Royal Units  
Casemate overall width  4.2 m  8 cubits  
Outer wall width  1.5 m  20 palms  
Inner wall width  1.2 m  16 palms  
Inner chamber width  1.5 m  20 palms  
Casemate entrance width  0.9 m  12 palms  
Dividing wall width  0.9 m/1.2 m  12 palms/16 palms  
 

Figure	  13:	  Khirbet	  Qeiyafa,	  Area	  C	  Plan	  (with	  2011	  season	  added	  After	  Garfinkel,	  Ganor,	  Hasel	  2012:	  83,	  Fig.	  9)	  
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The remarkable consistency between the Phoenician/Egyptian Royal units and the 

dimensions of the casemates at Khirbet Qeiyafa indicate that it is clear that the builders of 

the casemate fortifications at the site were using a measurement based on Egyptian Royal 

units, although no measuring rod has yet been found at the site. Informal measurements 

were conducted for all casemates at the site as listed in Table 15 below. 

 

Table 16: Informal Measurements of Casemates found at Khirbet Qeiyafa (meters) 

No. Total 
Width 

Outer 
Wall Inner Wall Dividing 

Wall Chamber Entrance 

1 4.2 1.4 1.3   1.5 0.65 
2     1.14   1.5   
3     1.2 1 1.5 1.07 
4 4.1   1.2 0.9 1.5 0.55 
5 4.1   1.2 1 1.5 0.9 
6 4.2 1.4 1.2 1 1.5 0.9 
7 4.2 1.2 1.3 0.9 1.5 1.3 
8 4.2 1.5 1.15 1 1.5 0.9 
9 4.2 1.4 1.2 0.9 1.5 0.9 
10 4.1 1.3 1.2 1 1.5 0.9 
11 4.2 1.4 1.2   1.5 0.9 
12 3.7 1.4 1 1 1.5 0.9 
13 3.8 1.1 1 1 1.5 0.9 
14 3.4 1.1 1 1.6 1.5 0.8 
15     1.1   1.4 0.95 
16 4.1 1.3 1.1   1.5 0.8 
17 4.2 1.5 1.2 1.1 1.6 0.9 
18 4.2 1.3 1.03   1.65 1 
19 4.1 1.25 1.2 1.1 1.4 1 
20 4.1 1.3 1.15 1.2 1.6 0.9 
21 4.2 1.4 1.2 1.1 1.5 0.9 
22 4.2 1.2 1.2 1 1.5   

 

 

Of the 22 casemates from which measurements were obtained, only 12 casemates had 
measurements for each element and are re-listed in the chart below in Table 16. 
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Table 17: Casemates at Khirbet Qeiyafa, measurements for all elements (in meters) 

No. Previous 
No. 

Total 
Width 

Outer 
Wall 

Inner 
Wall 

Dividing 
Wall Chamber Entrance 

1 6 4.2 1.4 1.2 1 1.5 0.9 
2 7 4.2 1.2 1.3 0.9 1.5 1.3 
3 8 4.2 1.5 1.15 1 1.5 0.9 
4 9 4.2 1.4 1.2 0.9 1.5 0.9 
5 10 4.1 1.3 1.2 1 1.5 0.9 
6 12 3.7 1.4 1 1 1.5 0.9 
7 13 3.8 1.1 1 1 1.5 0.9 
8 14 3.4 1.1 1 1.6 1.5 0.8 
9 17 4.2 1.5 1.2 1.1 1.6 0.9 
10 19 4.1 1.25 1.2 1.1 1.4 1 
11 20 4.1 1.3 1.15 1.2 1.6 0.9 
12 21 4.2 1.4 1.2 1.1 1.5 0.9 

 

It is difficult to visualize these numbers to asses the extent of uniformity between the 

casemates and to visually analyze whether there was, in fact, a uniform building plan 

applied to the construction of the casemates. Thus, the measurements for the 12 

casemates in Table 16 (above) are graphed below in Fig. 23 to pictorially depict the 

measurements of each element of the individual 12 casemates, according to the following 

elements: entrance, chamber, dividing wall, inner wall, outer wall, total width. In 

comparison, a hypothetical series of 12 casemates with identical measurements for each 

element is graphed in Fig. 24 to represent the assumption that a predetermined building 

plan for the construction of the casemates would evidence a high level of uniformity and 

equality in measurements, which minimal or no variance between individual casemates as 

is observed in the actual casemates unearthed at the site. 

The conclusion that is evident from a comparison of Figs. 23 and 24 (below) is that the 

builders at Khirbet Qeiyafa were highly skilled professional builders, who were able to 

build the casemate fortifications with a high-level of regulation to a pre-determined 

building plan in the construction of the casemate wall fortification system and perimeter 

of the city. Among the Judean cities here analyzed tis level of skill in building technique 

is only found several hundred years later at the royal Judean administrative city of Tel 

Beer-sheba Stratum III-II dated to the 9th-8th centuries BCE. 
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Figure	  14:	  Graph	  of	  Actual	  Casemate	  Elements	  Measurements	  at	  Khirbet	  Qeiyafa	  

 

 
Figure	  15:	  Graph	  of	  Ideal	  Hypothetical	  Uniform	  Casemate	  Elements	  

 

The above graphs indicate the remarkable uniformity of the construction of the casemates 

at Khirbet Qeiyafa. When noting the variance from the standard width of a casemate of 

4.2 m, 45% of the total of 22 casemates show no deviation, 27% are 4.1 m in width 

(deviation of 2.39%), while only 3 casemates have a deviation greater than 9%. 
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Casemates from Table 16 showing a significantly higher deviation are numbers 6 

(deviation of 11.91%), 7 (deviation of 9.53%), and 8 (deviation of 19.05%); these three 

casemates are part of in close proximity to Bldg C10. Assuming that casemates 6, 7, and 

8, represent an exception to the overall consistency in measurements of the casemate 

fortifications, the measurements for all casemates except those with deviations of 9% or 

greater were graphed in Fig. 25 below to show how remarkably consistent the builders at 

Khirbet Qeiyafa were in their construction technique. 

 

 
Figure	  16:	  Khirbet	  Qeiyafa	  casemates	  with	  casemates	  deviating	  by	  9%	  or	  greater	  removed	  

 

All three of the casemates which demonstrate a deviance of 9% or greater were located 

adjacent to each other West of the southeastern gate in Area C (see Fig. 22, Bldg. C10). 

While all the material culture and artifacts from these three casemates, 12, 13, and 14, 

have not yet been published, the deviation in measurements from the overall consistency 

of the casemate construction is significant. A reasonable suggestion is that these three 

casemates may have been rebuilt due to collapse by natural causes or attack as they 

deviate so strongly from the overall plan. 
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In comparison to the construction of Tel en-Nasbeh, which Zorn suggested was by a 

corvée labor force (Zorn 1993: 339), due to the superiority of the build at Khirbet 

Qeiyafa, it is more reasonable to conclude that the builders were professional contract 

builders, likely Phoenicians, and not a corvée labor force conscripted from Judan ahd 

Israel. This implies that a central government in Judah planned and financed the human 

and material resources for the building of the casemate fortifications to defend this early 

Iron IIA city in the Shephelah on the border between Judah and Philistine. Khirbet 

Qeiyafa highlights the sophistication of urban planning policy and resources available to 

the polity that built the city. 

 

In conclusion, casemate fortifications from Tel Beit Mirsim Stratum A (Albright 1943: 

64), Tel Beth Shemesh Level 3 (Bunimovitz and Lederman 2001: 133), and Tel en-

Nasbeh Stratum 3C (Zorn 1993: 1503, 1504, 1507) are all within the close geographic 

and cultural nexus of Iron II Judah, but are not as well preserved as those of Khirbet 

Qeiyafa, nor do they evidence the quality of build that is observed here. The plan, quality, 

and consistency of build at early 10th century BCE Khirbet Qeiyafa bears most similarity 

to the royal administrative city levels of Tel Beer-sheba preserved in the chronologically 

later Stratum III-II (Herzog 1993: 171, 173). The similarity in building plans of these 

cities, especially the concept of the circular casemate wall fortification as a city defense 

found within the geographic boundaries of the Kingdom of Judah suggests that a central 

administrative authority established a public defense policy that it sought to implement in 

the Kingdom of Judah, which here it is argued, was already implemented at Khirbet 

Qeiyafa in the phase of the early Judean kingdom at the end of Iron I-early Iron IIA. 

 

City Gates at Khirbet Qeiyafa 
 
Khirbet Qeiyafa features two city gates, one on the west side of the city facing directly 

west and the second south gate on the southern side facing in a southeastern direction. 

Both gates are of the four-chamber type and are built of a combination of large and small 

stones.  
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The west gate (Fig. 26) was evident prior to excavation where the casemate fortification 

walls that abut it made a sharp corner for the inset westerly piers of the gate, Pier B312 

and B251, and were likely built first with the casemate walls being built around them as 

 

 

determined by the orientation of the casemate entrances on the sides away from the gates 

(Garfinkel and Ganor 2009: 86-87; also see Fig. 19 – overall Qeiyafa plan). The walls 

and piers of the west gate are equal in width to the massive outer walls of the casemate 

fortifications, 1.5 m in width (Garfinkel and Ganor 2009: 87). An Iron Age drainage 

Figure	  17:	  Khirbet	  Qeiyafa	  West	  Gate	  (After	  Garfinkel	  and	  Ganor	  2009:	  85) 
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tunnel was found on the north-side of the gate (the left-side facing into the city), and 

commercial or administrative activities are believed to have taken place in the gate due to 

the find of Iron Age scoops likely used to measure out grain or other items (Garfinkel and 

Ganor 2009: 94). Finally, a large “monolithic threshold” stone (Threshold B322) was 

found in the west gate featuring a raised outer threshold and inner recessed ledge 

indicating that the doors of the gate opened towards the inside of the city, and its 

dimensions span from pier to pier of the four-chamber gate (Garinkel and Ganor 2009: 

86-87, 91). 

 

The southeast gate on the south side of the city (see Figs. 27 and 28) with a southeastern 

orientation is believed to be the main entrance of the gate for several reasons. A path still 

visible from an aerial view leads from the gate to the ancient route that led towards 

Figure	  18:	  Two	  gates	  of	  Khirbet	  Qeiyafa	  (After	  Garfinkel,	  Ganor,	  and	  Hasel	  2012:	  82,	  Fig.	  9) 
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important Judean urban centers of Bethlehem, ca. 25 kms, Hebron, ca. 35 kms, and 

Jerusalem, ca. 32 kms (Garfinkel and Ganor 2009: 40; Aharoni and Avi-Yonah 1993: 

17).  The gate itself is also the four-chambered type with a drain, like the west gate in 

Area B. The threshold of the south gate is of a similar construction to the casemate 

fortifications themselves suggesting it was built at the same time as the casemates; it is 

noteworthy that there is no large monolithic threshold stone in the South Gate. 

 Figure	  19:	  Area	  B	  and	  Area	  C	  Gates	  (After	  Garfinkel,	  Ganor,	  Hasel	  2012:	  75,	  Fig.	  7) 
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A large massebah or standing stone was found in situ in the southwestern chamber of the 

gate (see Fig. 28 – Area C, Gate chamber 1). The city gate was known as a place of legal 

adjudication in the biblical period and it is possible that this massebah was used in legal 

proceedings in the gate and/or some form of cultic activity (Mettinger 1995: 157; 

Bloomquist 1999: 189-191). Finally, the orientation of the gate itself, in a southeastern 

direction, conforms to a southeastern-eastern orientation that which is commonly found at 

Judean cities, which is noted as embodying cosmological significance for early Israelite 

society (Faust 2001). 

 

Sacred Space and Cultic Installations in Domestic Residences 

A unique feature of Khirbet Qeiyafa is a significant allocation of sacred space in the 

means of cultic rooms in the midst of domestic residences. An estimated 140m2 of the 

3825m2 excavated at Khirbet Qeiyafa up to the 2011 excavation season was devoted to 

sacred space, which is 4% of the entire city thus far excavated. Even more significant is 

the presence of sacred space in the eastern quarter of the city excavated in Area C where 

the two ritual rooms found (see Fig. 29) represent 4% of Area C. This suggests that the 

role of religion and religious authority were significant to the inhabitants of the site. 

 

	  
Figure	  20:	  Cultic rooms in Area C & D (After Garfinkel, Ganor, Hasel 2012: Figs. 27, 31, 32). 
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In Area C, Building C3, Room G, which measures 6x5 m or 30 m2 we find several cultic 

items and installations including a massebah (standing-stone), an offering table adjacent 

to the massebah, a 4.1 m long bench alongside the western wall, a ritual basin, an 

deciphered installation, as well as a basalt altar and ritual vessels (see Fig. 29) (Garfinkel, 

Ganor, Hasel 2012: 137, 140). Just west of the southeast Gate in Area C is Building C10, 

Room 4, which measures 5x5 m or 25 m2 and features a raised bema (platform) 

approximately 2x2 m. Most significantly it was in Building C10 (including Room 4 and 

the casemate Room 5) that two remarkable shrine models were found, one made of stone 

and the second of pottery, that evoke features hitherto known only in the Temple of 

Solomon (Garfinkel, Ganor, Hasel 2012: 143, 144, 150-163). Both buildings in Area C 

are in relative close proximity to the Area C Gate itself. Surprisingly, Building C10 is the 

location where our above analysis found three casemates with a overall width variance 

greater than 9%, specifically casemates 6, 7, and 8 from Table 16, which compared the 

measurements for all casemates excavated at the site. 

 

In Area D, Building D1 features cultic rooms J and I, located adjacent to the West Gate 

of the city (see Fig 29 above). Building D1, Room J is 5x10 m or 50 m2 and features a 

centrally located massebah with offering table as well as a bench along the eastern wall. 

In addition to these items commonly associated with a cultic room, three pieces of a large 

sword were also found in Room J near the bench and the southern wall. The presence of a 

weapon of war in a sacred space is observed in the Near East and the biblical tradition 

(Garfinkel, Ganor, Hasel 2012: 147). Building D1, Room I was not fully excavated but 

also features a massebah situated closer to the western wall and centered between the 

northern and southern walls of the building. 

 

The significant allotment of sacred space to buildings within the Iron Age city of Khirbet 

Qeiyafa is strong evidence that religious thought, culture, and practice occupied a central 

place in the minds of the builders and inhabitants of the city. Further research on the 

significance of the several single masseboth found inside the city gate and cultic rooms in 

the city may prove to be evidence of the monotheistic beliefs of the inhabitants of Khirbet 

Qeiyafa, but as of yet, is not established (personal communication, Ami Mazar 2012). 
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Domestic Urban Planning at Khirbet Qeiyafa: Public versus Private Space 
 
Area B features three main domestic buildings, B1, B2, and B3, and partial buildings B4 

and B5. The basic plan is of the houses is that of a single entrance on the southeastern or 

eastern side of the house, a central room, and one or two additional inner rooms, and the 

rear casemate room (Garfinkel and Ganor 2009: 95-105). The casemate wall forms the 

perimeter around the city and the houses are built perpendicular to the casemate wall 

itself, with the rear room of the house being the casemate itself. This conforms precisely 

to that which is observed at the other Judean cities included in this survey. 

Examples of Area C buildings excavated to date (Fig. 31) utilize the same general plan as 

those in Area B (Fig. 30), but entrance to each house is one the west or south more likely 

an indicator of the perpendicular arrangement of the house in relation to the casemate 

wall fortifications, which encircle the city and follow the contours of the hill upon, which 

it was built. The construction of the walls of these houses utilize the single-field stone 

plan similar to that observed at all other Judean sites from the 10th century BCE (Zorn 

1993: 123; Bunimovitz and Lederman 1993: 250), but evidence a build quality that is far 

inferior to that of the casemate fortifications themselves. Building C1 In Building C2, the 

excavator observed the deviation from the regular casemate wall in Room D creates a 

square foundation that was likely part of a guard tower located to the east of the main 

Figure	  30:	  Area	  B	  Iron	  Age	  buildings	  and	  4-‐Chambered	  Gate	  (After	  Garfinkel,	  Ganor,	  and	  Hasel	  2012:	  85,	  fig	  10) 
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southeast gate next to building C1 (Garfinkel, Ganor, Hasel 2012: 89-90). Noteworthy is 

Pillared Room G of Building C2, which also features a basin. At the time of its initial 

excavation this was believed to possibly have served as a stable for livestock although the 

basin could equally have been utilized for washing. Architecturally speaking, it is likely 

that the large pillars provided support for a reinforced second story of the guard tower 

complex including Room D and G. 

 

 

Figure	  31:	  Area	  C	  buildings	  east	  of	  the	  southeast	  Gate	  (After	  Garfinkel,	  Ganor,	  Hasel	  2012:	  Fig.	  12) 
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Statistics for Public versus Private 
 

Closer analysis of the only completely excavated house published from Khirbet Qeiyafa, 

Area B Building BI, indicates that a significant percentage of the square footage of the 

house is dedicated to the casemate wall, equaling 18.6% of the total square footage of the 

entire 43 square meters of the house. Significantly, the excavators noted that only a few 

pottery sherds were found within the casemate, concluding that perhaps, it was only used 

for sleeping area or that the casemate may have been allocated as a “public space” within 

the house itself.  As a very significant percentage of the house was allocated to “public 

space,” 18.6%, that of the casemate wall fortification as a public space dedicated to a 

military purpose, it is reasonable to conclude that the inhabitants of the outer belt of 

houses at Khirbet Qeiyafa were personnel who were both prepared to convert the 

casemate room into public-defensive use when needed.  

 

In comparison, Tel Beer-sheba is considered to be an example "of a royal [Judean] 

administrative center planned and built to house state functionaries and the resources 

needed to support them" (Herzog 1997: 247; cf. Shiloh 1978: 51; Herzog 1978: 42; 

Barkay 1992: 329-330). Although Khirbet Qeiyafa Stratum II and Tel Beer-sheba 

Stratum III are separated by a period of several hundred years, the remarkable similarity 

in measurements in the casemate fortifications is not easily ignored as shown in Table 11 

below. 

 

Table 18: Comparison of Casemates Khirbet Qeiyafa and Beer-sheba Stratum III 

Casemate Element  Khirbet Qeiyafa  Tel Beersheba  

External wall  1.5 m  1.6 m  

Internal wall  1.2 m  1.05 m  

Inner chamber  1.5 m  1.4 m  

Total width  4.2 m  4 m  

 

The similarity in measurements of casemate elements from Khirbet Qeiyafa and Tel 

Beer-sheba Stratum III suggest that some form of public defense policy was present from 
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the early Iron IIA period at Khirbet Qeiyafa Stratum II through to the end of Tel Beer-

sheba Stratum III. Other sites included in this analysis, Tell Beit Mirsim, Tel en-Nasbeh, 

and Beth Shemesh also feature casemate fortifications. The interplay between private and 

public spaces observed in the overlap between domestic residences and public, defensive 

casemate fortifications is also observed at Khirbet Qeiyafa lending itself to the conclusion 

that Khirbet Qeiyafa was part of a larger building program and urban plan, if not outright 

the earliest example of an administrative city on the frontier of the early Judean kingdom. 

4. Comparative Site in Benjaminite Hills: Khirbet ed-Dawwara 

a. Khirbet ed-Dawwara 

i. Site Plan 

 

ii. Description 
	  
Khirbet ed-Dawwara is a one-period site covering ca. 5 dunams (90 x 70 m). The name of 

the site derives from Arabic ed-Dawwara meaning "the round one." It is located in the 

Benjaminite hill country 11.4 km northeast of Jerusalem, on a flat hilltop on a ridge 

bordered on both the west and east by wadis. To the east are views of the Dead Sea and 

Figure	  21:	  Khirbet	  ed-‐Dawwara	  site	  plan	  (After	  Finkelstein	  1990:	  166)	  
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the Transjordanian plateau, the Judean desert to the east and south, and the Mt of Olives-

Mt. Scopus ridge to the southwest. Well-preserved remains of an Iron Age wall enclose 

an oval-shaped area. Excavations were first carried out in 1967 by the Judaea, Samaria, 

and Golan survey by Kallai with surface sherds collected from the Iron I period. Mazar, 

Amit, and Ilan later revisted the site during a survey of an ancient road from Jericho to 

Mukhmas. Two excavations were carried out in 1985 and 1986 under the auspices of the 

Department for the Land of Israel Studies, Bar Ilan University, and the Society for the 

Preservation of Nature. Three areas were excavated at the periphery of the site: Area A, 

B, and C representing 20% of the site (Finkelstein 1990). 

iii. Date 
	  
Pottery remains were poor, with only a few complete or nearly complete vessels. The 

bulk of the pottery was dated to late Iron I-early Iron IIA, with a few Middle Bronze II 

sherds. Pottery was categorized into 26 specific types indicating amounts of each type. 

Finkelstein observed similarities in pottery at the following sites: ‘Izbet Sartah III, Tel 

Esdar III, Hazor XII-VIII, Megiddo V-III, Taanach IA-IIB, Samaria I, Tel Qasile IX-X, 

Beer-sheba IX-V, Tel Masos III-I, Mt. Ebal II, Giloh, Gezer XI, Tel Masos III-I, Arad 12 

(Aharoni), Arad X (Herzog), Lachish V, Shiloh (early 11th century BCE), Tel Esdar, Tel 

Zeror, Tell es-Safi, Tell Jerishe (Finkelstein 1990), suggesting a late Iron I-early Iron IIA 

date for the site, but no definitive dating and stratigraphy for the site was determined. 

iv. Cluster Analysis 
	  
Table 19: Khirbet ed-Dawwara Cluster Analysis of Judean Urban Planning 

Iron IIA-B Elements of Judean Urban Planning   

1) Casemate wall fortification system  Yes  

2) Solid wall fortification system  Yes  

 3) Outer belt of buildings  Likely  

4) Circular ring road  Unknown  

5) Central core of the city  Unknown  

6) Perpendicular layout of domestic residences to casemate wall  Yes  

7) City gate Phase 1: 2-chambered; Phase 2: “indirect ingress”  Unknown  
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v. Discussion 
	  

Architecture of the Iron Age represented at the site is important, as it is a one-period site 

and was not covered or damaged by later occupation. Khirbet ed-Dawwara fills a 

"missing link" in the development of architecture in Judah and Israel during the second 

half of the 11th century and 10th century BCE. A massive defensive wall surrounds the 

site, 2-3 m thick (see Fig. 33). Immediately inside the wall casemate rooms were found 

which formed the rear room of pillared buildings similar to the four-room type. The site 

is noteworthy in the development of fortifications, in that, it represents the two types of 

wall fortifications that became characteristic of Israelite and Judean sites: casemate 

defensive walls and massive defensive walls. Finkelstein made the observation, "the 

Khirbet ed-Dawwara fortifications, which combine both types, apparently represent a 

period when ideas on defense systems were as yet unregulated (Finkelstein 1990: 196, 

199, 203). 

The importance of Tel ed-Dawwara in comparison to Khirbet Qeiyafa is obvious. Pottery 

dating has placed both these sites as contemporary at the end of Iron I and beginning of 

Iron II. Casemate wall fortifications were unearthed at both sites. The main difference is 

geographic, in that Tel ed-Dawwara is located in the central hill country where the proto-

Figure	  22:	  Plan	  of	  the	  remains	  in	  Area	  A	  of	  Khirbet	  ed-‐Dawwara	  (After	  Finkelstein	  1990,	  Fig.	  4) 
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Israelite tribes settled during Iron I period (Finkelstein 1995; 1996b; 1999; Faust 2007) 

while Khirbet Qeiyafa is located in the Judean Shephelah. 

If it is correct to interpret Tel ed-Dawwara as an Israelite site as the excavator has 

suggested (Finkelstein and Fantalkin 2012), what we observe is a formative stage of 

Israelite public defense policy. At this stage the government and its military strategists 

responsible for the construction of the city had not decided between two competing 

defensive technologies for urban fortification: the casemate wall and the massive solid 

wall (Finkelstein 1990: 196, 199, 203). 

In contrast to Tel ed-Dawwara, we observe at Khirbet Qeiyafa only one form of 

fortification, the casemate wall, which became one of the defining characteristics of 

Judean public policy for urban fortifications. The sophistication and standardized 

measurements used to build the fortifications at Khirbet Qeiyafa are a stark contrast to the 

quality of the fortifications at Tel ed-Dawwara, which overall are poor (see Fig. 33). It 

was suggested above that that professional builders constructed Khirbet Qeiyafa. In 

contrast, it is most likely that Tel ed-Dawwara was built by a non-professional 

conscripted corvée work force for reasons similar to those of nearby Tel en-Nasbeh 

Stratum 3C, namely, poor workmanship and chaotic implementation of urban planning 

policy (Finkelstein 1990: Fig. 4; Shiloh 1978: 40; Zorn 1993: 158). A similarity between 

Tel ed-Dawwara, Tel Beit Mirsim, Tel en-Nasbeh and Beth Shemesh, is found in the 

casemate system, as at all these sites the outer wall is thicker and built of larger 

fieldstones, while the inner wall of the casemate is thinner and domestic units are built of 

single field stones as is common at all the Judean cities included in this analysis. 

In the sequence of development of urban fortification public policy in Judah and Israel, 

Finkelstein observed that Khirbet ed-Dawwara was likely a “transitional stage” between 

the casemate wall fortifications and solid “massive” wall systems that would become 

standardized forms during the Iron II period (Finkelstein 1999: 198). While at Khirbet 

Qeiyafa we observe a clearly planned and regulated construction of the casemate wall 

system, the Khirbet ed-Dawwara fortifications, represent an earlier period “when [public 

policy] ideas on defense systems were as yet unregulated” (Finkelstein 1999: 198). 
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Finkelstein and Fantalkin (2012) argued that the “casemate-like” fortifications of Tel ed-

Dawwara are the most unambiguous evidence for “public construction of casemate 

fortifications” in the late Iron I-early Iron II period and contemporary with Khirbet 

Qeiyafa (Finkelstein and Fantalkin 2012: 53). From this evidence (and other) they made 

the leap to affiliate both Tel ed-Dawwara and Khirbet Qeiyafa with “the north Israelite 

polity” that allegedly existed in the late Iron I-early Iron IIA period (Finkelstein and 

Fantalkin 2012: 54). 

It is certainly reasonable to conclude that there is a connection between these two sites, 

but it does not logically follow that they should be in anyway associated with a polity 

identified as “north Israelite.” Historical and biblical sources suggest that the people 

group out of which Judah and Israel arose was one, which scholars have labeled the 

proto-Israelites (Dever 1995). As far as the traditional biblical narrative goes the Prophet 

Samuel anointed Saul the son of Kish from the Tribe of Benjamin, to be king at Gibeah, 

located just north of Jerusalem. Saul rallied the Israelites from the North and Judeans 

from the South to join him in conquests against the Philistines. It was out of King Saul’s 

first attempt at a state-level society that the United Monarchy arose in the late 11th-10th 

century BCE centered in Jerusalem and ruled by the House of David (cf. 1 & 2 Samuel). 

So reads the biblical narrative. But what is not clear is if there is any archaeological 

evidence to associate Khirbet ed-Dawwara with King Saul as Finkelstein once did 

(Finkelstein 1990: 202), and even if so, how is one justified in associating King Saul or 

Khirbet ed-Dawwara with a “north Israelite polity”? Based on the biblical record King 

Saul was the first king of what was to become the United Monarchy of Judah and Israel. 

What archaeological evidence do we have for the existence of King Saul? We have none. 

What we observe at Khirbet ed-Dawwara may very well be the archaeological evidence 

for the beginnings of a monarchic state-level society in southern Benjaminite territory 

showing close ties to Judean urban planning as it reasonably clusters with fortified 

Judean cities from Iron IIA-B. Significantly, all the cities where Finkelstein and Fantalkin 

identified casemate walls or casemate-like walls contemporary to Khirbet Qeiyafa, 

including Gibeon, Mizpeh (Tel en-Nasbeh), and Khirbet ed-Dawwara, which was 

southeast of Mizpeh, are all located in south Benjaminite territory, which in the late 10th 
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and 9th centuries was part of the Kingdom of Judah (Rainey 2006: 177). The borders of 

Judah then expanded further northward to include Bethel (5.02 km northeast of Tel en-

Nasbeh) during the undisputed period of the Judean monarchy in the 8th and 7th centuries 

BCE based on distribution of the Judean pillar figurines and inscribed weights (Kletter 

1999: 31, 35). It is more logical because of their historical geographic location that these 

sites be associated with the emerging Judean kingdom, if not outrightly outposts of a 

south Judean polity, and not an ill-defined north Israelite polity. Further, it is a 

completely illogical blind leap to associate Khirbet ed-Dawwara and other southern 

Benjamite cities with the fully fledged Kingdom of Israel under the Omride dynasty, 

which by Finkelstein’s own reckoning did not arise until more than one century later in 

the 9th century BCE (Finkelstein 1999: 185). 

We suggest the more logical hypothesis is that Khirbet ed-Dawwara represents an earlier 

stage in urban planning public policy of a newly forming state-level society in the late 

11th-early 10th centuries BCE, and Khirbet Qeiyafa represents a slightly later stage of this 

same urban planning public policy based on the more advanced building techniques and 

the regulated use of the casemate wall fortifications observed at Khirbet Qeiyafa.  

If we conclude that one regional polity built Khirbet ed-Dawwara and Khirbet Qeiyafa, it 

is reasonable to associate them with a central authority in the region located somewhere 

in the close proximity of these two sites in late Iron I-early Iron IIA. The three 

possibilities for a physical center of this polity are Gibeah, Hebron, or Jerusalem. Gibeah 

is believed to be Tel el-Full in Benjamin tribal territory, located 5.48 km northwest of 

Jerusalem, 7.34 km southeast of Khirbet ed-Dawwara, and 27.66 km northeast of Khirbet 

Qeiyafa. Remains of an Iron Age fortress were identified at Tel el-Full, but its 

identification is not conclusive (Finkelstein 2011) and urban plan unknown (Mazar 1992: 

374). A second possibility is Hebron as its location is almost exactly between Khirbet 

Qeiyafa and Khirbet ed-Dawwara on the east-west latitude, but evidence is scarce, 

indicating only an Iron I proto-Israelite presence (Mazar 1992: 346). The final possibility 

is Jerusalem located 11.4 km southwest of Khirbet ed-Dawwara and 27.85 km northeast 

of Khirbet Qeiyafa, with strong evidence of a late Iron I-Iron IIA Judean occupation of 

the City of David site (Mazar 2007; 2009). Of these three sites, we prefer Jerusalem. 
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Excavations at the City of David have evidenced the presence of pottery and architecture 

associated with a Judean conquest of the City of Jebus in the late Iron I period 

immediately followed by Judean construction projects dated to the Iron IIA 10th century 

BCE (Mazar 2007: 63; 2009: 50, 64-65). These include a segment of casemate wall 

fortifications, which Kenyon dated to the 10th century BCE (Kenyon 1963: 17-18). Thus, 

it is more logical to conclude that the similarity in the site plans of Khirbet ed-Dawwara 

and Khirbet Qeiyafa, and presence of casemate fortifications at all these sites, were the 

expression of an urban planning public policy related to a contemporary governmental 

power centrally-located between these two sites in Jerusalem than it is to conclude that 

they were built by a 10th century “north Israelite” polity expanding into southern Judah. 

This depends heavily on a late Iron I date for the Judean conquest of Jebus/Jerusalem as 

confirmed by pottery fragments found under “the Large Stone Structure” (Mazar 2007: 

63; 2009: 50, 64-65), and near contemporaneous Judean building projects at Khirbet ed-

Dawwara, Khirbet Qeiyafa, and Jerusalem in the late Iron I-early Iron IIA. We reject the 

association of these two sites with the northern Kingdom of Israel, which is only 

demonstrated to have arisen as a significant political presence in the archaeological 

record in the 9th century BCE, 100 years or more later (Finkelstein 1996; Mazar 1992). 

5. Conclusion 
	  
The fortified city of Khirbet Qeiyafa provides an excellent opportunity to study the 

Kingdom of Judah in its very earliest formation stage during the late Iron I-early Iron IIA 

period. The location of the city in the Judean Shephelah on the border with Philistia 

during the early 10th century BCE was highly strategic as it guarded the Elah Valley and 

the main route from the Judean hill country to the Coastal Plain through which troop 

movements could be directed (Garfinkel and Ganor 2009: 25). Cluster analysis of the 

urban planning observed at Tel Beit Mirsim, Tel en-Nasbeh, Beth Shemesh, Tel Beer-

sheba, and that unearthed at Khirbet Qeiyafa strongly indicate that these five cities cluster 

into one group category: Iron Age IIA-B fortified Judean city. 

	  
The question was raised at the beginning of this thesis if there is any reason to identify 

Khirbet Qeiyafa as Philistine, Canaanite, or even northern Israelite, and not Judean. 
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While there is evidence of Philistine Ashdod ware pottery at the site (Kang and Garfinkel 

2009), this only confirmed that inhabitants of Khirbet Qeiyafa had contact with Philistine 

material culture. Normative pottery forms for the Shephelah dominate the finds at the city 

and confirm the obvious, that the city was located in the Judean Shephelah (Finkelstein 

and Fantalkin 2012: 50). Philistine urban planning differed significantly from that 

observed in Iron Age Judah, notably, the Philistine city plan followed an orthogonal 

urban plan as at late Iron I Tell Qasile Stratum X (Herzog 1997: 201-203). The absence 

of pig bones at Khirbet Qeiyafa strongly rules out Philistine inhabitants (Na’aman 2010: 

507). Thus, leaving either a “lowlands late-Canaanite” people or a people group from the 

central highlands that expanded into the Shephelah (Finkelstein and Fantalakin 2012: 49), 

namely, the Proto-Israelites from Judah or Israel. The strongest evidence for deciphering 

the identity of the builders of Khirbet Qeiyafa is its “architectural tradition,” which 

suggests some affiliation with the proto-Israelites who settled in the central highlands 

(Finkelstein and Fantalkin 2012: 52). Thus, this leaves only two possibilities of emerging 

polities in the region: northern Israel or southern Judah, of which affiliating Judah with 

Khirbet Qeiyafa is “the more logical possibility” even though Finkelstein and Fantalkin 

went on to categorize it as “northern Israelite” (Finkelstein and Fantalkin 2012: 52).  

	  
We conclude that Khirbet Qeiyafa is more logically affiliated with the Kingdom of Judah 

as we have observed that five out of the seven elements identified as characteristic of 

Judean cities in Iron IIA-B are found at Khirbet Qeiyafa, namely, casemate wall 

fortifications, an outer belt of buildings, perpendicular layout of domestic residences in 

relation to the casemate wall in this outer belt, two city gates in a form known in Judah, 

i.e. the chambered gate, and a central core of the city, which is visible although future 

excavation seasons will clarify the buildings of the central core. Evidence for the circular 

ring road has not yet been found. There is no evidence that a solid wall fortification 

replaced the casemate wall, but the transition from casemate wall to solid wall occurred 

in the 9th century BCE after Khirbet Qeiyafa was abandoned.  

	  
When viewed chronologically, we observe a historical sequence in the implementation of 

public policy for urban planning of fortified cities in Judah, specifically in the use of the 

casemate wall fortifications during Iron IIA-B. At the beginning of this sequence at the 
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transition from late Iron I-early Iron IIA, we place Khirbet Qeiyafa in the late 11th-early 

10th century BCE, followed by Iron IIA Tel Beit Mirsim Stratum B3 and Tel en-Nasbeh 

Stratum 3C, transitional Iron IIA-B Beth Shemesh Level 3, and the final stratum at a 

Judean city where the casemate wall was used, Iron IIB Tel Beer-sheba Stratum III-II. 

This sequence of urban planning policy in late Iron I-early Iron IIA Judah is significant 

for our understanding of the nature of the bureaucracy that existed in the Kingdom of 

Judah from its formative stage until it reached its zenith at the end of the 8th century.  

	  
The conclusion of this cluster analysis is that Khirbet Qeiyafa should be classified as a 

fortified Judean city, dated independently from its architectural plan to the late Iron I-

early Iron IIA, and as a physical example of the implementation of a specific Judean 

urban planning public policy. Urban planning as a category of public policy is the 

product of bureaucratic policy makers who function in a specific geographical location 

where the political power which they serve is centered, be that a local or regional power. 

As the five cities herein analyzed are geographically affiliated with the region within the 

borders of Judah, which was to become the Kingdom of Judah in the Iron II period, we 

conclude that it is logical that these same policy makers exerted the sufficient power to 

implement their policy over the entire region from a political center.  

	  
The political center of Judah may have first started elsewhere during the late Iron I period 

at Gibeah or Hebron (as discussed above), but these sites are archaeologically undefined. 

When viewed through the lens of more clearly defined archaeological evidence, and by 

virtue of geographical location and history, we conclude that the late Iron I-early Iron 

IIA-B period physical center of power most logically affiliated with a sequential 

development of an urban planning public policy responsible for the design and 

construction of fortified Judean cities is the Judean capital itself, the city of David, 

Jerusalem. The public policy of urban planning we have observed in Iron II Judah is an 

ancient witness to the praxis of government in this ancient state, and its urban planning 

was one element of the state that “can be defined in terms of the institutions and process 

which [oversaw] the development of policy” (Turner 1997: 416). The stones which were 

used by the ancient builders of these cities may not be able speak, but they are a silent 

witness to a state that functioned and thrived in ancient Judah in the Iron IIA-B period.  
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