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Summary: The Pottery Assemblage of Jerusalem’s Neo-Babylonian Destruction

Level: A Review and Discussion 

This paper studies the pottery of Jerusalem corresponding to the very Late Iron II
(mid 7th to early 6th centuries BCE) that is scattered throughout the modern-day
excavation reports. A typology of five functional groups and twenty-five taxonomic
subgroups is built, based on pottery retrieved from clear loci that represent the Neo-
Babylonian destruction level or shortly before. I will focus attention on the chronology
of each pottery type, and how they can be related to parallels in other contemporary
sites. The analysis of the resultant pottery types and their distribution in the city
confirms that Jerusalem passed through an era of political and economic centralization,
urban expansion and industrial development, albeit with few connections with the
contemporary interregional trade networks.  
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Resumen: El conjunto cerámico del estrato de destrucción neo-babilónico de

Jerusalén: Una revisión y discusión

Este artículo estudia la cerámica de Jerusalén de finales de la Edad del Hierro II
(mediados del siglo VII a principios del VI a.C.), a partir de los reportes de las exca-
vaciones modernas. Se construirá una tipología de 5 grupos funcionales y 25 subgru-
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pos taxonómicos, basados en las cerámicas encontradas en loci claros que representan
el nivel de la destrucción neo-babilónica, o poco antes de ésta. Me enfocaré en la cro-
nología de cada tipo cerámico, y cómo éstos pueden relacionarse con paralelos en
otros sitios contemporáneos. El análisis de los tipos cerámicos resultantes y de su dis-
tribución en la ciudad confirma que Jerusalén experimentó una era de centralización
política y económica, expansión urbana y desarrollo industrial, aunque de escasas
conexiones con las redes comerciales interregionales contemporáneas.   

Palabras clave: Jerusalén – Edad del Hierro tardío – Cerámica – Destrucción neo-
babilónica

INTRODUCTION

Decades have passed since the beginning of the modern excavations in
Jerusalem directed by K. Kenyon, N. Avigad, Y. Shiloh and B. Mazar/E.
Mazar; however, the publication of the final reports has only been a matter of
the last ten years. More importantly, there is a lack of a unified, coherent picture
that combines the different pottery typologies of Late Iron Jerusalem. Even
though these studies provide with parallels from other ceramic typologies of
the city, no attempt has ever been made to present these typologies in one
cohesive picture. Different factors such as the small area involved, the time
length between the publication of the pottery reports, the diverse systems of
classification employed, the very complex stratigraphy of Jerusalem, and
even the existence of alternative archaeological sites that may provide more
solid pottery typologies (Lachish, Megiddo), made a unified pottery typology
of Jerusalem very difficult to accomplish. Accordingly, I believe it is now
time of a reassessment of the evidence. This article’s main objective is to study
the pottery of the city of Jerusalem corresponding to the very Late Iron Age II
(mid 7th to early 6th centuries BCE), i.e. the pottery roughly contemporary to
the period just before the fall and destruction of the city by the Neo-
Babylonians in July/August 586 BCE.1 To examine this topic it is necessary
to investigate two main research questions:

What were the most significant pottery types that were used in the Iron Age
city during the last period of its existence? In order to construct a typology as
precise as possible in terms of chronology, the methodological step is taken
to use only pottery retrieved from clear loci that represent the Neo-

278 JUAN MANUEL TEBES ANTIGUO ORIENTE 9 - 2011

1 See, most recently, Lipschits (2005: 72–84), with literature.



Babylonian destruction or shortly before. The significance of this ceramic
assemblage cannot be overstated: this is one of the few cases in the archaeology
of the Iron Age in which there is a clear destruction layer dated by contemporary
sources and that consequently dates both the local material assemblage and
pottery parallels in other sites. As is well known, the key site for the chronology
of Iron Age Palestine is Lachish, but even the chronology of this site has its
problems.2 Therefore, a solid typology of the pottery found in the Neo-
Babylonian destruction layer of Jerusalem may provide a parallel guideline
for dating contemporary settlements in the region. I will integrate all modern
studies of Late Iron pottery of Jerusalem to date, combining the different
excavated areas into one homogeneous pottery assemblage. 

Secondly, what knowledge can be gained through the analysis of the pottery
concerning the social, political and economic structures of the city? In looking
to unravel the continuities and discontinuities between the 10th-to-8th and the
7th–6th century BCE city, I will determine the chronological history of this
typology’s pottery types. For purposes of chronological accuracy I also aim at
determining the type-fossils for the very Late Iron Age in Judah. Lastly, I will
use the different functional pottery types, as well as the archaeological contexts
in which they were found, to assess conclusions with respect to the city’s
urban expansion, economic specialization, political status, diffusion of literacy,
cultic activities, relationship with the broader Judaean material culture and
interregional contacts.

The paper is divided into four main parts. In the first part, I will review and
compare existing typologies developed by those scholars who excavated
Jerusalem since the 1960s. In the second part I define the specific loci with
evidences of the Neo-Babylonian destruction. Against this background, I then
develop a typology of these wares, focusing on both their functional and
taxonomic aspects. In the third part I investigate the chronology of the pottery
types I created, putting emphasis on their development vis-à-vis the history of
the Iron Age strata of the southern Levant. In the fourth and last part I will
study the political and socioeconomic background in which the local pottery
was made and used. 
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PREVIOUS TYPOLOGIES

Several difficulties arise when trying to construct a typology of the pottery of
Late Iron Age Jerusalem. First and foremost, there is the manifest fact that the
city was object of many excavations in the past, digs that sometimes employed
different systems of pottery classifications. Whereas modern archaeological
research in Jerusalem began as early as 1838 with the explorations of E.
Robinson in Hezekiah’s tunnel, methodical typologies for the local pottery
assemblage only appeared with the excavations carried out since the 1960s,
which only began reaching the stage of final publication in the 1980s. Hence
this investigation will only make focus on these later digs. Needless to say,
the use of different pottery typologies is a reality with nearly every excavation,
and in Jerusalem this is exacerbated by the fact that three of the final reports
were only published after the death of the director of the excavation—
Kenyon, Avigad and Shiloh—so the methodology of classification developed
by the final editors (who usually were the area supervisors) sometimes is not
the same from that originally devised by the director. 

It is possible to divide the published pottery typologies into two main
groups. One line of research concentrates efforts in gaining understanding
about the manufacture of ancient vessels and particularly about the procedure
followed by ancient potters in producing their ceramics. Their main concerns
are both the functional and morphological aspects of pottery technology. This
is the procedure followed by Franken3 and Eshel.4 Other scholars pay more
attention to chronological issues, especially changes in the taxonomy of the
ancient vessels over time. They construct typologies based on one classification,
based on morphology and secondarily on function. Tushingham,5 Mazar and
Mazar,6 De Groot and Ariel,7 De Groot et al.8 and Yezerski9 belong to this
group. In this respect, they are more in line with the traditional studies of the
Syro-Palestinian archaeology, with their main focus on the chronological
problems of the Iron Age. For that reason they concentrated efforts on examining
the taxonomic aspects of pottery, the stratigraphic context in which they were
found and parallels in contemporary sites. 
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3 Franken 1990d.
4 Eshel 1995.
5 Tushingham 1985.
6 Mazar and Mazar 1989.
7 De Groot and Ariel 2000.
8 De Groot et al. 2003.
9 Yezerski 2006.



Kenyon’s Excavations (1961–1967)

K. Kenyon directed one of the first major archaeological excavations in the
South-East Hill,10 a low elongated hill located south of the Temple Mount
outside the city walls, and in the Armenian Garden, in the southwestern part
of the Old City (for Jerusalem’s excavation areas, see Figure 1). The modern
occupation in most of Jerusalem led to several dispersed excavation areas
throughout the city. Due to the death of Kenyon in 1978, the final reports were
left to the dig’s area supervisors. Not only does this mean that we have different
reports from the different areas, but also that the presentation of the pottery as
well as the system of classification differs from one report to the other.
Published reports include those from the Armenian Garden,11 South-East
Hill12 and cave deposits in the South-East Hill.13

Kenyon’s assistant A.D. Tushingham directed excavations in the Armenian
Garden (Area L) and discovered substantial evidence of quarrying during the
Late Iron Age. Due to the limited evidences of human settlement found here,
he concluded that occupation in the area was ephemeral.14 Tushingham did
not develop a system of classification for the quarry’s pottery, but rather
catalogued the pottery into a wide range of groups, following the terminology
proposed by an earlier work of J.S. Holladay.15 Tushingham found pottery
associated with the quarry fill and dated it to the very late Judaean kingdom,
most likely just before the Neo-Babylonian siege. Although it is stratigraphically
divided into an early (IA.a = Iron Age quarry) and a late phase (IA.b = Iron
Age wash), it seems that both phases were contemporary. Some Iron Age
pottery was also recovered in later phases (IA.c = Early Jewish period; IA.d
= Late Jewish to Medieval period) and was classified according to the same
methodology. 

H.J. Franken and M.L. Steiner published the results of the excavations
directed by Kenyon in the South-East Hill.16 The presentation of the Iron Age
pottery, studied by Franken, encountered enormous methodological problems.
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10 In referring to the names of the areas that were excavated in this neighborhood, I decided to
use the names originally used by the archaeologists. So, I will make reference to the “South-
East Hill” when dealing with Kenyon’s excavations, and to the “City of David” when mentioning
Shiloh’s excavations, even though both areas overlapped.
11 Tushingham 1985.
12 Franken and Steiner 1990a.
13 Eshel and Prag 1995.
14 Tushingham 1985: 9–16.
15 Holladay 1976. 
16 Franken and Steiner 1990a; Steiner 2001a.



Kenyon originally used the classification system she had developed after her
experience at Jericho. Basically, this “Jerusalem system”, as Franked named
it, consisted of a classification of pottery types according to rim shapes.
Kenyon “distinguished between groups of shapes resembling each other
closely and then she devised a description of the variety of shapes occurring
within each group”.17 Franken went to great pains to separate the groups and
to note wherever possible which shapes were different. Furthermore, the
problem with this system, as Franken rapidly found out, is that it was ever
expanding, that is to say, it developed new shape groups or subgroups as long
as seemingly new shapes occurred. A related difficulty, moreover, resided on
the registration phase: the registrar, when in front of sherds that could be
attributed to more than one subclass, had to choose either to create a new
“subclass” or to classify it inside a type knowing that it could also go
somewhere else.18 These and further problems led Franken to develop his
own classification system. He created a system in which all vessels from each
phase were divided into twelve main groups defined by two main elements:
usage and method of construction.19 In Franken’s typology, some classes may
include just one shape whereas others may comprise more than one. Also,
more distinctions could be made according to fabric, diameters, slips and
burnishings.20 One shortcoming of Franken’s study is that, concerned as he
was with building a new system of classification, he did not provide pottery
parallels from other sites. Rather, Franken chose to plot the proportional
variation of each pottery type throughout all the strata. Another important
caveat to note is that Franken examined pottery as if vessels were produced in
one limited, frozen period of time, and as if there were no changes over time
in their morphology. In this sense, this is an almost ahistorical approximation.
No wonder Franken consciously chose not to study parallels from other sites,
which reduces to a great extent the usefulness of the system he devised.21

I. Eshel and K. Prag published the findings of two Late Iron Age caves in
the South-East Hill, Cave I and Cave II.22 Eshel studied the local pottery in
two parts, one concentrated on the functional characteristics23 and other on the
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17 Franken 1990a: 61.
18 Ibid.: 61–66.
19 Franken 1990b: 67.
20 Franken 1990c; 1990d.
21 To be fair, it seems that Franken’s work was methodologically very much limited because of
the nature of the evidence at his disposal. During the excavations in Jerusalem, Kenyon only
collected rim sherds (Franken 1990a: 61), and this was the only evidence available to Franken.
22 Eshel and Prag 1995.
23 Eshel 1995: 18–26.



morphological classification.24 The study on function was based on an earlier
quantitative work of T. McClellan25 on Late Bronze and Iron Age pottery
groups in Palestine. The result, comprehensive in scope and impressive in
presentation, was a classification into nine pre-determined functional types.
All pottery remains were quantitatively classified according to this system. In
the second part, Eshel undertook the taxonomic study. To maintain congruence
with the functional classification, he arranged the resulting 188 morphological
types inside the functional classes. Eshel’s description followed W.M.F.
Petrie’s26 and R. Amiran’s27 methods, moving from open to closed forms.28

Avigad’s Excavations in the Jewish Quarter (1969–1982)

N. Avigad excavated a total of 26 areas in the Jewish Quarter (in the Old
City’s southwestern part), listed with Latin letters from A to Z, which were
dispersed over the whole quarter. A continuous settlement history was un-
covered from the Iron Age II to the Ottoman period. Following Avigad’s
death, the results of the excavations were published by the area supervisors.29

A. De Groot, H. Geva and I. Yezerski published the Iron Age II pottery from
Areas A, W and X–2,30 whereas Yezerski published the wares from Area E.31

Because of disturbances due to later construction activities—especially during
the Roman and Byzantine periods—almost no complete Iron Age vessels were
found in the Jewish Quarter. De Groot, Geva and Yezerski classified the
pottery on functional groups that were subsequently divided into morphological
subgroups. Yezerski followed the same classification system with slight
modifications for Area E. These two studies have their merits but also some
disadvantages. They examine only Iron Age pottery, and while they provide
lots of parallels from other Iron Age sites, no comparisons with later pottery
(either from Jerusalem or elsewhere) are shown. Another point is that in both
studies vessels were examined by types but plates were arranged by context
(i.e., area and loci). Although this presentation may cause in principle some
confusion for those comparing text and plates, the shallow stratigraphy of the
Iron Age level in the Jewish Quarter prevents any misunderstanding.
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24 Ibid.: 27–64.
25 McClellan 1975.
26 Petrie 1921.
27 Amiran 1970.
28 Eshel 1995: 27–64.
29 Geva 2000; 2003a; 2006a.
30 De Groot et al. 2003.
31 Yezerski 2006.



Shiloh’s Excavations in the City of David (1978–1985)

Y. Shiloh led excavations in the City of David which partially overlapped
with the earlier excavations directed by Kenyon, confirming the long history
of occupation in the area, with archaeological evidence from the Chalcolithic
to the Medieval period. Mirroring Kenyon’s digs, the archaeological research
directed by Shiloh was scattered over different parts of the elongated hill,
particularly concentrating on its eastern side. Shiloh himself published the
first report of the excavations,32 whereas the area supervisors produced the
succeeding ones following Shiloh’s death.33 Unfortunately only the ceramic
finds from two of the four areas excavated in the City of David have been
published. These are Areas B and D1, published by area supervisors De Groot
and D.T. Ariel.34 The pottery that is of interest for us belongs to Stratum 10
(early 6th century BCE). De Groot and Ariel examined the vessels according
to strata, and inside each stratum according to groups defined by function and
subgroups defined by taxonomy and surface treatment. The plates were arranged
according to area and strata. Most of the vessel types followed the classification
of the Kenyon excavations.35 The procedure followed by De Groot and Ariel
permits studying the development of all the pottery types throughout the local
strata. They also provide many parallels from other sites. However, the fact
that very few complete vessels were uncovered in situ makes them of limited
utility for determining an absolute chronology. This drawback was partially
solved by Shiloh’s short preliminary report of the pottery and bullae found at
the “House of the Bullae” (Area G) in a context sealed by the Neo-Babylonian
destruction.36 However, the limited number of vessels did not allow for a
comprehensive typology. 

B. Mazar’s (1976–1977) and E. Mazar’s (1986–1987) Excavations in Ophel

B. Mazar and E. Mazar excavated three main areas in Ophel, south of the
Temple Mount, with additional excavations in non-stratified loci in the eastern
slope of the Western Hill and in Locus 15013. Only Areas C and D provided
good contexts of Iron Age pottery.37 Given that Ophel is the closest area to
the Temple Mount that has so far been excavated, a key concern for the
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32 Shiloh 1984.
33 Ariel 1990; 2000a; 2000b; Ariel and De Groot 1996; De Groot and Ariel 1992.
34 De Groot and Ariel 2000.
35 Franken 1990d; Eshel 1995: 18–64.
36 Shiloh 1986.
37 Mazar and Mazar 1989.



archaeologists was to extend our understanding on questions of chronology,
particularly the periods of use of the buildings during the Iron Age. It is
therefore with this main aim in mind that pottery types were presented as
assemblages in context (i.e. loci). While this methodology has much to
commend, one possible shortcoming is that, if not supplemented with an
additional study of the pottery typology (which Mazar and Mazar did not) it
is difficult to interpret the pottery evidence as a whole. Hence we are left with
detailed descriptions of the different pottery types for each good locus but
these are not related with the types from other loci.38

THE JERUSALEM POTTERY

Key Loci

Since one of my goals is to address the chronological aspects of the Late Iron
II pottery, I will focus special attention on well-dated loci of the 7th–early 6th
centuries BCE, avoiding as much as possible vessels found out of context or
in uncertain stratigraphical assemblages. The best marker for the end of the
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38 Since 1995, R. Reich and E. Shukron have been carrying out excavations in the eastern slope
of the City of David, near the areas where Kenyon and Shiloh previously dug. They discovered
a well-preserved segment of a wall to the south of the Gihon spring and a line of domestic
buildings that continued the neighborhood found by Shiloh. The pottery found at this location,
which has not yet been published, was dated to the 8th century BCE (Reich and Shukron 2003:
211–212). A second excavated spot was an immense rock cutting at the Gihon spring, called a
“pool” in the preliminary report. Here, again, the pottery that was retrieved belongs to the late
9th or early 8th centuries BCE (Reich, Shukron and Lernau 2008: 139–140; De Groot and
Fadida 2011). Given that the preliminary reports did not mention findings of pottery from the
end of the Iron Age, this material assemblage cannot be used in this paper’s typology.
In 2005 E. Mazar resumed excavations in the northern part of the City of David. She claims
that a monumental building (the so-called “Large Monumental Structure”) was constructed in
this area in the 10th century BCE, to be later destroyed in 586 BCE. Notwithstanding the
controversies surrounding the date of the construction of this building, no destruction layer was
found and few Late Iron sherds were retrieved in the area (Mazar 2008: 56, 58, 67; 2009: 47,
66). None of these ceramics have been published yet.
D. Ben-Ami and Y. Tchekhanovets’ excavations in the Giv‘ati Parking Lot across the street
west of the village of Silwan (2007) are the most recent archaeological researches on Iron Age
levels in Jerusalem. They claim to have found Iron II remains, but so far no pottery has been
published (Ben-Ami and Tchekhanovets 2008).



Iron Age II is the Neo-Babylonian destruction level—dated to 586 BCE—
and the abandonment of areas in the face of the advance of Nebuchadnezzar’s
army shortly before. As I will show below, evidence of the catastrophic events
of 588–586 BCE is scattered throughout Jerusalem, and these remains
constitute the terminus ante quem of the Late Iron II pottery assemblage lying
under it. 

Armenian Garden 

During the Late Iron II period this area was used as a quarry, so most of the
local pottery comes from fills without clear archaeological contexts.
However, there seems to be some good deposits with pottery, all attributed to
the earliest level, Phase IA.a, which Tushingham listed extensively:39

(1) Square XV: Below the Iron Age floor, those loci that are sealed by this
floor or are extensions of the sealed loci (L. 457.18,19,23,25,28,30,
30a,31b; 463.39,41,43,46–48,51);

(2) Square I: Fill of the quarry cut in bedrock in the southeast corner of the
square, and below or containing the Square’s ovens (L. 13.34a,57,62); 

(3) Square XII: Fill above bedrock associated with Wall 343 (L. 160.37); 
(4) Squares VII–VIII: Fill associated with Wall 401 (L. 608.22; 711.24,28–

29,41–42; 713.28,41–42); 
(5) Square XIV: Fill rising above bedrock below Wall 205 (L. 357.3–9)

and additional loci on bedrock (L. 371.19,42); 
(6) Square XI: Loci on bedrock on either sides of Wall 351 (L. 58.48). 

Tushingham considers, in my opinion correctly, that activity in this area
stopped in the eve of the Neo-Babylonian advance in 588 BCE. Archaeology
cannot provide an exact date within this timeframe for the start of the quarrying,
but Tushingham points out that the evidence of the extraction of the local stone
resources points more to one large-scale effort in a short time than to a long
process of quarrying, maybe not going further back than 25 years before 587
BCE.40 Therefore, I consider the pottery assemblage found in the Phase IA.a
deposits as a good representative of the pottery of the late 7th–early 6th
centuries BCE. I will completely exclude from this analysis Late Iron II pottery
coming from the succeeding post-occupation wash (IA.b) and later fills
(IA.c–d).
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39 Tushingham 1985: 16–17, see the loci number in Appendix I, 235.
40 Ibid.: 20; an opinion not shared by Geva 2003b: 508.



South-East Hill 

Excavations in the South-East Hill were divided into several areas that have
been published over a long period of time: Franken and Steiner published the
results of the so-called Lower Squares;41 Steiner published the results of
Trench I, Upper Squares and Square A/XXIV;42 and Eshel and Prag those
remains found in Caves I and II.43

In the “Lower Squares” area the last phase corresponding to the Late Iron
II period seems to be Phase 8, a water-laid deposit lying on the pavement street
outside the town wall (the pavement itself is attributed to the preceding Phase
7). A large number of crushed potsherds were found in this fill, pottery that
was probably brought by water that washed down the street. This pottery
would have been used during the 7th century BCE until the final destruction
of Phase 8. Over this deposit Steiner noted that “a big tumble of large stones
and hard-packed earth was found, which must represent the collapse of the
city wall”. These remains, attributed to Phase 9, were dated to the Neo-
Babylonian destruction. In this layer not enough pottery was found to provide
a glimpse of the repertoire.44 Hence the pottery from Phase 8 is theoretically
representative of the Jerusalem pottery from the 7th to the early 6th centuries
BCE. Unfortunately, the methodology employed by Franken, providing the
numerical proportions of each pottery type in each phase but not giving the
loci number for each of his figures,45 makes this assemblage of little help for
the present study.    

In the “Upper Squares” area, the very Late Iron II period corresponds to
Phase B7, while the succeeding Phase B8 consists of destruction debris from
587 BCE onwards. Unfortunately, Kenyon discarded most of the pottery and
the little that was saved was mixed with later material. Only pottery from the
uppermost floor of Area 4 was not mixed with other material,46 yet there are
no pottery plates available for this area.47 This same phenomenon occurs in the
Trench I area. Phase T5 represents the 7th–6th centuries BCE and the posterior
Phase T6 constitutes destruction debris dated to 586 BCE and beyond. The
pottery on the floors, unfortunately, was very mixed with other later
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41 Franken and Steiner 1990a.
42 Steiner 2001a.
43 Eshel and Prag 1995.
44 Steiner 1990: 57; cf. Steiner 2001a: 92.
45 Franken 1990d.
46 Steiner 2001a: 57.
47 Ibid.: 60.



material.48 More positive results can be gained from Square A/XXIV, where
the Phase A2, dated to the 7th–6th centuries BCE, was again covered by
destruction debris dated to 586 BCE and later (Phase A3). During Phase A2,
a large building was standing in this area (Building VII), and floors of this
structure were covered by a large number of pottery fragments. A thick layer of
debris (Phase A3) dated to 586 BCE and later was deposited over these floors.49

Thus the pottery found in this building (Areas 28–31) constitutes a good
representative assemblage of the pottery of the very Late Iron II Jerusalem,
and it will be used in this typology.50

Since the neighboring Caves I and II were used from the late 8th century on
and had been blocked by the mid 7th century BCE,51 they are not, except for
the presence of parallels, of my immediate concern. 

Jewish Quarter 

The Jewish Quarter represents an entirely new neighborhood founded in the
Late Iron Age. The remains of this period were found in three main areas:
Areas A (Strata 7, 8 and 9), W (Strata 6 and 7) and X–2 (Strata 8–9), layers
lying directly on bedrock and representing occupation from the 8th century to
586 BCE.52 Evidence of the destruction of the city is found only in Area W,
Stratum 6, in a burnt layer upon a paved floor (L. 3090) north of the remains of
the “Israelite Tower” (Wall 4006–Wall 4030). In this burnt layer archaeologists
found one arrowhead of the Irano-Scythian type, an artifact that was not used
in the region before the mid 7th century BCE. This layer was covered by the
remains of the stone collapse of the neighboring tower (L. 3085). L. 3111 is
an extension of L. 3090 and can be considered to have ended in the same con-
flagration.53 It is not completely clear when the paved floor was constructed,
although the archaeologists agree that this happened somewhere in the 7th
century BCE. The date of the floor’s construction, coupled with the Neo-
Babylonian destruction level, strongly suggests that the pottery found in these
layers can be safely dated to the late 7th–early 6th centuries BCE, and so this
is the pottery I will treat in the typology. 

Very similar wares were found in Area E,54 but they come from mixed earth
fills from Stratum 6 (8th–early 6th centuries BCE) and Stratum 4 (1st century
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48 Ibid.: 81.
49 Ibid.: 94–101.
50 Listed in ibid.: Figs. 6.52; 6.56.
51 Eshel and Prag 1995: 17.
52 Geva 2000; 2003a.
53 De Groot et al. 2003: 2–3; Geva and Avigad 2000: 155.
54 Yezerski 2006.



BCE).55 Since no evidence of the 586 BCE conflagration was found, the
pottery from this area is of no concern for the present typology. 

City of David 

During the course of Shiloh’s excavations, evidence of the Neo-Babylonian
destruction was found in several areas (Areas D2, E1–3 and G).
Unfortunately, except for Area G, there is no published pottery. In their study of
the pottery of the extramural Areas B and D1, De Groot and Ariel56 presented
meager remains (only six vessels) associated with the last Iron Age layer,
Stratum 10. Although clearly belonging to the early 6th century BCE, all of
these wares derive from unclear stratigraphical contexts (one of the openings
to the Siloam Channel).57 This ceramic assemblage, consequently, is of no
help for the study. 

Before his death in 1987, Shiloh was able to provide a preliminary report
on the findings from the “House of the Bullae” in Area G, publishing a corpus
of pottery that is clearly dated by the Neo-Babylonian destruction level that
covered it.58 The “House of the Bullae” (L. 967) was attributed to Stratum 10, a
layer in which three main phases can be discerned: the first two—Stratum 10C
and 10B—only involved slight modifications in some walls, whereas the last
one—Stratum 10A—is comprised of collapsed walls and debris accumulated
after the Neo-Babylonian destruction. The pottery assemblage coming from
these three phases is essentially homogeneous.59 The famous 51 bullae were
found inside this structure (Stratum 10B). Yet for my purposes the main focus
of study is the House’s vessels, which lay completely sealed by the destruction
layer and thus provide a clear early 6th century BCE assemblage. Shiloh
published about 25 pottery vessels of L. 967,60 and I will incorporate most of
them in the typology.

Ophel 

Good stratigraphical contexts for Late Iron II pottery were found also in the
Ophel excavations. Most of the 7th to late 6th century BCE pottery comes
from a structure defined as a gatehouse (Building C, Area C). The southern
room of the building (L. 23041) was very rich in pottery finds, which were

ANTIGUO ORIENTE 9 - 2011 JERUSALEM’S NEO-BABYLONIAN DESTRUCTION LEVEL POTTERY 289

55 Geva 2006b: 11, 14.
56 De Groot and Ariel 2000.
57 Ibid.: 98.
58 Shiloh 1986.
59 Shiloh 1984: 18–19.
60 Shiloh 1986: Pl. 6.



sealed by large and medium-size fallen stones, result of the 586 BCE events.
Few sections of floors have been preserved, and particularly two phases of
floors can be seen in the southern room. The pottery corpus of the structure is
very homogeneous, and most of the vessels are attributed to the last occupation
level of the room.61 It can be safely assumed that this assemblage accurately
represents the pottery existent in the building during the 7th to early 6thcenturies
BCE, and therefore I will add it to the data base.62 Excavations also uncovered
Building D, a structure dated from the 9th to the early 8th centuries BCE, as
well as a system of cisterns, pools and other installations in the eastern slope
of the Western Hill, although because of destruction and secondary use they
were filled with objects from very different periods.63 The pottery found in
these contexts is therefore not useful for typological purposes.

Origin and method of manufacture

Both petrographic studies and Neutron Activation Analyses have been used
for studying the origin and manufacture method of the pottery of Jerusalem. 

Franken undertook a visual study of the clay of which the South-East Hill
pottery was made.64 He discovered that three main types of clays can be
distinguished. Unfortunately Franken did not indicate which pottery types were
produced with each clay group. Clay A is a silty, calcareous clay containing
large numbers of non-plastic materials such as microfossils, iron and quartz.
The large number of non-plastic silty inclusions caused the pottery to have a
rough break after firing. This was the clay type most used by the Jerusalem
potters at the end of the Iron Age (87 % of the total clay types65) and their
sources were probably near the city. Clay B is a clay that naturally contains
carbonates, and that after firing reached a smooth break very different from
the rough break of Clay A. Clay B was also frequently used by the potters of
Jerusalem and its wide distribution suggests that its source was in the local
area (29 % of the clay used at the end of the Late Iron Age66). Clay C is silty
and free of carbonates and microfossils, but with occasional lime grains.
Therefore it had very good plastic qualities and so it was used for throwing
pots. It was relatively little used locally and the clay source probably was not
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61 Mazar and Mazar 1989: 14–19, 59.
62 Listed in ibid.: Pls. 2–8.
63 Ibid.: 29–57.
64 Franken 1990c; 2005: 65–87.
65 Franken 2005: Table 6.2.
66 Ibid.: Table 6.2.



located in the Jerusalem area. Lastly, Clay D was the result of the mixing of
Clays A and B to improve the quality of the pottery.67 The large quantities of
non-plastic impurities that these clays naturally contained reduced their
plasticity and so prevented them from being used with a fast wheel using the
throwing method. Pottery from Jerusalem, further, shows no evidence of a
centrifugal force—a main feature of pots produced with fast wheel—, rather,
they seem to have been manufactured with the traditional slow turning.68

The large number of figurines (this study’s JER 25 type) found in the City of
David has been the object of petrographic examinations. These demonstrated
that the clay of the pottery matched the composition of the terra rossa soil of
the Soreq Valley, in the Jerusalem region.69 Since the figurines unearthed in
the Jewish Quarter share with them the same fabric, they can also be safely
attributed the same origin.70 The City of David’s collection of figurines has
been studied by NAA as well, examinations that showed that the material of
manufacture corresponds to the Motza clay formation, hence confirming that
the place of manufacture was in the area of Jerusalem.71

More information can be gained by NAA carried out on handles with rosette
stamps, present in some of the JER 19 type ovoid pithoi. Mommsen et al.72

studied with NAA some rosette impressions, which led to the interesting
conclusion that all specimens were manufactured outside Jerusalem, probably
in the Shephelah region.73 More unexpected results were given by the analysis
of the clay of a jar handle with rosette impressions found in Kenyon’s excavation
in the South-East Hill. Franken found that the temper used in this handle
matches that found in post-Iron Age imported pottery from Cyprus and the
Aegean, thus contradicting the assumption that all rosette impressions should
be considered an homogeneous corpus.74

The Jerusalem pottery of the Late Iron II period, as was characteristic of most
contemporary pottery types in Palestine, was red slipped and wheel-burnished.
Painted decoration was very rare and only done in very specific pottery types
(e.g. pilgrim flasks75).
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Typological study

I suggest that, based on functional considerations, the Late Iron pottery of
Jerusalem can divided into five types: (1) Table wares; (2) Cooking wares; (3)
Containers; (4) Varia; (5) Figurines. Inside these functional groups, twenty-
five taxonomic subgroups can be distinguished. I provide a charter with the
synchronization between this typology and past classifications (Table 1).
Also, one representative example for each pottery type is provided in Figs. 2–
9/Table 2. For parallels in other sites, see Table 3. 

(1) Table wares

JER 1: Saucers with straight sides: These shallow saucers or plates have straight
walls, and are found in large quantities and different shapes in Jerusalem.
They can be divided into several subtypes, based on the differences in their
rims. This ware type is characteristic of 8th–6th century BCE sites in Judah.
JER 1a: Saucers with simple rounded rim (Fig. 2): These are shallow saucers
with straight sides and simple rounded rim, appearing in the Armenian
Garden76 and Ophel.77 Most of them are unburnished, and in some cases a matt
paint or wash takes the place of burnish. Only one specimen is wheel-burnished
inside and on the rim.78 This form goes back to the 8th century BCE, being
found already in the City of David, Stratum 1279 and in Cave II80 and Cave I.81

Parallels in other sites include Lachish III,82 Arad X–VI83 and Tel ‘Ira VII.84

JER 1b: Saucers with squared rim (Fig. 2): This is a form similar to JER 1a
but with a cut rim. Most of the vessels are covered with a red burnished slip
inside and outside. They are quite usual in Jerusalem, occurring in the Jewish
Quarter,85 the Armenian Garden86 and Ophel.87 In Jerusalem this form goes
back to the 8th century BCE, as seen in examples from the City of David,
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76 Tushingham 1985: Fig. 1: 6,10 (L. 457.30a),14,17 (L. 457.23).
77 Mazar and Mazar 1989: Pl. 7: 25 (L. 23041).
78 Tushingham 1985: Fig. 1: 6.
79 De Groot and Ariel 2000: Figs. 19: 19; 23: 12.
80 Eshel 1995: Fig. 1: 15–18, 25–28.
81 Ibid.: Fig. 9: 7–8, 10–12, 21.
82 Aharoni 1975: Pl. 44: 11.
83 Singer-Avitz 2002: Fig. 10: B 1.
84 Freud 1999: Fig. 6.89: 2.
85 De Groot et al. 2003: Pl. 1.12: 32 (L. 3090).
86 Tushingham 1985: Fig. 1: 1 (L. 457.23).
87 Mazar and Mazar 1989: Pl. 2: 3-7 (L. 23041).



Stratum 12,88 Cave II89 and Cave I.90 Similar examples can be found in
Lachish III,91 Arad X–VIII,92 Tell ‘Eitun II93 and Beersheba II.94

JER 1c: Saucers with down-turned rim (Fig. 2): This is a saucer type with
different sizes but with a characteristic thickened, rounded “down-turned” rim.
Most of the examples have a red slip or burnish inside and over the rim. It
appears in the context of the 587 BCE conflagration at the Armenian Garden95

and Ophel.96 Earlier parallels in Jerusalem go back to the 8th century BCE in
Cave II97 and Cave I.98 Parallels in Ramat Rachel VA,99 Lachish II100 and Tel
Masos–Area G.101

JER 2: Saucers with wide, grooved, ledged rim (Fig. 2): JER 2 is a shallow saucer
or plate with a characteristic wide, grooved and ledged rim. Most of the
existing samples have a red burnish inside and on the rim. It is found in the
Armenian Garden102 and Ophel.103 The only unburnished saucer possesses a
band of brown paint on the interior of the rim.104 According to De Groot, Geva
and Yezerski, this form is rare in Judaean sites, but finds parallels in
Phoenician examples of the late 8th century BCE.105

JER 3: Small bowls with everted body (Fig. 2): A bowl type with everted body
and thin walls—known as “rice bowls” by Tushingham106 and “wine cups” by
Franken107—with either straight or rounded walls. It is found in the 586 BCE
destruction level at Ophel.108 They are found in 7th–early 6th centuries BCE
contexts, such as Ramat Rachel VA,109 Tel ‘Ira VI110 and Arad X–VIII.111
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88 De Groot and Ariel 2000: Figs. 16: 10; 17: 1–2; 19: 11,20; 20: 1; 21: 9; 23: 13.
89 Eshel 1995: Fig. 1: 1–2,5,20.
90 Ibid.: Fig. 9: 13–15,18.
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92 Singer-Avitz 2002: Fig. 10: B 3.
93 Zimhoni 1997: Fig. 4.3: 7.
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103 Mazar and Mazar 1989: Pl. 2: 9–14 (L. 23041).
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105 De Groot et al. 2003: 6–7.
106 Tushingham 1985: 17, following Holladay 1976: 284.
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108 Mazar and Mazar 1989: Pl. 2: 39 (L. 23041).
109 Aharoni 1962: Pl. 11: 5–9; 1964: Pl. 17: 53–56.
110 Freud 1999: Fig. 6.16: 4.
111 Singer-Avitz 2002: Fig. 10: B 20.



Therefore, this form can be safely considered a type-fossil for the end of the
Late Iron Age in Judah. Earlier antecedents of this form112 with a carination at
the lower part of the body have been unearthed in 8th century BCE levels,
such as in the City of David, Stratum 12,113 and Caves I and II.114

JER 4: Folded-rim bowls: As in other ceramic assemblages of 8th–6th century
BCE Judah, bowls with folded or thickened rims comprise a significant part
of the Jerusalem pottery corpus. In the city they occur in two subtypes, small
and medium sized. 
JER 4a: Small size folded-rim bowls (Fig. 2): JER 4a bowls are characterized
by their thin walls and folded rim, the latter usually smoothed into the wall.
An additional feature can be two handles. They are conspicuously found in
Jerusalem: Ophel,115 the City of David116 and the South-Eastern Hill.117 A most
important feature in most of them is their high-quality red wheel burnish,
which is spread on the inside, over the rim and the exterior, and gives the
vessels a lustrous surface. As De Groot et al.118 have pointed out, “this type
does not appear earlier than the mid 7th century BCE and is very common
in the late Iron Age Judean assemblages”, such as Ramat Rachel VA,119 En
Gedi V,120 Lachish II,121 Tel Masos–Area G122 and Arad VII–VI.123 I wish to
suggest that this form is a type-fossil for mid-7th to early 6th century BCE
archaeological contexts in Judah.
JER 4b: Medium size folded-rim bowls (Fig. 2): This is a medium-size version
of JER 4a. It occurs in the Armenian Garden.124 One sample exhibits a potter’s
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28–29, 37–38.
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124 Tushingham 1985: Figs. 1: 31 (L. 457.19); 2: 1 (L. 457.19),2 (L. 463.51),4 (L. 463.41),5 (L.
457.23),6 (L. 457.25).



mark (×) on the base.125 Parallels exist at the City of David, Cave II,126 Cave
I127 and Lachish Strata IV128 and III.129

JER 5: Bowls with everted ledged rim: Two subtypes of this form occur at Late
Iron Jerusalem, with slight differences in their rims.
JER 5a: Bowls with simple everted ledged rim (Fig. 2): With bowl type JER
4, this is the most common bowl form in 8th–6th century BCE Judah. It is
comprised of small to medium size bowls with everted walls, thickened ledged
rims and a carination below the rim. Bases are of the flat or ring type. The
burnished slip is usually reddish-brown covering the interior and part of the
exterior of the vessel. This bowl type occurs in the Armenian Garden130 and
Ophel.131 Parallels can be found in Gezer VIA,132 Lachish IV–III,133 Tell
‘Eitun II–I134 and Arad XII–VIII.135

JER 5b: Bowls with everted ledged, grooved rim (Fig. 2): This is a group of
medium and small size carinated bowls with a slight depression on their ledge
rim. All bear a burnish inside and on the rim. Found in Ophel136 and the City
of David.137 No parallels available.

JER 6: Small carinated or rounded bowls with everted rim (Fig. 2): The hallmark
of these bowls is their rounded or carinated body and plain, everted rim. They
show red slip inside and on the exterior, and burnish inside. They occur in
small-size and medium-size examples. Bowls of this type appear in Ophel138

and probably the Jewish Quarter.139 These bowls have a long history, appearing
as early as the 10th century BCE and still used in the very Late Iron Age.
They have parallels in Cave II140 and in the City of David, Stratum 12.141 This
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140 Eshel 1995: Fig. 2: 1–9.
141 De Groot and Ariel 2000: Fig. 8: 23.



type can also be found in sites like Lachish IV–III,142 Gezer VIA,143 Tell
‘Eitun I144 and Arad X–VII.145

JER 7: Medium-large size folded-rim bowls (Fig. 3): These are bowls with a
medium to large size. Franken identified them as “large storage bowls”146 and
De Groot and Ariel147 classified the larger types as “kraters”. Some of them
posses an outcurving inflection in the rim, to which two or four handles are
attached, such as those found in the Armenian Garden148 and Ophel.149 This
form frequently appears smoothed or wheel burnished. Some of these bowls
are decorated with rope decoration150 and incisions151 below the carination.
Typologically related to the JER 4 folded-rim bowls, this type is common in
8th–7th century BCE Judaean sites, appearing chronologically earlier than
type JER 4a and becoming less frequent in the early 6th century BCE. JER 7
bowls are common in the 8th century BCE contexts of the City of David,
Stratum 12152 and Cave I.153 It is also attested in sites like Gezer VIA,154

Lachish III,155 En-Gedi V,156 Tel ‘Ira VI,157 Beersheba II158 and Arad X–IV.159

JER 8: Deep closed kraters with high trumpet base (Fig. 3): This is a closed krater
with deep body, tall, everted neck and thickened, diagonally cut rim. A high
trumpet base is a main feature of this krater that differentiates it from other
similar krater types. Two kraters of this type have been found in the “House of
the Bullae” in the City of David. They are red slipped and burnished on the
exterior.160 No exact parallel could be found for these vessels. There exist
kraters with a similar tall, everted neck and diagonally cut rim, although with
more globular body and ring base. They appear in sites of the late 8th to early
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142 Zimhoni 1997: Figs. 3.20; 5.4: 8–9,11–12.
143 Gitin 1990: Pl. 20: 13–14,16–17.
144 Zimhoni 1997: Figs. 4.4: 1; 4.5: 1.
145 Singer-Avitz 2002: Fig. 10: B 16.
146 Franken 1990d: 116–119.
147 De Groot and Ariel 2000: 95.
148 Tushingham 1985: Figs. 2: 17 (L. 457.19),18 (L. 457.23); 3: 6 (L. 457.19).
149 Mazar and Mazar 1989: Pls. 3: 1–3; 6: 1–2 (L. 23041).
150 Ibid.: Pl. 3: 1–2.
151 Ibid.: Pl. 3: 2,3.
152 De Groot and Ariel 2000: Figs. 16: 6; 17: 8–9; 18: 7.
153 Eshel 1995: Fig. 16: 1–10.
154 Gitin 1990: Pls. 20: 20–21; 21: 5–9.
155 Zimhoni 2004b: Figs. 26.3: 25; 26.31: 3–4; 26.42: 3.
156 Mazar et al. 1966: Fig. 16: 6.
157 Freud 1999: Fig. 6.99: 3; 6.104: 4.
158 Aharoni 1973: Pls. 60: 74–76; 64: 8; 67: 5; 68: 14; 69: 13–14; 72: 12–13; 73: 16; Singer-
Avitz 1999: Fig. 2: 5.
159 Singer-Avitz 2002: Fig. 12: B 43.
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6th centuries BCE, such as Lachish II,161 En Gedi V,162 Tel ‘Ira VI163 and
Arad VII–VI.164 No mention of this krater type exists165 in the Jerusalem
archaeological reports.

JER 9: Ridge-neck jugs with trefoil mouth (Fig. 4): A jug with a high, narrow
neck composed of an upper part attached inside the lower part. It possesses a
characteristic trefoil mouth. Some examples present a handle attached to the
rim. They are typically coveted with hand-burnish on the neck and a dense
burnish on the body. Two examples found in Ophel.166 Parallels are found in
several 7th–6th century BCE sites such as En Gedi V,167 Arad VII–VI168 and
Tel ‘Ira VI.169 They are clearly a type-fossil marking the very late Iron Age in
Judah.

JER 10: Dipper juglets with elongated cylindrical body (Fig. 4): The main features
of this dipper juglet are the elongated cylindrical body, a high cylindrical neck,
a plain and slightly everted rim, and a rounded base. A handle protrudes from
the rim to the shoulder. One sample found at the Armenian Garden exhibits
white slip on the exterior, vertically burnished up to neck.170 This type of
dipper juglet appears in Judaean sites since the 8th century BCE, such as in
the City of David, Stratum 12,171 Lachish III,172 Arad X–VII173 and Beersheba
II.174

JER 11: Juglets with cylindrical body and pointed base (Fig. 4): This juglet type
bears a cylindrical body, straight or everted rim and a pointed base. A slight
depression on the shoulder can appear too. It is found in the City of David175

and Ophel.176 Similar juglets exist in 7th and early 6th century BCE contexts,
such as Tel ‘Ira VII–VI177 and Arad VII–VI,178 which indicates they are type-
fossils indicative of the end of the Iron Age.
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JER 12: Decanters: The Judaean area produced its distinctive form of decanter.
These vessel types have carinated body, narrow ridged neck and ribbon handle
from the ridge in the neck to the shoulder. Pink-orange or red slip; most of
them are red burnished, vertically and/or horizontally. Locally manufactured
Judaean-type decanters have been also found in several sites in Egypt, such
as Tell el-Maskhuta, Tell Tebilla and Tell Qedwa.179 There exist two versions,
small-size and medium-size. 
JER 12a: Small-size decanters (Fig. 4): These small-size decanters have an
elongated body and a carination near the base. Few decanters of this type have
been found in the City of David.180 Similar decanters appear in Judaean sites of
the 7th and early 6th centuries BCE such as Lachish II,181 Arad VII–VI,182 Tel
Masos–Area G183 and Tel ‘Ira VI.184 Their presence indicates archaeological
contexts of the Late Iron Age. 
JER 12b: Medium-size decanters (Fig. 4): These are medium-size decanters
of the same type. Found in the Armenian Garden185 and the City of David.186

They are characteristic of Judaean sites from the late 8th to the early 6th
centuries BCE like En Gedi V,187 Lachish II,188 Beersheba II,189 Arad VII–VI,190

Tel ‘Ira VII–VI191 and Tel Masos–Area G.192

(2) Cooking wares

Cooking pots:

I classify the Jerusalem cooking pots into two main groups, open and closed.
It is significant to note that several cooking pot sherds from the South-Eastern
Hill193 and from Ophel194 were incised. These sherds are very small as to be
classified into one type.
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Open cooking pots:

JER 13: Cooking pots with wide mouth and short neck: There are three subtypes
of this form. 
JER 13a: Cooking pots with thickened ridge rim (Fig. 5): The distinctive
feature of this form is its thickened ridge rim. One example was found in
Ophel.195 This form appears since the 8th century BCE, as for example in
Cave I,196 Lachish III197 and Gezer VIA.198

JER 13b: Cooking pots with thin grooved rim (Fig. 5): A form with different
sizes, and occasionally with handles. It possesses a thin grooved rim, probably
used to accommodate a lid on the inner surface. Two examples found in the
Armenian Garden.199 Parallels come from strata dated as early as the 8th
century BCE, such as Stratum 12 in the City of David,200 Lachish III,201 Arad
X–VIII,202 Beersheba II203 and Aroer III.204

JER 13c: Cooking pots with neckless or very short neck (Fig. 5): In this form,
the thickened rim sometimes possesses a ridge with one horizontal groove.
Cooking pots of this type have been found in Ophel.205 Parallels in Lachish
V–IV,206 Beersheba IV207 and Tel ‘Ira VIII.208

Closed cooking pots:

JER 14: Closed cooking pots with globular body (Fig. 5): A cooking pot type
with globular body, and narrow, everted high neck. It shows a single protruding
ridge on the upper part of the neck. Ribbon-shaped handles protrude from the
rim extending to the shoulder. Found in the City of David.209 It appears in late
7th century BCE sites in southern Judah, like En-Gedi V210 and Tel ‘Ira VI.211

It is a type-fossil of Late Iron archaeological contexts.
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(3) Containers

JER 15: Ovoid storage jars: Three types of the characteristic Judaean storage jar
were found in the Neo-Babylonian destruction level of Jerusalem. 
JER 15a: Storage jars with outcurving neck and tickened rim (Fig. 6):
Storage jar with cylindrical body, rounded base, outcurving rim and thickened
rim. It was found in the Armenian Garden.212 JER 15a is a type that appears
in Judaean strata since the late 9th century BCE such as Arad X–VIII,213

Gezer VA,214 and Beersheba II.215

JER 15b: Ovoid storage jars with erect neck (Fig. 6): A storage jar with large
ovoid-shaped body, thick walls, erect or slightly inverted short neck and plain
rim. Found in the Armenian Garden.216 Parallels appear in Judaean sites since
the late 9th century BCE such as in Gezer VIA,217 Tell ‘Eitun I218 and Arad X–
VIII.219

JER 15c: Storage jars with short neck and thickened rim (Fig. 6): A type of
storage jar with short neck and thickened rim, in different sizes. Found in the
Armenian Garden220 and Ophel.221 Similar vessels can be found in Judaean
sites since the late 8th century BCE such as Gezer VA,222 Beersheba III–II223

and Tel ‘Ira VII.224

JER 16: Storage jars with narrow, outcurving neck (Fig. 7): An oval-shaped
storage jar with a narrow, outcurving neck. The handles are attached at the
widest part of the shoulder. One storage jar of this type was found in the
“House of the Bullae”.225 Similar storage jars bear rosette stamps on their handles,
even from Jerusalem.226 In an important study, S. Gitin227 contended that the
history of the Judaean ovoid store jars started in the 9th/8th centuries BCE
and that they were the predecessors of the lmlk jars. He classified these storage
jars into six morphological types that spanned from the 9th to the first quarter
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of the 6th century BCE. Form JER 16 belongs to Gitin’s SJO 5 type, which
“represents the final typological development of the SJO [Oval-shape Storage
Jar]; unlike Types SJO 1–4, it is currently attested only during the relatively
short period of the second half of the 7th through the 7th/6th century”.228

Parallels in Arad VII229 and Tel ‘Ira VI.230 No mention of this storage-jar type
exists231 in the Jerusalem archaeological reports.

JER 17: Bag-shaped storage jars: Two subtypes of this form are present in
Jerusalem, one large-sized and one medium-sized. I suggest they are type-
fossils indicating archaeological contexts of the end of the Iron Age.
JER 17a: Large bag-shaped storage jars (Fig. 7): This type comprises large
storage jars with bag shape, erect or slightly everted neck and a thickened
everted rim. The sloping shoulder descends into a carination to which two
loop handles are attached. Large white grits are present in the surface. Present
in Ophel;232 one example presents an incision above the handle.233 This type
appears in Judaean sites of the 7th and 6th centuries BCE such as Ramat
Rachel VA,234 En Gedi V,235 Arad VII–VI,236 Aroer II,237 Tel ‘Ira VI238 and Tel
Masos–Area G.239

JER 17b: Medium bag-shaped storage jars (Fig. 7): This is a smaller and
finer version of JER 17a. It is covered with a thin cream slip; wheel and/or hand
burnishings (some of them decorative) on exterior, horizontally or vertically.
Found in Ophel240 and the City of David.241 It appears in early 6th century
BCE Judaean sites like Tel Masos–Area G,242 Arad VI243 and Tel ‘Ira VI.244

JER 18: Holemouth jars: Holemouth jars can be divided into three subtypes
based on the features of their rims. 
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JER 18a: Holemouth jars with plain inverted rim (Fig. 7): These jars have
straight or slightly rounded shoulders, as two vessels found in the City of
David.245 They are common in Judaean sites since the second half of the 8th
to the early 6th century BCE, such as Gezer VA,246 Lachish III,247 Tel ‘Ira
VII,248 Arad X–VIII249 and En Gedi V.250

JER 18b: Holemouth jars with thick flat, ledged rim (Fig. 8): The main feature
of this form is its thick flat, ledged rim. Holemouth jars of this type were
found in the Armenian Garden.251 This type is found in Judaean sites from the
8th to the early 6th centuries BCE: it appears in Stratum 12 in the City of
David252 as well as in Tell ‘Eitun II–I,253 Arad X–IX254 and En Gedi V.255

JER 18c: Holemouth jars with inverted thickened rim (Fig. 8): The rim of this
holemouth jar is inverted thickened, and sometimes possesses one or more
channels; the base is ring-shaped. Examples found in the Armenian Garden;256

traces of a potter’s mark (×) outside one of the vessels.257 Parallels can be
found in Judaean sites from the 9th to the early 6th centuries BCE such as
Gezer VIA–VA,258 Lachish IV,259 Tell ‘Eitun II–I,260 Beersheba IV and II,261

Arad IX–VIII,262 Tel ‘Ira VII–VI,263 Aroer III264 and En Gedi V.265

JER 19: Ovoid pithoi with folded rim (Fig. 8): This pithos type varies in size; it
normally does not possess neck. Some of them portray one or two grooves
below the rim. They are found in several locations in Jerusalem: the Armenian
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Garden,266 Ophel267 and the South-Eastern Hill.268 It is found in Judaean sites
of the 8th–early 6th centuries BCE such as the City of David, Stratum 12,269

Tel ‘Ira VII270 and Horvat Teiman (Kuntillet ‘Ajrud).271 Some of the handles
of these pithoi present rosette stamps. As already seen above, Neutron
Activation Analyses carried out on rosette impression samples traced their
origin to the Shephelah.272

(4) Varia

JER 20: Lamps with disc base: There is a distinctive tradition of lamps for this
period. They can be divided into two types according to the thickness of their
bases: JER 20a, a low disc base type, is chronologically earlier than JER 20b,
a thick disc base type.
JER 20a: Lamps with low disc base (Fig. 8): This is the earliest type, presenting
a low disc base. It is present in Ophel.273 They are common since the 8th
century BCE and seem to have extended until the early 6th century BCE. In
Jerusalem they appear already in Caves I and II,274 in the City of David,
Stratum 12,275 as well as in other Judaean settlements such as Lachish IV–
III,276 En Gedi V,277 Beersheba III–II278 and Arad X–VIII.279

JER 20b: Lamps with high, thick disc base (Fig. 8): This type is but a late
development of JER 20a, with a coarsely made high, thick and stepped disc
base. Found in the Armenian Garden280 and Ophel.281 One of the most distinctive
type-fossils of the Late Iron Age, it occurs in 7th and early 6th century BCE
Judaean sites, such as Ramat Rachel VA,282 Lachish II,283 Tel Masos–Area
G284 and Arad VII–VI.285
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JER 21: Cup and saucer lamps (Fig. 9): Cup and saucer lamps with red, brown
and orange slip were found in Ophel286 and the Armenian Garden.287 Parallels
exist in Lachish III–II288 and Arad VII.289

JER 22: Vessel stands (Fig. 9): Type JER 22 comprises medium to large size vessel
stands, with concave body and a flat surface in the base and the top. Vessel
stands were found in the City of David290 and Ophel.291 Parallels are common
in 8th–early 6th century BCE strata such as Lachish III292 and Beersheba II.293

JER 23: Cult stands (Fig. 9): Cult stands “comprised of a bowl upon a high
cylindrical foot with a wide ring base”; they are normally painted with black,
white and red bands, sometimes red or buff slipped.294 Three unpainted
stands, probable of cultic nature, were found in Ophel.295 Parallels range from
the 8th to the early 6th centuries BCE, such as Cave 1 in Jerusalem,296 Horvat
Qitmit297 and Tel ‘Ira VI.298

JER 24: Rattles (Fig. 9): Rattles are devices for making noise, comprised of a
small cylindrical vessel closed on both sides with small stones inside. One
rattle was found in the Armenian Garden.299 Parallels are found since the 8th
century BCE, as for example in Cave I in Jerusalem300 and Tell ‘Ira VI.301

(5) Figurines

JER 25: Figurines: Jerusalem has the largest number of (mostly broken parts of)
clay figurines in Palestine, yet many of the specimens that belong to the Late
Iron period have not been found in situ. Two main forms can be identified
among them: anthropomorphic figurines (JER 25a) and animal (mostly horse-
shaped) figurines (JER 25b). An estimated 1,300 figurines from the City of
David are known, although almost half of them come from loci not dated to
the Iron II.302 Petrographic examinations on figurines found in the City of
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David showed that their clay was taken from sources of terra rossa soil of the
Soreq Valley, in the Jerusalem area,303 and figurines from the Jewish Quarter
share with them the same fabric.304 These studies are supplemented by NAA on
samples of figurines from the City of David whose material composition was
traced to the Motza clay formation.305 Most figurines were in use during the
8th–7th centuries BCE,306 and copious parallels from earlier contexts in
Jerusalem307 and other Palestinian sites of different Iron Age periods exist,
although the area of distribution seems to be restricted to the borders of the
kingdom of Judah.
JER 25a: Anthropomorphic figurines (Fig. 9): One fragment of a clay animal
leg was found in the Jewish Quarter.308

JER 25b: Animal figurines (Fig. 9): Among those animal figurines that can
be attributed good loci are two small fragments unearthed in the Armenian
Garden309 and two figurines from Ophel.310 There are traces of paint in some
of them.

CHRONOLOGY

Chronologically, the pottery under study forms a clear, well defined corpus.
The largest part of the types had a long history of development that went back
to the 8th century and, in some cases, even to the 10th–9th centuries BCE,
whereas only almost a dozen existed for a short time before being deposited
in the assemblages I study (see Table 3). A perusal of the typology shows the
following pattern of pottery use:

(1) Types that had a clearly long period of use when they were deposited
in the Neo-Babylonian destruction contexts: JER 1, JER 2, JER 4b,
JER 5a, JER 6, JER 7, JER 8, JER 10, JER 12b, JER 13, JER 15, JER
18, JER 19, JER 20a, JER 21, JER 22, JER 23, JER 24 and JER 25; 

(2) Types that have only parallels in mid 7th to early 6th century BCE
contexts: JER 3, JER 4a, JER 9, JER 11, JER 12a, JER 14, JER 16, JER
17 and JER 20b. I wish to suggest that the ceramics in this group can
be safely considered as diagnostic types of the Judaean pottery in the
very Late Iron II period.
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Another archaeological pattern that is worth examining is the evolution of
ceramic types and subtypes through the archaeological strata. In some cases
it is possible to trace changes in the vessel’s shape and technological features
which, coupled with parallels from other sites, may provide helpful hints on
chronological issues. The development of pottery types can be seen in the
Jerusalem pottery assemblage itself and (if parallels are available) in other
sets of ceramic material. Particularly, several types present parallels in
Jerusalem since at least the 8th century BCE (cf. the cases of JER 1, JER 4b,
JER 6, JER 7, JER 10, JER 13a, JER 13b, JER 18b, JER 19, JER 20a, JER
23, JER 24 and JER 25). At first sight this suggests a gradual evolution, with
both changes and continuities, in the local ceramic assemblage for the last two
centuries before the Neo-Babylonian destruction. It is impossible to exactly
measure the rate of change in the local vessels, because the picture given by
the archaeological data is partial at best. Given the limited exposure of the
archaeological levels of Iron Age Jerusalem, the number of vessels found is
unevenly distributed in each stratum. Furthermore, the nature of the contexts
of discovery may have an impact in the material assemblage too. One of the most
important assemblages of Iron Age II Jerusalem are Caves I and II, excavated
by Kenyon in the South-Eastern Hill and published exemplary by Eshel.311

Even though the data recovered in these contexts is very useful, one wonders
how compatible is the cultural material found in these caves and that found in
later residential and administrative areas.

In spite of these methodological problems, in some cases it is possible to
examine the development of similar types and subtypes through the strata and
thereby gain some understanding on the chronology. This is especially the
case of subtypes that show a sequential development. Lamp subtypes JER 20a
and JER 20b constitute an excellent example: while JER 20a appears from 8th
century BCE contexts on, JER 20a only showed up in the 7th and early 6th
centuries BCE. In the case of Jerusalem it is worthwhile to trace the evolution
of these two subtypes: while the earlier JER 20a type is already found in Caves
I–II and Stratum 12 in the City of David, JER 20b only appears in contexts of
the end of the Iron Age. A similar picture emerges from the analysis of the
folded-rim bowls. Medium and large size subtypes JER 4b and JER 7 are
characteristic in archaeological contexts since the 8th century BCE; later on a
smaller version, JER 4a, appeared around the mid-7th century. Notice that these
pottery developments are perceptible in the same site, therefore offering a
unique key for dating other archaeological contexts here and elsewhere.
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I have compared the pottery corpus with several sites, especially settlements
located inside the limits of Judah. Sites with a complex stratigraphy going
back to the preceding centuries and beyond provide both contemporary and
earlier parallels for the pottery. The campaign of Neo-Assyrian king
Sennacherib in 701 BCE is rightly viewed as a pivotal event in the history of
Judah, an event that left significant marks in the stratigraphy of many local
sites, particularly those located in the kingdom’s western part. However,
Jerusalem escaped this destruction.312 The Neo-Assyrian destruction level is
important in that several pottery types stopped being found in subsequent
archaeological levels, and therefore have a potentially high significance for
chronology. A key site is Lachish, with Level III ending in 701 BCE, and the
succeeding Level II ending in 587/586 BCE.313 Gezer also provided parallels
from Stratum VIA, from the mid 8th century to 733 BCE, and Stratum VA,
dated to the 7th century until ca. 630–ca. 587–586 BCE.314 Ramat Rachel,
Stratum VB, is attributed to the 8th century BCE, followed by Stratum VA,
dated to the 7th century BCE and ending in 587/586 BCE.315 There exist other
sites that had a shorter period of existence in the Iron Age and therefore a
more horizontal stratigraphy, dated from the late 7th century BCE to the time
of the Neo-Babylonian destruction. Among these sites, most of them located
in the northern Negev, I have used ceramic parallels from Tel Masos (Area
G),316 Aroer317 and En Gedi on the Dead Sea shore.318 Given that these sites
were established in the 7th century BCE, their pottery assemblages are rarely
mixed with earlier types hence constituting exceptional parallels for the pottery
under study.
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LATE IRON II JERUSALEM IN THE LIGHT OF ITS POTTERY ASSEMBLAGE

Urban expansion

Pottery distribution does point to the urban development of the city in the Late
Iron Age. For the first time in history, the inhabitants of Jerusalem began
to settle in zones outside the ancient nucleus of the City of David, where the
elite and official quarters stood, now extending to the erstwhile empty or
agricultural areas in Ophel and the modern Jewish Quarter—a total area of ca.
60 hectares.

In the area of the City of David there is evidence of the expansion of the
urban settlement downhill towards the east. The domestic installations and
caves founded in the eastern slope in the 8th century BCE, unearthed by
Kenyon319 and Shiloh,320 are considered to be the easternmost quarter of the
City of David. A review of the earliest pottery types discovered in this area
indicates parallels with forms from Lachish III.321 A new neighborhood was
founded sometime during the 9th or 8th century BCE in the Ophel area.
Evidences of public buildings and towers were discovered in this area by the
Mazars,322 who dated the earliest pottery type to the 9th century BCE.323 These
structures were completely abandoned in the early 6th century BCE, most
likely due to the Neo-Babylonian advance and devastation. The area of the
Armenian Garden seems to have been used as a quarry, probably since the
early 7th or even the late 8th century BCE, and abandoned shortly before the
advance of the invading Neo-Babylonians.324 As already noted by the excavators,
the earliest pottery types in the Jewish Quarter are wheel-burnished and
morphologically similar to those found in Lachish III.325

Some evidence retrieved from the City of David and the Jewish Quarter
may point to a decrease of settlement in the 7th century BCE. In the City of
David, Shiloh’s excavations found a residential area (Areas D and E) part of
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which (in Area E2) Shiloh thought was extramural. When more recently Reich
and Shukron dug in an area south of Shiloh’s excavations, they exposed more
houses and segments of a city wall on the lowermost part of the eastern slope
running parallel to the wall discovered by Kenyon and Shiloh, demonstrating
that this neighborhood was in fact located inside the city walls.326 Pottery
found by both excavations find parallels in Lachish III and therefore the
remains of the houses were dated to the 8th century BCE. Since no pottery
from the 7th–6th centuries BCE was reported, Reich and Shukron claimed
that the area was abandoned before the end of the 7th century.327 In the Jewish
Quarter, according to De Groot, Geva and Yezerski, the 7th century pottery is
less represented than that of the 8th century BCE, which would suggest a
decline in the local urban settlement. They particularly focus attention on the
absence of cooking pots with thin, out-turned, grooved rim typical of the
7th century BCE.328 Our survey appears to confirm this reconstruction, because
in the Jewish Quarter only very limited evidence of the Neo-Babylonian
destruction, and pottery dated by it, was found (Area W). However, even if it is
granted that contraction in size and population occurred in this area during the
7th century, there is no question that the neighborhood was used for defensive
purposes until the last days of the Iron Age city. This is hinted by the remains
of collapsed stones from a tower and arrows scattered throughout the destruction
layer. 

Industrial specialization 

Most of the pottery types I have reviewed are domestic in nature and consist
of table wares (mostly bowls and saucers) and cooking wares (particularly
cooking pots). This is consistent with the fact that most architectural structures
associated with this pottery corpus were households. However, the large
quantity of containers and industrial installations attests that the economy
of Jerusalem was heavily oriented towards the importation of agricultural
products, particularly grain and oil, from the Judaean rural hinterland. 

The involvement of the State in these activities can be seen reflected in the
fragments of holemouth jars with rosette impressions found in the City of
David. The discovery of large container types such as the relatively large
numbers of bag-shaped storage jars (JER 17a) discovered in the Ophel area
strongly suggests the presence of industrial or redistributive installations in
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the surroundings that have not yet been discovered. Jewish Quarter, Area A,
provided likely architectural remains of one industrial installation (L. 116)
probably used for processing or storing liquids, as the presence of fragments
of holemouth jars in an adjacent room suggests.329 Similarly, in City of David,
Building VII (Square A/XXIV), archaeologists found several large fragments
of JER 19 type ovoid pithoi, an imported (wine) jar with rosette impressions
and other several rosette-handled jars, plus large quantities of loomweights
(in Areas 28 and 29), thus pointing to the presence of a house inhabited by a
craftsman or trader with interregional connections.330 Another noteworthy
finding was made by Kenyon in the South-East Hill, although without significant
ceramics related to it: a bronze workshop with stone implements, pieces of
bronze and iron, and stone weights.331 Beneath the workshop’s floors were
found three ostraca mentioning jars of grain and oil.332

Political and economic centralization

The epigraphic evidence found in the city, in the form of stamped impressions
and incisions on vessels, attests the dominant position (but not the monopoly)
that the Judaean State had in the redistribution and processing of agricultural
products. Generally speaking, in the archaeological assemblage under study
there are two types of vessels that stand above the predominantly domestic
nature of the local pottery assemblage. These are the storage jars with royal
impressions on their handles, in the form of “private” seal impressions and
rosette impressions. The principal agent managing this two-way flow of
products between Jerusalem and the rural areas was the Palace, who supplied
with provisions to officials appointed by the crown or soldiers stationed in the
various parts of the kingdom.333 “Private” impressions carry names of private
people, probably State officials or traders, of which there is at least one example
in the Jerusalem assemblage.334 There is consensus that the jars with rosette
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330 Steiner 2001a: 94–101.
331 Steiner 2001b: 284; Scott 1985.
332 Lemaire 1978.
333 McNutt 1999: 158.
334 A seal impression belonging to a woman: Mazar and Mazar 1989: Pl. 8: 18 [L. 23041];
Nadelman 1989: 131. Lipschits et al., who date all “private” impressions to pre-701 BCE
times, do not accept the late 7th–early 6th century BCE date proposed by Nadelman (Lipschits,
Sergi and Koch 2010: 23, n. 41; also Ussishkin 2011: 236–237). However, the clear late 6th
century loci in which it was found clearly indicates that this seal impression, even if manufactured
one century earlier, was still being used at that time.



stamps (chronologically later than the oval jars with lmlk impressions, of
which they are a posterior development335) dated to shortly before 587/6
BCE336 or, according to others, extended as early as the mid-7th century
BCE.337 This type of impressions has been found in good numbers in
Jerusalem, but very few in well-dated loci. Rosette impressions found in the
Jewish Quarter are either unpublished or come from later fills,338 and therefore
their use for deducing their chronological range is very limited. More valuable
for chronological purposes are rosette stamps in JER 16 storage jars, JER 19
pithoi, and those found by Kenyon in Building VII (Square A/XXIV).339

Broadly speaking, they can be safely attributed to the 7th century BCE
based on parallels from other sites. Both lmlk and rosette impressions have
been regarded for long time as indicators of the centralization of power
in Jerusalem during the last part of the Iron II period.340 Both types of
vessels with stamped impressions were manufactured—according to NAA I
reviewed341—in the Shepelah area. This indicates that the center that traditionally
manufactured vessels for the State administration, probably Lachish, resumed
activities after the Neo-Assyrian devastation of 701 BCE and continued
supplying storage jars to Jerusalem for another century.

Less research has been done on potsherds and handles with potter’s incisions.
They most probably belong to the body of storage jars (e.g. JER 15b, JER
17a, JER 18c) and body or handles of cooking pots.342 Some of these signs, in
this assemblage and others, resemble Hebrew letters, although written in
a very rough manner, and there has been some debate as to whether these
“letters” denote a form of writing. If these are really Hebrew letters, they were
made to convey some meaning, and so they should be considered a form of
writing, even if sketchy. They may have been written as a way for identifying
the owner of the produce the vessels contained, or even as a means of
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335 Jar with lmlk impressions are characteristic of the late 8th century BCE and stopped being
produced in 701 BCE (they are not found any more in Lachish after the destruction of Stratum
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2010; 2011). As expected, lmlk impressions were not found in the Jerusalem assemblage under
study, thus confirming that its pottery does not go back before the mid 7th century BCE. 
336 Ussishkin 2011: 237.
337 Lipschits, Sergi and Koch 2010: 8.
338 Cahill 2003.
339 Steiner 2001a: Figs. 6.52: 1 (Area 28); 6.56: 1–2,6 (Area 29).
340 Kletter 1999b: 37; Lipschits, Sergi and Koch 2010.
341 Mommsen et al. 1984; Yellin and Cahill 2003.
342 Ophel: Mazar and Mazar 1989: Pl. 8: 16,17 (L. 23041); South-Eastern Hill: Steiner 2001a:
Fig. 6.52: 4 (Area 28).



quantifying the payment of taxes. Barkay notes that the context of discovery
of pithoi with this kind of incisions in Tel ‘Ira (public storage houses) is
particularly relevant insomuch they were probably used in an administrative
context “related in some way to the administrative or religious functions of
Jerusalem”.343 The original context of deposition of these incised potsherds in
the Jewish Quarter is unfortunately not known, but the fact that all specimens
of this type found outside Jerusalem seem to have been manufactured in the
capital or its vicinity gives an idea about the high degree of centralization that
Judah achieved in the last century of its existence. 

Literacy 

The extent of the development of literacy has been generally paralleled to the
development of State institutions in Israel, which acquired their fullest form
during the late Judaean monarchy.344 To be sure, all types of inscriptions in
pottery I have shown—official and rosette impressions, and incised sherds—
point to the diffusion of literacy in society, at least in groups of the population
that were somehow related to the bureaucratic affairs of the State. This is in
particular evidence of a network of distribution of vessels with public or royal
commodities from Jerusalem to the peripheries of the kingdom, managed by
State officials who had some minimum degree of literacy. Literacy was also
probably linked to other private groups, most importantly local merchant
guilds, and there is no reason to force the evidence to see the hand of the
State’s intervention everywhere. This is consistent with the findings in what
is known as the “House of the Bullae”. Although Shiloh345 viewed the House
as a State archive, the numerous cooking and table wares found in the site
seem to indicate that it was, rather, a domestic household. 

Cultic activities

That Jerusalem ranked high in terms of cultic significance can be seen in the
hundreds of cultic vessels found in the city and its vicinity. A pottery type that
deserves attention is JER 23, the cultic vessels. It has been suggested that the
concentration of cultic wares in Area W, Stratum 6, in the Jewish Quarter area
points to the existence of a gate with a cult installation.346 The “cup and saucer”
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lamps (JER 21) found in the city, despite being attributed a cultic significance,347

are not concentrated in any area in particular. As already indicated, cooking
pots with incisions have been related to public cultic practices, particularly
the distribution of foodstuff to priests or sanctuaries in Jerusalem or other
sites in Judah.348 More attention has received form JER 25, the hundreds of
anthropomorphic and zoomorphic figurines discovered in Jerusalem, making
this site the quantitative and geographical center of the distribution of the
Judaean figurines.

In spite of the concentration of cultic pottery in Jerusalem, there is no
indication that the beliefs and rituals associated with them had any connection
with the Judaean State and its main religious institution, the Temple of
Jerusalem. Cultic vessels and particularly figurines were found everywhere
the archaeologists dug, and there were not concentrations around any particular
spot, as if were the case of rites rigidly controlled by one institution. Clearly,
the cultic activities manifested by these vessels were performed privately
by the local inhabitants and not by official priests. Also, no evidence of
monotheism exists, all the more so when the “pillar” anthropomorphic
figurines have been associated with the cult of the goddess Asherah. A
recently published sherd of an Iron II jug found in Ophel in the 1920s and
incised with two figures, one masculine and one feminine, interpreted as
Yahweh and Asherah,349 cannot but support this line of interpretation.

Judaean material culture

Geographically, the pottery forms I have studied find their closest parallels in
sites of the Judaean highlands, the Shephelah and the northern Negev. That
the pottery corpus of Jerusalem shares many features with the pottery of
these sites demonstrates the existence of close contacts with the communities
living there. Different factors, such as an unified political structure, kinship
relationships and trade may explain these similarities. Given the close association
between the pottery types of the different Judaean settlements a question arises
as to whether it would be possible to identify a typical “Judaean” pottery
assemblage during the 7th and early 6th centuries BCE. Since the pottery
types share many morphological features with pottery from other areas,
recognizing specific vessel types as traits of a typical Judaean material culture
is a very difficult task. Only in cases where we have epigraphic references
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to the vessel’s function, or when the pottery type shows a strong cultic or
ritual significance, can a specific Judaean trait be assumed. This is the case,
for example, with JER 12, a Judaean type of decanter that has been identified
as a trait indicating the presence of Judaean population in non-Judaean
regions, particularly in Egypt.350

The case for a “typical” Judaean cultural assemblage can be strengthened
by reference to the distribution of two particular types of material items:
rosette stamp impressions and JER 25 type figurines. Kletter’s study is key to
comprehend what there is behind the distribution of both kinds of artifacts.
His statistical analysis of the geographical location of every finding of rosette
impressions and pillar figurines shows that 96 % of the human-shaped figurines,
98 % of the horse and rider figurines and 96 % of the rosette impressions
originated in areas belonging to the kingdom of Judah.351 Even though different
patterns of distribution can account for the distribution of these items, their
high concentration inside the Judaean area is a consistent proof that these
artifacts can be securely considered as indicators of a “Judaean” material
culture.

Trade

A significant feature of the pottery assemblage of Jerusalem is the extreme
dearth of imported vessels, that is to say, vessels not manufactured in Judah
and transported to the city by trade, suggesting that the commercial factor
played a little role in the city’s growth. Very little of the pottery types present
in Jerusalem pertains directly to the long-distance trade networks of the Late
Iron period. Although some earlier types can be paralleled with Edomite and
Phoenician forms,352 these are isolated examples that stress the poverty of the
imports in the local corpus. Yet some recent reassessments of the evidence
seem to have gradually changed this picture. The rather unexpected detection
that one jar handle with rosette stamp—found in Building VII in the extramural
quarter of the City of David—was imported from Cyprus or the Aegean
(probably containing wine353) demonstrates that connections with the Eastern
Mediterranean were existent. Additionally, the presence in the neighboring
Shiloh’s Areas G and E1 of three ostraca incised with south Arabian names
—Hallal, Hali and Dad—confirms relationships with the Arabian
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Peninsula.354 There has been some debate as to whether these finds attest the
presence of people of Arabian origin in Jerusalem during this time.355

The above considerations lead to the conclusion that the good fortunes of
Jerusalem should be attributed to political factors rather than to trade.
Jerusalem never ceased to be a primarily administrative city to become a
commercial hub. To be clear, while Jerusalem was at the center of the local
redistributive networks of the kingdom of Judah, networks that were mostly
in the hands of the Palace and Temple’s officials who also profited privately
with it, the city was not an international center of trade. By trade I understand
the medium and long-distance commerce in high-bulk commodities such as
grain, oil and non-precious metals, trade that in most cases leaves considerable
pottery traits. What Jerusalem did import were luxury items whose traits very
often do not survive in the form of broken vessels. Most imported non-ceramic
items brought to the city were luxury goods demanded and consumed by the
political and religious elite or procured for payment of tribute to Assyria.356

The political expansion of the Judaean elite, the king and its family, the king’s
officials and the Temple’s high priests, brought about a concomitant increase
in the consumption of luxury items. Findings of expensive, low-bulk objects
such as wood furniture, shells and scarabs were concentrated in Jerusalem’s
elite quarters, the City of David and Ophel. Therefore, these items, coupled
with the absence of imported pottery indicating movements of more bulky
commodities, should not be taken as evidence of the city’s ranking in the trade
network of the period, but rather as materializations of the demand of the
Palace and the Temple for such items. 

CONCLUSION

This paper analyzed old and recent studies on the pottery of Jerusalem dated
to the very Late Iron Age, that is to say, from the mid 7th to the early 6th
centuries BCE. It drew particularly on material from the excavations directed
by Kenyon, Shiloh, Avigad and the Mazars. The first part of the study was
devoted to review the pottery typologies presented in these reports. In the
second part, I left aside criticism on other’s typologies in order to construct
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mine. Provided that only pottery from the last times of the Judaean kingdom
was needed, I only selected pottery coming from loci sealed by the Neo-
Babylonian destruction level of 586 BCE or deserted soon earlier. This
procedural step, needless to say, ruled a large pottery corpus out of the study,
but on the other hand it dramatically increased its heuristic value in assuring
that no earlier or later pottery types would appear. Secondly, I constructed the
pottery typology based on two main factors: function and morphology. Five
large groups based on function were distinguished, on the assumption that a
functional type classification is the closest we can get to the ancient potters’
mind. Twenty-five smaller groups based on taxonomy were constructed,
types that also give us clues about function, but more importantly about
chronology. In the third part, it was concluded that the pottery corpus under
examination has precedents in the previous centuries, going back in most
cases as early as the 8th century, and in others to the 10th–9th centuries BCE.
The fourth part of this study focused attention on the social, political and
economic background in which the pottery types were used. Specific types of
pottery shed light into the central importance that Jerusalem achieved in the
7th century BCE in the political, social, and ideological arenas. Jerusalem
revolved, above all, around a Palace redistributive economy, and most other
activities were to a large or minor extent related to it.

FIGURES

Figure 1. Archaeological excavations in Jerusalem: 1. South-Eastern Hill/City of
David; 2. Ophel; 3. Jewish Quarter; 4. Armenian Quarter. Adapted from Shiloh
1984: Fig. 1. Courtesy of the Institute of Archaeology, Hebrew University of
Jerusalem. 

Figure 2. JER 1–6 types. Figs. JER 1a–c, 4b, 5a: Courtesy of the Royal Ontario
Museum; JER 2–4a, 5b, 6: Courtesy of Institute of Archaeology, Hebrew
University of Jerusalem; JER 4b (parallel): Courtesy of the Institute of
Archaeology, Tel Aviv University.    

Figure 3. JER 7–8 types. Figs. JER 7: Courtesy of Institute of Archaeology,
Hebrew University of Jerusalem; JER 8: Courtesy of the Israel Exploration
Society.

Figure 4. JER 9–12 types. Figs. JER 9 with parallel: Courtesy of the Institute of
Archaeology, Hebrew University of Jerusalem; JER 10, 12b: Courtesy of the
Royal Ontario Museum; JER 10 (parallel), 11, 12a, 12b (parallel): Courtesy of
the Israel Exploration Society.

Figure 5. JER 13–14 types. Figs. JER 13a, 13c (with parallel): Courtesy of the
Institute of Archaeology, Hebrew University of Jerusalem; JER 13a (parallel):
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Courtesy of the British Academy; JER 13b (parallel): Courtesy of the
American Schools of Oriental Research; JER 14: Courtesy of the Israel
Exploration Society.

Figure 6. JER 15 types. Figs. JER 15a–c: Courtesy of the Royal Ontario Museum;
15a–c (parallels): Courtesy of the Institute of Archaeology, Tel Aviv
University. 

Figure 7. JER16–18a types. Figs. JER 16a, 17b, 18a: Courtesy of the Israel
Exploration Society; JER 17a: Courtesy of the Institute of Archaeology,
Hebrew University of Jerusalem.

Figure 8. JER 18b–20 types. Figs. JER 18b, 18c: Courtesy of the Royal Ontario
Museum; JER 18b (parallel): Courtesy of the British Academy; JER 18c
(parallel): Courtesy of the Institute of Archaeology, Tel Aviv University; JER
19: Courtesy of Continuum Books; JER 20a, 20b: Courtesy of the Institute of
Archaeology, Hebrew University of Jerusalem; JER 20b (parallel): Courtesy
of Continuum Books.  

Figure 9. JER 21–25 types. Figs. JER 21, JER 23, 25b: Courtesy of the Institute
of Archaeology, Hebrew University of Jerusalem; JER 22, JER 25a (parallel):
Courtesy of the Israel Exploration Society; JER 24: Courtesy of the Royal
Ontario Museum; JER 25b (parallel): Courtesy of the American Schools of
Oriental Research.  
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Figure 4
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Figure 5
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Figure 6
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