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Explorations on the Eastern Jordan Disk

Steven Collins

Dean, College of Archaeology,
Trinity Southwest University

Based on a careful analysis of the geographichatpnological, architectural,and destruction
indicators found in the biblical account of the Cities of the Plain (the Cities obttienIDisk),
it is possible to construct a criterial scréemereby possible candidate sites for Sodom,
Gomorrah, Admah, and Zeboiim could be identified, at least theoretically,|thdiek and
excavation. If their potential archaeological remains were not entighteljrated to the point
of sterility when they were destroyed, then some record of their existemcstill survive and
be discoverable via excavation. If the nature of their destruction was pyitmablurning,
wherein much of the artifactual evidence may remain in some state ofvatesess it does at
numerous ancient Near Eastern sites once leveled by violent conflardmémtheir
architectural features and vestiges of material culture mayaiklale for investigation and
analysis.

On the one hand, the value of a criterial screen based on the relevant biblicathdsta is
given candidate site could be evaluated as to its commensurability with probathhtheitten
record of its existence, thus providing a reasonable means of identificationf emlgn i
tentative’ On the other hand, if the geographical, chronological, architectural, and destruction

! s, Collins, "The Geography of the Cities of thaif®" Biblical Research Bulletiii.1 (2002). The clear biblical location for
the Cities of the Plain, according to Genesis 112 lis north of the Dead Sea on the east sideeaddidan River, a circular area
given the Hebrew namekkar.

2 s. Collins, "A Chronology for the Cities of théa,” BRBII.8 (2002). The story of Abram and Lot and théie3i of the
Plain, according to the biblical chronology, beldoghe Middle Bronze Age.

3 S. Collins, "The Architecture of SodonBRBII.14 (2002).

4 3. Collins, "Terms of Destruction for the Citigfsthe Plain,"BRBII.16 (2002).

5 See P. BriggsTesting the Factuality of the Conquest of Ai Nawsin the Book of Joshu@lbuquerque: Trinity Southwest

University Press, 2002). The development of thieigal screen is based on the true narrative reptaion (TNR) theory of
J.W. Oller, Jr. For a summative discussion of TRBory see J.W. Oller, Jr., and S. Collins, "Theitaj True Narratives,"
BRBI.2 (2001); and S. Collins and J.W. Oller, Jr.idlgal History as True Narrative Representatid®dRBI.3 (2001).

5 The destruction of ancient cities was almost gx@ccompanied by fire, which usually leaves aatelllayer of ash and

charred debris. However, if a burned site wasdgftosed to the elements for a long period of tieferte being buried by
subsequent habitation and building activity, thess®nal processes could have removed most alaak$ of ash and organic
remains. In these cases, the evidence of fire mgyréserved in other ways, such as “burned” linrestwitrified (“re-fired”)
ceramics, and mud bricks, etc.

7 The identification of the city of Ai destroyed Byshua is a case-in-point. The traditional sit@idet-Tell) did not have any

strata that could possibly be associated withithe bf Joshua (LB I/ll). Thus, the story recordedloshua chapters seven and
eight was declared by many to be an aetiologicgdnid. However, six seasons of excavation (direloye.G. Wood) at Khirbet
el-Magatir (just over a kilometer from et-Tell) maled a fortified Canaanite garrison that was dgstt toward the end of LB |,
exactly as the Bible describes. In the case of l[L,Bhe identification was based primarily on théailed biblical description of
the city and the battle that occurred on the aasedtiterrain. See B.G. Wood, “Khirbet el-Maqat®95-1998,"IEJ 50.1-2
(2000) 123-130; B.G. Wood, “Khirbet el-Maqgatir, 99IEJ 50.3-4 (2000) 249-254; B.G. Wood, “Khirbet el-M&ga2000,”
IEJ51.2 (2001) 246-252; and B.G. Wood, “Khirbet elddtr 2000 Dig Report,BS13.3 (2000) 67-72.
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data drawn from the biblical narrative concerning Sodom and Gomorrah, Admah ananZeboii
are confirmed in the field, then the historical veracity of the biblical accouhe@ities of the
Plain would be significantly demonstrated. Either way, it would then be verguliiffo attribute
the story, as many scholars do, to the imagination of a Persian Period Judesiiteniing
propagandistic fictiof.

DEVELOPING A CRITERIAL SCREEN

Peter Briggs has set out the methodology of formulating a criteriahsimethe purpose of
locating and identifying a city/town based on data drawn from the biblicakinarra

[A criterial screen] is the particular measure of empiricalesmpondence.... Through
valid and correct hermeneutical procedure, the parameters oftéreatscreen are
derived from the text of the narrative. Each of the parameters laiesem aspect of the
material time-space context of the narrative which must be truerifatiative is a TNR
[true narrative representatiin...Extending the argument to the general condition, if any
given narrative is true, then all of the criterial screen paemnealidly and correctly
derived from it must also be true. The greater the detail contairtbd text of the
narrative, the larger the number of criterial screen parametersathae derived from

the text, and, therefore, the greater the confidence factor ttssinsiaied with the result
of testing the criterial screen against the material time-spatext of the narrative.
...Not only are the parameters of the criterial screen conditions waichither be true or
false, but they are also mutually independent. That is, no parameter endée is
functionally linked or statistically correlated with any other paramet8y definition,

the parameters of the criterial screen validly and correctlyctdfie narrative from

which they are derived. In general, the larger the number of paramettegscititerial
screen, the more conclusive the evidence in favor of a given fagtgaiitresult. ...If all
[say ten or twenty] parameters are true, then the evidence in favor of the narrative in
guestion being factual would be compelling. If few or none of the parameteraagre tr
there would be compelling evidence that the narrative in question is nohfactua

In the case of the search for the correct location and identity of the Citles Blatin, my
purpose for using such a criterial screen is not, necessarily, to validé&ettradity of the
biblical narratives about Abraham and LdMy purpose is simply to use the data of the biblical
text to ascertain, if possible, four things:

1. the general location of the Cities of the Plain;

8  There is no shortage of such biblical minimaliSae works such as N. Na’aman, “The ‘Conquest oB@a’ in the Book of

Joshua and in HistoryProm Nomadism to Monarchifinkelstein and Na’aman, eds. (Jerusalem: I§taploration Society,
1994) 218-281; 1. Finkelstein and N.A. Silbermahe Bible Unearthed: Archaeology’s New VisioMo€ient Israel and the
Origins of Its Sacred Tex{dlew York: Free Press, 2001); N.P. LemdReelude to Israel's PagiPeabody: Hendrickson, 1998);
W.G. DeverWhat Did the Biblical Writers Know and When Did ¥hi&ow It?(Grand Rapids/Cambridge, UK: Eerdmans,

2001); and AhlstromAncient Palestine
9 See Oller and Colling;rue Narrativesand Collins and OllefTrue Narrative Representation

10" In the case of the Cities of the Plain, we areking with a distilled criterial screen of severrgaeters, but at least double
that number could be added from the assemblecthillata.

11 Briggs,Conquest of Ai Narrativd6-52.

12 Although that outcome could very well be presi$¢ide actual location(s) of the Cities of the Rlabuld be reasonably
established.



2. the existence and demise of the Cities of the Plain during the time of Abraham;
3. the fact (and possibly the nature) of the destruction of the Cities of the Plain; and
4. the identification of the individual sites of Sodom and Gomorrah, Admah and Zeboiim.

My use of the criterial screen in accomplishing these four goals coofatsvo-fold
procedure: (a) constructing from the criterial screen a model of the Cities Bfain based
strictly on the biblical data, and (b) subsequently comparing that model with aetdaldta
derived from the analysis of on-site geographical and archaeologicalaesecluding, when
possible, excavation results from candidate sites. If the biblical accouotiomSand Gomorrah
is historically authentic, then the model derived from the biblical data should be borntait in t
field. If, on the other hand, the biblical model cannot be verified substantially fetahrrdisults,
then the stories involving Sodom and Gomorrah during the time of Abraham could ledytimate
be questioned®

| must, however, address the obvious question: What if the divine act of the destrudimn of t
Cities of the Plain was such that any and all evidence of their existencenpketely
obliterated? Because | take the Bible seriously as a historical docummerst, admit that this
scenario is possible within the parameters of the biblical language it¢&fnot unreasonable
to speculate that any search for Sodom and Gomorrah is destined to find absolutelycad physi
evidence of their existence whatsoever. Even if the geographical daevptes Genesis led
one to the very spot where Sodom once stood, the present ground may hold nothing that would
suggest the existence of the former &tlthough such a scenario is possible, the biblical data
certainly allows for the survival of at least some remains of the Citié® &tlain, and, therefore,
we should investigate that possibility.

The geographical, chronological, architectural, and destruction datategtfiamm the
biblical text can be distilled into the following parameters constitutingeriet screen whereby
we can test, at least, the (biblit€ivalidity of candidate sites for the Cities of the Plain (if they
exist):

1. The circular plain (Kikkar) upon which Sodom, Gomorrah, Admah, and Zeboiim were
located is at the southern end of the Jordan Valley, immediately north of the Dead Sea

13 |f proof and/or validity are possible outcoméeer, in order to be consistent, disproof and/oalidity must also be accepted
if the data lead in that direction.

14 see Collins, "Terms of Destruction."

15 If the destruction of the Cities of the Plain weasised by a divinely-initiated firestorm that ali&e a “blow torch,” not
simply with fire and resultant heat, but with adtlaf fast-moving (say, 100 to 200 mph), superduatésay, several hundred
degrees Fahrenheit) air in a concentrated, fievynddraft, then it is entirely possible that evea #tone and mud brick
structures of the cities were not only burned,libertally disintegrated and blown away. In suctcarsrio, there would be
nothing left for archaeologists to discover.

6 The biblical data on the Cities of the Plairtie bnly existing information about those sites. Btical descriptions of
Sodom, in particular, are surprisingly detailede Thention of Sodom and Admah in Eblaite documestsuggested by W.
Shea (in Shea, “Eblaite Geographical Atlas”), jected by most (probably all) scholars of Eblaitica

" The Hebrew word translated “plain” throughout 8mlom narrative ikikkar. In ancient Semitic languages, even in
Egyptian, the term refers mainly to a “talent (fleitcular weight) of metal” or a “flat, circulao&f of bread,” and has no
geographical application save for thirteen instaninghe Old Testament (ten of them in Gen 10-1193w it clearly refers to the
circular alluvial plain of the Jordan River, at therth end of the Dead Sea, visible from Bethe{é®e Gen 13:1-12).
Geographically, the term should be rendered “tHe&#i” = “the Disk,” capitalized as is “the Negesee Collins, “Geography.”
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2. The Cities of the Plain were located on the east side of the Jordan River, i.e. give east
Kikkar.

3. The eastern Kikkar had two large cities/towns, Sodom and Admah, each with at least one
daughter town/village, Gomorrah and Zeboiim, respectively.

4. The Cities of the Plain were contemporaneous with the biblical patriarch Abf(gaha
1911-1736 BCE, or perhaps somewhat later) who lived during the height of the
prosperous Middle Bronze Age, sometime during MB | (ca. 1950-1750 BCE) and/or MB
Il (ca. 1750-1600 BCE).

5. Sodom and Admabh, in the time of Abraham, were MB fortified cities with typical
features: gateway, city wall, sculpted glacis or earthen ramparts, pgbhce, a maze of
streets and alleyways coursing between administrative buildings, shopssidedtral
quarters.

6. The Cities of the Plain experienced a fiery destruction sometime towanddiot ®IB |
or into MB 11, reducing them to ruins or possibly obliterating them altogether.

7. Not only were the Cities of the Plain completely burned, but also the area okitze Ki
surrounding them, killing much or all of the local vegetation to the extent that it may
have taken a considerable period of time for the region to recover sufficientlyheiooug
support a sizable population once again.

While the biblical text supplies, both explicitly and implicitly, much more miatiion than |
have incorporated into the data points of the criterial screen outlined above etreasbiblical
parameters, which apply at least to Sodom, are the ones that would be most obvious in the
geographical and archaeological record. If we take the seven paramétersriterial screen
and apply them to the city of Sodom, for example, we can model biblically what we woul
expect to find in the field in an actual search for the site if at least sonsehaiwe been
preserved:

1. The ruins of Sodom are located north of the Dead Sea within the flat, circular area—
approximately twenty-five kilometers diameter—identified as the bikddar.

2. The ruins of Sodom are located on the eastern half of the Kikkar, between the Jordan
River and the foothills of the Transjordan highlands.

3. Sodom was one of two large cities on the Kikkar (Admah being the other), each
accompanied by at least one associated town (Gomorrah and Zeboiim, repective

18 see Collins, "Geography.”

9 Ipid.
2 bid.

2l see Collins, "Chronology."

22 gee Collins, "Architecture.”

23 gee Collins, "Terms of Destruction."

2 bid.



4. Strata from an excavation of Sodom should reveal that the city was occupied and fully
operational during the Middle Bronze Age.

5. Strata from an excavation of Sodom should include the remains of a typical Migdorti
city.

6. An excavation of Sodom should unearth evidence of its fiery destruction toward the end
of MB | or into MB II.

7. Due to the severity of Sodom’s destruction, which also affected a signifreend@und
the city, an excavation of the site should provide evidence of a potentially long
occupational hiatus from the time of its MB I/ll destruction until any sigait
reoccupation.

| realize that a number of archaeologists criticize the idea of usirgjlifeeas a basis for
doing Syro-Palestinian archaeoloQyBut it has been clearly demonstrated that using an ancient
narrative text as a guide for interpreting archaeological refiasfar superior to a purely field-
based approach. It would be ludicrous to do Egyptian or Mesopotamian archaeology without
making full use of the extant texts from those regions, even though they are gesstnaithin
a mythological framework. Likewise, it would be most foolish to think that ourtyabili
construct “histories” (fictions?) from the mute artifacts of anciema@a is better than utilizing
the narrative literature of the Bible to obtain our historical bearings. Wheefaé&gment of
biblical narrative provides twelve geographical indicators, clear clogiwall indicators, seven
architectural indicators, and five destruction indicators, it seems tdeféeto attribute, as some
do?” such historical specificity to late Iron Age Judahite fiction writers wiedlitwelve to
thirteen hundred years after the described destruction of the Cities ofitharRRlavithin a very
narrow Jewish cultural framework. We must also question the controverted logggeksng
that the representation of Sodom and Gomorrah that runs throughout the Old Testament beyond
Genesis—in Deuteronomy, Isaiah, Jeremiah, Lamentations, Ezekiel, Amos, andiZleph&as
created about the same time as, or even after, its literary applic&tdhsourse, that is

% Ppresently, the general approach to archaeolotheitNear East is what may be called “archaeologgrichaeology’s sake,”
as if the interpretations of archaeological dateevé®mehow tainted by contact with the biblicatt®ut, in fact, without the
Bible there would be no way to make sense of Leémardrchaeological remains, given the paucity afrgphic materials from
that region. If one considers the Bible to be Godjzresentation of reality to mankind, as | donthrgerpreting any Near
Eastern archaeological data apart from the prinséclye biblical text is fatally flawed from the sta

% For the most part, interpreting archaeologicalaims within the context of “histories” derived fincancient Near Eastern
documents, such as Egyptian and Mesopotamian text@ndard procedure. The anti-textual bias séempply only to the
Bible. However, one need only peruse the listsilofdal references found in practically every wadkiching on Near Eastern
archaeology to realize the necessary connectidmeba the Bible and our knowledge of the ancierarNEastern world.

27 One might ask why a Jewish writer from the AsamyriBabylonian, or Persian Period would ever ingeich a story in the
first place. If the archaeological record of thedlile Bronze Agéikkar revealed a parallel scenario replete with matching
details, then the whole idea of an Iron Age origfithe story becomes more difficult to believe tiiaa story itself.

% The convoluted nature of the collective critittiihking about the origins of the Hexateuch reveatsyriad of contradictory
opinions. Some scholars would argue for a latei@®Reriod origin, or even a Hellenistic originhéts would see it deriving
from the tenth or ninth century BCE. Some opt foeghth- to seventh-century BCE date. Most sckadae a combination of
origin dates for various bits and pieces of thedfewch, all written and arranged to serve theimefiglitical purposes of a given
author/editor or editorial group. That is all vémyeresting, but it completely fails to explain tb@mplexes of historical and
cultural details embedded throughout the biblieat tvhich obviously derive from the archaeologiesiforical periods
suggested by the biblical chronology (MB for Abrahd B for Moses and Joshua; early Iron Age for Dlaaind Solomon; late
Iron Age for the Prophets).



ridiculous. Only the prior existence of a powerful historical memory witbeigging image of
debauchery and destruction could have developed over time into such a powerful
representational phenomenon.

The biblical information about the Cities of the Plain in general, and about Sodom in
particular, including many subtle details, provides the ability to constreicietven-point criterial
screen presented above, although | must state that if all the available bidecpoints were
individually considered, a criterial screen of easily double that number opaiata could be
assembled. The parameters provided by the seven-point criterial screerneaengugh both to
eliminate the identification of currently proposed candidate sites as 8idem or Admah, as
well as to establish the identification of a given site as one of the two mégs @fithe Plain.

APPLYING THE CRITERIAL SCREEN TO CANDIDATE SITES IN THE NI TO
SOUTHERN DEAD SEA AREA

As | have already discussed, only two archaeological sites havedyemrsly suggested as
Sodom and Gomorrah: Bab-edh-Dhra and Nunféifae they Sodom and Gomorrah? A simple
application of the criterial screen to these sites gives us a clearranswe

1. Q: Are the ruins of Bab-edh-Dhra and Numeira located north of the Dead Sea within the

flat, circular area identified as the biblical Kikkak?No.

2. Q: Are the ruins of Bab-edh-Dhra and Numeira located on the eastern half of the Kikkar

between the Jordan River and the foothills of the Transjordan highlAndss

3. Q:Is Numeira (Gomorrah?) in close proximity to Bab-edh-Dhra (Sodo&Aa® (they
are about fifteen kilometers apart).

4. Q: Does any stratum from the excavation of either Bab-edh-Dhra or Numezia tieat
the city was occupied and operational during M8No.

5. Q: Does any stratum from the excavation of either Bab-edh-Dhra or Numeirdertble
remains of a typical MB fortified cityA: No.

6. Q: Did the excavations at Bab-edh-Dhra and Numeira unearth evidence of their fiery
destruction during MB | or IIA: No (see below).

7. Q: Does the excavation data from Bab-edh-Dhra or Numeira reveal a long oacalpat
hiatus from the time of a MB destruction until any significant reoccupafiolNd (see
below).

While both Bab-edh-Dhra and Numeira show evidence of destruction by burning with no
subsequent signs of occupation beyond the EB IV (early Intermediate Brgaezeite
timeframe is much too early to have been contemporaneous with the lives ofrAlznathd ot.
The scenario of final destruction followed by a long or permanent occupatignil igat at all
unique to Bab-edh-Dhra and Numeira. The same is true of many Early Bronzdesge both
the Cisjordan and Transjord&h.

2 The very fact that the southeast Dead Sea rdgismot produced more candidate sites for thesGifieghe Plain is indicative
of its poor geographical correspondence with thédal text.

%0 For example, et-Tell (the Ai of Genesis 12), ohthe largest EB sites in the Cisjordan, has alairgap between its late EB
destruction and its later Iron Age occupation. $ée Callaway, “Ai,”"NEAEHL vol. 139-45.
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If the geographical, chronological, architectural, and destruction indsgateserved in
Genesis have any substantive meaning whatsoever, then the seven-poiritsmitataderived
from an analysis of those data categorically eliminates Bab-edh-Diiduameira as viable
candidates for Sodom and Gomorrah.

APPLYING THE CRITERIAL SCREEN TO CANDIDATE SITES ON THE CGRULAR
PLAIN NORTH OF THE DEAD SEA

As | have already arguedthe general location of the Cities of the PlaitkKar) is clearly

described in the book of Genesis—north of the Dead Sea on the east side of the Jordan River.
Once the plain (the eastern Kikkar) was located, it seemed a rathghtétravard process to
determine what candidate sites existed within its boundaries: simply laakap showing the
archaeological sites in the region. That sounded easy enough, but it turned out not tadbe so, a
here is why. The area in question (see Map 7) is one of the least studied im#eslagcal
literature. Not only had relatively little archaeological exploration andwaton been done in

the regiort? but also the area had been virtually ignored by biblically oriented archastslogi

That the area | have termed the eastern Kikkar has been practically extasfoherican and
Israeli archaeologists is quite evident in the map segments reproduceg @shda example, a
map of “Main Excavations in the Holy Land” published in the most recent editibheoNew
Encyclopedia of Archaeological Excavations in the Holy Lsimolws only one site in the entire
area>® Y. Aharoni, in the revised edition @he Land of the Bible: A Historical Geography
hardly touches on it, and shows Tuleilat el-Ghassul (or Teleilat Ghassoiafy Chalcolithic
in date and, thus, too early to be one of the Cities of the Plain) as the only archaksitzgic
the ared’ Likewise, inThe Archaeology of Ancient Israeldited by A. Ben-Tor, the period
maps show no sites in the area except Tuleilat el-Ghassul for the Chalcaribit &d Iktanu
for the Intermediate Bronze Age (still too early to qualify as one oftties of the Plainj® In
fact, if you examine any recent atlas of the Holy L&hghu will see only one or two
cities/towns listed for the area, and then they are mostly speculatat®iecof biblical cities,
not sites whose identifications have been established via excavation or rigoroapgead)
analysis.

But if the biblical text can be trusted as an accurate representation astemeKikkar as it
was during the Middle Bronze Age, and if at least some remains of the CitiesRbitihe
survived destruction, then the criterial screen outlined above tells us what we shbtihefe:
The eastern half of the circular plain of the southern Jordan Valley immgdiatéh of the

31 See Collins, "Geography.”

%2 The area was explored and sherded by Glueckaltellde Contenson, and the 1975/76 valley sue@y iof the Jordanian
Department of Antiquities, but very little else Hasen done in the area up to the present timepekmethe excavation of the
Chalcolithic site, Tuleilat el-Ghassul (1920s, ‘38sd ‘60s), past excavations at Tall Iktanu (idelg a few probes into nearby
Tall e-Hammam), and the excavation of Tall Nimwhich began in 1989 and continued intermittenthptigh the 1990s.

33 See the maps published in tHEAEHL
34 See Aharonitistorical Geography.
% See A. Ben-Tor, edThe Archaeology of Ancient Isra@lew Haven and London: Yale University, 1992).

%6 For example, see J.J. Bimson and J.P. Kane,Nels.Bible AtlagLeicester and Oxford: Inter-Varsity/Lion, 198and J.C.
Laney,Concise Bible AtlagPeabody: Hendrickson, 1999).



Dead Sea should contain the remains of two relatively large, foffifiédl cities (Sodom and
Admah), each with at least one closely-associated daughter town/village (Goraod
Zeboiim, respectively), all of which suffered a fiery destruction duringlMBand which
contain archaeological evidence of lengthy abandonment thereafters Tiatnnodel for the

Cities of the Plain based on the biblical evidence.
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So my search for the Cities of the Plain on the eastern Kikkar began with tvas™stae
biblical and the other archaeological. My biblical slate was filled out soregbly good detail,
and provided a model of what one would expect to find on the eastern Kikkar if the biblical
account were factual. But the archaeological slate was blank. Not one pobltbat | had at
my immediate disposal showed any MB sites on the eastern Kikkar. Thererivas da the
western Kikkar, and it had a sizable fortified MB occupation. But the eastern Kildsasimply
blank. The only thing that could be done now was to travel to Jordan and continue the research
and exploration on-site.

With a detailed biblical slate of predictions about the eastern Kikkar (gaseFi0) in one
hand, and a perfectly blank archaeological slate for the same are&y(geelk) in the other, we
headed for Jordan on June 5, 28b@ur first target: the Jordanian Department of Antiquities
and the American Center of Oriental Research in Amman to find out about amygexist
archaeological surveys and/or excavations in the Kikkar area. Our secondaalgfailed, on-
site exploration of the eastern Kikkar.

Admittedly, with no Middle Bronze Age sites jJumping off the pages of the maps and
publications | had already examined, | was not feeling terribly optorasibut what we might
find north of the Dead Sea. If Sodom, Gomorrah, Admah, and Zeboiim indeed flourished there
during the MB, then why were there no MB sites shown on the maps? Surely someone had at
least surveyed or sherd@dhe area. All | could see for sure was the Chalcolithic community,
Tuleilat el-Ghassul, a site | knew pretty well from its excavation tepBut surely there had to
be others. If the Kikkar was as well watered as the Bible describes, lieea were the Early
Bronze and Intermediate Bronze Age settlements? A tall called lktaslisted in some sources
as an Intermediate Bronze Age town, but that was about it. It seemed stramgé&htat such a
large fertile plain with plenty of water and a major Chalcolithic setttemeuld not have had at
least one or two prominent EB, IB, or MB communities. What we found when we arrived in
Jordan was a surprise. Let me re-phrase that: What we found when we arriveldimwas
truly amazing.

WAKE UP AND SMELL THE SULFUR

The previous sections may have been principally systematic, even pedante, iatitre of the
material was such that | needed to reinforce the logic with a good bit okestion and
repetition. Now | want to change the tone to more of a story-telling mode itearpato
capture at least some of the sense of illumination and discovery that | haviereoggem the
process of searching for the biblical Cities of the Plain.

% |n addition to me, our small “away” team congisté my wife, Danette, and our very dear friendswis and Charity Jones,
who are former students of mine and who are nowionsries serving in Africa.

% Sherding is the process of collecting the surfaatéery at a given archaeological site in ordedetermine an approximate
chronological profile of its occupational histotynfortunately, sherding is often inaccurate. It nell/you what is probably
there, but it may not be a good indicator of wisatat there. See my subsequent discussion of Tialtil

9



My prior (more or less blind) acceptance of the southeastern Dead Sea lomaBoddm
and Gomorrah (Bab edh-Dhra and Numeira) gave way to serious doubts about thidseéla
locations as a result of reading and re-reading Genesis chaptersiithirteegh nineteen, and
performing a detailed analysis of the text's embedded geographgufaaityi 13:1-12. From
those geographical data, | developed a set of criteria (a criteriahsa®discussed above) by

FIGURE 10
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FIGURE 11
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which candidate archaeological sites could either be qualified or disqualiftest @s more of
the Cities of the Plain (Kikkar).

In the early phases of this research, | became aware of the fact #ral sewlier (and even
some ancient) writers had come to the conclusion—based on the biblical text and inrthe abse
of anything remotely resembling scientific archaeology—that Sodom antbfah were
located north of the Dead Sea. Without people like W.F. Albright and G.E. Wright tonicélue
their thinking away from the plain language of Genesis, they identifiedikkakas the circular,
lower plain of the southern Jordan Valley. I initially became aware of tteasithrough
secondary sources who merely mentioned them in passsdf to say they were incorrect in

40" For scholarly approaches to the subject of SodathGomorrah, the Cities of the Plain, and relategjects see such general
works as the latest editions Biie Anchor Bible Dictionary, The Oxford Encyclopedi Archaeology in the Near EasindThe
International Standard Bible Encyclopedieor detailed scholarly treatments of the sutgeetworks such as: W.F. Albright,
“The Archaeological Results of an Expedition to Maad the Dead SeadBASORL4 (1924) 2-12; E. Power, “The Site of the
Pentapolis,Bib 11 (1930) 23-62, 149-182; F.G. Clapp, “The Sit&oflom and GomorrahAJA 40 (1936) 323-344; J.P.
Harland, “Sodom and GomorratBA 5 (1942) 17-32; J.P. Harland, “Sodom and Gomotrai, 6 (1943) 41-54; B.G. Wood,
“Have Sodom and Gomorrah Been FounB23 (1974) 65-89; B.G. Wood, “Sodom and Gomorrah alpdBS6 (1977) 24-30;
H. Shanks, “Have Sodom and Gomorrah Been FoOuB&R6.5 (1980) 26-36; W.C. van Hattem, “Once Againd@o and
Gomorrah,"BA 44 (1981) 87-92; B.G. Wood, “Sodom and Gomorrallaie,”"BS12 (1983) 22-33; D.M. Howard, Jr., “Sodom
and Gomorrah RevisitedJETS27 (1984) 385-400; G.M. Harris and A.P. BeardoWihe Destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah:
A Geotechnical PerspectiveJJEG28 (1995) 349-362; D. Neev and K.O. Emérkie Destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah,
and Jericho: Geological, Climatological, and Arcliegical BackgroundNew York: Oxford University, 1995); and B.G.
Wood, “The Discovery of the Sin Cities of Sodom &waimorrah,"BS12.3 (1999) 67-80. See also W.E. Rast, “Bab ediaDh
and the Origin of the Sodom Saga,’Archaeology and Biblical Interpetation: Essays ieribry of D.G. Rosed. by L.G.
Perdue, L.E. Toombs, G.L. Johnson (Atlanta: JohaxdPress, 1987); W.E. Rast, “Bab edh-Dhra™ in Arehor Bible
Dictionary, ed. by D.N. Freedman (New York: Doubleday, 1988} M.C. Astour, “Zoar” ilABD. The aforementioned
scholars have made serious attempts to solve tepaf the location of the Cities of the Plairthaligh | think their analysis of
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their thinking and had been overturned by more recent and “better” scholarship. But | soon
discovered that I, entirely independent of those earlier scholars, had comeytofrtiensame
conclusions. Of course, it was encouraging to see that others had, upon a close examination of
the biblical narrative, adopted similar ideas about the location of the Cities Bfain.

RESEARCH IN THE HASHEMITE KINGDOM OF JORDAN

Thus—and this is where | ended the previous section—I had two “slates” of infomnratny
possession as we lifted off the runway en route to Ben Gurion InternationaltAirpenael,
followed by a brief overnight stay in Jerusalem in order to see a few old frieedr to
Amman, Jordan. The biblical data had given me a set of geographical, chrorplogica
architectural, and destruction criteria by which | could screen potentsidas and candidate
archaeological sites. But my attempts to find detailed information aboutiiteree of ancient
ruins on the Kikkar had proved disappointing. While Jericho dominated the western half of the
Kikkar, the eastern half seemed a virtual blank. Had anyone ever done a susfagetthre
archaeological sites in the area? Surely someone had. But if so, their usirkawe slipped into
complete obscurity for the major American and Israeli archaeologicatatibhs to have
ignored it to the extent | had thus far observed. While on the flight, | retraced ticalbibl
material over and over again in my mind. Maybe | had missed something. Sevesadtinmg
that twelve-hour flight, | pulled out my Bible and re-read the relevant aisafiteeemed so
clear. But why was my archaeological slate blank? Was the story of Sodio@oanorrah an
etiological legend after all? | knew that the answers to all my questipos e ground in
Jordan. I just had to wait.

| was glad we crossed the border into Jordan on the Sheik Hussein Bridge, opposite Beth
Shean. If we had taken the usual route across the Jordan River—the Allenby Bedge n
Jericho—we would have passed right through the Kikkar, and | just did not want to sée it aga
until 1 had had an opportunity to do additional research at the Department of Andiquiti¢he
American Center of Oriental Research (ACOR) in Amman. The fortuitgkarig that northern
route to Amman became clear when we finally entered the Kikkar from sheesgeral days
later (more on that momentarily). As we turned eastward away from thenJdatlay road onto
Highway 30 up toward the Jordanian highlands, the ancient dolmens, as if old friendsl seeme
greet us along the way. “How I love this place,” | thought silently. While weejil wondered,
as | had many times before, what stories those ancient stones would nevei te\laB
cautiously confident that my soon-to-be appointment with some old piles of stones osi¢he ea
Kikkar would coax to the light some of their secrets.

My three traveling companions—my wife, Danette, and our good friends, Travis antyCha
Jones—and | spent a few days visiting archaeological sites in northern andrsdatidan
before launching into our research. Twice during our stay in Jordan | met persatiatiye
Director General of the Jordanian Department of Antiquities, Dr. Faww&hpdyshah, who
was very gracious in helping me to identify the survey work that had been done in time Jorda
Valley north of the Dead Sea. The balance of our research was carried out ®QFRelirary.

the biblical text is often lacking in precision. &fe have also been attempts to identify a soutbead Sea Sodom and
Gomorrah that border on the ridiculous, such ap#feeido-archaeology of R. Wyatt, R. Cornuke andralful of others.

41| purposefully did not read any of the older tneents of the location of Sodom and Gomorrah umgilown research on the
biblical materials was complete. | took this apgio#o avoid being unduly influenced by their argutse
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When we finally arrived at ACOR it was very quiet. Being early June, masesdummer
excavations around Jordan had not quite geared up, so there were very few people around except
a few students and staff. There was no one in the library, and the librarian wastietfay, so
we had it all to ourselves and settled in for a day of quiet research. Ouettlrech team turned
out to be a very good thing, and | quickly realized that if | had come alone the procgddshat
have been nearly as efficient. While | was busy going through the stacks of satWizAJ
(Annual of the Department of Antiquities, Jordan) and various periodicals, Travisusas
scoping out other potentially helpful volumes. In the meantime, Danette and Cheretalao
snooping around, and, when needed, making photo copies of relevant materials. It was a great
set-up.

Before the end of the first hour, Travis discovered something that turned out to beib helpf
short-cut to much of what we were looking for. The book Waes Antiquities of the Jordan Rift
Valley, by R.G. Khouri. In that little volume, Khouri had written descriptions of virtually every
known archaeological site in the Jordan Valley between the Sea of GatlildéleeaDead Sea. He
had also included a detailed map of the area locating each site. Of course,d fotusdiately
on the circular area north of the Dead Sea, the Kikkar.

| could not believe my eyes. Within the geographical area of the eastern Kikkari€h the
American/Israeli-oriented publications had given me practically a blate shere they were:
fourteen archaeological sites. Fourteen tells (now spelled “tall” imtiet recent Jordanian
publications). Fourteen little black dots on a map (see Map 8), each with a nanNsmFa,
Tall Mustah, Tall Bleibel, Tall Ghannam, Tall Ghrubba, Tall Kefrein, Khirbdtéde, Tall el-
Hammam, Tall Rama, Tall Iktanu, Tall Sahl es-Sarabet, Teleilat Gh&dstidet Sweimeh, and
Tall el-Azeimeh. All | could do for several minutes was to stare at thdgebliack dots and
smile. If the picture of the Kikkar | had derived from the biblical data wetsiél, then a handful
of those dots could very well represent the ruins of Sodom and Gomorrah, Admah and Zeboiim.

Over the next several hours our information-gathering continued. Thankfully, withikshour
book in hand, | could focus specifically on the archaeological sites of the eadtkan. ISite by
site, | searched for survey data and any excavation reports that mggHoexhem. The more
we searched, the more material we found. As | scoured through the liter&iecame apparent
that comparatively little excavation work had been done in the area. | alreadykoetmwo of
the excavated sites, Teleilat Ghassul and Tall Iktanu. Teleilat Ghassulweh too early
(Chalcolithic) to be one of the Cities of the Plain. | had known that for years. fiwvaliar with
Tall Iktanu from a few of the maps | had examined months earlier, but | had nenerse
assessment of its excavation results. When | found such a solulcsgovered that lktanu,
which had occupational strata dating to the Intermediate Bronze Age (ca. 2350-1950BESE
a bit too early to connect with Abraham and Lot. Thus, the field of Kikkar candidates was
immediately narrowed to twelve.

42 R.G. Khouri,The Antiquities of the Jordan Rift Vall®ymman: Al Kutba, 1988).

43 K. Prag, “Preliminary Report on the Excavatioh3ell Iktanu and Tell al-Hammam, Jordan, 1990s¥ant23 (1991) 55-66;
see also K. Prag, “The Intermediate Early BronzedWe Bronze Age: An Interpretation of the Evidefrean Transjordan, Syria
and Lebanon,Levant6 (1974) 69-116.
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Another helpful thing that Khouri had done in his descriptions of the eastern Kikkar sites wa
to include information about the sherdingf the area talls done by N. Glueck in the early
twentieth century and a later survey performed in the mid-1970s. So, although ntaeyadis
remained unexcavated (at least up through 1988 when Khouri’'s book was published), sherding
results by Glueck and othergave me some indication of what might exist at given sites. Khouri
also provided the approximate dimensions of each site, which was a convenient wkg to ma
preliminary assessments as to which sites were large and which vatke sm

Interestingly, only four of the remaining twelve sites were largd:Nimrin, Khirbet
Kefrein, Tall el-Azeimeh, and Tall el-Hammam (this would be confirmed kgt®ur on-site
exploration of each location). All the other sites were much smaller than tharfgerr bnes.
This seemed significant in light of the fact that my biblical model had prediateskistence of
two large fortified cities on the eastern Kikkar during the time of Abrah&erdg results for
Tall Nimrin were not very encouraging, but surface sherding is almost neeecarate
indication of what is inside a tall. Glueck reported pottery only from the Roman tewvaedi
Arab periods. But a “1975/76 valley survey team also identified sherds fromothi period.”
Sherds collected from Khirbet Kefrein were mainly from the Roman, ByzaatiaeArab

4 Again, | warn of the tentative nature of surfaberding. Only an excavation can reveal the appraté occupational history
of a site.

4 See N. Glueck, “Exploration in Eastern PalestiWe;. “Arboth Moab,” AASOR25-28 (1945-49); and M. Ibrahim, J.A.
Sauer, and K.N. Yassine, “The East Jordan Valley&uy 1976,"AJER K.N. Yassine, ed. (1988). Mellaart and de Coraans
are cited by KhouriJordan Rift Valley

46 Khouri, Jordan Rift VValley70-86.
47 Ibid. 71.
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periods, so | removed it from contention, bringing the candidate total down to eleven. Tall el-
Azeimeh had sherds from the Chalcolithic, EB, Iron, Roman and later periwtsa piece of
Khouri’'s description of Tall el-Hammam really caught my eye: “the 1975/1éwsalirvey team

4 |bid. 75.
4 bid. 86.
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gathered much Iron Age | and Il pottery from Tall el-Hammam, along \witiler quantities of
pottery from the Early Bronze Age, the Middle Bronze Age and the
Roman/Byzantine...periods.Tall e-Hammam had at least some indication of Middle Bronze
Age occupation. That was intriguing.

With the candidate list holding at eleven sites, | continued to course through tablavai
literature in the ACOR library. It became clear that the smalles sit the Kikkar also held a
range of pottery from Chalcolithic to Iron Age to Arabic, not unlike their mugjetaassociates,
Tall Nimrin, Tall el-Hammam, and Tall el-Azeimeh. But, as | previousliedgtasurface sherding
as performed by Glueck and later archaeological survey teams is neaeauaate gauge of a
site’s occupational history. What | needed were field reports on any of kkarl§ites that may
have been excavated. When | realized that only a few of my remaining elewditata sites had
been or were in the process of being excavated, | was a bit disappointed. Suregd ¢owddch
of the sites and sherd them myself—something | had already planned to do on thip-vdoutt
how much better could | do than had already been done without actually excaviiting®
time to find and read the available excavation reports.

Of the eight smaller sites, only two had been excavated: Ghrubba and Tall-Sardlest.
Ghrubba was primarily a Neolithic/Chalcolithic village contemporaneous with neaebsilat
Ghassul; too early for Abraham. Tall Sahl es-Saraladtout three kilometers east of Teleilat
Ghassul, was occupied during the Islamic Period only. Of the original fourtkkarlsites, my
list of Cities of the Plain candidates was down to nine. Of the six remainiigsstes only Tall
Mustah, Tall Bleibel, Tall Kefrein, and Tall Rama showed at least some\pfitin the Bronze
and Iron Ages, but without excavation it was impossible to know for sure what existgdodt a
those locations. | kept those four on the list, which was now down to seven candidates. So much
for the smaller sites.

Of the three remaining larger sites—Tall Nimrin, Tall el-Hammani,eléAzeimeh—I
discovered that only one had been excavated to a significant degedleNimrin. The others
had only been sherdedwith results as | pointed out above. But it seemed significant that of
these three large sites, only two were prominent talls, i.e., Tall Nimrin dhel-Fammam.
Khirbet Kefrein, which | had already removed from the candidate list, veasilded by Glueck
as “a large, completely destroyed site, on a very low, broad rise, just shbbtre the
neighboring fields.” That kind of low profile is not typical of MB sites, and thus reinforced my
decision to eliminate it from consideration. Even though Tall el-Azeimeh (see Paitdg did

% Ibid. 75-76.
51 We actually sherded all fourteen of our origitzabet sites, but our results were much the sanre@®vious efforts.
52 Khouri,Jordan Rift Valley73-74.

*% Ibid. 80.

54 The lower, western extension of Tall el-Hammar baen probed in 1990 by K. Prag’s team from thelf@nu

excavation, but the main tall at Tall el-Hammam aére unexcavated at the time of this writing. Se®kg, “Tell Iktanu...Tell
al-Hammam” 57-65.

%% Ibid. 70-86.
%6 Glueck as reported in Khoudiordan Rift Valley7s.
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not have the typical high profile of a tall that contained the remains of a largé&yBkept it
on my list because of the evidence of early pottery.

By contrast, Tall Nimrin and Tall el-Hammam were quite dramatic in thgir profiles. Tall
el-Hammam rose to an impressive thirty-five meters above the surroundimg/ditn very few
exceptions, the resultant talls of Middle Bronze Age cities took on the “groomed” lolapirigs
sides and a uniform, flat-topped appearance (see Photographs 1 and 4). The “sculgtang” of t
occupational platform by the formation of earthen ramparts, glacis, arfec&pion wall(s) by
MB city builders gave many existing talls their traditional shape R$e®tograph 1). From the
descriptions | was reading, it seemed that both Tall Nimrin and Tall elxtdamfit that typical
profile. In the meantime, my list of Cities of the Plain candidates was holdiadysat seven. |
now turned to examine reports from the only excavated site among my “big fhadlehimrin.

By the early 1990s, the excavation of Tall Nimras a salvage project was well underway.
The first two excavation seasons (1989 and 1990) had indicated that “the earlipstioocwas
dated to the transitional Early Bronze IV/Middle Bronze | period, ca. 2350-2000 BGH.”
eyebrows were now raised. This was looking very interesting indeed, especiaht of the
fact that between Glueck and the 1975/76 archaeological survey of the site, odlgdrtin
Roman, and medieval Arabic pottery had been found. Whereas my initial introduction to Tall
Nimrin had not been very encouraging based on prior surface sherding, the queksowenar
now beginning to disappear. The foundations of its first city had been laid sevdtaiese
before Abraham was born. Now fighting back a smile, | read on.

The 1989 excavation season had revealed “monumental Middle Bronze wiiésfunction
of which were still unknown at the end of the 1993 season, but that “clearly represestjed] s
form of monumental public architecture and [were] probably parts of a palacee templiddle
Bronze fortification system.” Although the “Middle Bronze occupation appears to have ended
abruptly sometime in the sixteenth or early fifteenth century B.®ith “no clear evidence for a
violent destruction of the [MB] city,” carbon-14 analyses resulted in C-14 intercept dates of
1947 BCE for Middle Bronze (locus) sample 1 (provenance: N45/W20 L 58 B455) and 1220

57 The excavation of Tall Nimrin is headed by J.Warfagan (Case Western University), D.W. McCreerjllamette
University), and K.N. Yassine (University of Jorja8ee J.W. Flanagan and D.W. McCreery, “FirstiPiiahry Report of the
1989 Tell Nimrin Project,ADAJ34 (1990) 131-152; J.W. Flanagan and D.W. McCre@&seliminary Report of the 1990
Excavation at Tell Nimrin,ADAJ 36 (1992) 89-111; J.W. Flanagan, D.W. McCreerg irN. Yassine, “Tell Nimrin:
Preliminary Report on the 1993 SeasohJAJ 38 (1994) 205-244; J.W. Flanagan, D.W. McCreeny, i§.N. Yassine, “Tall
Nimrin: Preliminary Report on the 1995 Excavatiom &eological Survey ADAJ40 (1996) 271-292; and R.H. Dornemann,
“Preliminary Comments on the Pottery Tradition3ell Nimrin, lllustrated from the 1989 Season oftBxations,”ADAJ 34
(1990) 153-181.

%8 Flanagan, “Tell Nimrin...1993” 205.
% Flanagan, “Tell Nimrin...1993” 207.
% Ipid. 218.
® Ipid. 219.

%2 |bid. Evidence for a violent destruction usualgnsists of a layer of ash and charred debris. ewe number of scenarios

could account for the absence of ash and chargahimr remains, especially if a site remained abaeddor centuries.
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BCE for Late Bronze/lron Age (locus) sample 2 (provenance: N35/W20 L 75 B3k C-
14-detected gap from 1947 BCE to 1220 BCE (dendrochronologically adjusted downward 200 to
300 years—but the gap was evident), in strata that appear to be immediatetyiskquggests

an occupational hiatus of well over 500 years, a fact noted by the excavatorS00rjear gap

of occupation...must be due to significant sociopolitical and/or environmental phenomena that
remain to be explained. This observation was perfectly in line with the biblical model drawn

from the story of the Cities of the Plain.

The ADAJreport for the 1995 dig season at TlTall) Nimrin provided additional
information about its monumental walls from the Middle Bronze Age:

5 Flanagan, “Tall Nimrin...1995" 282; also Flanag&Fell Nimrin...1993" 219.

5 Flanagan, “Tell Nimrin...1993" 219. That the egisce of a burn layer associated with the demisatifNimrin has not been
discovered thus far could seem a bit odd if it imated been one of the Cities of the Plain. Howesevreral phenomena could
account for such an absence of ash and charrediomebris. The simplest explanation is that séweaturies of erosion by
wind and rain would easily have removed such debgisegular occurrence at sites that were not soerboit by subsequent
occupation. If the city was destroyed by a supdsdtehlast from above, as the Bible suggests, thanetvent alone could have
“swept away” all but the foundations of larger stures, such as city walls and monumental buildifige language associated
with the Cities of the Plain in Genesis allows éoery imaginable kind of destruction, from a “gardariety” burning to
molecular disintegration.

% In Jordanian archaeology, “tell” has now beemdeal to “tall,” which is probably more indicativéthe actual Arabic
pronunciation.
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In spite of very careful excavation, we detected virtually no signs of foonda¢inches
or living surfaces associated with the interior of these [MB]svdlhis seemed highly
unusual for such massive, well built walls, but a single explanation may ad¢ooboth
absences. Soon after the walls were constructed, the debris of [lociah@2228 was
deposited against their interiors. If this is correct, the walls wouwld fumctioned both as
retaining walls and, with the fill, as an elevated platform. The ar¢hrees most
probably related to an MB fortification system.

The excavators also say of Tall Nimrin’s massive MB walls that some rofweze likely
“part of the western fortification wall” and that others were possibliyt ‘plea square tower
located at the northwest corner of the MB |l settlement.tertainly seemed that Tall Nimrin
had been a fortified city during the time of Abraham, but that did not mean that 8adam,
which, according to the Bible, was fortified. | now knew that the Kikkar delynited at least
one such city during the Middle Bronze Age.

As | continued to investigate the reports on Tall Nimrin, another interesjind” came to
light. While the paleobotanical summary of its “Iron Age strata produced good botanical
assemblages [and the] late tenth century destruction layer...was pdstidch in botanical
remains...”, the MB Il loci revealed “sparse botanical remains, including a feveyasheat,
and Zizyphus.” And even though these same squares proved to be “a significant addition to the
late Iron Il, Persian, Roman/Umayyad, and Mamluk botanical assemblageke."scarcity [of
MB Il botanical evidence] indicates that little domestic activity tookeladhe immediate
vicinity of the monumental MB Il walls.” As | combed through the reports, the paucity of
Middle Bronze Age botanical remains at Tall Nimrin seemed pervasive andadbi
comparison to the abundance of floral material from all other represented p€ooit$ those
organic remains have been somehow obliterated? It was an interesting question.

Another piece of botanical evidence also made sense if Tall Nimrin had been one aethe Cit
of the Plain: “most of the cultigens [bread wheat, barley, flax, lentil, pe&kpdacolive, grape,
fig, and pomegranate] were grown under irrigation in the region of Tall Nimmn the Middle
Bronze Age onward.” Obviously, during the time of Abraham “the whole Kikkar of the Jordan
was well watered, like the garden of Yahweh, like the land of Egypt...” (Genesis.IJRuthen
| thought: If the area was so abundantly watered during the Middle Bronzehagewyhy did
Tall Nimrin have a 500+ year occupational hiatus after MB 11? This only nextkego me if the
region around the Cities of the Plain had, during or toward the end of the Middle Bronze Age
suffered some sort of environmental/ecological disaster that, regardteégssafifiundant water
sources available, made living there difficult or impossible for larger popadatintil the area
could undergo what turned out to be five centuries of recovery. The Kikkar had easily supported
significant populations during the Middle Bronze Age and did once again during the Iron Age

% Flanagan, “Tall Nimrin...1995" 284.
®7 Ipid. 287.

% Flanagan, “Tell Nimrin...1993" 216.
Flanagan, “Tall Nimrin...1995” 288.
 bid.

™ Ipid.

2 Flanagan, “Tell Nimrin...1993" 217.
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Were there other cities and towns in the area with the same occupation&@mfiere any
evidence of a localized environmental disaster that had caused the mysteriaugsckntg
hiatus known by the excavators of Tall Nimrin as the “Late Bronze gap”

Since Tall Nimrin was the only excavated sitsn my list of seven remaining candidates for
the Cities of the Plain, it became clear that additional excavation wasein Btd which one
would be the most logical choice? It seemed obvious to me that one of the two lagamegm
sites—either Tall el-Azeimeh or Tall el-Hammam—should be investigateitho®e two, the
logical choice seemed to be the latter because of its high profile, whiahavasuggestive of a
typical MB city than the low profile of Tall el-Azeimeh; therefore, TiHammam looked the
more promising of the two. With our research in the ACOR library finished, we nowtegk s
to investigate the potential sites firsthand. That was the next step.

EXPLORATION OF THE KIKKAR ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES: JUNE 2002

| had viewed the area north of the Dead Sea numerous times from the top of Mt. Nebo. We had
just been there again a few days before we had settled into our research. Inasssdhad the

best seat in the house to view the Promised Land upon which his feet would never walk. The
circular plain of the southern Jordan Valley was a familiar sight, yet in mapy still

mysterious. Through our days of research, the veil of mystery had beguret@ti&o slightly.

Now we were about to set foot on the eastern Kikkar with new purpose and perspectivetwe
become intimately familiar with that half-mooterritory and its fourteen mounds of ancient

ruins.

Highway 40 from Amman to the Dead Sea provides dramatic views of the Kikkat¢acir
expanse. We stopped several times to take in the view. It is easy to see hma,tireancient
times, came to be called “the disc (talent)Even today, the eastern area of the Kikkar is quite
green and planted with a variety of crop trees, vegetables, and grains.

We planned to spend at least two full days to explore, photograph, and sherd each of the
fourteen sites that we had identified from our research at the Jordanian Repafrantiquities
and at ACOR. We now had in our possession a very good road map on which | had marked the
locations of the fourteen ancient cities, towns, and villages. As soon as weddgsoato the
plain, some of our target sites stood out strikingly against the brown, grey, and giteen of
surrounding terrain, made pale by the early morning haze.

Ouir first stop: Tall Iktanu. With a huge portion of the mound cut through by the road, Tall
Iktanu has lost much of its original “tall” shape. Our surface sherding reMeatewhat our
research had indicated. This had been a moderately large city in the IntegrBediate Age,
but was probably too early to be connected with the time of Abraham. There, and ategaoh si
were careful to get a good feel for the terrain and visual proximity to sites in the

" This LB gap is spoken of throughout the Tall Nitrexcavation reports.
" See my footnote 43 regarding K. Prag’s probeeatiian of the site in 1990.

S The fact that Jericho sits on the western Kikkérer which site you get a very good sense of theutar nature of the
alluvial plain—may account for the name of the cithe toponym, “Jericho,” is derived from the nanfi¢he moon or the moon
god ( ) and means “city of the moon” or “city of the mogod.” Could it be that the geographical settinghef city (the
western Kikkar), which was shaped like the diskhef moon, inspired the name “Jericho”? It is pdssib

8 See Collins, "Geography.”
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geographical vicinity. We moved on to Tall Sahl es-Sarabet and Teleilat Ghasssites we

had taken off our list, but which were highly interesting nonetheless. By the end of tve day
had examined the five sites south of Highway 40, which included, in addition to the thaeky alre
mentioned, Khirbet Sweimeh and Tall el-Azeimeh. In each case, they pgroxienately as
described in the literature we had studied. Only one of the five, Tall el-Azeimehyrhacd

the research phase to make it onto the “short list” of candidate sites. Aliegvts | was

tempted to remove it from consideration because of its less-than-impressiveppeal.” But

its easily-discernible Early Bronze and Iron Age pottery kept it on theflgeven. The principle
sites on our list of seven research survivors had to wait until the next day.

Early the next morning, we returned to the eastern Kikkar in order to visit thendemaf
our fourteen sites. On a small paved road angling northwest from Highway 40 toghaveai
65 we could see our first stop rising above the plain, lit by the strong morning sun. Wel stoppe
the van at a distance to gather in the sight and photograph the scenery of TalhewHaa
large, sculpted tall well over thirty meters in height (see Photographs 4 and@&§.dne of the
biggest talls we had seen anywhere in the Jordan Valley, and it certamisnpr@ssive. While
Tall el-Azeimeh, the first of our “big three” that we had examined the day befaserather
nondescript, Tall el-Hammam stood on the Kikkar like a massive ship on a sea of surrounding
fields. As we would determine through the balance of the day exploring the othanrsaar
list, Tall elFHammam was, no doubt, chief among the Kikkar cities.

Standing powerfully on the south side of Wadi Meqta’a (an extension of Wadi Kefraih), T
el-Hammam looked every bit the part of an influential ancient city. ltalasmuch, much
bigger than Khouri had described iAs we explored and sherded the site, the outlines of city
walls enclosing the remains of houses (?) and other buildings were easilpibisc&ecause of
our research, | was aware of the fact that Glueck, Mallon, De Contenson, and the 197&y76 vall
survey team had discovered pottery from a wide range of periods on this syeBibarde,

Middle Bronze, Iron Age, Roman, Byzantine, and medieval Islamic. | alatieédd¢hat those
same individuals had not found any MB pottery at Tall Nimrin to the north, yet when it was
excavated, a fortified MB city had emerged. But here at Tall el-Hamthara were plenty of
MB ceramic indicators. The very shape of the tall was typical of sitegtedubdy MB city
builders, and the presence of MB pottery, even before excavation, seemed to béleerthiast
of a Middle Bronze Age city lay just beneath the Iron Age settlement exposedaamthet of
Tall el-Hammam.

We were aided in our surface sherding by the previous military effotte @ttomans and
Jordanians who, many years earlier, had trenched to a depth of one to two metsithadops
of the entire east-west length of the upper tall. Evidently, they had taken advahtag view
from atop Tall el-Hammam in the placement of what appeared to be a tank or tidiavy a
installation. But they had unwittingly opened up to us (and possibly the 1975/76 sherders,

" Khouri had given the size of the summit of theem(eastern) tall as approximately 140 x 25 mdtezsseems not to have
been aware of the extensive lower tall), but eveasual “walk-off” demonstrated that it was muctgé than that. Our GPS
survey (performed by my colleague, Dr. John Mowiigh a confirmatory, comprehensive “walk-off” dohg Terry Christopher)
of October 2002 revealed the top of the uppeitaabe 80 to 100 meters in width and 350 meterenigth (not including the
unoccupied eastern-most spur). The lower (westalir)}-an area that seems to have been built up pityrguring the Early and
Intermediate Bronze Ages and surrounded by a masasitification wall—is a virtually circular area ev400 meters in
diameter. See also K. Prag, “Tell Iktanu...Tell al-Haam” 59-60, which contains a good aerial photogafphall el-Hammam
(see Photograph 5).
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depending on when the trench was dug) much more than would normally have been exposed on
the surface. An idea then occurred to me in merging the present with the distanbgdatt

that ancient peoples had chosen to build and rebuild a city on this particular site fgtident

the Early Bronze through the Middle Bronze Ages and, later, in the Iron, Roman, Bgzantil

Arabic periods), together with the fact that it was chosen as a militarggeapoint in the

modern era, revealed the strategic nature of Tall el-Hammam'’s locatidmas of sight which
provided occupants with a sweeping view of both the Transjordan and Cisjordan (Jeliod®) ha

of the Kikkar, the northern end of the Dead Sea, the foothills of the Jordanian highlands, and a
panorama of the central highlands of Canaan/Israel.
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That Tall el-Hammam was strategically located for both militarya@mmercial reasons was
obvious. And then another thought struck me: | had not seen any Late Bronze Age poéery. T
500+ year occupational gap between the Middle Bronze Age and the Iron Age discovéred by t
excavation of Tall Nimrin was manifesting itself here as well. Bgicklly, one would predict
that the two prominent Cities of the Plain, Sodom and Admah, would have virtually itlentica
developmental and occupational patterns, and that they would both have the same ockupationa
hiatus (the LB gap) since they were both destroyed during MB by the same &infiag
phenomenon. | had not yet had a chance to investigate Tall Nimrin in person, but | now
suspected, as a result of having examined its excavation reports and hawnglyeesplored
Tall el-Hammam, that the two sites were twins. Tall el-Hammam dsméai in the distance
behind us as we headed up the road toward Tall Nimrin. The other smaller sites wouldgust ha
to wait.

The approach to Tall Nimrin is not as dramatic as that of Tall el-Hammaimefeimple
reason that it is surrounded, not by fields, but by the present Jordanian town of South Shouneh.
Also, the summit of the tall is partially covered by a cemetery, and ams@ttit was cut away
when the modern road was widened. But although Tall Nimrin does not have as high aprofile a
Tall el-Hammam, it is a significantly large site with a long occupatibistory (as | have briefly
noted above). Like Tall el-Hammam, Tall Nimrin commands excellent viewseaurrounding
terrain, with wide vistas in all directions. It had access to excelleet watirces, particularly the
Wadi Nimrin to its immediate north. With an excavation in progress, there was nmresie ¢t
surface sherds on the site. | had already determined from our preliminsaycrethat the
archaeological record of Tall Nimrin fit the biblical model of either Sododdmmah
remarkably well.

As | walked around the summit of Tall Nimrin, one question kept gnawing at my: hhithe
circular plain on which both Tall el-Hammam and Tall Nimrin were locatedmwit the
kikkar described in Genesis chapters thirteen through nineteen, and if both sites had been
destroyed during the Middle Bronze Age followed by a 500+ year occupational gap, then how
could these sites not be Sodom and Admah? Not only were Tall el-Hammam and TeaudltNemr
only large, prominent ruins on the eastern Kikkar with clear evidence of MB omougdait also
they each had at least one “daughtdgll in very close proximity (Tall Kefrein/Tall Rama and
Tall Mustah/Tall Bleibel, respectively; more on these shortly). Azédavestward from atop
Tall Nimrin across the Kikkar toward Jericho, | felt like all the biblical amti@eological data
were converging to comprise an exercise in the obvious.

We were already well into the afternoon with six smaller sitesdefkémine, so we had to
move on. In order to get to Tall Mustah we only had to travel a very brief distance &sthe e
Then Tall Bleibel was just across the Wadi Nimrin from there. In facthtiee sites—Tall
Nimrin, Tall Mustah, and Tall Bleibel—are so close together that Glueck thoughthbeid,
occupationally, be considered as one site. A cursory reading of the sherds aebatbndirmed
what | already knew from previous sherding and survey activity. However wasreore
surface pottery evidence of a Bronze Age presence at Tall Mustah andelladll Bhan pre-

® See Collins, "Geography.”

® Tall Nimrin and Tall Mustah are very close togatand could easily be considered a doublet, lixh&/Ai,
Sodom/Gomorrah, Admah/Zeboiim.
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excavation analysis had revealed for Tall Nimrin, and Tall Nimrin turned oontaia the ruins
of a major MB fortified city. The fact that both of the smaller talls wéreat literally “a

stone’s throw” from Tall Nimrin seemed to lend itself to the idea of a citytdoublet, such as
Sodom/Gomorrah and Admah/Zeboiim.thought to myself, “Have | been standing in the hot
sun too long, or does all this really make sense?”

Of the four remaining sites, only two had made the “cut” as Cities of thed2ladidates:
Tall Kefrein and Tall Rama. We visited and sherded all four, but found nothing verediffer
from what had been reported by earlier surface work; both of the two candidatshsitved
promise because of the presence of Iron Age pottery. We must remember tbaumiglyors
collected plenty of Iron Age indicators at Tall Nimrin, no one found Middle Bronze paifteity
it was actually excavated, whereupon they uncovered evidence of an MB @bjiZ¢é that |
keep repeating this point, but it is important to recognize the gaps in our undeggtairgiias
and regions that inevitably result from simple surface surveys and sherding.)

Tall Rama is somewhat isolated, but still quite close to Tall el-Hamrabou{ three
kilometers). Tall Kefrein is very close to Tall el-Hammam (just overkiloeneter). By analogy,
the cities of the biblical doublet, Bethel and Ai, are about two-and-a-half t&ifoareters
apart. Thus, at least Tall el-Hammam and Tall Kefrein are easily close enolghcbnsidered
such a doublet. When you add to this the fact that the pottery evidence from both fieall Kef
and Tall Rama mirrors that of Tall Nimrin and Tall el-Hammam, therevésyagood probability
that Tall el-Hammam’s smaller neighbors would share the same occupatiiiie] prcluding
remains from a significant population of MB inhabitants.

When you consider that all six of these Kikkar sites—Tall Nimrin, Tall Mustah, athdd T
Bleibel to the north; and Tall el-Hammam, Tall Kefrein and Tall Rama tooilt&-s-probably
have similar occupational profiles, including the glaring gap between the Miduted&and
Iron Ages, you cannot help but see a synchronistic relationship between the bitiksabhe
Plain (Kikkar) and the talls | have just described. But there is more.

Remember that, based on both the biblical text and our knowledge of population distributions
in antiquity, it was predicted that the eastern Kikkar could have supported only twoeoméire
cities, each with one or more associated small towns/villages. And thatisgty what we
found as a result our preliminary research and on-site analysis of the KiklsaBatsides Tall
Nimrin and Tall el-Hammam, only one other large site, Tall el-Azeimeh, had rtipdite
encouraging ceramic profile. It seems an incredible fact to me tludithé Kikkar sites
showing good potential for Middle Bronze Age occupation are concentrated in just tWe tight
grouped clusters, each with one large city in the midst. It is the right catfayurin the right
place, in the right timeframe.

| have previously mentioned the systematic Late Bronze Age gap discovaistNimrin; |
have little doubt that this gap will be confirmed at the other five sitesNtetah, Tall Bleibel,
Tall el-Hammam, Tall Kefrein, and Tall Rama) if and when they arave®ed. But there is an

8 Since the term Zeboiim is plural, it may refemnore than one “daughter” town/village. Since Tilinrin is accompanied by
two smaller sites—Tall Bleibel and Tall Mustah—ies®s to fit the biblical profile of Admah with itZ&boiim.”

81 See BriggsConquest of Ai Narrativeor a detailed discussion of the geography of Blegind Ai.

82 Tall Nimrin with smaller Tall Mustah and Tall Bbel; Tall el-Hammam with smaller Tall Kefrein afidll Rama.
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interesting point associated with the LB gap that comes from the Bible. Rextadk the time of
the destruction of the Cities of the Plain, the fires of judgment consumed not onlyehe cit
themselves, but also the new growth and agricultural vegetation on the surroundinig plain
short, it was a severe, but localized, eco-disaster. The area would have becadiaietyn
uninhabitable for concentrated populations of city-dwellers, followed by a lepgtind of
recovery, say 500+ years. Thus, we have the LB gap revealed by the arclcakcdogrd of the
six Kikkar cities/towns. But the biblical record also provides dramatiariesty of this same LB
gap: “Then the Israelites traveled to the plains of Moab and camped alomgdae dcross from
Jericho” (Numbers 22:1).

It is a key piece of the puzzle to realize that Moses and the Israetitpeda@n the plains of
Moab, which is the very same eastern Kikkar where the more ancient CitresRiftn had been
located. But notice that while the Israelites had to fight their way frorBitree Wilderness up
through the Transjordan to Nebo (Numbers 21-33; cf. Deuteronomy 2-3) and fight against all the
inhabitants of the Transjordan from Edom to Bashan, the plains of Moab were a resteng pl
where they did not have to fight anyone. There were no cities on the plains of Moabg® enga
and conquer. And note that they went “to the valley in Moab where the top of Pisgatokserl
the wasteland” (Numbers 21:20). What wasteland was that? Remember thatgdh Was
immediately northwest of Mt. Nebo (see Map 9), opposite Jericho. The region thaolay bel
Pisgah was the ancient, well-watered (like Eden!) Kikkar that, in theaddysses, existed as a
“wasteland.” What Lot had desired because it was well-watered arfdlfriMbses decried as a
barren waste. What a contrast! Moses and the Israelites camped on the wedrialis of
Moab, the region below Nebo and Pisgah, during the Kikkar’s Late Bronze Age gap.

On the one hand, the Bible clearly shows that the lush agricultural area suppor@uiethe
of the Plain in the days of Abraham and Lot (MB I/Il) had become, in the time ofsMbBe
I/ll ), a wasteland (Hebyeshimon). On the other hand, the archaeological recoedeals that
from the time of their destruction in the MB period, the formerly prosperous Kikikas ¢on the
analogy of Tall Nimrin) were uninhabited for more than five hundred years, piigaipang
the Late Bronze Age. In my opinion, to claim that such synchronicity is the oésnére
coincidence is a stretch.

And so our preliminary investigation of June 2002 came to an end. From our research at the
Jordanian Department of Antiquities and the ACOR library to our exploration of thedaur
target sites on the Kikkar, the biblical model of the Cities of the Plain that | haldplede
during the months prior to our trip had been borne out in a remarkable way. But we would soon
return.

8 |f one takes a fifteenth-century BCE date for Bxedus, then Moses lived during LB | (1550-14008Bdf the Exodus
occurred in the thirteenth century BCE, then Mdsesl during LB Il (1400-1200 BCE).

8 A.R.P. Diamond, “3810 ,” NIDOTTE vol. 2552-553.

8 At this point of writing, | am following the areleological profile of Tall Nimrin, which is a tharghly reasonable
extrapolation based on the preliminary sherdinthefother sites, particularly Tall el-Hammam.
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EXPLORATION OF THE KIKKAR SITE, TALL EL-HAMMAM: OCTOBER 2002

And return we did—in October 2002, with a team of eleven students and archaeology
enthusiasts led by Dr. John Moore and me. We spent the first portion of our trip excavating at
Kursi (located near the eastern shore of the Sea of Galilee) with myrgmud] Dr. Charles

Page. The balance of our expedition consisted of a comprehensive biblicat/lstori
geographical study tour of Israel and Jordan.

8 Besides me and Dr. John Moore and his wife, Baeteam consisted of Natalie Allen, David CampbBdirry Christopher,
Carolyn Dean, Liz Garcia, Ginny Kay Massara, Jirgd?&huck Scott, Jacque Selvidge, and SheresasSiiadveral of these
were master’s and doctoral students in archaedglogy.
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Our Jordan segment traced the route of Moses, Joshua, and the Israelites fromeberon G
(modern Eilat/Agaba) up through Edom, Moab, Ammon, and Gilead, and then to Mt. Nebo
overlooking the Kikkar. We then—as Joshua had nearly 3,400 years before—coursed through
the eastern Kikkar (the Plains of Moab) to the banks of the Jordan River opposite (lehere
we had been about two weeks earlier). We were also able to spend a day re-exXaafirady-

Dhra and Numeira (the traditional southern Dead Sea sites for Sodom and GarButr g
highlight for many of us on this particular expedition was our exploration, sherdih@; RS
survey of Tall el-Hammam, my “most likely” candidate for the city of Sodom.

While on the site in June of 2002, we had not taken the time to measure the actual dimensions
of Tall e-Hammam. Khouri had indicated that the summit of the tall was about 25 x 140
meters, but that turned out to be inaccurate. In fact, the upper (eastern) tat isigggc—on
the order of 80-100x350 meters—with a lower tall extending to the west as a craa&00+
meters in diameter, surrounded by a substantial fortification wall (a praia&ation had been
performed on small sections of the lower, principally Early Bronze Agercit990 by K. Prag
and her excavation team from Tall Iktanas of this writing, the upper tall remains
unexcavated). We also observed an extension of the city on the north side of the Wadi Kaf
that could very well be taken as a “daughtaxdwn/village (Gomorrah?). Near the southern
edge of the lower tall, we also found the ruins of what appears to be a sizeable
Roman/Byzantine(?) building—probably a bath complex that took advantage of neamiby war
springs. As we had noted on our previous visit, the slope of the main tall is quite uniform and
“sculpted.” Evidence of ancient burials abound around and in close proximity to the tall,
including what appear to be shaft tombs, dolmens, and “megalithic” enclosiinesrying
sizes.

We collected a large quantity of surface sherds, particularly from the tgdp&rhich
supported previous sherding profiles: evidence of Early Bronze, IntermedoizeB3 Middle
Bronze, and Iron Age occupation. Based on the (tentative) results of our second vislt, Tall
Hammam, with its Kikkar location and extensive size, became an even more @pectac
candidate for Sodom, regardless of the chronological context selected for tted biblies of
Abraham and Lot.

As our time on the Kikkar came to a close, the members of our survey team slowltheade
way back to the mini-bus, but | remained behind for one last look. The summit of Tall el-
Hammam was still, cool, quiet. Surrounded by heaps of stones that once were hallciénav
palaces, | squatted down and picked up a handful of soil (typically decomposed mud binieks). T
tall had already given us whispers of information through her sherds of potteryo&ldtshe

87 Khouri, “Jordan Rift Valley” 76.
8 K. Prag, “Tell Iktanu...Tell al-Hammam” 57-65.

8 A feature identified (mistakenly) by Glueck anated by Prag. See K. Prag, “Tell Iktanu...Tell al-Haami 60.

9 «Tall el-Hammam” means “hill of the hot baths.” Rrag notes this “bath complex” feature from theords of earlier

archaeologists, but did not observe it firsthanti980 because the area was allegedly oversprebdamiimines! Members of
our October 2002 team were all over the area istiprg including the area of vegetation aroundsitiéngs. Evidently, since
1990 the area had either been swept of mines bjatttkanian military or by the many local herdstafep and goats! At any

rate, there were no warning signs or fences arthmarea—and, thankfully, no unexpected explosions!

%1 Also noted by Prag. See K. Prag, “Tell Iktanu... B&lHammam” 58.
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ever be given the opportunity to articulate her long-buried secrets? Abke letddish-brown
dirt slip through my fingers, | spoke aloud as if to Tall el-Hammam herdé#fybe someday
you'll tell us what you know.” Near the bottom of her eastern slope, as | approaehmasih
made a quick turn toward the tall (no pillar of salt this time!) and promisedb&’Back.”

APPLYING THE CRITERIAL SCREEN TO CANDIDATE SITES ON THE EAERN
JORDAN DISK (KIKKAR), PARTICULARLY TALL EL-HAMMAM

So, at this point in time, how does Tall el-Hammam stand up to the criteriah e¢reiblical
parameters for Sodom? In fact, remarkably well:

8. Q: Are the ruins of Tall el-Hammam and its related sites located north of dte$xa
within the flat, circular area identified as the biblical Kikkar?Yes.

9. Q: Are the ruins of Tall el-Hammam and its related sites located on thenelaaleof the
Kikkar, between the Jordan River and the foothills of the Transjordan highlan¥€3.

10.Q: Is Tall Kefrein (even Tall Rama) (Gomorrah?) in close proximity td dlaHammam
(Sodom?)A: Yes (they are about one to three kilometers distance, respectively).

11.Q: Does any stratum from the excavation of Tall el-Hammam or its relaésdreveal
that the cities were occupied and operational during NB?es.

12.Q: Does any stratum from the excavation of Tall el-Hammam or its rela¢ésdrstlude
the remains of a typical MB fortified city®: Yes.

13.Q: Did the excavations at Tall el-Hammam or any of its related sitesthrezadence of
their destruction during MB | or IIA: Yes (Tall Nimrim); likely (Tall el-Hammam and
related sites, which all seem to have the LB gap).

14.Q: Does the excavation data from Tall el-Hammam or its related sites geiang
occupational hiatus from the time of a MB destruction until any significantupation?
A: Yes.

Although excavation needs to bring final confirmation of these points of correspondence t
the table, the present state of our knowledge is such that the hypothesis idenéflyeglg T
Hammam as biblical Sodom is highly reasonable.

WHERE DO WE GO FROM HERE?

At present, | see no other viable candidates for Sodom and Gomorrah, Admah and Zeboiim. The
large sites of Tall Nimrin (with nearby Tall Mustah and Tall Bleibal) @all el-Hammam (with
nearby Tall Kefrein and Tall Rama) are in the right place (on the eastdwarK with the right
geographical proximity (to qualify as doublets), with the right chronologicalgimation (MB

I/ll occupation), with the right architectural requirementat least one, and probably both, of

the large cities were fortified during MB), with the right kind of terminedre (an abrupt end

92" The MB Il occupation of Tall Nimrin (based on exation) and Tall el-Hammam (at this point basedterding) presents
some interesting problems and possibilities.

% Again, this is somewhat of an extrapolation fréall Nimrin, but the biblical text only requires &am to be fortified, not
necessarily Admah. However, it is reasonable taraeshat both large Kikkar cities would have bemtiffed.
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during MB), with the right ensuing results of a major calamity (a 500+ year ocmmglagap).
Minimally, these address every point in the criterial screen to a signitiegnee.

Of course, at this stage | must admit to some speculation and extrapolation eBedgume
of the candidate sites for the Cities of the Plain has been significantiyageda—Tall Nimrin—
| am using its occupational history as an analog for the other sites, but mmiitvgjood reason,
as | have explained above. It is our goal, at the least, to excavate Hlathettam, and to
encourage the excavation of the smaller associated sites, if possible. Gubhlan excavation
process can we determine, with a higher level of confidence, whether fraihNind Tall el-
Hammam qualify as Sodom and Admah (or vice versa).

At this point in our investigation, | do think that the field of potential sites for Sodom and
Admah has been successfully narrowed to two (three if we keep Tall el-Azeinfehrimhing).
And certainly, the excavation results reported from Tall Nimrin have beemefyréaelpful in
gauging the potentialities of the other sites. However, our excavation of teyenBsonze Age
site of Tall el-Hammam is “the one to watch.” There is much work to be done. | loc&rtbtav
the future of this project with great anticipation.

[NOTE TO THE READER: With the posting of this 2002 article on the BRB website in
2007, it should be noted that two successful seasons of excavation (in 2006 and 2007)
have now been carried out at Tall el-Hammam under Dr. Collins’ direction. The
occupational profile revealed thus far is EB/MB/gap/IA, reinforcing predictions about the
site from preliminary sherding efforts. Tall el-Hammam continues to mirror the biblical
criteria for Sodom.]
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