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General Introduction 

 
 The renewed excavations of Tel Gezer were conducted from June 4, 2006 to July 6, 2006.  The team was 

under the direction of Co-Directors Dr. Samuel Wolff of the Israel Antiquities Authority and Dr. Steven M. Ortiz of 

New Orleans Baptist Theological Seminary.  An area west of the ñSolomonic Gateò along the casemate (Field A) 

was excavated under the direct supervision of Dr. Gary Arbino (Marian Eakins Archaeological Museum) as Field 

Archaeologist. 

 

 In addition to excavation, the Tel Gezer Excavation team participated with the National Parks Authority in 

several Conservation efforts.  The team cleaned both the ñSolomonicò and Middle Bronze Gate complexes from 

vegetal overgrowth and assisted with trail construction and restoration.  Appreciation was expressed by the National 

Parks Authority.  As a part of the overall conservation of the site, sandbags were positioned to shore up the south 

face of walls (to their founding levels) excavated in the 2006 season.  These sandbags were placed in Squares A9, 

B9. C9, D9, and E9.  A fence was constructed around Squares Y8 and Z8.  

 

 Several ñtrenchesò from previous excavations in the ñSolomonicò Gate area were filled in to a depth which 

allowed for more safe access to the site.  These are marked on the plan of the excavation area and levels were taken 

for future information (Guardroom 9: 211.16; Guardroom 8: 212.68; Casemate 12:  212.16).    Modern items were 

placed at the bottom of these trenches to assist future excavators. 

 

 Previous excavations left their marks on this area of the Tel.  The current excavators located and marked on 

the plans the trenches left by the HUC excavations of 1984 and 1990 which are still visible.  The two closest to the 

current excavation square E8 have been backfilled.  In addition, a recent bulldozer cut along the south extant of the 

current excavation grid was also plotted. 

 

 

 

Figure 1:  Arial Photo (PICT0040) showing previous HUC excavation trenching north of current excavation 

squares. 



In the initial week of excavation a total of eleven squares of 5x5 meters were opened.  These were, from 

east to west:  E8 and E9, supervised by Dr. Robin Knauth,  D8 and D9, supervised by Dr. Eric Mitchell, C8 and C9, 

supervised by Dr. Steven Andrews, B8 and B9, supervised by Madeline Pruitt, A8, supervised by Stephen Rives, 

and Z8 and Y8, supervised by Daniel Warner.  Throughout the season three addition squares were opened (Y9, Z9, 

A9); bringing the total to 14. 

 

 

Figure 2:  Plan of Gezer 2006 excavation squares and architectural features. 

 

 

Owing to the unique situation of the research goals, the topography of the field and the lack of precise 

information regarding previous excavations and their dumps, much of the first part of the season was spent in 

cleanup.  The methodology employed by the Gezer excavation, was modified from the Rehov and Madaba Plains 

methods that called for supervisors to work in squares with an awareness and intentional connection to the material 

around them.  Thus, loci were at times shared by more than one supervisor (with a single number) and architectural 

units were usually dug by only one supervisor even when the unit extended into another square. 

 

A total of 13 phases were uncovered.  These are discussed in order below. 

 

 

PHASE 1:  TOPSOIL 
 

Loci:  11001; 11002; 11003; 11004; 11005; 11006; 11007;  11008;  11010; 11012 = 11013;  

11014; 11019;  11048; 11051; 11053;  11058; 11059; 11064; 11093; 11110 

 

All squares cleared the uppermost topsoil and weed debris (L 11001:  Cleanup) and articulated around the stones of 

the wall which were already visible.  After this initial cleaning, supervisors changed loci to ñfillò and continued to 

articulate around the walls which were visible.  This proved somewhat difficult because the north-south slope caused 

by the difference between the two sides of the casemate wall system.  The pottery, as expected, was largely mixed.  

These ñtopsoilò and ñcleanupò fills graded into the material of Phase 2 and were often indistinguishable from the 

earlier material. 

 

 

PHASE 2:  MODERN 
 

General, mixed loci: 

11015;  11021; 11022; 11023; 11024; 11025; 11031; 11032; 11033; 11034; 11035; 11036; 

11037; 11038=11061; 11039; 11040; 11041; 11042; 11043; 11060; 11062; 11071= 11092; 

11107; 11121; 11126; 11141;  11145; 11151; 11153; 11154; W?11162 (possibly phase 3) 

 



Loci  clearly related to MacAlister: 11072; 11075 

Loci comprising the modern backfill into the casemate rooms:  11009; 11016; 11028; 11122 

Loci clearly related to HUC: 11049; 11050; 11052; 11054; 11065; 11068; 11074; 11104; 11105 

 

 

 

During the 20
th
 Century four major excavations of Tel Gezer were undertaken:  MacAlister (1902-1909); HUC 

(1964-1974);  and Dever (1984, 1990).  The evidence for these was clearly uncovered by the 2006 excavation.   

Almost 70% of non-architectural loci opened in 2006 were attributed to earlier excavations. 

 

In squares Y9, Z9,  and A9 several loci contained obvious material culture from both the MacAlister and 

HUC/Dever excavations including a square nail, plastic, finish nails, tin can pieces and a modern belt in the balk of 

Y9, 2+ meters below the present surface.  The west sections of Y9 and Z9 and the east section of Y9 clearly show 

that the 1964-74 excavations used this area as their dump.  Area VII was to the Northwest of the current excavation 

grid.  The pottery was consistently a mix of Iron Age, Persian, and Hellenistic wares.  The dump strata grow thicker 

to the west indicating what was visible to those excavators:  Hellenistic wall W11055 (Y8) was apparently just 

below the surface, as the excavators seemed to have run their wheelbarrows just over the top of it to dump into the 

slope below.  This slope was formed by the rock tumble (11107, 11131, 11134, W?11162) and walls (11140, 11161, 

11164) to the South of W11055 (and W11083).  The material excavated within and below the rock tumble in 

Squares Y9 and Z9 was without modern materials and was not mixed.  Further east in Square A9, the rock tumble 

appears to have been part of a backfill operation between walls W11164 and W11166, since modern materials (blue 

nylon, tin can pieces) were found below the rocks and the pottery calls were mixed.  This indicates that this area was 

exposed to the HUC excavation.  If this is true, then the question remains regarding to what extent the main 

east/west wall (W11083) was exposed to this excavation, since the HUC crew would have had to move over it to 

dump on the south side.  A careful examination of the MacAlister plan (Vol III Plan VI) shows that indeed, 

MacAlister exposed the south face of the east/west wall system (W11081, W11083, W11087) west as far as wall 

W11161.   His plan indicates every wall uncovered by the 2006 excavation.  There is no evidence from his plan that 

went further west than wall W11161.  In fact, he does not show ñstone surface/platformò 11163 on his plan.   Thus, 

the 2006 excavationsô findings of mixed pottery readings for this area are entirely consistent with MacAlisterôs 

plans.  

Squares D9 and E9 show probable evidence of MacAlisterôs trenching along the south face of the main 

casemate wall below the founding level of W 11087 (11145; East Sec of D9 and East Sec of E9).  However this area 

was too disturbed by later vegetal, insect and rodent activity to provide conclusive discussion (note the ñbackwardò 

trench line in the East Sec of D9, Fig. 3).   

 

 

Figure 3:  Square D9 looking at east balk, showing ñreverseò foundation trench, actually evidence of 

trenching by earlier excavations (photo 0706_1822). 

 



 

Figure 4:  Square E9 showing foundation trench which corresponds to the ñreverseò trench in D9 (Fig. 3) 

 

 

What does seem to be certain is that following the trenching, a section of the wall gave way and slumped 

into the open trench creating the appearance of a ñtowerò or ñbuttressò (11015).  As there was no LB pottery in the 

collapse while the surrounding loci (11017, 11018) were Iron I/LB calls, and given the disheveled nature of the 

proposed tower and that the trench was later found, the above conclusion (slumping) seems most probable. 

 

Along the north side of the main east/west wall system (W11083, W11081, W11087, W11082) it was obvious that 

earlier excavators were active.  Each of the rooms (A-E) along the north side had been unearthed by the earlier 

excavations.  Again, when examining MacAlisterôs plan (Figure 5), it can be seen that he uncovered all of the walls 

re-exacvated by Gezer 2006 with the curious exception of W11101 and W11056.   W11101 is at an extant elevation 

that would have permitted MacAlister easy access, and the room formed by it and W11083 and W11000 (Room E) 

was backfilled (according to Gezer 2006 pottery calls and stratigraphy), but of all the rooms along the north side, 

this room alone was shown to have been excavated to a very shallow level.   W11056 clearly was excavated 

previously (North and West Secs Y8) and does not appear to have been exposed during the HUC excavations (see 

discussion above).    

 

  

Figure 5:  MacAlisterôs plan compared to Gezer 2006 

 


