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Abstract

With the conquest of Jerusalem in 1099 and the subsequent establishment
of four Frankish states in the Middle East, individuals of European descent
came to control and administer areas of the Levant. Frankish regional au-
thority persisted until 1291, when their diminished coastal territories fell to
the Mamluks. Yet, despite a Frankish assumption of power in the Eastern
Mediterranean, what e↵ect this had on communities in the countryside is
still unknown. The purpose of this thesis is to resolve some of this uncer-
tainty, by examining the Frankish impact on rural settlements in the Latin
Kingdom of Jerusalem.

Frankish impact on communities was investigated through an exploration of
the medieval landscape and seigneurial obligations, two attributes that af-
fected all rural sites in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem, regardless of other
settlement characteristics. Investigating physical qualities of the countryside
through palaeoenvironmental information, medieval views of landscape, and
the connection between natural attributes and settlement sites, suggested
that despite a favourable climate, Frankish impact on rural communities
was limited and regional. Likewise, exploration of seigneurial obligations im-
posed on settlements similarly implied that Frankish impact was localised to
specific areas; however it also suggested that the Franks maintained a sound
understanding of indigenous agricultural customs outside of areas they sig-
nificantly a↵ected. It showed Frankish disinterest in intervening with local
traditions when established conventions benefited landlords.

This thesis contributes to the field of Crusader Studies by nuancing the
current view of the e↵ect the Franks had on communities in the country-
side. Frankish impact in rural environments is presented as localised and
restricted, but consciously imposed in the settlements that were a↵ected.
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Introduction

Following the conquests of the First Crusade, a minority of those who had

participated in the conflicts chose to remain in the Levant, their numbers

eventually bolstered by immigration from Europe. While the cities on the

Mediterranean coast flourished under Frankish administration, the degree

of involvement by the Franks in the countryside continues to be a point of

debate.

Within the past two decades, the question of Frankish settlement in rural

areas has been revived. Due in large part to the growing number of excava-

tions revealing twelfth- and thirteenth-century habitation in the countryside,

it has become increasingly plausible that the Franks were involved in rural

locations of the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem to a much greater extent than

predicted in earlier literature.

Much of the current scholarship regarding settlements within the bound-

aries of the Frankish states focuses on the identities of inhabitants in the

countryside. Important questions have been asked about whether rural in-

habitants could be of European descent, whether native populations lived

in the same regions as Latin settlers, and what type of religious views ru-

ral communities professed. While evaluating these questions is essential,

there are also fundamental problems about rural settlements that have been

overlooked because of the scholarly emphasis on a community’s ethnic and

religious identity.

It is the goal of this thesis to address one of these unanswered questions,

namely: what impact did the Franks have on settlements in the countryside

of the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem? There are still ethnic and religious di-

mensions to this enquiry. In this instance however, Frankish influence on set-
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tlements is viewed across the region as a whole, highlighting the importance

of both indigenous communities and Frankish burgesses in the countryside.

With the concept of Frankish impact forming the core of this study, the

following chapters will seek to investigate how life in rural communities was

a↵ected in the wake of the First Crusade to the collapse of the Latin King-

dom of Jerusalem in the thirteenth century. Chapter One begins with a

survey of previous research on rural sites, but subsequent chapters focus on

two topics that shaped rural life during the Middle Ages: landscape and

regulatory obligations. The exploration of the natural environment and ad-

ministrative commitments, in the form of taxation or communal obligations,

was chosen to counter the focus that recent scholarship has placed on the

religious denomination of rural inhabitants. Both Frankish and indigenous

settlements were shaped by the physical attributes of a site, characteristics

which a↵ected the viability of subsistence crops produced by a community, as

well as by the administrative regulations governing practices such as revenue

generation for a landowner. The approach for addressing these topics and

the chapter outline will follow the introductory historiography of Chapter

One; however, before moving forward there are a number of technical notes

that need to be clarified.

First, the scope of this dissertation is constrained in both time and space.

Although comparative examples may be drawn from di↵erent periods or

locations, the majority of evidence dates from the twelfth and thirteenth

centuries and concerns the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem. When examples are

taken from twelfth- and thirteenth-century material, they will be referred to

as from the ‘Frankish-period’, a purposely broad term used to denote the

time Franks controlled areas of the Levant. If more precise dating is required,

the physical date without its Common Era designation will be used in the

format: year, month, day. If a dynastic label is necessary to specify a period

of time, this will be considered as the broadest date range a group exercised

sovereign power. For example, the Ayyubid period will be defined as the

date S. alāh. al-Dı̄n came to govern Egypt in name (1171) until the fall of

Aleppo and Damascus under al-Nās.r Yūsuf (1260). This is in contrast to

other potential starting years for the Ayyubid dynasty that are commonly
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used, such as the date when S. alāh. al-Dı̄n first came to control Syria (1174)

or the year he came to power as vizier in Egypt (1169).

The geographical area of the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem is also defined

in a broad manner. For this dissertation, the boundaries of the kingdom

are considered at their widest twelfth-century extent, stretching well into

modern Jordan, Israel, the Palestinian Territories, Lebanon, and a small

portion of south-western Syria. Although the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem

was substantially smaller in the thirteenth century, there are still significant

portions of evidence concerning the twelfth-century kingdom found in terri-

tory that came to be governed by Muslim dynasties during the thirteenth

century. Therefore, thirteenth-century evidence found within the boundaries

of the twelfth-century state will be taken into consideration, if the context

of the evidence reflects the conditions of life during Frankish occupation of

the area.

Second, like the geographic limits of the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem, the

definition of a ‘rural’ settlement will also be considered in a comprehensive

fashion. There appears to be a clear consensus amongst Frankish authors

about locations that were considered a civitas or urbs during the twelfth and

thirteenth centuries, but considerably less is known about how these sites

were distinguished from the largest rural communities.1 Use of the term

casale for some rural settlements in surviving documentation is helpful, but

its use is not consistent in literary evidence. The word casale is also not

applicable to all sites in a rural environment. Other terminology, such as

term villa, used for twelfth-century Frankish settlements north of Jerusalem,

may similarly describe a non-urban location. Here, the classification of a

‘rural site’ encompasses both of these types of settlements.

Ambiguity about the composition of a rural settlement necessitates a

definition based on what a location is not, rather than what it is. Sites

considered ‘rural’ in this thesis cannot be:

1Kedar, ‘Civitas and Castellum,’ p. 207; Pringle, Secular Buildings in the Crusader

Kingdom of Jerusalem, p. 3. Hereafter: Secular Buildings.
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1. consistently referenced as an urban community in medieval literature

for the length of the Frankish period

2. an isolated military garrison

Yet, if a location changes status over time, for example, from a casale to

a military castrum, it will still be considered as a rural site when in the

appropriate context. There is still much work to be done regarding the

breakdown of di↵erent settlement ‘types’ within the larger classification of

‘rural site’; however, this is a topic outside of the scope of this thesis, requir-

ing an extensive expansion of archaeological evidence from Frankish-period

communities.

Finally, there are a number of commonly-used terms and conventions

followed within this thesis that should be clarified before moving forward.

Certain words have been selected to describe broad groups and specific prac-

tices have been used to reference primary versus secondary source material.

These standards were employed for consistency and clarity within the thesis,

although they may slightly di↵er from usual scholarly practices.

There are a number of blanket terms used to describe diverse groups

of peoples throughout this thesis. The term Frank, used to designate any

resident in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem of European ancestry, obscures

the diverse and competing heritages within the group. Likewise, the term

Muslim or Islamic, often used in conjunction with a word like state or au-

thorities, has been used as an overarching descriptor of a diverse set of in-

dividuals, sects, and dynasties, and is unrepresentative of the complexity of

both the religion and views of the people who subscribed to the beliefs. A

similar shortcoming can be ascribed to the term Eastern Christian, a word

occasionally employed to describe Greek, Armenian, and Syrian Christian

populations resident in the Frankish states. Yet, these broad terms are still

useful to describe general populations, especially when specific, identifying

characteristics are rare in the source material concerning rural communi-

ties. Therefore these terms have been used throughout this thesis, with full

knowledge of their concealed but inherent complexity.
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Similarly concerning wording, a decision was made to render transliter-

ated names as close to their pronunciation as possible. Therefore, Arabic

or Persian personal names are expressed with diacritical marks, for example

S. alāh. al-Dı̄n rather than Salah al-Din or the English convention: Saladin.

Likewise, modern placenames in the Levant are most often expressed in the

transliteration of the Arabic form, as it is usually a variation of this name

that was transposed into Latin documentation during the twelfth and thir-

teenth centuries. A few exceptions have been made for well-known locations

such as Acre and Jerusalem, which are expressed as seen here.

Regarding referencing conventions, a few deviations from standard schol-

arly practices have been used in this thesis. These alterations were made in

the interest of clarity and to ensure full disclosure of the source material.

As a full bibliography follows this thesis, footnotes use a short title for-

mat. This includes the first occasion where a reference is cited, deviating

from standard Modern Humanities Research Association (MHRA) practice.

Additionally, if a footnote reference derives from a primary source, the

first citation of the text follows the usual format; however, a short comment

will follow the citation, noting an altered format for subsequent references

of the same source. This usually consists of an author’s name distinguished

in small capital letters, as well as the title of the work being eliminated,

if only one composition is used from a particular author. If the primary

source contains internal divisions, the format of the reference will appear:

author, book : chapter, paragraph, verse, page number (William of

Tyre, viii:4, pp. 388–389). Primary source line number have not been

included and translations of primary texts follow the usual short title format.

A similar convention is used for the citation of books with collections of

edited charters; however, each individual document is distinguished by the

relevant charter number, and are cited in the format: charter number

collection editor, volume, page number (no. 410 Mayer, ii, pp.

702–703). Although not a conventional arrangement, this citation format

was found to be the clearest way to catalogue long lists of charters, found

in Appendix Three. The system was adopted for footnotes to maintain a

standard format throughout the thesis.
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An exception to the rule of only using small capitals to identify primary

source materials or scholarly texts used chiefly for charters, was made for

Denys Pringle’s five archaeological gazetteers of structures from the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem. Again to maintain consistency between the appen-

dices and footnotes, these five volumes are referenced either as churches

i–iv or secular buildings.

In comparison with the major work that has been undertaken on urban envi-

ronments and military installations, the exploration of rural communities in

the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem is still in its infancy. Investigating the im-

pact of the Franks on the countryside is a small step towards reintegrating

the rural population into larger conversations about daily life in the Lev-

ant during the Middle Ages and recognising the importance of non-urban

communities to medieval society as a whole.
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Part I

Settlement in the Latin Kingdom

of Jerusalem
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Chapter 1

The State of Knowledge about

Rural Communities

This section will review developments in the study of Frankish-period rural
settlement and will summarise what is currently known about agriculture
and communities in the countryside of the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem.
Beginning with the first enquires into locating the positions of medieval
communities, this chapter will briefly follow the development of scholarship
through to our current understanding of Frankish-period archaeology, and
the impact this field has had on the study of rural settlement. The second
half of this chapter will summarise what is currently known about rural com-
munities from documentary sources, and will conclude with a short survey
of relevant archaeological sites that will be discussed in greater detail in a
subsequent chapter.

1.1 Place names and topography

The study of rural settlement in the Levant can be traced back to nineteenth
roots, with the first intersections between historical inquiry and topographi-
cal study. The impetus to identify named medieval locations in the landscape
found its first full expression in the work of E.G. Rey, whose travels to the
Middle East informed his identification of twelfth- and thirteenth-century
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sites from across the four Latin states.1 Published in his book, Les colonies
Franques de Syrie aux xii

me et xiii

me siècles, Rey’s identification of hundreds
of Frankish casale (village) sites is still often valid today.

Rey’s scholarship was supplemented by later nineteenth-century work on
the Frankish states, spurred in large part by the publication of the Palestine
Exploration Fund’s Survey of Western Palestine. The three-volume publica-
tion of fieldwork notes, accompanied by several natural history volumes and
twenty-six map sheets on a scale of 1:63,360 (one-inch to the mile), detailed
the physical and cultural landscape of biblical Palestine.

Frankish renderings of place names are often very close to nineteenth-
century names that were in use in the Ottoman Levant. Often, this has
made it possible to decipher the phonetic Latin or old French casale name,
and find a corresponding town on the Palestine Exploration Fund survey
maps. In large part this task was undertaken by R. Röhricht, whose exten-
sive familiarity with the surviving Frankish cartularies made him an ideal
candidate to take on the task of identifying unknown sites, mostly refer-
enced in charter material. Röhricht’s publication of casale locations in the
1887 edition of the Zeitschrift des Deutschen Palaestina-Vereins for exam-
ple, added considerable material to the corpus of known Frankish-period
sites.2 This material was also supplemented by C.R. Conder, surveyor and
co-author of the Survey of Western Palestine. Conder, unaware of Röhricht’s
article two years earlier, also published a short supplementary study of pre-
viously unidentified casalia and corrections to Rey’s Les colonies Franques
de Syrie.3 His investigation independently confirmed many attributions pre-
viously made by Röhricht, a fact Conder acknowledged in a latter issue of
the Palestine Exploration Fund Quarterly Statement.4

The study of Frankish place names found its fullest expression in the
mid-twentieth-century scholarship of G. Beyer, whose publications system-

1 Rey, Colonies Franques de Syrie. Hereafter: Colonies

2 Röhricht, ‘Studien zur mittelalterlichen Geographie und Topographie Syriens,’ pp. 195–
345.

3 Conder, ‘Norman Palestine,’ pp. 195–201 (1889); Conder, ‘Norman Fiefs in Palestine,’
pp. 201–202.

4 Conder, ‘Norman Palestine,’ pp. 29–30 (1890).
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atically assessed the locations of casalia within individual fiefs of the Latin
Kingdom of Jerusalem.5 Building on the work of his predecessors, Beyer’s
contributions refined current understanding about the limits and boundaries
of Frankish administrative districts. Also concerned with areas of seigneurial
tenure, although more often to develop arguments about power and politics
in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem, both H.E. Mayer’s and S. Tibble’s in-
vestigations into the political boundaries and ownership of Frankish fiefs
significantly built on many of Beyer’s local studies, albeit many decades
later.6 Mayer’s most recent magisterial contribution to scholarship, the four
volume Die Urkunden der Lateinischen Könige von Jerusalem, which con-
tains a corpus of edited royal charters dating from the inception of the Latin
states until their fall in 1291, is also in part an updated geographical guide to
Frankish sites.7 For each entry with named locations within a charter’s text,
Mayer devotes a sentence or two to positioning the site within the physical
landscape, noting if the position is ambiguous or fixed in scholarship, as well
as contributing his own opinions on the legitimacy of the identification.

Originally published near the same time as Beyer’s place name investiga-
tions, F.-M. Abel’s two-volume study on the geography of Palestine, was an
important contribution to the study of the Frankish countryside.8 Although
by no means exclusively concerned with the Middle Ages, Abel’s work on ge-
ographical place names, regarding both settlements and landscape features,
is critical to our current understanding of how historical locations correlate
with the modern landscape. Essential contributions were also made by R.
Dussaud, whose work on the historical topography of Syria often remains

5 Beyer, ‘Kreuzfahrergebiete Südwestpalästinas (Fortsetzung und Schluß),’ pp. 249–280;
Beyer, ‘Kreuzfahrergebiete Südwestpalästinas,’ pp. 148–192; Beyer, ‘Kreuzfahrergebi-
ete Akko und Galilaea,’ pp. 183–260; Beyer, ‘Kreuzfahrergebiete von Jerusalem und
S. Abraham (Hebron),’ pp. 165–211; Beyer, ‘Neapolis (nāblus) und sein Gebiet in der
Kreuzfahrerzeit,’ pp. 155–209; Beyer, ‘Kreuzfahrerherrschaft Caesarea in Palästina,’
pp. 1–91.

6 Mayer, Kreuzfahrerherrschaft Montréal (S̆ōbak); Mayer, ‘Herrschaftsbildung in He-
bron,’ pp. 64–81; Mayer, ‘Seigneurie de Joscelin und der Deutsche Orden,’ pp. 171–216;
Mayer, ‘Kreuzfahrerherrschaft ,Arrābe,’ pp. 198–212. Tibble, Monarchy and Lordships
in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem.

7 Mayer, Urkunden der Lateinischen Könige von Jerusalem. Hereafter: Mayer.
8 Abel, Géographie de la Palestine.
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the definitive resource for smaller communities in modern Lebanon, Syria,
and south-eastern Turkey.9

The culmination of late nineteenth- and early twentieth-century topo-
graphical inquiry into Frankish-period settlement was a series of maps, the
first of which was published by C.N. Johns for the Survey of Palestine in
1937.10 This map noted the sites of all identified or tentatively identified
settlements, fortifications, and cities in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem.
This map was subsequently updated by J. Prawer and M. Benvenisti in a
contribution to the Atlas of Israel.11

However, the above maps were not without their problems. At the time,
most Frankish-period settlement sites had been identified from documentary
sources alone. Although some archaeological investigations into Frankish-
period remains had been undertaken, excavations at medieval sites were
still relatively uncommon and did not contribute much to the overall view
of settlement. As much of the knowledge about medieval settlement came
from charters concerning ecclesiastical landowners, the maps were less useful
in regions of secular control, where landed property may have never been
passed on to a monastic or military order. Similarly, there are also gaps in
ecclesiastical records, with the loss of almost the entire collection of Templar
registers being perhaps the most extreme example.12 As a result, the maps
are a patchwork of sites, highly concentrated in specific areas and probably
unrepresentative of settlement density.13 This problem is compounded by
the fact that some settlements were only ever tentatively identified in the
landscape, but are not represented differently from sites whose attribution
is certain.14 To account for these issues, it is past time that the settlement
map of the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem was updated, not only to correct
9 Dussaud, Topographie historique de la Syrie antique et medieval.
10 Johns, Palestine of the Crusaders, 1:350,000.
11 Prawer and Benvenisti, Palestine Under the Crusaders, sheet ix.
12 What charter evidence remains indicating Templar involvement in the Levant has been

recently summarized through through various reconstructions by: Claverie, L‘Ordre du
Temple en Terre Sainte et á Chypre. Templar property can sometimes be reconstructed
through alternative documentation as was done by: Khamisy, ‘Templar Estates in the
Territory of Acre,’ pp. 245–263.

13 Pringle, ‘Crusader Settlement,’ p. 6.
14 Pringle, ‘Crusader Settlement,’ p. 7.
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past irregularities, but also to incorporated new information that has come
to light since the 1970s.

1.2 Early Frankish-period archaeology

The second foundation for our modern understanding of Frankish rural set-
tlement derives from the study of medieval archaeological remains. Another
field with origins in the nineteenth century, the archaeological study of Frank-
ish structures in the countryside often consisted of architectural descriptions,
usually concerned with monumental remains or ecclesiastical buildings. Most
early studies, often well illustrated and evocative in their explanations of the
surviving architecture, did not focus on Frankish-period remains, with the
work of E.G. Rey on castles and C. Enlart’s study of Gothic ecclesiastical
structures in Cyprus proving the exception to the rule.15 Instead, most pub-
lications were multi-period surveys, often just as valuable for their narratives
describing the nineteenth-century situation of rural communities and the af-
terlife of medieval structures, as for their depictions of buildings from the
Middle Ages. In the region of the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem, the three-
volume fieldwork notes from the Survey of Western Palestine are especially
valuable in this regard, as are C.R. Conder’s later notes on Transjordan, G.
Schumacher’s descriptions of the Hawrān and Golan, and V. Guérin’s more
general notes on Palestine.16 More focused works exclusively on structural
remains include C. Clermont-Ganneau’s two-volume Études d’archaéologie
Orientale, the eight-volume Recueil d’archéologie Orientale, the shorter Ar-
chaeological Researches in Palestine, and Count M. de Vogüe’s study on
Byzantine and medieval ecclesiastical structures.17

15 Rey, Étude sur les monuments de l’architecture militaire des Croisés; Enlart, L’art
gothique et la renaissance en Chypre; Enlart, Gothic Art and the Renaissance in
Cyprus, trans. by Hunt.

16 Conder and Kitchener, Survey of Western Palestine, vol. 1 – Galilee, vol. 2 –
Samaria, vol. 3 – Judaea; Conder, Survey of Eastern Palestine; Schumacher, Jaulân;
Schumacher, Across the Jordan; Guérin, Description géographique, historique et
archéologique de la Palestine; Guérin, La Terre Sainte.

17 Clermont-Ganneau, Études d’archaéologie Orientale; Clermont-Ganneau, Recueil
d’archaéologie Orientale; Clermont-Ganneau, Archaeological Researches in Palestine;
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The first half of the twentieth century saw the publication of scholarship
with a greater focus on Levantine remains exclusively from the Frankish pe-
riod. C. Enlart’s two-volume study on secular and ecclesiastical structures
of the Middle Ages, is particularly notable for its investigation of buildings
across the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem, including in rural locations.18 P.
Deschamps’ extensive archaeological examination of various Frankish fortifi-
cations also included rural sites, where a building’s administrative role may
have been as important as its defensive capabilities.19 However, the greatest
contribution to the study of Frankish rural settlement came with the exca-
vation of the site of al-Qubaiba during the Second World War.20 This site,
containing the remains of a Frankish-period community aligned along a road
towards Jerusalem, preserved evidence of a European-style settlement of a
type not previously known in the Levant.

1.3 Mid-twentieth-century scholarship on ru-

ral settlement

One of the first texts to make extensive use of the archaeological record as it
appeared in the mid-twentieth century, was M. Benevenisti. In the same year
his co-authored map appeared in the Atlas of Israel, Benevenisti published
his general volume, The Crusaders in the Holy Land, a richly illustrated
book, incorporating extensive photographs and architectural plans. While
intended for a general, non-academic audience, Benevenisti’s work is of spe-
cial value for the photographs by R. Cleave, as several of the locations that
are pictured are now difficult to access or have been developed or destroyed.
Although earlier studies took an interest in rural locations, Benevenisti high-
lighted specifically Frankish investment in the countryside. His text devoted
a full section to descriptions of Frankish isolated dwellings and farmhouses

de Vogüe, Églises de la Terre Sainte.
18 Enlart, Les Monuments des Croisés dans le Royaume de Jérusalem.
19 Deschamps, Châteaux des Croisés, ii.
20 Bagatti, Emmaus-Qubeibeh.
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about a decade before these structures came to play an important role in our
current understanding of the countryside during the Middle Ages.21 While
Benevenisti still essentially held the views of his teacher, J. Prawer, con-
cerning the locations of specifically Frankish settlement, his descriptions of
structures in the countryside and his interest in evidence for rural indus-
try, are an important departure from earlier architectural and archaeological
scholarship, mostly concerned with militaristic or ecclesiastical aspects of
daily life.

Until the last decade of the twentieth century, it was Benevenisti’s teacher,
J. Prawer, who had produced the most comprehensive investigation into
the history of rural communities in the Levant. While his theory of Latin
colonisation and the apartheid-like segregation of Franks and indigenous in-
habitants into an urban-rural dichotomy has now been questioned, Prawer’s
extensive study of the available literature for the hinterland of Tyre has yet
to be equalled in other regions.22 From his investigation, Prawer uncovered
a vibrant rural landscape near the urban centre, and was able to come to
conclusions about agricultural practices as well as institutional regulations
that will be summarised elsewhere in the chapter. Prawer’s work on the
Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem was complemented in many aspects by parallel
investigations by C. Cahen in more northerly regions, and effectively sum-
marised and expanded by J. Richard in his contribution to the monumental,
six volume A History of the Crusades.23

21 Benvenisti, Crusaders, pp. 232–245.
22 Prawer, Crusader Institutions, pp. 143–199. An earlier, shorter investigation into some

of the same questions can be found in: Prawer, ‘Étude de quelques problèmes agraires
et sociaux,’ pp. 143–170.

23 Cahen, ‘Notes sur l’histoire des Croisades et de l’Orient latin,’ pp. 118–125, pp. 286–
310, and pp. 328–346; Richard, ‘Agricultural Conditions in the Crusader States,’ pp.
253–294.
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1.4 Exploration of rural settlement in the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem and the problem of

narrative sources

Early- and mid-twentieth-century scholarship on rural settlement in the
Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem was often at its best when it relied on textual
evidence from charters. Direct evidence about topics as diverse as taxation
and community obligations, to the occupations and religious denomination
of individuals in rural communities, is accessible in a basic format through
these often dry, formulaic documents. However, although charter material
is helpful to reconstruct the framework of rural settlement, these documents
can be less useful for understanding twelfth- and thirteenth-century daily
life. This leaves an important gap in knowledge unfilled, and authors often
turned to medieval narratives to counteract the insufficient material found
in charters sources.

However, the problem with medieval narratives is one of interpretation.
At a basic level this implies understanding fundamental problems about an
author and a text. The context in which the narrative was created, the pur-
poses of the account, and the prospective audience of the document, are only
some of the most essential questions that must be asked before using a source
to build an argument. This must be done with charter material too of course,
but often the purpose of these legal documents is clearer, if still complex.
The interpretation of charters can lead to fascinating conclusions; clarifying
property borders, reaffirming taxation and tithing rights, or resolving dis-
putes, all have implications for the social and political pressure of life in the
Frankish states. But, regularly it is their interpretation through narrative
material that gives the legal realities of charters life. The often complemen-
tary nature of charter material and narrative accounts perhaps gave medieval
narratives a false impression of implicit trustworthiness regarding Frankish
and indigenous rural settlement, as in too many cases of nineteenth- and
twentieth-century scholarship the context of narrative material has been dis-
regarded in a bid to advance one argument about Frankish-period life in
countryside over another.
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The biases inherent in nineteenth- and twentieth-century publications
about Frankish-period settlement have been recently criticised by R. El-
lenblum.24 His characterisation of nineteenth- and early twentieth-century
scholarship as a product of the colonial framework in which it was produced,
is apt. Pioneering scholarship on the Crusades envisioned a culturally hybrid
‘Franko-Syrian’ society, with a partially assimilated Frankish community,
who actively participated in rural life.25 Frankish inhabitants were seen to
adopt the ‘best’ parts of Eastern culture, often parts of the luxurious ‘orien-
tal’ lifestyle, while maintaining their superior military might and governing
institutions; all very much reminiscent of the attitudes of those perpetrating
the colonial experiments happening in the region at the same time.

Mid-twentieth-century scholarship by contrast, is in large part labelled
by Ellenblum as ‘isolationist.’ This framework, espousing instability and
isolation in the twelfth- and thirteenth-centuries, saw the Frankish states
as primarily urban entities, with Frankish inhabitants aloof and purposely
separated from affairs in the countryside. This was an attitude adapted by
scholars such as J. Prawer and R.C. Smail, who saw Frankish isolation as self-
imposed, a result of the perpetual volatility of the rural environment.26 In
Prawer’s view, this led to the creation of apartheid-like states where Franks
were confronted with openly hostile regions outside the immediate vicinity
of safe, urban walls.27

Though the framework and perhaps conclusions of the ‘colonial’ and ‘iso-
lationist’ arguments about Frankish-period rural settlement are a likely prod-
uct of their time and situation, at their core, they are also a reflection of the
inherent problem in prioritising one type of medieval narrative over another.
Although the reasons for emphasising a specific source can be embedded in
the cultural context of the scholarship as argued by Ellenblum, it is the selec-

24 Ellenblum, Frankish Rural Settlement, pp. 3–38; Ellenblum, Crusader Castles, pp. 1–
61.

25 For example: Colonies, pp. 240–252; Preston, Rural Conditions; Munro, Kingdom of
the Crusaders, pp. 105–109.

26 Prawer, ‘Colonization Activities,’ pp. 1063–1118, rpnt. in Prawer, Crusader Institu-
tions, pp. 102–142; For Prawer’s defense of Frankish colonialism: Kedar (ed.), ‘ First
European Colonial Society?’ pp. 360–366. Smail, Crusading Warfare, pp. 40–63.

27 Prawer, The Crusaders’ Kingdom, p. 103.
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tive choice of material and devaluing of the context of medieval accounts that
have led to utterly different views of Frankish-period rural settlement over
the years. Early historical scholarship on the Latin states often prioritised
information that stressed the integration of the Franks with indigenous com-
munities, searching out references that emphasised good relations between
the groups in any context, a practice later justifiably criticised by Smail.28

However, Smail and Prawer, the leading proponents of Ellenblum’s ‘isola-
tionist’ school, are just as culpable for emphasising selective source material.
For example, both scholars heavily relied on William of Tyre and Fulcher
of Chartres to inform their positions on the twelfth-century countryside, de-
spite neither medieval author maintaining much interest in rural locations or
non-elite individuals.29 As a consequence, martial material infused Prawer
and Smail’s discussions of the countryside that was only occasionally con-
sidered suitable for proto-colonial, Frankish colonisation.30 By prioritising
medieval narrative accounts almost wholly concerned with describing the
military engagements of the Frankish nobility, Prawer and Smail created the
impression of the Latin east as in a steady state of violence and unsuitable
for Frankish settlement in rural locations by elites and non-elites alike.

1.5 The archaeology of rural settlement

The archaeological study of Frankish-period remains has offered an alterna-
tive solution to counter the two extreme views of settlement perpetuated in
earlier scholarship, each partial to a specific worldview by prioritising partic-
ular literary material. Much like the study of charters, medieval archaeology
is at its best when it is interpreted through other sources, such as narrative
material. However, also like charters, Frankish-period archaeological remains

28 Smail, Crusading Warfare, pp. 40–63.
29 William of Tyre, Chronicon, ed. by Huygens. Hereafter: William of Tyre; Babcock

and Krey (trans.), William of Tyre; Fulcher of Chartres, Historia Hierosolymitana,
ed. by Hagenmeyer. Hereafter: Fulcher of Chartres; Ryan (trans.), Fulcher of
Chartres.

30 Prawer, ‘Colonization Activities,’ pp. 1087–1118; Prawer, Crusader Institutions, pp.
119–142.
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are an independent source of evidence on their own.
Modern views of rural settlement in the Levant have largely developed

through re-examining archaeological evidence surviving from the twelfth and
thirteenth centuries. Pioneering this effort in the 1980s and 1990s, studies
by both D. Pringle and R. Ellenblum examined evidence for rural settle-
ment during the Frankish period, primarily through surveys of structural re-
mains.31 The corpus of structures documented and critically assessed within
their publications re-evaluated the available archaeological material for the
period, situating smaller rural sites within a tradition that had often been
dominated by the study of monumental architecture. Both authors lim-
ited their publications on rural settlement to areas within the historic Latin
Kingdom of Jerusalem. The area of study concerning rural settlement has
only recently been expanded past this border, to include coastal areas of
Syria and northern Lebanon, regions that fell within the boundaries of the
Principality of Antioch and the County of Tripoli.32

As suggested above, the publication of Ellenblum’s review of surviving
evidence for Frankish rural settlement challenged earlier conclusions about
the extent of Latin involvement in the countryside of the Levant. One of
the fundamental results of his study suggested that rather than an almost
total absence of Frankish settlement in the countryside as proposed by mid-
twentieth-century scholarship, Frankish settlement was instead a present but
spatially restricted phenomenon. Ellenblum postulated that Frankish society
was limited to areas where eastern Christian communities dominated the

31 Pringle, Churches of the Crusader Kingdom of Jerusalem:, 4 vols. (parish churches
in vols. 1–2) Hereafter: Churches; Pringle, Secular Buildings in the Crusader King-
dom of Jerusalem. (selections) Hereafter: Secular Buildings; Pringle, ‘Archaeology
of the Crusader Kingdom of Jerusalem,’ pp. 396–400; Pringle, ‘Burj Bardawil,’ pp.
30–53, rprt. in Fortification and Settlement, vii; Pringle, ‘Aqua Bella,’ pp. 145–167;
Pringle, ‘Crusader Settlement,’ pp. 55–62 [in Hebrew]; English trans. in Fortification
and Settlement, iv, pp. 1–11; Pringle, Red Tower ; Pringle, ‘Magna Mahumeria (al-
Bira),’ pp. 147–168, rptd. in Fortification and Settlement, vi; Pringle, ‘Two Medieval
Villages,’ pp. 41–177, pls. xvi–xxi, rptd. in Fortification and Settlement, v. Ellen-
blum, Frankish Rural Settlement ; Ellenblum, ‘Colonization Activities in the Frankish
East,’ pp. 104–122; Ellenblum, Rubin, and Solar, ‘Khirbat al-Lawza,’ pp. 189–198;
Ellenblum, ‘Settlement and Society Formation,’ pp. 502–511.

32 Major, Medieval Rural Settlements; Major, ‘Remains of the 12th and 13th Century
Rural Settlement,’ pp. 249–266; Riis, ‘The Medieval Period,’ pp. 85–115.
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landscape. He supported this theory in part by examining the surviving
literary evidence which suggested that shared settlements, with individual
community members following either Latin or eastern rites, were not unusual
in the landscape.33 The close connection between eastern Christians and
Franks has been noted in other contexts related to rural settlement as well.
In his dissertation on property ownership by the Hospitallers in the Latin
East, P.L. Sidelko noted a strong relationship between Syrian Christians and
Franks, where indigenous Christians served as agents or tenants of the Order
on a scale not seen in transactions concerning Muslims.34

Although Ellenblum’s arguments concerning the co-habitation of village
sites by both eastern and western Christian communities are important, an
equally significant contribution to his theory of Frankish rural settlement
was made through his study of the remains of ‘isolated dwellings’.35 In
challenging the view of an integrated ‘Franko-Syrian’ society, ‘isolationists’
had stressed the prosperity of urban communities engaged in Mediterranean
trade, minimising the importance of rural income and landed property, usu-
ally considered a fundamental source of wealth in a pre-industrial societies.
Mid-century scholarship suggested that token interest in rural institutions
was preserved for the Franks by local agents, often imagined as indigenous
inhabitants. These individuals collected taxes and maintained justice in their
communities. They also preserved a system of land tenure in place before
the First Crusade, maintained in settlements through continuing institu-
tional roles such as the position of the village headman, the ra'̄ıs, or through
familiar taxation schemes, like the continuity of the Islamic jizya tax on
dhimmi communities, adapted to tax Muslims and Jews rather than Chris-
tian inhabitants.36 However, the farmhouses or other independent structures
discussed by Ellenblum had little rational place in the hostile landscape imag-
ined by Prawer and Smail. These isolated sites outside of protective urban
33 Ellenblum, Frankish Rural Settlement, pp. 119–144.
34 Sidelko, Acquisition of the Landed Estates, pp. 224–230 and p. 253.
35 Ellenblum, Frankish Rural Settlement, pp. 179–193.
36 Prawer, ‘Étude de quelques promblèmes agraires et sociaux,’ pp. 164–169; Cahen,

‘Notes sur l‘histoire des Croisades,’ pp. 286–310; Cahen ‘Aperçu sur les impôts,’ p.
241; Riley-Smith, ‘Survival in Latin Palestine of Muslim Administration,’ pp. 9–22;
Riley-Smith, ‘Some Lesser Officials in Latin Syria,’ pp. 9–15.
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fortifications signal both Frankish interest and financial investment in the
countryside.

More controversially, Ellenblum expanded his arguments about Latin
habitation in the countryside to contend that Frankish-period architectural
remains identified during his archaeological survey, reflected the boundary of
medieval Christian communities.37 Noting the relationship between the dis-
tribution of Frankish structural remains and the third- to seventh-century
ruins of churches and to a lesser extent, synagogues, Ellenblum proposed
that the overlapping areas were regions of continuous Christian habitation.
Areas outside of these boundaries were proposed to be inhabited primarily
by Muslim communities during the Middle Ages and Samaritans in Late An-
tiquity, with the entrenched border between these groups and Christian and
Jewish regions forming a ‘cultural frontier,’ continuous over time. Predomi-
nantly Christian areas would therefore be appealing spots for Latin settlers
to live. Here, the Franks could establish or inhabit communities beside their
eastern co-religionists, a conclusion reflected in the narrative material.

However, this proposal is contentious. While Ellenblum’s theory con-
cerning how the twelfth and thirteenth century ‘cultural frontier’ came into
being has been questioned by others, more important here is the controver-
sial association of medieval remains with exclusively Frankish habitation.38

While there are some construction techniques or building features that have
been identified as strong indicators of Frankish manufacture, associating the
completed structure with Frankish use is more problematic.39 A good exam-
ple of the type of challenge posed to an association like this is the presence of
one or two stones found with diagonal chisel marks at the Ayyubid castle of
,Ajlun.40 This fortress, built in the late twelfth century by Amir ,Izz ad-Dı̄n
Usāma, was never part of Latin territory, and yet diagonal chiselling is a fea-

37 Ellenblum, Frankish Rural Settlement, pp. 222–276.
38 Meloy, ‘Review: Frankish Rural Settlement,’ pp. 286–288.
39 Recently, some of the buildings classified as Frankish by Ellenblum in Mi,ilya have

been re-examined and found to have late-Ottoman foundations: Khamisy, ‘Castellum
Regis,’ p. 45.

40 Johns, ‘Medieval ,Ajlun,’ pp. 21–33, rpnt. in Pilgrims’ Castle (,Atlit), David’s Tower
(Jerusalem) and Qal,at ar-Rabad (,Ajlun), viii, p. 29.
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ture usually associated with Frankish stone-dressing techniques.41 There is a
possibility that the stone blocks were looted from a proposed nearby Frankish
settlement, or that the stone was dressed by an imprisoned Frankish mason,
however it is equally as plausible that by the late-twelfth century construc-
tion techniques that had originated in medieval France, had been broadly
adapted in the Levant.42 A similar problem also applies to Frankish-period
masons’ marks, a second marker that can often be associated with Frankish
buildings.43 Like diagonal tooling marks, these symbols have been found in
contemporary spaces that were never part of the Frankish states.44

Relying on evidence from ecclesiastical structures that were in use during
the twelfth century, Pringle has suggested an alternative solution to resolv-
ing regions of Frankish rural settlement.45 Following the logic that an active
Christian community requires a local religious structure, Pringle demon-
strated that the distribution of Frankish-period churches is indeed denser
in some areas than others. Crucially, regions with a high concentration of
twelfth-century ecclesiastical sites parallel locations Ellenblum identified as
Frankish, specifically areas near Jerusalem, Bethlehem, and Jaffa, and to a
lesser extent, in the Galilee.

While this solution removes a great deal of uncertainty about the location
of Christian regions in the twelfth century, what is more difficult to deter-
mine is the extent of exclusively Frankish settlement. Although at times
communities that followed Latin rites are known to have shared an ecclesi-
astical space with their indigenous Christian neighbours, for example at the
Church of St George ‘above Tiberias,’ the Church of St George in Lydda,
41 Ellenblum has compared Frankish stone tooling marks with similar chiseling marks

from medieval France and notes that the tool used was likely a chemin de fer or chasse,
see: Ellenblum, ‘Construction Methods,’ p. 170; Clermont-Ganneau, Archaeological
Researches, i, pp. 38–49.

42 Johns, ‘Medieval ,Ajlun,’ p. 29.
43 For an updated typological chart and revision of Clermont-Ganneau’s earlier theory,

see: Pringle, ‘Study of Crusader Masonry Marks in Palestine,’ pp. 173–199.
44 In surveys, these marks were found at the Muslim strongholds of Damascus and Aleppo.

Clermont-Ganneau, Archaeological Researches, i, p. 28 and pp. 30–31. For the timing
of the rebuilding of the walls in Damascus and Aleppo where Clermont-Ganneau’s
reported potential mason marks were, Chevedden, ‘Fortifications and the Development
of Defensive Planning,’ pp. 40–41.

45 Pringle, ‘Churches and Settlement,’ pp. 161–178.
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or in Acre, it is not clear how universal this practice was.46 Unfortunately,
limiting the eligible church criteria to sites administered only by a Latin
ministry is similarly unhelpful, as this neither recognises that Frankish com-
munities could coincide with eastern Christian settlements, nor accounts for
the difficulty in determining what rites were actually conducted in spaces
where only structural remains survive.47 Nevertheless, the ability to assess
probable regions of Frankish habitation through the physical remains of ec-
clesiastical architecture is an important step forward.

1.6 The importance of periodisation

One of the most important contributions to come out of the revised view of
Frankish-period rural settlement is the idea of distinct phases of violence and
calm within the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem. Rather than the perpetual
state of warfare affecting the countryside envisioned by ‘isolationist’ models,
it has been proposed that there were significant periods of peace during the
twelfth century. Peaceful periods, characterised by a lack of military cam-
paigns inside the borders of the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem, may have been
occasionally interrupted by raids. However, although potentially devastating
to a single community or area, raids are localised, short events. During peri-
ods of relative quiet, most regions would be unaffected by violence, creating
the opportunity for rural communities to grow and agriculture to flourish.

Although this model has found its fullest expression in the discussion of
Frankish castles, A. Boas has also applied the idea towards twelfth-century
archaeological remains of rural settlement.48 Recognising the redevelopment
46 Church of St George ‘above Tiberias’: no. 257 Churches, ii, p. 365; Ellen-

blum, Frankish Rural Settlement, p. 119–120; MacEvitt, Rough Tolerance, pp. 126–129.
Church of St George, (Lydda): no. 137 Churches, ii, pp. 9–27; MacEvitt, Rough
Tolerance, p. 31. For shared ecclesiastical buildings in Acre see: Jacques de Vitry,
‘Epistulae ii,’ in Lettres de Jacques de Vitry, ed. by Huygens, p. 84; no. 57 Barber and
Bates (trans.), Letters from the East, p. 101. Jacques de Vitry notes Syrian Christians:
. . . immo super altaria nostra celebrare nolebant nisi prius ea abluissent.

47 Pringle, ‘Churches and Settlement,’ p. 168.
48 Boas, ‘Three Stages in the Evolution of Rural Settlement,’ pp. 77–92; Ellenblum,

Frankish Rural Settlement, pp. 14–19. The dates proposed of each ‘period’ of calm or
violence are likely too rigid, especially considering the geographical expanse of the Latin
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of many early, fortified towers in the countryside, altered to include architec-
tural elements that would neutralise their original military advantages, Boas
has suggested that the additions are indicative of a peaceful period in the
twelfth century. During this period, alternative concerns, whether admin-
istrative or otherwise, would have governed the expansion of the structure
rather than military interests. He has also suggested that this is the time
period where linear, European-style settlements were founded at al-Qubaiba
and Khirbat al-Karum.49 These communities have little excavated evidence
of internal defensive mechanisms that may have protected a settlement dur-
ing an attack, instead likely relying on nearby fortifications for refuge in
times of emergency.50 It has been suggested that the single, outer wall that
faced the street in these settlements could act as its own deterrent during
periods of instability, however this argument is not entirely convincing.51

Although the solitary row of houses that lined both sides of the main road
within these settlements could act as a stoppered funnel, barring exit from
the community if violence broke out and the street was barricaded at one
end, there is little evidence that these villages consisted of more than a sin-

Kingdom of Jerusalem and the restricted regional breadth of many military campaigns.
For periodisation and castles: Ellenblum, Crusader Castles, pp. 165–186. M. Ehrlich’s
characterisation of the thirteenth century as a monolithic ‘fourth generation’ of castle
building should be revised, as the evidence for the paper draws only from the first half
of the thirteenth century and the ever-changing situation of politics and security of
the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem has yet to be examined in detail for periods of peace
and hostilities; Ehrlich, ‘Crusaders’ Castles – The Fourth Generation,’ pp. 85–93. For
slightly earlier thought on differentiation between different castle building periods:
Pringle, ‘Crusader Castles: The First Generation,’ pp. 14–24, rptd. in pp. 471–486.

49 Al-Qubaiba: Bagatti, Emmaus-Qubeibah; no. 178 Secular Buildings, pp. 86–87;
no. 14 Boas, Domestic Settings, pp. 332–334; Ellenblum, Frankish Rural Settlement,
pp. 86–94; no. 184 Churches, ii, pp. 167–175; Pringle, ‘Magna Mahumeria (al-
Bira),’ p. 163. Khirbat al-Kurum: Boas, ‘Ramot Allon,’ pp. 583–594; no. 11 Boas,
Domestic Settings, pp. 321–328; Onn and Rapuano, ‘Khirbet el-Burj,’ pp. 88–90.

50 The settlement at Khirbat al-Kurum was presumably served by the thick-walled hall-
house of Khirbat al-Burj, a structure perched on the hill to the northwest of the
community, no. 61 Secular Buildings, pp. 37–38; no. 28 Boas, Domestic Settings,
pp. 350–351. There is also a hall-house at al-Qubaiba, identified as the steward’s
curia; however the defensive capabilities of this structure are less well known. Bagatti
asserts that the walls of the structure were thick, but that the structure was otherwise
unfortified: Bagatti, Emmaus-Qubeibah, pp. 104–112; no. 33 Boas, Domestic Settings,
pp. 355–356.

51 Yehuda, Household Archaeology, p. 144.
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gle row of houses. Raids or military detachments could easily circumvent
any proposed barrier by proceeding behind a linear settlement, attacking
a community through the back entrances that pierced several rear walls as
easily as through the front doors of the dwellings.52 Instead, much like the
redeveloped early, fortified towers, it seems as though linear settlements are
yet another sign of relative stability in the twelfth-century Latin Kingdom
of Jerusalem.

The suggestion that it may be more useful to discuss the history of the
Crusades in discrete periods of time, rather than describing Frankish involve-
ment in the East as a monolithic span (or two) of occupation, is valuable
for contextualising the organisation of administration in the rural landscape.
The enforcement of administrative norms is best attempted in times or lo-
cations of stability, and our most useful information about the taxation and
regulation of rural communities under the dominion of the Franks comes
from places and periods where this is true. Information from charters of the
twelfth and thirteenth centuries, laying out taxation and tithing revenues
from individual communities and occasionally supplemented by narrative
sources, are most abundant from periods of relative calm within the Latin
Kingdom of Jerusalem. At times, useful information is also found in char-
ters or narratives issued or recounting periods of violence. However, many
of these documents that acknowledge the instability of the current period,
hark back to regulations or borders that were maintained in earlier, peaceful
times. Below, the current state of knowledge about taxation and admin-
istration in the villages controlled by the Franks in the Latin Kingdom of
Jerusalem will be explored. However, first it is important to address some of
the physical attributes of Frankish-period rural settlement, to determine the
size and density of the communities affected by taxation or administrative
norms.

52 At Khirbat al-Kurum, one back door survives (only the rear walls of four of the ap-
proximate sixteen excavated dwellings survive), Boas, ‘Ramot Allon,’ p. 586 and Fig.
1, p. 589. At al-Qubaiba, room nos. 17, 18, 19, 23, 26, 27, 28, and 29 have rear exits
to the north and room nos. 10, 8, 4, 27, 30, 31, and 33 have rear exits to the south,
Bagatti, Emmaus-Qubeibah, pl. 42.
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1.7 The characteristics of settlement: borders

and density

As mentioned in the introductory section, the casale was the basic adminis-
trative unit of the Frankish Levant, a finite area which could be divided up
and shared between overlords or distributed in its entirety to a single land
owner. This property consisted of an indeterminate, variable number of
households and facilities within the local village, as well as both agricultural
and waste lands associated with the community.

While the physical boundaries of these rural sites are ambiguous spaces
to the modern observer, it does not appear that casale borders were such
indistinct entities in the past.53 Charters and narratives surviving from
the period highlight a remarkable network of distinct communities, each
village individually identified from its neighbours with defined boundaries,
well known to those administering the territory. Surviving charters some-
times record the boundaries of specific casale as delimited by neighbouring
settlements, a practice that would not be possible if each community had
variable limits. At the site of Frankish Kalensue for example, a charter of
1128 records the limits of the casale by demarcating it with reference to
the adjacent surrounding settlements of Artha, Fardasie, Aldie (?), Kalodie,
Arthaba, Beselechie, and Burin.54 In locations where there appears to be
some ambiguity regarding the boundaries of a casale, physical markers ap-
pear to have been integrated into the environment to dispel uncertainty.
This can be seen with the survival of three Frankish boundaries stones signi-
fying the borders of Genoese-owned fields near Acre, or in a charter of 1145,

53 Ellenblum, Frankish Rural Settlement, pp. 57–63.
54 No. *104 Mayer, i, p. 260 (no. 83 Delaville le Roulx, Cartulaire General de l’ordre

des Hospitaliers, i, p. 78 (summary). Hereafter: Delaville le Roulx; no. 121a
Röhricht, Regesta Regni Hierosolymitani Additamentum, pp. 9–10. Hereafter: RRH
Add): . . . unum casale, quod dicitur Kalensue, cum omnibus proprietatibus in perti-
nentiis suis iure perpetuo possidendum absque ulla retinentia, et est hoc casale infra
horum casalium fines, sunt namque in circuitu eius casales isti, scilicet Artha, Far-
dasie, Aldie (?), Kalodie, Arthaba, Beselechie, Burin, Hoc etiam donum laudaverunt
. . . Kalensue = Qalansuwa, Artha = Irtah, Fardasie = Fardisiya, Aldie (?) = not
identified, Kalodie = Kiludiya, Arthaba = al-Maghair?, Beselechie = not identified,
and Burin = Khirbat Burin.
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recording the limits of casalia that were demarcated by inscribed crosses on
stones.55

About nine hundred of the approximately twelve hundred casalia noted
in medieval records and narratives have been located within the landscape.56

However, the remaining three hundred or so sites, known only from docu-
mentary records or narrative sources, are often still associated with useful
geographic information. Usually a casale in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem
can be identified as belonging to a specific fief or particular owner, informa-
tion that can be extrapolated and potentially used to calculate the rough
settlement density of a region. Although, as mentioned above, documentary
material is inherently biased in particular because of the preferential survival
of specific cartularies with unevenly distributed properties, calculating the
probable settlement density of a region can still be helpful. Estimating the
potential settlement density of a lordship can help not only to understand
the prospective population of an area, but also the taxation base from which
fief-holders drew their revenues. However, this is a process that should be
undertaken with some hesitation in areas where the vast majority of docu-
mented casalia can be located, and with significant reserve in other places
where much less is known about communities in the countryside.

To take the hinterland of Tyre as an example, a location where the avail-
able source material is comparatively rich, it appears that the extremely
small territory associated with the seigneury was densely occupied. Two
documents in particular, a report compiled by the Venetian bailiff (bailli)
Marsilio Zorzi in the mid-thirteenth century, and a treaty dating from 1285
between the Mamluk Sultan Qalāwūn and Lady Margaret of Tyre, are es-
pecially valuable for estimating the hypothetical settlement density of the

55 Stones were inscribed ‘Ianva,’ Frankel, ‘Three Crusader Boundary Stones,’ pp. 199–
201 and pls. 21C and 21D. A boundary stone with an inscribed ‘fir’ tree was also
possibly found near Frankish Doc: Jotham-Rothschild, ‘Kurdaneh,’ p. 65. Crosses were
inscribed on rocks at: ‘casale Sancte Marie Vallis Iosaphat, casale Sancti Petri Cesaree,
casale Sabarim, casale Sancti Johannis Sebaste,’ and ‘casali Bufles,’ no. 59 Bresc-
Bautier, Cartulaire du chapitre du Saint-Sépulcre de Jérusalem, p. 151. Hereafter,
Bresc-Bautier (no. 237 Röhricht, Regesta Regni Hierosolymitani, p. 60, Hereafter:
RRH).

56 Benvenisti, Crusaders, p. 213; Prawer and Benvenisti, ‘Palestine Under the Crusaders.’
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region.
Political upheaval in the mid-thirteenth century and the loss of Vene-

tian interests in Tyre during the internal conflict between the baronial elites
in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem and Emperor Frederick ii Hohenstaufen,
eventually came to an end in 1242. Now able to reassert claims over property
rights, the Venetian bailiff Marsilio Zorzi created a report outlining the de-
tails of property where the Venetian commune maintained historic interests.
The unique ownership situation in Tyre, a result of the early twelfth-century
Pactum Warmundi, an agreement between the monarchy and the Venetians
that, among other things, assigned a third of the land to the Venetians as
a reward for naval assistance in 1124, became the basis of Marsilio Zorzi’s
inquiry.57 In his report of Venetian possessions outside of the walls of Tyre,
Marsilio Zorzi mentions the names of several casalia that were owned in full
by the commune or had been in the possession of Venetian elites and held as
fiefs.58 Additionally, in the spirit of the Pactum Warmundi, approximately
fifty other casalia are mentioned that were owned in part by Venice. Not all
casalia within the region were shared between the Venetians and the crown,
but Prawer has traced references to alternative owners, hypothesising that
approximately ninety-seven per cent of the casalia in the seigneury can be
identified from documents alone.59 He asserted from his calculations that
there were approximately 120 casalia in the thirteenth-century lordship of
Tyre within an area of approximately 450 square kilometres, or at minimum,
one village per four kilometres.60

A second source for the settlement density of Tyre can be found in a
treaty dating to 1285, between Sultan Qalāwūn and Lady Margaret of Tyre.

57 Pactum Warmundi : no. 764, Mayer, iii, pp. 1333–1337 (no. 102 RRH + Add, i,
pp. 23–24, ii, p. 7).

58 No. 299 Tafel and Thomas (eds.), Urkunden zur Älteren Handels, ii, pp. 368–384.
Hereafter: Tafel-Thomas (no. 1114 RRH + Add, i, pp. 289–297, ii, p. 70). For
discussion of Venetian possessions, especially the shifting nature of the fiefs claimed by
the Venetian elite, see: Jacoby, ‘Venetian Presence in the Crusader Lordship of Tyre,’
pp. 181–195.

59 Prawer, Crusader Institutions, p. 152.
60 Prawer, Crusader Institutions, p. 148. Prawer suggests that settlement density is

closer to one village every two square kilometres in some locations, as there is little
documentary evidence for communities located directly along the coast.
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The text of the treaty that survives names a total of ninety-three settlements
in the lordship of Tyre, whose revenues and rights were divided amongst the
two groups. According to the treaty, preserved by Ibn ,Abd al-Z. āhir in Sul-
tan Qalāwūn’s biography, five of the settlements were to be held in full by
Qalāwūn, ten were to be held by Margaret, and the remaining communities
were to be held together as condominia between the two parties.61 This
treaty represents the ratification of a much earlier agreement between John
of Montfort (d. 1283), Margaret’s husband, and Sultan Baybars, negotiated
in 1271, an agreement which is partially outlined in an Old French text pre-
served in the Venetian archives.62 In fact, this first agreement may represent
the culmination of even earlier negotiations that took place between Philip
of Montfort and Baybars in 1267, which drafted a treaty that defined the
territory of Tyre as consisting of ninety-nine villages.63

The potential abandonment of approximately twenty communities be-
tween 1242 and 1267, with the loss of an additional six settlements by the
time the 1285 treaty was ratified by Sultan Qalāwūn and Lady Margaret,
may seem excessive. However, it must be remembered that actual number
of casalia in the lordship of Tyre is unknown. The projected change in set-
tlement density between Prawer’s estimates and the figure arrived at using
the numbers given in Arabic sources is less than one and a half square kilo-
metres. Such a close correlation gives weight to Prawer’s proposition that
the settlement density of the area was high. The dense tax base predicted
for the lordship of Tyre was probably a significant source of revenue, a sug-
gestion likely reflected in the diligence of the Venetian commune to regain
their property rights, not only during the 1240s, but also again in the 1270s,
after it appears the Venetians lost much of their property again due to their
61 No. 8 Holt (trans.), Early Mamluk Diplomacy, pp. 109–117; Quatremère, Histoire des

Sultans Mamlouks de l‘Égypte, ii:1, pp. 172–176 (Arabic) and pp. 213–221 (French
trans.), rptd. in: Chéhab, Tyr a l‘époque des Croisades:, ii, pp. 559–562 (Arabic) and
pp. 563–568 (French trans.).

62 For the text: Richard, ‘Un partage de Seigneurie entre Francs et Mamelouks,’ pp. 77–
78; no. 392 Tafel-Thomas, iii, pp. 398–400 (no. 1458 RRH + Add, i, pp. 380–381
and ii, p. 101). For discussion: Holt, ‘Mamluk-Frankish Diplomatic Relations in the
Reign of Qalāwūn,’ p. 286.

63 Lyons (ed. and trans.), Ibn al-Furāt, i, p. 103; Holt, Early Mamluk Diplomacy, pp.
107–108.
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role in the War of St Sabas.64

The densely settled hinterland of Tyre also appears to be anomalous
when compared with settlement density estimates from other seigneuries.65

However, there are few areas as adequately documented as Tyre, making
it difficult to tell how far the lordship’s settlement density was from the
norm. The region near Acre is probably the closest comparable area with
a reasonable survival of documented sites. Charters recording the collation
of several independent fiefs under the ownership of Joscelin of Courtenay
and his heirs in the late-twelfth century and thirteenth century, as well as a
second treaty between Frankish authorities with Sultan Qalāwūn, are some
of the more important documents to survive from the Frankish period that
can hint at settlement density.66 By 1283 when the treaty with Qalāwūn was
ratified, the number of casalia and area of the region parallel that of Tyre,
with a mere 420 square kilometres containing seventy-three settlements.67

At this point in time, the settlement density adjacent to Acre was almost
comparable to that of Tyre in 1285, with one village approximately every six
square kilometres, rather than one village approximately every five square
kilometres near Tyre. However, this small, restricted area does not reflect

64 Jacoby, ‘Venetian Presence,’ pp. 189–191.
65 Tibble, Monarchy and Lordships, p. 101.
66 Select transactions summarising the territorial holdings of Joscelin of Courtenay and

his heirs can be found in (approximate chronological order): no. 253 Mayer, i, p.
462 (no. 341 RRH, i, p. 89); no. 410 Mayer, ii, pp. 702–703 (no. 579 RRH, i, p.
154); no. 438 Mayer, ii, p. 749 (no. 624 RRH, i, p. 165); no. 639 Mayer, iii,
pp. 1049–1052 (no. 934 RRH + Add, i, p. 248, ii, p. 60); no. 81 Strehlke, Tabulae
Ordinis Theutonici, p. 64. Hereafter Strehlke. (no. 1069 RRH, i, p. 279); no. 100
Strehlke, pp. 78–81 (no. 1175 RRH + Add, i, p. 308, ii, p. 72); no. 802 Mayer, iii,
p. 1400 (no. 1208 RRH + Add, i, p. 318, ii, p. 74); Rey, Recherches gèographiques et
historiques, pp. 38–40. Hereafter: Recherches. (no. 1250 RRH, i, p. 328). For the
text of the treaty between the Frankish Authorities and Sultan Qalāwūn: no. 6 Holt,
Early Mamluk Diplomacy, pp. 73–87 (al-Qalqashand̄ı’s version of the treaty, collated
with shorter versions by Ibn ,Abd al-Z. āhir and Ibn al-Furāt); Barag, ‘A New Source,’
pp. 199–200 (from Ibn ,Abd al-Z. āhir’s Tashr̄ıf, Arabic followed by an English trans.),
and pp. 201–203 (al-Qalqashand̄ı, Arabic followed by an English trans.); Quatremère,
Histoire des Sultans, ii:1, pp. 179–185 (Arabic) and pp. 224–230 (French trans.), from
Ibn ,Abd al-Z. āhir’s Tashr̄ıf, translated into English in: Gabrieli, Arab Historians of
the Crusades, trans. by Costello, pp. 326–331.

67 For the area of Frankish territory, as projected from the projected borders defined in
the treaty: Khamisy, ‘Treaty of 1283,’ p. 86.
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the concentration of casalia within the territory during the twelfth and early-
thirteenth centuries.

Frankish control extended over a much larger area during the twelfth
and early-thirteenth centuries, proposed by Benvenisti to stretch over 970
square kilometres at its maximum extent.68 As can be seen in R. Frankel’s
map in Figure 1.1, demarcating named locations from the surviving charters
recording and confirming the possessions of Joscelin of Courtenay and his
heirs, identified casalia tend to cluster in northern coastal regions between
Acre and Casal Imbert.69 What is clear is that earlier studies estimating the
settlement density of the Acre region at eighty-three villages over 970 square
kilometres, or a settlement density of one village approximately every twelve
square kilometres, is much too conservative a figure now that over a hundred
casalia in the area have been identified.70 These communities are also much
more dispersed in the north-eastern hilly areas and especially at the southern
limits of the map, where less information is known. Unfortunately, without
more information about southerly and easterly areas during the twelfth and
thirteenth centuries, it is difficult and misleading to offer a better estimate
through documentary information alone, especially as the dispersal of named
casalia in hilly regions does not appear to follow the pattern of settlement
expected from regional archaeological survey.71

A better approach to solving problems of approximate settlement density
in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem is through a combination of archaeolog-
ical investigation and place name identification from documentary records.

68 Benvenisti, Crusaders, p. 15.
69 Frankel, ‘Topographical Notes,’ p. 251 Fig. 1 and Fig. 1.1 below; see also: Khamisy,

‘Western Upper Galilee under Crusader Rule,’ pp. 212–224.
70 Tibble, Monarchy and Lordships, p. 101. As Tibble used the projected settlement

density of Acre to inform his argument about the number of casalia found in the
seigneury of Caesarea, his arguments about how many casalia were owned by individual
landlords in this region likely needs revision as well: Tibble, Monarchy and Lordships,
pp. 99–105.

71 Frankel et al., Settlement Dynamics and Regional Diversity in Ancient Upper Galilee:,
p. 131 and pl. 18. The concentration of documented settlements in the northern plain
of Acre is also unusual if compared with Ottoman-period settlement density in the
region from both the documentary and archaeological record, which appears to be
focused in hilly regions to the east: Hütteroth and Abdulfattah, Historical Geography
of Palestine; Frankel et al., Settlement Dynamics, p. 131 and pl. 19.
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highlighted the concentration of medieval sites in the hills above the Sharon
Plain, where the proposed settlement density suggested the existence of one
village approximately every eight square kilometres. Using complementary
archaeological and textual records makes suggestions about settlement den-
sity much more robust, and this method may lead to more fruitful research
in the near future with the ever greater accessibility of multi-period surveys.

Although it is difficult to come to specific results about settlement density
in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem, or firm conclusions about fluctuations
in density over time or in different regions, it can be suggested that in areas
under Frankish control, authorities could sometimes draw from a significant
tax basis within defined borders. As a significant source of income, and
always noted separately from alternative resources such as the collection of
monies from one of the major urban marketplaces, fiscal policies regarding
revenues from casalia needed regulations that could be understood by both
the fief-holder and community being taxed. The current state of knowledge
regarding policies will be explored below.

1.8 The characteristics of taxation and the

administration of villages controlled by

the Franks in the Levant

Agricultural products cultivated by tenants in rural areas were liable for a
number of levies and rents. Foremost among these taxes was the terraticum
or carragium, the basic land tax assessed on the crop shares produced by a
village. This tax could equate to between a seventh and a half of the value
of the agricultural produce.73 Most documented renders note taxable pro-
portions between these two extremes, the former likely a result of favourable
enticements to promote Frankish settlement at the site of al-Zib, Casale
Humberti de Paci or Casale Imbert, and the latter, higher rate noted by Ibn

73 Prawer, Crusader Institutions, pp. 128–129; Richard, ‘Agricultural Conditions,’ pp.
255–257.
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Jubyr during his stay with a ra'̄ıs near Acre.74 Taxation rates were also
noted by William of Rubruck during his journey through northerly regions
of the Levant, levied at a rate of one third of the agricultural produce.75 The
report of Marsilio Zorzi documents a similar percentage of tax on produce,
often equivalent to William of Rubruck’s rates, where some communities
near Tyre were taxed at the rate of one third of agricultural returns. Other
communities in the seigneury were subject to a lighter levy of a quarter of
the produce.76 The highest taxes on agricultural returns, however, appear
to be in condominia regions, areas of joint land tenure between Latin and
Muslim authorities, where each side took a third of the harvested produce,
leaving the remaining third for the peasants who worked the land.77

The basic land tax assessed on agricultural shares is usually described
by the terms terraticum, terragicum, or carragium, most often thought to
be a Latinised derivative of the Arabic word kharāj.78 Kharāj is a term for
a specific type of levy that had evolved by the twelfth century to become

74 Al-Zib: no. 228 Mayer, i, pp. 421–422 (no. 1 Strehlke, pp. 1–2, no. 281 RRH,
p. 71): Terram insuper, quam prephatis Latinis laborandam assignavit, hoc tenore
habebunt, ut sex partes fructus terre sibi retineant mihi septimam reservantes. Preston
interprets ‘fructus terre’ as evidence for the tax on grapevines, but it is more likely a
tax on produce, probably cereals and vegetables: Preston, Rural Conditions, p. 42. For
discussion of the rights of the Frankish settlers at al-Zib: Ellenblum, Frankish Rural
Settlement, pp. 65–68 and Prawer, Crusader Institutions, p. 142. Ibn Jubayr: ‘They
[the rural-dwelling Muslims] surrender half of their crops to the Franks at harvest time,
and pay as well a poll-tax of one dinar and five qirat for each person. Other than that,
they are not interfered with, save for a light tax on the fruits of trees.’ Broadhurst, Ibn
Jubayr, p. 316. P.L. Sidelko notes that there is a manuscript variation of Ibn Jubayr’s
account that suggests farmers gave a third of their crop: Sidelko, ‘Muslim Taxation,’
p. 67 n. 22.

75 William of Rubruck, Itinerarium Willelmi de Rubruk in Recueil de Voyages et de
Mémoires, ed. by Michel and Wright, iv, p. 228. Hereafter: William of Rubruck;
Jackson (trans.), William of Rubruck, p. 82. Although speaking of the characteristics
of Mongol society, William of Rubruck uses the situation of Syrian peasants to contrast
between the levies agricultural produce and the dues rendered to Mongol leaders, in
this case, in mare’s milk.

76 No. 299 Tafel-Thomas, ii, pp. 371–375: Diuiduntur fructus ita, quod nos habemus
terciam partem, et rustici duas partes. or Dividuntur fructus ita, quod nos habemus
quartam partem, et rustici tres partes. (both p. 374) are usual formulas (with several
variants) that accompany many of the casalia listed by Marsilio Zorzi.

77 In the Bekaa Valley and the Sāwād: Gibb (trans.), Ibn al-Qalānis̄ı, p. 92 and p. 105.
78 Cahen, ‘Notes,’ p. 300; Prawer, The Crusaders’ Kingdom, p. 375; Richard, ‘Agricul-

tural Conditions,’ p. 256.
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an expression for rent, a departure from its previous designation during the
early Islamic period as a land tax paid by non-Muslim inhabitants.79 The
Frankish tax was based on the number of carrucae held in a single village,
where a single carruca could be defined as either being equivalent to the area
a pair of yoked oxen could plough in a single day, or the amount of territory
a tenant farmer could plough with a team of oxen in a year.80

The smaller of these two carruca measurements has been argued to be
equivalent to the Arab faddān, the unit of land measurement common in
the Bı̄lād al-Shām prior to the arrival of the Franks.81 This type of carruca,
often referred to in modern literature as a faddān or the faddān ,arabi, often
included territories utilised for specialised types of cultivation in the Latin
East such sugarcane, olives, or grapes. The larger measure of a carruca,
preserved in later Ottoman records as the faddān rūmı̄, and also known in
the Frankish period as the carrucata graeca or the carrucata francesiae, was
the typical gauge of arable land in a community.82 These units would have
had a rough value known to landowners and their rent-collectors. However,
the units themselves would have variable dimensions, assessed by the time
and labour a plot took to cultivate. This larger carruca measurement has
been suggested to be comparable to the idealised European unit of land,
the mansus.83 From this equivalency, a carruca has been argued to be large
79 Frenkel, ‘Impact of the Crusades,’ pp. 239–240.
80 This double definition is best explained by Richard, ‘Agricultural Conditions,’ p. 254;

Prawer, Crusader Institutions, pp. 157–159; Benvenisti, Crusaders, p. 216. Other
words used for measurement include carruga, charrue, charrues, or aratrum: Prawer,
Crusader Institutions, p. 157; other measurement units include the paraillée or pariliata
(Provençal origin, only found in Tripoli), and the caballaria (unknown measurement
size, noted by Richard as being the ‘the fief of one knight and not the land cultivated
by a team of horses’ Richard, ‘Agricultural Conditions,’ p. 254): Prawer, The Cru-
saders’ Kingdom, pp. 370–372; Prawer, Crusader Institutions, pp. 157–158. European
equivalents include the journal or journée.

81 There is little evidence for the physical dimensions of faddān in medieval Syria, though
specific measurements do exist for Egyptian territories from the fourteenth century.
Prawer, Crusader Institutions, p. 159. In the fourteenth century a faddān = 6368 m2:
Marcinkowski, Measures and Weights in the Islamic World, pp. 95–96.

82 Prawer, Crusader Institutions, pp. 157–160; Richard, ‘Agricultural Conditions,’ p. 254.
83 Prawer, Crusader Institutions, p. 158; Richard, ‘Agricultural Conditions,’ p. 254;

Prawer’s assertion that the mansus is equivalent to a carrcua is based on Marsilio
Zorzi’s report which states: Dicta est Caruge, quem nos appellamus Masos, . . . no.
299 Tafel-Thomas, ii, p. 368 (no. 1114 RRH + Add, i, pp. 289–297, ii, p. 70).

30



enough to feed a single family for a year. However, the carruca and the
mansus are not entirely equivalent measures, as there are several occasions
where tenants held more than a single carruca of land.84

There was probably a certain degree of flexibility in the assessed space
of a territory, partly due to local environmental factors, but also linked to
the method of taxation. Taxation on cereal crops was most often levied on a
proportional value of the harvest in a casale as a whole.85 This required the
produce of a village to be either harvested in full before being apportioned
to the various landlords and groups that laid claim to agricultural shares of
individual carrucae; or as in Europe, crops could be left on the stalk and
claimed by an overlord in sheaves before the general harvest.86 The most de-
tailed evidence on the physical collection of revenues from harvests, derived
from information about the division of crops in the thirteenth-century con-
dominia agreements between the Franks and the Mamluks, does not specify
which procedure was followed.87 Likewise, observers who note the occasion
of a harvest, like Theoderic in his late twelfth-century description of Jeri-
cho, do not mention how the process took place either.88 Charter evidence
suggests that in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem, the cereal crop was likely
divided into portions after the fields were harvested. This interpretation is
based on the conclusion that a modius of a cereal crop, a measure of the
harvest that was confirmed as a right to a both a dragoman in the twelfth
century and in a charter concerning the canons of the Church of the Holy
Sepulchre, represents a dry quantity of grain rather than newly harvested
sheaves.89 However, this interpretation is complicated by evidence from the
84 Prawer asserts that the regular amount of land held by a tenant averages about 1.5

carrcuae: Prawer, Crusader Institutions, p. 192.
85 Prawer, Crusader Institutions, pp. 158–160 and pp. 192–195.
86 For Europe: Duby, Rural Economy, trans. by Postan, p. 217.
87 For the division of crops, see Chapter Six.
88 Theoderic in Peregrinationes Tres, ed. by Huygens, p. 175. Hereafter: Theoderic;

Wilkinson (trans.), ‘Theoderic,’ p. 303.
89 Dragoman: no. 382 Mayer, ii, p. 659 (no. 480 Delaville le Roulx, i, pp.

330–331; no. 525 RRH, i, p. 139). Riley-Smith has interpreted this passage as the
dragoman’s entitlement to measures of cereal crops collected from the threshing floor,
an argument that is easy to agree with despite the lack of reference to the physical place
of collection: Riley-Smith, ‘Some Lesser Officials,’ pp. 18–19. Canons of the Church
of the Holy Sepulchre: no. 310 Mayer, ii, p. 539 (no. 135 Bresc-Bautier, pp.
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early fourteenth century which suggests that although the physical division
of the crop took place after the cereals were threshed, taxes on grains in Syria
were estimated prior to or during the harvest. According to al-Nawayr̄ı:

Agents (wāl̄ı al-,amal) and mubāshirs come and divide the crops
on the threshing floors according to the local taxation systems,
. . .

The estimate [on ,ushr] is done prior to threshing, while the crops
are still standing in the fields or during harvesting.90

Despite seeming inconsequential, disparity regarding the levying of taxes
before or after the completion of the harvest, as well as collection methods
used by officials, can help to demonstrate whether or not there was continuity
of earlier Islamic modes of taxation integrated into Frankish practices, a
conclusion that has been questioned.

Recent criticism has been levelled at the acceptance of the Frankish terms
terraticum or carragium, as evidence for the continuation of Islamic taxation
practices in the Latin states.91 Although the terms may represent a corrupt
form of the word kharāj, it is also plausible that the words are synonymous
with Latin derivatives of the word terrage, a term also found in Frankish
documents and measured as a share of the harvest, exactly as it is represented
in surviving charters.92 European terrage is equivalent to champart, a system
which Prawer found evidence of in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem, where

262–266; no. 400 RRH, i, p. 105).
90 Sato, ‘Fiscal Administration in Syria,’ pp. 23–24. Sato has provided a closer translation

of al-Nawayr̄ı’s passages. They have also been translated by: Cahen, ‘Aperçu sur les
impôts,’ pp. 236–238; Prawer, Crusader Institutions, p. 174 and p. 193. Al-Nawayr̄ı
served as an official in Tripoli for a time during the early fourteenth century, which
informed his information on Syrian taxation.

91 Sidelko, ‘Muslim Taxation,’ pp. 65–74.
92 For example, no. 399 Delaville le Roulx, i, pp. 272–273: Ipsi vero fideliter in

unoquoque anno reddent terragium de omnibus laboribus suis, scilicet vinearum et
camporum, et omnium aliarum rerum . . . ; no. 120 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 243–244:
Propterea concesserunt ei pretaxati canonici, dum viveret, terraticum et decimam vi-
nee quam habebat juxta Gabaon. These are two of the examples discussed by Cahen in
support of the corruption of the term kharāj, but there is very little to indicate this
(the other examples are even less conclusive): Cahen, ‘Notes,’ p. 300 n. 6.
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a levy was imposed on reclaimed lands not in the direct demesne of a lord.93

It is perhaps significant that Frankish charters preserving derivative words
from the Latin terrage or evidence of champart agreements, seem to occur
in contexts with evidence suggesting recent investment in land development
or recent Frankish settlement. These are both situations where it could
be envisioned that the reclamation of waste lands has taken place, exactly
paralleling the situation where a terrage charge would be applied in northern
Europe. Unfortunately, if this is the case, we are left without a term for
general taxation in the Frankish states.

There are also other taxation renders familiar from an European context
that were levied in the Frankish states. Individual, fixed ‘gifts’ to a property
owner or redditus personales, are recorded in the Venetian-owned properties
near Tyre, at Toron, where William, Archbishop of Tyre received chickens,
eggs, cheese, and wood, at Christmas, the beginning of Lent, and Easter,
and similarly in the thirteenth-century territory of the Teutonic Knights
near Acre.94 The latter charter preserves records of personal renders or ex-
enias, agreed upon between the Teutonic Order and the bishop of Acre, in
addition to evidence suggesting that a charge on the transport of cereals to
a threshing floor (portagium herbarum ad areas) was levied, as well as a tax
for the use of a measure to apportion produce (mensuragium). This charter
records further fees related to rural settlement, with taxes on livestock (com-
putagium), in this case on goats, as well as a charge for keeping beehives.95

A second charter, purportedly from the late-twelfth century, suggesting ad-
ditional evidence that the computagium was charged in the Latin Kingdom
of Jerusalem, has now been shown by Mayer to be a thirteenth-century

93 Prawer, The Crusaders’ Kingdom, pp. 377–378; Prawer, Crusader Institutions, p. 160
and p. 180; Duby, Rural Economy, p. 217. Duby traces the words terrage and champart
to northern French contexts. The words are equivalent to tasque or agrier in southern
France.

94 Tyre: no. 299 Tafel-Thomas, ii, p. 374 (no. 1114 RRH + Add, i, pp. 289–297,
ii, p. 70). Toron: no. 431 Mayer, ii, pp. 735–736 (no. 15 Strehlke, pp. 14–15;
no. 615 RRH, i, p. 163). (The ectulis in the document is interpreted by Mayer as
possibly being a young goat). Property near Acre: no. 112 Strehlke, pp. 91–94
(no. 1260 RRH, i, p. 331). Prawer, The Crusaders’ Kingdom, p. 375.

95 No. 112 Strehlke, pp. 91–94 (no. 1260 RRH, i, p. 331).
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forgery.96

Individuals who followed Latin rites were also liable to pay a tithe to the
church. This was a levy that was originally only imposed on Franks. However
in the thirteenth century, members of Orthodox community also became
liable for the payment.97 Revenues from tithes were important and the clergy
and monastic communities often acted to preserve their interests regarding
its collection, resorting to legal action when required. For example, when the
Templars acquired the casalia of Mezera and Daltim, the abbey of St Mary of
Jehoshaphat began arbitration against the Order’s exemption from the tithe
on the grounds that the casalia were originally secular properties, liable to
pay the abbey a tenth of the harvest.98 The case was eventually resolved
when the Templars agreed to pay the abbey half of the income generated
from the land, a settlement that has been preserved in the abbey’s cartulary.

As mentioned above, although they were never subject to paying the
tithe, Jewish and Muslim populations paid a poll-tax, potentially an adap-
tion of the jizya paid by members of dhimmi communities under Muslim
rule.99 This was a universal tax, paid by both residents in the country-
side and in the cities, and seems to have had a specific monetary value.100

This suggests that the poll-tax was not a substitute for tithes paid by non-
Christians, as the overall value of the tithe levied on Latin, and after 1215
eastern Christian, communities shifted in proportion to the harvest and could
be paid in kind. Instead, the fixed, monetary value resembles either the jizya
from Islamic traditions of taxation, which was also paid in coin or, as argued
by Sidelko, from medieval European practices regarding poll-taxes.101

96 No. †609 Mayer, ii, pp. 983–986 (no. 34 Strehlke, pp. 27–28; no. 733 RRH, i,
pp. 195–196).

97 Hamilton, Latin Church in the Crusader States, p. 145.
98 No. 126 Hiestand, Vorarbeiten zum Oriens Pontificius, pp. 300–301. Hereafter: Hi-

estand (no. 42 Delaborde, Chartes de Terre Sainte provenant de l‘Abbaye de N.-D.
de Josaphat, pp. 89–90. Hereafter: Delaborde; no. 631 RRH, i, p. 167). Mezera =
Mazra,a ash-Sharqiya, Daltim = Khirbat Tarafain.

99 See n. 36 above for literature discussing the jizya in a Frankish context.
100As mentioned above, Ibn Jubayr identifies the poll-tax as costing Muslims one dinar

and five qirat per person, Broadhurst, Ibn Jubayr, p. 316
101Sidelko, ‘Muslim Taxation,’ pp. 70–71. The suggestion that the gender-neutral de-

scription of the taxation levy by Ibn Jubayr is inconsistent with Islamic practice of
rendering the tax only on healthy males is intriguing. Late-medieval poll-tax records
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Despite the many similarities that can be drawn between the taxation
practices of medieval Europe and those in the Crusader States, the corvée,
the labour service required by a tenant farmer on a landlord’s property, is
conspicuously absent from landholdings in the Levant. In rare circumstances
where a corvée is documented, it is usually in a special or unique situation,
for example, the weekly, mandatory day of labour for the cultivation of a
cash crop, like on the Venetian sugar cane plantations of Tyre.102 A mid-
twelfth century confirmation charter issued by King Fulk also records a corvée
imposed once a year on fishermen on the sea of Galilee, when a day of labour
was dedicated to the canons of the Church of the Holy Sepulchre.103 J. Riley-
Smith has interpreted this passage and the sentence proceeding it, noting the
canons’ rights to local fisheries for eight days before Easter (Septuagesima
usque in Pascha), to suggest that the fishermen rendered their labour to the
Prince of Galilee, William of Bures, once a week, a second example of a light
corvée from the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem.104

It has been argued that the absence of corvées likely reflects that Frankish
property owners kept very little land for their direct exploitation, instead
relying on rents from tenants for their income from rural locations.105 The
lack of direct, imposed exploitation of a lord’s demesne by tenants helped
to inform Prawer’s argument that Frankish landlords were disinterested in
rural territories, and were instead focused on urban affairs. This laid the
foundations for some of Prawer’s ideas about absentee landowners. However,
the negligible amount of land that was kept by property owners may relate
to something simpler, the small size of fief granted to landlords in the first

from England for example, record both males and single females liable to pay the toll:
Fenwick (ed.), Poll Taxes of 1377, 1379 and 1381. For example, the 1381 poll-tax in-
cluded both married and single women in the assessment (i, p. xvi). Earlier practices
are less clear.

102No. 299 Tafel-Thomas, ii, p. 375 (no. 1114 RRH + Add, i, pp. 289–297, ii, p.
70). Prawer interprets the sentence by suggesting tenants would be required to work
on the sugar cane plantations 4–6 days a month, or approximately once weekly, rather
than an earlier reading followed by Preston, who suggested labour was rendered once
a year: Prawer, Crusader Institutions, p. 196; Preston, Rural Conditions, pp. 44–45.

103No. 128 Mayer, i, pp. 297–298 (no. 62 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 155–156; no. 142
RRH, p. 36).

104Riley-Smith, Feudal Nobility and the Kingdom of Jerusalem, p. 46.
105Prawer, Crusader Institutions, pp. 196–197.
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place.

The minute dimensions of land grants in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem,
has led Tibble to argue that this reflected considerable control exerted by the
Frankish monarch over the various fiefdoms in the kingdom.106 Rather than
suggesting that the small size of a lord’s demesne was a conscious partition,
enacted by a Frankish overlord focused on urban revenues, this argument
suggests that landed income was restricted by the area of the parcels of land
granted by the crown. The lack of enforced exploitation of demesne land in
this situation becomes a reflection of the relationship between the monarchy
and the nobility, not landlords and their tenants. In lieu of landed property,
individuals who could be supported on smaller incomes such as knights, were
often granted a fief de soudée or a fief de besant, a wage fief, a holding that
generated income from monopolies, tolls, or the income of an urban space,
rather than from the landscape.107 A common type of money-fief was the
fief de son corps, which could hypothetically support a single knight for a
year. As large land grants from the crown were rare and few were of a size
that could be subinfeudated to supporters, ownership of the rural landscape
remained restricted and direct exploitation of demesne land remained rare.108

There is also an argument to be made that perhaps the absence of corvées
in the Frankish states is not wholly unexpected if compared with twelfth-
century European landholding practices. In many locations across Europe,
labour dues had become relatively rare or extremely light by the twelfth
century, and are seldom found in ‘new’ or ‘reclaimed’ lands.109 Landlords
often found it advantageous to eliminate corvées on demesne land in favour
of raising fees to pay for day labourers to cultivate their territory. Evidence
for the reduction of labour duties by tenants can be traced into the eleventh
century, but by the thirteenth century the trend towards rendering light

106Tibble, Monarchy and Lordships, pp. 1–98 and pp. 186–188.
107Prawer, The Crusaders’ Kingdom, p. 66, p. 73, and pp. 126–127. For a short sample

of rents and dues to overlords deriving income from moneyed properties: La Monte,
Feudal Monarchy, pp. 144–151.

108Prawer, The Crusaders’ Kingdom, pp. 66–67 and p. 73.
109Duby, Rural Economy, pp. 204–205 and pp. 216–218; Fossier, ‘The Rural Economy

and Demographic Growth,’ pp. 29–32.
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services on demesne land in Europe, seems to have reversed.110 This is a
situation that may fit in well with the scarcity of labour dues on demesne land
by tenants in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem, as much of the evidence for
landowner’s rights in rural locations comes from the twelfth century. By the
thirteenth century, the area of rural landscape that could be exploited in the
Frankish states was significantly reduced, and few wholly new agreements
were made between landlords and their tenants; many thirteenth-century
documents concerning rural locations reiterate twelfth-century precedents.

As in twelfth- and thirteenth-century Europe, landlords occasionally im-
posed bans on communities in the form of monopolies that privileged the use
of communal installations, sometimes constructed with considerable mone-
tary investment, or rights that advanced the property-owner’s authority in
an area.111 At times these entitlements were imposed at a fee. At al-Zib,
Frankish settlers paid half a denier for use of the communal bath, a full de-
nier for use of scales to weigh their flour, and small fee in silver for the sale of
a house.112 At Frankish Bethgibelin, the Hospitallers likewise retained priv-
ileges regarding the sale of village houses, preserving the preferential right
to purchase properties first. They also charged small fees for transactions
involving the sale of dwellings, arable land and vineyards.113

Other bannal rights, familiar from European contexts also make an ap-
pearance in the Frankish states. At al-Zib, al-Bira, and al-Ram, inhabitants
were granted privileges regarding the use of communal installations, includ-

110The increase in corvées has often been argued to be tied to demographic changes in
Europe, where the availability of labour increased with the population boom of the
thirteenth century. There seems to be some evidence for this demographic hypothesis
from the late Middle Ages, where recorded labour dues in England slacked again in
the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, perhaps in response to the decimation of the
population by the Black Death: Postan, Medieval Economy and Society, pp. 150–153.

111Duby, Rural Economy, pp. 224–230.
112No. 228 Mayer, i, pp. 421 (no. 281 RRH, i, p. 71). For the interpretation of

monetary amounts: Kool, ‘Coin Circulation,’ pp. 139–140.
113No. 399 Delaville le Roulx, i, p. 273 (no. 457 RRH, i, pp. 119–120), confirma-

tion no. 509 Delaville le Roulx, i, p. 350 (summary only). Kool suggests that
the term robuinum may be from ruba,i, a quarter dinar that was the standard gold
coinage in Sicily, Kool, ‘Coin Circulation,’ p. 29 n. 26; Prawer, following La Monte and
Schlumberger’s early work on coinage, suggests the robuinum was a third or a quarter
of a besant, Prawer, Crusader Institutions, p. 122 n. 70. Bethgibelin = Bait Jibrin.

37



ing the prerogative to bake at a landlord’s oven and the reservation of spe-
cific milling provisions.114 Privileges regarding a communal oven also seem
to have been enacted at the Frankish settlement of Palmyre near the sea
of Galilee. Here, the burgesses were barred from using the monks’ oven to
bake their bread, suggesting that there was an additional facility nearby for
their exclusive use. This arrangement was mentioned in a donation to the
monastery of Mount Tabor, where other bannal privileges regarding the ad-
ministration of justice and the sale of property are also mentioned, as per the
custom of Burie.115 This suggests yet another site where seigneurial rights
were reserved, in this case, at Dabburiya, situated beneath Mount Tabor.

Apart from the bannal provisions most visible in documents concern-
ing the villeneuves, the new towns established by Frankish authorities that
sometimes have their privileges noted in charters, as at al-Zib or Bait Jibrin,
there is also evidence for bans imposed in other locations across the Latin
Kingdom of Jerusalem. For example, water rights were managed judiciously.
To increase their supply of water to run a mill at Jericho from once every
fortnight to twice weekly, the monks at Jabal Quruntul were required to enter
into negotiations with Eustace Garnier, one of the most important political
figures in the early Frankish states.116 Likewise, in granting privileges to the
canons of the Church of the Holy Sepulchre in the seigneury of Caesarea in
1166, Hugh and his wife Isabelle reserved the rights to repair a water channel
near casale Bubalorum for a nominal payment, preserving their interests in
the sugarcane fields watered by the installation.117

114Al-Zib: no. 228 Mayer, i, p. 421 (no. 281 RRH, i, p. 71). Villa Nova (privileges
based on customs at al-Bira): no. 126 Bresc-Bautier, p. 253 (no. 346 RRH, p.
90). Birra or Magna Mahomaria = al-Bira, Villa Nova = newly established site at
al-Ram; Pringle notes it may have been located along the crest of the hill northwest of
the administrative structure identified at the village, Pringle, ‘Two Medieval Villages,’
p. 174.

115No. xix Delaville le Roulx, ii, pp. 908–909 (no. 594 RRH + Add, i, p. 158 and
ii, p. 37). Prawer, Crusader Institutions, p. 135–140. Burie = Dabburiya. Palmyre =
unknown location on the Sea of Galilee, for discussion on location: no. 176 Churches,
ii, pp. 153–156; Kedar, ‘Palmarée,’ pp. 260–269, rptd. in The Franks in the Levant, vi.

116No. 94 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 211–212 (no. 104 RRH, i, p. 25). cf. No. 119 Rozière,
Cartulaire de l‘Église du Saint Sépulcre de Jérusalem, p. 222. Hereafter: Roziére (no.
82 RRH, i, p. 19).

117No. 139 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 271–272 (no. 425 RRH, i, pp. 110–111). Khirbat
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By establishing, maintaining, and enforcing their privileges, Frankish
landlords have left a unique record on the Levantine landscape in the form of
communal installations that reflect the implementation and execution of the
ban. These structures range from towers and vaults, possibly constructed
to administer settlements and collect taxation payments in kind, to facilities
like ovens, wine and olive presses, and mills. Although their survival is some-
what piecemeal, the next section will briefly explore what tangible remains
endure from the most important of these structures in the archaeological
record.

1.9 Structural remains of rural communities and

installations from the Frankish period

The majority of archaeological evidence concerning settlements and instal-
lations that helped to structure medieval, daily life in the countryside, will
be considered in Chapter Six. Later discussion will highlight the impor-
tance of bannal rights when paired with the archaeological record. It will
offer an interpretation about the impact of the Franks on rural areas of the
Levant through discussion of the facilities that were constructed to affirm
a landlord’s rights and monopolies. Subsequent arguments will focus on
privileges and structures that facilitated bread production in the Frankish
period. What will follow below however, is a brief overview of rural remains
from the twelfth and thirteenth centuries. This synopsis will highlight the
contributions made by archaeology to understanding the major buildings, in-
stallations, and sites that have informed our current view of Frankish-period
rural life.

The bulk of medieval structures have been surveyed or excavated in either
Palestine or the Galilee. Evidence from Transjordan, or the regions that
made up the Principality of Antioch, or the Counties of Tripoli and Edessa,
is more sparse. A good collection of archaelogical evidence also survives from

Bablun = casale Bubalorum or casal de Bufles.
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Cyprus, and specific reference must be made to the extensive investigation
into sugar mills there.118 However, as an island with its own unique history
and cultural influences, evidence from the medieval Lusignan Kingdom of
Cyprus will not be considered extensively here.

The current bias in the archaeological record favours investigations into
the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem, and evidence for this study will draw the
majority of examples from this area. Conveniently, this is also the region with
the greatest survival of charters recording bannal institutions or named rural
communities. The correspondence between the documentary material and
the archaeological record, as well as the magnitude of surviving installations
and charters, means that this study will concentrate on the Latin Kingdom
of Jerusalem, occasionally branching out to other areas where the evidence
exists to do so.

Beginning with facilities with ties to bannal institutions that are noted
in the documentary record, there is evidence for mills, ovens, olive and wine
presses, irrigation channels, and cisterns, that were operational during the
medieval period. These structures were either built anew during the twelfth
or thirteenth centuries, or have evidence of reuse during the Frankish period.
Some of these installations were abandoned after the Middle Ages, but a
great many of the structures had a post-medieval afterlife that may or may
not have reflected the original function of the building.

Installations like mills, with functions that transcended administrative
differences between different governments or time periods, however some-
times continued to be used for their initial purpose. For example, in the
case of the mills at al-Haddar and medieval Doc (Khirbat Kurdana), this
use lasted well into the early twentieth century.119 Frankish mills, powered
118von Wartburg, ‘Archaeology of Cane Sugar Production:,’ pp. 305–335; von Wartburg,

‘’Medieval Cane Sugar Industry in Cyprus,’ pp. 298–314; Porëe, ‘Moulins et fabriques
á sucre,’ pp. 377–510; For an updated survey of sugar production in the history and
archaeology of Cyprus: Ouerfelli, Le Sucre, pp. 102–131.

119Al-Haddar (Molendina Trium Pontium) continued to function until WWI when it
was destroyed: no. 98 Secular Buildings, p. 49; Benvenisti, Crusaders, p. 525; no.
46 Petersen, Gazetteer of Buildings in Muslim Palestine, pp. 141–143; it was still in
use when the Survey of Western Palestine was carried out and is briefly described as
in operation: Conder and Kitchener, Survey of Western Palestine, ii, p. 251. Doc
(Khirbat Kurdana) is reported to have still been working by Jotham-Rothschild
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by water, animal power, or wind, were suitably adapted for the environment
of the Levant. Unfortunately no reliable remnants of medieval windmills
have yet been found.120 There is a single example of an animal-powered mill
that was excavated at the Cypriot castle of Saranda Kolones and was tied to
sugar production at the site.121 However, both of these types of installations
are better known from documentary sources.122 Instead, it is the remains
of watermills that are preserved within the archaeological record. These are
often large structures that can operate several grinding stones at the same
time.123

Watermills from the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem usually had a hori-
zontally aligned wheel, an arrangement that was better suited to maximize

when he visited the site in 1914, and was in operation until 1925: Jotham-Rothschild,
‘Kurdaneh,’ p. 61; no. 133 Secular Buildings, p. 62–64 and pl. lv-lviii; no. 7
Pringle, ‘Survey of Castles,’ p. 89. Until 2000, Khirbat Kurdana was thought to be
the position of medieval Recordane. However, the remains of this second mill were
discovered upstream during an extremely dry period: Shaked, ‘Doq and Recordane,’
pp. 61–72 [Hebrew], p. *172 [English summary].

120Deschamps and Rey suggested that a windmill had been placed on the top of the
Burj al-Tahouna (Tower of the Mill) at Crac des Chevaliers. This suggestion has
perpetuated in modern scholarship, and is based partially on the name of the tower,
partially on evidence of a masonry circle at the top of the turret, and the possibility
that there was a mill in the location during the late-nineteenth century. However,
it is unlikely that there was a windmill at the location during the Frankish period.
Recently, it has been proposed that the masonry circle on top of Burj al-Tahouna
may be the remnants of the base of a medieval crane rather than a mill, a suggestion
founded on evidence from a similar structure found at the Frankish castle of Margat
(Qal,at al-Marqab): Major, ‘Medieval Cranes in Qal,at al-Marqab’ p. 3 n. 3 and p.
5; Deschamps, Châteaux des croisés i, p. 90, p. 152, and p. 269; Rey, Étude sur les
monuments, pp. 43–44. Although other historic windmills are known from the region,
like that at Aleppo, they date to the Ottoman period.

121Rosser, ‘Excavations at Saranda Kolones,’ pp. 87–89 and pl. 8–10.
122 In Tyre, two molendina equi are confirmed as being owned by the Pisans by Conrad of

Montferrat: no. 519 Mayer, ii, p. 864 (no. 665 RRH, p. 177). Likewise a molendinum
equorum was donated to the Abbey of St Mary in the valley of Josaphat in 1198 at
Acre: no. 610, Mayer, ii, p. 988 (no. 740b RRH Add, p. 49, no. 57 Kohler, Chartes
de l‘abbaye de N.-D. de la vallée de Josaphat, p. 59. Hereafter: Kohler). Windmills,
for example, are known from the reconstruction of Saphet (Safad) in c. 1264, De
constructione castri Saphet, ed. by Hugens, p. 215.

123Both al-Haddar and Khirbat Kurdana had multiple chutes, powering several grinding
stones. Benvenisti suggests five or six stones were in operation at al-Haddar, while
Khirbat Kurdana has three mill chutes dating from the Frankish period, and a further
two chutes were added during the Ottoman period; Benvenisti, Crusaders, p. 525; no.
133 Secular Buildings, p. 62, Fig. 33.
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Figure 1.3: The Frankish mill of Doc (Khirbat Kurdana). Left: the
Frankish tower and two waterwheel chamber arches near the sidewalk. Right:
the inside of a Frankish waterwheel chamber at Doc with a displaced chute
forcing water to turn a set of horizontal paddles. Photographs: author, May
2014.

energy from the small streams of the Levant than the vertical overshot, un-
dershot, or breastshot constructions of Europe. Although no waterwheel
survives intact from the medieval period, the horizontal alignment of the
paddles or vanes can be inferred from the positioning of runs leading from
the millpond, where chutes are displaced to one side. This can best be seen
at the well-preserved mill of Doc, at Khirbat Kurdana.124 An exception
to the usual horizontal alignment of waterwheels may have existed at the
‘guest house’ below Montfort castle in the Wādi al-Qarn. Here, Pringle has
identified the oldest phase of the structure as a mill, and suggested that the
narrow chambers, placement of chute openings, and unknown height of the
original structure, could be interpreted as evidence for a set of vertical wa-
terwheels functioning within the space.125 A second vertical watermill with

124See n. 119 above for literature on the site.
125No. 156 Secular Buildings, pp. 73–75 and Fig. 39; no. 146 Churches, ii, pp.

40–43; Pringle, ‘A Thirteenth-Century Hall,’ rptd. in Fortification and Settlement, xii,
pp. 57–60, pp. 68–71, and Fig. 4–6; no. 54 Boas, Archaeology of the Military Orders,
p. 248.
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reconstruction layers dating to the Frankish period has also been recently
been excavated near Caesarea.126 This undershot installation fell out of use
after the fourteenth century when it was later converted into a horizontal
watermill during the Ottoman period.

There is currently archaeological evidence for seven flour mills from the
Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem that were in operation during the Frankish pe-
riod, all in various states of preservation. Aside from the sites at Khirbat
Kurdana and Montfort, which are both in a relatively good state of upkeep,
there is also evidence for mills at al-Mirr, al-Haddar, Frankish Recordane,
and the castle of Montreal. Frankish-period repairs at the Roman or Byzan-
tine mill of al-Mirr suggests medieval usage of the structure, a circumstance
possibly confirmed by a twelfth-century charter that refers to the site as
molendina desubter Mirabellum in a donation to the Hospitallers.127 Evi-
dence for the Frankish mill at Recordane, a structure at the core of a dispute
between the Hospitallers and the Templars about the water-level at Khirbat
Kurdana downstream, is much more modest.128 At Recordane, the pentago-
nal foundations of the structure were recently exposed, along with evidence
for a single millrace.129 The mill at al-Haddar, now in the suburbs of Tel
Aviv, is likewise poorly preserved. At al-Haddar, Frankish Molendina Trium
Pontium, the remains of three mills, embankment walls, and a dam sur-
vive.130 Finally, there is also evidence of a mill directly below the castle of

126Porath, Gendelman, and Arnon, ‘An Ancient Flour Mill,’ pp. 150–166 [Hebrew], pp.
86*–87* [English Summary].

127No. 154 Secular Buildings, p. 72; Benvenisti, Crusaders, p. 252; no. 263 Delav-
ille le Roulx, i, p. 199, summary of signatures only (no. 330 RRH + Add, i, p.
85 and ii, p. 20). Delaville le Roulx did not preserve the text of the charter in any
of his edited collections, noting that the document was not particularly remarkable.
Only the signatories of the agreement made between Hugh of Ibelin, his mother Helvis
(Alvisa), and the Hospitallers are mentioned: no. 18 Delaville le Roulx, Archives la
bibliothéque et le trésor, pp. 96–97.

128The dispute over water levels, not solved until 1262, is well documented: no. 1144
Delaville le Roulx, ii, p. 7; no. 2107 Delaville le Roulx, ii, p. 483; no. 2117
Delaville le Roulx, ii, pp. 486–487; no. 2120 Delaville le Roulx, ii, p. 489;
no. 3032 Delaville le Roulx, iii, p. 35 (summary only); no. 3045 Delaville le
Roulx, iii, pp. 58–60.

129No. 59 Boas, Archaeology of the Military Orders, p. 250; Shaked, ‘Doq and Recordane,’
pp. 61–72 and p. 172.

130No. 98 Secular Buildings, p. 49; no. 53 Boas, Archaeology of the Military Orders,
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Montreal in Jordan, a site founded in the early-twelfth century. Neither the
mill below the castle, nor the two mills located further down the wādi bed
have been excavated, and their architectural remains have only recently been
scrutinised.131 However, the relationship between the mills and the castle, as
well as Frankish-period documentary evidence noting the presence of mills
in the vicinity of the fortifications, suggests possible medieval foundations
for these structures.132

Although other remnants of antique watermills are known from within the
boundaries of the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem, it is difficult to know whether
or not these mills were operational during the Frankish period. For example,
an extensive survey of watermills has recently been undertaken in western
Jordan, with many of the installations exhibiting clear evidence of active
use during the Ottoman period because of their inclusion in the sixteenth-
century tax registers.133 However, though a pre-Ottoman origin might be
postulated for many of the structures, without further documentation or
analysis, conclusions must remain speculative.

Outside of the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem, an eighth mill from the
Frankish-period has also recently come to light.134 A mill near Bāniyās in
Syria, Frankish Valenia, has recently been surveyed and is in a relatively
good state of preservation. Although smaller than some of the structures of
horizontal-type mills further south in Palestine and the Galilee, the archi-
tecture has parallels to other Frankish buildings, suggesting a medieval date
of construction. Importantly, this mill has evidence for the channel system
that was constructed to feed water from the nearby stream to the installa-

pp. 247–248; no. 46 Petersen, Gazetteer of Buildings in Muslim Palestine, pp. 141–143
and Fig. 103–106; Benvenisti, Crusaders, p. 525.

131No. 46 (SBK 1) Schriwer, Water and Technology in Levantine Society, pp. 118–119.
132Pope Honorius iii confirmed the possessions of the Monastery of Mount Sinai in 1217.

This charter mentions the presence of mills in connection with the castle of Montem
Regalem. The castle itself was out of Frankish hands by this point, but it does not
preclude the existence of the mills during an earlier period. no. 20 Claverie, Honorius
iii, p. 315 (no. 897 RRH + Add, i, pp. 240–241 and ii, p. 59).

133Schriwer, Water and Technology in Levantine Society, pp. 96–135. Also includes a
short overview of some mills in various parts of Syria (pp. 161–180), and Cyprus (pp.
180–208).

134Major, ‘Medieval Mill of Bānyās,’ pp. 367–390.
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tion, a significant find that makes tentative reconstruction of the waterway
and mill mechanism possible.

To operate effectively, mills needed a type of construction that created
enough water pressure to drive the waterwheel, yet sheltered the device from
fluctuations in the rate of water flow. This function could be fulfilled by a
structure like the channel at the mill at Bāniyās, where water was diverted
and constricted into a waterway separate from the stream, extricating the
operation of the mill from seasonal fluctuations in rainfall. A similar result
can also be achieved by damming a portion of a watercourse, creating a
millpond that can generate enough pressure to accelerate water when a sluice
gate is opened and water is channelled through a millrace or leat to the
waterwheel.

There is archaeological evidence for both types of mechanisms from the
Frankish period. The mills of al-Haddar, al-Mirr, Montfort castle, and the
two mills situated along the medieval Belus River or the Flum d‘Acre, Frank-
ish Doc and Recordane, used dams. The mill below Montfort castle also
has additional evidence for the use of channels in tandem with the dam.
As would be expect, the water conduits at the site are contemporary with
the construction of the mill itself, as the channels are reliant on the over-
flow of water from the dam, a structure that bears familiar Frankish mason
marks.135 Similarly, there is also evidence for the use of water channels from
Khirbat Kurdana and Frankish Recordane. Recently, portions of a plastered
channel were excavated near the mills, and although their function is still un-
certain, both the channel and the portion of a dam or pool that was exhumed
with it, seem to be associated with the medieval structures.136

Better evidence for the use of channels to control water flow comes from
sugar production sites. Sugar-mill sites at Frankish Manueth, Jericho, and
Khirbat Fasayil have remains of aqueducts used to funnel water to the mills
and irrigate local fields.137 The medieval sugar-mill at al-Safi in the Jordan

135Pringle, ‘A Thirteenth-Century Hall,’ p. 60. There are ‘Jerusalem’ cross (croix pattée)
mason marks on five separate stones.

136Porat, ‘Tel Afeq (East).’
137Manueth = Khirbat Manawat/Manot: Stern, ‘Excavations at Lower H. orbat Manot,’

pp. 277–308; Stern, ‘Hospitaller Order in Acre and Manueth,’ pp. 203–211; no. 145
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Valley, retains evidence for the path of the watercourse and an extended
millrun.138

However, although the operation of a watermill is identical no matter
the product being crushed, sugar-mills do not seem to be associated with
bannal rights and instead appear to be operated through private initiatives.
Compulsory labour service on an overlord’s sugarcane fields could be imposed
on individuals, as seen above with regards the Venetian sugar plantations
at Tyre. However, there is no evidence of routine taxation on the crop,
either in terms of monetary dues from communities or payments in kind.
Likewise, there is no evidence for iure molendinorum or payments for use
of a sugar-mill in the surviving charters.139 It is therefore important to
distinguish between sugar- and flourmills in the discussion of structures tied
bannal institutions.

Returning to archaeological evidence of facilities with possible ties to
bans, there is evidence for a number of bread ovens from the Latin Kingdom
of Jerusalem, some of which may have had ties to seigneurial monopolies over
baking. For example, a single bread oven dating from the Frankish period
was found during the excavations at the European-style, linear settlement of
al-Qubaiba, Frankish Parva Muhameria.140 The oven’s central location in
the village, directly across from the church and the steward’s curia, has been
interpreted by Ellenblum to be a symbol of the authority by the canons of
the Church of the Holy Sepulchre, the landlords of the village, over baking

Secular Buildings, pp. 69–70; no. 50 Boas, Archaeology of the Military Orders, p.
246; no. 18 Frankel et al., Settlement Dynamics, p. 18. Jericho, aqueduct takes water
from ,Ain Duq (rather than other springs, such as ,Ain Sultan): Taha, ‘Some Aspects
of Sugar Production in Jericho,’ pp. 181–191; Taha, ‘Appendix A: Archaeological Ex-
cavations in Jericho,’ pp. 297–300; Taha, ‘Ausgrabungen von T. awāh. ı̄n es-Sukkar,’ pp.
73–78; no. 13 Secular Buildings, p. 19. Khirbat Fasayil = Phesech/Fasael, no.
95 Secular Buildings, p. 48.

138Politis, ‘Sugar Industry in the Ghawr as.-S. āf̄ı,’ pp. 467–480; no. 220 Secular Build-
ings, p. 101.

139The iure molendinorum is one of the privileges confirmed to the Pisans by both Guy
of Lusignan and Conrad of Montferrat: no. 477 Mayer, ii, pp. 810–812 (p. 811) (no.
683 RRH, i, p. 182); no. 519 Mayer, ii, pp. 863–865 (p. 864) (no. 665 RRH + Add,
i, p. 177 and ii, p. 46).

140Bagatti, Emmaus-Qubeibah, p. 90, pp. 94–95, and pl. 11 (photo 20).
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rights.141 There have been no other cooking installations from the Frankish
period found at al-Qubaiba, suggesting Ellenblum’s hypothesis may be cor-
rect, as the presence of a single, communal oven also correlates with known
monopolies held by the canons in other villages nearby.142

Recently, a masonry platform in the linear settlement of Khirbat al-
Kurum has been interpreted as a being the foundation for yet another domed
oven.143 If this interpretation is correct, the installation would be the small-
est bread oven yet known from the Frankish states, having a diameter of
only 1 m. However, although the size seems extremely small, it may fit with
the minute dimensions of houses found in the settlement, which perhaps re-
stricted the size of the facility.144 Unfortunately, until the final report of the
excavations is issued, this interpretation must remain speculative, as cur-
rently not enough details are know about the site to sustain the hypothesis.
The proposal that the platform may have served as a private baking oven
for the individual household it was found within, is also interesting.145 How-
ever, private ownership of a baking apparatus in a settlement constructed
with prebuilt facilities related to industrial wine production integrated into
the houses themselves during construction, may have been unlikely. The
presence of wine presses built in a similar fashion to the fabric of the walls
and meant to be used by the inhabitants when they settled in the new houses,
suggests that the landlord who constructed the settlement may have also an-
ticipated the other needs of the community, likely including the provision of

141Ellenblum, Frankish Rural Settlement, p. 92.
142See n. 114 above for references regarding Villa Nova and al-Bira; no. 126 Bresc-

Bautier, p. 253 (no. 346 RRH, i, p. 90).
143Yehuda, Household Archaeology, p. 84. Yehuda, ‘Cooking and Food,’ pp. [53]–[54].
144For a rough comparison, the diameter of the base of the oven at al-Qubaiba is approx-

imately 2 m. (2.05 m. wide x 2.36 m. long), Bagatti, Emmaus-Qubeibah, pp. 94–95.
The oven at Abu Gosh also had a diameter of approximately 2 m., de Vaux and Steve,
Abū G. ôsh, p. 99, Fig. 28; and the oven in the faubourg of ,Atlit had a rough diameter
of approximately 2 m. as well, Johns, Guide to ,Atlit rptd. in Pilgrims’ Castle (,Atlit),
David’s Tower (Jerusalem) and Qal,at ar-Rabad (,Ajlun), i, pp. 88–89 and Fig. 31.
Castle ovens are larger, for example at Arsuf (Arsur) the interior of the oven measures
3.3 m. in diameter (no measurement given for the second oven), Tal and Roll, ‘AR-
SUR,’ p. [32]; whereas at Crac des Chevaliers, the oven is especially large and has a
diameter of 5 m., Deschamps, Châteaux des croisés i, p. 204.

145Yehuda, ‘Cooking and Food,’ pp. [53]–[54].
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a basic medieval foodstuff, bread. It can be suggested that perhaps the hy-
pothetical installation in Khirbat al-Kurum may have served an alternative
purpose other than bread production and a larger baking facility, meant to
serve the community at large, has yet to be found.

A third bread oven that potentially served a village community and may
have ties to bannal monopolies was excavated near the Frankish church at
Abu Gosh.146 This installation was found in a complex that had served as
a caravanseri prior to the Frankish period, but had undergone renovations
during the twelfth century, perhaps to serve pilgrims who may have vis-
ited the area. However, Ellenblum has suggested an alternative hypothesis
about the Christian community who utilised the church, proposing that the
building at Abu Gosh may have served primarily as a parish church. As a
corollary to this suggestion, Ellenblum has noted that the former caravanseri
may have had an administrative function during the Frankish period.147 The
bread oven, located in this caravanseri complex adjoining the church, there-
fore may have ties to bannal privileges, likely held by the Hospitallers who
retained power in the local area and probably were responsible for the church
adjoining the building. Indeed, it has been argued by Pringle that the bailiff
of Emmaus, a certain Bartholomew (frater Bartholomeus, bajulus Emaus)
who appeared as a witness in a charter of 1186, may have also been the
castellan of neighbouring Belmont, and Abu Gosh may have served as an
estate centre much in the way Belmont did.148 Although the presence of
an oven from the Frankish period is indisputable at Abu Gosh, a situation
opposed to that at Khirbat al-Kurum where the possibly of an installation
must remain speculative, instead here the function of the facility is tenta-
tive. Although it is plausible that the bread oven could have served a local
community of Franks and indigenous Christians, if the caravanseri continued
to function as a hostel for pilgrims, the presence of a large oven would also
be helpful in feeding itinerant visitors.

Several other medieval bread ovens have been found in the Frankish
146de Vaux and Steve, Abū G. ôsh, pp. 98–100; no. 1 Churches, i, pp. 7–17.
147Ellenblum, Frankish Rural Settlement, pp. 114–118.
148Harper and Pringle, Belmont Castle, p. 218. No. 783 Delaville la Roulx, i, pp.

491–496 (no. 649 RRH + Add, i, pp. 171–172 and ii, p. 43).
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states, all installed in locations where a large number of people would need
to be fed in the immediate vicinity.149 These facilities, almost all located in
castles, are unlikely to have ties with seigneurial monopolies, as the ability
to supply the immediate community with bread would more than explain
the large size of the installations. However, there is the possibility that on
occasion, these ovens may have served members of the settlements outside
of the castle and architecturally they parallel the smaller installations men-
tioned above. Large, domed bread ovens have been located at the castles
of Karak, Arsuf, ,Atlit (Chastiau Pelerin) and Jacob’s Ford (Vadum Jacob
or le Chastelez ).150 Outside of the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem, ovens were
also found at the castles of Margat and Crac des Chevaliers.151

Yet another bread oven was also discovered in a bakery complex situated
in the faubourg of ,Atlit.152 Although in immediate proximity to the castle
and located in a environment that may have closer parallels to urban towns
rather than the seemingly unwalled communities at al-Qubaiba, Kurbat al-
Kurum, and Abu Gosh, this installation may have shared a similar system
of seigneurial monopolies. Bread ovens were often held as a monopoly in
both urban and rural locations, and although no documentation survives
regarding the community in the faubourg of ,Atlit, it would not be surprising
if the oven income at least partially enriched a beneficiary. Interestingly, the
bakery complex adjoined another building, sometimes also associated with
an overlord’s ban in surviving documentation, a bathhouse.153

149The site of Tel H. ashash near Jaffa, reputed to perhaps contain a medieval oven, has
recently been reappraised. It appears that the complex with the ‘oven’ was more likely
part of a Byzantine bathhouse, and the heating installation excavated at the site was
tied to this facility, Tal and Taxel, ‘Tel H. ashash,’ pp. 95–126.

150Karak: no. 124 Secular Buildings, pp. 59–60. Arsuf : Tal and Roll, ‘ARSUR,’
pp. [31]–[32]; ,Atlit: Johns, Guide to ,Atlit, p. 60 and Fig. 24; no. 21 Secular
Buildings, pp. 22–23. Jacob’s Ford: no. 75 Boas, Archaeology of the Military
Orders, pp. 258–259, pp. 162–163, and Fig. 59.

151Margat: Deschamps, Châteaux des croisés, iii, p. 277. Crac des Chevaliers: De-
schamps, Les châteaux des croisés i, pp. 269–274.

152Johns, Guide to ,Atlit, pp. 88–89 and Fig. 31.
153For the charge at the bathhouse of al-Zib, see p. 37 and n. 112. Bathhouses were

especially a source of revenue in the major cities of the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem.
For example, baths formed a portion of the financial possessions confirmed in a grant
to the Abbey of St Mary of the Valley of the Jehoshaphat in 1152 by Baldwin iii and
confirmed by the pope, no. 226, Mayer, i, pp. 414–415 (no. 29 Delaborde, pp.
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A number of other cooking installations have also survived, notably sev-
eral deep-bayed structures that perhaps served as ovens or some other type
of heating chamber. These installations have been excavated at the castles
of Frankish Arsur and Belvoir, the nunnery at Bethany, and possibly the
medieval farmhouse at Har Hozevim.154 The heating chambers appear to
share a common horseshoe-like base, with a rounded fire chamber and a
large opening for stoking the flames or placing relatively large kitchen pots
inside. Several of these installations have evidence of chimneys, and every
site yet found has multiple fire chamber bays situated in the same space.

Two sites with similar structures have also been located outside the Latin
Kingdom of Jerusalem. Recently, excavations at the castle of Margat have
uncovered four of these heating chambers, all sharing a common chimney.155

A four-bayed facility also potentially served the Abbey of Belmont in the
County of Tripoli.156 Restorations at this site however have made it impos-
sible to tell if three of the four chambers were used for food preparation or
perhaps for storage. The fourth alcove, rebuilt in an identical manner to the
other three chambers, certainly served as some sort of heating chamber, as

67–70; no. 291 RRH + Add, i, p. 73 and ii, p. 19) and no. 29 Delaborde, pp.
63–67 (no. 290 RRH, p. 73) [The baths were a new source of financial income in 1152.
They were not mentioned in an earlier royal charter of 1130, no. 116, Mayer, i, pp.
278–280]. Baths in Jerusalem were also own by the Abbey of Mount Sion, Colonies,
pp. 281–284 (p. 281) (no. 576 RRH + Add, i, pp. 153–154 and ii, p. 36). Bathhouses
could also be owned by secular figures, as at al-Zib where the bathes were owned by
the king, see n. 112; or at Tyre where a bathhouse was sold in 1195 by a secular owner,
no. 721 RRH, p. 193; or by John of Ibelin who granted the Genoese the right to use
his bath house on Thursdays, no. 950 RRH, p. 252. Baths were also owned by the
Venetian commune, no. 63 Tafel-Thomas, i, pp. 167–171 (p. 168) (no. 526 RRH,
p. 140); and no. 299 Tafel-Thomas, ii, p. 365; as well as by the Genoese, no. 4
Archives de l‘Orient Latin, iib, pp. 225–230 (p. 227). Hereafter: Archives (no. 1331
RRH, pp. 347–349).

154Arsuf : Tal and Roll, ‘ARSUR,’ pp. [32]–[33]. Kaukab al-Hawa (Belvoir castle):
no. 46 Secular Buildings, pp. 32–33; no. 57 Churches, i, pp. 120–122; no. 11
Boas, Archaeology of the Military Orders, p. 229 and Fig. 57; Shotten-Hallel, Sass, and
Perelis Grossowicz, ‘The Hospitaller Castle of Belvoir,’ pp. 490–518. Bethany: nos.
59–60 Churches, i, pp. 122–137; Saller, Excavations at Bethany, p. 106 and pl. 70
a–c. Har Hozevim: no. 26 Boas, Domestic Settings, pp. 345–349; Kletter and Boas,
‘Har H. oz.evim,’ pp. 185–205; Kletter, ‘Har H. oz.evim,’ pp. 70–71; May, ‘Crusader Period
Farmhouse at Har Hozvim,’ pp. 40–45 [Hebrew].

155Major and El-Ajji, ‘Al-Marqab Research Project,’ p. 270 and Fig. 12.
156Asmar, L‘Abbaye de Belmont, p. 41, Coupe b-b and pl. xvi.
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this bay retains its medieval chimney hood in situ.
It is difficult to know whether these heating chambers acted like the

larger domed bread ovens, and whether they may have been used, perhaps
occasionally, as baking installations. However, the size and shape of the
structures suggests that the chambers may have served more versatile cook-
ing processes. If these structures occasionally acted as bread ovens, the
heating chambers could have potential, if slightly unlikely, ties to seigneurial
monopolies.157

Other installations, perhaps less familiar than the furnum or molend-
inum, could also be associated with seigneurial rights in the Latin states.
At Qalansuwa, the Hospitallers held a cistern and controlled access to the
structure used by the local villages to water their livestock.158 Although the
remains of a cistern survive at the site inside what was likely the Hospitaller
complex in the settlement, the association of the specific site with the facil-
ity mentioned in the surviving charter is not certain. However, cisterns in
the region are ubiquitous and several have remains that are associated with
the Frankish period. Many additional ancient structures were likely reused
during the Middle Ages.

The ability to store water for the dry summer months was essential in
the Levant and it is unknown how many water storage structures, of which
many remain, had water rights associated with them or were intended for
private household use. At least two additional facilities were likely associated
with at least some kind of seigneurial control. A second donation to the
Hospitallers, in this case the donation of a peasant named John the Syrian,
distinguished by a blemish in his eye, mentions that he was formerly the
cistern-keeper at Kafr al-Dik.159 The occupation of a cistern-keeper implies
regulation of the facility, almost certainly for some kind of fee, perhaps to

157Boas has suggested that the heating chambers located inside the farmhouse at Har
Hozevim may have served the settlers nearby by acting as their facility to bake bread:
Boas, Domestic Settings, p. 349.

158No. 510 Delaville le Roulx, i, p. 350 (no. 554b RRH Add, p. 34); Benvenisti,
Crusaders, p. 267. For the site: no. 160 Secular Buildings, pp. 77–78; no. 31
Pringle, Red Tower, pp. 41–58.

159No. 470 Delaville le Roulx, i, pp. 322–323 (no. 533 RRH + Add, i, p. 142 and
ii, p. 32)
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operate a water-lifting device like the antiliya described by Theoderic near
Mount Hermon.160 Profits from the cistern could then be assigned, as was
done at Frankish Cacco, where an annual rent from the cistern, amounting
to twenty-five besants was assigned by Hugh, the lord of Caesarea to his
knight, James.161 At Lifta, the presence of the cistern-keeper’s house overtop
of the cistern itself, perhaps implies how control could be maintained and
regulated.162 Likewise, although occurring in an urban context, the Templars
arranged lawful and free use of a cistern in the suburb of Montmusard with
the Knights of St Lazarus in 1240, suggesting that the Templars originally
held seigneurial rights to the structure.163

Wine and olive presses are also often found in close association with
Frankish remains. While the extent of wine and olive oil production will be
explored to a much greater extent in Chapter Three, there are a number
of installations with sites associated with industrial or household produc-
tion that are worth mentioning. Perhaps the most interesting remains of
Frankish wine presses are found at the linear settlements of al-Qubaiba and
Khirbat al-Kurum. Both villages have multiple households with winepress-
ing installations constructed on the ground floor of the dwellings.164 Because
of how the communities were built, an issue that will be discussed below,
the winepresses are contemporary with the development of the houses. This
means that both of the Frankish settlements were fabricated with an in-
dustrial function in mind, in an industry where the crop was often taxed
heavily by landowners, who can be seen enforcing their prerogatives in the
documentary record. For example, at the villeneuve of al-Zib, Baldwin III
taxed both grapes and olives at the fairly steep rate of 25%, when compared
with the extremely light render of one seventh of the yield from other crops
160Theoderic, 44, p. 189.
161No. 196 Paoli, Codice Diplomatico, p. 241 (no. 373 RRH, i, p. 98); a Byzantine

cistern, likely reused during the Frankish period, still exists in the vicinity of the
tower at Qaqun (Cacco), no. 32 Pringle, Red Tower, pp. 58–71; no. 168 Secular
Buildings, pp. 83–84.

162No. 138 Secular Buildings, p. 66.
163No. 39 de Marsy, ‘Fragment d‘un cartulaire de l‘Ordre de S. Lazare,’ pp. 38–39 (rptd.

pp. 156–157). Hereafter: de Marsy (no. 1096 RRH, p. 285).
164Al-Qubaiba: Bagatti, Emmaus-Qubeibah, p. 90 and pp. 168–169. Khirbat al-

Kurum: Boas, ‘Ramot Allon,’ p. 585; Boas, Domestic Settings, p. 327.
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produced by the settlement.165 Likewise, the residents of Villa Nova, the
villeneuve of al-Ram, were compelled to pay both the tithe and half of the
produce from the vineyard they tended that was owned by the canons of the
Church of the Holy Sepulchre.166 Although their own plots of land in this
settlement were taxed at a significantly lower rate, at 25% plus the tithe
for corn and vegetables and 20% plus the tithe for olives and grapes, the
landlord’s large, but not exclusive proportion of the harvest is an impor-
tant manifestation of their local authority. This division of crops led Prawer
to conclude that the land was worked under a métayage-type contract, a
common arrangement type in medieval France where produce was divided
between the landlord and cultivator, with the owner providing the tools to
farm the land and the farmer providing the labour to cultivate it.167 If this
idea of landlord provided tools can be extended to wine production, perhaps
the wine presses built inside the houses at the settlements of al-Qubaiba and
Khirbat al-Kurum may be further evidence that this type of contract was as
common in some parts of the twelfth-century Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem
as it was in areas of medieval Europe.

Other sites with physical evidence for wine production include a court-
yard building at al-Ram and winepresses inside two fortifications, at the
castles of Suba and Montfort. At al-Ram, a potential winepress and stone
nozzle were built into the eastern range of a courtyard building, partially
blocking what was likely originally a window.168 The range has been identi-
fied by Pringle as part of the vault complex associated with the curia of the
canons of the Church of the Holy Sepulchre, where in a charter of 1160, the
Frankish settlers at the villeneuve of Villa Nova were required to bring the
taxable portion of the harvest.169 A single winepress has been excavated at

165No. 228 Mayer, i, pp. 421–422 (no. 281 RRH, i, p. 71).
166No. 126 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 252–253 (no. 346 RRH, i, p. 90).
167Prawer, Crusader Institutions, pp. 133–134. Prawer terms the contracts medietaria.

These contracts could also been known in Provence as facherie, and are known from
both central and southern French contexts, Duby, Rural Economy, pp. 275–276.

168Pringle, ‘Two Medieval Villages,’ p. 169 and p. 174; no. 182 Secular Buildings,
pp. 88–89; no. 186 Churches, ii, pp. 179–181. Ramathes or Aram = al-Ram.

169No. 126 Bresc-Bautier, p. 253 (no. 346 RRH, i, p. 90).
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both the castles of Suba, Frankish Belmont, and Montfort.170 These castle
winepresses share carefully paved treading-floors and were both found inside
the inner wards of the fortifications.

The nunnery at Bethany has no specific installations related to wine
production, however it does preserve indirect evidence for the liquid’s con-
sumption during the Middle Ages. A cellar beneath the space joining the
western and eastern churches at the site preserves evidence of large, concave
depressions in a stone bench.171 It has been proposed that these depres-
sions supported wooden barrels, most likely for wine.172 There is currently
no unambiguous proof of medieval wine production at Bethany, despite the
presence of several ancient pressing installations that could have been reused
in the immediate vicinity of the cloister. It is possible that the Benedictine
convent did not produce its own wine and it was imported from elsewhere,
perhaps bought with the profits from the rich estates at Jericho that formed
a portion of the nunnery’s endowment, rather than made from crops col-
lected in kind. However, there is evidence at the site for at least some crop
processing, as two oil presses were found in situ.

Olive oil production, a crop often associated with grapevines and some-
times taxed by the Franks at similarly exorbitant rates, was not a seigneurial
monopoly.173 However, where documentary evidence for the crop survives,
landlords seem to show great interest in the profits and produce that could
be collected from olive groves. Olive oil production is also one of the more
visible industries that functioned in rural areas during the Frankish period,
with millstones, weights, or beam-press holes found at twelve medieval sites.
At the Benedictine convent of Bethany for example, evidence for the instal-
lations used for olive crushing and pressing have survived.174 Here a rotary

170Suba (Belmont): Harper and Pringle, Belmont Castle, p. 65 and pl. 4.9. Montfort:
Dean, ‘Exploration of a Crusaders’ Fortress (Montfort),’ p. 18. The winepress vat at
Montfort was originally identified by the excavators as a tank when the remains were
first uncovered. It was thought to have been potentially used for watering horses.

171Saller, Excavations at Bethany, pp. 103–104 and pl. 46a. Two of the concave depressions
can be seen in pl. 46a.

172Nos. 59–60 Churches, ii, pp. 122–137 (p. 133).
173Benvenisti, Crusaders, p. 257.
174Saller, Excavations at Bethany, p. 104 and pls. 68 (screw press) – 69a (rotary press).
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mill used to crush the olives shares the same space with a more complex
screwpress mechanism beside it.175 Likewise, evidence for both screwpress
weights and crushing devices have been excavated in situ at the Frankish
settlement of al-Qubaiba and the medieval village at Khirbat Ka,kul, a site
which also had evidence for the putlog hole that anchored the press beam.176

Similar finds were also identified at Frankish Aqua Bella, where Cleave pho-
tographed a basin for crushing olives, a stone screwpress weight, and the
anchor niche for the oil press beam.177 E. Ayalon later visited the site and
noted that in addition to the features identified by Benvenisti, there was
also an additional screwpress weight that had been converted from the up-
per crushing stone, a smaller screwpress weight, a press-bed, collecting basin
and vat, a crushing roller, and part of a second olive-mill basin.178 When
this author visited the site in May 2014, the majority of items were still
present, collected at the eastern end of the southern range.

During this visit, study was also made of the putlog hole, in an attempt
to determine if the masonry suggested that the opening held an oil press
beam during the Frankish period and was contemporary with the structure,
or whether the wall was altered at a later date and the press inserted into
175Although a wooden screw and beam were found in situ during the excavations at

Bethany, the survival of the wooden features suggests an Ottoman date rather than
a medieval one, Ayalon, Tal, and Yehuda, ‘A Twelfth-Century Oil Press Complex,’ p.
283 and p. 288 n. 18. However, the device’s positioning in the room and presence of
pit and weight below the installation suggests that the wooden components may be
replacements for older parts rather than an additional facility added at a later date.
The long indented slot leading from the floor to the socket anchoring the press beam
appears to be share the same masonry construction with the wall behind it (i.e. blocks
do no appear to have been removed to create the slot), which also suggests that the
Ottoman screwpress may be a replacement rather than a new construction.

176Al-Qubaiba: A crushing stone for a rotary oil press was found inside house 9, Bagatti,
Emmaus-Qubeibah, p. 93, pl. 11 (photo 19c). A second stone, perhaps used to crush
olives was found in house 16, however it was found on the floor of a vat for collecting
grape must, Bagatti, Emmaus-Qubeibah, pp. 93–94. Several other millstones and olive
press weights were noted at the site, but their dating is less certain as they were not
recovered from a Frankish-period context. Khirbat Ka,kul: An entire room devoted
to oil production was excavated at the site, including an in situ olive-mill basin and
screwpress weight aligned in a straight line with the oil collecting vat and anchor hole
for the screwpress beam, Seligman, ‘Khirbat Ka,kul,’ pp. 34–37, Plan 11 (Area B1),
and Figs. 30–32.

177Benvenisti, Crusaders, p. 258.
178Ayalon, Tal, and Yehuda, ‘A Twelfth-Century Oil Press Complex,’ pp. 282–283.

55





There are several other locations with evidence of olive oil production
from the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem, however only two can securely be
dated to the Frankish period. One site, at the linear settlement at Khirbat
al-Haramiya, has not yet been published in full, but pictures have been
printed showing evidence for upper and lower crushing stones from an olive-
mill excavated at the site.181 The olive-mill at Khirbat al-Haramiya has been
dated by two coins found inside the room where the stones were excavated,
as well as by the proximity of the installation to the Frankish village.182

Excavations at the site of Khirbat al-Kurum also uncovered evidence for
several oil presses, both inside of the Frankish houses and near the southern
part of the street. However, again as the final report on the site has yet
to be published, there are few details about the physical remains of the
installations themselves.183

Other proposed Frankish-period remains of olive oil installations are more
contentious. One of the more probable examples of an olive press potentially
dating to the Frankish period survives at Jifna, inside the northern range
of a courtyard building that may be the basement of a hall house.184 The
dating of this olive press is contingent on its width; at 2.4 m. in diameter the
crushing basin is too large to fit through the enlarged loophole that currently
serves as the access point to the structure, suggesting that the olive oil mill
may be contemporary with the building.185 However, no recorded dimensions
of the height of the olive press have been given in the surviving literature, so
it is not impossible that the crushing stone may have been tipped onto its
side and rolled into position through the contemporary, narrow access point.
However, most probably, the installation was positioned when the original
access point to the range was still functional, an entrance that was suggested
by Benvenisti to lead from courtyard of the building.186 The medieval dating

181Boas, Domestic Settings, p. 154, Fig. 45 (mislabelled as a flour mill); Boas, Crusader
Archaeology, p. 78, pl. 3.8 (correctly labelled as an olive-mill).

182Ayalon, Tal, and Yehuda, ‘A Twelfth-Century Oil Press Complex,’ p. 283.
183Boas, ‘Ramot Allon,’ p. 585; Boas, Domestic Settings, pp. 321–328 (p. 327)
184No. 118 Secular Buildings, p. 57; no. 27 Boas, Domestic Settings, p. 349; Ben-

venisti, Crusaders, pp. 238–240; no. 8 Benvenisti, ‘Bovaria – Babriyya,’ p. 147.
185Boas, Crusader Archaeology, p. 78; Boas, ‘Street Villages,’ p. 142.
186Benvenisti, ‘Bovaria – Babriyya,’ p. 147.
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of this installation is therefore still uncertain.187

Other oil presses have been surveyed in contexts that suggest that they
may have Frankish period origins, but the dating of these installations is even
less certain than the facility at Jifna. At al-Bira, Frankish Magna Mahume-
ria, an olive press was found within a house opposite the medieval church and
was recorded in 1938.188 A crushing installation, centrally located in the vil-
lage of Beituniya, Frankish Beitiumen, was situated until recently inside the
cellar of vaulted building with embossed blocks and a pointed gate.189 Two
oil presses were also surveyed at the medieval courtyard building at Lifta,
Frankish Clepsta. In addition to other agricultural installations present at
the site, including an aqueduct and terracing, there are also the remains of
both a rotary olive oil mill and screwpress.190 It is likely that it was the
screwpress weight from this installation that Bagatti described in his survey
of the site, as he mentions grooves engraved on a stone found at the site.191

However, in a recent description of known Frankish-period olive oil installa-
tions, Ayalon identified the set of oil presses, as well as an additional rotary
mill and screwpress in an adjacent vault, as likely dating to the Ottoman
period because both sets of presses had surviving wooden features.192 It is
not clear whether the anchoring niches identified in both vaults are contem-
porary with the medieval building, suggesting the Ottoman wood replaced
earlier installations, or are also later additions.

In the same survey of Frankish period pressing installations, Ayalon, Tal,
and Yehuda also identified medieval olive oil press facilities at Bait Jabrin,
installed in a building beside the western wall of the Frankish church, and
at Nabi Samwil, Frankish Montjoie or Mons Gaudii, where a niche for a
pressing beam was identified, along with finds including a press-bed, stone
187Pringle, ‘Two Medieval Villages,’ p. 174.
188Pringle, ‘Magna Mahumeria (al-Bira),’ p. 151. This installation has since been de-

stroyed.
189Benvenisti, Crusaders, p. 258; Pringle, ‘Burj Bardawil,’ p. 50; no. 40 Secular Build-

ings, p. 29; Churches, iv, pp. 235–240; no. 19 Boas, Domestic Settings, p. 340.
190No. 138 Secular Buildings, p. 66; Benvenisti, Crusaders, p. 357; no. 24 Boas,

Domestic Settings, p. 344.
191Bagatti, Emmaus-Qubeibah, pp. 231–232.
192Ayalon, Tal, and Yehuda, ‘A Twelfth-Century Oil Press Complex,’ p. 283 and pp.

287–288 n. 17.
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roller, and oil press weights.193 This survey of olive oil press installations was
done in conjunction with the publication of the first known pressing facility
excavated in a Frankish-period urban context, a lever-and-screw press found
in the faubourg of Arsuf.194 This excavation also found evidence of numerous
weights and millstones that had survived from the complex, providing the
most complete example of a datable Frankish-period installation yet known.

Any produce in kind collected by an official would need a storage site, and
several of these structures can potentially be identified in the archaeological
record. The courtyard complex at al-Ram, mentioned above with regards
to the wine press found at the site and embedded into one of the windows,
can fairly confidently be associated with the vaults where inhabitants of the
villeneuve of Villa Nova were required to bring their taxable portion of the
crops after harvesting.195 A second instance of crop storage is mentioned in
a document of 1257 in an agreement between the Teutonic knights and the
bishop of Acre, where produce was required to be brought to the bishop’s
house in Mi,ilya.196 Ellenblum has identified this structure with a village
building that shares a similar construction technique to the nearby Frankish
castle.197 However, there is no evidence as to the function of this building
during the Middle Ages, so the attribution must remain tentative.198

In her recent book, Climate and Political Climate: Environmental Disas-
ters in the Medieval Levant, S. Raphael has devoted a section of her discus-
sion to exploring storage solutions for cereal crops in the Levant.199 Many of
the examples of granaries discussed in her book are fortified sites, all of which
were important centres of Frankish government within the Latin Kingdom
of Jerusalem. It is possible that several of these structures served as a final

193Ayalon, Tal, and Yehuda, ‘A Twelfth-Century Oil Press Complex,’ pp. 282–283.
194Ayalon, Tal, and Yehuda, ‘A Twelfth-Century Oil Press Complex,’ pp. 259–291.
195For the potential site, see p. 53 and n. 168 above. Pringle, ‘Two Medieval Villages,’ p.

170.
196No. 112 Strehlke, pp. 91–94 (p. 93) (no. 1260 RRH, i, p. 331). Molin has suggested

that crops were brought to the castle at Mi,ilya as well, but the charter only mentions
the ‘bishop’s house’ as a produce collection point, rather than the fortification itself:
Molin, ‘Non-Military Functions of Crusader Fortifications,’ p. 379.

197Ellenblum, ‘Colonization Activities,’ p. 114.
198Khamisy, ‘Castellum Regis,’ p. 45.
199Raphael, Climate and Political Climate, pp. 56–67.
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collection point for crops collected through village taxes or tithes, in addition
to their function as granaries serving a military garrison. Some of the more
important sites mentioned from the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem include the
Tower of David, a structure that the Russian Abbot Daniel notes held an
impressive quantity of victuals, as well as the castle of Saphet, reported to
have received 12,000 mules carrying foodstuffs annually.200 Other sites, such
as Karak castle, certainly acted as storage facilities during the Mamluk pe-
riod for the military garrison, and this castle seems to have served a similar
function during the Frankish period when William of Tyre notes that the
fortress was well-stocked with provisions, if not weapons, when S. alāh. al-Dı̄n
besieged the site in the 1180s.201

The levies in kind, stockpiled in locations like the sites above and drawn
from taxes and tithes, could be individual or communal renders. Both per-
sonal dwellings and the larger settlements that these tolls were extracted
from have been investigated through archaeological excavations or surveys.
Portions of houses have been excavated at several sites, and significant sec-
tions of medieval villages have been exhumed at al-Qubaiba, Khirbat al-
Kurum, Khirbat Ka,kul, and Khirbat Zuwainita, the site of Frankish Zoenite
or Siveneta.202 Exploration of individual, isolated properties that may have
been independent farmsteads has been more rare, but excavations at Khirbat
al-Lauza, Har Hozevim, and Khirbat al-,Ayadiya, along with several less ex-
tensively documented sites, have returned finds that suggest Frankish-period
occupation.203

200Raphael, Climate and Political Climate, p. 63. Tower of David, Jerusalem: Ryan
(trans.), ‘Daniel the Abbot,’ p. 130; cf. Wilson (trans.), Russian Abbot Daniel, p. 17 (de
Khitrowo, Itinéraires Russes en Orient, i, p. 17); Safad (Saphet): De constructione
castri Saphet, p. 41.

201William of Tyre, xxii:29(28), p. 1057; Babcock and Krey, William of Tyre, p. 501.
Raphael, Climate and Political Climate, pp. 64–65.

202Al-Qubaiba and Khirbat al-Kurum: see n. 49 above for literature concerning the
site. Khirbat Ka,kul: Seligman, ‘Khirbat Ka,kul,’ pp. 1–73; Boas, Domestic Set-
tings, pp. 204–206; Khirbat Zuwainita: Getzov, ‘H. orbat Bet Zeneta,’ pp. 75–106
[Hebrew], pp. 202–204 [English Summary]; Boas, Domestic Settings, pp. 203–204; no.
238 Secular Buildings, p. 110. The two spellings for Khirbat Zuwainita of Zoenite
and Siveneta was first recognized by Röhricht: Röhricht, ‘Mittelalterlichen Geographie
und Topographie,’ p. 270.

203Boas, Domestic Settings, pp. 93–97; Khirbat al-Lauza: Ellenblum, Rubin, and Solar,
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It is often difficult to determine whether the many isolated dwellings that
had been recorded in surveys of Palestine and the Galilee were personal farm-
steads supporting a family, or whether the remains originally served another
purpose, perhaps as an estate centre or manor house for a local notable. A
considerable amount of research still needs to be done on autonomous prop-
erties, especially the hypothesis that some of the structures may have acted
as independent farmhouses. Currently, only the site of Khirbat al-Lauza
has definitive evidence of a field system connected with the isolated struc-
ture.204 However, the associated irrigated and non-irrigated terraces are not
extensive and are unlikely to have been large enough to be profitable.

More evidence from archaeological excavations exists for individual house-
holds within village communities, the Frankish-period casalia discussed at
the beginning of the chapter. Individual dwellings and their associated in-
stallations will be discussed in greater detail in Chapter Six, however it is
worth briefly addressing the types of houses found in rural areas of the me-
dieval Levant, and the larger communities that they were part of.

One of the most common configurations for a rural house in Palestine was
a courtyard-type structure, a building composed of one or more individual,
adjoining rooms that opened onto a central enclosure. These complexes are
not the specifically Frankish structures sometimes also referred to as ‘court-
yard buildings,’ which are often hall-houses or early fortifications that have
been modified by the addition of later outbuildings.205 Instead, courtyard
houses have a long history both pre- and postdating the Frankish period.
These buildings were practical structures that could grow organically from a
central enclosure as more rooms were needed. In a village setting, a house like
this has been excavated at Khirbat Zuwainita, where several attached rooms

‘Khirbat al-Lawza,’ pp. 189–198; no. 137 Secular Buildings, pp. 65–66; no. 31
Boas, Domestic Settings, p. 353. Har Hozevim: see n. 154 above for literature
concerning the site. Khirbat al-,Ayadiya (La Hadia): Getzov et al., Horbat ,Uza, p.
24; no. 16 Boas, Domestic Settings, pp. 336–337.

204Ellenblum, Rubin, and Solar, ‘Khirbat al-Lawza,’ pp. 193–196.
205Burj Bardawil is an excellent example of a Frankish fortification that expanded into

a courtyard complex through the addition of a series of vaulted ranges; Pringle, ‘Burj
Barawil,’ pp. 30–59; no. 74 Secular Buildings, pp. 42–43; no. 22 Boas, Domestic
Settings, p. 342–343.

61



were excavated, all of which opened onto a courtyard rather than connecting
through adjacent doorways.206 However, these types of buildings could also
be found in more isolated locations, such as at the Mamluk farmhouse exca-
vated at Tall Dothan, which may have been part of a small compound of six
or more similar structures.207 Unfortunately, although courtyard houses are
well attested across multiple periods in Palestine, they are not particularly
abundant in the archaeological record of the Frankish period.

Ironically, we are better informed about a unique type of dwelling likely
exclusively built in the twelfth century. These houses, often structures of
modest dimensions, have been excavated at the sites of al-Qubaiba, Khir-
bat al-Kurum, and Khirbat al-Haramiya. Individually, most houses appear
to have consisted of a single room, although in some instances there were
interior passageways between two barrel-vaulted spaces.208 These dwellings
have entrances leading straight from a facing street, a direct contrast to tra-
ditional courtyard houses where entries into private dwelling spaces would
be separated from the road, maintaining the privacy of the household. Some
of these houses also had backdoors with entrances into private, walled out-
door spaces the same width as the dwelling, likely serving as household
gardens.209 On the eastern side of village at Khirbat al-Kurum these plots
have been preserved and averaged approximately 8 m. across and 46 m.
long, although some spaces had plots double this width.210 It also appears

206Boas, Domestic Settings, p. 204.
207Master et al., Dothan i, p. 160. Only a single medieval structure at the site was

excavated. The chronology of the other six or more potential buildings from the Middle
Ages is still unknown. The ceramics from this site were typical of the twelfth through
fourteenth centuries.

208At al-Qubaiba there were doorways between Rooms 5 and 7, Rooms 8 and 9, and
Rooms 10 and 11; Bagatti, Emmaus-Qubeibah, pp. 91–93 and pl. 42. At Khirbat al-
Kurum there were interior openings between the most northern houses excavated at
the site, on either side of the street, Boas, ‘Ramot Allon,’ p. 589 Fig. 1. The plan
of Khirbat al-Haramiya has yet to be published, but in a preliminary diagram from
Yehuda, Household Archaeology, p. 256 Fig. 40, it appears as though the most northern
house also has a side passageway, although it is less clear if this doorway opened into
another room or was an exterior door.

209See n. 52 for rooms with preserved back entries.
210Boas, ‘Ramot Allon,’ p. 586. The dimensions of the plots correspond well with esti-

mates for the smaller carruca, equivalent to the Arab faddān, which a team of oxen
could plough in a day.
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as though these houses originally had upper stories, likely where the living
space of the dwelling was maintained, as the excavated ground level-rooms
were often filled with industrial installations such as the wine presses dis-
cussed above. Evidence for upper stories in these elongated, barrel-vaulted
houses has been found at al-Qubaiba, where a staircase has been preserved
in the thickness of the wall of Room 3.211 A second possible example of a
staircase leading to an upper floor has also been found at Khirbat al-Kurum,
a site that also had evidence of a barrel-vaulted undercroft, suggesting that
basement storage levels were not unknown.212

Regarding the overall village layout, there is firm evidence that these
houses were part of a planned community, as dwellings in al-Qubaiba, Khir-
bat al-Kurum, and Khirbat al-Haramiya all share structural walls. This im-
plies that these villages were created in a consciously executed single phase
of fabrication. The alignment of these houses, all constructed in a row with
front entrances facing the road, gives the impression of a line. Hence, these
villages are often termed ‘linear’ settlements, or ‘street villages,’ in direct
opposition to the ‘nucleated’ communities found at locations like Khirbat
Ka,kul, and Khirbat Zuwainita, which display little evidence of overall vil-
lage design or planning. Along with the sites of al-Qubaiba, Khirbat al-
Kurum, and Khirbat al-Haramiya, old aerial photographs and maps imply
that the communities of al-Bira and al-Zib shared similar structures.213

Linear settlements have little in common with the nucleated communities
typically found in the Middle East, but perhaps more surprisingly they also
share few common features with rural settlements in Europe.214 Although
211Bagatti, Emmaus-Qubeibah, p. 91, p. 90 Fig. 13, and pl. 12 (photo 23). Although

Bagatti did not believe this staircase led to an upper story, see Pringle for the opposite
suggestion: Pringle, ‘Magna Mahumeria (al-Bira),’ p. 168 n. 71.

212Boas, ‘Ramot Allon,’ p. 585 and p. 592 Fig. 4.
213Al-Bira: Pringle, ‘Magna Mahumeria (al-Bira),’ p. 149–151 and Fig. 2; no. 54 Sec-

ular Buildings, pp. 35–36; no. 13 Boas, Domestic Settings, pp. 329–331; no. 66
Churches, i, pp. 161–165. Interestingly, before its destruction, a house at al-Bira
preserved evidence for two upper-level rooms, suggesting that the staircases found at
al-Qubaiba and Khirbat al-Kurum led into rooms rather than rooftops. al-Zib: Ben-
venisti, Crusaders, p. 221–223 (information based on unpublished excavations by M.W.
Prausnitz); no. 237 Secular Buildings, p. 110; no. 12 Boas, Domestic Settings,
pp. 328–329.

214Yehuda, Household Archaeology, pp. 142–151.
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elements of rural European architecture can be discerned, for example as in
the alignment of a row of properties along a single street, or the presence
of individual garden plots, recent comparison with northwestern European
dwellings has suggested that a closer precedent for linear settlements may lie
with medieval townhouses.215 This conclusion is also supported by charter
evidence from al-Bira, where the occupations of a number of Frankish settlers
have been preserved.216 This list contains the names of several individuals
with non-agricultural occupations, including several carpenters (carpentar-
ius) and smiths (faber), perhaps more than might be expected for a rural
community.217 Others, including a man named Jordan, filius Petri aurifabri
(son of Peter the goldsmith), have non-agricultural origins or professions
that might be better suited to a more populous environment. Nevertheless,
individuals with by-names that suggest agricultural professions, such as fru-
mentinus or plantavigna, are not unknown from the charter, and others, such
as the two butchers (bocher) and a baker (pissot) found at al-Bira, would be
at home in a rural community. However, the majority of structural and doc-
umentary evidence from linear communities suggests that these settlements
shared closer parallels with medieval European towns. The Franks evidently
saw these communities as separate and distinct from indigenous, nucleated
villages as well, as by the latter half of the twelfth century charter evidence
often refers to these sites as villae rather than casalia.218 The growth of
the planned, linear villages north of Jerusalem was cut short in 1187, and
is likely one of the reasons for structural differences between these sites and
urban market areas observed in Frankish-constructed areas of Jerusalem and

215Yehuda, Household Archaeology, p. 159.
216No. 117 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 236–240 (no. 302 RRH, pp. 77–78). For discussion:

Ellenblum, Frankish Rural Settlement, pp. 82.
217 It is difficult to tell whether the individuals with recorded by-names on the list were

actively practicing the occupations that were registered or were using the term as a
hereditary last name. I. Shagrir has suggested that for the twelfth and thirteenth
centuries, a literal interpretation of an occupational by-name is often more valid than
in later periods, Shagrir, ‘Medieval Evolution of By-naming,’ p. 56.

218For example: no. 310 Mayer, ii, p. 539 (no. 135 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 262–266;
no. 400 RRH, i, p. 105); no. 310 Mayer, ii, p. 539 (no. 135 Bresc-Bautier, pp.
262–266; no. 400 RRH, i, p. 105).
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Acre.219

1.10 Rural settlement in the Latin Kingdom

of Jerusalem: exploring the impact of the

Franks

Rural settlement in the Frankish Levant has been explored from various an-
gles, ranging from matching phonetically similar Latin or Old French place
names with their Arabic counterparts to the thorough investigation of known
archaeological remains. The study of rural settlement has revealed the com-
plexity of how the Franks and indigenous inhabitants lived, the relationship
between individuals of different religious denominations in the medieval Lev-
ant, and the landscapes that these various communities shared. Views of
Frankish involvement in the countryside have now shifted to suggest that
rather than being completely absent, Frankish participation in the rural ar-
eas was isolated to specific locations.

This current view of rural settlement during the Frankish period posits a
physical division between Christian communities, both Latin and indigenous,
and other groups. The concentration of Christian communities in specific
locations of the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem is convincing, especially as
suggested by the analysis of functional church sites during the Middle Ages,
as active, Latin or Eastern Christian congregations would need a space to
worship;220 however apart from a few literary references to Muslim, Druze,
Jewish, and Samaritan populations in the region, the clustering of these
communities in the remaining areas of the Kingdom is much less clear. In
fact, because recent scholarship has focused on re-establishing a position for
Frankish settlement within the countryside, study of non-Frankish commu-
nities has remained neglected.221 Yet, emphasising explicitly Frankish habi-
219Boas, ‘A Rediscovered Market Street in Frankish Acre?’ pp. 181–186.
220Pringle, ‘Churches and Settlement,’ pp. 161–178. See pp. 15–16 above for problems

with Ellenblum’s proposal of associating explicitly Frankish settlement with the ar-
chaeological remains of Frankish-period structures.

221 In terms of locating non-Frankish populations, C. MacEvitt’s Rough Tolerance is a no-
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tation at the expense of information on native communities is problematic,
as this disregards a significant portion of the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem’s
rural population.

The current thesis attempts to mitigate problems related to ethnic and
religious association in the current model of twelfth- and thirteenth-century
settlement by focusing on two elements that affected both Frankish and in-
digenous settlements alike: the natural environment and seigneurial relation-
ships. Although these are not entirely neutral attributes, they do reduce the
focus that has been placed on aspects of religious identity in rural commu-
nities. Every site within the boundaries of the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem
shared some type of relationship with the surrounding countryside. Likewise,
every community maintained a relationship with an overlord, at least for tax-
ation purposes and regardless of whether the interaction was significant or
not. Exploring settlements with these attributes in mind opens alternative
methods for questioning essential aspects of rural life.

One of the outstanding questions regarding rural populations in the Lev-
ant is what impact the Franks had on twelfth- and thirteenth-century com-
munities in the countryside. All settlements were affected by the Frankish
assumption of power and authority in the region, but how this control played
out in the daily life of individuals is still open to question. There are still
significant questions surrounding how Frankish authority manifested in dif-
ferent communities, as this may have fluctuated throughout the region.

Similarly, the scale of Frankish impact on rural communities is also worth
re-examining. As addressed earlier in the chapter, mid-twentieth-century
scholarship did not identify a significant role for the Franks in rural commu-
nities. Instead, Frankish landlords and burgesses were considered to be pri-
marily urban inhabitants with few interests in the countryside; however, with
the recent reassessment of locations of Frankish settlement, it is also worth

table, recent exception to the current lack of scholarship on the position of indigenous
communities in the Levant, see especially: MacEvitt Rough Tolerance, pp. 136–156
for the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem (urban and rural populations). Other scholars,
notably B. Kedar, have produced extremely valuable scholarship on non-Frankish com-
munities in the Levant, but much of this information has little to do with geography
and instead is focused on other aspects of daily life or relationships with the Franks.
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revisiting earlier conclusions regarding the magnitude of Frankish influence
in rural communities. Exploring the scale of Frankish impact though land-
scape can be a particularly valuable tool in this respect, as when paired with
material from twelfth- and thirteenth-century documents, natural and an-
thropogenic factors can be compared. Likewise, when considering seigneurial
relationships and rural communities, the degree of authority manifest in ad-
ministrative institutions can be a good indicator of the magnitude of Frank-
ish influence in a community.

The remainer of this thesis will be divided into two sections, Part Two and
Part Three. Part Two will consist of three chapters (Chapters Two, Three,
and Four) and will focus on aspects of the twelfth- and thirteenth-century
landscape that may reflect aspects of Frankish impact on rural communities.
It will explore three core components, the palaeoenvironment of the medieval
Levant, Frankish views of their natural surroundings, and the connection
between physical characteristics of the landscape and medieval settlement.

Chapter Two is concerned with the palaeoenvironmental situation of the
medieval Levant. Although paleaoenvironmental information continues to
accumulate, it has only rarely figured in studies of the Frankish states; how-
ever, the possible implications of climatic fluctuations on arable productivity
in the region are important. If associated cultivated and pastoral lands were
considered integral parts of a medieval settlement, changes in climate and as
a corollary, crop yields, likely had an impact on communities. It is essential
to understand the climatic conditions of the Levant during the Frankish pe-
riod to suggest the state of the landscape during the twelfth and thirteenth
centuries.

When the conditions of the medieval landscape are understood, this in-
formation can be used to inform expectations of the potential agricultural
output from the region. If rural communities were positively or adversely
impacted by Frankish administration, it is possible that this may be reflected
by fluctuations in the agricultural productivity of the region, preserved in
local pollen records. Chapter Two will therefore examine questions regard-
ing both what the environment was like in the medieval Levant, as well as
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Frankish-period agricultural productivity, to determine whether any changes
can be discerned during the twelfth and thirteenth centuries.

Chapter Three will explore the main Frankish sources that discuss as-
pects of landscape, as well as examine the reliability of these depictions
and their relationship to medieval settlements. Relying on medieval descrip-
tions of the countryside is necessary because palaeoenvironmental data can
only reflect local conditions where measurements are taken. Twelfth- and
thirteenth-century accounts of cultivated or pastoral lands therefore can add
to our view of the Frankish-period landscape. Frankish comments are also
important because of the relationship cultivated spaces shared with medieval
settlements, sites which rarely feature in narrative material. From the col-
lected information, a short case study will investigate the site of Jericho, the
best-documented agricultural site from the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem in
literary sources. Looking at the administrative structure in medieval Jeri-
cho, Chapter Three will explore whether there are any discernable signs of
Frankish impact on the organisation of land management at the location.
This final section will tie together the exploration of agriculture in Frankish
narrative sources with larger questions regarding Frankish influence on rural
communities.

Chapter Four, which concludes Part Two, will investigate the explicit
connections that can be made between the Frankish-period landscape and
medieval settlements. This chapter will focus on the relationship between
soil and settlements, as soil is a physical characteristic of the landscape that
can reflect minute changes over relatively small distances and is closely tied
to the agricultural productivity of an area. By identifying the relationship
between settlements and soil, connections between the landscape and set-
tled spaces can be explored. It also means important questions, such as
how the Franks understood and valued rural communities within the Latin
Kingdom of Jerusalem, can be addressed. The exploration of soil and set-
tlement can also suggest conclusions regarding the reliability of the current
model of Frankish settlement, where Franks have been suggested to have
settled in specific areas, normally in close association with eastern Christian
populations.
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After looking at environmantal aspects affecting settlement, Part Three
will investigate Frankish impact on rural sites through administrative norms.
Part Three will contain two chapters (Chapters Five and Six), and will
consider two phenomena introduced to the region during the Frankish pe-
riod, the appearance of condominium territories and the establishment of
seigneurial customs.

Chapter Five will concentrate on exploring the documentary evidence for
condominium territories (Arabic: munāsafāt), including their operation and
larger meaning for administrative practices in the Levant. These shared ter-
ritories, held jointly by Frankish and Muslim authorities, are especially im-
portant when examining the depth of Frankish understanding of settlements
in the countryside. Many properties of land tenure were not shared between
Muslim authorities and the Franks. Yet, jointly-held lands were widespread
and functioned successfully, despite a division of power and profits within
a shared territory. They also retained a certain longevity and continued
to be popular in treaty arrangements concerning border regions throughout
the twelfth and thirteenth centuries. Owing to differences between Islamic
and Frankish administrative practices in the Levant, a topic that will be ad-
dressed in the first half of Chapter Five, exploring condominium territories
is important for understanding how the Franks and Muslims accommodated
and understood customs that were not their own. The well-documented divi-
sion of power seen in condominium treaties gives rare insight into the minute
administrative structure of rural areas through text. Shared regions of au-
thority have wide implications regarding local power, as well as important
consequences concerning Frankish impact in rural areas.

Moving from general concepts of Frankish and Islamic land tenure to
specific manifestations of customs, Chapter Six will examine the appearance
of seigneurial rights in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem. Seigneurial obliga-
tions levied by Frankish landlords have implications for the structure of the
communities where these privileges were enacted. This includes the physi-
cal institutions built to accommodate landlord’s rights. Material structures
tied to bannal privileges, in particular a landlord’s prerogative over milling
and baking facilities used by a community, have strong implications for the
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impact of the Franks on rural settlements. Chapter Six will explore the ar-
chaeological and charter evidence for these communal structures, focusing in
particular on seigneurial privileges regarding bread ovens. There are inter-
esting consequences related to Frankish involvement in the countryside that
result from the construction of seigneurial facilities in villages, in particular
implications for regions of specifically Frankish settlement. Exploring the
consequences of seigneurial obligations in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem
and the physical impact bannal institutions had on settlements is important
for understanding the overall administrative structure of rural communities
during the twelfth and thirteenth centuries, as well as the extent of Frankish
involvement in the region.

Finally, in Part Four, Chapter Seven will summarise the evidence col-
lected in the proceeding chapters and evaluate how this material can better
inform our current view of the ways in which the Franks affected rural com-
munities in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem. It will investigate the conclu-
sions reached in Chapters Two through Six and provide an interpretation of
the breadth of Frankish impact on everyday life in rural settlements.
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Part II

The Frankish-Period Landscape
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Chapter 2

The Frankish-Period

Palaeoenvironment

Palaeoclimatic research and reconstructions are rarely discussed in literature
concerning the Frankish states. However, an increasing body of environ-
mental evidence has been growing as an extension of studies concerned with
earlier historic and prehistoric periods.

Environmental evidence about past climates and landscapes has come
to play a key part in conversations about historical societies in the Levant.
Lately, climatic considerations have returned to vogue in discussions focused
on the tenth- and eleventh-century Middle East.222 Similarly, discussions of
climatic variables are an important component of Byzantine archaeological
investigations in the region and are poised to be integrated into new studies
concerning the Mamluk period.223 Investigations into the Frankish period
have lagged behind other fields in incorporating environmental considera-
tions into the published literature, though this is likely to change as palaeo-
climatic data becomes more readily available. Already recent examples of
research integrating climatic information have made valuable contributions
to the study of medieval environmental disasters in the Middle East and

222Bulliet, Cotton, Climate, and Camels in Early Islamic Iran; Ellenblum, The Collapse
of the Eastern Mediterranean.

223For the Byzantine period: Rosen, Civilizing Climate, pp. 150–171. For the Mamluk
period see the recent publications from Tell Hisban (Madaba Plains Project): Walker,
‘Planned Villages and Rural Resilience,’ p. 23.
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battlefield archaeology.224

It is perhaps unsurprising that environmental considerations have played
a minor role in discussions of the Crusader states. Environmental determin-
ism, where climatic conditions rather than human action govern the success
or failure of a society, is a simplistic explanation limiting individual agency.
It is a model at odds with medieval technological developments as well as
the rich documentary records dating from the Middle Ages, both of which
stress human impact on the landscape.

However, balancing climatic considerations and other sources of envi-
ronmental information with a recognition of a human ability to adapt and
respond to natural conditions can be a powerful tool.225 It is especially
poignant for rural communities, as settlements in the countryside of the
Levant often have relatively modest records and remains. At times, the ex-
tent of our knowledge about a settlement may only extend to acknowledging
the settlement was inhabited during the Frankish period, for example if a
charter references a site as a casale (inhabited community) rather than a
gastina (uninhabited location), or if location can be identified during an ar-
chaeological survey by medieval pottery scatter or architecture. Integrating
discussion about the surrounding landscape and the conditions potentially
encountered in the countryside adds another component to inquiries into
Frankish impact on medieval rural life. Discussing climatic proxies or other
natural attributes does not preclude the use of documentary source mate-
rial or other archaeological evidence. Instead, written records or material
remains can be used in tandem with sources of environmental information.

While integrating environmental considerations into discussions of me-
dieval communities may lead to a deeper understanding of rural life and
Frankish involvement in the countryside, it must be done in an appropriate
fashion. Contemporary physical attributes are disingenuous representations
of past features. Historic landscape or climatic reconstructions based on
modern environmental attributes are inaccurate proxies. It is not enough
224Raphael, Climate and Political Climate; Lewis, ‘Crusader Battlefields,’ pp. 460–489.
225S. Rippon, A. Wainwright and C. Smart address this issue for medieval England,

arguing for the greater integration of environmental data: Rippon, Wainwright, and
Smart, ‘Farming Regions in Medieval England,’ p. 200.
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to use contemporary climatic or landscape characteristics and project these
features backwards.226 Instead, any approach must recognise the influence of
long-term processes or short events that may make a difference in the land-
scape, climate, or ecology of a region. While some features remain static for
several millennia and modern characteristics may reflect comparable physi-
cal properties found during the Middle Ages, quicker variations may appear
in fluvial evidence, ecological populations, or rainfall and temperature varia-
tions.227 For example, minor oscillations in rainfall can significantly impact
communities living in an area on the threshold of subsistence agriculture.228

A wetter climate in this instance may suggest more favourable circumstances
for communities or individuals reliant on marginal land near the dry fram-
ing threshold, which requires approximately 250–300 mm. of rain annually
to ensure viable agriculture. Drier conditions, where the minimum annual
rainfall amount is not reached, may adversely impact the same communities.

The connection between surviving textual information and rural environ-
ments will still inform the core discussion of this section, but to best examine
natural features that will constructively build an argument about Frankish
impact on the countryside, it is important to recognise the current data avail-
able about medieval climate in the Levant. Before moving forward to look
at medieval views of the landscape and climatic conditions, or considering
how to integrate documentary material with environmental information, it
is important to summarise the probable conditions in the region during the
Middle Ages.

2.1 Attributes of medieval climate

The period of the Crusades coincided with the Medieval Warm Period or
Medieval Climatic Optimum/Anomaly, a time of abnormal climatic condi-
226Baker and Bintliff, ‘Geoarchaeology in Mediterranean Landscape Archaeology,’ pp.

207–208; Dincauze, Environmental Archaeology, p. 25.
227For timescales see: Tables 2-2 and 2-4 in Butzer, Archaeology as Human Ecology, p.

28; reproduced as Tables 1.1 and 1.2 in Rosen, Civilizing Climate, p. 5.
228For a discussion criticising the usual practice of estimating the agricultural potential

of site based on rainfall amounts averaged from historic nineteenth, twentieth, and
twenty-first century records, see: Rosen, Civilizing Climate, pp. 6–8.
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tions lasting approximately two to three hundred years.229 In Europe, the
Medieval Warm Period brought warmer, drier conditions to most areas; how-
ever in the Middle East it seems to have had the opposite effect.230 While
specifics about the environmental situation in the Levant during the twelfth
and thirteenth centuries are still not well defined, it is likely that climatic
conditions were slightly more humid, with potentially greater rainfall totals
than the preceding centuries. In addition to the probability of greater pre-
cipitation during the period, a ‘humid’ climate may have other effects on the
palaeoenvironmental situation of a region. For example, a humid climate
may also imply greater cloud cover, as more moisture in the air can increase
the possibility of cloud formation.

Direct measurements of climatic phenomena require some type of instru-
mentation that can reproduce results accurately and consistently. Devices
need not be sophisticated, complicated, or use modern scientific standards.
The nilometer in Cairo which measured the height of the flooding Nile, is
an excellent example of instrument that was in operation during the Middle
Ages that gave direct measurements, many of which have been recorded for
posterity in various chronicles. However, outside of the nilometer records,
few quantifiable measurements of the medieval palaeoenvironment have been
documented in the Middle East. Instead, we must rely on indirect evidence
to inform our understanding of the medieval situation. Sources of this in-
direct evidence are called proxies. Proxies record scientifically measurable
physical phenomenon that were affected by historic climates, and make it
possible to discuss the palaeoenvironmental situation of the Levant without
the survival of direct evidence. Today, perhaps the most famous palaeocli-
matic proxies are the Greenland ice cores, which record climatic variations
for the past 105,000 years. However, there are more immediate sources of
palaeoclimatic information gathered from the lakes, marshes, and caves of

229The Medieval Warm Period was first noted by H.H. Lamb in 1965, but has been
reaffirmed many times through various data worldwide. Lamb, ‘The Early Medieval
Warm Epoch and its Sequel,’ pp. 13–37.

230This inverse relationship between warmer/colder and drier/wetter conditions in Europe
and the Middle East has also been noted in historic meteorological records (500-millibar
anomalies), Enzel et al., ‘Late Holocene Climates,’ p. 268.
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the Levant, which provide a better picture of the local climate during the
Middle Ages.

2.1.1 A wet and humid climate? Evidence from Soreq

Cave and a deep-sea sediment core

Various proxies agree that the Frankish period corresponded with a humid
climate. This appears to be a transregional event, with environmental evi-
dence for similar climatic conditions spanning the whole of the Levant.

There are a number of different records of various degrees of resolution
that have been used to reconstruct the Levantine palaeoclimate. From ex-
ploration of the remains of organic material preserved in deep-sea ocean or
lake sediment cores, to the isotopic analysis of stalagmites and stalactites
(speleothems), these diverse proxies agree on the general perimeters of the
medieval palaeoclimate, though the specific attributes or the magnitude of
conditions is less certain.231

The timeframe for this wet, humid event is certainly one problematic
area, with variation common between studies. The highest resolution land
records, from speleothems (stalagmites and stalactites) found in Soreq Cave
in the Judaean Hills, suggest rainfall and humidity increased from the twelfth
century onwards, peaking during the fourteenth century.232 The lowest rain-
fall at Soreq Cave corresponds with an eleventh-century date, marking the
end of an especially arid period. Although the mechanisms are complicated,
isotopic variance in oxygen-18 (d18O), a heavy variant of oxygen, appears
to have a direct relationship to the humidity in the atmosphere. When the

231For good summaries of the available evidence for climatic reconstruction, see: Rosen,
Civilizing Climate, pp. 89–96; Luterbacher et al., ‘A Review of 2000 Years of Paleo-
climatic Evidence in the Mediterranean,’ pp. 87–185; Rambeau and Black, ‘Paleoen-
vironments of the Southern Levant 5,000 BP to Present,’ pp. 94–104 (pp. 100–102,
especially Fig. 7.2); Issar, Climate Changes during the Holocene, p. 28, especially Figs.
1.2 and 1.3.

232Maximum humid events were identified at 900 BP and 400 BP, while maximum arid
events were noted at 500 BP and between 1200–1000 BP (calibrated); Bar-Matthews,
Ayalon, and Kaufman, ‘Middle to Late Holocene Paleoclimate,’ p. 207; Bar-Matthews
and Ayalon, ‘Speleothems as Paleoclimate Indicators,’ p. 378, especially Figs. 10 and
12; Schilman et al., ‘Sea-Land Palaeoclimate Correlation,’ p. 185, Fig. 3b.
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value of d18O becomes more negative, it has been argued that an area will
receive more rainfall.233

It is important to note that postulated annual rainfall totals fall within
the range of modern values for the Judaean Hills (500 mm.), at approxi-
mately 400 mm. for arid events and 540–550 mm. for the fourteenth century
maximum.234 Additionally, moisture variations in the region during the Mid-
dle Ages certainly fluctuated less than the rapid oscillations between extreme
rainfall and drought that occurred during prehistoric times. However, any
brisk transition from a moist to arid climate, like the dry phase immediately
preceding the Frankish period in the Levant, would have certainly had an
impact on a society, especially those who relied on marginal agriculture land.

While other speleothems from Jerusalem, the Galilee, the Samaria Hills,
Negev Desert, the Jordan Valley, and north of Beirut have also been analysed
and are important for palaeoclimatic reconstructions of earlier periods, the
growth stage of the cave depositions in these studies do not extend into
relevant historical times.235

233The isotopic variance of oxygen-18 (d18O) was determined to be function of rainfall
amount rather than temperature variation, although others have disputed this direct
correlation. For link between rainfall and speleothem development see: Bar-Matthews,
Ayalon, and Kaufman, ‘Middle to Late Holocene Palaeoclimate,’ p. 209, especially
Fig. 9.4; Bar-Matthews and Ayalon, ‘Speleothems as Palaeoclimate Indicators,’ p. 369,
especially Fig. 3; Schilman et al., ‘Sea-Land Palaeoclimate,’ p. 187. For the argument
that d18O values are not a good proxy of historic rainfall values, instead indicating the
variation of d18O at the rainfall source (i.e. the Mediterranean sea), see: Enzel et al.,
‘The Climatic and Physiographic Controls,’ pp. 173–176.

234Bar-Matthews and Ayalon, ‘Speleothems as Palaeoclimate Indicators,’ p. 382, Fig.
12; Bar-Matthews, Ayalon, and Kaufman, ‘Middle to Late Holocene Palaeoclimate,’ p.
209, Fig. 9.5. Historical rainfall records from Jerusalem, situated directly to the east of
Soreq Cave, consistently note individual drought years with precipitation levels below
500 mm, Enzel et al., ‘Late Holocene Climates,’ p. 266.

235Peqi,in Cave, Galilee: Bar-Matthews et al., ‘Sea-Land Oxygen Isotopic Rela-
tionships,’ pp. 3181–3199. Nahal Qanah Cave, Samaria Hills: Frumkin et al.,
‘Holocene Millennial-Scale Climatic Cycle,’ pp. 677–682. Jerusalem West Cave:
Frumkin, Ford, and Schwarcz, ‘Palaeoclimate and Vegetation,’ pp. 863–870. Ma,ale-
Dragot cave system, Tzavao Cave, Hol-Zakh Cave, Izzim Cave, Makhtesh-
ha Qatan Cave, Ashalim Cave, Even-Sid mini-caves, Ma,ale-ha Meyshar
Cave, Wadi-Lotz Cave, Shizafon mini-caves, Ktora Crak, Negev Desert:
Vaks et al., ‘Middle-Late Quaternary paleoclimate,’ pp. 2647–2662; Vaks et al., ‘Pa-
leoclimate and Location,’ pp. 384–399. Ma,ale Efrayim Cave, near the Jordan
Valley: Vaks et al., ‘Paleoclimate Reconstruction,’ pp. 182–193. Jeita Cave, north
of Beirut: Verheyden et al., ‘Paleoclimate Reconstruction in the Levant Region,’ pp.
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and the subsequent ‘Little Ice Age’ that immediately followed, a second event
that is also visible in most proxy records.238

2.1.2 A wet and humid climate? Evidence from the

Dead Sea

While data from Soreq Cave posits a rainfall maximum in the Levant during
the fourteenth century, evidence from the Dead Sea suggests that the pre-
cipitation maximum may have been reached slightly earlier. As the Dead
Sea has no outlet, the lake level is entirely dependent on rainfall within
its drainage basin, a massive collection area spanning from the mountains of
Lebanon to the Negev Desert. Correlating nineteenth- and twentieth-century
historical rainfall records from Jerusalem, a site at the western edge of the
drainage basin, showed an excellent correspondence between precipitation
amount and the fluctuation in recorded lake levels.239 The connection be-
tween the Dead Sea water level and rainfall in Jerusalem suggested that lake
height increased when Jerusalem received an average of approximately 650
mm. of precipitation, while surface levels began to fall when less than 445
mm. of rain was received.240 Notably, the average rainfall of Jerusalem was
also found to mimic the general trend of precipitation across Palestine and
Transjordan, though earlier studies challenge this conclusion for southern
areas.241

238 ‘Event ii’ was defined as the Medieval Warm Period in: Schilman et al., ‘Sea-Land
Palaeoclimate,’ p. 188. For the humid event noted at approximately 1200: Schilman et
al., ‘Global Climate Instability,’ p. 169.

239The link between rainfall measurements and Dead Sea surface levels can be demon-
strated from the late nineteenth century until the 1960s, when water sources draining
into the lake were diverted upstream, leading to the dramatic drop in water level visible
today. Lake levels were measured at the site from 1900 onwards, but are documented
since the 1870s in various photographs: Enzel et al., ‘Late Holocene Climates of the
Near East,’ p. 263–266, especially Fig. 3 (measured and reconstructed Dead Sea water
level) and Fig. 6 (correspondence between rainfall in four year averages and Dead Sea
water levels). For the history of modern lake level measurement at the Dead Sea, see:
Bookman et al., ‘Quaternary Lake Levels in the Dead Sea Basin,’ pp. 167–168.

240The precipitation totals were averaged over four years to account for anomalies and
hydrologic lake ‘memory’: Enzel et al., ‘Late Holocene Climates of the Near East,’ pp.
265–266.

241For example, during years of low precipitation in Jerusalem, weather stations in the
Galilee also recorded lower than average rainfall amounts, though the drop was less
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The reconstruction of past fluctuations in Dead Sea surface levels is pos-
sible through high-resolution data developed from sedimentary sequences
taken from the exposed modern shoreline (Figure 2.2). These sequences
were radiocarbon dated via embedded organic debris and found to corre-
spond to various times over the past 3700 years. The composite lake-level
record generated from the three sedimentary sequences used for the study
suggests a high lake level throughout the Frankish period, though not nearly
as extreme as the water heights during the Byzantine period or the nine-
teenth century. This study by Bookman, predicted the height of the Dead
Sea peaked at a maximum of 397 m. below sea level, around 1200.242

Indicative of greater rainfall in the Levant, the increasingly high surface
stand of the Dead Sea suggests that conditions were continuously wetter
during the eleventh and twelfth centuries. After approximately 1200, rainfall
averages fell below a sufficient amount to maintain the lake height, let alone
raise the level of the surface.

This thirteenth-century decline in rainfall is at odds with the data from
Soreq Cave and marine records, which suggested rainfall averages peaked
near 1300. The eleventh-century increase in rainfall however is generally con-
sistent with the speleothem and deep-sea ocean core data, which predicted
dry climatic conditions climaxing around 1050 before rapidly becoming more
moist.243 Though the low proposed Dead Sea lake level in approximately
1300 is a deviation from the speleothem and marine records, the drop in
surface height has been proposed to be one of the least significant declines
in the reconstructed curve. While it does not reach the high stand of the

severe. Similarly, in years of higher than average rainfall in Jerusalem, locations in the
Galilee also received more rain, often in a significantly greater quantity: Enzel et al.,
‘Late Holocene Climates of the Near East,’ p. 264 and p. 267, Fig. 4b (precipitation at
Jerusalem and two stations in the Galilee) and Fig. 4a (Jerusalem rainfall compared to
national averages, 1940–1990). See also, Kushnir and Stein, ‘North Atlantic Influence,’
pp. 3846–3849, Fig. 5. For the argument that southern weather stations rainfall records
do not match data from Jerusalem, Shanan, Evenari, and Tadmor, ‘Rainfall Patterns
in the Central Negev Desert,’ pp. 174–175.

242Bookman et al.,‘Late Holocene Lake Levels,’ p. 568, Fig. 8A.
243The maximum low stand surface of the Dead Sea directly before the eleventh century

rise in water levels is unknown. There is no data corresponding to lake level heights
between approximately 600 to 1000: Bookman et al., ‘Late Holocene Lake Levels,’ p.
658, Fig. 8A.
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suggested 1200 lake level, a second maximum height has been interpreted at
approximately 1400, before decreasing again during the fifteenth century to
an unknown level.

A second set of sedimentary cores was also recovered from the shoreline of
the Dead Sea. Though these cores, analysed by Migowski, had a significantly
longer sequence and lake levels could be reconstructed up to 10,000 BP
(calibrated), the analysis showed little overall deviation from the results
obtained by the earlier study during overlapping periods (Figure 2.3).244

However, the reconstructed medieval lake level showed better alignment with
the speleothem and deep-marine sediment core data, predicting a single lake
high stand, peaking during the fourteenth century, before a rapid decline
during the 1400s. Unlike the surface levels of the Dead Sea predicted by
Bookman, Migowski’s curve predicts a moist climate throughout the Middle
Ages. This study also suggests the height of the lake rose slightly higher
than Bookman prediction, to 394 m. below sea level.

Independent evidence collected from salt caves at Mount Sedom also
suggests higher rainfall averages in the Dead Sea region during the Frank-
ish period.245 These karst caves, located along the southeast shore of the
Dead Sea, are a consequence of groundwater eroding pathways through the
salt outcrop during rainfall events draining into the lake. Detritus, carried
along by the torrents, is swept inside the cave by the rain and can become
embedded in the passages. This material can then be used to carbon date
the approximate age of a salt cave, as the date of wood approximately cor-
responds to the level at which the passage was last active.246

Passages naturally erode downwards as groundwater moves horizontally
through a cave towards an outlet draining into the Dead Sea. The highest
caves preserve evidence from the oldest climates, while medieval formations
and modern, active passages are found at lower levels (Figure 2.4). The

244Migowski et al., ‘Holocene Climate Variability,’ pp. 421–431.
245Frumkin et al., ‘Climatic Record of the Salt Caves,’ pp. 191–200.
246Driftwood along the wadis (valleys) of the Dead Sea is usually less that 100 years old.

If it is assumed the same relationship holds in historical times for material inside the
salt caves, this adds a reasonable element of uncertainty in dating: Frumkin et al.,
‘Climatic Record of the Salt Caves,’ p. 194.
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by one sample. The other four radiocarbon dates cluster in the expected
places: two dates from the twelfth century, one from the thirteenth century,
and a fourteenth-century sample recovered from the maximum width of the
medieval passage. These later dates parallel the Dead Sea sediment infor-
mation closely, but also agree with the timeframe proposed for the Medieval
Warm Period from Soreq Cave and marine records. Like the data suggesting
a rising lake level during the twelfth century from the Dead Sea sedimentary
record, the samples from the Sedom caves indicate that larger amounts of
liquid and sediment were passing through the salt tunnels during this period,
widening the passage to accommodate a greater volume of water. However,
like the Soreq Cave isotope data and the comparable marine record, finding
driftwood at the greatest breadth of a cave which dated to the fourteenth
century, also perhaps suggests that rainfall peaked during the 1300s.

2.1.3 A wet and humid climate? Evidence from the Sea

of Galilee

Moving northward, palaeoenvironmental information has also been recovered
from the Sea of Galilee (Lake Tiberias/Kinneret). Data was derived from
three short cores and a long 5 m. core, producing a record that dates back
3300 years.250 The palaeoclimate of the region was reconstructed through
isotopic information, using a similar approach to the deep-sea ocean records
mentioned previously. The short sediment cores were used to compare the
chemistry of the lake to historic measurement logs, while the 5 m. core was
employed to understand the palaeoenvironmental evidence. From approxi-
mately 1050 until the late-eighteenth century, the isotope record indicates
that the climate was generally arid, apart from a brief wet spell recorded at
the beginning of the period, paralleling data noted by other climatic proxies
(Figure 2.6).251

The results from the Sea of Galilee generally agree with other sources
of palaeoenvironmental information. However, the scale of transition from
250Dubowski, Erez, and Stiller, ‘Paleolimnology of Lake Kinneret,’ pp. 68–78.
251Stage D, 900–170 BP (calibrated): Dubowski, Erez, and Stiller, ‘Paleolimnology of

Lake Kinneret,’ p. 73.
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2.1.4 A wet and humid climate? Evidence from addi-

tional aquatic environments

Palaeoenvironmental information preserved by fluvial sediments in stream or
riverbeds also suggests evidence for a wetter climate during the Middle Ages,
although this data is limited. Many sites with sedimentary deposits dating
from historical times record alluvial fills from the Byzantine period, usually
dated by ceramics, charcoal, or other remains layered within the sedimen-
tary record.254 Very few sites indicate excessive stream, river, or flash-flood
activity during the Frankish period. For southern Palestine, only the sites of
Qadesh Barnea in the eastern Sinai and Nahal Zin in the Negev Desert record
definitive evidence for increased fluvial activity during the Middle Ages.255

Tall al-Safi, located between the Judaean Hills and the coastal plain, may
also preserve some evidence for fluvial activity during the Frankish period.
However, it is uncertain whether the end of a period of steady, continuous
sedimentary fill, clogging a drainage basin to the east of the site, terminates
during the early Islamic period or at a later date.256 In the north, on the
border between modern Syria and Turkey, the Wadi Jaghjagh preserves ev-
idence from a flash-flood event postdating the ninth century.257 While the
precise date of the gravel fill at this site is not known, historical records note
that the channel was not navigable during the thirteenth century.258 As with
all fluvial records, interpretation of the information must mediate between
whether the layer was deposited during a single catastrophic flooding event,

254Rosen, Quaternary Alluvial Stratigraphy of the Shephela; Cordova, ‘Geomorphological
Evidence of Intense Prehistoric Soil Erosion,’ pp. 538–567; Goldberg, ‘Late Quaternary
Environmental History of the Southern Levant,’ pp. 225–244; Wilkinson, ‘Holocene Val-
ley Fills of Southern Turkey and Northwestern Syria,’ pp. 555–571, especially Fig. 8A;
Oguchi, Hori, and Oguchi, ‘Paleohydrologic Implications of Late Quaternary Fluvial
Deposits,’ pp. 33–43, especially Table. 1.

255A sample of charcoal at Qadesh Barnea was dated to 665 ± 115 BP. (calibrated):
Goldberg and Bar-Yosef, ‘Environmental and Archaeological Evidence for Climatic
Change in the Southern Levant,’ p. 404; Goldberg, ‘Late Quaternary History of Qadesh
Barnea,’ p. 210. For Nahal Zin: Greenbaum, Schick, and Baker, ‘Palaeoflood Record
of a Hyperaird Catchment, Nahal Zin,’ pp. 951–971, especially Table ii, Table iii, Fig.
8, Fig. 9, and Fig. 11.

256Ackermann et al., ‘Palaeoenvironment and Anthropogenic Activity,’ p. 234.
257Deckers and Riehl, ‘Fluvial Environmental Contexts,’ p. 347.
258 le Strange, ‘Ibn Serapion,’ p. 60, n. 7.
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climatic changes, or as a result of nearby human impact on the landscape.259

The final evidence indicative of different climatic conditions in the Levant
during the Middle Ages comes from the archaeology of offshore and coastal
installations. Underwater exploration of Tantura (Dor), Frankish Merle, first
suggested that the water height during the Frankish period was at least 1
m. lower than the current sea level of the Mediterranean.260 This conclusion
has since been refined to approximately half the original proposed value.
Collated data from structural remains, coastal water wells, cisterns, and
shells from Acre, ,Atlit, and Caesarea suggest a medieval sea level that was
between 50 ± 20 cm. lower than the modern mean (Figure 2.7).261

Coastal water wells are especially useful for understanding sea level changes,
as when the sea level rises so does the height of the water table. As denser
salt water penetrates porous coastal soils it pushes under fresh groundwa-
ter, causing the water table to rise. These installations provide a measure
for the maximum depth of the freshwater supply uncontaminated by salt-
water at their time of construction. A similar situation also seems to have
affected the so-called ‘Templar Tunnel’, a subterranean passage leading from
the Templar quarters to the harbour. The structure, likely dry during the
Middle Ages, is now below the modern water level and requires pumps to
keep the passage free of water. As the site shows no evidence of fault slip-
page that could have displaced the passage beneath the waterline, a result
consistent with proposed historical tectonic mechanisms in the local area,
the encroaching water has been interpreted to be evidence of a climatic shift
since the Middle Ages.262

259Bintliff, ‘Time, Process and Catastrophism,’ pp. 417–435; Dusar et al., ‘Holocene En-
vironmental Change,’ p. 151.

260Raban and Galili, ‘Recent Maritime Archaeological Research,’ p. 345.
261Toker et al., ‘Evidence for Centennial Scale Sea Level Variability,’ p. 53, especially

Table 2; additionally, two Frankish wells from Acre (no sea level change reconstructed)
and a single well from Ascalon (+ 0.5 m. change in sea level above the modern coast)
were published by Nir, ‘Middle and Late Holocene Sea-Levels,’ pp. 143–151, especially
Table 1, sites 6 (Ascalon), 16 and 17 (Acre); Nir, ‘Crusader-Period Well in Area TA,’
pp. 31–34; Sivan et al., ‘Ancient Coastal Wells of Caesarea Maritima,’ pp. 315–330,
especially Table 1, twelfth-century wells are no. 62, no. 63, and no. 64.

262 Issar and Zohar, Climate Change, p. 221. The identification of the tunnel with the
Hospitallers rather than the Templars is an error. For the historical tectonics of the
coastal region of Palestine, see: Anzidei et al., ‘Sea Level Change and Vertical Land
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2.2 Palaeoenvironmental data from

surrounding regions

As summarised above, palaeoenvironmental evidence from the Levant can
be reconstructed though a range of sources. However, for certain types of
data it is necessary to gather information from nearby regions, as sufficient
material is either unavailable from the immediate area or is accessible at a
greater resolution elsewhere. For example, though dendrochronlogical data
are available for the early modern period in various regions in the Levant, this
information does not extend into the Middle Ages.263 However, information
from Anatolian tree-rings and arboreal isotopic analysis continues into the
late eleventh century and corroborates palaeoclimatic trends suggested by
other kinds of proxies in the eastern Mediterranean.264

Climatic conditions reconstructed using tree-rings are important as the
yearly seasonal arboreal growth is able to give a thorough picture of the
variability of approximate conditions on an annual basis. As in the Levant,
Anatolian tree-rings suggest that the twelfth-century climate was especially
moist. However, drought years were still common. The 1200s were particu-
larly dry, with drought conditions in Anatolia persisting from approximately
1195 to 1264, with a second arid period that was slightly less severe, lasting
between 1275 and 1290 (Figure 2.8).265

263For a recent summary of dendrochronlogical studies undertaken in the Middle East, see:
Touchan, Meko, and Anchukaitis, ‘Dendroclimatology in the Eastern Mediterranean,’
S61–S68. For example, Levantine tree-ring studies include: Jordan: Touchan and
Hughes, ‘Dendrochronology in Jordan,’ pp. 291–303; Touchan, Meko, and Hughes,
‘396-Year Reconstruction of Precipitation in Southern Jordan,’ pp. 49–59. (chronology
extends from 1600 to 1995); Israel: Shanan et al., ‘Rainfall Patterns in the Central
Negev Desert,’ pp. 163–184. (chronology extends from 1720 to 1950); Cyprus: Griggs
et al., ‘250-Year Annual Precipitation Reconstruction,’ pp. 2702–2714. (chronology
extends from 1759 to 2008).

264Touchan et al., ‘May-June Precipitation Reconstruction of Southwestern Anatolia,’
pp. 196–202. (chronology extends from 1097 to 2000); Heinrich et al., ‘Winter-to-
Spring Temperature Dynamics in Turkey,’ pp. 1685–1701; Touchan et al., ‘Standardized
Precipitation Index Reconstructed,’ pp. 339–353. (chronology from 1259 to 1998).

265Touchan et al., ‘May-June Precipitation Reconstruction of Southwestern Anatolia,’ p.
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warm temperatures during the twelfth and early thirteenth centuries, with
a persistent drop in warmth through the latter half of the 1200s. Though
the climatic data from Anatolia match the Levantine information in some
aspects, the contrasting temperature predictions are a gentle reminder that
specific information likely reflects a degree of localised flexibility. Regional
variability in weather or topography can buffer or negate some climatic ef-
fects, a phenomenon which can also be seen inside areas of the Levant itself,
such as in the Hula valley where the nearby mountains appear to have sta-
bilised the local climate from regional fluctuations for six millennia.268

However, though localised trends must be accounted for, at times the
detailed palaeoclimatic records available in neighbouring regions make com-
parisons with the Levant tempting. For example, the regular records of the
annual Nile floods, measured with the nilometer at Cairo, exist from 622
onwards, with reliable, regular information dating from 641 through to the
Ottoman period. Much of the information from this unique historical source
closely correlates with fluctuations in moisture suggested by proxies from
the medieval Levant. In Egypt, the Medieval Warm Period manifests as a
series of oscillating multi-decadal sets of high and low floods. Four periods
of extreme high or low river discharge have been identified from the histori-
cal record, spanning from 930 to 1470, and represent a significant departure
from the consistency of the regular, annual rise in river level that can be
charted from the seventh to tenth centuries.269 Major deficiencies in river
rise occur between 930 and 1070, and then again from 1180 to 1350.270 Sets
of extremely high floods were recorded between 1070 and 1180 as well as in

ability density prediction for temperatures based on a pollen core from the Dead Sea,
which also suggests cooler temperatures from approximately 1000 to 1500, Litt et al.,
‘Climate Variability in the Levant from the Dead Sea Pollen Record,’ p. 101, Fig. 5b.

268Neumann et al., ‘Holocene Vegetation and Climate History of the Northern Golan
Heights,’ p. 342.

269Hassan, ‘Extreme Nile Floods and Famines in Medieval Egypt,’ pp. 101–112, especially
Table 1. Hassan’s data derives from Toussoun’s L‘Histoire du Nil, but uses Popper’s
The Cairo Nilometer to interpret the data (river level in cubits and fingers). Nile river
heights and the trouble of low and high flooding levels during the eleventh century was
also investigated by: Ellenblum, Collapse of the Eastern Mediterranean, pp. 23–31, pp.
41–57, and pp. 151–159, especially Table 2.1.

270Hassan, ‘Nile Flood Discharge during the Medieval Climate Anomaly,’ pp. 30–31.
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1350 and 1470.
However, despite a close parallel between the proxy evidence for medieval

Levantine climate and the historical nilometer records, unfortunately Nile
floods do not necessarily register local variance in precipitation, but instead
relate to rainfall events in the river catchment areas. The main tributaries of
the Nile derive from sources far from the Levant in the Ethiopian Highlands
and the central African Equatorial Plateau. The variations in precipitation
leading to abnormal high or low floods are more likely to be influenced by
monsoonal variations in the Indian Ocean, rather than climatic patterns
dominant in the Mediterranean.271

Returning to Anatolia, a region where Mediterranean climatic influences
do directly affect precipitation, the unique lacustrine data from the excep-
tionally well-laminated Lake Nar is also worth mentioning, despite its dis-
tance from the Levant. A deep crater lake in Cappadocia, the sediment
record of Lake Nar has been found to accrue in annual laminations, much
like the yearly growth of tree-rings. While other terminal lakes accumulate
sediments in a similar fashion, annual laminations are often interrupted or
unresolved. For example, the Dead Sea sedimentary layers lapse for long
periods of time, forming halite deposits in the interim, before becoming
stratified again during times of high lake level.272 The striated bands of
alternating black and white sediments that form a varve couplet composed
of a light calcium carbonate spring deposit and dark organic layer accumu-
lated during autumn precipitation, are annually resolved at Lake Nar for
approximate 1700 years.273

Like the tree-ring data from Anatolia, the laminated lacustrine sequence
from Lake Nar agrees with the proxy information from the Levant regard-
ing periods of wet and dry climate during the Middle Ages. Using oxygen

271Hassan, ‘Historical Nile Floods,’ p. 1142–1145.
272Leroy, ‘Pollen Analysis of Core DS7-1SC (Dead Sea),’ p. 309, Fig. 2.
273Jones et al., ‘A High-Resolution Late Holocene Lake Isotope Record from Turkey,’ pp.

361–364. The maximum uncertainty in the dating of any varve couplet was determined
to be 2.5% of the age, an incredibly accurate result compared with the usual method
for resolving lacustrine sequences involving the extrapolation of carbon dates. For a
photo showing the sequence of annually laminated layers of Lake Nar, see: Eastwood
et al., ‘Integrating Palaeoecological and Archaeo-Historical Records,’ p. 67, Fig. 1.
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the data, there are still some general trends that emerge. All climatic proxies
agree that the twelfth century was more humid and moist than the preceding
period. There is greater deviation in results for the thirteenth century, where
some high-resolution records like the Anatolian tree-rings and the Dead Sea
sedimentary sequence produced by Bookman, suggest a slightly more arid
environment, whereas alternative evidence from the Dead Sea, speleothem
and marine-core records suggest that moist climatic conditions continued
unabated through the 1200s. Perhaps most importantly, all proxies seem to
agree that the Levantine climate recovered from an especially arid episode
immediately preceding the Frankish period, and that dry conditions, though
not as extreme, predominated again sometime afterwards.

But, does a wetter climate lead to better agricultural conditions in rural
environments? As noted by Raphael, droughts were still common in the
Levant during both the twelfth and thirteenth centuries.275 In her analysis
of historic droughts, Raphael notes eleven incidents recorded at regular in-
tervals within the immediate vicinity of the Frankish states over the course
of the 1100s. However only three events , the droughts of 1118, 1185, and
1199, the last of which also caused a famine, directly affected Palestine and
Transjordan.276 In the 1200s, the number of droughts in the immediate re-
gion reduced slightly to eight events, clustering near the beginning and end
of the century. Here again, only rare incidents affected the coastal Frankish
territories, including the droughts of 1216, 1294, 1295, and 1296, the later
years which postdate the period of interest. Raphael has found references
to only eight droughts from across the whole of the Middle East, including
Egypt and the central Asian Steppe, east of the Caspian Sea, during the
1300s. Not one of these fourteenth-century events directly affected Palestine
or Transjordan, though areas of Syria faced drought in 1304, 1318, 1319, and
1323.

275Raphael, Climate and Political Climate, p. 22, Table 1.1. Droughts in Egypt, Ifriqiya,
and the 1168 drought in Baghdad have been excluded because different climatic factors
influence these areas.

276The droughts that affected Syria may have also reached Palestine, including the
droughts of 1125–1126, 1174–1179, 1178, 1179, 1263, 1304, 1319, and 1323; Raphael,
Climate and Political Climate, p. 22, Table 1.1.
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It may seem counterintuitive that the majority of droughts and famines
seem to occur during the twelfth century, the period predicted by all palaeo-
climatic proxies to be a time of increased precipitation and moist climatic
conditions. However, agricultural sustainability is best determined by a con-
sistent climate, devoid of large precipitation fluctuations.277 As the majority
of historically documented droughts occurred in the northeast of the region,
it is helpful to look back at the reconstructed decadal precipitation record
devised by Touchan from Anatolian tree-rings. As the highest resolution
record in the region, the most striking result is the oscillations between wet
and dry conditions that regularly occur over the course of a single decade.278

Conditions repeatedly vary between wet and dry climatic thresholds, but it
is during the twelfth century that these fluctuations have the greatest am-
plitude between extreme conditions. Oscillations between moist and arid
climatic events become more stable during the 1200s through to the early
fifteenth century, with predicted precipitation rarely dipping below the arid
threshold. However, a relatively stable precipitation amplitude also means
that extremely wet incidents are less common as well, a result that suggests
that though the maximum number of droughts occurred during the twelfth
century, this was also the period of greatest rainfall, an outcome congruent
with Levantine palaeoclimatic proxy data.

It is also important to consider the relative scale of the predicted moist
environment in the Levant during the Medieval Warm Period, and gauge
these conditions against results expected from other, relatively recent his-
torical periods. This is a more difficult question to consider and a definitive
conclusion from the palaeoclimatic proxy data is far from clear. In some
instances, the Medieval Warm Period registers as a significant event, consis-
tent with a humid, moist environment with potential for substantial rainfall.
Other proxies register the climatic anomaly as an important shift towards
wetter conditions, but not on the scale of earlier events taking place during
the Byzantine period. For example, the isotopic data from Soreq Cave sug-

277Rosen, Civilizing Climate, p. 178.
278Touchan et al., ‘May-June Precipitation Reconstruction of Southwestern Anatolia,’ p.

200, Fig. 3.
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gests that the Middle Ages coincided with the wettest period in historical
times, while comparative information from deep-sea marine core data sug-
gests a more modest event, similar to regional conditions prevalent during
the nineteenth and early-twentieth century, but substantially less moist than
the dominant climate between approximately 50 BCE to 650 CE.279

Similarly, it is difficult to understand the scale of wet conditions when
observing data from Dead Sea surface stand heights. Here it is not the
maximum height of the surface stand that is important, but scale of change
between periods of low lake level and subsequent surface maximum. While
the overall elevation of the Dead Sea during the Middle Ages comes nowhere
near the maximum height reached during Byzantine times or the nineteenth
century, what is consistent is the rapid rise in surface level preceding each
height maximum. Unfortunately, because of the extremely low lake level
immediately preceding the twelfth century, resulting in a discontinuity in
sedimentary record, Bookman’s reconstructed lake level curve makes it im-
possible to judge whether or not the wet episodes predicted for the Roman
and Byzantine periods, as well as the nineteenth century, are on a similar
scale as the event leading to the medieval maximum in lake level height.280

Here perhaps Migowski’s reconstruction is slightly more helpful, showing a
more gradual rise in lake level height than any other historical period. The
reconstructed curve also suggests that the scale of moist conditions was simi-
lar to what occurred during the nineteenth century, as both wet events share
a similar fluctuation amplitude.281 Migowski’s reconstruction the Dead Sea
surface stand suggests that that the Medieval Warm Period was not nearly
as wet as the Byzantine or Roman periods, as the amplitude of these events
is much greater. However, it should be noted that only three radiocarbon
values correspond to medieval dates in Migowski’s analysis (seventeen dates
total from approximately 19 – 1837 CE), whereas Bookman’s reconstruction
is based on twelve dates from the Middle Ages (twenty-seven dates total
from [45 BCE – 30 CE] – [1800 – 1930 CE]).

279Schilman et al., ‘Sea-Land Paleoclimate,’ pp. 185–188, especially Fig. 3 and Fig. 4
280Bookman et al., ‘Late Holocene Lake Levels of the Dead Sea,’ p. 568, Fig. 8A.
281Migowski et al., ‘Holocene Climate Variability,’ p. 425, Fig. 3.
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Much like interpretations of the Dead Sea surface stand levels, the salt
caves at the southern end of the lake also suggest inconclusive evidence as to
the scale of the wet event during the Medieval Warm Period. Unfortunately
the passage width ratios inside the caves seem to be fairly similar during both
the Roman period and the Middle Ages, though the only cave that shares
radiocarbon values from both eras perhaps favours slightly wetter conditions
during Roman times.282

Fluvial evidence is also suggestive concerning the scale of moist climatic
conditions during the Medieval Warm Period. A tremendous influx of sedi-
ment in river and streambeds, datable to the Byzantine period, is recorded
in various fluvial terraces throughout the Levant.283 However, as discussed
above, apart from the sites of Qadesh Barnea and Nahal Zin, there is very
little evidence for medieval material embedded in fluvial deposits. This per-
haps suggests a wetter climate during Byzantine times rather than during
the Middle Ages, but interpretation of this material must also take into con-
sideration other mechanisms that could influence high sediment build up
in waterways, including human disruption of the landscape or catastrophic,
high-impact weather events.

It is useful to discuss palaeoclimatic proxies for climate in the Levant, as
they reiterate that specific attributes including average temperature, hu-
midity, and most importantly, precipitation, are fluctuating values, variable
over time. The proxy evidence can be interpreted to suggest that greater
moisture may have been available for farming during the Frankish period
and subsistence agricultural cultivation in marginal environments had the
potential to be more successful than in dry, eleventh-century conditions. In

282Mishqafaim Cave, passage width ratio: 259% during Roman times, compared with
a breadth of 177% during the Middle Ages. The wetter climate predicted for the
Byzantine period does not manifest in wide salt passages within the caves, nor does
the nineteenth-century high surface stand of the Dead Sea (latest radiocarbon date
1670 +150/-30 CE), Frumkin et al., ‘Climatic Record of the Salt Caves,’ p. 193, Table
1.

283 Interpretation of ‘historical’ alluvial and colluvial deposits dating from the Byzantine
period have been discussed since the late 1960s, with the publication of Vita-Finzi’s
The Mediterranean Valleys.
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arid climes, a small variation in the annual amount of water can have a sub-
stantial effect on vegetation. Even small shifts in rainfall averages can have a
significant impact on the growth of species within impoverished landscapes.
There is a marked transition of the types of vegetation in the Levant that
can thrive in areas that receive greater than 300 mm. of rainfall per annum.
Areas that fall into this category can support variety of trees and shrubs,
while in more arid climes, the vegetation is much more limited.284

As agriculture was the most important component of rural life in the
Middle Ages, it is worth considering the scale productivity in the Frankish
period. Fertile, productive land shaped the medieval understanding of the
countryside. A rich agricultural landscape was important as a source of
taxable income, but also affected other attributes of medieval life, ranging
from diet to settlement sites. The latest palaeoecological findings regarding
the Levantine region will be discussed below, many of which have interesting
implications for the scale of Frankish impact on rural areas.

2.4 A more productive landscape?

Although the climatic situation in the Levant may have favoured better pro-
duction conditions during the Middle Ages than at other points in history,
abundant agricultural cultivation would not necessarily have been guaran-
teed. Likewise, poor environmental conditions may not have resulted in
an immediate reduction of cultivation. The ability of complex societies to
continue to thrive in adverse or fluctuating environmental conditions is fa-
cilitated by the use of technology. Adapting suitable methods of irrigation
and water retention, as well as storage solutions for harvested grains, are im-
portant attributes for successful survival. Evidence for inventive water col-
lection methods and grain preservation are found throughout the medieval
Levant.285

284Kadmon and Danin, ‘Distribution of Plant Species in Israel,’ pp. 421–432; Danin,
Desert Vegetation of Israel and Sinai, p. 26.

285For references to grain storage solutions in urban or military contexts within the Frank-
ish states and the contemporary region, see: Raphael, Climate and Political Climate,
pp. 60–66. Later rural, Mamluk grain storage in Transjordan included both the use of
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It is possible however, to determine the scale of agricultural production
during the Middle Ages in relation to other historical periods, information
that may hint at Frankish impact on rural communities. Pollen cores re-
covered from aquatic environments, can register fluctuations in vegetation
within a local area, sometimes over a significant span of time. Variation in
arboreal and herb populations, especially important cultivated species, can
suggest information about farming productivity in a locality. While this type
of analysis has its flaws, common characteristics seen across the Levant may
suggest changes in the scale of anthropogenic influence on the landscape.

The number of locations with published pollen core data has increased
significantly over the past decade. Several early palynological studies have
recently been reappraised and republished in light of dating corrections, while
new cores have been taken from locations elsewhere.286 There are now nine
sites with relevant medieval data from Israel and the Palestinian Territories
(Dead Sea, Sea of Galilee, Lake Ram, Hula Basin), one from Jordan (Wadi
Faynan), two from Lebanon (both from the Bekaa Valley), and two from
Syria (south Ghab Valley, a valley near Jebleh).287 While other pollen cores

purpose built structures (shuwan), as well as the reuse of cisterns to store harvested
crops. There is little reason not to suggest that these storage solutions may also have
been used earlier, Walker, ‘Sowing the Seeds of Rural Decline?,’ p. 85. The under-
ground storage of crops by the rural population is also referenced in William of Tyre’s
narrative regarding a raid on Damascus in 1182, William of Tyre, xxii:21(20), p.
1039; Babcock and Krey, William of Tyre, ii, p. 482. For water technology in Jerusalem
and the Judaean Hills, both during, as well as before and after the Frankish period,
see: Ellenblum, Collapse of the Eastern Mediterranean, pp. 196–214.

286For example, studies leading to reappraisals of earlier pollen cores include: Rossignol-
Strick, ‘Sea-Land Correlation of Pollen Records,’ pp. 906–909; Meadows, ‘The Younger
Dryas Episode and the Radiocarbon Chronologies,’ pp. 631–636.

287Select recent studies: Dead Sea, six sites: Neumann et al., ‘Vegetation History and
Climate Fluctuations,’ pp. 756–764; Leroy, ‘Pollen Analysis of Core DS7-1SC (Dead
Sea),’ pp. 306–316; Neumann et al., ‘Palynology, Sedimentology and Palaeoecology
of the Late Holocene Dead Sea,’ pp. 1476–1498; Heim, Nowaczyk, and Negendank,
‘Near East Desertificiation,’ pp. 398–401. Sea of Galilee, one site: Baruch, ‘Late
Holocene Vegetational History of Lake Kinneret,’ pp. 37–48; Baruch, ‘Palynological
Evidence of Human Impact,’ pp. 283–293. Lake Ram, one relevant site: Schwab et
al., ‘Holocene Palaeoecology of the Golan Heights,’ pp. 1723–1731. Lake Hula, one
relevant site: van Zeist, Baruch, and Bottema, ‘Holocene Palaeoecology of the Hula
Area,’ pp. 29–64; Baruch and Bottema, ‘A New Pollen Diagram from Lake Hula,’ pp.
75–86. Wadi Faynan, one site: Hunt, Gilbertson, and El-Rishi, ‘An 8000-Year History
of Landscape, Climate, and Copper Exploitation in the Middle East,’ pp. 1306–1338;
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have also been analysed in the region, carbon dating places some of them
too early to be of use for our purpose here.288 These data are still meagre
if compared with other areas such as Turkey, where information from more
than twenty-five sites is available.289 However, the results may still suggest
whether the predicted wetter climate of the Medieval Warm Period had any
effect on agricultural production in the Levant.

Better climatic conditions do not necessarily mean increased cultivation.
Indeed, apart from the resolution in the dating of the annual lamination of
the varve couplets at Lake Nar, an important finding of the study was the
distinct disconnect between palaeoclimatic indicators and the pollen data
recording agricultural outputs in the region.290 At Lake Nar, the climatic
shifts between wet and arid regimes indicated by the isotopic data, does
not match the timing of the pollen sequence (Figure 2.11). Instead, a close
correlation between historical events in the region, especially episodes of sig-
nificant disruption to the local population, seems to share a closer tie to
shifts in ecological communities. For example, in c. 530 the isotopic record
from Lake Nar suggests the region became significantly drier. However, a
major reduction in cereal crops or olive (olea) pollen, two of the three staples

Bekaa Valley, two sites (from the Aammiq and Chamsine/Anjar wetlands): Hajar
et al., ‘Environmental Changes in Lebanon during the Holocene,’ pp. 746–755; Hajar,
Khater, and Cheddadi, ‘Vegetation Changes during the Late Pleistocene and Holocene
in Lebanon,’ pp. 1089–1099. South Ghab Valley, one site: Yasuda, Kitagawa, and
Nakagawa, ‘Earliest Record of Major Anthropogenic Deforestation in the Ghab Valley,’
pp. 127–136. Valley near Jebleh, one site: Kaniewski et al., ‘Medieval Coastal Syrian
Vegetation Patterns,’ pp. 251–262; Kainewski et al., ‘Medieval Climate Anomaly and
the Little Ice Age in Coastal Syria,’ pp. 178–187.

288This includes, for example, the cores taken from the harbors at Sidon and Tyre: Mar-
riner, de Beaulieu, and Morhange, ‘Note on the Vegetation Landscapes of Sidon and
Tyre during Antiquity,’ pp. 86–91. The pollen core from the northern Ghab valley
in Syria will also not be used as according to the author responsible for publishing
the pollen record, data from the last 1000–2000 years of the study may be ‘mislead-
ing,’ see: van Zeist and Bottema, ‘Vegetation history of the eastern Mediterranean,’ p.
282. Niklewski and van Zeist, ‘A Late Quaternary Pollen Diagram from Northwestern
Syria,’ pp. 737–754.

289The Fossil Pollen Database provides information about pollen cores gathered from
across world. However, the site is not completely up to date with the most re-
cent publications from the Middle East. Garnier, and Lezine, Fossil Pollen Database
<http://europeanpollendatabase.net/>.

290England et al., ‘Historical Landscape Change in Cappadocia,’ pp. 1229–1245; Eastwood
et al., ‘Integrating Palaeoecological and Archaeo-Historical Records,’ pp. 45–69.
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there are important pollen markers that perhaps indicate both fluctuating
climatic conditions as well as human impact on the landscape. As lacustrine
records from the Levant lack discrete yearly varve layers or other features
that could be used as alternative accurate measures of time, pollen cores from
this region have almost all been dated using radiocarbon measurements. As
radiocarbon dating depends on embedded material found within the core,
only a select number of dates will be recovered. This introduces a high level of
uncertainty into the analysis of the pollen record, especially when focusing
on interpreting short periods of time, like the two hundred year span the
Franks settled in the Levant. For example, the pollen core from the southern
Ghab valley in Syria dates back approximately 15,000 years, but the closest
radiocarbon date to the Frankish period, or indeed to modern times, is c.
600 BCE (Figure 2.12).292 The top section of the associated pollen diagram,
Zone 6 in Yasuada’s article, was proposed by the authors to correspond to
approximately 1000 – present. However, the lack of radiocarbon dates within
this pollen zone, suggests that this proposal should be interpreted with some
flexibility.

Other pollen cores have a significantly greater number of relevant radio-
carbon values generated for the Middle Ages, but medieval dates are not
always available.293 This is particularly a problem for the Dead Sea pollen
292Yasuada et al., ‘The Earliest Record of Major Anthropogenic Deforestation in the

Ghab Valley,’ p. 133.
293Dead Sea (Ze,elim (ZA-2) core: 12 dates total): 1050–1280, 650–810 (825 ± 40 BP,

1295 ± 40 BP uncalibrated); (Ein Feshkha core: 9 dates total): 1240–1400, 1170–1290,
890–1160, 640-780 (700 ± 40 BP, 780 ± 40 BP, 1015 ± 40 BP, 1310 ± 40 BP uncali-
brated) Neumann et al.,‘Palynology, Sedimentology and Palaeoecology,’ pp. 1480–1481,
Table 7 and p. 1484, Table 3; (DS7-1SC core: 4 dates total, 1 date extrapolated from
limnological change): no medieval dates, Leroy, ‘Pollen Analysis of Core DS7-1SC,’ pp.
308–309, Table 2; (DS2-Ein Boqueq core: 1 date total): no medieval dates and (Core
DS1-SE: 6 dates): no medieval dates, Neumann et al., ‘Vegetation History and Climate
Fluctuations,’ Appendix 2 and 5. Sea of Galilee (4 dates total): 930 ± 115 (1020
BP calibrated), Baruch, ‘Late Holocene Vegetational History of Lake Kinneret,’ p. 42.
Lake Ram (18 dates total): 1185–1285 ± 30, 980–1190 ± 45, 780–990 ± 30, 690–900
± 30, 670–870 ± 30 (800 BP, 980 BP, 1141 BP, 1210 BP, 1260 BP calibrated), Schwab
et al., ‘Holocene Palaeoecology of the Golan Heights,’ p. 1725, Table 1. Hula Lake
(dated by postulated sedimentation rate 100cm/697 years, hard-water made radiocar-
bon dates too difficult to correctly calibrate): van Zeist et al., ‘Holocene Palaeoecology
of the Hula Area,’ pp. 41–44. Bekaa Valley, (4 dates total, Aammiq wetlands): no
medieval dates and (5 dates total, Chamsine/Anjar wetlands): 1090 -65/+70 (860 BP
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records, as the medieval period often falls within a layer of halite in the recov-
ered core, rather than in one of the laminated sections where radiocarbon
datable material can be retrieved. Currently only Neumann’s 2007 study
has generated two cores from the Dead Sea with medieval dates, though as
will be discussed below, the similarity in pollen records from the other four
sedimentary cores makes interpretation of events during the Middle Ages
possible.

The amount of pollen from a particular species of plant, trapped within a
laminated layer, will vary roughly throughout the sediment core as the pop-
ulation in an area fluctuates. Pollen records are locally resolved, reflecting
the historical vegetation in the immediate vicinity near where a sample was
extracted, though some species that produce windborne pollen types can
sometimes register over much larger distances. Pines (pinus) in particular
have excellent pollen dispersal and pollen signals for this type of tree can
be catalogued in regions of the Levant far from their natural habitat. Other
species, such as cereal grains, are self-pollinating and as a result, the pollen
dispersal from these plants is very poor. As van Zeist suggests, greater pollen
signals may be generated if threshing or winnowing is performed near the
area where a sediment core will later be drawn, as these processes release the
cereal pollen into the air.294 However, poor long-distance dispersal by these
grasses, as well as other vegetation, limits the resolution of pollen records to
the immediate collection area of a core, even if long distance phenomena are
sometimes visible.

Charting the change in cultivated and naturally developing species over
time and comparing different sets of pollen data from across the Levant has
become particularly important within the past decade as a greater number of
publications has become available. Sites with extended pollen chronologies
often register similar fluctuations in vegetation over time, despite the fact
that each set of data is necessarily local. Early vegetation fluctuations, before

calibrated), Hajar et al., ‘Environmental Changes in Lebanon during the Holocene,’ p.
4, Table 1. Valley near Jebleh, (3 dates total), 1168, 885 (875 ± 30 BP, 1170 ± 35
BP): Kaniewski et al., ‘Medieval Coastal Syrian Vegetation Patterns,’ p. 253, Table 1.

294van Zeist et al., ‘Holocene Palaeoecology of the Hula Area,’ p. 55.
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the development of agriculture, are generally attributed to climatic changes.
Specific factors that explain the change in pollen counts of particular species
after humans begin to interfere with the landscape, either through cultivating
certain crop varieties or through forest clearance, are more complicated.

It should also be noted that the types of vegetation within the mod-
ern countryside of the Levant generally reflect species that were also extant
during the Frankish period.295 However, this is not always the case. Espe-
cially in current agricultural regions, much of the contemporary landscape is
bereft of its original vegetation and heavily cultivated with alternative crops
by modern, artificial means.

Several studies isolate the pollen record from olive trees, as fluctuations
in these pollen percentages are especially marked and likely due to extensive
regional cultivation. Though it is not possible to distinguish between the
pollen of wild and cultivated species of olive, phases that register significant
olea pollen, correspond with archaeological evidence for extensive oil pro-
duction in the region.296 Olives were an important cultivated crop during
the Frankish period, and known to have been a component of diet in the
Frankish states during the Middle Ages.297

Widespread olive cultivation in the Levant abruptly declines sometime
during the Byzantine or early Islamic period, with a significant decrease in
olea pollen noted in the six Dead Sea cores, as well as results from the Sea of
Galilee, Lake Ram, and Lake Hula.298 Pollen data from the southern Ghab
295Danin, ‘Man and the Natural Environment,’ p. 37.
296Ayalon, Frankel, and Kloner, Oil and Wine Presses in Israel ; Frankel, Wine and Oil

Production in Antiquity ; Taxel, ‘Olive Oil Economy of Byzantine and Early Islamic
Palestine,’ pp. 361–394. Though it is not possible to distinguish between wild and culti-
vated varieties of olive pollen today, new techniques are being developed that may lead
to alternate methods to determine cultivated olive varieties, Kaniewski et al., ‘Wild or
Cultivated Olea european L.,’ pp. 1039–1047. Alternatively, techniques using charcoal
are also employed to determine whether olive wood recovered from an archaeological
context grew in a wild or cultivated context, Terral, ‘Wild and Cultivated Olive,’ pp.
383–397. This includes determining whether irrigation was used: Terral and Durand,
‘Bio-Archaeological Evidence of Olive Tree,’ pp. 718–726.

297An olive pip was found in the vegetal remains from the excavations at the Red Tower,
Hubbard and McKay, ‘Medieval Plant Remains,’ pp. 187–191. Olive groves often fea-
ture in charters from rural areas and were a profitable, taxable component of Frankish
agriculture.

298The dating of the olea pollen decline is an important area of dispute. The olive was still
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valley in Syria registers steady olive cultivation from the middle Bronze Age
onward, with a small reduction in pollen near the transition to the period
Yasuda suggest dates to medieval times.299 Unfortunately neither pollen
record from the Bekaa Valley in Lebanon registers significant quantities of
olea pollen, leading the investigators to conclude that olive cultivation is un-
likely to have taken place locally.300 Likewise, olea pollen is not a significant
component of the pollen record from Wadi Faynan in Jordan, where a

an important crop after the Islamic invasions of the seventh century, almost certainly
contradicting the simplistic division marking most modern pollen diagrams, showing
the abandonment of olive groves occurring at the end of the ‘Byzantine period’ and
start of the ‘early Arab period.’ Discussions that do include a reason for marking the
transitional period of rapid olea pollen decline during this timeframe often discuss ar-
chaeological evidence, for example: Schwab et al., ‘Holocene Palaeoecology of the Golan
Heights,’ p. 1730; or Neumann et al., ‘Palynology, Sedimentology and Palaeoecology,’
p. 1492. Archaeological evidence for the Byzantine/early Islamic period has been reap-
praised, and the Islamic invasion has been shown to have little immediate effect on the
industry of the countryside. The correlation between climate change and societal decay
in the years following the invasions has also been challenged, Avni, Byzantine-Islamic
Transition in Palestine, pp. 329–331. For example, the abandonment of olive presses
in Palestine is now dated well into the early Islamic period, though usually not later
than the ninth century, Taxel, ‘Olive Oil Economy,’ p. 377. It is worth noting that the
decline in precipitation recorded from the deep-sea marine core taken off the southern
coast of Palestine, suggests a swift decline in rainfall totals after the eighth century,
Schilman et al., ‘Palaeogeography, Palaeoclimatology, Palaeoecology,’ p. 169, Fig. 6a.
The speleothem record from Soreq Cave, located within the same vicinity as the archae-
ological record discussed by Taxel above, records a rapid decline in precipitation from
approximately 900 until 1100, with a minimal decline in rainfall predating this abrupt
event from the mid-sixth century onwards, Schilman et al., ‘Sea-Land Palaeoclimate
Correlation in the Eastern Mediterranean Region,’ p. 186, Fig. 4. This period also
corresponds to the rapid drop in the Dead Sea lake level, though this event occurred
slightly earlier, during approximately the late-sixth century. For a figure showing both
the Dead Sea pollen core data, as well as postulated lake level height, see: Neumann
et al., ‘Vegetation History and Climate Fluctuations,’ p. 761, Fig. 2. It is suggested
by Neumann et al. that the rapid decline in olive cultivation corresponds with this
period of significantly dryer conditions and the extreme drop in Dead Sea lake level
height. For a visual history of olea pollen in the Palestinian Territories and Israel, see
the graphs of: Neumann et al., ‘Vegetation History and Climate Fluctuations,’ p. 761,
Fig. 2; Baruch, ‘Late Holocene Vegetational History of Lake Kinneret,’ p. 42, Fig. 4;
Schwab et al., ‘Holocene Palaeoecology of the Golan Heights,’ p. 1729, Fig. 4; van Zeist
et al., ‘Holocene Palaeoecology of the Hula Area,’ p. 44, Fig. 5.

299Yasuda et al., ‘Earliest Record of Major Anthropogenic Deforestation,’ p. 133, Fig. 7.
300Hajar et al., ‘Environmental Changes in Lebanon during the Holocene,’ p. 753, p. 750,

Fig. 3, and p. 751, Fig. 4; also, Hajar et al., ‘Vegetation Changes during the Late
Pleistocene and Holocene in Lebanon,’ pp. 1097–1098.
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desertic vegetation assemblage dominated the landscape.301 Kaniewski’s
short core from a spring-fed valley near Jebleh does not record data un-
til approximately the late ninth century, and only shows one significant but
short dip in the olive population, between approximately 1050 and 1100.302

Olive populations after the rapid decline in cultivation predating the
Frankish period, never recover to the levels seen in earlier centuries. Instead,
olea pollen percentages remain relatively stable at low levels throughout the
Middle Ages, with only minor fluctuations in output. There may be some
indication that olive groves slightly expanded or became more productive
during the twelfth and thirteenth centuries at Lake Hula.303 However, over-
all, marginal olive cultivation levels seem to be unaffected by the wetter
conditions of the Medieval Warm Period.

Despite documentary material that records the importance of cultivated
species like the olive tree to the population of the Frankish states, palaeoe-
cological continuity from the end of the Byzantine or early Islamic period
through to late Ottoman times, suggests that agricultural output was mod-
est, compared with earlier centuries.304 This finding is mirrored for other
vital Mediterranean products, such as cerealia-type grasses, which also re-
mained at low levels.305

301Hunt et al., ‘An 8000-Year History of Landscape, Climate, and Copper Exploitation
in the Middle East,’ pp. 1328–1333, especially p. 1330, Fig. 17.

302Kaniewski’s core begins in approximately 885 (with a date range between 770-980).
For the pollen record, Kaniewski et al., ‘Medieval Coastal Syrian Vegetation Patterns,’
p. 254, Fig. 3.

303van Zeist et al., ‘Holocene Palaeoecology of the Hula Area,’ p. 44, Fig. 5.
304The transition to modern agriculture is marked by the intrusion of foreign diagnostic

species like Eucalyptus, Hickory, or casurarina plants (native to Australia and countries
bordering the Indian Ocean) into the pollen record. For the introduction of Eucalyptus
into marshy areas during the Ottoman period, see: Kark and Levin, ‘Environment in
Palestine in the Late Ottoman Period,’ p. 12.

305Like olive trees, cereal grains cannot be separated into wild and cultivated varieties
from pollen analysis alone. Dead Sea: The Ze,elim core registered a possible increase
in cerealia-type pollen for the Frankish period: Neumann et al., ‘Palynology, Sedimen-
tology and Palaeoecology,’ p. 1488, Fig. 6. The Ein Feshkha and DS7-1SC cores did
not register a material change in cereals throughout the whole of the record, and the
simplified pollen taxonomy for the Ein Boqueq, Mount Sedom (DS3), and DS1 cores
did not include cerealia-type pollens. Sea of Galilee: Cerealia-type pollen remains at
some of the lowest levels recorded in the core throughout the medieval period, before
increasing to its highest concentration post-1750s. The reduction in cereals from the
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A cultivated species that appears to have increasing yields during the
Frankish period is the grapevine, especially along the Syrian coast, the Sea
of Galilee, and possibly in the Judaean Hills.306 As another crop with good
visibility in the written record, the increasing presence of grapevines during
the Frankish period reinforces the suggestion that wine production may have
been significant in certain regions.

Overall, the wetter climate of the Medieval Warm Period seems to have
had very little effect on agricultural productivity in the Levant. While there
was potential for increased yields in the region with greater rainfall predicted

Roman/Byzantine period is minor, and certainly not on the scale of the drop in olea
pollen: Baruch, ‘Late Holocene Vegetational History of Lake Kinneret,’ p. 42, Fig.
4. Lake Ram: There are some minor fluctuations in cerealia-type pollen from Lake
Ram, but the output is low and certainly not comparable to production during the
Byzantine or modern periods. It is difficult to pinpoint the period of the minor fluc-
tuations, but one small maximum in output appears to be slightly before a medieval
radiocarbon date at 1185–1285. The Lake Ram diagram isolated Hordeum- (barley)
and Triticum-type (wheat) grasses, but is still not able to distinguish between wild
and cultivated varieties: Schwab et al., ‘Holocene Palaeoecology of the Golan Heights,’
p. 1729, Fig. 4. Hula Lake: There is a small increase in cerealia-type pollen between
c. 940–1435, which may correspond to increased cereal cultivation in the region. How-
ever, this fluctuation is minor and the pollen profile remains fairly constant since the
beginnings of agriculture in the region, van Zeist et al.,‘Holocene Palaeoecology of the
Hula Area,’ p. 44, Fig. 5. Wadi Faynan: There is no change in the pollen profile
for cerealia-type pollen through almost the entire length of the record: Hunt et al.,
‘An 8000-Year History of Landscape, Climate, and Copper Exploitation in the Middle
East,’ p. 1330, Fig. 17. Bekaa Valley: Only rare grains of cerealia-type pollen appears
in the pollen record for either core location, and does not seem to be a component of
the assemblage during the Frankish period: Hajar et al., ‘Environmental Changes in
Lebanon during the Holocene,’ p. 5, Fig. 3 and p. 6, Fig. 4. South Ghab Valley: Ce-
realia-type pollen was not included in the classification of the pollen diagram. Valley
near Jebleh: Poaceae-type grasses spike slightly before, as well as during the Frankish
period, though this has been argued to show a peak in the local wetlands vegetation,
Kaniewski et al., ‘Medieval Coastal Syrian Vegetation Patterns in the Principality of
Antioch,’ p. 256, and p. 254, Fig. 3.

306An increase in grapevine (vitis) is especially marked in Kaniewski et al., ‘Medieval
Coast Syrian Vegetation Patterns in the Principality of Antioch,’ p. 256; Baruch,
‘The Late Holocene Vegetation History of Lake Kinneret,’ p. 42, Fig. 4. At the Dead
Sea, only the Ze,elim outcrop showed definitive signs of increased grapevine pollen:
Neumann et al., ‘Palynology, Sedimentology and Palaeoecology,’ p. 1488, Fig. 6. The
wind direction makes it likely that pollen collected in the Dead Sea reflects cultivation
in the Judaean Hills: Neumann et al., ‘Vegetation History and Climate Fluctuations
on a Transect along the Dead Sea,’ p. 762. All other relevant pollen records show
minimal fluctuations in vitis pollen during the Frankish period, or do not register this
type of pollen at all.
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throughout the period, enabling agricultural expansion into marginal envi-
ronments, the pollen data suggest that this did not happen. Instead, the
palynological evidence indicates that cultivation continued at low, consis-
tent levels. The data also suggest that human influence on the landscape
during the Frankish period was minimal, as significant evidence exists for
forest regeneration, perhaps in association with increased pastoralism.307

Palaeoenvironmental data suggest that conditions in the Levant during
the Frankish period were slightly different from what they are today. The
climate in the Crusader states was likely slightly wetter, more humid, and
perhaps cooler than the modern mean. Cultivation near aquatic areas, where
pollen cores were later extracted, was certainly less extensive than during
the Byzantine period, and comparable with agricultural production during
Mamluk and Ottoman times.

The pollen data suggest that the Franks had a minimal impact on the
landscape of the Levant. Relatively low levels of cultivation persisted through-
out the whole of the period, consistent with the phases immediately preced-
ing and following the approximately two hundred years the Frankish states
were in existence. Only the possible resurgence in grapevine cultivation in
particular areas over a limited period, suggests that the Franks may have
prioritised specific crops. However, this evidence is not consistent through-
out the whole of the region, as relatively few locations registered a change
in vitis pollen.

To contextualise the medieval landscape and put the palaeoclimatic in-
formation in perspective, it is important to consider the medieval literature
addressing the Levantine landscape. To better understand the countryside,
agriculture, and the people who inhabited rural regions during the Mid-
dle Ages, the next chapter will consider the landscape as seen by medieval
authors. This section will primarily draw on pilgrimage accounts, as the di-

307Certain weed types (Rumex and Plantago lanceolata) have been suggested to be indica-
tive of increased territory for grazing near Lake Ram: Neumann et al., ‘Holocene Veg-
etation and Climate History,’ p. 340. The regeneration of the Mediterranean maquis
composed of its modern constituent parts, was postulated to have occurred from c.
1000 onwards, Baruch, ‘Palynological Evidence of Human Impact on the Vegetation
as Recorded in Late Holocene Lake Sediments in Israel,’ p. 286.
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verse range of sources and the occasional observations by travellers trekking
through rural environments are invaluable. This section will also draw on
other literary material from the period by authors who comment on agricul-
ture, natural features, or observations that expand our understanding of the
rural environment.
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Chapter 3

Medieval Views of Landscape in

the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem

The climatic changes discussed in the last chapter would be invisible to me-
dieval inhabitants and visitors to the Levant. Apart from comments made
by William of Tyre remarking on the difference between the abundance
of streams described by Solinus in classical Palestine and the water-scarce
territory near Jerusalem he was familiar with, there is little awareness in
the literary material that the physical landscape may have developed over
time.306 Instead, for medieval authors the countryside formed part of a sa-
cred topography, a natural landscape negotiated through biblical passages,
encompassing both the physical space and the scriptural and Christian cultic
institutions associated with named places.307

Western migrants and travellers often bounded their geographic descrip-
tions of the landscape within scriptural traditions or a framework developed
by earlier Christian commentators. Though the tendency to structure geo-
graphical commentary within a past environment can sometimes limit the
usefulness of literary evidence in discussions of landscape, this disadvantage
is not universal. The landscape of the Middle Ages is not always obscured
by customary remarks or repeated commentary. Instead, anecdotal observa-

306William of Tyre, viii:4, pp. 388–389. Babcock and Krey, William of Tyre, i,
pp. 346–347. This passage is from Solinus, De mirabilibus mundi/Collectanea rerum
meorabilium; see: xxxv (1) in Mommsen, C.ivlii Solini, p. 154.

307O‘Loughlin, Adomnán and the Holy Places, p. 16.
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tions or brief comments remarking on topographical features or experiences
moving through the countryside colour various medieval encounters with the
rural environment.

While the spaces which authors mention often seem empty and devoid
of human habitation, accounts of local vegetation usually fare better. De-
scriptions of flora, fauna, or the agricultural potential of a region do appear
in medieval narratives of the Levant, albeit irregularly and usually in an
offhand manner. Urban areas feature prominently in this regard. Narratives
sometimes characterise cities by the productivity of their hinterland, often
in addition to other attributes such as urban defensive capabilities, physical
structures in the immediate vicinity, or individuals in positions of power and
control. These latter characteristics, however, are much more likely to be
cited as disclosing original observations than the associated commentary on
local agriculture. For many smaller communities, local agricultural products
may be the only feature that warrant observation besides the requisite scrip-
tural commentary, shrine, or nearby event that often named the site in the
first place.

Arable and pastoral lands associated with communities played an in-
tegral part of the medieval experience of landscape. The productivity of
a region revealed through short comments in medieval narratives can help
clarify the agricultural industry of a settlement, which in turn can aid in
understanding the communities that would otherwise be invisible. After all,
Frankish casalia consisted of two essential components, the inhabited settled
space and the physical territory associated with and legally belonging to a
community. Although medieval narrative sources are virtually silent about
the former outside of urban environments, textual evidence is slightly more
forthcoming about local landscapes. In the following chapter, this link be-
tween a community and its associated lands will be exploited. By detailing
the productivity or paucity of an environment or local industry, anecdotal
descriptive comments can inform the exploration of rural settlements across
the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem.

Exploring aspects of medieval settlement through literary descriptions of
the landscape means investigating a number of key points. First, issues that
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arise about medieval geographical descriptions continuing biblical or early
Christian traditions need to be addressed. Medieval authors consciously
identified the region as the ‘land flowing with milk and honey,’ and it is
not always possible to know whether the agricultural products mentioned
in narratives represented contemporary practice or fanciful conceptions of
biblical industries. It is important to address a possible approach to this
problem and how information may be filtered, before summarising the phys-
ical features or attributes that excite the most anecdotal commentary from
narratives.

Next, a summary of the general information about the physical environ-
ment that appears in medieval literature from the Frankish states will be
reviewed. Particular emphasis will be placed on Burchard of Mount Sion’s
geographical description of the holy topography of the Levant. Although this
work is firmly embedded in the requisite scriptural commentary common to
pilgrimage guides, as well as incorporating information from earlier Christian
sources and accounts from authors of the twelfth and early-thirteenth cen-
turies, Burchard’s Descripto de Terrae Sanctae contains the most complete
summary of agricultural evidence for the whole of Palestine.

Finally, a case will be made for the usefulness of anecdotal comments
about landscape by exploring descriptions of medieval Jericho. From the ev-
idence compiled from a variety of pilgrimage accounts and charter sources, it
will be argued that medieval narrative accounts emphasising the productiv-
ity and agriculture of the region can help reconstruct information about the
administrative structure of the area. Exploring the administrative organisa-
tion of rural settlement is crucial, as it helps to reconstruct the structure of
communities, giving insight into the patterns of daily life. This information
is important for the larger question of this dissertation, namely whether the
impact of the Franks can be discerned in the rural landscapes of the Levant.

From the information gathered below it will be argued that anecdotal
remarks concerning landscapes, especially with regards to agricultural pro-
duction, can help inform our understanding of medieval rural settlement, an
idea that will be developed further in the next chapter.
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3.1 The Latin states, sacred topography, and

the ‘terra fluens lacte et melle ’

That the Franks inherited the ‘terra fluens lacte et melle’ after the capture of
Jerusalem was a medieval truism and was a concept expressed in the earliest
crusading literature.308 However, whether this phrase was interpreted in
either a conscious or unconscious manner, or in a spiritual or physical sense,
is often difficult to determine. Deciphering how this mind-set or worldview
may have affected narratives is almost impossible to qualify.

Occasionally a text will give an interpretative clue as to the attitude of an
author when they speak of a certain location. Some writers certainly inferred
a physicality from the phrase and adapted it to suit their narrative. Jacques
de Vitry’s Historia Orientalis for example, draws a clear link between the
copious produce cultivated in the nearly waterless surroundings of Jerusalem
and the ‘land flowing with milk and honey’.309 However, other sources,
including later sections of the Historia Orientalis, are less definite in linking
the landscape with scriptural images of abundance.

Idealised concepts of plenty linked to biblical traditions also existed
alongside other narrative devices concerning agricultural productivity. These
attributes can be equally difficult to divorce from idealised concepts. For ex-
ample, land can play a didactic role, with territory either thriving or suffering
because of the good or sinful conduct of its inhabitants. If the landscape
is used in this moralising fashion, unless there is an outright explanation of
the treatment of land in this manner, past precedent, or scriptural tradi-
tion, such as the didactic biblical explanation envisioned for the sterility of
the territory bordering the Dead Sea through the story of the destruction of
308For example, already early in the twelfth century Robert the Monk inserts a related

phrase from Exodus into his rendition of Pope Urban II speech at Clermont (quæ
lacte et melle fluit): Robert the Monk, Historia Herosolimitana, p. 728. Sweetenham
(trans.), Robert the Monk, p. 81.

309Jacques de Vitry, Histoire Orientale/Historia Orientalis, ed. and Fr. trans. by Don-
nadieu, 55, pp. 228–230. Hereafter: Jacques de Vitry; Stewart (trans.), Jacques
de Vitry, p. 32. This sentence is also used by Philip of Savona in his late thirteenth-
century guide to illustrate the surroundings of Jerusalem: Philip of Savona, Descriptio
Terrae Sanctae, 3, p. 35. Hereafter: Philip of Savona; Pringle (trans.), ‘Philip of
Savona,’ p. 326.
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Sodom and Gomorra, it is difficult to separate out the real, physical situation
of a rural environment.

However, endowing landscape characteristics with a moralising role seems
to be a minor component of many medieval narratives that concern the
Levant. For all of their vitriol cast at the sinful nature of the inhabitants
of Acre, neither Jacques de Vitry nor Burchard of Mount Sion imagine the
surrounding hinterland of the city as anything other than fertile.310 Though
it could be suggested that the regional productivity may be tied to the
Christian status of the urban community in the narratives, within the context
of the geographical descriptions neither author appears to be offering more
than anecdotal comments about the local region. Burchard of Mount Sion,
in particular, also seems happy to express his impression of the fertility of
non-Christian spaces under Mamluk control in his Descripto Terrae Sanctae.
Likewise, his comments concerning northern regions of the coast, outside
of territory usually described within narratives concerned with the sacred
topography of the Levant, similarly seem unaffected by the distance from
the most important Christian holy places.

The level of trust to attribute to medieval geographic descriptions of the
landscape of the Levant is a contested subject. Positions vary between as-
cribing a high degree of accuracy to the seemingly naturalistic depictions
of the countryside by authors such as Burchard of Mount Sion, to a belief
that medieval authors only described what they expected to see.311 However,
both poles of the argument are problematic. By treating medieval narratives
as wholly reliable texts, the first position ascribes journalistic accuracy to
medieval narratives that often described an Old Testament geography, an
issue that is particularly problematic for pilgrimage accounts.312 However,
the second position, which posits that medieval narratives concerning the

310Burchard of Mount Sion, Descripto Terrae Sanctae, ed. by Laurent, p. 23 and pp.
88–99. Hereafter: Burchard of Mount Sion; Pringle (trans.), ‘Burchard of Mount
Sion,’ p. 246 and p. 314; Jacques de Vitry, 25, p. 178; Stewart, Jacques de Vitry,
p. 5; Jacques de Vitry, ‘Lettre ii,’ in Lettres de Jacques de Vitry, ed. by Huygens, pp.
83–90; no. 57 Barber and Bates, Letters from the East, pp. 98–108 (pp. 101–104).

311Graboïs, Le pèlerin occidentale, pp. 125–128; Graboïs, ‘Medieval Pilgrims,’ pp. 71–74;
Friedman, ‘Francescinus of Pontremoli,’ pp. 279–311.

312Pringle, Pilgrimage to Jerusalem, pp. 20–23.
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physical landscape were dictated by older texts or biblical descriptions of
the region and did not depict real encounters from the Middle Ages, does
not account for original observations or the reuse of textual material pre-
cisely because it confirmed an author’s experience of a site. Though both
views raise valid issues with regards to expectations of autonomous autho-
rial agency in the Middle Ages, the effect of thirteenth-century scholarship
regarding the physical world, and the weight of tradition on narratives, the
trustworthiness of medieval accounts about local landscapes should be estab-
lished by deciding how reasonable a text is in describing the natural features
at a particular location.

For example, medieval texts often speak of locations with sugarcane (can-
nemelle) production. Sugarcane was certainly not a biblical industry, as the
plant was likely introduced into the region during the early Islamic period,
already challenging positions that see medieval depictions of the countryside
as solely reflections of past environments.313 More importantly however,
growing sugarcane requires a specific type of landscape, namely an environ-
ment with abundant water sources to irrigate the crop. Water also often
played a key role in processing the plants after harvesting, as many known
sugar productions sites with remains from the Middle Ages have evidence
of watermills used for crushing the canes. It is worth evaluating medieval
texts with this requirement in mind, noting locations of water sources along-
side sites narrative material cite as growing sugarcane. Barring reasonable
accommodation for the unique agricultural requirements of this crop, espe-
cially the extensive need for water, it is likely that locations mentioned as
cultivation centres are true physical sites.

However, though sugar formed part of Levantine diet, it necessarily re-
mained a specialty product, only grown in specific locations that could sup-
port the agricultural requirements needed to produce the crop. It was not
a typical product of most areas, and the surviving literature that mentions
both sugarcane and anecdotal information concerning the locations where
it was grown, appropriately reflects the geographically limited breadth of
cultivation. To foster a wider understanding of medieval communities in the
313Watson, Agricultural innovation in the Early Islamic World, pp. 24–30.
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Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem and the surrounding region, evaluating the reli-
ability of anecdotal comments concerning a more representative and common
type of crop is essential.

Grapes and olives are the best-suited crops for this analysis. Important
components of the traditional Mediterranean diet during the Middle Ages,
wine production, vineyards, oil, and olive groves feature prominently both in
scriptural passages and medieval narratives. Most importantly, evidence for
regions of grapevine and olive cultivation in the Levant can often be shown to
be continuous through time, giving weight to medieval accounts that situate
agricultural production at appropriate locations, even if the description of
the place is given in terms of biblical passages or Old Testament verses.

Clearly, associated natural landscape attributes mean that there are some
areas of the Levant better suited than others for viti- and oleoculture. As
complementary crops, vines and olive trees often share the same habitat,
frequently in association with the third, more elusive component of the
Mediterranean diet triad, cereals.314 Many of these regions, especially in
the Palestinian hills, the Galilee, and the slopes of Mount Lebanon, have a
long history of grapevine and olive cultivation. Neither biblical nor medieval
industry in these same regions should come as a surprise.

However, what is important in this instance is the continuity of viti- and
oleoculture in locations where precedents and antecedents for medieval cul-
tivation can be found. This makes it much more likely that twelfth- and
thirteenth-century textual sources mentioning vineyards, olive groves, or oil
and wine production at a site have an element of truth to the narrative.
If an area identified by an account is within a region that has evidence for
continuous viti- or oleoculture, the probability that grapevines or olive trees
were still growing at the site during the Middle Ages is high. Indeed, even in
the case of a medieval author repeating historicised earlier traditions about
the agriculture of a locale, or if they refer to industry using biblical verses,
the comments may still have a good chance of authenticity. In this instance,
the continuity of viti- or oleoculture at biblical sites may have been seen as

314Evidence for the interdependence of olives and grapevines can be found throughout
the Mediterranean region: Horden and Purcell, Corrupting Sea, pp. 209–220.
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an affirmation of the continued sacred topography of the location and worth
repeating in a narrative.

Using documentary sources recording the locations of grapevines and
olive groves, as well as archaeological evidence for their immediate products,
wine and oil, the maps below establish areas of viti- or oleoculture continu-
ity, regions where production thrived both before and after the twelfth and
thirteenth centuries. This information is supplemented with what is known
about the placement of vineyards or olive groves from Frankish charter ev-
idence, information that is available for approximately forty sites, and the
small corpus of archaeological evidence that can be dated to the twelfth and
thirteenth centuries.

To establish the extent of areas in the Levant with important viti- or
oleoculture regions, relatively large amounts of data must be used. A large
dataset with well-distributed geolocations can highlight important areas of
production by visually situating high-concentration cultivation areas within
a map.

For the purposes here, the best sources of information about grape and
olive production come from the Roman, Byzantine, early Islamic, and Ot-
toman periods. From the Roman, Byzantine, and early Islamic period comes
the survival of relatively high number of oil and wine presses preserved in
the archaeological record. From the Ottoman period comes the advantage of
extant early tax records, where fees were levied on both vineyards and olive
groves. Though these bookends represent highly divergent periods of history
in the Levant, by comparing the information common production districts
for viti- or oleoculture emerge.

Recently, E. Ayalon, R. Frankel, and A. Kloner have published a survey
summarising the results from seventy excavations of wine and oil presses dat-
ing from the Hellenistic, Roman, and Byzantine periods.315 Though this is
a small selection, taken from the vast number of presses that have been sur-
veyed, this collection provides a good variety of well-dated sites from across
Palestine and the Galilee. One of the key points the authors wished to em-
315Ayalon, Frankel, and Kloner, Oil and Wine Presses.
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phasize in their survey was the regional variation in press types and published
representative sites accordingly. Though some areas of the West Bank are
sparsely represented, the maps provide an excellent springboard for under-
standing areas of grape and olive cultivation during the period corresponding
to the peak of production that can be localised in the palaeoenvironmental
record discussed in the last chapter.316

This relatively small selection of sites dating from the Roman and Byzan-
tine period has been supplemented with data on wine and oil presses recorded
in the Archaeological Survey of Israel. Though this survey is incomplete and
no comparable project exists for regions of the West Bank, Gaza, or southern
Lebanon, the much larger sample size of surveyed installations is useful for
showing the ubiquity of processing apparatuses in specific regions. Survey
information from Jordan was not used in this exercise as it was not clear un-
til data was plotted from the Ottoman tax records, how significant ancient
oleoculture was in the mountainous regions to the east of the Ghor Valley.

Although the defined timeframe for data on geolocated wine and olive
presses may seem long, it is important to consider that many Roman, Byzan-
tine, and early Islamic wine and oil presses had extensive production lifes-
pans. For example, many Roman or Byzantine presses continued in use
through the early Islamic period.317 Installations could be used for a long
time after their initial construction, and often better evidence exists for their
abandonment than operation.

One advantage in using archaeological remains of wine and oil production
as a basis for understanding regional cultivation is that the crops were often
processed near where they were harvested.318 Grapes in particular could be
processed in the field and did not necessarily need to be transported to pro-
duction centres outside of their immediate surroundings to be turned into
secondary products. This negates some concerns about crop transportation,
where archaeological evidence for processing apparatuses may not correspond

316Aylon, Frankel, and Kloner, Olive and Wine Presses, pp. vi–vii. For the extent of oil
and wine production during various periods in the Levant, see chapter 2.

317Taxel, ‘Olive Oil Economy of Byzantine and Early Islamic Palestine,’ p. 377.
318See Frankel’s explanation of ‘simple installations’ in the ‘Introduction’: Ayalon,

Frankel, and Kloner, Oil and Wine Presses, p. 2.
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to the physical locations of cultivation regions. Though somewhat of a mi-
nor issue as there is no evidence to suggest large-scale transportation for
processing purposes took place over long distances, this displacement of the
‘cultivation region’ to a centralised location is a consideration that needs
to be recognised with regards to Ottoman taxation records. The Ottoman
documents record agricultural products grown by an individual settlement,
but do not record, for example, whether vineyard cultivation took place only
to the north of a village.

The sites published in Ayalon, Frankel, and Kloner’s volume, supple-
mented by the more general archaeological survey information, will be taken
as a starting point for where viti- and oleoculture was prevalent during the
Roman, Byzantine, and early Islamic periods. The information for the exca-
vated and surveyed sites is listed in Appendices 1.1 and 1.2 and is displayed
in Figures 3.1–3.7 below.

Though earlier land surveys were made during the Mamluk period, the
first accessible tax assessment for the southern Levant comes from 1596.319

This survey was published in 1977 by W.-D. Hütteroth and K. Abdulfattah
and is an invaluable resource for the study of many aspects of early Ottoman
life, including agriculture.320 As taxes on crops, processed derivatives, and
installations were levied at different rates, subdivided entries concerning the
overall agrarian output of a community makes it possible to separate out the
major components of agriculture dominant in specific village or town.

Both olive trees and vines were taxable entities during the Ottoman pe-
riod. Taxes on both grape and olive presses, as well as olive oil and d̄ıbs, a
sweet grape syrup and substitute for sugar, also occasionally appear. When
grapevines or olive groves formed a minor component of the agriculture in
a community, the tax was often lumped together with a more general levy
on fruit trees.321 In cases where agricultural products are ‘grouped,’ it is
not possible to divide the listed taxation revenue into its constituent com-
ponents. However, for grouped products, though the revenue is totalled,
319For a history of cadastral surveys in Palestine: Kark, ‘Mamlūk and Ottoman Cadastral

Surveys,’ pp. 46–70.
320Hütteroth and Abdulfattah, Historical Geography of Palestine.
321Hütteroth and Abdulfattah, Historical Geography of Palestine, p. 70.
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individual agricultural crops are always named. This gives some confidence
to the identification of locations where different products were cultivated,
but leaves uncertainty regarding the scale of production.

As the revenue generated from a single community only concerns dis-
cussion in tangential ways, the taxation sums that have been preserved for
posterity from individual, non-grouped products in the Ottoman records,
are not represented in the map below. It is only evidence for the presence
of cultivation that is important here. For example, it is worth noting that
the region near Bethlehem paid heavier taxes on local vineyards than any
other location in the southern Levant, suggesting that extensive grapevine
cultivation took place in the area. But, the maps below displayed in Fig-
ures 3.1–3.7 are not weighted to account for the high proportion of income
derived from this single revenue source. The focus instead is on the breadth
of cultivation rather than the potential density.

Appendix 1.3 lists the Ottoman taxation information concerning olives
(zaytūn)/ olive oil (zayt), vines (kurūm), grape syrup (dibis) and presses for
olive oil and grape juice (ma,s.ara). Small, isolated vineyards (karm), single
fields (qit. ,a ard. ), or mazra,as, could not be consistently or reliably placed
in the landscape by Hütteroth and Abdulfattah, limiting the smallest unit
included within their publication to villages.322

There are some inconsistencies within the Ottoman tax record, specifi-
cally regarding vineyard taxation. Within the Liwā- Nāblūs , a roughly rect-
angular region spanning from the Jordan Valley to the Mediterranean, and
stretching north from Jaffa to approximately Caesarea, there is not a single
record of a vineyard. This is a suspicious omission. The region also exactly
corresponds with an area that has an overabundance of tax levied on presses
(ma,s.ara). Though it is possible that the tax on presses corresponds to a
tax on oil presses, as olives were the second most prolific revenue-generating
crop for the state in the region following wheat, here it is suggested that
perhaps the Ottoman official taxed presses for grape juice rather than vine-
yards. Though the tax rate on presses was low (12 aqja per press), it is
difficult to reconcile the lack of vineyards in the Liwā- Nāblūs , despite their
322Hütteroth and Abdulfattah, Historical Geography of Palestine, p. 78.
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relative abundance in neighbouring districts.
A possible answer to this problem may be sought by exploring the domi-

nant religious denomination of the region. However, though the Liwā- Nāblūs
also had a relatively small percentage of Christian inhabitants, it is unlikely
that that the lack of vineyards in the Ottoman tax records reflect Muslim re-
ligious prohibitions on drinking wine. After all, communities with vineyards
in neighbouring regions are quite often Muslim, as many have no recorded
levy of the jizya tax, and grapes and their non-alcoholic derivatives were
important components of the Levantine diet.323 Indeed, all of the recorded
settlements that paid taxes on grape syrup (dibis) in the 1596 tax survey
appear to have been Muslim.

Unfortunately, there is little evidence to substantiate the claim that the
tax on presses in the Liwā- Nāblūs represents areas with vineyards, as the
district almost wholly falls within the modern boundaries of the West Bank
where virtually no modern archaeological survey and only limited excavation
has taken place.324 The tax survey of 1596 was also the last original com-
pilation of records in the southern Levant by the Ottomans and was used
until the nineteenth century.325 There is a small amount of documentary
evidence from the medieval period regarding wine production in this area,
with Latin charters recording vineyards near Nablus, Sinjil, and Frankish
Dere, but other evidence is scarce. However, despite this issue, other incon-
sistencies within the Ottoman tax records are generally of minor importance,
with most related to over-taxation and variance in taxation rate for specific
regions.326

323 Information on the jizya is recorded under item number 34 in Hütteroth and Abdul-
fattah, Historical Geography of Palestine. It has not been reproduced in the chart in
the appendix.

324The site of Sabastiya (Sebaste) was excavated in the 1930s and published as: Crowfoot,
Kenyon, and Sukenik, Samaria-Sebaste I. The olive press found at the site has been
described in numerous publications since this time, most recently as no. 28, Ayalon,
Frankel, and Kloner, ‘Byzantine (?) Oil Press,’ pp. 159–160. A wine press was also
recorded at this location in the original publication. Roman oil presses have also been
excavated at Qedumim (Kdumim), near Nablus in the West Bank: no. 34, Ayalon,
Frankel, and Kloner, ‘Oil Presses at Qedumim,’ pp. 185–189.

325Hütteroth and Abdulfattah, Historical Geography of Palestine, p. 5.
326Hütteroth and Abdulfattah, Historical Geography of Palestine, p. 78. Coşgel, ‘Taxes,

Efficiency, and Redistribution,’ pp. 332–356.
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From the Frankish period, there is a limited amount of charter evidence
recording the locations of sites with vineyards or olive groves. Addition-
ally, there is also a small corpus of archaeological evidence for oil and wine
presses that were in operation during the twelfth and thirteenth centuries.327

However, compared with the extensive evidence for Roman, Byzantine, and
early Islamic installations or Ottoman documentation, the sample size from
the Frankish period is quite small. What information exists has been sum-
marised in Appendices 1.4 and 1.5.

The regions of viti- or oleoculture displayed in Figures 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3
should not come as a surprise – most of the same areas continued grape
and olive cultivation well into the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.
Indeed, many parts of the region continue cultivation of grapes and olives
today, albeit with modern farming methods. The Palestinian hills, especially
in locations north of Jerusalem, were the most important sites of olive cul-
tivation in the southern Levant during the Ottoman period. It is likely that
this reflected the situation in earlier times, but unfortunately this cannot be
proved because of the current lack of archaeological data, except along the
outer margins of the West Bank and visible in Figure 3.6.

What is clearly apparent in the maps is the reduction in production
regions from Roman, Byzantine, and early Islamic times to the Ottoman
period. For example, there is almost no cultivation of either grapes or olives
near the Carmel peninsula or along the rocky kurkar ridge that spans the
nearby coast during the Ottoman period. However, this is a region that
has a good selection of archaeological evidence for viti- and oleoculture from
earlier times.328 Likewise, the Ottoman taxation records only document
two sites north of the Yarmuq river that were taxed for olive production or
presses. This can be compared with the reasonably extensive cultivation of

327For an example of known sites with archaeological evidence, see the lists in: Ayalon,
Tal, Yehuda, ‘Twelfth-Century Oil Press Complex,’ pp. 281-283; Secular Buildings,
p. 14. Locations with charter evidence for vineyards or olive groves are displayed in
the map below.

328Although usually unhelpful in maps of the Frankish period, in this instance the border
between the Palestinian Territories and Israel has been drawn on Figs. 3.4, 3.5, 3.6, and
3.7, to contrast the amount of archaeological information that exists for the Roman,
Byzantine, and early Islamic period on either side of the border.
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Figure 3.1: Olive cultivation in the Levant. Circles = location with Frankish
charters that mention olive groves, pentagons = locations with probable Frankish-
period archaeological evidence of olive oil production, large squares = excavated or
surveyed sites with evidence of olive oil production in E. Ayalon, R. Frankel and A.
Kloner, Oil and Wine Presses in Israel from the Hellenistic, Roman and Byzantine
Periods (Oxford: Archaeopress, 2009), small squares = locations with evidence of
olive oil production from the Roman, Byzantine, or early Islamic period, identified
in the Archaeological Survey of Israel, triangles = locations of sites with Ottoman
taxation on olive groves or olive olive. (scale: 1:1,000,000).
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Figure 3.2: Vineyard cultivation in the Levant. Circles = location with
Frankish charters that mention vineyards, pentagons = locations with probable
Frankish-period archaeological evidence of wine production, large squares = exca-
vated or surveyed sites with evidence of wine production in E. Ayalon, R. Frankel
and A. Kloner, Oil and Wine Presses in Israel from the Hellenistic, Roman and
Byzantine Periods (Oxford: Archaeopress, 2009), small squares = locations with
evidence of wine production from the Roman, Byzantine, or early Islamic period,
identified in the Archaeological Survey of Israel, large triangles = locations of sites
with Ottoman taxation levied on vineyards. (scale: 1:1,000,000).
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Figure 3.3: Vineyard cultivation in the Levant with hypothesised wine
production in the Ottoman Liwā- Nāblūs. Circles = location with Frankish
charters that mention vineyards, pentagons = locations with probable Frankish-
period archaeological evidence of wine production, large squares = excavated or
surveyed sites with evidence of wine production in E. Ayalon, R. Frankel and A.
Kloner, Oil and Wine Presses in Israel from the Hellenistic, Roman and Byzantine
Periods (Oxford: Archaeopress, 2009), small squares = locations with evidence of
wine production from the Roman, Byzantine, or early Islamic period, identified
in the Archaeological Survey of Israel, large triangles = locations of sites with
Ottoman taxation levied on vineyards, small pink triangles = hypothesized sites
of wine production in the Liwā- Nāblūs. (scale: 1:1,000,000).
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Figure 3.4: Olive grove cultivation in the Levant, detail of northern Palestine
and the Galilee. Circles = location with Frankish charters that mention olive groves
(locations also named), large squares = excavated or surveyed sites with evidence of olive
oil production in E. Ayalon, R. Frankel and A. Kloner, Oil and Wine Presses in Israel
from the Hellenistic, Roman and Byzantine Periods (Oxford: Archaeopress, 2009), small
squares = locations with evidence of olive oil production from the Roman, Byzantine, or
early Islamic period, identified in the Archaeological Survey of Israel, triangles = locations
of sites with Ottoman taxation on olive groves or olive olive. Modern borders have been
included. (scale: 1:300,000).
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Figure 3.5: Vineyard cultivation in the Levant, detail of northern Palestine
and the Galilee (with hypothesised wine production in the Ottoman Liwā-
Nāblūs). Circles = location with Frankish charters that mention vineyards, large squares
= excavated or surveyed sites with evidence of wine production in E. Ayalon, R. Frankel
and A. Kloner, Oil and Wine Presses in Israel from the Hellenistic, Roman and Byzan-
tine Periods (Oxford: Archaeopress, 2009), small squares = locations with evidence of
wine production from the Roman, Byzantine, or early Islamic period, identified in the Ar-
chaeological Survey of Israel, purple triangles = locations of sites with Ottoman taxation
levied on vineyards, pink triangles = hypothesized sites of wine production in the Liwā-
Nābulūs. Modern borders have been included. (scale: 1:300,000).
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Figure 3.6: Olive grove cultivation in the Levant, detail of southern
Palestine. Circles = location with Frankish charters that mention olive groves,
pentagons = locations with probable Frankish-period archaeological evidence of
wine production, large squares = excavated or surveyed sites with evidence of olive
oil production in E. Ayalon, R. Frankel and A. Kloner, Oil and Wine Presses in
Israel from the Hellenistic, Roman and Byzantine Periods (Oxford: Archaeopress,
2009), small squares = locations with evidence of olive oil production from the
Roman, Byzantine, or early Islamic period, identified in the Archaeological Survey
of Israel, triangles = locations of sites with Ottoman taxation on olive groves or
olive olive. Modern borders have been included. (scale: 1:200,000).
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Figure 3.7: Vineyard cultivation in the Levant, detail of southern Pales-
tine (with hypothesised wine production in the Ottoman Liwā- Nāblūs).
Circles = location with Frankish charters that mention vineyards, pentagons = lo-
cations with probable Frankish-period archaeological evidence of wine production,
large squares = excavated or surveyed sites with evidence of wine production in
E. Ayalon, R. Frankel and A. Kloner, Oil and Wine Presses in Israel from the
Hellenistic, Roman and Byzantine Periods (Oxford: Archaeopress, 2009), small
squares = locations with evidence of wine production from the Roman, Byzantine,
or early Islamic period, identified in the Archaeological Survey of Israel, purple tri-
angles = locations of sites with Ottoman taxation levied on vineyards, pink trian-
gles = hypothesized sites of wine production in the Liwā- Nāblūs. Modern borders
have been included. (scale: 1:200,000; Jerusalem area inset, scale: 1:100,000).
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grapes and olives that took place along the eastern side of the Sea of Galilee
during the Roman, Byzantine, and early Islamic periods. The shrinkage
in production, where overlapping data exist, parallels the pollen evidence
discussed in the previous chapter, where olive cultivation peaks during the
Byzantine period before dropping to a low maintained into modern times.

When the limited charter evidence from the Frankish period is compared
with the larger datasets discussed above, the information corresponds closely
with regions of earlier and later viti- and oleoculture. Wine production seems
to follow the Roman, Byzantine, and early Islamic information, with more
production sites recorded in the Galilee than during Ottoman times.

Sites that have overlapping information for vine and olive cultivation from
multiple periods also match when one compares the greatest and smallest
concentration of sites. Areas bordering the Mediterranean coastline and the
fertile interior plains such as the Jezreel Valley, are almost devoid of evidence
for olive cultivation, although vineyards appear to have had a limited pres-
ence in maritime regions. Areas of high site concentration are most clearly
seen in the areas around Jerusalem and the western border of the Palestinian
Territories for both grapevine and olive production.

For example, comparison between evidence for taxed vineyards and wine-
presses shows that there is a particularly high concentration of installations
and sites near Bethlehem. This is important as the area also contains the
greatest number of sites that reference vineyards within Frankish charters.329

Additionally, as briefly mentioned above, this region also paid the greatest
amount of tax for vineyards in the southern Levant during the Ottoman
period. Although this financial information is not represented on the maps
above, it does lend additional support to the argument that grapevine cul-
tivation was important in the region. When coupled with the information
that the number of wine presses from the pre-Frankish period is dispro-
portionately high when measured against other areas, an argument for the
location as a continuously important vine-growing region can be made and

329These sites are usually listed as ‘in planis Bethleem’ and have not been shown on the
Frankish period map as it is not entirely clear where they were located within the
larger area, although their association with Bethlehem is clear.
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extrapolated into the Middle Ages.

Figures 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3 represent a potential tool for evaluating the
reliability of narratives that mention viti- and oleoculture in the vicinity of a
specified location. Here, regions of continuous viti- and oleoculture act much
like areas of water do for sugarcane crops, establishing whether or not the
region was a viable location for grape or olive cultivation during the Middle
Ages. Vineyards and olive groves are two of the most frequently mentioned
types of cultivated vegetation in medieval narrative sources, and when the
maps above are compared with the medieval texts, they give an independent
and external reference point for determining the reliability of an author’s
account.

Careful use of texts from the Middle Ages and the maps of viti- and
oleoculture regions above, can also lead to suggestions about the reliability
of statements made by medieval authors regarding other types of crops. The
special installations required for wine and oil production, in addition to the
extant Ottoman tax documents, make grapes and olives unique in terms of
the evidence available for exploring the continuity of regional production.
Most other crops have little evidence for exploitation over large regions be-
fore the sixteenth-century tax records, as installations like threshing floors
are more elusive in the archaeological record. However, as was mentioned
above, the three major components of the Mediterranean diet triad, olives,
grapes, and grain, are often grown in association with one another. For ar-
eas of overlap between regions of viti- and oleoculture depicted in the maps
above, there is a strong probability that cereals were cultivated at the same
locations. Indeed, in regions such as the hills near Jerusalem with long histo-
ries of viti- and oleoculture, medieval authors such as Wilbrand of Oldenbug
sometimes mention all three crops growing in the region.330 Unfortunately,
the necessary environmental conditions to grow cereals are not as limited as
those governing grapes or olives, nor is the evidence for processing instal-
lations as extensive. The maps above do little to constrain the regions of

330Wilbrand of Oldenburg in ‘Wilbrand of Oldenburg’s Journey to Syria, Lesser Armenia,
Cyprus, and the Holy Land,’ ed. by Pringle, ii, 4, p. 132. Hereafter: Wilbrand of
Oldenburg; Pringle (trans.), ‘Wilbrand of Oldenburg,’ p. 87.
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cereal production in the Levant. However, the maps of viti- and oleoculture
do suggest regions with a high probability of cereal cultivation, which may
be used to evaluate the reliability of medieval texts that mention grain crops.

Though there are endemic problems in approaching literary descriptions
of the countryside in narrative sources, cautious use of medieval texts can
produce interesting observations about the potential appearance of the ru-
ral environment during the Middle Ages. Evaluating the reliability of an
observation regarding regional productivity or the cultivation of a specific
product in a textual source, is necessary to understand medieval views of the
landscape, especially if a comment reflects discussion of the sacred topogra-
phy of the Levant. The maps above provide a mechanism for determining
whether a medieval assertion concerning the location of a cultivated product
is reasonable.

Discussion below will focus on what medieval commentary concerning
the countryside of the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem can tell us about rural
conditions during the Frankish Period, especially as the paleoenvironmental
information from Chapter Two suggests that circumstances were different
from the present-day. Using the approach suggested above wherever possi-
ble, medieval commentary on the rural environment will be evaluated, first
to explore what physical attributes of the landscape appear in the textual
sources of the period, and then to investigate how examining commentary on
cultivated products can help improve our understanding of rural settlement.

3.2 Literary descriptions of physical attributes

in the medieval Levant

Medieval remarks about landscape fall into three general categories. First,
Frankish authors sometimes reflect on the countryside of the Levant in com-
parison with features or flora from their homeland. For many individuals
who immigrated or visited the eastern Mediterranean, especially for those
who had origins in northern Europe, the landscape would have looked quite
different from what they may have been accustomed to. For example, Fulcher
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of Chartres describes flora in terms that would have been familiar to many
in northern Europe, noting that he had not observed comparable specimens
of poplar, hazel, elder, or maple trees in the Levant.331 Similarly, Wilbrand
of Oldenburg comments on the resemblance between the vegetation, waters,
and fresh air in his homeland of Germany and the region near Tarsus during
his journey through Armenia, and Abbot Daniel draws comparisons between
the Jordan and the Snov River in eastern Europe.332 Comments connecting
an eyewitness author with his homeland are useful as they impart a cer-
tain reliability to the descriptions of landscapes within the narrative. With
this type of textual remark, authors purposely make connections with an
intended reader in their homeland by associating the countryside with a
memorable topography common to both regions. Actively uniting disparate
regions though shared landscape features shows engagement in attempting
to connect the alien nature of Levantine landscape with a familiar context.

Medieval authors often also insert descriptive comments into their narra-
tives. These types of remarks are frequently short, sometimes not more than
a word or two, but are essential for reconstructing the historic landscape.
Often these comments concern settled areas, especially urban locations and
the productivity of their hinterland. Like the remarks about Acre by Jacques
de Vitry or Burchard of Mount Sion discussed above, these comments often
add minimal content to a narrative but allow a reader, likely still in Europe,
to form a more complete representation of a site in their imagination.333

Finally, in part because of the religious significance of the region, me-
dieval authors frequently pepper their narratives with scriptural imagery to
describe the countryside. Though imbuing physical features with a ‘sacred’
history is common in medieval narratives describing locations in Europe as
well, the ability to attribute biblical events to the local, physical landscape
encouraged the use of scriptural traditions to form a representation of a
site’s surroundings. As discussed above, descriptions of the landscape can

331Fulcher of Chartres, iii:48, p. 777. For the tree species types, see: Ryan, Fulcher
of Chartres, p. 284.

332Wilbrand of Oldenburg, i, 26, p. 128; Pringle, ‘Wilbrand of Oldenburg,’ p. 81.
Ryan, ‘Daniel the Abbot,’ 32, p. 137.

333See n. 310.
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be drawn from past material, deriving either from textual accounts of the
region by earlier Christian authors, or directly from sources such as the Old
Testament. However, comments drawn from scriptural material or early
Christian sources do not necessarily mean that an author’s depiction of the
landscape is inaccurate, as an authoritative text may have been chosen to
lend weight to a personal observation. When a scriptural comment is inserted
into a narrative, it is worth exploring whether the author’s choice of remark
is appropriate and reasonable for the area that it purports to represent.

It is for situations such as this that independent comparisons are par-
ticularly useful, such as using the maps above depicting regions of viti- and
oleoculture to determine whether a comment by a medieval author is rea-
sonable. Using comparisons can suggest probable landscapes and determine
whether a medieval assertion about the countryside is appropriate, but it
cannot verify that the particular environment actually existed. For exam-
ple, if an author uses a scriptural passage to describe the vegetation near
a holy site as particularly fertile with numerous vineyards in the vicinity,
and this location is in a region that can be extrapolated to have probably
grown grapevines during the Frankish period, it is not possible to separate
out the idealised landscape from historical reality. However, in cases such
as this, it is reasonable to assume that an author is describing an area with
physical vineyards, as the complementary evidence suggests the presence of
vine-growing regions in the immediate vicinity of the site.

This problem is encountered in locations such as the area near Bethlehem
where, as described above, pre- and post-Frankish traditions show there was
a strong history of grapevine cultivation in the region. However, medieval
accounts, like that of Burchard of Mount Sion, sometimes frame the descrip-
tion of the immediate environment in terms of scriptural passages. Though
his account also records material about vineyards in the region that is likely
accurate, Burchard refers to the area with biblical references, drawing on
a passage from the Old Testament to give weight to his account about the
local abundance of grapes.334 Near Bethlehem there is plenty of supporting

334Numbers 13:24–25; Burchard of Mount Sion, p. 88; Pringle, ‘Burchard of Mount
Sion,’ p. 313
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literary evidence for grapevine cultivation during the Middle Ages, including
alternative passages of Burchard’s text, other medieval narratives, and sur-
viving charter evidence. But, this wealth of information is rare. If evidence
that corroborates the importance of a certain type of agriculture in an area
has been lost, it would be difficult to determine if authors are relying on
their biblical knowledge to illustrate the physical landscape of the Levant,
or whether they are demonstrating an awareness of the environment and
finding a scriptural convention or an earlier tradition to fit their narrative
and connect with knowledge familiar to their audience.

Pilgrimage accounts are especially problematic in this regard as they con-
tain both some of the most fascinating descriptions of rural environments,
dependent as they are on an author moving through the landscape, and
the most frustrating, as the reuse and copying of complementary sections
from earlier books or biblical commentary is common. Additionally, not
every author of a pilgrimage account went to the sites that their narrative
describes. Instead, authors regularly lifted text from earlier visitors to the
region and incorporated these passages into their own accounts. Occasion-
ally, it is possible to trace textual traditions, as sometimes earlier narrative
versions survive. When this occurs, it is possible to compare scripts and
reconstruct where later texts have incorporated past material.

Yet, despite the problems described above, especially with regard to me-
dieval authors integrating earlier traditions into their texts, narrative mate-
rial is still essential to understand and evaluate the medieval landscape. As
was described in the previous chapter, palaeoenvironmental evidence is not
yet accurate or ubiquitous enough in the region, and can only begin to hint
at the conditions that were experienced during the Frankish period. Fitting
textual descriptions or commentary about the countryside into the rough
framework suggested by palaeoenvironmental information can constrain the
probable features of the landscape and suggest evidence about the mode of
life of medieval communities in the countryside.
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3.3 Medieval comments on climate

The literature written about the Holy Land by medieval authors is filled with
narrative passages describing the physical attributes of the environment.
Cities are qualified by their surroundings of fertile or unfertile soils, rivers
and lake are described by their purity and fish stocks, while the hills burst
with vines and the fields with crops.

By contrast, relatively few individuals remark on the climatic conditions
that could affect productivity in the region. The weather might be expected
to be mentioned more frequently than it is in medieval accounts, as con-
ditions in the Levant could be extremely different from those encountered
in Europe. Indeed, there does appear to be an awareness that conditions
should be different, conforming with the dry, hot weather expected of region
in a more southern clime. An early letter from Stephen, Count of Blois,
written during his participation on the First Crusade, illustrates this specifi-
cally when he recounts the miserable conditions experienced by the crusaders
during the siege of Antioch saying:

When some people say that the heat of the sun throughout Syria
is unbearable, this is wrong, since their winters are similar to our
western winters.335

But, comments on environmental conditions remain rare. A brief descrip-
tion of winter squalls and hot summer temperatures is given in the Historia
Orientalis of Jacques de Vitry, where he emphasises the intensity of rain
during the stormy season.336 Likewise, the Old French translator of William
of Tyre, probably a pilgrim to the region, describes the month of Decem-
ber as being the wettest in the Levant.337 Khams̄ın (Assur) winds also
occasionally appear in narratives when medieval authors found the dusty

335No. 5 Barber and Bates, Letters from the East, pp. 22–25 (p. 23); no. x Epistulæ
et Chartæ, ed. by Hagenmeyer, p. 150: quod quidam dicunt, uix posse pati aliquem in
tota Syria solis ardorem falsum est: nam hiems apud eos Occidentali nostrae similis
est.

336Jacques de Vitry, 83, pp. 336–337; Stewart, Jacques de Vitry, p. 92.
337Handyside, Old French William of Tyre, p. 96.
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weather particularly worthy of comment.338 Additionally, the summer heat
is sometimes mentioned in an offhand manner, especially in terms of mili-
tary engagements where the extreme temperatures had serious consequences
for logistics. Perhaps a telling story about the effect of heat on the Franks
comes from the siege of Ascalon at the end of the First Crusade. Along with
divine assistance in the form of a number of animals aiding in their rout
of the Egyptians, the crusade leaders note in their letter to the Christian
west that: ‘We were protected from the sun’s heat and remained cool thanks
to the clouds ’.339 Perhaps in addition to divine interference sending animal
help, a cloudy day at Ascalon during the middle of August should also be
considered part of the miracle!

The physical landscape however, interpreted through a biblical lens, fea-
tures prominently in narratives, framing the space for contemporary events
within a holy geography. The complicated topography of the Levant is nav-
igated through descriptive passages involving local hills, valleys, mountains,
and plains. However, no feature warrants commentary quite as often as wa-
ter. Rivers and streams often designate the boundaries between regions or
political divisions in the Levant, both medieval and biblical, and also serve
as convenient markers for travellers or chroniclers.

3.4 Literary descriptions of regional lakes

Before returning to medieval depictions of agriculture, it is worth briefly ex-
ploring how aquatic environments were described during the Frankish period.
Not only are they the physical feature that receives the most commentary in
338Thietmar, Mag. Theitmari Peregrinatio, ed. by Laurent, 11, p. 33. Hereafter: Thiet-

mar; Pringle (trans.), ‘Thietmar,’ p. 118. Ambroise, L‘Estoire de la Guerre Sainte,
ed. by Ailes and Barber, trans. by Ailes, p. 74 (line 4607) and trans. p. 95. Hereafter:
Ambroise.

339No. 9 Letters from the East, pp. 33–37 (p. 36); no. xviii Epistulæ et Chartæ, pp. 167–
174 (p. 173): nubes etiam ab aestu solis nos defenderunt et refrigerabant. This letter
was later integrated into Ekkehard’s chronicle: Ekkehard of Aura, Hierosolymita, ed.
Hagenmeyer, 18, p. 181. Hereafter: Ekkehard of Aura. The eyewitness chronicles
of the First Crusade offer various renditions about the animals captured near Ascalon
before the battle, but only the two sources above mention weather-related phenomena.
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narrative material, but the availability of palaeoclimatic data derived from
aquatic environments makes commentary especially important as it gives a
point of comparison between medieval accounts and scientific findings.

The major lakes of the region, specifically the Dead Sea and the Sea
of Galilee are frequently mentioned, but almost always alongside scriptural
commentary rather than descriptions of their physical attributes. For exam-
ple, few commentators contemporary with the Frankish period, apart from
Thietmar, Yāqūt, Fulcher of Chartres, and Philip of Savona, express an in-
terest in the unique buoyant properties of the Dead Sea, although many
descriptions mention biblical passages referencing the lake as the site of the
submerged cities of Sodom and Gomorrah.340 Material products from the
lake, such as salt or bitumen, that were certainly exploited during the Frank-
ish period, or other sources of industry, rarely feature in accounts.341 More
important to medieval authors than the physical attributes of the lake was
the parable of an externally beautiful fruit with a rotten, stinking core grown
on the shore of the Dead Sea, a metaphor popular with earlier commentators
as well.342

Interestingly, there appears to be some literary evidence that supports
the palaeoclimatic hypothesis discussed during the last section regarding
the water level of the Dead Sea during the Middle Ages. Though physical
descriptions of the lake are rare and usually of questionable accuracy, it is
notable that Burchard of Mount Sion locates the site of Karak near the
middle of the lake, precisely where the road would extend up through the

340For commentary about stories common to region from the fourth century onwards, see:
Taylor, ‘Dead Sea in Western Travellers’ Accounts,’ pp. 9–29.Fulcher of Chartres,
ii:5, p. 377, Ryan, Fulcher of Chartres, pp. 145–146. Thietmar, 11, p. 33; Pringle,
‘Thietmar,’ p. 117. For commentary on the Titus story: Pringle, ‘Thietmar,’ p. 117
n. 161. Yāqūt in le Strange (trans.), Palestine Under the Moslems, p. 66. Philip of
Savona, 9, p. 82; Pringle, ‘Philip of Savona,’ p. 356.

341 ‘Descriptio Locorum Circa Hierusalem Adjacentium,’ ed. by de Vogüe, p. 416; Wilkin-
son (trans.), ‘An Account of the Location of the Places,’ p. 185. Rorgo Fretellus,
Descriptio de Locis Sanctis, in Rorgo Fretellus de Nazareth, ed. by Boeren, p. 11.
Hereafter: Fretellus. Burchard of Mount Sion, p. 60; Pringle, ‘Burchard of
Mount Sion,’ p. 284. Boats on the Dead Sea are mentioned in connection with the
Hospitallers, no. 207 Delaville la Roulx, i, p. 160 (no. 279 RRH + Add, i, p.
17 and ii, p. 18).

342Taylor, ‘Dead Sea in Western Travellers’ Accounts,’ p. 15 and n. 10.

151



wadi and towards the castle.343 In this description there is no mention of the
low-level sill, a formation stretching from the Lisan peninsula to the western
shore, and visible during low lake stands.344 This is an exclusion that perhaps
confirms palaeoenvironmental evidence discussed earlier, which predicted a
high lake surface level during the Frankish period. With so few passages
describing the physical nature of the Dead Sea this is difficult to verify,
especially as Burchard of Mount Sion gained much of his information about
this area at second hand.345 However, if the low-level sill was submerged
the lake would have been a single basin, with Karak castle located almost
halfway between the north and south ends of the Dead Sea. The flooding
of the southern basin is perhaps also suggested by al-Idrisi in his geographic
compendium, which describes the area of the lake as sixty miles long by
twelve miles across, a 5:1 ratio appropriate for the elongated oval shape.346

Fulcher of Chartes suggests a slightly more modest ratio of approximately
4:1 or 580:150 stades.347

Much like the Dead Sea, the Sea of Galilee is regularly mentioned in
narratives and pilgrimage accounts. Six twelfth-century pilgrims are known
to have visited this region. Abbot Daniel, the only pilgrim to describe the
area in detail, mentions the fresh water of the lake and the abundance of fish

343Burchard of Mount Sion, pp. 58–59; Pringle, ‘Burchard of Mount Sion,’ p. 282
344The Dead Sea sill can clearly be seen on modern satellite imagery between the current

lake, confined to the northern basin, and the evaporation pools in the south. During
a high to middling lake stand, this barrier would be below the surface level and water
from the deeper northern basin would flood the shallow southern section. During low
lake stands, the sill would be visible and the lake divided into two visible halves.

345Burchard of Mount Sion did visit the Jordan Valley and Jericho, but states that he
received his information about the Dead Sea from Muslims who advised him against
venturing towards al-Safi. The information given to him about the length and width
of the Dead Sea is inaccurate. Burchard of Mount Sion, p. 59; Pringle, ‘Burchard
of Mount Sion,’ p. 283.

346al-Idrisi, The Book of Roger, in Palestine Under the Moslems, trans. by le Strange, p.
66.

347Fulcher of Chartres, ii:5, p. 376; Ryan, Fulcher of Chartres, p. 145 and n. 2.
Ryan notes that the dimensions are originally drawn from Flavius Josephus’ Judean
War (Thackeray (trans.), Josephus: The Jewish War, iv:479–484, p. 143), and other
texts preserve the same figures, for example: Bede, De Locis Sanctis, ed. by Geyer, p.
316; Foley (trans.), ‘Bede: On the Holy Places,’ p. 19. Conversely, Isidore’s Etymologies
also gives related dimensions of 780 stades by 150 stades: Lindsay, Etymologies, XIII,
xix.4; Barney it al., Isidore of Seville, XIII:xix, p. 279.
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within it.348 Neither Saewulf, likely an Anglo-Saxon monk visiting the region
during the first decade of Latin control, or Belard of Ascoli, who travelled
along the lakeshore sometime during the mid-twelfth century, do more than
sketch the area through biblical passages, although their accounts make it
clear that they did stay in the area, rather than solely relying on earlier
commentaries.349 The Jewish travellers to the region, perhaps even more so
than their Christian counterparts, focus on the religious sites and tombs to be
visited during their stay near the lakeshore, adding little commentary about
the physical properties of the area.350 The exception to this is Benjamin of
Tudela who remarks on the local hot springs, the lake and its relationship
to the path of the River Jordan, as well as the local Jewish community
in the town. Unfortunately the only occupation mentioned in his itinerary
describing Tiberias, an astronomer, cannot be tied to a local industry.351

At least three thirteenth-century Christian pilgrims travelled to the Sea of
Galilee, but only add small details to the description of the lake as a source
of ‘sweet’ water and fresh fish. In the early thirteenth century, Thietmar
passed by the lake on his way to Damascus, noting aromatic spices growing
in the local area.352 During the final years of the Crusader states, Riccoldo
of Monte Croce also visited the Sea of Galilee, by then an area well outside
of Frankish control. Much like earlier commentaries on the region, Riccoldo
also comments on the ‘sweetness’ of the water in the lake. However, he adds
a passage not found in other medieval accounts about the source of the lake
water:

348Ryan, ‘Daniel the Abbot,’ 78, p. 158.
349For example, Belard of Ascoli accurately describes the placement of the Church of

St Peter (or of the Apostles) on the shore at al-Tābgha, Belard of Ascoli, Descriptio
Terre Sancte, ed. and It. trans. by De Sandoli, 5, pp. 46–48. Hereafter: Belard of
Ascoli; Wilkinson (trans.), ‘Belard of Ascoli,’ p. 231. For the Church of St Peter (or
the Apostles), see: no. 249 Churches, ii, pp. 334–339.

350Rabbi Benjamin of Tudela, Rabbi Petachia of Ratisbon, and Rabbi Jacob ben R.
Nathaniel ha Cohen all visited the area during the twelfth century; Asher (trans.),
Benjamin of Tudela, p. 81; Benisch (trans.), Petachia of Ratisbon, p. 55; Adler (trans.),
‘Jacob ha Cohen,’ 4, pp. 95–96.

351Asher, Benjamin of Tudela, p. 28.
352Thietmar, 1, pp. 5–6; Pringle, ‘Thietmar,’ p. 98.
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Among other things, I noted that all the water of the sea of
Tiberias is everywhere very sweet and pleasant to drink, but that
there enter into it from many quarters waters that are stinking,
sulphurous and extremely bitter.353

This likely reflects knowledge of the saline hot springs in the area, a feature
also commented on by other thirteenth-century pilgrims such as Philip of
Savona and Burchard of Mount Sion, who note that these hot springs still
served as baths during the medieval period, but do not discuss the sulphurous
water entering the lake.354

The best description of the Sea of Galilee is found in the geographical
narrative of Burchard of Mount Sion, who visited the area at least twice
in the late-thirteenth century. Apart from offering a more detailed descrip-
tion of pilgrimage sites that are briefly mentioned in other accounts, he
also comments both on Muslims in the region and the poorly settled site of
Capernaum (Capharnaum), a place he describes as a civitas that now has
‘. . . barely seven houses of poor fisherman’.355 It is not entirely clear from
Burchard of Mount Sion’s treatise whether the Muslims that he mentions
at al-Tābgha, who had removed stones along the shore that he had visited
during his first trip to the region, were local inhabitants or officials from
elsewhere charged with taking away objects of Christian pilgrimage to the
site. In any event, though his account is confined to a few lines, in all of the
descriptions of the lake only Burchard of Mount Sion animates the area, as
well as being one of the few to describe exploitation of a local industry.
353Pringle, ‘Riccoldo of Monte Croce,’ p. 364; Riccolo of Monte Croce, Liber Peregrina-

tionis, ed. and Fr. trans. Kappler, De Galilea, p. 42. Hereafter: Riccolo of Monte
Croce: . . . inter alia hec notaui quod mare Tyberiadis tota aqua et in omni loco dul-
cissima est suauissima ad potandum cum tamen ex multis partibus intrent in eo aque
fententes et sulfuree et amarissime.

354Philip of Savona, 9, p. 79; Pringle, ‘Philip of Savona,’ p. 354. Burchard of
Mount Sion, p. 45; Pringle, ‘Burchard of Mount Sion,’ p. 269; Knowledge of these hot
springs is also displayed by the twelfth-century pilgrims, Benjamin of Tudela and Jacob
ha Cohen, and their thirteenth-century coreligionist, Rabbi Jacob: Asher, Benjamin of
Tudela, p. 81; Adler, ‘Jacob ha Cohen’, 4, p. 96; Adler (trans.), ‘Jacob, the Messenger,’
6, p. 124. Daniel the Abbot also mentions the baths in the early twelfth century: Ryan,
‘Daniel the Abbot,’ 79, p. 158.

355Burchard of Mount Sion, pp. 58–59: De loco isto ad unam leucam contra orientem
est Capharnaum ciuitas, quondam gloriosa, sed nunc est ualde uilis, uix habens septem
domos pauperum piscatorum; Pringle, ‘Burchard of Mount Sion,’ p. 259.
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As discussed in the last chapter, both of the Dead Sea and the Sea of
Galilee have been subject to pollen analysis within the past several decades.
These inquiries make comments by medieval authors about local cultivation
particularly important to confirm the presence of certain types of nearby
vegetation. Unfortunately, as the information above describes, this type of
useful commentary does not exist. Most of the pollen cores that have been
analysed from the region show relatively low levels of cultivated vegetation
during the Frankish period, a result maintained for the last two lacustrine
environments analysed in the area, Lake Hula and Lake Ram.

Unfortunately, there is very little written about either Lake Hula or Lake
Ram. Both sites have considerably less text devoted to their descriptions
than either of the lakes discussed above, almost certainly due to their exclu-
sion from scriptural material. Thietmar briefly mentions Lake Hula during
his commentary on the sources of the River Jordan, but gives no second-
hand details about the area which he did not visit.356 Fretellus, following
the anonymous source on which his account is based, states that the lake
forms below Baniyas (Paneas) from one of the two rivers thought during the
Middle Ages to form the waters of the Jordan.357 Abbot Daniel also makes
a short reference to Lake Hula in the twelfth century, confusing it with an
alternative name for the Sea of Galilee, Lake Gennesareth (Gennesaret, Kin-
neret). In his description, Abbot Daniel designates his ‘Lake Gennesareth’
as a large, round lake of 40 versts in each direction, containing abundant
fish stock.358 Burchard of Mount Sion on the other hand, gives a much more
thorough understanding of the surroundings of the Aquae or Lacus Meron,
the Latin name for Lake Hula, in his geographical narrative.359 He describes
the lake as result of seasonal flooding from snowmelt in the Lebanon and
states that the pool typically dried up during the summer. He designated

356Thietmar, 3, p. 8; Pringle, ‘Thietmar,’ p. 99.
357Fretellus, 33, p. 23. This description is taken from the earlier: ‘Descriptio locorum

circa Hierusalem adjacentium,’ ed. by de Vogüe, p. 422; Wilkinson, ‘Account of the
Location of the Places,’ p. 192.

358Ryan, ‘Daniel the Abbot,’ 83, pp. 160–161. Abbot Daniel’s description of Lake Hula
seems particularly large when compared to his description of the Sea of Galilee as 50
versts long and 20 versts wide: Ryan, ‘Daniel the Abbot,’ 78, p. 158.

359Burchard of Mount Sion, pp. 32–33; Pringle, ’Burchard of Mount Sion,’ p. 255.
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this space as a hunting ground for the Mamluk elite and describes dense
thickets that sheltered large game, including lions and bears. This descrip-
tion is useful as there is no indication of local agricultural production in the
area, a finding confirmed by the pollen diagram discussed in the previous
section, and an unlikely event in any case if royal Mamluk hunting parties
selected the area for their personal use.360

Apart from reserved space designated for hunting, one type of Frankish-
period industry did function near the Aquae Meron, although the published
pollen analysis did not account for this type of vegetation.361 There is ev-
idence for sugar production at Yesod Ha-Ma,ala along the former western
side of the basin.362 Here, ceramic and structural evidence, as well as a
thirteenth- to fourteenth-century Cypriot coin, suggest that sugar produc-
tion was likely practised during the 1200 or 1300s, an event that has been
suggested to have taken place probably after the Mamluks took effective
control of the region. If this were the case, it would parallel the proposed
chronology for the intensification of other sugar production areas for the
personal profit or gain of the sultan, especially those within Mamluk royal
territory along the Dead Sea.363

There are no clear Frankish-period written records noting the presence of
Lake Ram, the last lacustrine site that has been subject to pollen analysis.
This is slightly surprising as this crater lake lay near a main conduit to
Damascus. The road was a well-established trade route with clear taxation
regulations and procedures, suggesting the local topography would have been
well known to regular travellers.364 Indeed, Ibn Jubayr, would have passed
360The dense wetlands thicket described by Burchard is recognizable from Ottoman- and

British Mandate-period accounts of the site. A description and summary of the lo-
cal industry and agriculture of the immediate area around Lake Hula from historical
sources, especially during the Ottoman period (though there is some evidence that
many of these activities were continuations from earlier periods), can be found in
Payne, ‘Human Exploitation and Management of Peat Wetlands,’ pp. 4–5.

361Sugarcane pollen is difficult to recognize, although at times it can be done and has
been useful for reconstruction of southeast Asian palaeoagriculture: Maloney, ‘Using
Palynology to Trace the Origins of Tropical Agriculture,’ p. 148.

362No. 234 Secular Buildings, p. 108; Biran, ‘Yesud Ha-Ma,ala,’ p. 1510.
363The area of sugar production sites in the Dead Sea valley were held by the sultan in

Cairo: Kareem, Settlement Patterns in the Jordan Valley, p. 13 and p. 295.
364The customs tax that Ibn Jubayr’s caravan was made to pay at the castle of Toron
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extremely close to the lake during his return journey from Damascus, when
travelling from Bait Jann (Beit Jinn) to Banyas.365 The Rabbis Benjamin
of Tudela and Samuel ben Samson also probably used this route as they
describe a journey between Damascus and Banyas, rather than a lower road
that would bring travellers across the Jordan at Jacob’s Ford or south of
the Sea of Galilee.366 Military excursions such as the Second Crusade or
raids on Muslim territory, such as those in 1175 by Baldwin iv, also possibly
used this route when using the Damascus road via Banyas to approach the
city.367 However, although features along this route excite commentary, in
Ibn Jubayr’s case the division of agricultural produce near Banyas, or the
orchards and canals before Damascus in William of Tyre’s account, as a
sizable body of water, Lake Ram is conspicuously absent.368 Indeed, even
its proximity to the site of Qal,at al-Subaiba, an early thirteenth-century
castle built on a prominence in the next valley, does not afford the lake any
commentary.

With so few narrative descriptions of vegetation, animal life, or even
physical properties, it is difficult to come to a firm understanding about
the landscape in immediate vicinity of regional lakes. The areas near these

(Tibnin) appears to be an established, regular practice. Though somewhat further
along the route from Banyas, the road through Tibnin was the most direct route from
Tyre to Banyas and onwards towards Damascus: Broadhurst, Ibn Jubayr, p. 316.

365Broadhurst, Ibn Jubayr, p. 314.
366Asher, Benjamin of Tudela, pp. 82–83; Adler (trans.), ‘Samuel ben Samson,’ 2, p. 110;

Petachia of Ratisbon also likely used this route as Banyas is mentioned in the account,
but the path is less clear: Benisch, Rabbi Petachia, p. 55; The ‘bridge’ across the
Jordan between Acre and Damascus mentioned by Rabbi Jacob during his thirteenth-
century pilgrimage could be located at Jacob’s Ford, as this is the most direct route
between the cities. However, it could be the more southern bridge across the Jordan
below the Sea of Galilee at al-Sennabra (Pont de Senabra), where he could have taken
the same route as Thietmar: Adler, ‘Jacob, the Messenger,’ 7, p. 126; Thietmar, 2,
p. 8; Pringle, ‘Thietmar,’ p. 98.

367William of Tyre, xvii:2, p. 762 and xxi:9(10), p. 974; Babcock and Krey, William
of Tyre, ii, p. 186 and p. 411. Baldwin iv’s raid on Damascus in 1175 likely travelled
along this route after passing through the forest near Banyas, though the return journey
which involved sacking Bait Jann (Bedegene), is less certain. Later raids on Damascus
in 1182 did not take place along this route, instead following alternative paths, for
example crossing the Jordan at Jacob’s Ford: William of Tyre, xxii:23(22), pp.
1042–1043; Babcock and Krey, William of Tyre, ii, p. 485.

368Broadhurst, Ibn Jubayr, p. 315; William of Tyre, xvii:3, pp. 762–763; Babcock and
Krey, William of Tyre, ii, p. 187.
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lakes were certainly inhabited and cultivated, information that can mostly
be determined through charter evidence, as so little material exists outside
of these sources. However, the scale of both agricultural production and
habitation is elusive. If compared with the palaeoenvironmental information
from these regions, data that suggested low, continuous levels of produc-
tion near most lacustrine areas during the Frankish period, perhaps the
medieval accounts are less surprising. The landscape of lakeside communi-
ties does not inspire superfluous observations, a characteristic that is not
true for other regions. Perhaps this is an example of narrators seeing what
they expected to see and filtering their observations through appropriate
mechanisms, usually biblical commentary. Medieval authors possibly saved
their short, extraneous comments for describing alternative areas of the Lev-
ant where agricultural production was more surprising, the scale larger, or
the specialized cultivation of a specific crop warranted note. In any event,
lacustrine landscapes certainly did not inspire narrators to deviate from es-
tablished commentary and illuminate these areas with unique observations
that could inform a modern audience about medieval lakeside life. Despite
the excellent palaeoenvironmental information available for regional lakes,
the lack of commentary delivered by medieval sources unfortunately leaves
us no better informed as to the products cultivated by medieval lakeside
communities or the impact the Franks may have had on rural settlements in
these areas.

3.5 Literary descriptions of rivers, streams,

springs, and marshes

In opposition to the sterile descriptions of lacustrine environments, river
ecosystems comparatively teem with life in narrative accounts, irrigating dry
sites or powering local industry. The Jordan excites the most commentary
as its biblical association with the Baptism site guaranteed pilgrimage traffic
to its banks, though other rivers, streams, or springs occasionally feature in
accounts or chronicles as well. Though rivers were still most often used to
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describe boundary divisions or convenient resting places for armies, the local
vegetation along riverbanks or animals in the immediate vicinity sometimes
also interested medieval narrators.

The River Jordan was described by a number of pilgrims travelling to
the Baptism site near Jericho, but is perhaps best depicted by Abbot Daniel
during the twelfth century and Jacques de Vitry in the thirteenth century.
On the whole, very few individuals comment on the physical properties of
the river itself or the local landscape, despite the number of times it is visited
or mentioned in accounts. Instead, much like the major lakes of the Latin
Kingdom of Jerusalem, most narratives speak of the river and its immediate
surroundings as interpreted through biblical passages. However, there are
some accounts that give us a more thorough picture of the local environment
and agriculture during the Middle Ages.

Abbot Daniel gives the earliest Frankish-period remarks on the physical
properties of the river.369 He observed the turbidity of the water, marshes
and reeds along the riverbanks, and mentioned small, willow-like trees grow-
ing near the Baptism site. He also observed that the water was suitable
for drinking and mentions the presence of wild animals in the immediate
vicinity, including wild pigs, panthers, and lions. Finally, Abbot Daniel
also remarked on the fast-flowing nature of the Jordan, a comment repeated
nearly a century later by Wilbrand of Oldenburg.370

Wilbrand of Oldenburg, likely travelling to the Baptism site in 1212, also
commented on the material properties of the river, adding that the waters
were very deep. This can also be interpreted from Raymond d‘Aguilers’
narrative recounting the events after the fall of Jerusalem, where Raymond
of Saint Gilles needed to be transported across the Jordan on a raft.371

A certain depth to the river is also implied in the twelfth century sagas

369Ryan, ‘Daniel the Abbot,’ 32, p. 137.
370Ryan, ‘Daniel the Abbot,’ 32, p. 137. Wilbrand of Oldenburg, ii, 12, p. 136: Et

hinc paululum procedentes propter vallem planam et amenam venimus ad Iordanem,
qui est fluvius admodum altus, altas et veloces habens aquas; Pringle, ‘Wilbrand of
Oldenburg,’ p. 94.

371Raymond d‘Aguilers, Le «Liber» de Raymond d‘Aguilers, ed. by Hill and Hill, p. 153.
Hereafter: Raymond d‘Aguilers; Hill and Hill (trans.), Raymond d‘Aguilers, pp.
130–131.
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recounting the deeds of Sigurðr Jórsalafari and Rognvaldr of Orkney and
their swim across the river.372

Unfortunately these twelfth-century comments do little to illuminate
cultivation in the region, a problem not maintained in thirteenth-century
sources. For example, Jacques de Vitry’s comments are less important for
understanding the physical river than for nearby settlement and agriculture
in the region. A rare comment, which was later copied by Philip of Savona,
gives insight into local household construction and industry with the follow-
ing sentences in the Historia Orientalis :

The river Jordan, of which we have just made mention, does
much service to the whole country between that place [the Dead
Sea] and Mount Lebanon; for it waters the gardens and makes
the earth bear fruit, it yields sweet water to drink and wholesome
fishes to eat, and its banks are good for growing reeds or canes
wherewith men thatch their houses and plait walls. The fields by
the riverside drop sweetness from the thick multitude of sugar-
canes, and yield abundance of sugar.373

It is slightly unclear what part of the river Jacques de Vitry is referring
to, as sugar was produced on both sides of the Jordan, south of the Sea of
372Monsen (ed.) and Smith (trans.), Snorre Sturlason: Heimskringla, pp. 626–627; Ander-

sson and Gade (ed. and trans.), Morkinskinna, p. 346 and p. 390; Pálsson and Edwards
(trans.), Orkneyinga Saga, pp. 178–179. A third Norse pilgrim, Hákon Pálsson, also
travelled to the Baptism site, but not noted to have swum in the river, only bathing in
the Jordan, ‘. . . as is the custom of palmers.’ Pálsson and Edwards, Orkneyinga Saga,
p. 97. For the prestige of these events and the secular emphasis on physical feats, Hill,
‘Pilgrimage and Prestige in the Icelandic Sagas,’ pp. 433–453; Shafer, Saga-Accounts
of Norse Far-Travellers, p. 118, pp. 120–121, and p. 132.

373Stewart, Jacques de Vitry, p. 30; Jacques de Vitry, 53, pp. 224–227: Fluvius autem
Iordanis, de quo Paulo ante fecimus mentionem, a monte Libani usque ad locum illum
multas ex se prebet commoditates universe regioni. Reddit enim hortos irriguos et
terram fructiferam, habens aquas dulces ad bibendum et pisces sanos ad edendum et
ripas idoneas ad arundines seu cannas procreandas ex quibus tecta domorum teguntur
et parietes contexuntur. campi autem adiacentes ex canamellis condensa multitudine
stillantes dulcedinem, zucare procurant abundantem. This passage by Jacques de Vitry
was copied almost word for word into Philip of Savona’s pilgrimage account: Philip
of Savona, 8, p. 64; Pringle, ‘Philip of Savona,’ p. 345. Houses made of cane also
appear in the Pactum Warmundi, where the ‘casule de cannis’ had been replaced with
sturdier structures, no. 764 Mayer, iii, pp. 1333–1337 (William of Tyre, xii:25,
p. 579; Babcock and Krey, William of Tyre, i, p. 554; no. 40 Tafel-Thomas, i, pp.
79–89; no. 102 RRH + Add, i, pp. 23–24 and ii, p. 7).
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Galilee.374 However, it is most likely he is commenting on the region near
Jericho, as his next remarks are saved for the Baptism site. If this were the
case, it would fit with the narratives of other commentators, as almost all
remarks about agricultural productivity in the immediate region are usually
saved for Jericho.

The scale of agricultural cultivation at Jericho struck quite a number
of medieval commentators. At the very beginning of the twelfth century,
the monk Saewulf describes the area as very beautiful, abundant with fruit
and palm trees.375 These sentiments are echoed by many other Christian
pilgrims who pass through the area on their way to and from the Baptism
site, many whom remark on the fertility of the surrounding plain watered
by the springs of ,Ain Duq and ,Ain al-Sultan, known to Latin travellers as
Elisha’s Spring (fons Helysei).

From the early twelfth century onwards, the water from the springs are
noted to have powered local mills. The first reference to a mill in the area
from the Frankish period comes from a charter dated to 1116.376 This charter
granted water rights to the monks at the holy site of Quarantana above
Jericho, to operate a single mill. If the milling operations were only ever
limited to a single facility near Jericho during the early years of the Latin
Kingdom of Jerusalem, by the mid-twelfth century the number of mills must
have expanded, as Belard of Ascoli noted the presence of multiple ‘mills’
in his account of the area.377 By the thirteenth century it is clear that
374Short summaries of the finds and remains of the sugar production sites can be found

in: Secular Buildings. There are five sites on the eastern bank of the Jordan with
sugar production remains, most dating to the Ayyubid and Mamluk periods. From
north to south they are: Abu Arabi ash-Shamali (no. 1 Secular Buildings, p. 15),
Tall Fandi al-Janubi (no. 93 Secular Buildings, p. 48), Khirbat al-Mahruqat (no.
142 Secular Buildings, p. 67), Tall Abu Sarbut (no. 3 Secular Buildings, p.
15), Tall Dair ,Alla (no. 81 Secular Buildings, p. 46). There is one site on the
western bank, to the north of the mills at Jericho. This site is: Khirbat Fasayil (no.
95 Secular Buildings, p. 48).

375Saewulf in Peregrinationes Tres, ed. by Huygens, p. 72. Hereafter: Saewulf; Wilkin-
son (trans.), ‘Saewulf,’ p. 109.

376No. 119 Roziére, p. 222 (no. 82 RRH, i, p. 19). The water rights of the monks
were expanded in 1124 to include their use of the mill every Saturday: no. 94 Bresc-
Bautier, pp. 211–212 (no. 104 RRH, i, p. 24).

377Belard of Ascoli wrote of mills powered by Elisha’s Spring rather than the installation
noted in the charter of 1116, Belard of Ascoli, p. 46; Wilkinson, ‘Belard of Ascoli,’
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these mills are used for crushing sugarcane, a point unambiguously stated
by Riccoldo of Mounte Croce in his remarks on the region and is a conclusion
supported by archaeological evidence.378

While the first mention of agricultural products from Jericho during the
Middle Ages note fruits, dates, bananas, and indigo as the main crops, by
the early thirteenth century the agricultural focus of the plain had shifted to
sugar production, though its exclusion from earlier lists of consumables does
not necessarily mean that it was not grown in the past.379 Both Yāqūt and
Thietmar mention sugar in their early thirteenth-century entries concerning
Jericho, with Yāqūt specifying that the sugar from Jericho was the best
from the Dead Sea basin and Thietmar suggesting that sugarcane crops
had displaced other agricultural products.380 Whether or not the latter
suggestion is true, sugarcane and sugar production come to feature as an
important agricultural component in later descriptions of the site.381

A certain degree of agricultural productivity at Jericho was probably ex-
pected by medieval travellers as the spot was associated with Abraham’s
Garden (Ortus Abrahe), and was the region where pilgrims collected palms,
the symbol of the Jerusalem pilgrim.382 However, it does seem that many of
the comments regarding the scale of cultivation in the plain are genuine and

p. 231
378Riccolo of Monte Croce, p. 54; Pringle, ‘Riccoldo of Monte Croce,’ p. 368. For a

summary of the archaeological evidence for sugar production at Jericho: no. 219 a/b
Secular Buildings, pp. 99–101; Taha, ‘Sugar Production in Jericho,’ pp. 181–191.

379For example, besides remarking on the water from Jericho as ‘the lightest and best in
all Islam,’ al-Muqaddasi notes bananas, dates, fragrant flowers, and especially indigo
being produced in the area in his tenth-century geographic treatise: le Strange (trans.),
Mukaddasi, p. 56.

380 le Strange, Palestine Under the Moslems, p. 396–397. Thietmar, 11, p. 32; Pringle,
‘Thietmar,’ p. 117. Thietmar may be exaggerating the prominence of sugarcane at the
expense of a biblical reference to land ‘poisoned’ by the Dead Sea, but this is unclear.

381For example, see Burchard of Mount Sion (who also mentions gardens and orchards
in the vicinity of Jericho) Burchard of Mount Sion, p. 58; Pringle, ‘Burchard of
Mount Sion,’ p. 282; and Riccoldo of Monte Croce: Riccolo of Monte Croce, p.
54; Pringle, ‘Riccoldo of Monte Croce,’ p. 368.

382The earliest accounts of Jericho during the Frankish period are mentioned in this con-
text, for example the princely expedition to the Jordan to gather palms after the con-
quest of Jerusalem: Fulcher of Chartres, i:32, p. 319; Ryan, Fulcher of Chartres,
p. 128; Raymond d‘Aguilers, p. 142–143; Hill and Hill, Raymond d‘Aguilers, p. 120;
For Raymond of Saint Gilles expedition to the Jordan, see n. 371.
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exceed author’s expectations for the site. The number of narratives mention-
ing sugarcane production, either independently or following earlier Frankish
accounts, is especially striking. As mentioned above, this is a post-biblical
industry that likely developed in the region during the early Islamic period,
and has no reason to be included in narrative accounts apart from sincere
interest in the crop by an author. While other vegetation such as palms or
roses may have been included in texts because of biblical associations with
Abraham’s Garden, the same cannot be said of the sugar industry.383 By in-
cluding references to sugarcane, medieval authors who mention the product
divorce the agriculture in the region from expectations of biblical cultivation,
adding an aura of authenticity to their discussion of the regional landscape
and suggesting a compelling representation of the past environment. In the
case of the Jericho plain, anecdotal remarks about agricultural production
seem to reflect the true situation of cultivation in the area, making the spot
a prime region to explore questions about medieval rural settlement.

Narrative accounts of the Jericho region also give a rare insight into the
population of a rural agricultural community. This evidence, in tandem with
information on agricultural products and their cultivation, will be considered
below in the final section of this chapter, where it will be discussed how
information about agriculture can shape our view of medieval society in the
Levant.

While there are other examples of anecdotal comments regarding the
productivity fostered by nearby rivers or streams, many more are named
without reference to local vegetation or other attributes that can be tied to
medieval cultivation. For example, the Dog River, Nahr al-Kalb, north of
Beirut, appears relatively frequently in narratives or chronicles because of
the narrow passage of the road, a bottleneck that hampered the movement
of both armies and travellers. This is in contrast to descriptions of nearby
Beirut, where the surrounding landscape is quite often depicted, though

383Palms collected from the area are frequently mentioned in narrative accounts. The
association of Jericho with roses is less commonly found in narratives, but the flowers
are mentioned in both the pilgrimage accounts of Theodoric and Riccoldo of Monte
Croce: Theodoric, 30, p. 177; Wilkinson, ‘Theodoric,’ p. 305; Riccolo of Monte
Croce, p. 54; Pringle, ‘Riccoldo of Monte Croce,’ p. 368.
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probably best by Wilbrand of Oldenburg who designates the surroundings
of the city as very pleasant and notes that he first tried sugarcane there, a
product that was likely grown nearby as he tasted the cane before it had
been processed.384

Although the sites never feature as places of industry, occasionally nar-
rative accounts will also mention marshy regions of the Levant. Rather than
the productive function that marshes served for communities in Europe, pro-
viding spaces for fishing or gathering fuel, narrators that mention this type
of landscape in the East often have alternative concerns.

The earliest reference to the marshy territory at Baisan, for example,
comes from Abbot Daniel in the early twelfth century, who describes reeds
along local rivers and the marsh located between the town and the River
Jordan. However, the focus of his narrative is on the Old Testament figure of
Og, as he misidentifies Baisan with Bashan, in addition to the dangers posed
by Saracen bandits in the region and a cultic spring site.385 In his account of
S. alāh. al-Dı̄n’s invasion of the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem in 1183, William
of Tyre also mentions the marshy land in the vicinity of Baisan, describing
the site a location that:

. . . is now reduced to almost nothing, with only a few scattered
inhabitants, only a sparsely settled hamlet situated in a marshy
place.386

Unfortunately neither of these accounts of the marshy territory gives much
insight into medieval use of the area.

The marshes along the banks of the Nahr al-Zarqā (Crocodile River) near
Caesarea are also often mentioned in medieval narrative accounts or pilgrim-
age texts. Here, rather than giving insight into the local area, describing the
384Wilbrand of Oldenburg, i, 5, pp. 118–119; Pringle, ‘Wilbrand of Oldenburg,’ pp.

65–66. John Phocas, a Cypriot-born, Byzantine pilgrim of the late twelfth century,
also describes the area around Beirut as ‘surrounded by meadows,’ Wilkinson (trans.),
‘John Phocas,’ p. 318.

385Ryan, ‘Daniel the Abbot,’ 75, p. 156.
386William of Tyre, xxii:27(26), pp. 1050–1051: Scitopolis . . . ea est que hodie dicitur

Bethsan, . . . nunc vero ad nichilum redacta raro incolitur habitatore, solo opidulo, quod
in paludibus situm est, paucorum habitationi reservato. Babcock and Krey, William of
Tyre, ii, p. 494.
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marsh provides authors the opportunity to discuss a near mythic beast to
their audience and tell one of several wonderfully fictitious stories related to
the very real crocodiles in the river.387 At other times, this marsh served
as a memorable spot in the landscape, a convenient feature that situated
an event, for example as with Raymond d‘Aguilers’ placement of the Cru-
saders’ camp at the site during the First Crusade.388 If this marsh was used
for fishing or one of the other myriad roles wetlands fulfilled in other places
like Europe during the Middle Ages, the functions are now invisible.

3.6 Literary landscapes of the countryside

The remainder of this chapter will be concerned with the rural environ-
ment depicted in the mountainous regions and plains of the Latin Kingdom
of Jerusalem. As a whole, these areas excite more total commentary from
medieval authors than the lakeside environments that were liminal regions
during much of the twelfth century and outside the extent of Frankish terri-
tory entirely during the thirteenth century, or rivers and springs. However,
apart from the immediate hinterland of urban communities, specific, individ-
ual sites tend to be discussed less often than rivers or lakes in narratives, and
there is little paleoenvironmental information to reinforce medieval accounts.
Instead, other mechanisms, much like those discussed earlier concerning viti-
and oleoculture, must be used to determine the veracity of medieval state-

387Crocodiles in the Nahr al-Zarqā feature in several narrative accounts from the medieval
period. There are many stories about the animals, but the most popular account is
passed down through renditions of Fretellus’ story. This version details how a conflict
between two brothers led one to populate the river with crocodiles, hoping that the
other would bathe there and be eaten. In some versions of the story, this plan works,
while in others it backfires on the instigator, for example in: ‘Les Chemins & Peleri-
nages de la Terre Sainte, Texte B,’ in Itinéraries a Jérusalem, ed. by Michelant and
Raynaud, pp. 189–199 (pp. 190–191); Pringle (trans.), ‘Ways and Pilgrimages of the
Holy Land,’ pp. 209–228 (pp. 211–212). Additionally, a story from the Itinerarium
Peregrinorum et Gesta Regis Ricardi has two knights falling into the river and eaten
by the crocodiles, Stubbs, Chronicles and Memorials of the Reign of Richard i, p. 256.
Hereafter: Itinerarium Peregrinorum; Nicholson, Chronicle of the Third Crusade,
p. 242.

388Raymond d‘Aguilers, p. 135; Hill and Hill, Raymond d‘Aguilers, p. 114.
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ments about local industry or cultivation.
The majority of eyewitness narratives that discuss environmental fea-

tures, either in pilgrimage accounts or historical chronicles, tend to mention
the immediate hinterland of urban communities such as Acre or Tyre more
than any other type of landscape. This focus is not particularly surprising
considering the nature of the Frankish kingdom, especially during the thir-
teenth century. This means, however, that there is more information about
cultivation, and hence medieval settlement, in regions of strong Frankish
control along the coastline. These areas were spaces that often had customs
that had direct parallels with European practices with no eastern precedents,
for example as can be seen with the agricultural gifts rendered to the Vene-
tians by the rustici at Tyre.389 Communities and cultivation practices in the
immediate vicinity of urban environments may not be representative of the
structure of rural settlements with more tentative ties to Frankish influence,
a suggestion that will be explored in more depth in the following chapters.
However, it is still worth exploring settlement through depictions of the local
landscape, as information about rural sites is still useful for gathering clues
as to the structure of communities. How this information can be refined
and used to elucidate evidence for settlement structure will be explored with
regards to medieval Jericho in a case study at the end of the chapter.

Before discussing Jericho however, more general information concerning
the Kingdom of Jerusalem will be explored. This will include a survey of
areas under Muslim domination during the thirteenth century that were
formerly regions under Frankish control. As mentioned in the introduction
to this chapter, the best source of information on the landscape of the Levant
from the Frankish period comes from Burchard of Mount Sion’s Descripto de
Terre Sanctae. This geographic narrative concerning the holy topography of
the Levant contains the greatest selection of anecdotal comments about the
rural landscape of the small Frankish Kingdom that existed at the end of
the thirteenth century and the neighbouring Mamluk territory. Burchard of
Mount Sion’s treatise will be taken as a starting point for mapping what is

389No. 299 Tafel-Thomas, ii, p. 374 (no. 1114, RRH + Add, i, pp. 289–297 and ii,
p. 70).
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known about the rural landscape of the medieval Levant. This discussion will
be supplemented by a summary of information that can be compiled about
the rural landscape from other medieval narrative sources, such as pilgrimage
accounts or historical chronicles. Relevant anecdotal information on the
twelfth and thirteenth countryside, collected from eyewitness accounts, is
tabulated in Appendices 2.1 and 2.2.

3.6.1 Burchard of Mount Sion’s description of the holy

land

As a foundation for geographical information during the Frankish period,
there is no single better source than Burchard of Mount Sion’s treatise on
the holy geography of the Levant. Like other authors of pilgrimage accounts
or chronicles, Burchard of Mount Sion often inserted information from earlier
narratives into his Descriptio Terrae Sanctae, an attribute he acknowledges,
citing Jacques de Vitry as particular source.390 However, as he maintains, he
was able to visit many of the areas he describes during his years in the East,
a claim that should not be lightly dismissed, and his comments on the situa-
tion of particular sites often offer a contemporary view.391 Consequently, his
detailed account of the geography of the region, while interpreted through
a biblical lens and frequently assigning erroneous names to locations, also
provides more details about the agriculture and productivity of local com-
munities than most other narrative accounts combined.

There are two traditions of Burchard of Mount Sion’s narrative. The first
version, a longer, more thorough description of both sites in the Levant and

390Burchard of Mount Sion, p. 23; Pringle, ‘Burchard of Mount Sion,’ p. 245. The
sources used by Burchard of Mount Sion also comprise of twelfth- and early thirteenth-
century pilgrimage accounts to the Levant including those by John of Würzburg,
Theodoric, and Thietmar, as well as earlier Christian texts: Pringle, ‘Burchard of
Mount Sion,’ p. 50.

391As discussed by Baumgärtner, Burchard of Mount Sion is frank about the areas he did
not visit, for example he states he did not go along the eastern shore of the Dead Sea
or venture east of the Sea of Galilee: Baumgärtner, ‘Burchard of Mount Sion and the
Holy Land,’ p. 13. Burchard of Mount Sion, p. 41 and p. 59; Pringle, ‘Burchard
of Mount Sion,’ p. 264 and p. 283.
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the biblical events tied to the landscape, is the more useful of the texts.392 A
shorter version of the narrative also exists.393 This second tradition functions
more like a city-by-city guide, omitting many of the biblical passages and
sites described in the longer version.394 Unfortunately the shorter Descriptio
also eliminates many of the casual remarks about the countryside that makes
the longer account so valuable for investigating the agriculture of the region
and therefore will not be considered here.

New evidence pinpoints events in Burchard of Mount Sion’s narrative to
dates between the spring of 1283 and June 1285.395 It is less clear what date
he actually arrived in the Levant, but from the four days mentioned in the
text where Burchard is clearly exploring the Latin states, it seems as though
much of his information comes to us from the years before the spring of 1283
until approximately early 1284, or during the spring of 1285.396 Information
about sections of the coastal route north of Acre could have come from his
second experience travelling north to Armenia after his return to the east
from Europe in the spring of 1285. In this section of his text, Burchard
392The edited version of this text, published by J.C.M. Laurent in the nineteenth century,

is by no means a full critical edition, reliant on only a few copies of the text despite the
survival of over a hundred manuscripts and early modern books. For a discussion con-
cerning the edited tradition and earlier literature on Burchard of Mount Sion: Pringle,
‘Burchard of Mount Sion,’ pp. 46–49; Harvey, Medieval Maps of the Holy Land, pp.
94–99; Baumgärtner, ‘Burchard of Mount Sion and the Holy Land,’ pp. 9–15. Harvey’s
and Baumgärtner’s work also deals with the numerous map traditions that have arisen
from or accompanied Burchard of Mount Sion’s text. J. Rubin has recently discussed
an extended version of the ‘long’ text, where extra sections dealing with Burchard’s
journeys to Egypt, Italy, and Armenia have been found. The basic text concerning the
Levant within this extended manuscript version parallels Laurent’s edition in many
places: Rubin, ‘Newly Discovered Extended Version,’ p. 175.

393An edited version of the short version was originally published at the beginning of the
seventeenth century. The version consulted here was: Basnage, Thesaurus Monumen-
torum Ecclesiasticorum et Historicorum, iv, pp. 9–26. This version was reprinted in
1879 by the Societé de l‘Orient Latin, but could not be located.

394Passages from the short and long edited versions of the Descriptio Terrae Sanctae
have recently been compared by J.R. Bartlett, who provides a good section-by-section
summary of the material eliminated from the longer version in the shorter narrative:
Bartlett, ‘Early Revision,’ pp. 61–71.

395Rubin, ‘Newly Discovered Extended Version,’ p. 181.
396Between 21 March – 11 April 1283, Burchard is near Tyre and on 11 November 1283

he visits Mount Gilboa. In 25 April 1285 Burchard arrives in Acre from Messina and
by 13 May 1285 he is on the coast between Tyre and Sidon: Rubin, ‘Newly Discovered
Extended Version,’ p. 181.
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narrates his trip in the form of an itinerary, naming the order of major
towns he visited along the way.397 However, the majority of Burchard’s
knowledge about the Levantine countryside likely came from his earlier stay
in the Levant, an event of unknown duration, but ending in 1284 when he
left the Frankish states for Egypt and then Italy.

Apart from the brief itinerary to Armenia that ordered sites in the se-
quence of travel, the format Burchard of Mount Sion uses to describe the ge-
ography of the Levant is unique. Taking Acre as his centre for the narrative,
he partitions the landscape first into quarters, representing the four cardi-
nal directions, before subdividing each fourth into a further three parts.398

As his centre point lies along the coast, fully half of Burchard’s sections
fall over water and are disregarded. Each of the remaining sections within
the north-eastern and south-eastern quarters are then described, with bibli-
cal events placed within their projected medieval position in the landscape.
Pringle’s English translation of the Descripto Terrae Sancae painstakingly
documents the sites described by Burchard, noting alternative positions for
locations when Burchard’s identifications are clearly confused. A summary
of the geographical places and associated agricultural information is listed
in Appendix 2.1, while the map of sites mentioned in Burchard’s narrative
that can be confidently placed in the landscape is displayed in Figure 3.8.

The format adapted by Burchard of Mount Sion to describe the regional
topography and the sacred landscape of the Levant is not as straightforward
as other narrative types. In other sources such as a traditional pilgrimage
account or itinerary, the narrative progresses logically from place to place,
making the routes or space discernible to an individual imitating the path
physically or spiritually. Burchard of Mount Sion’s primary audience was one
that never intended to visit the holy places, a fact that he states himself.399

His complicated approach, slicing the holy topography into detailed sections
that radiate outwards from the central starting point at Acre, may have been

397Rubin, ‘Newly Discovered Extended Version,’ p. 189.
398A discussion of the layout of Burchard of Mount Sion’s topography as well as its

correlation to medieval maps is discussed by: Pringle, ‘Burchard of Mount Sion,’ p.
49.

399Burchard of Mount Sion, p. 21; Pringle, ‘Burchard of Mount Sion,’ p. 242.
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adapted to suit this readership.
However, despite a unique approach that initially looks quite different

from contemporary works in the same narrative stream, Burchard’s ‘divi-
sions’ of the Levant do actually follow physical routes. The most northern
and southern sections of his narrative describe the path along the ancient
Via Maris, while the interior divisions in the account follow well-established
valley routes, roughly extending from west to east. While the initial format
may seem unconventional and complicated, the Descriptio Terrae Sanctae
could still be used in a practical sense. However, whatever its use, either as
a physical guide or as a tool for contemplation, the extraneous comments
about the local landscape that Burchard often makes would be invaluable
for situating biblical commentary within a real setting, aiding both those
following the route or those meditating about events in Europe.

One drawback of the complicated approach described above is that the
narrative occasionally doubles back on itself by mentioning some locations
multiple times when there is a relationship between sites that are not lo-
cated within the same division. When this happens, Burchard of Mount
Sion is sometimes proactive at informing his reader that they have encoun-
tered this site or landscape feature before, as with his description of Mount
Lebanon.400 At other times, his geography and use of a single area multiple
times is more confusing. This is particularly a problem for his ‘third’ and
‘fourth’ divisions, where the valley routes in his narrative both converge in
a similar region north of the Sea of Galilee.401 However, apart from these
occasional overlapping paths, which are beneficial for our purposes as they
give greater detail to the agriculture of the area, Burchard’s divisions are
fairly straightforward, with most locations situated in places recognisable to
a modern audience.

Most of the names in the medieval text correspond to places that have

400Burchard of Mount Sion, p. 29 and pp. 33–34; Pringle, ‘Burchard of Mount Sion,’
p. 251 and p. 256.

401The third division Burchard describes the area as far south as al-Tābgha, whereas in his
‘fourth division,’ he includes the same region but describes different sites. Burchard
of Mount Sion, pp. 35–36 and pp. 40–41; Pringle, ‘Burchard of Mount Sion,’ pp.
258–259 and pp. 263–264.
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known, present day locations. However, some sites have been misplaced or
cannot be currently identified. If an alternative location has been proposed
for a site that has been misplaced, or the geographical position is otherwise
tentative, this location has been marked on the map below in Figure 3.8
with an asterisk preceding the name. Locations with no current known
location have been listed along with other entries in Appendix 2.1. Sites
with unknown identifications are disproportionally high in southern regions,
with one missing site in the ‘Third Division of the Eastern Quarter,’ and four
sites in both the ‘Jerusalem’ area and the ‘First Division of the Southern
Quarter.’

Additionally, as discussed above, Burchard did not visit every place that
he mentions within his account, notably east of the Jordan valley, and both
north and south of the Sea of Galilee. Consequently, the locations he men-
tions in these places have not been displayed on the map. Fortunately, this
also eliminates the spaces where Burchard made the greatest number of geo-
graphic errors, for example with his confusion about the region southeast of
the Sea of Galilee, the Frankish terre de Suete (al-Sawād), where he instead
named the area as a single city, Sueta ciuitas.402

About a quarter of the sites described by Burchard of Mount Sion are
accompanied by short remarks about their agricultural situation.403 These
comments most often contain short descriptions about the crops or industry
of a local area. Eight of the most common agricultural products mentioned
by Burchard have been displayed in Figures 3.9–3.10 below, in addition to
several terms related to pastoral activities. The two sites that Burchard
designates as Mamluk royal hunting grounds (vecaciones regis) have been
added to the map as well; the location at Lake Hula has been included be-
cause Burchard’s narrative represents the only textual record of the physical
function of the region during the Frankish period, and evidence for a hunting
park at Mount Tabor represents a shift in the use of the locale from a grape
and olive producing site, as documented in the twelfth century by the
402Burchard of Mount Sion, p. 37; Pringle, ‘Burchard of Mount Sion,’ p. 260 and n.

133. For the region: Devais, ‘Seigneury on the Eastern Borders,’ pp. 71–92.
403Fourty-two sites out of one hundred and seventy named locations have some type of

comment about agriculture or industry at a site.
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Figure 3.8: Burchard of Mount Sion’s divisions of the holy land.
light blue = first division, blue = second division, green = third division, red
= fourth division, orange = second division of the eastern quarter, yellow = third
division of the eastern quarter, purple = Jerusalem, pink = first division of the
southern quarter. (scale: 1:2,500,000).
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Russian abbot Daniel, to a royal recreation area.404 Besides these two spaces,
the local industries mentioned by Burchard of Mount Sion are not associated
with high status activities, and instead represent a snapshot of products or
activities thought noteworthy enough to mention in a narrative. As reference
to a cultivated product or local industry is dependent on Burchard’s choice
to include or exclude information, the narrative is inherently biased. This
may account for why vegetation such as grapevines or olive trees feature
far more in the text than arable fields or pasture, which may have been
considered more commonplace or less suitable subjects.

In addition to naming specific cultivated crops in his narrative, settle-
ments or areas are often illustrated by Burchard of Mount Sion by using
descriptive phrases. In the maps below, when a region or settlement has
been labelled with a descriptive term, either in tandem with a longer expla-
nation about cultivation in the region or on its own, it has been assigned a
coloured marker. Dark green has been reserved for areas or sites that are
described as ‘fertile,’ using the terms fertilem or fecundum. Light green de-
notes areas or settlements that are described with alternative phrases that
imply richly cultivated areas, but are not explicitly classified as ‘fertile.’ For
example, light green is used for sites that are most often labelled to be full
of omnibus bonis mundi, when the expression is used in an agricultural con-
text. Phrases such as pulcher ualde, which are often used in the text to
describe the physical environment, are not considered here when they are
independent of other more definite terms tied to cultivation.

Before moving forward to look at the reliability of Burchard of Mount
Sion’s text in its depiction of the medieval landscape, it is worth noting that
his remarks about cultivation are not always original. This is particularly a
problem in his use of descriptive phrases, which were sometimes adapted or
copied word for word from earlier texts. For example, Burchard’s description
of the ‘broad, fertile plains’ on both sides of the River Jordan, extending for
a hundred miles from the base of Mount Lebanon to the desertum Pharan,
is likely lifted from Jacques de Vitry’s account of the Jordan irrigating the

404Ryan, ‘Daniel the Abbot,’ 86, p. 161.
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Figure 3.9: Local agriculture in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem as

described by Burchard of Mount Sion: northern regions.
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Figure 3.10: Local agriculture in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem

as described by Burchard of Mount Sion: southern regions.
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adjacent region for a comparable distance in the Historia Orientalis.405

The problem of authenticity and originality in Burchard’s narrative, as
well as how reliable we can consider the Descriptio Terrae Sanctae knowing
that the work is based on earlier textual precedents, harks back to the issue
of the level of trust that should be assigned to medieval geographic descrip-
tions. Importantly, Burchard of Mount Sion often seems to be interested in
validating earlier observations with his own experiences. From his commen-
tary in the narrative, Burchard rejects earlier textual traditions if he finds
them to be in error, as can be seen in his rebuttal of the claim that rain does
not fall on Mount Gilboa because of a rainstorm that happened during his
stay in the area.406 Yet, his work is not entirely original. As it is unfeasible
to distinguish between the reasons for including text from earlier sources,
instead we must ask again whether an observation is ‘appropriate’ for the
region that it is describing.

For example, when looking at the adaption of Burchard of Mount Sion’s
comment on the Jordan valley that was likely drawn from Jacques de Vitry’s
geographical description of the region, it is important to note that the nar-
rative context of the shared comment is quite different. Jacques de Vitry’s
remark on the length of the Jordan comes during a series of chapters based
on the itinerary of Fretellus, specifically during a section on Jericho, Quar-
antena, and the Sea of Galilee, in which he discusses a conversation with
a Syrian monk before shifting the narrative northwards to Mount Tabor.407

Conversely, Burchard inserts his version of the analogous sentence at the
point where a reader would imagine descending from the hills eastward into
the Jordan valley towards Khirbat Fasayil, a sugar production site during
the Middle Ages. Here, Burchard builds upon the base text, specifically
drawing on the figure of a hundred miles for the length of the Jordan and its
ability to irrigating the surrounding region, and inserts his comments in an

405Burchard of Mount Sion, p. 57; Pringle, ‘Burchard of Mount Sion,’ p. 281.
Jacques de Vitry, 53, p. 224; Stewart, Jacques de Vitry, p. 29. This passage in
turn has possibly been adapted from Pliny’s Natural History. Pliny the Elder, Natu-
ralis Historia, ed. by Henderson and trans. by Rackham, ii, v:72, p. 274.

406Burchard of Mount Sion, p. 52; Pringle, ‘Burchard of Mount Sion,’ p. 276.
407Jacques de Vitry, 53, pp. 220–226; Stewart, Jacques de Vitry, pp. 27–31.
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appropriate spot where it may have reinforced his own observations along the
route between two agriculturally rich locations, Khirbat Fasayil and Jericho.
As noted earlier, the Ghor valley was an especially important site for sugar
production during the Middle Ages, and it is possible that Burchard adapted
a textually authoritative remark to reinforce his own observations about the
scale of cultivation on both banks of the Jordan. Hence, the idea conveyed
by both Jacques de Vitry and Burchard of Mount Sion is the same – that the
area bordering the river was productive – but it appears that Burchard has
amended the sentence to suit his own commentary. It can be suggested that
in this instance, though Burchard of Mount Sion’s comment on the length
and fertility of the Jordan is likely based on a textual tradition stemming
from Jacques de Vitry’s Historia Orientalis, its use is ‘appropriate’ in the
context of the area.

However, as was discussed earlier in this chapter, it is best to evaluate
medieval assertions about the physical environment with independent evi-
dence, if possible. The number of products listed by Burchard of Mount
Sion, in addition to our ability to position the locations of cultivation sites
in the landscape, makes it possible to remark on Frankish period industry,
although some issues do arise with regards to the way in which Burchard sit-
uates some agricultural crops. Perhaps unsurprisingly, not only because of a
level of ubiquity in the Levant but also because of their biblical associations,
vineyards and wine feature prominently in Burchard’s narrative. Vineyards
and wine-producing sites are mentioned eight times in the Descriptio Terrae
Sanctae, in places that can be located. Orchards, olive groves, and gardens
are also mentioned relatively frequently, whereas sugarcane production sites,
palms, and fig groves are less commonly cited within the text. Pastoral ac-
tivity is hinted at when Burchard identifies pasture (pascuus) in a region, but
he is restrained in mentioning possible transhumance activity in his account,
only explicitly noting the presence of herds once in his narrative. There is
also surprisingly little reference to cereal production the Descriptio Terrae
Sanctae. Burchard only mentions corn once (frumentum) in his narrative,
in a passage lamenting the inability of the Franks to cultivate the Jezreel
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Valley.408 A second reference to cultivated fields in Burchard’s description
of the plain of Acre probably also suggests grain production, although this
attribution is less certain as other crops were certainly grown in the area as
well.409

Often it is possible to verify locations where Burchard of Mount Sion
suggested a specific type of crop production took place. This can be done
by examining corroborating charter evidence or by comparing his account
with other narrative sources. Other resources can suggest continuity between
past agricultural cultivation and the crops Burchard of Mount Sion observed.
Here it is assumed that crop types were often continuous in specific regions,
and if a precedent, antecedent, or piece of medieval information endorses that
the same product was cultivated at the site, it is probable that Burchard’s
text recounts his own observations. From the first section of this chapter it
is clear that this assumption is not always true, as there is evidence for dis-
continuity between some regions of viti- and oleoculture, for example in the
region of Mount Carmel between the Roman/Byzantine/early Islamic and
Ottoman periods. Additional examples also suggest a dynamic landscape
during the Frankish period, for example, as mentioned above, the shift from
wine and oil production at Mount Tabor, to the location of a royal Mamluk
hunting park. Although the transformation of this site does not preclude
the continuation of viti- or oleoculture, the repurposing of the area noted by
Burchard of Mount Sion, is significant. Similarly, though it does not nec-
essarily represent a change in agriculture either, Burchard’s description of
the village of Mi,iliya emphasises the cultivation of fruits at a site that had
strong associations with wine production several years earlier.410

However, most of the areas where congruous information exists, showed
408See below for text. Burchard of Mount Sion, p. 50; Pringle, ‘Burchard of Mount

Sion,’ pp. 273–274
409Burchard of Mount Sion, p. 23; Pringle, ‘Burchard of Mount Sion,’ p. 246. For

example, there was sugar production at Frankish Manueth on the edge of plain of Acre,
see n. 137 for literature about the site.

410 It is possible that the fructus noted by Burchard are included within the gardens (or-
tos) that were also mentioned alongside vineyards in, for example, no. 128 Strehlke,
pp. 120–128. For discussion of the layout of the vineyards at Mi,iliya see: Ellenblum,
Frankish Rural Settlement, pp. 41–53; Ellenblum, ‘Colonization Activities in the Frank-
ish East,’ pp. 104–122.
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signs of agricultural continuity over the intervening centuries. This is true
for both for the major regions of viti- and oleoculture discussed above, as
well as for the alternative sources of information in narrative sources, char-
ter material, and archaeological evidence. An example of the various types
of material that was considered when producing the agricultural products
map above can be show by the sugar production sites Burchard of Mount
Sion identifies at Sidon, Tyre, and ,Ain al-Sultan in the Jordan Valley, as
all of these locations are corroborated by other sources of evidence. Nās.ar-i-
Khusraw had already noted sugarcane production in Sidon during the mid-
eleventh century, and the thirteenth-century charters of the Venetian bailiff
Marsiglio Zorzi regarding the irrigation of sugarcane fields south of Tyre, also
suggest well-established cultivation in the region by the time of Burchard’s
Descriptio Terrae Sanctae was written.411 Apart from related pilgrimage
texts, several of which Burchard of Mount Sion drew on for his own narrative,
and the descriptions of Yāqūt, the best supporting evidence for sugarcane
production at ,Ain al-Sultan comes from the excavations of the processing
facilities themselves.412 Similar, independent corroboration for other culti-
vated products can be found for additional types of vegetation, but there
are some instances where Burchard’s comments on agriculture require some
interpretation.

It is important to emphasise that Burchard of Mount Sion was a visi-
tor to the Levant and his comments reflect the observations of a traveller
inserting anecdotal information about the physical environment, perhaps to
aid his readers in visualising the landscape. His comments lack the loca-
tional exactitude that can be better associated with documents like charters
and records of sale, or most notably, archaeological remains. These records,
either textual or physical, must be tied to the landscape, either through
rights of ownership and taxation, or for their material existence. Burchard’s
comments can be taken to be somewhat more variable in their precision

411Sidon: le Strange (trans.), Nâsir-i-Khusrau, p. 11. Tyre: no. 299 Tafel-Thomas,
pp. 368–370 (no. 1114, RRH + Add, i, pp. 289–297 and ii, p. 70). The agriculture of
Tyre has been extensively discussed by Prawer, Crusader Institutions, pp. 143–180.

412For Yāqūt’s description: above p. 162 n. 380. For the archaeological remains of sugar
production at the site, see above pp. 45–46 n. 137.
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describing the countryside.
A flexible interpretation of positional accuracy concerning Burchard’s re-

marks is an essential approach to adopt when discussing the corroborating
evidence for wine production in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem and the lo-
cations noted in the Descriptio Terrae Sanctae. When Burchard’s comments
on vineyards are compared with the maps of Ottoman taxation and Roman,
Byzantine, and early Islamic wine installations discussed above, there are
some anomalies between locations where the Descriptio Terrae Sanctae sit-
uates areas of wine or grapevines and historic areas of viti- or oleoculture.
This less than perfect alignment can best be seen in the Jezreel Valley where
Burchard asserts:

In certain parts it [the Jezreel Valley] is very fertile in corn, wine
and oil and abounds in all good things of the world, so that it
seems to me that I have not seen a better land, if only Christians
were able to cultivate it without being prevented by our faults and
sins.413

These sentiments are echoed to a lesser degree by Oliver of Paderborn
in his earlier Historia Damiatina.414 From Figure 3.11, a map that was
created by integrating elevation data with the same information used to
create Figures 3.1–3.7, it is clear that olive and grapevine cultivation during
the Roman, Byzantine, early Arab, or Ottoman period did not take place
on the plain itself and instead was restricted to the hilly region bordering
the valley. This is perhaps best seen in the archaeological evidence from
the pre-Frankish period where wine installations ring the valley but are only
found at a single spot on the plain.415 A similar situation can be observed for
oil press installations, where only two sites have been surveyed in the valley
413Burchard of Mount Sion, p. 50: . . . in partibus aliquibus fertilis supra modum

in frumento, uino et oleo, et habundans omnibus bonis mundi, ita quod uidetur mihi,
quod terram non uiderim meliorum, si demeritis et peccatis nostris non impedientibus
eam possent colere Christiani. Pringle, ‘Burchard of Mount Sion,’ pp. 273–274.

414Oliver of Paderborn, Historia Damiatina in Die Schriften des Kölner Domscholasters,
ed. by Hoogeweg, 6, pp. 171–172. Hereafter: Oliver of Paderborn; Gavigan, The
Capture of Damietta, p. 19.

415The wine installation in the Jezreel Valley is Map 28 – Nahalal no. 68 Ramat
David, see Appendix 1.2.
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itself.416 Though both grapevines and olive groves were situated near the
plain, the valley itself does not have much evidence for viti- or oleoculture.

It is almost certainly the larger area, including both the nearby hills in
addition to the plain itself, that Burchard of Mount Sion is alluding to in
his narrative when he speaks of the abundance of corn, wine, and oil in the
Jezreel Valley. Including the vegetation on the hilly landscape bordering the
Jezreel Valley in the description of the location is a certainly a reasonable
action when defining a rational space for those imagining the landscape
along spiritual pilgrimage route. This likely also applies to other spots that
have less than perfect agreement between Burchard’s descriptions of local
agriculture and more precise locational evidence, including vineyards and
olive groves in the plain of Acre and along the narrow coastlines near Sidon
and Tiberias.

In addition to the descriptions of the landscape scattered throughout the
Descripto Terrae Sancae, the narrative also benefits from a short section at
the end of the treatise dedicated to the fruits and animals of the Holy Land
(de fructibus et animalibus Terre Sancte).417 This short section, based on
a similar chapter from Jacques de Vitry’s Historia Orientalis, is invaluable
for understanding the agricultural products of the Levant produced during
the thirteenth century, including one of the first narrative descriptions con-
cerning the process of sugar production.418 When describing the agriculture
of the Levant in this section, Burchard of Mount Sion also provides a geo-
graphical context for some industries, independent of the short asides these
features may warrant in his larger narrative. For example, he notes par-
ticularly important locations for wine production, including both the hilly
territory near Jerusalem, as well as the mountainous coastal region extend-

416The olive oil installations are: Map 28 – Nahalal no. 63 Zebdah/el Alaly,/Zebed
and no. 42 Tall Risim/Tell er-Rish/Tell el Mûwajeh, see Appendix 1.2.

417Burchard of Mount Sion, pp. 86–88; Pringle, ‘Burchard of Mount Sion,’ pp. 312–
314.

418Burchard of Mount Sion, p. 87; Pringle, ‘Burchard of Mount Sion,’ p. 312. The
chapter from the Historia Orientalis falls in an encyclopaedic section of the work. Only
a portion of the chapter devoted to ‘De arboribus et fructibus earum, herbis, aromatis,’
is concerned with the Frankish east: Jacques de Vitry, 86, pp. 342–248; This section
is not translated by Stewart.
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Figure 3.11: Vineyard and olive grove cultivation near the Jezreel Valley.
Orange = both olive oil and wine production or olive groves and vineyards, purple =
wine production or vineyards only, green = olive groves or oil production only. Circles
= location with Frankish charters, large squares = excavated or surveyed sites from E.
Ayalon, R. Frankel and A. Kloner, Oil and Wine Presses in Israel from the Hellenistic,
Roman and Byzantine Periods (Oxford: Archaeopress, 2009), small squares = locations
with evidence from the Roman, Byzantine, or early Islamic period, identified in the Ar-
chaeological Survey of Israel, triangles = locations of sites with Ottoman taxation levied
on vineyards or olive groves, yellow triangles = Ottoman press location. (scale: 1:750,000).
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ing from Sidon northward. Although outside the immediate area of interest
for this study, it is also noteworthy that Burchard of Mount Sion mentions
grapevines near Marqab in this section, one spot where focused pollen anal-
ysis has suggested grapevine cultivation increased in the region during the
Frankish period, before disappearing in later centuries.419

Though couched in an Old Testament geography and written for an au-
dience concerned with the spiritual landscape rather than the physical to-
pography, Burchard of Mount Sion’s Descripto Terrae Sanctae still provides
the most thorough depiction of cultivated areas in the medieval Levant. His
narrative brings his readers through spaces rich with agricultural products
farmed by local communities, places that are quite often described with com-
ments that appear to be contemporary before the requisite biblical stories
related to the spaces are told. Although Burchard’s geographical identifi-
cation of place names leaves something to be desired, the descriptions of
agriculture that accompany the spaces appear to be more appropriate. The
agriculture of the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem and the surrounding Mam-
luk territories is depicted in short, anecdotal comments by other twelfth- and
thirteenth-century authors as well, but no other author focuses on cultivation
in the Levant on the same scale as Burchard of Mount Sion.

3.6.2 Landscape and literature in the twelfth and

thirteenth centuries

The eyewitness literature of the twelfth and thirteenth centuries is richly
filled with anecdotal comments concerning the countryside of the Latin King-
dom of Jerusalem and the neighbouring Islamic states. Pilgrims sometimes
describe contemporary cultivation of the sacred topography surrounding the
cultic sites of the Levant, and chroniclers occasionally record short com-
ments about agriculture or settlement in their depiction of historical events.
While no single source is quite as significant as Burchard of Mount Sion’s
narrative, the selection of comments made about the rural landscape are still

419Kaniewski et al., ‘Medieval Coastal Syrian Vegetation Patterns,’ pp. 251–262.
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invaluable.
Information from various twelfth- and thirteenth-century Frankish and

pilgrimage sources have been tabulated in Appendix 2.2. The accounts are
listed by approximate date but are not divided by ‘genre,’ as authorial aims
were considered largely irrelevant for exploring comments on landscape or
agriculture. However, to be included in this section, the author had to be an
eyewitness who had visited the Levant. Although authors working in Europe
could draw on earlier texts and information from individuals returning from
the eastern Mediterranean, these narratives have a degree of abstraction
that makes investigating impromptu passages about landscape slightly more
suspect.

Additionally, it is possible that like Burchard of Mount Sion, eyewitnesses
did not always visit the locations that they described, instead relying on
contemporary reports or past traditions for their comments on the region.
However, their presence in the Frankish states at some point suggests that
individuals would be able to better judge whether to include information
on the landscape or not, especially as most comments are usually anecdotal
additions. After all, Fulcher of Chartres’ inquisitiveness about the region
has left us a rare Latin description of the Red Sea, a site he had not visited
but had pressed others for details about, and Jacques de Vitry’s reliance
on the reports of local inhabitants for verification that the story claiming
no rain ever fell on Mount Gilboa was false, both speak to authors engaged
with understanding the local landscape.420 This argument could be made
of non-eyewitness narratives too, but a text’s production outside the Latin
states gave the author no contextualised reference frame to work from.

As with Figures 3.9 and 3.10 above, the maps produced outlining the lo-
cal agriculture and industry described by Burchard of Mount Sion, a second
set of figures was also created to accompany the narrative descriptions of the
countryside by twelfth- and thirteenth-century authors. The classification of
vegetation types for these maps followed the categories defined for Burchard
of Mount Sion’s narrative, which sometimes meant certain narrative infor-

420Fulcher of Chartres, ii:56-57, pp. 595–597; Ryan, Fulcher of Chartres, p. 216.
Jacques de Vitry, 54, p. 228; Stewart, Jacques de Vitry, p. 31.
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mation was excluded in an attempt at consistency, so information could be
compared. For example, if the general term arbor was used without an ac-
companying qualifier designating the tree as part of a fruit orchard or olive
or fig grove, the information was not included on the map. However, the
passage was still listed within the appendix tables. Additionally, not every
eyewitness author who made comments about the natural world necessarily
situated their descriptions in the physical landscape. For example, although
Ekkehard of Aura names farmers, shepherds, and vine-dressers as residents
of the Latin East in a rare original passage of his narrative, the description
is a general, unlocated comment, more likely serving as a rhetorical device
describing the triumph of the First Crusade.421 However, his choice to list
these occupations is still significant and reflective of the agriculture in the
region, although there is no possibility of situating the comment in the land-
scape. This type of information has not been included in Appendix 2.2, and
forms a reasonably large corpus of evidence not analysed here.

The majority of descriptions given by medieval authors usually relate to
landscape features like mountains, hills, or plains, rather than agricultural in-
formation. However, there are still some particularly valuable resources such
as D. iyā- al-Dı̄n’s account of twelfth-century H. anbal̄ı shaykhs from northern
Palestine, a text that depicts local agricultural life in a detail not usually
found in medieval narratives.422 The shaykhs in D. iyā- al-Dı̄n’s account are
credited with a number of miraculous deeds, with a considerable amount
pertaining to or mentioning agriculture or local industries. Shaykhs prevent
nighttime raids on grapevines by neighbours or own calves that prevent other
cattle from eating fresh shoots from sown fields.423 Often the communities
where these deeds took place are named, helping to localise specific products
cultivated in the region.

A second especially valuable source on localised agricultural products can
be found in the historical narrative of William of Tyre. Like other narrative
accounts, William of Tyre’s information is usually circumstantial. For exam-

421Ekkehard of Aura, 36, pp. 310–313.
422Talmon-Heller (ed. and trans.), ‘D. iyā- al-Dı̄n,’ pp. 111–154.
423Talmon-Heller, ‘D. iyā- al-Dı̄n,’ [92a], p. 131 and [97a], p. 148.
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ple, olive groves can be identified in the Petra region as William notes that
the trees were destroyed at Wadi Musa as part of an effort to compel the local
population to yield to the Franks and help uproot a ‘Turkish’ faction that
had taken refuge in the nearby castle of al-Wu,aira.424 Notably, as the one of
the primary sources for Jacques de Vitry’s early thirteenth-century Historia
Orientalis, in turn a foundational text for Burchard of Mount Sion’s narrative
described above, there is very little overlap between agriculture described in
William of Tyre’s twelfth-century historical account and Burchard’s later pil-
grimage text, although some parallels do exist. This is important as Jacques
de Vitry often lifted passages word for word from William of Tyre’s text in-
cluding descriptions of cultivated landscapes, as with his passage concerning
Iskandaruna, Frankish Scandalion, classified by both as a well-watered place
by using the same phrase.425

Like Burchard of Mount Sion’s Descriptio Terrae Sanctae, most pilgrim-
age accounts describe the landscape by connecting the topography and local
agriculture with sites seen along a route or at a location of religious signif-
icance. By contrast, the narrative historical texts often include agricultural
information incidentally. For example Peter Tudebode’s account of the siege
of Jerusalem during the First Crusade situates the slaughter of Frankish par-
ticipants amongst vineyards as they attempt to forage for food, or John of
Joinville describes burning threshed crops with his troops at Baniyas dur-
ing a bid to rejoin nearby Frankish forces.426 Although it may be tempting
to ascribe a greater degree of reliability to these spontaneous additions of
agricultural information in the narrative histories as they have fewer ties to
repeated biblical precedents than pilgrimage accounts, it is perhaps better
to compare the textual resources to independent evidence.
424William of Tyre, xvi:6, p. 722; Babcock and Krey, William of Tyre, ii, p. 145.
425William of Tyre, xi:30, p. 543; Babcock and Krey, William of Tyre, i, p. 515.

Jacques de Vitry, 43, p. 202; Stewart, Jacques de Vitry, p. 18.
426Peter Tudebode, Historia de Hierosolymitano Itinere, ed. by Hill and Hill, p. 137.

Hereafter: Peter Tudebode. This appears to be an original passage by Peter Tude-
bode. It is not repeated in either Raymond d‘Aguilers or the Gesta Francorum, and
has no connection with other passages from the same source such as the anonymous
Monte Cassino Chronicle; for Peter Tudebode’s rare contributions as an author, see:
Rubenstein, ‘What is the Gesta Francorum,’ p. 202. John of Joinville, 580, p. 288;
Smith, John of Joinville, p. 290.
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Figure 3.12: Local agriculture in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem as
described by William of Tyre. 187



To return to the example of regions of viti- and oleoculture addressed
earlier in the chapter, it is possible to compare the sites identified by me-
dieval authors as locations with vineyards or olive groves with what is known
from archaeological evidence predating the Frankish period, later Ottoman
tax records, and Frankish charter and archaeological information. Compar-
ing the information reinforces the interpretation that medieval authors often
relayed comments about the environment with a relatively high degree of
accuracy, as areas of grapevine and olive groves typically fall within regions
already identified as sites of probable continuous cultivation. Though per-
haps unsurprisingly, medieval commentators mention Jerusalem as a place
of viti- and oleoculture more than any other site. More unexpected was the
finding that Sebastiya, Frankish Sebaste, and Nablus were the second and
third most commonly named locations of grapevine cultivation, with local
viticulture cited in both Frankish historical sources and a variety of pilgrim-
age accounts. Considering that the area around Nablus was almost certainly
inhabited mostly by Muslims and Samaritans, the number of comments on
viticulture is significant.427 Medieval commentary on the crop does not sug-
gest that viticulture expanded in regions that would have directly benefited
Frankish cultivators or overlords, especially when paired with the fact that
establishing new vineyards is a time-consuming endeavour, taking a number
of years to bear useful fruit.

Both viti- and oleoculture regions described by narrative sources are
427A significant Muslim population in the Nablus region is recorded by D. iyā- al-Dı̄n,

see n. 422; ,Imād ad-Dı̄n al-Isfahān̄ı also notes during S. alāh. al-Dı̄n’s conquest of the
area that ‘The villages of the Nablus area and the majority of its inhabitants were
Muslims and had accommodated themselves to living as subjects of the Franks, who
annually collected from them a tax levy, and changed not a single law or cult practice
of theirs.’ Richards (trans.), ‘A Text of ,Imād ad-Dı̄n,’ pp. 202–204. Richards updated
the original translation preserved in the earlier: Abu Shama, Le Livre des Deux Jardins,
p. 301. Unfortunately a different redaction of events has been translated in the more
modern French edition; for the note: Massé, ,Imâd ad-Dîn al-Is. fahânî, p. 35 n. 1.
Usama ibn Munqidh also notes the presence of shaykhs and Muslim bandits in the
Nablus area, though it is less clear whether the peasant ‘accomplice’ of the Muslim
bandits or other peasants mentioned in his tale of jurisprudence are also Muslim. In
the town of Nablus, Usama notes the presence of both Muslims and Franks. Cobb,
Usama ibn Munqidh, p. 148, pp. 151–152, and pp. 253–254; cf. Hitti, An Arab Syrian
Gentleman and Warrior, pp. 164–165 and pp. 167–168; cf. Gabrieli, Arab Historians,
pp. 83–84.
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Figure 3.13: Vineyards and olive groves recorded in twelfth- and
thirteenth-century pilgrimage accounts and Frankish historical narra-
tives. Orange = both olive groves and vineyards, purple = vineyards only, green
= olive groves only. (scale: 1:1,100,000).
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Figure 3.14: Regions of viti- and oleoculture in the southern Levant.
Orange = both olive oil and wine production or groves and vineyards, purple =
wine production or vineyards only, green = olive oil production or groves only. Di-
amonds = location in twelfth- or thirteenth-century narrative sources, pentagons
= location with Frankish-period archaeological remains, circles = location with
Frankish charters, large squares = excavated or surveyed sites from E. Ayalon, R.
Frankel and A. Kloner, Oil and Wine Presses in Israel from the Hellenistic, Roman
and Byzantine Periods (Oxford: Archaeopress, 2009), small squares = locations
with evidence from the Roman, Byzantine, or early Islamic period, identified in the
Archaeological Survey of Israel, triangles = locations of sites with Ottoman taxa-
tion levied on vineyards or olive groves, pink triangles = Ottoman press location.
(scale: 1:1,100,000).
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almost wholly within hilly regions, though vineyards are also noted near
Ascalon, Ramla, and more generally near the major coastal cities where au-
thors could alternatively be describing their hinterland. Almost all of the
urban sites identified by narrative sources also have charter evidence associ-
ated with local viti- or oleoculture in the surrounding region.

Other agricultural information given in narrative accounts generally con-
forms with what might be expected from modern observations. Particularly
fertile regions are often identified with valley or flat areas such as the Jezreel,
Nablus, and the Bekaa Valley, or the coastal flats near Acre, Tyre, or Beirut.
Arable fields or corn-producing areas are mentioned less frequently than olive
and fruit trees and vineyards, but references are still to be found in multiple
narratives. Arable land is described at a broad range of sites including both
in valley and coastal plains, as well as hillier regions in Palestine and Trans-
jordan. A larger disparity exists between the lack of references to trans-
humance activity or herding and probable practice. Occasionally references
to flocks or herds will appear in pilgrimage accounts or Frankish narratives,
as at a battle near Ascalon at the end of the First Crusade where most of the
eyewitness sources report related stories describing the capture of a number
of animals by the Crusaders prior to their military engagement.428 Likewise,
herds appear in William of Tyre’s twelfth-century history near Bosra, Frank-
ish Bostrum, and in the Bekaa Valley where local inhabitants marshalled
their herds in the middle of the valley where pasturage was rich while they
fled to the hills in advance of the Frankish army moving towards Damas-
cus.429 Similarly in the twelfth century, Abbot Daniel reports on cattle and
sheep far to the south in Hebron during his exploration of the area and a
transaction concerning the same region lists ‘F. Stephanus, curator ovium’
among its witnesses.430 Thietmar’s engaging thirteenth-century pilgrimage

428Hill (ed. and trans.), Gesta Francorum, p. 94; Raymond d‘Aguilers, p. 136; Hill and
Hill, Raymond d‘Aguilers, p. 133; Peter Tudebode, p. 145; Fulcher of Chartres,
i:31, pp. 312–313; Ryan, Fulcher of Chartres, p. 208. Ralph of Caen does not mention
animals in his account.

429William of Tyre, xxi:10(11), p. 975; Babcock and Krey, William of Tyre, ii, p. 413.
430Abbot Daniel: Ryan, ‘Daniel the Abbot,’ 53, p. 146. Curator ovium : no. 45

Kohler, pp. 46–47 (no. 623a RRH Add, ii, p. 40). The charter concerns the bound-
aries of lands owned by the Abbey of St Mary Josaphat and St Mary the Great at the
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account also mentions herds near Mount Carmel and the Madaba Plain in
Transjordan, while John of Joinville reports on the ill-fated adventure of
the Master of the Order of St Lazarus to capture cattle near Ramla.431 It
is unfortunate that very little information exists in the eyewitness Frank-
ish narratives or the various pilgrimage accounts about animal populations
and the individuals and communities who cared for and managed them, as
animals likely played an integral role in daily life as much as agriculture
did.432

At the heart of this attempt to localise types of agricultural production
is an effort to try and come to a better understanding about the commu-
nities involved in cultivation. Understanding what types of products were
cultivated and where centres of production were located can help build an
appreciation of rural settlements and their integration with the local envi-
ronment. The inhabited area of a community was after all only part of a
settlement, the remainder being arable and waste lands associated with a
site.

As agriculture was regulated through taxation, exploring local produc-
tion has an additional benefit for investigating rural settlement. This chapter
will conclude with a case study exploring whether the connection between

casale of Jamrura (Gemerosa) and Tarqumiya (Trakemia) and likely dates from 1182.
431Thietmar, 8, p. 22 and 13, p. 35; Pringle, ‘Thietmar,’ p. 208 and p. 19. John of

Joinville, 540, p. 266; Smith, John of Joinville, p. 279.
432There is some archaeological evidence for the consumption of animals at various sites in

the Frankish states, however much of the evidence comes from higher status sites where
animal consumption patterns may be different in comparison to rural communities
where meat may have been a less common component of the diet. Rural Sites:
Mount Carmel: Kolska Horwitz, Tchernov, and Dar, ‘Subsistence and Environment
on Mount Carmel,’ pp. 287–304. Har Hozevim: Kolska Horwitz, ‘Animal Remains,’
pp. 202–203. Urban Community: Jerusalem: Grigson, ‘Appendix iii,’ pp. 252–
256. Fortified Sites: Red Tower: Cartledge, ‘Faunal Remains,’ pp. 176–186. Suba
(Belmont Castle): Croft, ‘Faunal Remains,’ pp. 173–194. Tall Qaimun (Caymont):
Kolska Horwitz and Dahan, ‘Animal Husbandry Practices,’ pp. 247–255. Shaubak
(Montreal Castle): Brown and Rielly, ‘Faunal Remains,’ pp. 169–198 (especially Table
10 for comparisons with other eleventh- through fifteenth-century sites in the Levant).
Wu,ayra and Petra: Corbino and Mazza, ‘Faunal Remains,’ pp. 159–164. Tall
Hisban: von den Driesch and Boessneck, ‘Final Report on the Zooarchaeological
Investigation,’ pp. 65–108. Qasr al-,Atra (Vadum Jacob, Jacob’s Ford): The results
from the site are awaiting publication. Boas gives a summery of the types of faunal
remains from the site in: Boas, Domestic Settings, p. 139 n. 71.
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agriculture and settlement can be exploited to inform our understanding of
the structures or institutions governing agricultural exploitation and fram-
ing daily rural life. The various medieval depictions of the rich agricultural
area near Jericho present a unique set of details that allows us to better un-
derstand cultivation in the region and the community framework cultivators
operated within.

3.7 Landscape and settlement: Jericho and

administrative structure

Accounts of the region around Jericho not only describe the rich agriculture
in the area but also give a rare insight about the population of a rural
agricultural community. A few years after Saewulf passed through the area,
giving the first Frankish-period commentary on the region, Abbot Daniel
made the first remarks about the inhabitants of Jericho, stating that it was
a Muslim village.433 Theodoric, travelling to the Baptism site in 1172, also
briefly mentions the town, noting its small size and situation within fertile,
though sparsely cultivated soils, an issue he attributes to Muslim raids.434

Perhaps more interesting in his account is his observation of an early spring
harvest of the winter barley crop, as well as noting apples and roses in the
area.435 During the thirteenth century, Wilbrand of Oldenburg visted Jericho
433Ryan, ‘Daniel the Abbot,’ 35, p. 138.
434Theodoric, 28–30, pp. 175–178; Wilkinson, ‘Theodoric,’ pp. 303–305.
435This is a remarkably early date for a harvest, which in other parts of the region

traditionally took place in mid-May: Palmer, “Following the Plough,” p. 145. This
suggests a late Easter during the year that Theodoric travelled, as he was in Jericho
in secunda Palmarum feria. This is a point also stressed by Huygens who suggests the
years 1169 (Easter fell on April 20th) or 1172 (Easter fell on April 16th) to be the two
most likely dates: Huygens, Peregrinationes Tres, p. 28. An inscription mentioned by
Theodoric on the Templum Domini that is dated to 1171 suggests that the latter date
is correct. The roses may have been included for their association with biblical Jericho,
however Riccoldo of Monte Croce also mentions roses along with other products, such
as sugarcane, for which there is better evidence for production, . . . ibi plantation rose
in Ierico; Riccolo of Monte Croce, p. 54; Pringle, ‘Riccoldo of Monte Croce,’ p.
368.
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and said of the area:

This [Jericho] is a small castle, its walls destroyed, inhabited by
Saracens.436

Yet, outside times of substantial instability in the region, almost all narra-
tives that mention the town suggest a small community within a exception-
ally productive landscape, a settlement that consequently was also especially
valuable. During the twelfth century this value is quantified by William of
Tyre, who notes Jericho with its dependencies was worth 5000 gold pieces
(quinque milium aureorum).437 Indeed, the property was so valuable it even-
tually formed a major revenue source for the nunnery at Bethany in the
twelfth century, a convent with royal affiliations.

But, with such a minimal population in the town, a community that
seems to have remained consistently small throughout the twelfth and thir-
teenth centuries, how was the settlement able to support the extensive agri-
cultural production in the region? John Phocas, a Greek pilgrim who trav-
elled to the Baptism site during the late-twelfth century, may have written
the answer to this question in his pilgrimage account. He states that the plain
was divided up amongst the Greek desert monasteries, who maintain their
presence by building towers in their assigned fields and collect the produce,
specifically fruit from trees and vines, for their communities.438 If members
of the Greek monastic foundations are added to the population total of the
Jericho area, the initially small-seeming Muslim population mentioned in
Latin sources does not seem to accurately represent the composition of the
farming community. Other inhabitants of the region, including the contin-
gent Latin community composed of Templars and Hospitallers who escorted
and protected pilgrims at the Baptism site, also add variety to the pop-
ulation, making society in the Jericho plain much more complicated than
436Pringle, ‘Wilbrand of Oldenburg,’ p. 93; Wilbrand of Oldenburg, ii:11, p. 136:

. . . castellum parvum, destructos habens muros, a Sarracenis inhabitatum. . .
437William of Tyre, xi:15, p. 519; Babcock and Krey, William of Tyre, i, p. 489. It

is not entirely clear whether the gold coins are Frankish or Muslim dinars or another
type of currency.

438The text is given below. Stewart, Joannes Phocas, p. 26.

194



perhaps first imagined.439

Though specifics about settlement and agriculture in Jericho likely fluc-
tuated, not least due to instability in the area during particular periods,
the various sources of information compiled from narrative accounts about
the local community are still invaluable. From the composite picture that
can be built up through different sources, it is apparent that the period
likely coincided with shift in regional agriculture, where demand for sugar
came to dominate local cultivation choices. How a development like this
may have effected the population of the Jericho area is unknown. Unlike
in medieval Egypt, little is known about the types of workers who laboured
on sugar plantations, making it difficult to hypothesize about how a shift in
cultivation could have affected the larger community.440 However, for this
discussion, at Jericho it is not the type of crop that is important nor neces-
sarily developments in the composition of the local community, but the way
in which the agricultural territory in the region is described.

In medieval narratives, Jericho often appears as a productive space, stable
and profitable enough, at least during the twelfth century, to support the
lavish royal endowment for the nunnery at Bethany. This suggests that the
region was both sufficiently fertile and secure, two features that are essential
precursors for effective revenue generation and taxation. Without stability
from military excursions or nomadic raids, agriculture at the site may have
been too vulnerable to rely on production to properly support the financial
needs of the nuns. Likewise, if the region was insufficiently fertile, another
location with greater revenues would have been chosen. From descriptions
emphasising the richness of the produce around Jericho, it can be proposed
that during the twelfth century there was reasonable stability in the area
over significantly long periods of time for successful and thriving agricultural
production.

439Theodoric notes Templar and Hospitaller sentries that guarded the pilgrims below the
monastery at Quarantana in the Jericho plain. Theodoric, 29, p. 177; Wilkinson,
‘Theodoric,’ p. 303.

440 In the Egyptian province of al-Fayyūm for example, many of the peasants who were
engaged in the sugar production industry seem to be seasonal labourers: Sato, State
and Rural Society, p. 185.
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If a region is to be continuously prosperous for those dependent on its
revenues, an effective cultivation system must be in place to generate income
for its owners. This scheme requires structure and it is with the idea of
‘structure’ in mind that John Phocas’ comments on cultivation by members
of the desert monastic communities in Jericho are particularly interesting.

From the pilgrimage account of John Phocas we learn that the small
Muslim population that occupied the physical site of Jericho likely worked
in tandem with Greek communities that maintained nearby fields farming
the monastic plots, or acting as overseeing agents. If two groups did operate
in the local area, they did not need to share a close association; rather their
relationship could have been solely defined by strict boundaries between the
cultivated spaces, guarded at least by the monastic party who set up towers
within their territory. These towers may have acted in a similar capacity
to the wooden or stone watchtowers known from the Ottoman and British
Mandate periods, serving a dual purpose as a storage point and outpost,
guarding against thievery by neighbouring or nomadic individuals, as well as
wildlife threats.441 However, more important than any relationship between
the two potential groups is the concept of local borders.

Despite some uncertainty as to whether John Phocas’ description of
monastic cultivation refers to the communal exploitation of the land by mem-
bers of different houses in a type of land-sharing relationship, or whether each
individual foundation farmed its own property, what is clear is that monastic
territory was a designated space.442 According to his account:

. . . at the present day, all the neighbouring country [the plain of
Jericho] abounds with springs of water for the use of the monas-
teries which have been founded in the wilderness, for the land,
having been divided and parcelled out among these holy monas-
teries, has become well wooded and full of vines; so that the monks
have built towers upon their fields, and reap rich harvests from
them.443

441There is a great deal of archaeological evidence for Ottoman watchtowers throughout
various regions of Israel and the Palestinian Territories in particular. Photographic
evidence of these structures survives from the British Mandate period.

442Jotischky, The Perfection of Solitude, p. 81.
443Stewart, Joannes Phocas, p. 26.
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Although it is unlikely that Frankish authorities held much control over
the remaining territory in the Jericho plain at the time John Phocas visited,
Frankish parties had been invested in cultivating the region until at least
1172 when Theodoric passed by the site. However, monastic communities
had a much longer history at Jericho. Desert monasteries such as Mar Saba
had established a presence in the plain during the Byzantine period.444 It
is likely that continued monastic cultivation reflected prior practice in the
region and the perpetuation of earlier traditions of provisioning the isolated
communities from crops harvested at Jericho.

As revealed by both charter and narrative evidence, twelfth-century Frank-
ish income also derived from property tenure in the plain.445 In fact, between
1112, when property rights in the area were ceded by Arnulf, Patriarch of
Jerusalem, on the marriage of his niece Emma to Eustace Garnier, the lord
of Sidon and Caesarea, and 1142 when Queen Melisende granted the rev-
enue from the same territory in Jericho to the nunnery at Bethany, Frankish
landowners in the region appear to have been secular figures. The surviving
charters from the early twelfth century even include references to a viscount
of Jericho.446 However, most importantly, neither the charter evidence nor
narrative material suggests that Frankish land was held in tandem with the
land the Greek community owned, or that Latin landowners held any rights
over the territory the Orthodox monks possessed. The groups appear to be
administering their spaces independently.

444Patrich, Sabas, Leader of Palestinian Monasticism, p. 165. St Sabas purchased both
gardens and water right in Jericho, in addition to the hostel that he established in the
town for monks of the Laura.

445The earliest mention of property in Jericho comes from 1112, when William of Tyre
notes that the Patriarch of Jerusalem, Arnulf, awards his niece Emma with the optimas
portiones of his ecclesiastical patrimony, Jericho, on her marriage to Eustace Garnier:
William of Tyre, xi:15, p. 519; Babcock and Krey, William of Tyre, i, p. 489. The
physical land is again mentioned in 1116 and 1124 where rights over the use of a mill
are negotiated with the Latin monks at the Priory of Quarantena, see n. 376. The
tithe collected in Jericho also went to the Priory of Quarantena (Jabal Quruntul) by
mid-1136, no. 22 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 78–80 (no. 167 RRH, i, p. 41). The tithe was
later assigned to Patriarch Amalric of Neslé, which was confirmed by Pope Alexander
III in 1168, no. 142 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 275–278 (no. 439 RRH, i, p. 114).

4461116: no. 119 Rozière, p. 222 (no. 82 RRH, i, p. 19); 1124: no. 94 Bresc-Bautier,
pp. 221–212 (no. 104 RRH, i, p. 24).
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Thus, what is implied in various textual sources referencing land owner-
ship near Jericho is that at some point, monastic and Frankish-owned spaces
coexisted. Revenues from Frankish property, monies that added up to a sub-
stantial sum in the twelfth century, did not subtract from income or produce
derived from areas cultivated by the Greek monks or their agents. Instead,
the Jericho plain can be understood as a neatly divided space, with rights of
production benefitting either the desert monastic communities or the Franks.

Although this point may seem trivial, as local boundaries dividing neigh-
bouring properties are often visible in the narrative accounts and charters
from the Frankish period, without exploring comments on the local land-
scape or remarks on regional cultivation, there would be very little evidence
as to how the administration of the land worked in the Jericho region.

From this administration of land we gain a little insight into settlement
in the region, though admittedly it is not much. The Muslim villagers of
Jericho, mentioned in both twelfth- and thirteenth-century accounts, could
have either Frankish or monastic landlords, or perhaps may have been sub-
ject to both, but the agricultural plots they tended had very specific owners.
The clear partition of land tenure in the Jericho plain could also suggest that
the division of produce in the local area followed older conventions, possi-
bly predating the Frankish period, suggesting that little changed in the plain
other than the landowner in the way that the land was administered after the
First Crusade. The intensification of sugar production that seems to have
occurred in the late-twelfth and thirteenth centuries may have had a larger
impact on the community of Jericho than the takeover of the area in the
early twelfth century, though unfortunately this is impossible to determine
from the material that survives to the present day.

The clear field boundaries at Jericho, likely reflecting historical property
ownership by the desert monastic communities and other landowners in the
area, also has a second implication. This is the minimal impact Frankish
ownership seems to have had in the Jericho region during the twelfth century.

With the richest concentration of descriptions regarding agriculture in
both twelfth and thirteenth sources, the Jericho region is the best region to
explore the potential impact of a Frankish administration on a rural area
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from literary sources. Yet, despite clear connections with Frankish authori-
ties, visible through charter documentation and the induction of a viscount
with jurisdiction over the community, narrative texts show little indication
that the Franks did more than assume control over local revenues. John
Phocas’ description of cultivation at Jericho in particular suggests that little
changed with the Frankish assumption of power in the region. Plots of land,
owned by the desert monasteries, remained under Greek monastic authority
and their property divisions appear to be respected by the Franks. The im-
plications regarding the Frankish assumption of power and mechanisms of
revenue without changing the administrative structure of cultivation will be
explored in Chapter Five; however, it is important that in one of the most
agriculturally rich areas of the twelfth-century Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem
the Franks appear to have had very little impact on the local community.

Descriptions of Jericho remain unique for their ability to suggest conclusions
about the impact of the Franks on a local area through narrative descriptions
by medieval authors. While literary texts from the Frankish period are rich
with accounts about cultivated products and the fertility of certain areas of
the countryside, too little information is available to suggest whether pro-
ductive agricultural areas maintained regimes in place before the conquests
of the First Crusade, or whether the Franks affected traditional routines of
cultivation. Yet, exploring literary depictions of the countryside is important
as the texts provide a larger view of cultivated spaces in the Levant during
the Middle Ages. These agricultural areas are an extension of the settle-
ments that farmed them. Exploring textual evidence for cultivated products
reveals the extensive network of populated and productive sites active in the
twelfth and thirteenth centuries.

By exploring the landscape as depicted by medieval authors it was pos-
sible to determine specific regions of production, especially areas that were
thought to be particularly productive. Regions of viti- and oleoculture were
explored in an effort to determine whether or not medieval comments on
local agriculture were reasonable, a conclusion that seems to be valid after
information from medieval narratives was surveyed. The major features of
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the rural landscape that manifest in medieval narratives were also elucidated,
including aquatic areas, many of which have parallel paleoenvironmental in-
formation, and agricultural regions. Finally, by exploring the agricultural
information available for the site of Jericho, it appears that the information
suggests a structure to the areas of cultivation, information that had not yet
been investigated at the site for the Middle Ages.

With the insight gained through investigating both medieval and modern
perceptions of twelfth- and thirteenth-century landscape and climate, it is
essential to return to discussion about rural settlements, the Frankish casale.
The following chapter will explore the link between the rural communities,
their associated agricultural and pastoral lands, and their value to Frankish
overlords. The tie between monetary value and landscape will be a particular
point of exploration in an attempt to determine whether or not the Franks
appreciated more productive lands and assessed them at a higher rate for
rents or sales.
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Chapter 4

Soils and Settlement in the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem

Against the palaeoenvironmental and historical background of the landscape
explored in the past two chapters, the remainder of this section will be con-
cerned with associating Frankish-period settlement with the natural environ-
ment. The relationship between communities and the physical landscape will
be explored through linking surviving charters and modern environmental
data.

4.1 Historic and modern vegetation landscapes

One of the most important results derived from information in the proceed-
ing chapters is the palaeoecological, if not climatic, continuity in the region
from the early Islamic period through to Ottoman times. In terms of the
historical information discussed in Chapter Three, crops such as grapes or
olives were shown to dominate specific areas in Roman, Byzantine, early
Islamic, and Ottoman times. This information was extrapolated into the
Middle Ages, where the less extensive evidence available from the archaeo-
logical and charter records confirmed the results. Likewise, when a selection
of the literary sources for the period were consulted, medieval authors tended
to place their descriptions of the crops in the same, expected places. If this
locational accuracy can be expanded to other crops mentioned by medieval
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authors, it expands our knowledge of the placement of different agricultural
regimes in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem from the more visible grape and
olive cultivation to elusive products like cereals.

The palaeoenvironmental data discussed in Chapter Two also appear to
conform with agricultural consistency in the region, despite fluctuations in
climate. From the early Islamic period until Ottoman times, where the tran-
sition to modern agriculture is marked by the intrusion of foreign diagnostic
species like eucalyptus in the pollen record, the scale of cultivation of the
Levant is relatively regular.447

The question of how to reconstruct the appearance of the Frankish coun-
tryside when the modern landscape is known to be different from that of the
past is important. Although the pollen record of the Levant highlights that
vegetation within the modern countryside generally reflects species types
that were also extant during the Frankish period, the contemporary land-
scape only partially mirrors the ecology of the past.448 Knowledge of the
medieval landscape is beneficial in that it may lead to clues about Frankish
influence on rural settlements. While sources like pollen cores show that
there was little physical difference in agricultural crop outputs with the ad-
vent of the Franks and reforestation of non-cultivated species continued un-
interrupted from the early Islamic period, that the Crusader invasions made
little difference on the ecology of the countryside is only the beginning of
larger questions about Frankish ‘impact’.

A picture of the Frankish-period landscape can partially be discerned
through consulting documentary sources. This was done with regards to
agricultural products in Chapter Three, but can be expanded to include
other types of landscapes as well. For example, while the importance of
forested environments during the Middle Ages is highlighted in the pollen
records, much of the contemporary landscape is now bereft of this vegetation
and heavily cultivated with alternative crops by modern, artificial means.

447Neumann et al., ‘Holocene Vegetation and Climate History of the Northern Golan
Heights,’ p. 341. Neumann et al., ‘Vegetation History and Climate Fluctuations,’ p.
762; For the introduction of eucalyptus into marshy areas during the Ottoman period:
Kark and Levin, ‘Environment in Palestine,’ p. 12.

448Danin, ‘Man and the Natural Environment,’ p. 37.
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Nevertheless, tree coverage in some regions can be reconstructed through
medieval documentary material, where observations by chroniclers mention
descriptive details about the countryside.

For example, though the area is now primarily used for citrus orchards,
the medieval ‘Forest of Asur’ in the Plain of Sharon is attested by Frankish
and Arabic sources, including witnesses of the Third Crusade, as well as
latter remarks concerning Sultan Baybars in the region.449 In fact, portions
of this forest survived into the late Ottoman period and were recorded in
the survey produced by the Palestine Exploration Fund in the 1870s.450

Though invaluable, documentary evidence is fragmentary and can only
produce a partial picture of the historic landscape; exploring a feature such as
the ‘Forest of Asur’ highlights a potential alternative method for approaching
the historic landscape – through soil profiles.

Although the ‘Forest of Arsur’ no longer exists, its successful survival
until the Ottoman period and the subsequent displacement of the natural
woodland in favour of cultivated citrus crops, is in large part due the charac-
teristics of the regional soil. The red-sandy loam prevalent in the area, locally
known as hamra, has excellent drainage characteristics, making it an ideal
soil type for trees to take root, as the porous soil creates a well-oxygenated
environment.451

Conversely, because the soil drains so well, the ground in the region is
not suitable for the cultivation of cereals without supplementary irrigation.452

The difficulty of producing fruitful agricultural yields on hamra is likely a
key reason for the absence of settlement sites on top of this soil type during
historical times, except during the Roman and Byzantine period.453 Settle-
ment on top of hamra soil can be postulated to correspond with population
pressure in more suitable regions, where stress on natural resources neces-

449For the Third Crusade: Itinerarium Peregrinorum, iv:16, p. 259; Nicholson,
Chronicle of the Third Crusade, p. 245; Ambroise, p. 98 (lines 6089, 6094, and 6101)
and trans. p. 115. For Baybars: Quatremère, al-Maqr̄ız̄ı, p. 6; Kedar, ‘King Richard’s
Plan,’ pp. 129–130.

450For a map, see: Kark and Levin, ‘Environment in Palestine,’ p. 8.
451Singer, Soils of Israel, p. 26.
452Singer, Soils of Israel, p. 26.
453Pringle, Red Tower, pp. 5–12 and Fig. 1: Map of the Sharon Plain in the Roman Period.
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sitated settlement in marginal environments. As evidence for settlement on
top of this soil type ends with the decline of the climate and is followed by a
period of reforestation, there seems to be an association between settlement
and the characteristics of a specific soil.

A connection between soil and settlement is important, as, much like the
modern exploitation of hamra soil on the Plain of Sharon for citrus crops,
contemporary land use does not necessarily mirror that of the past. Recent
irrigation, cultivation, and fertilization developments have displaced rain-
fed methods of agriculture in many locations and in certain regions natural
species have been supplanted by modern, synanthropic (human-influenced)
vegetation. Although not all synanthropic species are necessarily modern,
they are usually found in areas cultivated through contemporary agricultural
processes. Hence, it is assumed that these crops do not represent historical
types.454 For example, in modern Israel, a large proportion of synanthropic
vegetation is found along the coastal plain and in the Jezreel Valley. This
creates a problem as, if the contemporary landscape only partially reflects
that of the past, argument about Frankish impact on sites in the countryside
becomes a difficult task. Few remarks can be made about medieval rural
settlement when agricultural production is separated from the mode of life.

Yet, the type of soil present on a site does not necessarily reflect con-
temporary patterns of land use, instead preserving a type of historical land-
scape.455 Just as the well-draining hamra soil is best suited to vegetation
that can develop deep roots, certain soil types best support different crops
or favour preferential methods of cultivation.

4.2 Soils and vegetation

Various soil types have different strengths and preferentially sustain certain
types of flora. For example, natural stony, shallow soils may only be able to

454No distinction is made between human-influenced historical and contemporary crops.
Fig. 11: Vegetation Map of Israel, in Danin and Orshan, Vegetation of Israel, p. 20.

455Walsh, ‘Mediterranean Landscape Archaeology,’ p. 2
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support semi-vegetation such as scrub bush or grassland. This makes it an
excellent habitat for pastured animals. Conversely, poor-draining, poorly-
oxygenated clay soils are appropriate for growing rain-fed winter cereals, but
an inferior choice for growing vegetables or fruit trees, whose roots may rot
under the same soil conditions.456 When altered by human initiatives, the
shallow and rocky terra rossa soils which form much of the highland geol-
ogy in the region near Jerusalem and the Galilee are perfectly suitable for
agriculture, so long as proper terraces are maintained.457 Drainage charac-
teristics, soil oxygenation and depth, in addition to fundamental differences
in the chemical composition of the parent rock, all have an effect on the type
of vegetation that will effectively grow in an area.

Studies have shown the influence of geology on vegetation in locations
where soil categories differ but the types of landscape coverage are shared.
During investigations of vegetation where natural plant growth was not in-
terrupted by recent human intervention, there was found to be a marked
difference between the proportions of species that inhabit specific soil typolo-
gies. For example, rendzina and terra rossa soils, two of the characteristic
typologies that dominate the highland geology of Palestine and the Galilee,
have different plant communities that grow in association with the maquis,
a type of Mediterranean scrubland that thrives in much of the region and
under both soil compositions.458 Differences in vegetation appear to be gen-
erated from a combination of chemical and physical features that culminate
in rendzina soils having a poor coverage of annual plants.459 Terra rossa soils
often develop a similar type maquis vegetation coverage to rendzina soils;
however, the semi-shrub vegetation characterising this second soil typology

456Singer, Soils of Israel, p. 152 and p. 187.
457Singer, Soils of Israel, p. 92.
458Danin and Orshan, Vegetation of Israel, p. 19. For the Galilee: Rabinovitch-Vin,

‘Influence of Nutrients,’ pp. 74–85.
459Danin, ‘Flora and Vegetation of Israel and Adjacent Areas,’ p. 24; Danin and Orshan,

Vegetation of Israel, p. 19; Singer, Soils of Israel, p. 106. On rendzina soils, natural
populations of Arbutus andrachne and Aleppo Pines (Pinus halepnsis) were replaced
by scrubland after deforestation in the Byzantine period. Nitrogen distribution, high
lime concentrations, as well as minimal soil aeration in rendzina soils appear to play a
role in the poor coverage of this soil type by shallow root, annual plants.
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is much more abundant.460

The difference in plant populations under natural circumstances is in-
dicative of how these soil categories can perform under cultivated condi-
tions. If the soils are developed, areas of rendzina can host fruit trees in
deep soils, but annual crop varieties are limited by the high concentration of
lime.461 Alternatively, terra rossa soils can host pasture if the soil is shallow,
or grow a much greater variety of rain-fed and irrigated horticultural crops
if a sufficient soil depth is maintained through terracing.462 Indeed, early
twentieth-century ethnographic observations of farming on terraced environ-
ments in the Levant witnessed that if the terrace was sufficiently wide, there
was often a variety of crops that could be grown in a single location.463 Deep
soils created by the built up earth abutting the retaining wall at the front
of the plot hosted arboreal species like olive trees, while the shallower rear
of the terrace situated closer to the hill, was a good environment for the
cultivation of cereals.

The growth of cereal crops is particularly important, as they were an
essential component the medieval diet as well as source of taxation revenue.
While tests measuring the effect soil has on cultivated crops may prove im-
possible because of the evolution of cereals over time, scientific experiments
on progenitor species like wild wheat show marked differences in develop-
ment when studied on parallel plots of vertisols and terra rossa soils.464 This
is likely because of the greater availability of retained moisture in the basalt-
derived vertisols, a condition that favours the development of rich herbaceous
crops rather than forested environments.465 Vegetation developing on terra
rossa soils was noted to mature quickly, but because of better drainage char-

460Danin, ‘Man and the Natural Environment,’ p. 28; Danin and Orshan, Vegetation of
Israel, p. 19. Like rendzina soils, terra rossa soils also suffered clearance of the natural
woodlands during the Byzantine period, in this case the population of oaks (Quercus
calliprinos) was lost.

461Singer, Soils of Israel, p. 106.
462Singer, Soils of Israel, p. 92.
463Wilson, Peasant Life in the Holy Land, p. 200; For more details about terrace cultiva-

tion, see: Gibson, Landscape Archaeology, pp. 181–182.
464Nevo et al., Evolution of Wild Emmer and Wheat Improvement, pp. 102–105; Nevo et

al., ‘Natural Selection,’ p. 748.
465Singer, Soils of Israel, p. 152.
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acteristics, species with shallow roots tended to dry out faster and were less
abundant than those growing on the parallel vertisols.466

What this suggests is the intuitive result that cultivation of both cereal
and arboreal species was more efficient in some soil conditions than others.
There are other climatic and topographical factors including temperature,
rainfall, and elevation that also play an important role in the productivity
of an environment. Additionally, human agency in preparing, cultivating,
and maintaining the landscape, is essential for successful and productive
agriculture in a region. Nevertheless, soil typology does seem to play a
limiting role in crop development.467 If this conclusion is connected with
importance of cultivated crops to the medieval diet and financial revenues,
it can provide us with a tool to evaluate the landscape of the Levant and
settlement during the Middle Ages.

4.3 Human agency and soil

Apart from environmental considerations, human intervention can improve
conditions for agricultural growth in areas where, without interference, crop
yields may be lower or non-existent. For example, this can be seen in ter-
raced regions where soils are naturally too shallow to support domesticated
crops but are productive when terracing is erected. This is similar to the
situation that can take place after the construction of irrigation or drainage
works in a marginal environment, where without the agricultural installa-
tions, production would be restricted.

Unfortunately, human initiative is difficult to measure. Documentary
and archaeological evidence still remains limited for rural environments, and
it is not always possible to know the extent to which agricultural technology
was in use during a specific period. Unless there is corroborating evidence

466Nevo et al., ‘Natural Selection,’ p. 738.
467Soil type also plays a predictable role in the proportion of nutrients found in a single

cereal species. For a comparison of nutrients found in wild wheat, under unfertilized
conditions, grown in the major soils of Palestine, see the year one data in: Bonfil and
Kafkafi, ‘Nutrient Composition Diversity,’ p. 30
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confirming the usage of an installation during the medieval period, it is
difficult to know the extent to which humans modified the productivity of a
landscape during the Frankish period. Use of structures during the Middle
Ages can potentially be determined through archaeological investigations or
documentary evidence, such as the use of a irrigation canal near Khirbat
Bablun, referenced in a charter in 1166, or the presence of medieval repairs
to an aqueduct above Jericho, but these types of findings are rare.468

Even when agricultural adaptions are confirmed to have been in use dur-
ing the Middle Ages, reconstruction of human initiatives in the countryside
become necessarily local. Schemes undertaken by a community to accom-
modate the challenges of their regional landscape may not be identical to
those implemented by their immediate neighbours, a situation seen in other
parts of the medieval world.469

Soil therefore acts as a baseline for successful cereal cultivation rather
than as the decisive feature of rich agricultural output. Its value here is as a
control. Other factors may influence crop production, creating higher yields
or more favourable conditions for vegetative growth, but without suitable
soil characteristics, agricultural land cannot flourish. This is a condition
that is replicated for lands under pastoral regimes, which also requires soils
suitable for the development of vegetation with adequate grazing potential.

4.4 Soil typologies

As can be seen with the example of hamra soil on the Plain of Sharon which
supported historical forests and modern citrus crops, specific soil topologies
can be consistent through generations, transcending disparate surface land
uses. Unlike the comparatively rapid annual climatic fluctuations of tem-

468Khirbat Bablun: no. 139 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 271–272 (no. 425 RRH, i, pp. 110–
111). Aqueduct at ,Ain Duq: no. 13 Secular Buildings, p. 19.

469This was observed in agricultural regimes of late-medieval England, see: Campbell,
English Seigniorial Agriculture, pp. 411–440. A good illustration of the diverse types
of land use, often found in close proximity to on another, in late-medieval England,
see: Bartley and Campbell, ‘Inquisitiones Post Mortem,’ pp. 333–346.
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perature and rainfall, or the unknown and ambiguous human contributions
to medieval crop production, the long-term variability of soil types appears
to be minimal in comparison with the relatively short geological time since
the Middle Ages. The greatest variant in most regions comes from erosion,
where natural processes may deposit new soils downstream of an original
feature, at the bottom of a hill, or through the movement of the wind. The
process of farming itself can also cause erosion, altering the soil character and
potentially stripping shallow, fertile layers from the landscape.470 In coastal
areas or in desert regions south of Gaza, the landscape is more likely to be
altered by blowing sand than alluvial or colluvial soil deposits, manifesting
visually in soil maps as a layer of loess (windblown) soil on top of a secondary
soil type. In the southern extremes of the region, it is unlikely that the rate
of loess accumulation was continuous and appears to have been particularly
intense following the decline of Byzantine settlement in the Negev desert.471

A rate of sand dune inundation in northern, coastal regions has been sug-
gested by the analysis of nineteenth and early-twentieth century maps, but
unlike southerly areas, the timeframe for windblown sand accumulation is
less clear.472 Other than sand dune inundation and the accumulation of soil
in alluvial or colluvial deposits however, there seems to be little evidence for
soil typology change in region during historic times.

Using soil categorisations as a measure of agricultural potential has only
recently come back into vogue for historical periods, as arguments about en-
vironmental determinism are countered with caveats about human influence
and alternative climatic effects.473 But, the integration of soil information

470For a comprehensive list of weathering processes direct accelerated or influenced by
human impact see: Table 11.2 ‘Examples of direct human impacts on weathering pro-
cesses’ in: Holliday, Soils in Archaeological Research, p. 292; Vita-Finzi, Mediterranean
Valleys.

471Roskin, Katra, and Blumberg, ‘Late Holocene Dune Mobilization,’ pp. 1–14.
472Levin, ‘The Palestine Exploration Fund Map,’ pp. 45–67. The expansion of the sand

dunes across more northerly coastal regions has sometimes been attributed to the
Mamluk period, due to the active discouragement of settlement in coastal regions.
Yet, as this process continued through to the British Mandate, its origins are much
less clear, Issar and Zohar, Climate Change, p. 226

473Williamson, Environment, Society and Landscape in Early Medieval England ; Rippon,
Wainwright, and Smart, ‘Farming Regions in Medieval England,’ pp. 195-255.
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with studies on medieval settlement in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem is
not an entirely unfamiliar exercise. In fact, during the survey of Plain of
Sharon, Pringle demonstrated a relationship between settlement distribu-
tion and characteristically productive soils throughout both the Frankish
and the Mamluk periods (Figure 4.1).474 During a survey over forty sites in
the vicinity of the Sharon Plain, Pringle showed that there was a relation-
ship between rocky rendzina soils and settlement location in the foothills.475

This work on the central Sharon was supplemented in 2001 by a master’s
thesis by K. Heikkilä, who observed similar settlement trends on the north-
ern section of the plain.476 Likewise, in the Atlas of the Crusades edited by J.
Riley-Smith, a map contextualising the setting of Frankish Parva Mahume-
ria highlights the relationship between local soils and nearby communities,
visually situating villages near soil types categorised as fertile (alluvial soils),
moderately fertile (hill soils), and infertile lands (sand, etc.).477

But, these sources constitute an exception. Though there have been
numerous studies of structures in rural environs dating from the Frankish
period, many limit the study of the landscape components of a site to the
immediate surroundings of a medieval construction, if the topic is discussed
at all. Studies of the local countryside, often related to field walking, are
sometimes utilized during research on medieval structures. Due to the na-
ture of surface sampling, these studies usually emphasize settlement patterns
over the long term and rarely discuss the physical landscape in any great de-
tail. Rather, discussions of historic locations understandably tend to stress
recorded social, political, or economic influences on a site, inspired by the
analysis of associated written documents. But, as Pringle demonstrated with
his analysis of settlement locations and soil types on the Plain of Sharon,

474Pringle, Red Tower, pp. 8–27; especially, see: Fig. 2: Map of the Central Sharon,
showing the relationship of medieval settlement to soils; and: Fig. 8: Map of the
Central Sharon, A.D. 1596/7, showing the relation of settlement to soils (settlement
information after Hütteroth and Abdulfattah).

475Pringle, Red Tower, p. 11; Pringle, ‘Crusader Settlement,’ p. 7.
476Heikkilä, Settlement in the Northern Plain of Sharon, especially p. 19 for observations

on the long term abandonment of coastal soils and flood-prone valleys predating the
Frankish period.

477Riley-Smith, Atlas of the Crusades, p. 40.
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investigation into local physical attributes can yield rich results.478

Contrary to work on the medieval period, using soil to aid with settlement
pattern analysis has been popular in the study of prehistory for decades. In
fact, much of the pioneering work integrating the study of landscape with
investigations of prehistoric settlement took place in the Levant, and it is
useful to turn to this research for aid. The article ‘Soils and Site Location in
Prehistoric Palestine,’ by D. Webley is especially valuable here, as although
his study is most often cited as an early work adapting and utilising the
archaeological technique of site catchment analysis (SCA), the article also
lays out a scheme for categorising the agricultural potential of soils in the
region.479

Through his research, Webley was able to observe trends in the loca-
tion of prehistoric settlements and nearby soil types, finding that prehistoric
settlements in Palestine were most commonly situated near multiple soil ty-
pologies.480 While this is not a result that has been highlighted by research
on medieval settlement, it is a relationship that also appears to hold in the
maps above (Figures 4.1 and 4.2) from the Sharon Plain and hills north of
Jerusalem.481 For example, almost all of the medieval settlements situated
on the Sharon Plain were located within a kilometre of a secondary soil typol-
ogy. Only the site of Frankish Cacco, situated on particularly rich soils, does
not follow this pattern. In fact, on the Plain of Sharon, most settlements
were located in the immediate vicinity of two soil typologies and most often
near the transition of two different types. This suggests that cultivation at
these sites during the Middle Ages likely took advantage of the characteristic
benefits of different kinds of soils.

In his research, Webley identified a relationship between site location and
proximity to both a well- and poorly-draining soil. Particularly successful
settlements with sustained longevity were singled out as locations with an
478Pringle, Red Tower.
479Webley, ‘Soils and Site Location,’ pp. 169–211.
480Webley, ‘Soils and Site Location,’ p. 170. The archaeological sites used by Webley

for his analysis were drawn from the settlement distribution map published in Anati,
Palestine Before the Hebrews.

481Pringle, Red Tower, p. 8, fig. 2 (Figure 4.1 above). Riley-Smith, Atlas of the Crusades,
p. 40, fig. 2 (Figure 4.2 above).
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abundance of different soil types in the immediate vicinity of a community.
Access to several different soil conditions was considered beneficial because
of the ability of a local population to take advantage of multiple habitats,
possibly favouring a variety of different plant or forested environments. The
correlation between a site and both a well- and poorly-draining soil is not
a relationship that is maintained during the Middle Ages. Yet, as was dis-
cussed at the start of the chapter, different soil types are best suited for
different kinds of crops, so it is likely that Webley’s proposition that suc-
cessful communities take advantage multiple local soil types, still holds.

Webley’s chart on prehistoric land capability has been replicated below
in Table 4.1. The categories provide a simple reference for discussion of the
agricultural potential of various soil types and a convenient way to simplify
disparate soil typologies. The specific values assigned to each different soil
type have been noted in Appendix 3.4, where the potential land capability
for hosting arable or pastoral environments is given. It should be noted
that in classifying the agricultural potential of an environment Webley did
generalise material, for example, simplifying the drainage categories of a
soil to an assessment of ‘good,’ ‘poor,’ or ‘excess drainage.’ Likewise, the
values for the cation exchange capacity (CEC), a calculated measurement of
agricultural fertility, are similarly opaque.482 The CEC values in Webley’s
chart are stated as universals, whereas in actual fact, the attribute will vary
according to geographical location and soil depth. For example, two CEC
values taken on hamra soils and published by A. Singer in The Soils of
Israel, displayed values at various depths that were similar in magnitude but
not identical.483 Neither information on drainage or CEC values has been
included in the relevant charts, but it is important to note that there is some
variability within each category of agricultural potential.

482Cation exchange capacity (CEC) is the a measure of the potential for a negatively
charged soil to bond with positively charged nutrients which will enrich the soil, specif-
ically calcium (Ca), magnesium (Mg), potassium (K), and sodium (Na). Various soils
will have a distinctive ability to bond with different elements, which will change over
the depth of the soil sample.

483One measurement was taken at Nordya near Netanya and the other at Ramat Hasharon
near Tel Aviv, see Table 2.2.2-1; Singer, Soils of Israel, p. 31.
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Table 4.1: Prehistoric Land Capability

Classification (Webley)

†

Arable Pasture
Class 1 Class 1

Gradient under 15%; soil over
20cm depth; well-drained; 1a –
plant foods replenished; 1b – plant
foods not replaced.

Good grazing for: sheep, goats,
cattle, and pigs.

Class 2 Class 2

Gradient as 1; arable limited; in-
built deficiencies; 2a – impeded
drainage; 2b – salt excess; 2c – im-
poverished.

Limited grazing for: some animals
– cattle, pigs, goats, camels.

Class 3 Class (1)/(2)

Gradient over 20%; no arable pos-
sible; erosion possible.

Good grazing (1): soil; rainfall
600mm or more; sheep and goats.

Limited (2): rock; rainfall 300mm
or less; goats and gazelle.

† Table 1 in D. Webley, ‘Soils and Site Location in Prehistoric Palestine,’
in Papers in Economic Prehistory, ed. by E.S. Higgs (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1972), p. 170.

Webley’s classification of suitable arable and pastoral land are similarly
simplified, but in this case it is useful to keep the categorisation. Rather
than specifying individual attributes for over twenty soil categories used by
the modern states of the region, Webley’s divisions of soil into Class 1 or
Class 2 keeps the information focused. Here, Class 1 denotes particularly
desirable soils for agriculture or grazing lands, whereas Class 2 two soils have
some type of impediment in producing abundant crops or pasture, either
because of human or environmental obstacles. Although Webley also used
a third category in his divisions, Class 3, this classification has not been
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included. Class 3 lands were designated as territory with a land gradient
greater than 20%. Steep hill slopes posed a significant barrier to prehistoric
agriculture, not in the least because of the erosion of top soil downhill. By
the Middle Ages a highly sophisticated terracing system had developed in
the hilly regions of the Levant, an innovation that expanded the regions of
farmland and curbed erosion. Though it may have been useful to keep the
Class 3 category for particularly steep areas, unfortunately the extent of
terracing during the Middle Ages is unknown and eliminating regions with
a high gradient may have discounted viable farming areas.

4.5 Soils and settlement: profiles and
problems

With Webley’s classification of prehistoric arable and pastoral land capabil-
ity in mind, information on soil classifications must be obtained. In part
because of the marginal conditions in much of the modern landscape of the
Levant, there is a wealth of agronomic information about the region available
through organisations like the FAO, the Food and Agricultural Organization
of the United Nations. Legacy soil data are now relatively easy to obtain,
with much of the information accessible on a reasonably detailed scale.484

While local soil typologies are still outside the scope of many of the exist-
ing maps, the overall characteristics of the soil types within the boundaries
of the modern nations of the Levant are readily available. While national
variations in soil classification makes the undertaking slightly more difficult,
it is possible to extend Webley’s categorisation of arable and pastoral land
capabilities, which were only applied to soils in Israel and the Palestinian
Territories, to adjacent countries.

484The digital soil charts used here primarily originate from the FAO Soils Por-
tal (FAO Legacy Maps): http://www.fao.org/soils-portal/soil-survey/soil-maps-and-
databases/fao-soil-legacy-maps/en/. The digital legacy soil map of Jordan was ac-
cessed through the WOSSAC (World Soil Survey Archive and Catalogue) database:
http://www.wossac.com. All legacy map references can be found in the Maps and
Geographical Databases section of the bibliography.

216



Before looking more closely at the land classifications, it should be noted
that there are legitimate concerns about using soil surveys for archaeological
or other research.485 Criticism is often levelled at studies for overly depending
on the published legends of soil maps, which rarely take into account minute
local differences in soil composition or their relation to nearby deposits.
Soil maps are also necessarily selective in the attributes that are chosen to
classify typologies. As such, these properties may limit the usefulness of
a soil map for researchers, potentially interested in other features. This
critique also extends to an inability of soil surveys to illustrate ‘blurred
borders’ between different soil types found beside one another. Soil survey
maps tend to emphasize discrete transitions between dominant soil types
in a region, whereas in reality, the junction between two soils may extend
over some distance. Related to this issue is also the difficulty in mapping
more than one dominant soil type in an area. Soil surveys rarely take into
account non-dominant or mixed, complexes of soils, but these secondary
soil types were likely important to cultivators. Additionally, trouble can
arise if researchers fail to recognise the scale of the published soil maps.
This is especially problematic when regional soil maps are linked with large
archaeological surveys, as the scale of a single site identified in the field is
often much more detailed than the resolution of the corresponding soil map.

Although the arguments above are important points to consider, the
drawbacks are not great enough to discard using soil surveys to project agri-
cultural potential, and choices can be made to mitigate some of the iden-
tified problems. For example, the choice to use national soil maps rather
than large-scale maps of specific areas was deliberate, as small-scale na-
tional maps require broad categorisation of soil typologies. This effectively
neutralises the variation that can occur over short distances on neighbouring
map squares, as local maps tend to emphasize the importance of specific soil
characteristics often unique to each region.486 Instead, soil typologies at the

485Holliday, Soils in Archaeological Research, pp. 53–71.
486The classification of soils extends from a soil ‘Order,’ at the most general, through

to a ‘Series.’ Soil ‘Series’ are the most detailed soil classification, often too specific,
localised, and dependent on the criteria of the pedologist to be of use for archaeological
study. The order of classification (from most abstract to least) is: order, sub order,
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national level are regional classifications. Regional soil maps have been ar-
gued to be potentially more informative than localized maps for archaeolog-
ical research, as they categorize larger trends in the landscape.487

Other problems identified with using soil maps are of more significance to
this project. For example, although the broad classifications of small-scale
regional maps are useful for standardising disparate, localised soil typolo-
gies, it is possible that the categories can become overgeneralised. Of the
four maps used for this project, one map each for the countries of Jordan,
Lebanon, and Syria, as well as a single chart for the territory of Israel and the
Palestinian Territories, only two maps illustrated areas of mixed soil domi-
nance, known as complexes of soils (Figure 4.3).488 The map of Israel and
the Palestinian Territories was the most detailed in displaying complexes of
soils. This map illustrated areas where a secondary soil type could share up
to 20% of the area with the dominant soil classification in the region. The
map of Lebanon similarly showed non-dominant soil typologies in particular
areas, but no information was given regarding the specific conditions when
soil complexes were displayed or not.

The other maps used here had different priorities. The map of Jordan for
example, highlighted the percentage of rocky land shared with a specific soil
typology, while the soil map of Syria emphasised the topographic contours
of the landscape. As a result of different concerns, only the dominant soil
category within an area were illustrated in the maps of Jordan and Syria,
though recognisable non-dominant soil types may be present.

Problems with illustrating the boundaries of specific soil types also ex-
tend to issues with map scales, as the scale of national soil maps is quite
small. The most detailed soil map, the soil map of Lebanon, is on a scale of
1:200,000, while the smallest-scale map is the Soil Map of Syria, on a scale
of 1:1,000,000. The soil maps of Jordan, Israel, and the Palestinian Terri-
tories fall in the middle of this range. The 1993 map of Jordan, produced
by the Royal Jordanian Geographic Centre, has a scale of 1:750,000. Soil

great group, sub group, family, series.
487Holliday, Soils in Archaeological Research, p. 56–57.
488A complex of soils is a region where the dominant soils are made up of two or more

categorised types.
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information concerning Israel and the Palestinian Territories derived from
the 1970 edition of the Atlas of Israel, and has a scale of 1:500,000. Over-
all, this gives a resolution for the accurate depiction of soil typologies of
between approximately four hundred square metres for the smallest map,
to one square kilometre for the soil map of Syria. Soil typologies may vary
over much smaller distances than the resolution of a regional soil map may
allow. For example, this is especially problematic in environments where
the cultivation of soils in narrow wadis was an essential component of local
agriculture.

To help solve issues of soil boundary resolution, especially concerning
hilly settings where farming in wadis constituted a fundamental source of
agricultural cultivation in the region, hydrological and topographical data
were integrated with the soil profile maps. Valley farming is a process depen-
dent on springs and streams or the construction of dams to preserve runoff
from seasonal rains, so accurately resolving soil deposits in narrow alluvial
concentrations is important. Alluvial soils that accumulate within a valley
through the action of rainfall and water flow may not cover a large enough
area to be correctly displayed on national soil maps.

Local river network or water basin maps were not readily available in an
accessible format across much of the area of the Levant, so hydrological infor-
mation from the global HydroSHEDS database was incorporated instead.489

The HydroSHEDS map of river networks, created by processing elevation
data collected via radar, has the advantage that information is derived from
water drainage direction flow. This means that seasonal watersheds, only
active during the months of winter precipitation in the Mediterranean, are
displayed alongside perennial waterways, making potential locations for al-
luvial soil deposits more visible.490

HydroSHEDs river network data are only available in a fifteen arc-second

489Data from the HydroSHEDS project was also incorporated into the project to maintain
a degree of consistency across national boundaries. Though hydrological maps showing
river networks and drainage basins were found for Lebanon, Israel, and the Palestinian
Territories, using a consistent source of information was a more practical solution,
rather than knitting together piecemeal national maps at a lower resolution

490Lehner, Verdin, and Jarvis, HydroSHEDS: Technical Documentation, p. 17.
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format, corresponding with a resolution of about five hundred metres. This
means that there is some inaccuracy in the display of data especially at
large scales. Imprecision is particularly noticeable for streams with wind-
ing curves. Additionally, as the hydrological data ultimately derive from
elevation measurements, flat areas like the surfaces of lakes, wide deltas, or
plains have a higher degree of uncertainty associated with the path of water
flow, or do not display correctly at all. For example, problems with the
HydroSHEDS data were noted on the flat coastal plain between Haifa and
Acre, where the known course of the Frankish Belus River did not appear.
Nevertheless, in the highland areas of the Levant, the data matched reason-
ably well with known paths of streams and wadis, making the data useful to
integrate.

In addition to problems associated with resolution, errors in HydroSHEDS
data can also appear when a region hosts excessive vegetation. In areas of
thick vegetation, radar can reflect off foliage rather than the contours of the
land, incorrectly registering the top of a canopy as the height of the ground.
This can render the elevation data of a location higher than its actual value
and can negate the natural slope between two areas, eliminating information
about water drainage direction flow; however, this issue is more prevalent in
heavily forested environments such as the rainforests of the Amazon basin,
rather than in the Levant. Despite some inaccuracies, integrating river net-
work data proved to be a beneficial exercise, as will be discussed below.

Elevation data, available in a one arc-second format from the Shuttle
Radar Topography Mission (SRTM) was also incorporated with the regional
soil profile information.491 Like the lower-resolution HydroSHEDS data, in-
tegrating information on elevation helped situate the location of hillslopes
where alluvial and colluvial soil deposits may have been beneficial for local
farming. Adding elevation data had a second benefit as well, as integrat-
ing the information often contextualised larger soil transitions, for example
between coastal and mountainous soil typologies.

491The resolution of the SRTM data is approximately thirty metres. U.S. Geological Sur-
vey, National Geospatial-Intelligence Agency, and NASA (JPL), SRTM 1 Arc-Second
Global (2015 Aug 6, data release date).
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As a final note regarding the problem of using small-scale national soil
profiles for the study of settlement in the Middle Ages, it is worth men-
tioning that along with variation in resolution amongst the maps, there is
also a degree of flexibility with regards to the physical area of the medieval
sites themselves. As noted in previous chapters, a casale consisted of both
a village and its associated arable and pastoral lands. Unlike archaeological
surveys where an accurate link between a specific coordinate position, mate-
rial remains, and the immediate landscape must be established, the location
of a casale can be slightly ambiguous. The extension of a single settlement
unit from the immediate nucleus of a community to a spot that also includes
the larger geography adjacent to a site, makes minor inaccuracies stemming
from the resolution of small-scale of soil maps slightly less of a concern.
Although the relative size of arable and pastoral lands associated with set-
tlements during the Middle Ages are unknown and variable by site, the size
of exploited territory must have often exceeded the distance of one square
kilometre, a value equal to the approximate uncertainty of the smallest-scale
soil map. Early-twentieth century ethnographic observations of the harvest
in the Levant make it clear that agriculture could take place at some distance
from a community, however there are few remarks specifying how far this
might be.492 Despite some methodological difficulties with Site Catchment
Analysis, its model suggesting that the agricultural territory of a village
could extend up to five kilometres in any appropriate direction, appears to
be reasonable.493 Again, this is a region much larger than the uncertainty of
the small-scale soil maps. With the caveats about map resolution in mind,
it can be proposed that the soils maps are accurate enough to be useful for
this inquiry into medieval settlement.

492There are several references to coastal territory owned by early-twentieth century com-
munities located in the Judaean hills, who would relocate to the plain to harvest distant
crops grown there. Far less is said about the distance travelled to tend local agriculture.
Dalman, Arbeit und Sitte, iv, p. 15; Wilson, Peasant Life, p. 208. There is slightly
more information concerning specialty crops such as grapes, where Wilson noted that
vineyards could extend four to five miles from a village, Wilson, Peasant Life, pp.
234–235, cf. Amiry and Tamari, Palestinian Village Home, p. 38.

493Vita-Finzi and Higgs, ‘Site Catchment Analysis,’ p. 16. For problems with the model,
Roper, ‘Method and Theory of Site Catchment Analysis,’ pp. 119–140.
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Webley’s classification of land capabilities was originally applied to soil
typologies specified for a soil map created by S. Ravikovitch in 1968, and
republished in the Atlas of Israel in 1970. It is the latter map that is used
here.494 Reproduced in Appendix 3.4, Table A3.4.1, Webley evaluated each
soil type identified by Ravikovitch and assigned each category an agricultural
potential as an arable or pastoral land. Unfortunately, the soil typologies de-
fined by Ravikovitch are not necessarily congruent with the categories used
for soil maps of Lebanon, Jordan, and Syria. The soil map of Lebanon, dat-
ing from 1956, uses an older French system of soil classification, whereas the
more modern soil maps of Jordan and Syria use international designations
specified by the UN’s Food and Agricultural Organization (FAO) and the
United States Department of Agriculture (USDA). To convert between the
systems as best as possible P. Krasilnikov et al.’s Soil Terminology, Correla-
tion and Classification was used.495 Though there are some straightforward
conversions between groups, for example, the terra rossa soils classified on
both the Israeli and Lebanese maps, there are also discrepancies between
the classification systems. This adds some uncertainty to the application
of Webley’s agricultural potential criteria to the maps of Jordan, Lebanon,
and Syria. Webley’s table defining the agricultural potential of soil types
has been updated in Appendix 3.4, Tables A3.4.3–A3.4.5, to include the soil
categories found in the Jordanian, Lebanese, and Syrian soil typology maps.

Before discussing the findings from the various maps displaying the agricul-
tural potential of the region, it should be noted that Webley based his as-
sumptions about agricultural viability of various soil types on an assessment
of available prehistoric farming tools.496 Yet, the tools that were accessible
to prehistoric inhabitants of the region are not necessarily the same as those

494Although current soil mapping in Israel follows a second set of classifications developed
by Dan et al. in their 1970 Soil Map of Israel (updated and reprinted in 1972, 1975 and
1976), Ravikovitch’s soil classifications are still considered useful in modern literature,
though maps are no longer produced using his taxonomy, Crouvi, Zaidenberg, Shapiro,
‘Soil Resources of Israel,’ p. 119.

495Krasilnikov et al., Soil Terminology, Correlation and Classification, pp. 102–115 and
pp. 229–236.

496Webley, ‘Soils and Site Location,’ p. 171.
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that were available during historic periods. This is especially significant in
areas like the coastal plains or riverbeds with extensive alluvial deposits,
where denser, rich soils would have required substantial effort to sow by
early settlers. Although there is no evidence that advantageous technology
for ploughing dense soils was ever developed or utilised in the Levant, there is
evidence from the Frankish period that the local scratch plough was able to
function in heavier, alluvial soils. During his time in Egypt, John of Joinville
witnessed the flooding of the Nile and directly afterwards, the tilling of the
soil by local farmers. In his description of the events he states:

After the feast of Saint Rémy has passed, the seven rivers flood
across the land and cover the plains. And when the waters recede
the peasants come and work their land, using a plough without

wheels to sow the land with wheat, barley, cumin and rice. And
these crops grow so well that no one would know how to do it
better.497

Unfortunately, outside this passage concerning Egypt, there is no de-
scription of agricultural implements used for cultivation during the Frankish
period. Instead, there are a handful of potential farming tools that could
have been used for agriculture, found during various excavations in the re-
gion. Metal sickles have been found during excavations at the castles of
Jacob’s Ford and Montfort.498 A third, almost complete sickle was found
at the Frankish farmhouse of Har Hozevim near Jerusalem, and two intact
and well-preserved examples were recovered during excavations at the casale
of la Hadia.499 The find of an iron spade in a southern room of the stables
at ,Atlit, as well as a second example found near construction materials at
497Smith, John of Joinville, p. 192; John of Joinville, 188, p. 93: Et quand la Saint-

Remi est passée, les sept rivières se sépandent dans le pays et recouvrent le plat pays; et
quand ells se retirent, les paysans vont chacun labourer leurs terres avec une charrue
sans roues, avec laquelle ils sèment dans la terre le froment, l‘orge, le cumin, le riz;
et ces semences viennent si bien que nul ne saurait mieux faire. (Emphasis is my own).

498For the sickle at Jacob’s Ford, see: Boas, Crusader Archaeology, pp. 84–85 and pl.
3.13. At Montfort, the sickle was found on top of the paving stones, but below the
collapsed roofing layers, near the doorway to the room beside the postern gate (lower
level) in August 2014.

499Har Hozevim: Boas, Crusader Archaeology, p. 84. La Hadia (Khirbat al-,Ayadiya,
H. orbat ,Uz.a): Getzov et al., H. orbat ,Uz.a, p. 183 and Fig. 3.41 n. 1 and n. 2 (p. 184).
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Jacob’s Ford, are also important and shows that the tool was available in the
area, although both excavation contexts likely point to alternative uses.500

The remains of a hoe, also found at the castle of Jacob’s Ford amongst
construction materials, similarly indicates that this tool was familiar in the
Levant.501 Finally, the depiction of a flail used to thresh bundles of wheat
by the personification of August in the ‘labours of the month’ sculptural
cycle on the north portal of the Church of St Mary Latin in Jerusalem, sug-
gests that this device was known in the region, even if no physical evidence
survives for its active use.502

Outside this small collection of evidence, there is little to suggest what
agricultural implements were in use in the Frankish states. Other types
of evidence are elusive. For example, it has been suggested that a buffalo
depicted in the Corpus Christi version of Matthew Paris’ Acre map may be
pulling a scratch plough.503 Nonetheless, another type of burden may just as

500 ,Atlit: Johns, ‘Excavations at Pilgrims’ Castle, ,Atlit: Stables,’ pp. 52–53 and Fig. 15
(object 20); rpnt. in Pilgrims’ Castle (,Atlit), David’s Tower (Jerusalem) and Qal,at
al-Rabad (,Ajlun), vi. Jacob’s Ford: Boas, Crusader Archaeology, p. 115 and p. 159.

501Boas, Crusader Archaeology, p. 115 and p. 159.
502The best discussion and diagram of the north portal remains: de Vogüé, Les Églises

de la Terre Sainte, pp. 257–262 and pl. xviii. The double-jointed flail held by the per-
sonification of August was known in the eastern Mediterranean since Late Antiquity,
see: White, Farm Equipment of the Roman World, p. 209. The other portal per-
sonifications typically related to the harvest in medieval ‘labour of the month’ cycles
(June/July = Reaping) are too obscure or damaged to determine if any tools are used
by the figures. Although the top portion of the personification of July is indistinct,
the figure has bushels of wheat at their feet, suggesting that the image is constant
with the trop of reaping the harvest. For a summary of the usual imagery in the
‘labours of the month’ cycle, see: Ross, Medieval Art, p. 151. Ethnographic studies of
agricultural regimes in the Levant suggest that the depiction of threshing in August
is consistent with the agricultural cycle in the region, see: Figure 9: The agricultural
year in northern Jordan, Palmer, “Following the Plough,” p. 145. Nevertheless, the
portal cycle may not reflect local traditions and instead may derive from European
exemplars, where threshing is also an appropriate theme to depict for the month of
August. For the double-jointed flail and its inclusion in European iconographic cycles
in medieval France, see: Reigniez, L‘outil agricole en France, i, pp. 303–310. Reigniez’s
text is also useful as a comparative source for the other implements discussed above,
as it includes both archaeological finds and iconographic representations of medieval
farming tools.

503The animal is labelled bubalus, Cambridge, Corpus Christi College, MS 26, ff.
iii v. The manuscript page can be viewed at: <https://parkerweb.stanford.edu/
parker/actions/page_turner.do?ms_no=26>. Boas, Crusader Archaeology, p. 87 n.
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suggest beneficial locations where medieval communities could take advan-
tage of favourable agricultural or pastoral conditions. Knowing the position
of these medieval sites is therefore essential before any conclusions about
past landscape use can be interpreted.

An advantage of studying the Frankish period in the Levant is the number
of physical sites that have been identified in the landscape. The abundance of
information found in medieval sources is not replicated until the beginning of
Ottoman rule and the survival of the late-sixteenth century cadastral survey
discussed in Chapter Three.505

The most thorough source of documentation that names inhabited com-
munities in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem is charter evidence. Many of
these charters can be found in edited collections that have appeared since
the nineteenth century, usually focused on a single ecclesiastical institution
or secular authority. The latest collection to be published, an updated and
revised version of edited charters issued by the royal chancery of the Latin
Kingdom of Jerusalem, noted well over three hundred locations where ge-
ographical coordinates could be assigned to a named community.506 When
locations from the other major edited cartularies of the Latin Kingdom of
Jerusalem are added to this total, the number of unique placenames jumps
to around five hundred.

The wealth of named locations referenced in charters makes these sources
a particularly appealing resource to test whether or not there was a relation-
ship between medieval settlements and the natural world. Written evidence
for rural settlement still far outweighs other sources, including published ar-
chaeological findings for the Frankish period. Therefore, it is the coordinates
of documented casalia sites that will be displayed alongside soil profiles be-
low. Though charter material is not an exhaustive source for the location of
communities during the Frankish period, it has a second advantage as well
– the ability to distinguish between inhabited and vacant settlements.

Whatever the reason for their inclusion within the charter documentation
of the Latin states, if a site is identified by the term ‘casale,’ it appears to

505Hütteroth and Abdulfattah, Historical Geography of Palestine.
506Mayer, Urkunden der Lateinischen Könige von Jerusalem (Mayer).
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denote a functioning, active community.507 Conversely, a site identified as a
‘gastina’ no longer functioned as an independent settlement. Gastina sites
were often included within the territory of a neighbouring community and
it is likely that their arable fields were cultivated by members of a nearby
permanent settlement. Although no evidence exists for the role of these for-
mer settlements in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem, it is likely that gastina
lands functioned in much the same way that fields belonging to abandoned
villages in Egypt’s thirteenth-century Fayyum did. In his Ta,r̄ıkh al-Fayyūm,
a unique text that records the agricultural condition of the province as well as
its fiscal revenues, al-Nābulus̄ı mentions a number of peasants from prosper-
ous villages cultivating the lands of abandoned communities.508 Particularly
interesting is al-Nābulus̄ı’s description of the community of al-Qubara, a
settlement which had been resettled by members of a Bedouin tribe, but
whose lands continue to be cultivated by those living in the nearby village of
Akhs.ās. al-H. allāq.509 The recent Bedouin settlers in al-Qubara were obliged
to farm lands elsewhere, suggesting cultivation of the fields by the villagers
of Akhs.ās. al-H. allāq followed an accepted precedent.

It is likely that the territory of Frankish gastinae operated in a similar
way to the Egyptian model, with clearly established precedents for areas of
cultivation. After all, charters from the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem record
multiple instances where a gastina reverted to a casale or a casale became a
gastina.510 It is unlikely that the two terms would be interchangeable if the
507The Old French translator of William of Tyre defines the word to his European audience

as: un caseau, einsi claime-l’en la ville champestres [a caseau, which is what they call
a hamlet], Handyside, Old French William of Tyre, pp. 99–100.

508Sato, State and Rural Society, p. 95.
509al-Nābulus̄ı, History of the Fayyum: Qubara, trans. by Rapoport and Shahar,

<http://www2.history.qmul.ac.uk/ruralsocietyislam/translations/qubara/index.html>
510Last reference as a gastina to first reference as a casale: Vetus Betor, gastina: c.

1163 Feb – 1164 Jul, no. 133 Bresc-Bautier, p. 260 (no. 409 RRH, i, pp. 106–
107); casale: 1164 Jul 16, no. 310 Mayer, ii, pp. 538–541 (no. 400 RRH, i, p. 105).
Kafarrus, gastina: c. 1163 Feb – 1164 Jul, no. 133 Bresc-Bautier, p. 260 (no.
409 RRH, i, pp. 106–107); casale: 1164 Jul 16, no. 310 Mayer, ii, pp. 538–541 (no.
400 RRH, i, p. 105). Iubeim, gastina: 1254 Aug, no. 2688 Delaville la Roulx,

ii, pp. 761–763 (no. 1217 RRH + Add, i, p. 321 and ii, p. 75); casale: 1255 Jun 30
– Jul 2, no. 2747 Delaville la Roulx, ii, pp. 786–787 (no. 1237 RRH + Add, i,
pp. 325–326 and ii, p. 76). Last reference as a casale to first reference as a gastina:
Cabesie, casale: no. 802 Mayer, iii, p. 1400 (no. 1208 RRH + Add, i, p. 318 and
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attributes and boundaries that defined a casale were not maintained in the
interim period when a settlement was abandoned.

Yet, it appears that terminology distinguishing an inhabited site from
an uninhabited location needed time to evolve. An early charter that lists
a number of sites donated to the abbey of Mount Tabor by Tancred de-
scribes villages with the following sentence before sharing the names of the
communities:

Sunt autem et alia quedam casalia, ad ejusdem ecclesie jus per-
tinentia, que que nunc, bellorum tempestate vastata, nullo col-

untur inhabitatore, . . . 511

One of the sites listed in Tancred’s 1101 charter, Frankish Iubeim, later
appears as a gastina when it is used to define the boundaries of Kafr Kanna,
sold to the Hospitallers in August of 1254.512 The change in terminology for
the same site from a casale which happened to be uninhabited, to a gastina,
likely reflects the establishment of formal, legal vocabulary within the Latin
Kingdom of Jerusalem. At Frankish Iubeim the status of the site did not
change, only the word used to describe it.

The interchange between a site designated as a gastina and a settlement
listed as a casale is also apparent in the case of five sites referenced in a
charter between Walter, the lord of Caesarea, and the Hospitallers in 1182.
In this charter, the incongruously named Casale Rubeum was listed as a
gastina in addition to four other sites, all along with a descriptive sentence
that specified that these communities had undergone a shift in settlement
status.513

ii, p. 74); gastina: Rey, Recherches, pp. 38–40 (no. 1250 RRH, i, p. 328).
511No. i Delaville la Roulx, ii, pp. 897–898 (no. 36 RRH + Add, i, pp. 5–6 and ii,

p. 2).
512No. 2747 Delaville la Roulx, ii, pp. 786–787 (no. 1237 RRH + Add, i, pp.

325–326 and ii, p. 76). Iubeim was only designated as a gastina for approximately a
year. The boundaries of the site were used to define the territory of Casal Robert (Kafr
Kanna) and a later affirmation of the possession of the site by the Hospitallers referred
to the settlement as a casale, no. 2747 Delaville la Roulx, ii, pp. 787–789 (no.
1237 RRH + Add, i, pp. 325–326 and ii, p. 76). See also n. 510 above.

513 Infra vero hos terminus continentur gastina, que olim fuerunt casalia, quarum capud
est Galilea prememoratum: casale videlicet Gedida, Megar, casale Rubeum, gastina
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It is important to distinguish between inhabited communities and aban-
doned villages when integrating settlement information with soil profiles. It
would have been the actively populated locations where individuals lived
that that were the focus of their community, not the lands of an abandoned
site that they may happen to farm. A choice was made while compiling
information for the maps below to only use sites that had been labelled as a
casale at some point between 1099 and 1291.

This strategy omitted inhabited sites labelled as urbs, civitas, or castel-
lum, locations that contemporaries would be unlikely to also designate as a
casale. As legal documents, the word casale was often used in charters to
identify a location, surely in a capacity that was understood to the parties
at the time. This is unlike literary material where, as seen in William of
Tyre’s account, the word could almost be completely avoided by the whim
of the author, here who characterised the term as common, unsophisticated
language.514 Likewise, legal language avoids the mixed terminology that can
occur in literary texts because of the associated status of a site, especially if
its significance is tied to a location of religious devotion. For example, Saf-
furiya, the location associated with the birthplace of St Anne, is styled by a
host of terms in various pilgrimage texts and chronicles, but in reality was
probably best described as a casale rather than an urban location.515 This

Fontis, et Laasina. No. 621 Delaville la Roulx, i, pp. 421–422 (no. 619 RRH +
Add, i, p. 164 and ii, p. 40); cf. no. 435 Mayer, ii, pp. 741–742 (no. 618 RRH +
Add, i, pp. 163–164 and ii, p. 40).

514
William of Tyre xviii:19, p. 838: Placuit enim omnibus et de communi proces-
sum est coniventia, ut castrum urbi Antiochene vicinum, vix ab ea distans miliaribus
duodecim, predicte urbi dampnosum valde et cuius larga in suburbanis, que vulgo
casalia appellant, potestas et iurisdictio erat, obsideant, factumque est ut in die
Natitatis dominice universus circa predictum municiipium unanimiter se locavit ex-
ercitus. Babcock and Krey, William of Tyre, ii, p. 263. Kedar notes that William only
uses the term casale a total of eleven times in his text, seven times within a charter
context, Kedar, ‘Civitas and Castellum,’ p. 202.

515Descriptions of Saffuriya include: John of Würzburg, p. 80: civitas; Theoderic,
p. 193: civitas munita; Thietmar, 1, p. 3: oppidum (Pringle, ‘Thietmar,’ p. 96);
Burchard of Mount Sion, 6, p. 44: ville and p. 46: opidum et castrum (Pringle,
‘Burchard of Mount Sion,’ p. 268 and p. 270); Philip of Savona, 1, p. 30: civitas
(Pringle, ‘Philip of Savona,’ p. 322); Riccold of Monte Croce, p. 46: castrum
Zaffetanum (Pringle, ‘Riccold of Monte Croce,’ p. 365). Other sources also use various
terms for Saffuriya including in the short description of land retained by the Ayyubids
in c. 1239, which names the site as a castrum (Deschamps, ‘Étude,’ 13, p. 18; Pringle,
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is the term that closer fits John Phocas’ description of the small community
and is the word designating the status of the site in a surviving charter.516

Rather than complications arising from misuse or misunderstanding of the
word, a larger problem is caused when the term casale is not used to desig-
nate the status of a site in legal documentation at all. If no second charter
survives labelling a location with the term, it was not integrated with the
larger data set, even if its geographic coordinates are known.

A second issue arises for locations whose status changed over time. Whether
a casale’s description changed from, for example, a gastina to a casale, or
a casale to a villa, as seen at al-Bira, its alternative designation was disre-
garded and the site was included on the maps below. The choice to treat
casale status irrespective of time was made so soil types could be treated
as the variable attribute. Nevertheless, the change in vocabulary almost
certainly meant something specific to Frankish contemporaries.

Specificity in terminology was also noted in the descriptions of larger,
urban spaces by the literary material of the Frankish period, so exact legal
terminology in the charters is not a particular surprise.517 What is less cer-
tain are the physical attributes of the casalia themselves, as to the modern
viewer, the social, political, or structural norms that were likely clear to me-
dieval individuals seem to defy classification. A casale’s size or fortifications
(if any) may vary greatly by location, and the ethnic or religious affiliation
of the residents also seems diverse. Yet, defining the physical or social at-
tributes of a community is not a problem isolated to smaller, rural locations
but is also an issue for larger urban spaces as well. Characterising what con-
ditions constitute a town has been a topic approached by several scholars,
who have offered various solutions for a meaningful classification.518 Instead

‘All the Lands,’ p. 183); Ernoul’s Chronicle names it as a ville, Ernoul, 9, p. 97
(Pringle, ‘Ernoul’s Chronicle,’ p. 145) Fretellus, 37, p. 35: civitas; Fulcher of

Chartres, iii:30, 11, pp. 716–717: civitatem validissimam and iii:50, 2, p. 785: urbem
(Ryan, Fulcher of Chartres, p. 288). cf. no. 196 Churches, ii, pp. 209–216.

516Wilkinson, ‘John Phocas,’ 10, p. 319; Stewart, Joannes Phocas, 10, p. 12. The site
is is noted as a casale in a transaction concerning the Archbishop of Nazareth, Rey,

Recherches, pp. 36–38 (no. 1242 RRH, i, pp. 326–327).
517Kedar, ‘Civitas and Castellum,’ pp. 206–207.
518Kedar, ‘Civitas and Castellum,’ pp. 199–201; Pringle, ‘Town Defences,’ pp. 69–121;

Secular Buildings, pp. 3–6; Ellenblum, Crusader Castles, pp. 84–102.
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of suggesting a modern criterion to evaluate these urban spaces, B. Kedar
proposed that relying on medieval terminology and twelfth- and thirteenth-
century classifications of sites was a useful approach, as the literary material
that he evaluated appeared to select a specific vocabulary to describe towns.
As charters consistently describe locations with terms like casale, gastina, or
castellum, adopting a medieval classification of a site seemed a more prudent
course of action than relying on a modern definition.

It is important to also note that the maps below do not reflect territorial
fluctuations over time, instead reflecting the maximum extent of Frankish
sovereignty. Although an initial attempt was made to distinguish between
sites appearing in twelfth-century charters before S. alāh. al-Dı̄n’s conquests
in 1187 and those found in late twelfth- and thirteenth-century documents,
this proved not to be a useful division.

With any research using charter evidence from the Latin Kingdom of
Jerusalem a quick reminder must be added about the bias towards trans-
actions concerning ecclesiastical institutions. Charters concerning the Latin
states often survived because of ecclesiastical connections in Europe, where
Western institutions preserved evidence of Eastern interests long past any
expectation of recovering lands lost during the thirteenth-century. As briefly
mentioned in Chapter One, in contrast to records of ecclesiastical territory,
there is a lack of information regarding secular landowners. Much of the
property administered by the laity is only visible in charters when it is do-
nated or sold to an ecclesiastical authority, or if there is a dispute between
the two parties. This is also true for other ecclesiastical institutions, like the
Templars, whose records similarily do not survive.

Additionally, cartularies can have notable gaps themselves. There are
many cases where a settlement will appear for the first time in a charter
that confirms an entire set of properties held by an institution, suggesting
that a lost document originally recorded the independent transaction.

With the above two points in mind, it is important to recognise that
empty spaces within the maps below do not necessarily indicate a sparsely
settled region, just a poorly documented one. Although archaeological sur-
veys or alternative documentation can help animate these regions, most gaps
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in the settlement record occur in regions where this information is still out-
standing, for example as in the area between Beirut and Tyre.

As a final point, it is important to recognise that by limiting the discus-
sion of communities with use of the term ‘casale,’ it excludes an important
group of inhabitants without a permanent residence, subsisting within and
on the borders of the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem. Migrant Bedouin pop-
ulations following a transhumant lifestyle are not represented on the maps
below, as they did not dwell in static settlements. Bedouin tribes occa-
sionally appear in charters but little information on migration patterns can
be discerned, an attribute that may have made representation plausible.519

Nineteenth- and early twentieth-century descriptions of migration routes
may give an idea about what kinds of seasonal paths were followed and the
best areas for pasture during winter and summer months.520 Seasonal paths
are linked with the agricultural year and changing climatic cycles, while the
physical route is tied to landscape features or human constructions.521 Al-
though Bedouin migration routes tend to follow traditional itineraries, tribal
regions and power dynamics are variable, and these paths are not necessarily
static over time.

Moreover, the role of Bedouin communities in the political and military
struggles between the Franks and their neighbours contributed to the pa-
tronage or suppression of tribes when the balance of power shifted.522 In

519van der Steen, Near Eastern Tribal Societies, pp. 43–44. Charters concerning Bedouin
communities include: no. 138 Mayer, i, pp. 319–321 (no. 174 RRH, i, pp. 33–34);
no. *201 Mayer, i, p. 383; no. 210 Mayer, i, pp. 392–393 (no. 226 RRH, i, p.
57); no. 260 Mayer, i, p. 276 (no. 355 RRH + Add, i, p. 93 and ii, p. 21); no. 263
Mayer, i, pp. 483–486 (no. 366 RRH, i, pp. 96–97); no. 375 Mayer, ii, p. 647; no.
376 Mayer, ii, pp. 647–648; no. 404 Mayer, ii, p. 687; no. 404 Mayer, ii, p. 687;
no. 530 Delaville la Roulx, i, pp. 362–363 (no. 567 RRH + Add, i, p. 151 and
ii, p. 35); no. 405 Mayer, ii, pp. 690–691 (no. 562 RRH + Add, i, pp. 149–150, and
ii, p. 34); no. 420 Mayer, ii, p. 716 (no. 593 RRH+ Add, p. 158 and p. 37); no.
558 Delaville la Roulx, i, pp. 378–379 (no. 572 RRH + Add, i, p. 152 and ii, p.
36).

520Raswan, ‘Tribal Areas and Migration Lines,’ pp. 494–502. Also, see map: ‘Bedouin
Tribal Confederations Sinai and the Negev’ in Bailey, Bedouin Law, p. xvi.

521The link between Ottoman tribal movement and physical forts along the medieval Hajj
route, can be seen in: ‘Map 8: Schematic plan of Hajj route to show relationship of
forts to tribal migrations.’ Petersen, Medieval and Ottoman Hajj Route, p. 31.

522Mouton, ‘Les Bédouins,’ pp. 293–300.
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addition to natural factors, political alliances likely influenced the range of
territory available for seasonal movements.

Because of these difficulties, regions frequented by transhumant groups
often appear vacant in the following maps. Much like other poorly docu-
mented areas, empty, marginal lands on the borders of the Latin Kingdom
of Jerusalem may have supported communities, especially if a region had
sufficient pastoral potential to host a hardy animal species. Unfortunately,
choosing a criterion where terminology prioritises settled society discounts
itinerant populations, whose interactions with permanently inhabited com-
munities created a dynamic relationship and tension with primarily agrarian
sites.

The sites on the maps below (Figures 4.5 – 4.21) have been listed in Appendix
3.1, in Table A3.1: Casalia in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem. Casalia have
been listed in alphabetic order by their earliest listed Frankish name, with
the modern equivalent written beside it. Any additional medieval names
for the location were also noted in this chart. Information concerning the
formatting of the chart can be found in the introduction to the appendix.

Many of the casalia coordinates used below were plotted using their po-
sition on the Palestine (PG) or Levant (L) Grids. The accuracy of these
coordinates can vary between approximately one hundred metres to one
kilometre of the actual physical position of a site. Where the possibility of
obtaining more accurate coordinates existed, using either satellite imagery
or archaeological excavation reports, these tools were exploited. Yet, this
was not always a possibility for every site. Where three digit coordinate po-
sitions are listed, the specific location of a site can vary up to approximately
a kilometre in any direction of the stated point. Four digit coordinate points
on the Palestine or Levant Grids are more accurate, with variability up to
approximately one hundred metres in any direction.
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4.7 Casalia and soil profiles

Turning now to the soil maps displayed in Figures 4.5 and 4.6, maps which
harmonise the four regional maps discussed above, it can be seen that the
relationship between soil typologies and Frankish-period settlement observed
on the Plain of Sharon and the immediate surroundings of Parva Mahumeria,
appears to hold across the whole of the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem.523

Much like settlements in the two limited areas of study discussed previously,
casalia in Figures 4.5 and 4.6 are shown to be preferentially located at or near
the transition between at least two different soil types. As mentioned above,
sites located near multiple soils are poised to take advantage of different
ecologies that favour specific soil compositions or cultivation methods.

In the limited number of cases where casalia were not located near the
boundary of two soil types, adding hydrological data proved useful. This
can be particularly seen in regions where large blocks of a specific soil type
dominated the landscape, such as in the terra rossa areas north of Jerusalem
or east of Acre. When information from the HydroSHEDS database was
integrated with the soil profile maps, significant clusters of settlements were
found near streams and rivers. Although easy access to water is beneficial
to communities for several reasons, it also affects the soilscape of a local
area. Locating watercourses in regions where national soil maps suggest
the presence of a single type of soil, implies that the pedological makeup of
an area may be more complicated than small-scale soil maps can resolve.
Knowing the location of water and the potential alluvial deposits that can
form in association with it refines the general classification system used by
national soil maps, without sacrificing the benefits that a broad classification
scheme can have for studying settlement patterns.

Despite adding hydrological data to project the position of possible allu-
vial deposits, there still appear to be a few outlier sites located more than

523The national soil maps of Israel, Jordan, Lebanon, Syria, and the Palestinian Terri-
tories were digitised using QGIS (2.10.1–Pisa). The coastline was given prominence
using Topf and Hormann’s OpenStreetMapData: Coastlines [version: 2016 Mar 1]. Wa-
ter drainage direction flow was incorporated from the aforementioned HydroSHEDS
database: Lehner, Verdin, and Jarvis, ‘New Global Hydrography,’ pp. 93–94.
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approximately five kilometres from a secondary soil type. Notable examples
that seem to be anomalous included a group of casalia in the Jezreel Valley
and a small set of sites located on terra rossa soils south of Beirut. But,
if topographical and elevation information is also consulted, it can be seen
that these settlements probably do not deviate from the general trend. In-
stead, these sites are located near significant natural features that are likely
too small to be distinguishable on regional soil maps. For example, the
casalia in the Jezreel Valley that originally appeared to be located far away
from a secondary soil type, actually cluster around the foot of Mount Tabor.
Here, the hill soils consist of terra rossas, opposed to the richer vertisols
that constitute the valley floor.524 Likewise, the settlements south of Beirut
are located at the top of valleys that host significant watercourses further
along their extent. It is probable that much like the casalia bordering the
path of the waterways further downstream, these settlements also benefited
from alluvial and colluvial soil deposits along the valley edges. Just as in-
tegrating hydrological information proved useful to contextualise sites likely
located near alluvial deposits, adding topographical information was valu-
able for explaining the circumstances of locations that originally appeared
to be aberrant.

Topographical hillslope information had a second advantage too, as il-
lustrating the hills and valleys of the region gives a better perspective of
locations where an appropriate soil depth for agriculture may be maintained.
For example, although brown Mediterranean earth and terra rossa soils are
specified as particularly suitable for pre-modern agriculture, they often occur
in hilly areas and are sometimes of an insufficient depth to support arable
crops. Nevertheless, where soils are deep enough, a variety of crops can be
sustained. This patchwork of rocky areas and pockets of earth suitable for
crop production was seen by Theoderic in the Judaean hills who noted:

Moreover, wherever among those stony places a patch of good
earth can be found, it can be reckoned that it is capable of pro-
ducing any kind of fruit. Therefore we have seen mountains and

524cf. Dan et al., Soil Map of Israel 1:500,000.
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hills full of vines, olive trees and figs, and have also seen valleys
which are full of fields and orchards.525

Theoderic’s recollection of the mountainous areas near Jerusalem is an
important reminder that small-scale soil profile maps only display general
trends about area and cannot encompass all of the specific environmental
characteristics that may impact agriculture at a site, such as where soil
depths may be minimal. Despite the drawback posed by using small-scale
maps, there are still significant relationships between soil types at settlement
that are worth exploring.

A close relationship between settlement and diverse soil types is not a
surprising result, particularly in marginal areas on the edge of viable arable
farming. It is logical that a rural society would exploit multiple habitats
to best yield a range of produce, both for diversity in diet and in the case
of crop failure. As sites identified as casalia in charters were not generally
newly inhabited settlements, it is natural that the settlements were located
in landscapes that were productive over generations. What was more un-
expected is that the trend of sites located on multiple types of soil was
maintained even in areas where fertile soils and sufficient rainfall favour rich
crop production. It seems that no matter their location, casalia in the Latin
Kingdom of Jerusalem tended to border, and take advantage of, at least two
different soil types.

With the relationship between multiple soil types and medieval settlements
established, it is worth simplifying the diverse soil typologies illustrated in
Figures 4.5 and 4.6 into straightforward categories displaying regional agri-
cultural potential. Using the agricultural potential classes defined by Webley
and summarised in Table 4.1 above, Figures 4.7 and 4.8 display the agricul-
tural potential of the arable landscape of the Levant, while Figures 4.9 and
4.10 show the potential of the land for hosting pasture. Although these

525Wilkinson, ‘Theoderic,’ pp. 275–276; Theoderic, pp. 144: Ubicumque tamen inter
ipsas saxosas congeries aliqua forte terre gleba reperitur, omnium fructuum proventibus
apta esse dinoscitur, unde montes et colles vinetis et olivetis atque ficulneis refertos
esse vidimus, valles autem habundare frumento ac ortorum fructibus aspeximus.
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maps obscure the connection between settlement sites and their relationship
to multiple types of soils, there are some striking relationships that are worth
noting, especially with regards to arable lands that the permanently settled
casalia are associated with.

The most remarkable association displayed in Figures 4.7 and 4.8 be-
tween casalia sites identified in charters and arable agricultural potential
categories, is the clustering of settlements near either Class 1b or Class 2a
soils. At first glance these categories seem to represent exact opposites.
Class 1b soils consist of well-draining terra rossa or brown Mediterranean
earth soils, both capable of hosting a rich variety of crops. Conversely, Class
2a soils are solely composed of vertisols, soils with a high clay content that
impedes good water drainage and creates a poor environment for deep-rooted
plants, especially arboreal species whose roots may rot under poorly-draining
conditions. Yet, both environments are well-suited for grain crops. In fact,
the heavier vertisols of the Jezreel Valley or the Plain of Acre must not have
seemed to impose much of an impediment to medieval farmers, as these are
the exact areas often singled out by Frankish authors as especially fertile
spaces.526 It is also worth noting that groups of casalia also congregate near
alluvial deposits, a soil type catalogued by Webley as a Class 2 soil. In light
of the ability of medieval peoples to work heavier, poorly draining soils bet-
ter than the prehistoric individuals with whom Webley was concerned, it is
probable that rich vertisols and alluvial deposits should also be designated
as ‘Class 1’ soils.

There is a less obvious relationship displayed in Figures 4.9 and 4.10
between suitable pastoral spaces and casalia. For example, areas along the
southern coast that may be considered better settings for rearing livestock
than for producing arable crops are not associated with a large number
of settlements. Instead these locations are connected with places like the
‘Forest of Arsur,’ a landscape feature discussed earlier in the chapter. Animal
husbandry was important to rural life in the Levant, but it most often took
place in tandem with agriculture.527 Nevertheless, conditions constraining

526See p. 191 and the various entries in Appendix 2.2.
527The relationship between livestock ownership and agricultural cultivation is notable
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the ability to produce significant yields on arable lands are greater than the
dietary limitations or survival requirements of many types of animals. In
fact, several native species are able to forage and thrive in extremely marginal
environments. As such, the result that casalia sites are more closely related
to cultivated spaces than locations with significant pasture is predictable.

It is important not to draw conclusions regarding blank areas in the maps,
as some of these spaces may represent areas where insufficient documentary
evidence exists to display settlement patterns correctly. Nonetheless, it is
significant that that in regions where a substantial amount is known about
the locations of medieval sites, casalia cluster on characteristically produc-
tive soils. While this is not an unexpected result as a positive relationship
between a casalia and productive arable surroundings is a logical assumption
to make, Figures 4.7 and 4.8 firmly establish the link between settlement and
landscape. With this connection established, the possibility of asking deeper
questions related to the Franks and their impact on the rural communities
in the Levant becomes possible.

4.8 Casalia, soil profiles, and monetary amounts

Knowing that there is a link between casalia locations and the agricultural
potential of the landscape is important, as it opens a path to inquire whether
or not the Franks understood rural areas in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem
in a recognisable, fiscally cognisant manner. This section will explore the
idea that if the Franks had a good understanding about rural communities
and the local landscape, it should reflect in the value of sale and rental agree-
ments. Though there are other considerations besides agricultural produc-
tivity involved in the rent or sale of a property, during the Frankish-period
land still maintained direct associations with wealth and taxation. Better
arable land could translate into larger returns for farmers, and therefore,

from D. iyā, al-Dı̄n’s tales from the Frankish period. There are two stories related to
cows amongst sown fields and the ‘miraculous’ nature of their diet, as they did not eat
crops meant for human consumption, Talmon-Heller, ‘D. iyā- al-Dı̄n,’ [96b], p. 148 and
[120a], pp. 152–153.
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eventually for landowners, when taxation was collected either in kind or by
a monetary payment. By this logic, agriculturally rich areas ought to be
priced higher than lands with poor soils. If this is not the case, it sug-
gests that other attributes of a casale were considered more important than
agricultural productivity when a site was sold or rented.

There are approximately sixty unique transactions concerning the rent
or sale of casalia from the twelfth- and thirteenth-century Latin Kingdom of
Jerusalem. Sixteen of these arrangements also have second charter associated
with the same transaction, either replicating the conditions of the agreement
for another party, or because the document was reissued at a later date.
Currently, there are over one hundred and thirty located placenames that
can be connected with these financial charters, and there are several more
sites associated with the same transactions that still remain unidentified.
Information on monetary transactions including a site’s name, the amount
of money or assets involved in the transaction, and the edited collection the
charter is part of, can be found in Appendix 3.2. All of the known locations
of casalia associated with monetary exchanges are displayed in Figure 4.11.
Independent illustrations of each fiscal transaction are displayed in Figures
4.12–4.16.

Occasionally a lone site appears in a financial transaction, but equally as
often sales or rental agreements involve a group of casalia. If a transaction
concerns a set of properties, this is identified in Appendix 3.2 alongside the
name of each casale that is part of the larger group. Each independent group
is identified with a letter of the Greek alphabet and is listed along with the
names of its constituent casalia in Appendix 3.3. Casalia that are members
of a group transaction but have as of yet unknown coordinate positions are
also listed in Appendix 3.3, together with the names of known settlement
sites. If a transaction concerns a group, this is identified in Figures 4.12–
4.17 with the associated Greek letter in the lower right corner of the map.
If the group of casalia also contains sites that are yet to be identified, this
is illustrated with the plus symbol.

Approximately half of the unique monetary transactions concern individ-
ual sites, while the rest of the charters deal with group transactions.
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Some individual sites have relatively straightforward sales or rental agree-
ments, while others are more complicated. Transactions may include sums
of money from multiple sources, for example from the rental of a casale and
profits from one of the major urban markets in Acre or Tyre, or can stipu-
late additional obligations that must be satisfied by either party before the
completion of the sale. Agreements may also have complications regarding
past payments for a site, where a partially paid debt may require an extra
set of cash instalments before the original landlord is satisfied that the trans-
action is complete. There are a multitude of complications that may cause
interpretative troubles in Frankish financial transactions, and it is useful to
briefly look at a single exchange to illustrate the difficulties that can arise.
The site of Frankish Teira provides a particularly good example demonstrat-
ing the complex nature of financial transactions. Although the site was sold
to the Hospitallers in either 1151 or 1152 for 1,000 besants, it is not clear
if this is the most appropriate value to assign the site.528 At the time of
their purchase of the casale, the Hospitallers granted the estate to Robert
of Sinjil, who then reduced the payment on land rented by the Hospitallers
from him at Emmaus and paid Walter Malduiz, the original owner of Teira,
an extra sum of money. Despite a significant amount of financial informa-
tion given in the charter, it is difficult to determine the most appropriate
value to assign to the casale. The Hospitallers initially paid 1,000 besants
for the property, but within the calendar year, the first 100 besant deduction
granted to the Order on their lands at Emmaus would apply, making the
effective value of the settlement 900 besants.529 Alternatively, Walter Mal-
duiz, the original landlord of the casale, received a total of 1,400 besants for
the site, with 1,000 besants granted by the Hospitallers and an additional
400 besants from Robert of Sinjil. Finally, Robert of Sinjil, the ultimate
beneficiary of the transaction, paid the equivalent of 500 besants in total for
the casale, with a 100 besant deduction allotted to the Hospitallers and 400
besants given as compensation to Walter Malduiz. I am inclined to suggest

528No. 202 Delaville la Roulx, i, pp. 155–157 (no. 274 RRH + Add, i, p. 69 and
ii, p. 18). cf. no. 39 Pringle, Red Tower, p. 72.

529Here Emmaus is identified as Abu Gosh.
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that the approximate value of the property is closest to the sum of money
received by Walter Malduiz because his claims to the property were revoked
with the sale, but there is obvious room for interpretation.

Transactions concerning groups of casalia can be even more complicated.
For example, it is clear from a charter documenting the sale of six properties
to the Teutonic order in 1249 that sites within larger group transactions
were valued at different rates. This specific agreement, involving the sale
of Beitegen (Bait Jann), Gelon (Khirbat Gilon), la Haseinie (al-Huseiniya),
Mergecolon (Madj al-Kurum), Nef (Nah. f), and Seisor (Sajur), all located
near or overlooking the Bet Kerem valley, is the only transaction that gives
separate monetary values for each individual site, as well as the price of the
group as a whole.530 Other transactions only list the total value of a group,
with no indication what the constituent costs of independent casale may be,
or if a unique value would be maintained outside of the unit as a whole.

Moreover, group transactions often include unidentified casale sites, fur-
ther restricting their usefulness for associating monetary values with local
agricultural productivity. Despite limiting some conclusions, as a direct
association between a group and its monetary value is unfeasible without
knowing the location of the sites, it can still be useful to consult these trans-
actions. Despite not knowing the exact position of an unidentified casale, it
is likely that the group as a whole shared a regional setting. Indeed, trans-
actions that list a number of sites from different locales often flag multiple
regions explicitly, bounding the locations of casale within the seigneury they
are a part of through the language of the charter. This is most commonly
seen in long confirmation charters, where specific sites donated piecemeal
to an individual or institution over time are often listed by donor, usually
individuals that held land in a restricted geographic area, or by lordship.

For example, by the mid-twelfth century, the canons of the Church of
530The values are: Beitegen = 400 Saracen besants, Gelon = 200 besants, la Haseinie

= 100 besants, Mergecolon = 2000 besants, Nef = 100 besants, and Seisor = 100
besants. The total value of the transaction is listed as 4000 Saracen besants. No. 100
Strehlke, pp. 78–91 (no. 1175 RRH + Add, i, p. 308 and ii, p. 72). Additional
discussion about the transaction can be found in: Frankel, ‘Topographical Notes,’
p. 254 and p. 265; Khamisy, ‘Western Upper Galilee,’ p. 219; La Monte, ‘Lords of
Caesarea,’ p. 158 n. 92.
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the Holy Sepulchre had amassed extensive property holdings and regularly
asserted their rights through confirmation charters produced by the royal and
patriarchal chanceries of the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem. There are also
occasions when their property rights were confirmed by the papacy. These
confirmation charters read like a long list of independent transactions, always
laid out in such a way that the original donation is obvious. The long royal
confirmation charters are particularly clear, with donors or territorial areas
visibly defined sentence by sentence.531 Confirmation charters with a similar
format can be found for other ecclesiastical institutions as well, and also
appear in secular transactions. The acquisition charters from twelfth-century
property sales to Joscelin of Courtenay, eventually preserved in the Teutonic
Order’s archive, are a good example of similar documents concerning the
laity.532

In addition to difficulties interpreting what the value of a casale or group
of sites may be, it is also important to consider whether the monetary fig-
ures listed in Frankish charters correspond to real, tangible sums. There is
a distinct possibility that charter transactions list moneys of account rather
than moneys of exchange. These are values used to balance debts, but do
not correspond to material sums of money. Many of the sums listed in char-
ters are quite substantial and it is not inconceivable to think that coinage
may never have changed hands. Yet, there are reasons to believe that the
values listed in charters could potentially be paid out to the beneficiary in
full. Sometimes the events leading to a sale of a casale are also listed within
the body of a document, occasionally detailing circumstances that required
immediate coin. This is most apparent when dealing with sums of money
required for a ransom, an event convincingly argued by R. Kool as showing a
direct relationship between physical gold currency and prices listed in charter

531No. 56 Mayer, i, pp. 184–185 (no. 26 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 87–88; no. 74 RRH
+ Add, i, pp. 16–17 and ii, p. 5); No. 238 Mayer, i, pp. 440–442 (no. 42 Bresc-

Bautier, pp. 116–119; no. 309 RRH, i, p. 79); No. 258 Mayer, i, pp. 472–474 (no.
45 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 123–126; no. 354 RRH, i, pp. 92–93); No. 310 Mayer, ii,
pp. 538–541 (no. 135 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 262–266; no. 400 RRH, i, p. 105).

532No. 253 Mayer, i, p. 462 (no. 341 RRH, i, p. 89); no. 410 Mayer, ii, pp. 702–703
(no. 579 RRH, i, p. 154); no. 438 Mayer, ii, p. 749 (no. 624 RRH, i, p. 165); no.
639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052 (no. 934 RRH + Add, i, p. 248, ii, p. 60).
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agreements.533 There are three notable transactions where the sale of casalia
are directly linked to ransom payments, including two agreements with the
canons of the Church of the Holy Sepulchre and one document involving the
sale of property to the abbey of St Mary of Josaphat.534 Unfortunately all
of these transactions involved the sale of multiple sites, not all of which have
been identified in the landscape. While the price paid for casalia sold under
difficult circumstances may be artificially deflated because of the necessary
rapidity of the sale, it does link cash sums with the transactions, suggest-
ing that the relationship between monetary amounts listed in charters and
casalia was a tangible one.

As a final note before moving forward, it is important to mention that
monetary sums in charters are almost invariably listed in besants. While
there were a number of different currencies circulating in the Latin Kingdom
of Jerusalem during the twelfth century, the Franks adopted the gold besant
rather than a European silver coin as the basis of their economy. This
followed eastern models, especially the example of Fatimid Egypt, whose
dinar, in addition to inspiring the physical mould of the Latin coin, also
likely circulated alongside the besant as an analogous currency.535

533Kool, ‘Coin Circulation,’ pp. 136–137.
534Transaction between Ralph and the Abbey of St Mary of Josaphat (1158, no monetary

sum listed, properties include, casalia: Dargebaam and Cala, gastina: Zonia), no.
32 Delaborde, pp. 78–79 (no. 335 RRH, i, p. 87); transaction between Hugh of
Ibelin and the canons of the Church of the Holy Sepulchre (1158, 3000 besants, sites:
Huetdebes and Deirmusim) no. 298 Mayer, ii, pp. 526–528 (no. 332 RRH, i, p.
86, no. 47 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 129–131); no. 51 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 136–138
(no. 333 RRH, i, p. 87); John Gothman with the canons of the Church of the Holy
Sepulchre (1161, 1400 besants, casalia: Bethaatap, Derhassen, Derxerip, Culi, gastina
(?): Vastinam Leonis), no. 264 Mayer, i, pp. 488–489 (no. 368 RRH, i, p. 97, no.
87 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 199–200); no. 88 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 201–203 (no. 369
RRH, i, p. 97). cf. Friedman, Encounter Between Enemies, p. 82 and p. 219.

535Kool, ‘Coin Circulation,’ pp. 136–137 and n. 9. Kool’s argument that charters do not
discriminate between ‘bisanti ’ and ‘bisantii sarracenati ’ is logical and also appears to
follow the majority of documentary evidence. For example, as per the group transaction
mentioned above, No. 100 Strehlke, pp. 78–91 (no. 1175 RRH + Add, i, p. 308
and ii, p. 72), the total transaction value is listed as ‘quatre mile bezans sarrazenaz,’
but the values of the sites of Sesior, Nef, la Haseinie, Mergecolon, and Gelon are all
listed in ‘bezans’. Only the site of Beitegen is also listed in ‘besanz sarracenaz ’. It
should be mentioned however, the value of the sites do not add to the total stated in
the charter, perhaps implying an extra payment not tied to the sale of property.
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The Frankish besant appears to be a fairly reliable and stable coin during
the latter half of the twelfth century.536 This consistency is important as the
scattered nature of the land transactions containing financial data makes
comparisons over time necessary. During the thirteenth century however,
the besant become notably debased and varies over time. Thirteenth-century
charters must be used cautiously, but are still worth investigating.

4.8.1 Casalia, soil profiles, and monetary amounts:

discussion

After the information on casalia and transaction amounts is mapped and
evaluated, there seems to be little relationship between the value of a casale
and the agricultural potential of the land it was situated on. Sites positioned
on theoretically richer soils do not fetch higher prices than those located
near marginal lands. Likewise, casalia situated on similar soils do not share
a range of comparable monetary values. Instead, the magnitude of prices
varies widely. This conclusion implies that the agricultural potential of a
casale was of little importance to those involved with property transactions.

Perhaps one of the more informative examples suggesting agricultural
potential was not a prime factor in the sale of casalia comes from two mid
twelfth-century transactions liquidating property near Jerusalem. The char-
ters were drawn up to facilitate ransom payments, an action noted above
that implies an immediate need for capital and suggests a physical exchange
of coin for land took place. Both transactions involved properties that are
situated on theoretically fertile soils and therefore, assessing the sales from
the point of agricultural potential, there seems to be little reason that the
two casalia sold to pay Hugh of Ibelin’s ransom in 1158 were valued at 3000
besants, and the five sites sold to free John Gothman in 1161 were valued at
1400 besants.537 Although not all of the locations of the casalia involved in
these transactions are known, it is unlikely that the large disparity between
monetary sums can be explained by variances in agricultural potential alone.
536Kool, personal communication (2014).
537See n. 533 for charters.
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Discrepancies also arise concerning the individual sale of single casalia
during the twelfth century, the period when the Frankish besant remained
stable. Initially the results had looked promising. For example, the site of
Frankish Hadedun, valued at 2000 besants in 1166, was worth slightly less
than many other independent sites situated on more productive soils.538 This
reflected the approximate agricultural potential of the soils in the immediate
vicinity of the site, situated on sandy and degrading hamra soils, but not
far from richer alluvial deposits. The lower value of the site also seemed
to make sense when compared to the situation of the tentatively identified
Casale Galileae, valued at 5000 besants sixteen years later, situated directly
to the southeast nearer a wider range of productive soils.539 But, if these
sites are compared with a similar sale concerning Chola, a casale located to
the south at the junction of terra rossa soils and fertile alluvial, colluvial,
and vertisol deposits, agricultural potential alone cannot account for the
middling price of the site at 3000 besants.540

Likewise, potential agricultural productivity does not seem to account
for price discrepancies between individual sites and group transactions. As
discussed in previous examples, the sale of Chola is valued at the same
price as the two casalia sold by Hugh of Ibelin to pay his ransom and at
more than double the amount of money generated by the five sites sold
by John Gothman. This price imbalance exists despite the fact that all of
the settlements are situated on similar, potentially fertile terra rossa soils,
and it is not a unique occurrence. Yet another transaction concerning the
acquisition of an independent settlement situated amongst similar terra rossa
soils, the Hosptialler purchase of Casale Sancte Marie for a total of 4700
besants, also cost far more than any of the grouped casalia sold to meet
538Hadedun = Khirbat Hadaidun: no. 350 Delaville la Roulx, i, pp. 243–244 (no.

426 RRH + Add, i, p. 111 and ii, p. 26.
539Casale Galileae = Khirbat Karkur (?): no. 435 Mayer, ii, pp. 741–742 (no. 618

RRH + Add, i, pp. 163–164, and ii, p. 40; no. 645 Delaville la Roulx, i, p. 435).
Casale Galileae was an estate centre, which likely influenced the high price. Sugarcane
was also grown in the local area, although there is no evidence it was grown at Casale
Galileae.

540Chola = Qula; no. 603 Delaville la Roulx, i, p. 412 (no. 611 RRH + Add, i, p.
162 and ii, p. 39); cf. no. 180 Secular Buildings, p. 87 and Pringle, Red Tower,
pp. 21–22.
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ransom demands.541 Thus even when soil types remain consistent, large price
fluctuations occur, suggesting solutions for casalia price variations must not
be sought in the variable agricultural productivity of a site alone.

Although the besant becomes debased during the thirteenth century, this
also seems to have had little affect on casalia prices. Transactions from the
thirteenth century tend to list similar magnitudes of coin as twelfth-century
sales or rental agreements, despite the possibility of inflation or the smaller
proportion of land available to Frankish landlords.

Solutions to the large variation in casalia prices have been proposed by
others. For example, Ellenblum has suggested that the presence of Frankish
settlement at a site may explain large price differentials.542 In light of the
examples above, Frankish settlement at a site was certainly the explanation
Ellenblum envisioned for the high price of Casale Sancte Marie, and may
also be a reasonable explanation to propose for the site of Chola, the latter
of which has a Frankish tower associated with it.543 Bethaatap however, sold
along with the four other sites by John Gothman to pay his ransom, similarly
had a Frankish construction associated with the site, in this case a two-story
hall house.544 This implies either Frankish occupation at Bethaatap or an
associated agent in the area. In either case it denotes Frankish influence at
the site, although it does not necessarily imply outright Frankish presence.
In any event, it is unclear if the much smaller price paid for Bethaatap and
its associated sites can be explained by the presence or absence of Frankish
settlement or not. Yet, the link between Frankish settlement and casalia
price may have a greater connection than the variable agricultural potential
of settlement sites, which seems to have little bearing on monetary transac-

541Casale Sancte Marie = ,Abud; no. 371 Delaville la Roulx, i, pp. 254–255 (no.
433 RRH + Add, i, p. 113 and ii, p. 27; no. *328 Mayer, ii, p. 569 (no. 457a RRH
Add, ii, p. 28); no. 381 Mayer, ii, pp. 656–657 (no. 518 RRH + Add, i pp. 137–138
and ii, p. 31); cf. Ellenblum, Frankish Rural Settlement, pp. 128–135, especially, p. 129;
nos. 2–4 Churches, i, pp. 17–23.

542Ellenblum, Frankish Rural Settlement, p. 129
543No. 180 Secular Buildings, p. 87; Pringle, Red Tower, pp. 21–22.
544Bethaatap = Bait ,Itab; no. 31 Secular Buildings, pp. 26–27; Ellenblum, Frankish

Rural Settlement, pp. 161–162. Ellenblum suggests that Bait ,Itab was the residence
of John Gothman, however the family clearly held other property and the principal
house may have been located elsewhere. Pringle, ‘Perceptions of the Castle,’ p. 4.
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tions.
As there are notable differences in charters regarding property prices and

rents, it is clear that casalia were not sold at a ‘set’ fee during the Frankish
period. Variance in price implies that a site had an implicit value, under-
stood to both parties involved in a transaction. If standard transaction prices
had been found instead, this would have suggested that owning rural prop-
erty remained socially valuable, but the landscape was not seen as having
intrinsic worth. Because monetary values varied between locations, there
must have been underlying factors that made certain sites more desirable
than others. As medieval wealth was fundamentally tied to landownership
and the tax revenues that could be collected either in kind or by coin, a
simple explanation for the variable prices found in charter agreements is the
agricultural productivity at a site. But, as this relationship does not appear
to hold, an explanation must be sought elsewhere.

The disconnection between casale value and the agricultural productiv-
ity of the immediate surroundings of a site was unexpected because there
appears to be a strong link between settlement location and soils. The vast
majority of sites mentioned in charters share a connection with particular
kinds of soils. Potentially productive terra rossa or brown Mediterranean
soils, vertisols, which can theoretically host rich cornfields, and alluvial and
colluvial deposits where soil nutrients are replenished by the action of water
or erosion, are the characteristic settings for many Frankish-period settle-
ments. But, without a clear monetary link to the landscape, how were the
Franks able to assign a value to fundamental source of taxation and wealth?
This is a problem that will be addressed in Chapter Five.

4.9 Casalia, soil profiles, and the presence
of villeins

Before exploring differences in taxation regimes between the Franks and
neighbouring territories in the next chapter, it is also worth addressing
whether charter evidence can help situate areas of Frankish and native habi-

260



tation. Scholarship has suggested that native villages with predominantly
Muslim populations were not locations of significant Frankish settlement.
Instead, during the twelfth century, the Franks likely lived in areas clustered
near Jerusalem or the hinterland of Acre, perhaps in association with east-
ern Christian communities. Thirteenth-century Frankish settlement would
have occurred within even more restrictive geographic bounds, reflecting the
small territory of the Kingdom of Jerusalem at the time. The methodologi-
cal issues associated with identifying areas of explicitly Frankish settlement
and the results that have come from this research have been addressed in
Chapter One. Discussion below will explore another potential method for
locating native communities who inhabited medieval settlements, in this case
by looking at the language of surviving charters.

4.9.1 Villeins and indigenous communities

This research was prompted by the hypothesis of C. MacEvitt that char-
ters donating or selling individual villeins may have been a way for Frankish
property owners to circumvent the difficulty of donating a parcel of land
inside villages where arable property was regularly reassigned amongst in-
habitants.545 The periodic reallocation of communal arable land (mushā,
land) is a tradition known from the Ottoman period, but little evidence
exists for its practice during the twelfth and thirteenth centuries.546 Never-
theless, MacEvitt’s proposal could credibly suggest the possible presence of
mushā, land during the Frankish period. As explored in Chapter One, outer
boundaries of Frankish casalia seem invariably fixed, as the borders of adja-
cent settlements are occasionally used define the property of a neighbouring
site. Internal divisions were also occasionally defined in charter transactions,
especially when more than one property owner shared interests in a single
casale. But, if internal divisions of arable property are not static, as is the
545MacEvitt, Rough Tolerance, pp. 144–145.
546Riley-Smith, Feudal Nobility, p. 41; Cahen, ‘Notes,’ p. 295. Prawer suggests that little

evidence exists for mushā, land during the Crusader period, though he notes that in
a private communication with Cahen, it was discussed that evidence of this system
existed in Syria and Iraq. Prawer, Crusader Institutions, pp. 187–191.
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case with mushā, land, assigning the revenue or cultivated products gener-
ated by a single individual becomes virtually identical to assigning a defined
section of property. Here, land divisions need not remain fixed, yet a bene-
ficiary would still receive a set amount of produce or coin, equivalent to the
work of one person. If MacEvitt’s suggestion is borne out, locations where
mushā, lands exist, should not be places of potential twelfth- or thirteenth-
century Frankish settlement, as these locations would represent spaces where
traditional systems of agricultural have not been significantly interrupted or
interfered with by Frankish authorities or populations.

Charter transactions that mention the donation or sale of a ‘villein’ in a
casale with locatable coordinates have been noted in Appendix 3.2. Like the
locations associated with monetary amounts above, transactions concerning
villeins could also involve a group of sites or individual casale. If the language
of the charter clearly referenced a number of sites, all of which concerned
the sale or donation of villeins, the group letter has been noted in Appendix
3.2 and the group listed as a whole in Appendix 3.3.

A number of choices and exclusions were made when collating the charters
that referenced the sale or a donation of a villein. First, only general words
that indicated that individuals were to be brought under the authority of a
landlord such as ‘villanus ’ ‘rusticus,’ or ‘hommes, femmes, et enfants ’ were
considered. This excludes terms such as ‘surianus ’ or ‘sarracenus ’ which
also may have been useful in isolating native settlement, but occurred less
frequently or in inappropriate contexts.547 Secondly, a choice was made to
rely on formulaic phrases such as: [casale name] . . . cum villanis et omnibus
pertinentiis suis, . . . in the belief that though clichéd, charter language re-
flected an accurate depiction of the physical territory and landed assets of
an estate.548 Formulaic expressions in the charters from the Latin Kingdom

547MacEvitt, Rough Tolerance, pp. 145, for their approximate equivalence with the word
‘villein.’

548No. 282 Mayer, ii, pp. 509–511 (no. 300 RRH, i, p. 77). Comparable expressions
in Old French include phrases like: . . . et touz les cazaus et gastines nomees ou non
nomees de cele meisme terre et totes lor apartenances et totes lor raisons et toutes
lor dreitures quels que elles soient et ou quelles soient, en homes et en femes, en
enfans, en bois, en aigues, en rivieres, en molins, en montaignies, en plains, en terres
laborees et non laborees et en toutes les autres raisons, que la devant dite terre et casaus
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of Jerusalem appear to vary based on the presence of local resources. For ex-
ample, though one charter might speak of an estate consisting of arable land
and a number of rights over mills, roads, or other types of infrastructure,
another will vary the formula slightly to exclude irrelevant assets. Other
charters that mention villeins but do not include formulaic phrases reciting
the rights of a landlord were also consulted and recorded if the context was
appropriate. Finally, as in section 4.8 above, a decision was made to treat
the relevant charters irrespective of time. All of the identified medieval lo-
cations that have an associated transaction noting the sale or donation of
villeins have been displayed in Figure 4.17. Individual transactions have
been displayed in Figures 4.19–4.21.

Information concerning villeins donated or sold in charters was compared
with locations of medieval ecclesiastical sites, drawn from D. Pringle’s four-
volume publication on churches in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem.549 As
addressed in Chapter One, the presence of a church or monastery active
during the Frankish period, denotes the presence of a Christian community
at a site during the Middle Ages.550 Although the Franks were only one part
of the larger Christian community in the Levant during the Middle Ages,
current evidence seems to suggest that Franks were more likely to settle
near eastern Christian communities than elsewhere.551 Hence, although not
all buildings may be of Frankish construction, areas with Christian religious
buildings may still be more likely to be associated with Frankish settlement
in the countryside.

In addition to including the location of ecclesiastical buildings known
from the thirteenth-century, no attempt was made at establishing the pro-
portion of Christian structures within a single community. Therefore, loca-
tions with a high concentration of sites, such as Jerusalem or Acre, appear as
a single marker. Both of these choices are a departure from Pringle’s earlier
study on churches and settlement in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem,

et lor apartenances ont et doivent avoir. No. 108 Strehlke, pp. 88–89 (no. 1253
RRH, i, p. 329). This is a particularly long example of the type of text that occurs.

549
Churches, i–iv.

550Pringle, ‘Churches and Settlement,’ pp. 173–178.
551Ellenblum, Frankish Rural Settlement, pp. 253–276.
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Figure 4.18: Medieval church sites and charters including the sale or

donation of villeins. Black circles = Frankish charter mentioning ‘villeins,’ grey

diamonds = medieval church site from D. Pringle, The Churches of the Crusader

Kingdom of Jerusalem, 4 vols. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993–

2009). (scale: 1:1,100,000). 265



which was the inspiration for including a similar dataset. In Pringle’s article,
‘Churches and Settlement in Crusader Palestine,’ it was important to include
the concentrations of twelfth-century churches, as it led to the suggestion
that there may have been similar proportions of Christian communities in
rural and urban areas.552 As it is only the location of a medieval Christian
community that is important here, the relative concentration of sites was
not considered.

When the two information sets were compared in Figure 4.18 there ap-
peared to be some important results. There seem to be remarkably few
transactions that concern the sale or donation of a villein in the same loca-
tions as Christian ecclesiastical sites. Although this result may have some
implications for the religious denomination of the inhabitants, more impor-
tantly, the absence of ecclesiastical structures at sites where villeins were
donated or sold, suggests these casalia may have been outliers from centres
of local Christian authority. This is significant, as areas with an active Chris-
tian settlement have been argued to be associated with a greater probability
of Frankish habitation.

A dissociation with areas of potential Frankish settlement is the result
that would be expected if transactions concerning the donation or sale of
villeins represented casalia where mushā, land existed during the twelfth
and thirteenth centuries. If mushā, land existed during the Middle Ages,
it implies that in some regions, the Franks did not interfere with local cus-
toms. Instead Frankish property owners may have developed a nominal
understanding of native agricultural systems, at least to the point where
these communities could still contribute to the overall profits of those selling
or donating a site or fraction of land.

4.9.2 Villeins and soil profiles

The possible implications of the Franks understanding a native system of
property management will be addressed in the next chapter; however localis-

552Pringle, ‘Churches and Settlement,’ p. 177.
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ing sites that conceivably have few connections with Frankish administration
may have an added use. As the potential presence of mushā, lands may sig-
nify minimal interactions with Frankish authorities, it can be assumed that
these communities most likely pre-dated the First Crusade and that earlier
systems of cultivation continued at the sites unabated. Taking into consider-
ation the poor climatic conditions in the eleventh century suggested by the
palaeoclimatic data in Chapter Two, it is worth investigating the physical
setting of settlements with mushā, lands to determine whether these loca-
tions were preferentially situated in well-watered locations or at sites with
poorly-draining, moisture retaining soils that could have mitigated the ef-
fect of long periods of drought. If such a relationship exists, it may have
implications for locations of Frankish settlement. Although Ellenblum has
cited religious motivations as a probable reason for the Franks preferentially
settling in particular areas, it is also worth considering whether environmen-
tal factors were important as well. Locations with mushā, lands may signify
sites that thrived through the eleventh century and well into the Frankish
period, perhaps giving the Franks little reason to interfere with daily life
there. By the twelfth and thirteenth centuries, when the Levantine climate
seems to have substantially improved and no longer posed a significant threat
to subsistence agriculture, the Franks may have preferentially settled in lo-
cations where local traditions may not have survived the upheavals of the
eleventh century.

From the maps in Figures 4.19–4.21, there appears to be a relationship
between sites where villeins are identified in charters and water-retaining
soils like vertisols, or streams and associated alluvial deposits. It is less
clear whether these sites occur in greater proportions than at casalia where
villeins are not mentioned in charter documentation. It is also not clear if
a proportionally higher number of sites with possible mushā, lands occur
in wetter environments than comparable places associated with Christian
habitation, of which Frankish settlement was likely one part. For example,
although locations such as the cluster of sites north of Jerusalem associated
with Christian structures are certainly less well watered than most places
where charters mention the donation or sale of a villein, this is less clear for
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areas like the western Galilee.
The results from this exploration of sites with possible mushā, land and

their associated links with the landscape are inconclusive. Evidence for the
presence of mushā, land is itself hypothetical, but its presence as a me-
dieval institution certainly seems plausible, unlike any tentative suggestions
that may be made about the locations of Frankish settlement as a conse-
quence of environmental factors. This is disappointing as, if possible loca-
tions of Frankish settlement could be concretely tied to the landscape, it
might provide additional information as to why the Franks settled in par-
ticular locations. Although it is likely that Frankish settlement occurred
in Christian-dominant areas and, as explored in chapter there seems to be
a close connection between Latin and various eastern Christian sects, they
were not equal communities. Rather, relationships with the Franks fluctu-
ated amongst different groups of eastern Christians and relations were not
always cordial. Nevertheless, exploring an environmental angle does not
seem to bring nuance to the problem in a meaningful way.

4.10 Frankish impact, soils, and settlements

The previous two sections are particularly important for exploring the im-
pact of the Franks on communities in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem.
Section 4.9 established that past cultivation traditions often continued un-
interrupted throughout the Frankish period, while section 4.8 argued that
there was likely no revaluation of the revenues based on agricultural produc-
tivity generated from the rent or sale of sites after the First Crusade. These
conclusions have implications for the extent of Frankish impact on rural set-
tlements in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem, as both sections suggest that
any effect the Franks had on the majority of rural communities was minimal.

The possibility that mushā, lands appear in the Frankish landscape is
especially important when considering whether or not the Franks had any
impact on settlements within the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem. As mushā,
lands are divided and allocated internally amongst a village population, this
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suggests that the mechanisms for field allotment within a settlement and
therefore the internal community structure remained intact. This continuity
in land distribution persisted despite a change in the landlord benefiting
from any taxation revenue. This implies that the Franks nominally assumed
control of revenue sources rather than implementing a new system of tenure
that would have fundamentally affected the internal, communal distribution
of arable land.

Of particular interest are the sites where villeins are sold or donated
but are not located near potential centres of Frankish power. This suggests
that established communities in outlying areas may have been more likely to
keep their agricultural traditions intact than locations with an active, Frank-
ish population. Regarding Frankish impact, this interpretation implies that
locations with a potential Frankish population were more likely to follow
alternative forms of land tenure than areas devoid of Frankish residents,
suggesting the Franks may have transformed land tenure systems near the
sites they resided in. It remains unknown how widespread the mushā, system
was before the First Crusade, thus any potential change in land holding cus-
toms by the Franks must remain speculative. It is also possible that rather
than discontinuing previously established farming conventions, the Franks
only settled in areas where traditional agriculture had lapsed, perhaps due
to depopulation of an area. But, in comparison with the location of other
settlements, it is not clear if sites with potential mushā, lands were any better
situated than those that the Franks possibly came to occupy. It can therefore
be suggested that poor soil conditions were not a likely reason for land aban-
donment if subsistence farming became challenging during periods of poor
climatic conditions. A second possibility, the depopulation of areas due to
military actions during the last decades of the eleventh century may also
be a reason for land abandonment, especially near Jerusalem where a sub-
stantial Frankish population settled during the twelfth century and where a
number of late-eleventh-century conflicts, including the First Crusade, took
place. Unfortunately, the effect of these conflicts on the eleventh-century
population is not known, so again the suggestion that the Franks prefer-
entially settled in depopulated areas where traditional faming customs no
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longer were maintained must remain hypothetical. In any event, the poten-
tial presence of mushā, lands in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem suggests
that any Frankish impact on rural communities may have been localised,
limited to regions of potential Frankish settlement rather than the whole of
the larger region.

Likewise, the disassociation between casale price and the agricultural
productivity of a local soil also may have implications regarding Frankish
impact in the region. There is a distinct disconnect between the value of
casalia in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem and the agricultural potential
of adjacent lands, despite evidence for a strong correlation between produc-
tive soil types and medieval settlements. Although the Franks could have
assigned monetary value to locations based on a number of different cri-
teria, this assessment was not based on land productivity. It follows that
the failure of twelfth- and thirteenth-century prices to reflect the agricul-
tural potential of a site in sale or rental agreements indicates that Frankish
landlords were satisfied with the revenues that could be collected from a
community. Instead, price fluctuations between casalia were a consequence
of other factors not tied to the natural landscape. If variations in price do
not reflect the agricultural productivity of a site, and yet Frankish landown-
ers would have profited from income tied to landed revenues, this suggests
that the administrative mechanisms generating returns for a beneficiary were
considered to be appropriate. If there were areas where land tenure under
the Franks maintained traditional agricultural practices, this suggests that
Frankish landlords assumed control over a casale’s profits, but did not sub-
stantially interfere with local communities. In these areas, Frankish impact
on rural settlements would be minimal; however in areas where a European
system of land tenure was implemented, a practice known from certain areas
of the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem which will be explored in Chapter Six,
Frankish impact on communities may have had larger effects. Much like the
conclusions that can be drawn from the potential survival of mushā, land
through the Frankish period, the disassociation of casale price and land po-
tential may indicate that Frankish impact was restricted to limited areas.
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This chapter examines medieval settlement and its place in the Frankish
landscape. There is a relationship between soil, vegetation, and agricultural
productivity, and it appears that these natural factors influenced the place-
ment of casale sites. When a number of modern soil maps were collated, the
relationship between multiple soil types and casalia was clear throughout
the region. A population’s ability to utilise a number of different soil types
in the immediate vicinity of a settlement likely indicates both crop diversity
as well as a basic insurance against climatic variances.

In addition to exploring the relationship between casalia location and soil
types, information on financial transactions and whether or not a ‘villein’ was
included in a charter’s text was also recorded and mapped. There was very
little relationship between the amount of coin paid for a casale and landscape
conditions, suggesting that there was a potential disconnect between agri-
cultural productivity and site location. The disentanglement between casale
value and agricultural situation suggests that other factors were a priority
when it came to assessing the monetary worth of a site during the Middle
Ages. Unfortunately it is still speculative what these valuable factors might
be. Likewise, there did not seem to be a strong connection between the
landscape and charters that reference the presence of villeins at a site. Yet,
there may be a relationship between locations where charters state villeins
reside and the presence of mushā, land. There is a notable disassociation
between casale sites where villeins were bought or traded and centres of
medieval Christian settlement. Rather than implications for religious de-
nomination, this relationship may instead indicate the presence of mushā,
land, as these locations are also outside locations of probable Frankish set-
tlement. Additionally, both the disassociation of monetary values and the
agricultural potential of land near casalia, as well as the presence of mushā,
land may indicate that Frankish impact on rural settlements was limited to
specific regions. Yet, to explore how past agricultural regimes could have
been maintained while Frankish landlords were able to exploit profits from
these territories raises questions about the Frankish administration of rural
environments. This topic will be the focus of the following chapter.
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Part III

Rural Administration in the

Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem
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Chapter 5

Rural Administration:

Indigenous Practices and

Frankish Knowledge

As explored in Chapter Four, there is a strong possibility that native agricul-
tural institutions survived the Frankish conquest of the Levant and continued
to thrive throughout the twelfth and thirteenth centuries. Indigenous farm-
ing customs do not parallel practices in Europe and therefore it is important
to first investigate the administrative structure of land tenure associated with
regional Muslim dynasties, to decipher how property had been potentially
administered in the late-eleventh century. This information is significant, as,
if traditional forms of agricultural administration were practised inside the
Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem, it may give clues as to how Frankish landlords
viewed communities under their jurisdiction. If a landlord had a thorough
appreciation of how indigenous agricultural regimes operated, they would
theoretically have been better placed to realize its full economic potential
and would have been less likely to be cheated out of income. Although it
is known that intermediaries such as a drugoman or a scriba administered
properties and would have likely attempted to ensure fair payments to a
land owner, landlords would still need to maintain a basic understanding of
the agricultural practices in their region to safeguard their landed income
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against opportunistic estate managers or farmers.553 To explore the limits of
Frankish understanding of native land tenure, the final section of this chapter
will explore condominium (munāsafāt) regions, areas of shared land between
Frankish and neighbouring Muslim authorities, to determine whether jointly
held lands may be key to understanding the depth of Frankish knowledge
about the administration of rural communities.

5.1 Rural administration under medieval Islamic

dynasties

Knowledge about land tenure in the Levant during the century proceeding
the First Crusade is limited. By the eleventh century, nominal power had
shifted between the Byzantines in the north, the Fatimid dynasty to the
south, and a number of petty, local rulers in the interior of the Levant.
Incursions by the Seljuq Turks increased volatility in the region as well.
There is also evidence that the political disorder in the area coincided with
population instability, where raids, famine, and upheaval impacted both
rural and urban dwellers.554 By the twelfth and thirteenth centuries when
more evidence for property tenure survives, the conventions do not seem to
resemble earlier traditions.555 Instead, there appears to be a new relationship
between property owners and farmers, as well as a different set of customs
governing landholding in the Levant.

By the twelfth and thirteenth centuries, iqt

.

ā,, waqf, or mulk lands were
the basic classifications of landed territory in Egypt and greater Syria. Of
these three divisions, mulk lands, properties made up of inheritable, private
holdings, are absent in documents as their independent ownership rarely
553Riley-Smith, ‘Lesser Officials,’ pp. 9–26. Sidelko argues that there are grounds to

associate some known Frankish managerial positions with possible parallel medieval
European institutions, such as a ra'̄ıs with a reeve: Sidelko, Acquisition of the Landed
Estates, pp. 230–234.

554Gil, History of Palestine, pp. 414–418; Ellenblum, Collapse of the Eastern Mediter-
ranean, pp. 214–224.

555Frenkel, ‘Agriculture, Land-Tenure and Peasants in Palestine,’ p. 203; Johansen, Is-
lamic Law on Land Tax and Rent, p. 80.
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inspired comment in chronicles or other sources. Iqt

.

ā, and waqf lands are
more accessible in historical literature because their revenues were often
assigned to significant people or institutions.

There are fewer details regarding waqf lands than those distributed as
an iqt

.

ā,. Waqf deeds (waqfiyyāt) rarely contain any financial information
themselves, and monetary sums are usually absent from chronicle accounts
recounting when a waqf was established to fund a benevolent institution
such as a madrasa or a hospital. This has made them of less interest to
economic historians and considerable difficulties remain in interpreting how
this type of land was administered during the medieval period.556 Never-
theless, reconstructing information regarding lands dedicated to charitable
endowments yields fascinating conclusions regarding subjects in both urban
and rural environments.557

Land distributed by a ruler as an iqt

.

ā, was a grant that gave the recipient
the right to administer territory, but not ownership over the property itself.
Iqt

.

ā,s became the standard method of land distribution in the Middle East
after the tenth century, and were allocated as compensation for military
service.558 These grants were apportioned to beneficiaries by the state for a
specific period of time, extending no longer than the lifespan of the recipient.
Iqt

.

ā, grants were typically conditional on the fulfilment of military service
and the continued health of an individual.559 They also could be reassigned
to other individuals during the lifetime of the original beneficiary.

As iqt

.

ā,s superficially share characteristics with medieval fiefs, this cate-
gory of territorial administration has often been associated with an idealised
version of European feudalism.560 Despite some shared characteristics in-
cluding the distribution of land by an authority figure and its assignment
in return for military service, any links iqt

.

ā,s share with European fiefs are

556Rabie, Financial System of Egypt, p. 7; Cahen, ‘Réflexions sur le Waqf ancien,’ pp.
37–56.

557For example, Heidemann, ‘Charity and Piety for the Transformation of the Cities,’ pp.
153–174; Frenkel, ‘Awqāf in Mamluk Bilād al-Shām,’ pp. 149–166.

558Lambton, ‘Reflections on the iqt.ā,,’ p. 367; Sato, State and Rural Society, p. 246.
559There are example of iqt.ā,s being revoked due to old age or illness: Rabie, Financial

System of Egypt, pp. 59–61.
560Poliak, ‘Ayyūbid Feudalism,’ pp. 97–109.
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tenuous, as the customs arose from different traditions.561

Iqt

.

ā, conventions in greater Syria and Egypt appear to derive from cus-
toms transmitted via the Seljuq Turks.562

Iqt

.

ā, grants in greater Syria are
documented during the earliest incursions of the Seljuqs into the northern
extremities of the region. In return for military aid against rival fractions,
local leaders would occasionally grant iqt

.

ā,s to the Seljuqs as rewards. The
allocated territory then acted as a foothold for establishing a lasting Turkish
presence in the region.563

It is difficult to determine the properties of iqt

.

ā, grants during the early
to mid-twelfth century; however, they were certainly part of the economic
landscape of the period. ,Imad al-Dı̄n Zanḡı, the Turkish atabeg and founder
of the Zangid dynasty, is recorded by the historian Ibn al-Ath̄ır as having
distributed iqt

.

ā,s to his amirs instead of granting them private land.564 In-
triguingly, Zanḡı’s inspiration for distributing iqt

.

ā,s appears to stem from
his interest in protecting his inner circle from financial ruin, should the land
granted to the amirs be recaptured. This suggests iqt

.

ā,s could be redis-
tributed quickly to compensate for lost income among his followers.

Zanḡı is also remarkable for his policy concerning the return of property to
original landowners after his defeat of the Franks at Ma,arat al-Nu,man.565

His return of seized property came at the expense of the public treasury,
which should have benefited from the conquest, according to the interpreta-
tion of H. anaf̄ı law.

Iqt

.

ā, distribution to loyal followers was a policy imitated by Zanḡı’s son,
Nūr al-Dı̄n. Under Nūr al-Dı̄n, iqt

.

ā,s come to take on a new character-
istic inheritability.566 Patrimonic land grants came to be a recognisable

561Cahen, ‘Au seuil de la troisième année,’ pp. 2–20; Lambton, Landlord and Peasant, p.
53.

562Cahen, ‘L‘évolution de l‘iqta,,’ p. 45; Eddé, ‘Bilād al-Shām, from the Fātimid conquest
to the fall of the Ayyūbids,’ p. 172.

563Eddé, ‘Bilād al-Shām,’ p. 172; Lambton, ‘Reflections on the iqt.ā,,’ pp. 358–376;
Lambton, Landlord and Peasant, pp. 53–76.

564Lev, ‘Social and Economic Policies of Nūr al-Dı̄n,’ p. 237.
565Richards, Ibn al-Ath̄ır, al-Kamil, i, 52-53, p. 337; Frenkel, ‘Political and Social Aspects

of Islamic Religious Endowments,’ p. 6; Frenkel, ‘Impact of the Crusades on Rural
Society,’ p. 240.

566Elisséeff, Nūr ad-Dïn, p. 727; Lev, ‘Social and Economic Policies of Nūr al-Dı̄n,’ p.
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feature separating Zangid and later Ayyubid practices from iqt

.

ā, traditions
of other dynastic groups, and was a departure noted by contemporary me-
dieval historians.567 Inheritable grants also appear to have transcended the
Zangid/Ayyubid dynastic shift as well, with sons able to inherit their father’s
iqt

.

ā,s despite the shift of power in the region.568 Following Ibn al-,Ad̄ım, Lev
dates the start of inheritable iqt

.

ā, grants to to Nūr al-Dı̄n’s military defeat
in 1163.569 It is not clear whether these grants were originally intended as a
single act, made to ensure continued support and strength from the military,
or whether they were seen from the start as a matter of continuous policy.

More information is known about the organisation and customs of Ayyu-
bid iqt

.

ā, grants, likely because of the impact and changes the introduction of
this institution brought to Egypt. The early Ayyubid iqt

.

ā, system in Egypt
is usually seen as derivative of the contemporary practices of Nūr al-Dı̄n.
This appears to be a reasonable assertion, as the foundations of the Egyp-
tian iqt

.

ā, appear to lie with his military commanders in the region, Shirkuh
and S. alāh. al-Dı̄n. Use of iqt

.

ā,s in lieu of payments by Shirkuh appears to
be the earliest occurrence of a grant in the region, where these endowments
were necessary in light of the poverty of the Fatimid caliphate at the time.570

Ayyubid iqt

.

ā,s, also called khubz (bread), exhibit unique characteris-
tics compared with later, more formalised thirteenth and fourteenth-century
Mamluk grants.571 For example, the Mamluk system of granting iqt

.

ā,s of
specific revenue levels to amirs of ten, forty, or a hundred, had not yet been
established.572 Ayyubid grants also have many idiosyncrasies that were not

237; Cahen attributes inheritable iqt.ā,s to Zanḡı: Cahen, ‘L‘évolution de l‘iqta,,’ pp.
44–45.

567 Ibn al-Ath̄ır, al-Atābakiyya, p. 210 and p. 308; cf. Ibn ,Ad̄ım in Lev, ‘Social and Eco-
nomic Policies of Nūr al-Dı̄n,’ p. 237; cf. Ibn Wāsil in Rabie, Financial System of
Egypt, pp. 59–60.

568Major, ‘Al-Malik al-Mujahid, Ruler of Homs, and the Hospitallers,’ p. 62. S. alāh. al-Dı̄n
invested Shirkuh’s son, Nasir al-Dı̄n Muhammad Ibn Shirkuh, with his father’s iqt.ā,,
which had been granted to him by Nūr al-Dı̄n.

569Lev, ‘Social and Economic Policies,’ p. 237.
570Elisséeff, Nūr ad-Dïn, p. 728; Sato, State and Rural Society, p. 44.
571Plural: akhbāz. Tramontana, ‘Khubz as iqt.ā,,’ pp. 103–122; Poliak, ‘Ayyūbid Feudal-

ism,’ p. 431; Sato, State and Rural Society, p. 46.
572There is some correlation between the amount of revenue generated by an iqt.ā, under

the Ayyubids and the number of soldiers that to be maintained by it, but the numbers
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integrated into later Mamluk policies. For example, during the Ayyubid pe-
riod, iqt

.

ā, holders, the muqta,s (overseers), appear to hold a considerable
amount of power. As it was the role of the sultan to distribute iqt

.

ā,s and
reassign them when necessary, it is interesting that some muqta,s were able
to dictate the locations of the iqt

.

ā, they would like to occupy.573 This is
noteworthy as it would have impinged on the control and authority of a
ruler who should have been able to stipulate and change the territory of
an iqt

.

ā, spontaneously. This is an occurrence which happens in both Syria
and Egypt.574 Furthermore, evidence suggests that some of the more pow-
erful Ayyubid landholders, the sāhibs, were granted the unique ability to
distribute iqt

.

ā,s themselves. This rare example of Islamic subinfeudation
seems to be restricted to territories in greater Syria, and in most cases to
iqt

.

ā,s distributed by S. alāh. al-Dı̄n to his relatives, or to powerful figures with
claims to territory under his predecessor Nūr al-Dı̄n.575

The allocation of a proportion of state taxes from a defined area on the
condition of military service may suggest iqt

.

ā, holders did not maintain an
active presence in their assigned territories. After all, grants only required
an official to collect revenue from a community for the benefit of the land-
holder. As such, iqt

.

ā,s had a reputation for being associated with abusive,
exploitative practices, where muqta,s would extract as much wealth from
an estate as possible, before eventually exchanging holdings for other, more
profitable tenures. The decline in revenue expected from abusive landhold-
ing is certainly a feature of Ayyubid land grants,. For example, after the
province of al-Fayyum was assigned as an iqt

.

ā,, the value of the estate fell
by a quarter.576

Yet, despite a degree of absenteeism, some muqta,s maintained a strong
connection with their territories, frequently visiting them or living within

had not yet been formalised: Sato, State and Rural Society, p. 46; Poliak, ‘Ayyūbid
Feudalism,’ p. 431.

573Sato, State and Rural Society, pp. 57–60.
574Sato, State and Rural Society, pp. 59–60, p. 139, and p. 179.
575Sato, State and Rural Society, p. 46 and p. 55.
576The iqt.ā, had a value of 100,064 dinars in 1180, a steep decline from it value two years

earlier at 133,247 dinars, Evetts, Abu al-Makrim, p. 204; Lev, Saladin in Egypt, pp.
115–116; Cahen, ‘Régime des impôts,’ pp. 8–30.
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their boundaries. At times, iqt

.

ā, recipients would even forgo martial en-
gagements in favour of responsibilities within their properties. For example,
in 1175 S. alāh. al-Dı̄n allowed muqta,s fighting with him in Syria to return
to their Egyptian estates and collect revenues from the harvest. This was
a move that was capitalised on by Zangid troops, who attacked Saladin’s
weakened position.577 Likewise, during the sultanate of Baybars, an in-
tended assault on the diminished Mongol position on Iraq failed as muqta,s
were occupied on their estates.578

A muqta, and his agents were responsible for the revenues from a num-
ber of different taxes. During the Ayyubid period, it appears muqta,s also
directly collected the spring harvest, which would supply the grant holders
with provisions for future military campaigns. They were not responsible for
other revenues, such as collecting the jizya, the poll tax which was collected
by the sultan’s officials residing within towns and villages. Instead muqta,s
could profit from a host of other tariffs, like those imposed on sugar mills or
olive presses.579

However, during the Zangid, Ayyubid, and Mamluk periods, the most
important tax levied on iqt

.

ā,s was probably the kharāj. This was a land tax
that could be assessed at a very high rate, up to half the harvest for a cereal
crop, and has been discussed in Chapter One.580 This high taxation rate
is prescribed in H. anafite jurisprudence, a popular school of law during the
twelfth century.581 While the kharāj directly after the Islamic expansions
of the seventh century was only charged on lands belonging to non-Muslim
communities, this was no longer the case in the twelfth century as the kharāj

577Rabie, Financial System of Egypt, pp. 69-79; Sato, State and Rural Society, p. 64.
578Rabie, Financial System of Egypt, p. 70.
579For the jizya and its associated, but independent tax farming: Rabie, Financial System

of Egypt, p. 64 and pp. 136–237. Muqta,s could also be assigned urban revenues from
bakeries or ceramic production, but the types of industries the could be exploited
varied between Egypt and Syria: Rabie, Financial System of Egypt, p. 80–82; Irwin,
‘Iqt.ā,,’ p. 70.

580 Irwin, ‘Iqt.ā,,’ p. 70, has doubts about the viability of kharāj collection as a muqta,s
main revenue source; Johansen, Islamic Law on Land Tax and Rent, p. 19.

581The popularity of this law school is demonstrated by the number of H. anafi ,̄ı endow-
ments set up by Nūr al-Dı̄n and S. alāh. al-Dı̄n, Frenkel, ‘Political and Social Aspects of
Islamic Religious Endowments,’ pp. 1–20; Elisséeff, Nūr ad-Dïn, p. 914.
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had evolved into a non-denominational tax.582

The kharāj was of two types. The kharāj levelled on cereal crops con-
sisted of either a fix sum of money, dependant on the size and quality of
the land, or the tax could be assessed at a percentage of the harvest. There
was also the kharāj al-rātib, which applied to vineyards and fruit trees.583 In
Egypt, the kharāj on crops was assessed annually, as the cereal harvest was
vulnerable to the changing flood levels of the Nile. Orchards and vineyards
however, were revaluated every three years.584 The land tax was levied by
volume (ardabb) of produce per faddān, and could be potentially paid in cash,
by kind, or by a combination of these two methods.585 Fruits and grapes
were paid for at a standard and fixed rate during the Ayyubid period, but
under the Mamluks the rate became variable at the village level.586

As land in the Middle East began to be farmed out for taxes during the
tenth century, the separation between rent and tax began to blur.587 By
the thirteenth century, peasant farmers can no longer be regarded as legiti-
mate kharāj payers; instead they became tenant share-croppers, fāllāhūn or
muzāri,ūn.588

Muzāri,ūn were expected to enter into a contractual agree-

582Johansen, Islamic Law on Land Tax and Rent, pp. 7–12.
583Kharāj al-basāt̄ın wa mā shākalahā, Rabie, Financial System of Egypt, p. 74; Cooper,

‘Assessment and Collection of Karāj Tax,? p. 369.
584Rabie, Financial System of Egypt, p. 77; Frantz-Murphy, Agrarian Administration of

Egypt, pp. 98–100.
585An ardabb is defined to equal approximately 91 litres of wheat in the fourteenth century.

A similar unit of measure, a makkūk is found in Syria during the twelfth century, which
is approximately equivalent to 80 litres of grain. Unlike the Egyptian ardabb, it is
unclear what Syrian measure corresponds to the taxable percentage the harvest per
faddān. An Egyptian faddān is given as 6,368 m2 for the fourteenth century, while Sato
calculates the measure at 6,006 m2 for the thirteenth century based on al-Mammāt̄ı:
Sato, State and Rural Society, p. 184 n. 6. These measures are considerably greater
than the faddān calculated by Prawer for the mountainous regions around Jerusalem at
734 m2, and the larger figure given for the coastal plains and valleys (1,468 m2), Prawer,
Crusader Insitutions, p. 159. All other values are from Marcinkowski, Measures and
Weights.

586Rabie, Financial System of Egypt, pp. 77–79; Frantz-Murphy, Agrarian Administration
of Egypt, 100.

587The ephemeral nature of land tax vs. rent on peasant holdings is recognised as early as
the ninth century by the Hanafite jurist, al-Khassāf: Johansen, Islamic Law on Land
Tax and Rent, p. 80 and p. 124.

588A muzāra,a is an equivalent term with fallāh during the Ayyubid and Mamluk period:
Sato, State and Rural Society, p. 253.
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ment with a property owner regarding the annual cultivation of the land.
Under law, an agricultural contract agreed upon by a landlord and a tenant
farmer was not permitted to be sublet. These agreements had the potential
to be open to abuse by a muqta,, as a labourer could be made to preform de-
pendent labour for the duration of a contract, sometimes extending over the
lifetime of the individual.589 This is a social position of exploitation that is
illegal in Islamic law, as a Muslim farmer could not be a slave. Nevertheless,
the practice persisted. Comparisons with European serfdom are obvious,
but there are differences in the relationships between the two parties. Par-
ticularly notable is the lack of reciprocity between a muqta, and a tenant
farmer, a feature which will be discussed in greater detail in chapter six.

The income of an iqt

.

ā, was dependent on the average annual revenue
generated by the agricultural produce collected from a number of villages.
In Egypt, a single village was the smallest administrative division of land.590

It has been suggested that a similar situation took place in greater Syria,
but there is little evidence to support this assumption. Uncertainty remains
regarding how plots of land were allocated to tenant farmers in greater Syria,
but in Egypt, a portion of land was assigned to an individual annually.591

This was necessary as the amount of arable land was in constant fluctuation
due to the volatility in the water levels during the annual Nile floods. After
a harvest, Islamic law dictated that it was the responsibility of the muqta,

to pay the kharāj for their lands to the state.592 Since the income from an
iqt

.

ā, seems to be largely based on the collection of the kharāj, it is not clear
how much of the revenue, if any, was forwarded to the government, and how
much was kept by the muqta,.

Tenant farmers in Egyptian villages were under the authority of a locally

589Johansen, Islamic Law on Land Tax and Rent, pp. 68–69.
590Sato, State and Rural Society, pp. 179–215.
591Egyptian agricultural land often underwent two surveys, the first after the flooding

of the Nile when a contract between a farmer and a landlords would be agreed upon,
followed by a second evaluation in the spring to determine the rate of taxation on the
land. If this second survey was carried out, land would be taxed at a rate related to
the actual yield of the harvest, whereas if it was not evaluated, the taxation rate was
negotiated: Frantz-Murphy, Agrarian Administration of Egypt, pp. 91–98.

592Johansen, Islamic Law on Land Tax and Rent, p. 103.
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influential individual, named a shaykh or a ra'̄ıs.593 These are familiar terms
for a village headman in the Levant as well. In Egypt, these local leaders are
recorded as being arbitrators of disputes, as well as essential figures in the
division of land before the Nile floods.594 They also played a role during the
collection of crops, and in the assessment of proportional taxes. These au-
thority figures could own multiple plots of land within the local village area,
amounting to several faddāns, and had special privileges with regards to wa-
ter rights and irrigation.595 A ra'̄ıs was accountable for the people within a
village and when a cadastral survey was carried out, a ra'̄ıs was required to
report on the condition of the villagers.596 The functions of a village head-
man in Egypt seem to parallel the more limited information available about
ra'̄ıs living within the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem.

The discontinuum between early Islamic land tenure and later Zangid, Ayyu-
bid, and Mamluk customs is interesting, but frustrating. The introduction
of the iqt

.

ā, marks a clear break with past traditions, as the institution in-
troduced a wholly new set of customs and relationships between landlords
and tenant farmers.

Yet, we are only slightly better informed about agricultural routines at
the local level, and the majority of this new information concerns Egypt
rather than areas of the Levant. In fact, as the relationship between a muqta,

and a fallāh did not need to be collaborative, it is possible that iqt

.

ā, grants
had little effect on mostly self-governing, rural communities. If landlords
exerted minimal influence on the communities generating taxation revenue
for them, the situation may be similar to the potential conditions regarding
mushā, lands in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem, discussed in Chapter Four.
The section below will investigate this possibility by questioning whether dif-
ferences in land tenure regimes between the Franks and neighbouring Islamic
dynasties could be bridged through condominium agreements. It will dis-

593Sato, State and Rural Society, pp. 183–184 and p. 236.
594Frantz-Murphy, Agrarian Administration of Egypt, p. 70; Sato, State and Rural Society,

p. 197. The term shaykh could also be used to mean an elderly man.
595Sato, State and Rural Society, p. 225.
596Sato, State and Rural Society, p. 184.
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cuss whether the limits put in place in these binding agreements leave us
in a better position to note the influence of either Frankish or Islamic land
tenure customs in rural communities.

5.2 Land tenure and condominium (munāsafāt)

agreements

Returning to problems regarding land tenure in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem,
one of the largest issues remains understanding how land tenure affected ru-
ral communities. It is difficult to argue that Frankish seigneurial customs,
visible in documents such as those confirming privileges granted to new towns
constructed during the twelfth century, had any influence on existing casalia.
Yet, to profit from their rural estates, Frankish landlords needed a basic un-
derstanding of how revenue was generated and collected.

There appears to be a tangible difference between Frankish and Muslim
ideas of land tenure. But it can be suggested that any gap in knowledge
regarding agricultural regimes was closed early in the history of the Latin
Kingdom of Jerusalem. The outcome of a shared understanding of rural
administration would mean both parties were able to comprehend the land
tenure system of the other. This proposal by no means is meant to suggest
that there was a single way of rural life in the region after the arrival of the
Franks. Differences in practice by either group could continue throughout the
two hundred years of Frankish settlement in the Levant. What is proposed
here however, is that after an initial period of incomprehension of the land
tenure customs of the other, the Franks and the native population were able
to function in a productive arrangement, beneficial to both parties. As there
is little documentation about the rural population living under the Franks,
it is necessary to turn to records that exist from neighbouring regimes.

One of the most intriguing sets of documents to survive from the Frankish
Levant is a selection of treaties between the Mamluk leaders and the elites of
the Frankish states, documenting the conditions of peace established between
the two powers. It is through documents like these that, it can be proposed,
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the intellectual gap between the two systems of divergent land administration
was closed. While these documents date from the late thirteenth century
and therefore to the end of the Frankish states, they are invaluable to the
discussion of land tenure because the physical texts of these treaties have
been preserved.

The majority of these treaties were conserved in a late Mamluk chancery
manual, Subh al-a,shā f̄ı sinā,at al-inshā, assembled and completed by al-
Qalqashand̄ı by 1412.597 Alternative versions of the documents which cor-
roborate much the text of the Subh also exist, at least for a selection of the
documents. Often these alternative accounts are closer in date to the events
they record, but usually the text appears in a shortened, or slightly altered
form. The text of the Subh states that it transmits documents from earlier
chancery examples. As the text was a guide for those creating administrative
documents for the ruling Mamluk authorities, it is likely that the content
within the manuscript is highly accurate.598

The most useful portions of these documents relate to clauses about
condominium regions (Arabic: munāsafāt), areas of joint administration be-
tween the Franks and the Mamluks. Condominium territories invariably
consist of regions along the border between two states. Their physical limits
lay in regions that were at the periphery of Frankish and Muslim spheres
of power, and are defined by specific, tangible perimeters, agreed on and
sanctioned by both parties.599

Within condominium regions, every conceivable source of secular income
was equally divided between the Franks and the Mamluks. Revenue from
sources as diverse as levies on saltpans and threshing floors, to import duties
and road taxes, were collected and split between the two parties.600 It is this
equal splitting of revenue that is of interest to discussions of land tenure, as

597An edited version and English translation of the text of these treaties is found in: Holt,
Early Mamluk Diplomacy.

598Holt, Early Mamluk Diplomacy, p. 2
599For studies on the geography of the condominium regions: Khamisy, ‘Templar Estates

in the Territory of Acre,’ pp. 267–285; Barag, ‘Ultimate Borders of the Kingdom of
Jerusalem,’ pp. 197–217.

600The revenues pertain to the 1271 treaty of Baybars with the Hospitallers, Holt, Early
Mamluk Diplomacy, p. 52–3.
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dividing the harvest or the monetary income that derived from agriculture,
requires a fundamental understanding of the functioning taxation system in
place in the region, if both sides are to benefit equally.

From these treaties between the Mamluks and the Franks we learn that
there are two potential mechanisms for how condominium arrangements
functioned in practice – either the whole of the revenues for a particular
shared tax were collected by a single party who then split the total profits
in half with a representative of the second group, or, the two parties jointly
gathered a tax together, splitting it equally as it was collected. There is
evidence for both practices taking place.

In a single agreement between Baybars and the Hospitallers there is ver-
ification of both policies of joint revenue collection.601 Under the agreement
of 1267, the Hospitaller mill of Recordane was to be administered collabora-
tively by a representative of Baybars and a representative of the Order of St
John. The agreement specifies that the representatives will:

. . . have jurisdiction over both [the mill and the orchard around

it], administering them and taking their revenue.

602

From the same treaty, we have the Hospitallers allocated a payment of ‘. . . 50
Tyrian dinars in lieu of straw ’ despite the area being a condominium, with a
firm declaration that the representatives of Baybars would collect the whole
of the ‘payment in kind ’.603

Both mechanisms of revenue collection are in place in this treaty, but it
is the first of the two that is of greater importance. The Mamluks and the
Hospitallers agreed to profit equally from the mill of Recordane in the plain
of Acre, a structure that had already been integrated into the seigneurial
organisation of the Frankish kingdom.604 To share the administration of
601Holt, Early Mamluk Diplomacy, p. 36.
602Holt, Early Mamluk Diplomacy, p. 36.
603The wording of the treaty suggests that the collection of straw across the whole of

the Mamluk-Hospitaller condominium would be mobilized by the representative of
Babyars. Holt, Early Mamluk Diplomacy, p. 36.

604The first time we encounter Frankish Recordane is in a document of 1154, where the
‘. . .molendinis et omnibus ad se pertinentibus. . . ’ is ceded to the Hospitallers. No.

225 Delaville le Roulx, i, p. 173 (no. 293 RRH, i, p. 75). The mill was a source of
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the mill would have required that the Mamluk representative to have had a
systematic knowledge of the local agricultural regime, thus providing a kind
of terminus ante quem for the divergence of Muslim and Frankish conceptions
of land administration.605

As mentioned above, this does not imply that the Mamluks and Franks
used identical systems of land administration across the whole of their ar-
eas of governance, in fact there was variability even within the bounds of
each state. Instead, this treaty suggests that an ephemeral intellectual gap
had been bridged. Each party understood the administrative process of the
other, at least when it came to profit generation from agricultural revenue.
Without a fundamental understanding of the specifics of the other adminis-
trative regime, the disadvantaged party was liable to lose income, making a
condominium arrangement an unappealing agreement to enter into.

Rather than being an unattractive, last political measure, condominium

agreements were a regular feature of diplomatic relations between Frankish
and Muslim authorities, even before the advent of the Mamluk sultanate.606

discord between the Templars and Hospitallers during the thirteenth century, and was
eventually burned by Baybars before being rebuilt and designated as a condominium.

605B. Major has suggested that the ‘new mill’ mentioned in the treaty of 1267 was not
Recordane as has been advanced in the past, but part of the unidentified site of al-
Laynūfar, referred to earlier in the treaty, Major, Medieval Rural Settlement, p. 228.
This is a credible suggestion as the site of Recordane is quite some distance from
the other locations mentioned in the document including Hı̄ms, Hamāh, Shayzar, and
the Ismā ,̄ıl̄ı territories. The ‘new mill’ was ‘. . . recognized as having been set up by
the Order of the Hospital, . . . ’ a condition that the structure of Recordane satisfies,
but not necessarily exclusively, Holt, Early Mamluk Diplomacy, p. 36. On the other
hand, Ibn al-Furat does mention that as a condition of the same treaty, that ‘. . . they
[the Hospitallers] asked him [Baybars] to ratify this [treaty] for them with an oath
and they agreed to the leveling of the mill, as we have explained.’ Lyons, Ayyubids,
Mamlukes and Crusaders, pp. 103–104. Here, the destruction of the mill of Recordane
is mentioned in a section directly above which describes the 1266 raid on the Plain of
Acre, perhaps explaining the meaning behind Ibn al-Furat’s elusive closing statement
concerning the treaty. In either case, it is the establishment or ownership of the milling
facilities by the Hospitallers that is important. Ownership or construction exclusively
by the Order of St John implies that the operation was based on customs well known
to the administration. Whether these traditions originated in the Latin east or Europe
is of little concern. As the sole beneficiary before the treaty established the mill as a
condominium, the Hospitallers would be comfortable and familiar with the means of
revenue generation from this structure.

606Köhler suggests that there is evidence for approximate thirty condominium agreements
between Frankish and Muslim parties: Köhler, Alliances and Treaties, p. 319.
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Arrangements were first put in place during the early decades of the twelfth
century between Frankish rulers in the Levant and leaders in Aleppo and
Damascus.607

Condominium treaties continue to be part of the diplomatic
repertoire of the Third Crusade during the conflict between S. alāh. al-Dı̄n
and Richard i in the 1190s, and as exemplified above, remain a feature of
political negotiations until the end of the Frankish states in the thirteenth
century.608

Earlier condominium arrangements are not preserved in the detail that
the late Mamluk treaties are.609 These texts usually leave a vague descrip-
tions of condominiums ; the regions are typically mentioned in passing where
authors are concerned with other aspects of a narrative. For example, from
William of Tyre in his narrative of the events of 1182, we learn that the
Sawād, an area of rich agricultural land, was under joint administration:
the Franks and Muslims divided ‘potestas,’ the power or authority over the
region, as well as taxes, revenue and tribute.610

From Ibn al-Qalānis̄ı we learn again of the division of Sawād between the
Franks and Muslims. This text specified division of the region into thirds, a
third to the Muslims, a third to the Franks, with the revenues of the last third
of the district going to the peasantry, essentially an earlier derivative of the
same power sharing agreement mentioned by William of Tyre.611 Though

607Nakamura notes ten treaties (of the seventy-two of which some record survives) from
the period 1097–1145 where the division of produce between the Franks and rulers in
Aleppo or Damascus is mentioned. There are a further two treaties that deal with
agriculture – one in which the treaty itself failed but the division of produce continued
unabated and a second where farming land is offered outright to the Franks during the
reign of Ilhgazi in Aleppo: Nakamura, ‘Territorial Disputes Between Syrian Cities and
the Early Crusaders,’ pp. 101–123.

608For example, Lydda and Ramla become condominia after the Third Crusade.
609The preservation of the Mamluk/Frankish treaties derives from their nature as peace

treaties with non-Muslim opponents. These treaties were used as exemplars in the
chancery encyclopaedia of al-Qalqashand̄ı (1355–1418), illustrating the conditions that
must be meet for temporary peace between the Dār al-Islām and Dār al-harb: Holt,
Early Mamluk Diplomacy, pp. 3–6.

610The events date from 1182; ‘. . . hujus tamen praesidii beneficio multis annis obten-
tum ferat, et obtinebatur nichilominus in presenti, quod nostris et illis ex equo divide-
batur potestas, et tributorum et vectigalium par fiebat distributio.’ William of Tyre,
xxii:16(15), p. 1028.

611Gibb, Ibn al-Qalānis̄ı, p. 92.
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William of Tyre does not specify it in his writings, a third of the revenue
in the condominium region he mentioned, would also have gone to the rural
population.

Ibn al-Qalānis̄ı wrote of the Sawād in 1109, while William of Tyre wrote of
events in the 1180s; is it possible that the Sawād was held as a condominium

territory for nearly seventy years? There is not enough evidence to know.
The two references to the region are contingent on the events described by
the chroniclers, and perhaps a short description of the passages is needed to
show how transitory evidence for condominium territories usually is. The
limited references contextualise why it is essential to first look at the Mamluk
treaties, with their texts preserved in full, to extrapolate how these regions
functioned during an earlier period.

The first reference to the condominium arrangement in the Sawād hap-
pens within the context of a peace treaty between the first king of Jerusalem,
Baldwin i, and the atabeg of Damascus. The arrangement is mentioned
briefly as a conditional circumstance for the armistice agreed upon by the
leaders. It is sandwiched between similar passages of war, peace, and re-
wards, only notable because it is the first instance in which land rights are
recorded to have been split between the Franks and Muslims since the be-
ginning of the European incursions to the East in 1097.612

From William of Tyre, the arrangement is mentioned in a passage describ-
ing the capitulation of an important Frankish stronghold, a cave-fortress that
fell to S. alāh. al-Dı̄n in the early years of the conflict between his forces and
the Frankish states. The loss of control over profitable agricultural land was
likely important, but probably not nearly as significant as the early Ayyubid
victory and the surrender of the Frankish garrison, a harbinger of the dan-
ger this army posed to the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem, and a threat that
William was wary of. The emphasis of William of Tyre’s narrative during
this passage is focused on the supposed impregnability of the cave-castle; the
loss of profits and lucrative agricultural lands are mentioned only in passing
612Prior to the agreement of 1109, treaties between Muslim leaders and Franks are char-

acterized by tribute payments and the release or exchange of captives, among other
mechanisms of peace, see: Nakamura, ‘Territorial Disputes,’ pp. 122–124; Friedman,
‘Peacemaking,’ pp. 229–257.
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in the context of a significant Frankish defeat.
The passages from Ibn al-Qalānis̄ı and William of Tyre are typical of

the fleeting references to condominium territories that are usually found in
sources dating from the twelfth and thirteenth centuries. The majority of
these allusions come through Arabic sources. Like the two examples above,
many of these descriptions are short, incidental references, perhaps suggest-
ing the integration of the concept of a condominium arrangement into the
diplomatic and cultural milieu of the period. The banality with which con-

dominium agreements are mentioned Arabic sources may suggest that they
have become a standard device in diplomatic negotiations between Muslim
and Frankish authorities.613

To take an example which shows the ease with which condominium ar-
rangements were made, it is worth looking at Ibn Shaddād’s account of ne-
gotiations between the Franks and the Ayyubids during the Third Crusade.
During arbitration over the treaty proposed to end the conflict, disagree-
ments arose between envoys over which settlements should be given to the
Franks and which territories would stay in Muslim hands. Fearing the de-
sertion of his troops during the prolonged negotiations, S. alāh. al-Dı̄n charged
his envoy instead with ceding the Franks:

. . . one of the two places [the Franks desired] or with a condo-

minium over them.

614

When the final version of the treaty was agreed on the 2 September 1192,
the towns requested by the Franks were cited as being held as condominium

territories, where both parties ‘. . . accepted an equal division of Ramla and

Lydda. . . ’.615 The straightforward approval with which both parties agreed
613Perhaps as a point of comparison, a possible link can be made with Friedman’s study

of diplomatic gestures, where the Western handshake, so foreign to the Egyptian caliph
at the end of negotiations with Hugh of Caesarea in the 1160s, becomes quickly in-
tegrated into the political language of Muslim chroniclers of the Third Crusade, for
example: Ibn Shaddād’s acceptance of the handshake as a valid conciliatory and sincere
gesture during negotiations for peace, see: Friedman, ‘Peacemaking,’ pp. 246–7; for the
Egyptian caliph and Hugh of Caesarea, see: William of Tyre, xix:19, pp. 888–889;
for Ibn Shaddād, especially with regards to the negotiation of the peace treaties with
Richard the Lionheart, see: Richards, Ibn Shaddād, pp. 228–232.

614Richards, Ibn Shaddād, pp. 229–230.
615Richards, Ibn Shaddād, p. 231.
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upon this solution, the casual nature of S. alāh. al-Dı̄n’s suggestion to hold
the towns jointly with the Franks, as well as the general endorsement of
this proposal amongst both the Muslim and Frankish authorities, perhaps
exemplifies the regularity of these agreements and their acceptability in the
diplomatic maneuvers of the period.

It may also be indicative that Ibn Shaddād put the solution most ac-
ceptable to both parties in the mouth of his sponsor. While the dialogue
preserved for posterity may have very well transpired, it is notable that it
is S. alāh. al-Dı̄n who comes up with the solution which will appeal to both
parties and end the current conflict. This illuminates S. alāh. al-Dı̄n in a par-
ticularly favourable light, and while not a wholly panegyric biography, the
heroic character of his long-time friend is often a consistent feature in Ibn
Shaddād’s writing. This also suggests integration of condominium arrange-
ments into common twelfth-century diplomatic practice, since, if the pro-
posal of a condominium agreement was a novel measure, it certainly would
have been emphasised as a laudable, innovative idea on the part of S. alāh.
al-Dı̄n’s biographer.

There are very few accounts of condominium territories from Latin au-
thors. The passage above written by William of Tyre is typical of the hand-
ful of statements describing the regions in European dialects. It is perhaps
worth noting that the majority of sources that mention a condominium ar-
rangement in either Latin or Old French, seem to derive from documents
with authors native to or resident in the Frankish East.616 This is slightly
unexpected as these same types of arrangements played an especially promi-
nent role in medieval France, the place of origin for many visitors to the
Frankish states who should have been familiar with these diplomatic de-
vices.617 The exception to this is the narrative by John of Joinville, who

616Köhler, Alliances and Treaties, pp. 312–3. Besides the short reference of William of
Tyre to the Sawād, condominia are mentioned by Ernoul, p. 293; in an agreement
between the Hospitallers and Templars, who shared territory with the sultan in Aleppo
(terra partitionis), see: no. 2058 Delaville le Roulx, ii, pp. 455–457; and the
Old French version of the treaty between Qalawun and Tyre, for the text: Richard,
‘Un partage de Seigneurie entre Francs et Mamelouks,’ pp. 77–78; no. 392 Tafel-

Thomas, iii, pp. 398–400 (no. 1458 RRH + Add, i, pp. 380–381 and ii, p. 101).
617Condominium arrangements also played an especially prominent role in medieval
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mentions an agreement between the Templars and the Ayyubid sultan in
Damascus, to divide a section of unspecified land between them. John of
Joinville also notes that when the Master of the Templars returned to the
Frankish states, he brought back a contractual document. This is a process
mirroring later Mamluk practice with Latin authorities, and indicates that
formal records specifying the conditions of division for condominium regions
discussed above likely derived from earlier precedents.618

It is also from the Arabic sources that we learn the greatest details about
operation of these shared regions. For example, from the description of Ibn
Jubayr, we learn of a ‘Boundary of Dividing,’ an area of shared Frankish
and Muslim cultivation to the west of the town of Banyas. Passing through
the region on his way home from the hajj, Ibn Jubayr noted that:

The cultivation of the vale is divided between the Franks and the

Muslims. . .They apportion the crops equally, and their animals

are mingled together, yet no wrong takes place between them be-

cause of it.

619

While this passage is usually cited in discussions of the intricate and multi-
farious manifestations of Muslim and Frankish relationships within the Latin
Kingdom of Jerusalem, importantly, this is actually a unique description of
a condominium region in practice.

Current research recognises that neither the Franks nor their Syro-Egyptian
counterparts acted or lived in complete isolation from each other, and finite
political and social boundaries hindering cultural crossover were more ethe-
real than perhaps previously conceived.620 Discussions about condominium

territories are a natural extension of this argument. While members of dif-
ferent ethnic and religious backgrounds created the treaties regulating these

France, where they were known as paréage rather than condominium arrangements
and played a particularly important part in royal and ecclesiastical land agreements.
Like in the Frankish states, paréage required an agreement (a contract known as a con-
ventio, pactio, or pariagium), which divided the revenues between the two (or more)
parties who also shared any administration duties.

618
John of Joinville, 511, pp. 253–254; Smith, John of Joinville, p. 572.

619Broadhurst, Ibn Jubyr, p. 315.
620For a view on the permeability of cultural boundaries see: Folda, Crusader Art ; Riley-

Smith, ‘Government and the Indigenous,’ pp. 121–131.
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regions, critically, both Muslim and Frankish authorities needed to have an
innate understanding of the land tenure regime administered by the other
party to govern and profit from these areas equally. A deficiency in this re-
spect by either group would create a situation where the ignorant party would
lose revenue, an unattractive prospect when much of the income derived by
the ruling authority, whether Muslim or Frank, was financed by land taxes
and other duties tied to agricultural produce. As mentioned above, if either
party felt disadvantaged by the other, it might be reasonable to suggest that
condominium agreements make a brief appearance in commentaries of the
period before swiftly fading away, replaced by other forms of compensation
common in twelfth- and thirteenth-century treaties such as mounts, tribute
payments, or the release of captive prisoners.621 Instead, references to condo-

minium regions in negotiations and peace settlements are found throughout
the period, suggesting that no matter which party held a particular mili-
tary or political advantage in an area at a specific time, creating a condo-

minium territory and splitting the profits of the area was advantageous to
both sides.622 Yet, governing and profiting from regions together, something
that can be shown have happened from the late thirteenth-century Mam-
luk treaties, implies that a cross-cultural understanding has been reached
between both parties about the institutions from which profit derives, in-
stitutions that were not common between the initial Frankish settlers from
Europe and the traditions of the Islamic states.

How far back the cross-cultural understanding between Muslim and Frank-
ish powers may be projected is open to question. This is especially prob-
lematic as the most authoritative documents on the governance of these
regions date to the last decades of Frankish settlement, and it is inconceiv-
able that the nature of condominium agreements would remain unchanged
during the fluctuations of power and political relationships over the course of
two hundred years. Furthermore, the argument that Frankish influence on
rural communities and customs was uniform across the whole of the Frankish
states is indefensible, as is the idea that Latin impact was invariable over

621Nakamura, ‘Teritorial Disputes,’ pp. 122–124.
622Köhler, Alliances and Treaties, p. 265.
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time. These caveats likely extend to the authority with which traditional
customs influenced Frankish, European-derived institutions as well. Per-
haps the best hypothesis that can be offered is that influence was dependant
on local conditions.

The most important period of time for the development of cross-cultural
understanding is the interval between the Frankish invasion of the Levant
and the first appearance of a condominium territory, which happens with
the division of the Sawād documented by Ibn al-Qalānis̄ı in 1109.623 This is
an important moment of transition, a point from which it can be postulated
that the chaos of the eleventh century, the period for which insufficiently
data on rural settlement has been generated, can be said to have possibly
stabilised for communities. By this period, the institutions in place govern-
ing native villages were recognisable enough, and shared sufficient common
characteristics, that a Frankish king was confident in his administration’s
ability to generate revenue from the land in equal portion with the Mus-
lim authorities. This is not to say that rural settlement or the institutions
put in place to generate profit for the state need to have been static after
this point, simply that this is a moment of important cultural understand-
ing, a terminus point for the variance in Muslim and Frankish ideas of land
administration.

The willingness to share administrative power and profits with another
party helps to contribute to our better understanding of the social structures
of peoples within these peripheral regions of the Frankish and Islamic states.
It may not give us a clearer picture of rural life, but it does give us a limit to
acceptable customs agreeable to both parties. Deviant procedures by either
Frankish or Muslim authorities outside of these regions can be suggested to
be unique features of either administration, and therefore distinctive prac-
tices of either Islamic or Latin land tenure. It is within this context that
Latin charters with recognisable European derivatives, like those that Frank-
ish authorities issued to ‘new towns,’ or the distinctive features of iqt

.

ās, the
grants allotted to military figures as tax farms for a limited duration, fit.

However, as appealing as the above proposition may be, a straightfor-
623Gibb, Ibn al-Qalānis̄ı, p. 92.
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ward division of practices accepted by both parties opposed to those unique
to a particular group, is too simplistic a division. Potential cross-cultural
influences can be seen to traverse this border, as with a system of hered-
itary iqt

.

ās during the reign of Nūr al-Dı̄n in the mid-twelfth century and
the division of captured territory into halves, thirds, and quarters by Sultan
Baybars during the 1260s, both leaders using customs traditional in Europe
but foreign to the Islamic practice of land administration.624

These cases, while complicating matters somewhat, possibly also suggest
how policies establishing condominium territories came into being, as both
these deviations from traditional Muslim structures of land tenure are au-
thorised by the head of the most important regional Islamic power. Perhaps
ideas about European customs of rural administration, where condominium

territories are a derivative of the French paréage system, filtered through
the elect of the ruling Muslim elite. Condominium arrangements, like the
distribution of partitioned land by Baybars or the hereditary grants of ter-
ritorial administration by Nūr al-Dı̄n, would have very little impact on the
rural population governed by joint administrations. There is no indication
from the late Mamluk agreements with the Franks that the land tenure sys-
tem in a region needed to change and impact the tenants of an area once a
treaty was sanctioned; the rural administration of an area simply needed to
be understood. All three of these cases require an understanding of Euro-
pean customs of the Frankish elite, a group that shared similar interests and
aristocratic culture with Muslims in the same privileged position. Perhaps
the mutual interest in revenue generation shared amongst the elite mem-
bers of both societies also extended to an attempt to understand how each
party created wealth, thus bridging the conceptual gap between different ap-
proaches to land tenure practices. Income from the land was usually in the
form of remuneration used for most services to the state, for both Islamic
and Frankish elites; whether the individual who was entitled to the revenue
owned the physical territory that generated the income is secondary.

624For the system of inheritable property see: Ibn al-Ath̄ır, al-Atābakiyya, p. 308; for the
division of land by Bayars, see: Quatremère, al-Maqr̄ız̄ı, pp. 13–15; Abel, ‘Liste des
donations,’ pp. 38–49.
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5.2.1 Condominium agreements and Frankish impact

on rural settlements

Condominium territories are a fascinating by-product of Muslim-Frankish re-
lations. Rather than seeing them as a novel phenomenon or a curious deriva-
tive of soon-to-be annexed territories in the conflicts between the Franks and
their neighbours, instead, these areas can be looked at in a more construc-
tive manner, furthering understanding of the customs of land tenure for both
Muslim and Frankish authorities.

These border regions are also important for exploring the extent of Frank-
ish impact in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem. Condominium arrangements
show that an indigenous system of land tenure could be comprehensible to
the Franks. They also indicate that the Franks quickly familiarised them-
selves with local agricultural regimes and did not need to interfere with
traditional modes of land administration to profit from the taxation of rural
settlements. By the end of the first decade of the twelfth century and rep-
resented by the 1109 treaty between Baldwin i and Toghtekin, it seems as
though the Franks were comfortable enough with landholding practices in the
Levant to confidently agree to share agricultural revenues.625 As discussed
above, this arrangement has important implications for Frankish apprecia-
tion of Levantine landholding traditions; however it also suggests that Frank-
ish understanding of the customs rural settlements had progressed to such
an extent that after this date, Frankish impact on internal community affairs
may have been negligible. With a thorough comprehension of landholding
practices, the Franks would not have needed to interfere with local practices
to reliably extract taxation revenues. Condominium treaties therefore imply
that Frankish impact could be minimal on rural settlements, although their
appearance does not negate the possibility of Frankish involvement in the
countryside altogether.

Chapter Four posited that areas with a non-Frankish population con-
tinued traditional systems of agriculture, a proposal that fits well with the

625This is the date of the first known condominium arrangement and divided the revenues
of the Sawād between the Franks and the atabeg of Damascus, see pp. 281–282 and
Gibb, Ibn al-Qalānis̄ı, p. 92.
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suggestion that the Franks may have had minimal involvement in rural com-
munities. The survival of the mushā, system outside of Christian centres in
particular, indicated that Frankish impact may have been localised. Twelfth-
and thirteenth-century condominium agreements suggest that limited Frank-
ish interference in rural communities without a Frankish population does not
imply ignorance of indigenous customs. Instead, Frankish landlords likely
had a good understanding of land tenure within these communities; however,
there was little demand to interfere with a system which benefited both the
cultivators, who would not need to change their patterns of daily life, and
the landlords, who could collect taxation revenues following established and
familiar norms.

A different situation arises in areas settled by the Franks. A host of doc-
umentary and archaeological evidence survives that suggests that Frankish
impact in these regions may have been substantial and in many cases, de-
rived from a European precedent. Chapter Six will explore the appearance
of seigneurial obligations in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem and what the
imposition of bannal rights meant for communities.
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Chapter 6

Seigneurial Obligations
and Rural Settlement

Like their counterparts in Europe, Frankish landlords imposed and benefited
from seigneurial bans on communities. There is evidence for a range of differ-
ent monopolies held by landlords in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem during
the twelfth and thirteenth centuries, many of which have been discussed
in Chapter One.626 Usually evidence for these institutions is reconstructed
through charters; however, occasionally archaeological findings can also sug-
gest the existence of bans at individual sites. This chapter explores two such
monopolies known to have been levied during the Frankish period and found
within both archaeological and charter evidence: the seigneurial ban on ovens
and mills.

This chapter focuses on ovens and mills for two reasons. First, bread was
one of the most basic foodstuffs amongst all social groups in both the Middle
East and Europe during the Middle Ages, and was commonly available to
rural populations in both areas. As a universal product found even within
modest households, focusing on bread may expose the day-to-day mechanics
of rural communities, despite wide variations in bread types and production
methods.

Second, Frankish monopolies concerning bread production are different
from regulations recorded from the medieval Islamic world. Seigneurial bans

626See pp. 37–39 above.
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on milling and baking facilities highlight one of the fundamental differences
between Frankish customs and land tenure practices under neighbouring
Muslim dynasties: a shared system of mutual obligations between landlords
and tenants under a Frankish administration. For example, by imposing
a ban on baking and milling, Frankish landlords needed to ensure that
seigneurial oven and grinding facilities were available for their tenants to use.
The prerogative for the construction or appropriation of these structures was
the responsibility of a landlord, whereas it fell to residents of communities
to use specific, designated facilities.

No such reciprocal relationship is recorded from the medieval Islamic
world. As explored in Chapter Five, arrangements such as iqtā,āt (sg. iqtā,)
granted a muqta, the right to collect revenue from rural settlements and tar-
iffs tied to agriculture; however, the concept that a muqta, owned facilities
that a community was compelled to used does not appear to exist at rural
sites, even if structures such as a mill or wine press was taxed at a loca-
tion.627 The benefits and income stemming from iqtā, grants appear to only
advance a muqta,’s interests, likely contributing to a medieval reputation
as an exploitative form of landholding. There was no notion that a muqta,
could provision the infrastructure of a community to add to their profits.
Rural settlements appear to remain relatively untouched by muqta,s and
other external, state-designated authorities. Instead, communities appear
to have been able to continue internal self-governance, investing in their own
facilities and managing their welfare locally.

The introduction of seigneurial institutions into the Levant by the Franks
is significant, as it is distinctive from other forms of land tenure in the
region.628 Investigating the diffusion of bannal rights in the Latin Kingdom
627This is not necessarily the same in urban areas where muqta,s or waqf beneficiaries

may have derived profits from facilities like a public oven; however, income from urban
oven revenues may have been a late introduction into greater Syria during the Mamluk
period. R. Irwin notes there are no examples of income from public ovens in the region
during the thirteenth century, Irwin, ‘Iqtā,,’ p. 70.

628For an understanding of the larger institutions and relationships regarding landholding
in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem, see: Edbury, ‘Fiefs, vassaux et service militaire,’
pp. 141–150; Edbury, ‘Fiefs and Vassals in the Kingdom of Jerusalem,’ pp. 49–62;
for comparison with Europe, see: Reynolds, ‘Fiefs and Vassals in Twelfth-Century
Jerusalem,’ pp. 29–48.
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of Jerusalem can provide a unique opportunity to explore the impact of the
Franks and the influence European-derived customs may have had on the
communities of the region. Discussion below will explore the evidence for
seigneurial rights over ovens and mills, before interpreting what the results
mean for questions of identity in the region, as well as Frankish impact across
the whole of the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem.

6.1 Ovens and mills in the Latin Kingdom of
Jerusalem

Evidence for milling and baking facilities comes from a range of twelfth-
and thirteenth-century sources. Known locations with evidence of Frankish-
period ovens or mills are displayed in Figure 6.1 below and listed in Appendix
Four.

Notably, there are nearly two hundred instances where ovens and mills
appear in charters, two-thirds of which date to the twelfth century; however,
many of the same facilities are mentioned several times, for example when
a charter confirming property ownership was granted. Confirmation char-
ters themselves were often reissued on multiple occasions, such as the six
times over the course of the twelfth century that the canons of the church
of the Holy Sepulchre reaffirmed their privileges to profits from the ovens
in Jerusalem.629 Additionally, fourteen locations with mills mentioned in
charter documentation did not have enough information to confidently place
the site in the landscape, or the geographical coordinates of the spot remain

629Ownership by the church of the Holy Sepulchre over all the ovens in Jerusalem except
two bakeries, where the revenues benefited the Hospitallers or St Mary Latin, were
confirmed in 1114 (no. 56 Mayer, i, p. 185 (no. 26 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 87–88;
no. 74 RRH + Add, i, pp. 16–17 and ii, p. 5)); 1138 (no. 23 Bresc-Bautier, pp.
81–83 (no. 172 RRH, i, p. 43)); 1144 (no. 12 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 55–58 (no. 220

RRH, i, p. 56)); 1155 (no. 238 Mayer, i, pp. 440–442 (no. 42 Bresc-Bautier,
pp. 116–119; no. 309 RRH, i, p. 79)); 1160 (no. 258 Mayer, i, pp. 472–474 (no.

45 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 123–126; no. 354 RRH, i, pp. 92–93)); and 1164 (no. 310

Mayer, ii, pp. 538–541 (no. 135 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 262–266; no. 400 RRH, i, p.
105)).
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currently unknown. These sites are listed in in Appendix A4.1, Table A4.1.3.
Charter documents concerning the locations of bakeries and mills are

not evenly distributed across the Frankish states. Ownership over urban
facilities are particularly prevalent in charters. Within the Latin Kingdom
of Jerusalem, the County of Tripoli, and the Principality of Antioch, evidence
concerning bakeries and mills can be found in the major centres of Jerusalem,
Acre, Tyre, Beirut, Tripoli, and Antioch. Similarly, military strongholds and
Frankish regional capitals are also well represented in documentation, with
charters that reference facilities at Shaubak, Ascalon, Nablus, and Frankish
Valania, modern Bāniyās in Syria. Rural communities are poorly represented
in the charter evidence, but what information exists will be the focus of
Section 6.1.1.

The selective survival of charters from the Frankish states may play a
role in the privileged position urban facilities hold in remaining documen-
tation. Some of the major groups that benefited from owning bakeries and
mills and whose records survive, such as the Venetians or the canons of the
church of the Holy Sepulchre, owned extensive urban properties. Yet, as will
be explored below, locations with evidence for ovens and mills tend to con-
centrate in specific areas, perhaps suggesting that although biased towards
urban centres, charter evidence may still be representative.

In addition to charter documentation, a small number of baking and
milling facilities have also survived in the archaeological record. This ar-
chaeological evidence was explored in Chapter One, but is worth briefly
summarising.630

Structural evidence for bread ovens is primarily concentrated at sites with
large populations. For example, the remains of bread ovens were found at
the castles of Karak, Arsuf, Jacob’s Ford, Margat, and Crac des Chevaliers.
Bread ovens were also found in both the castle and fauboug of ,Atlit, Frankish
Chastiau Pelerin. These facilities are unlikely to have ties to seigneurial
privileges, as garrison or suburban populations could explain the presence of
large-capacity bread ovens at the sites.

There is less archaeological evidence for bread ovens in rural areas, al-
630See pp. 43–49 above.
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though examples have been surveyed at al-Qubaiba and Abu Gosh. A small
domed oven also potentially survives from Khirbat al-Kurum. Because of
their locations, the installations at al-Qubaiba and Abu Gosh have been
proposed to have ties to seigneurial privileges.631 The implications of bannal
rights potentially imposed at these two locations will be explored in Section
6.1.2.

Cornmill remains are limited to examples of watermills, although wind-
and animal mills are known from the Frankish period through literary and
charter evidence. There are seven examples of mill sites with archaeological
remains tied to the Frankish period. All of the structures, except for a mill
recently discovered at Bāniyās, were located within the boundaries of the
Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem. Frankish-period watermill remains have been
located at the ‘guest house’ below Montfort castle, at a site along the Taninim
reservoir near Caesarea, and at both al-Haddar and al-Mirr, located on the
Nahr al-,Auja (River Yarqon). Three additional sites have also been found,
including a set of mills below Shaubak castle, Frankish Montreal, which have
potential foundations from the Frankish-period, as well as two mills in the
coastal plain near Acre. These two mills are the well-preserved remains of
Doc at Khirbat Kurdana, a site that eventually came under control of the
Templars, and the Hospitaller mill of Recordane, located slightly upstream.
As all of these sites used water from rivers and streams, their locations were
limited by environmental factors rather than population demands; however
most watermill remains were still situated near substantial military or urban
sites.

The prevalence of urban milling and baking installations in the surviving
charter evidence, as well as the location of most archaeological remains at
or near important military or population centres in the Frankish states, was
a slight disappointment, as there is little to tie these facilities with bannal
prerogatives. Although restrictions regarding usage of urban installations re-
mained in place in some towns in Europe during the twelfth and thirteenth
centuries, in many other locations seigneurial prerogatives over bakeries and
631Ellenblum, Frankish Rural Settlement, p. 92 and pp. 116–117.
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Figure 6.1: Ovens and cornmills in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem.
Orange = oven and mill; red = oven; yellow = mill; star = charter and archae-
ological evidence; pentagons, circles, squares = Frankish charter; triangles = ar-
chaeological remains. (scale: 1:1,100,000).
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mills were lifted. Indeed, with the increase of written documentation re-
garding urban trades in the thirteenth-century, regulations from significant
population centres such as Paris or London show greater concern with stan-
dards controlling the production of bread than enforcing fees for the ultimate
owner of a bakery.632

In fact, it appears that the operation and profits from mills and ovens
in urban environments may have operated in similar fashion in both the
Middle East and Europe. Although there are slight differences in the role
a baker played in the creation of bread between the two regions, notably in
the production of dough, the profits generated from urban ovens and mills
dedicated to a particular individual or institution, generally functioned in the
same way. Charters concerning urban bakeries and mills sometimes contain
interesting information, such as the presence of horse mills in both Acre and
Tyre, but are unfortunately of less use when investigating cultural customs
and Frankish impact.633

6.1.1 Charter evidence for seigneurial privileges

Written evidence for baking and milling facilities is often brief; however,
occasionally charters record more substantial information, such as the privi-
leges reserved by Baldwin iii in his villeneuve established at al-Zib, Frankish
casale Huberti de Paci.634 Here a document from late February 1153 pre-
serves royal rights over the communal oven and licenses the settlement to
use the mill at the nearby casale of Fierge (Umm al-Faraj), a community
about five to six kilometres to the south, with the following statements:

1. Et de furno, qui Latinis ibidem constitutus est, quintum dec-
imum panem manentes tantum in casali mihi reddent; si quis

632For example: Paris (1260s): Étienne Boileau, Livre des métiers, ed. de Lespinasse and
Bonnardot, i-lxi, pp. 3–15 (concerning the guild of Talemeliers); London (c. 1266):
‘Assisa panis et cervisie: The Assise of Bread and Ale,’ ed. Luders, pp. 199–200.

633For the horse mills in Acre and Tyre, see p. 41 n. 122.
634Al-Zib (Akhziv) is alternatively known as Casel Imbert, Casale Lamberti, or Castellum

Ziph (along with alternative arrangements and spellings of these names); no. 228

Mayer, pp. 421–422 (no. 1 Strehlke, pp. 1–2; no. 281 RRH, p. 71).
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autem aliunde pro coquendo pane suo ad pretaxatum furnum venerit,
decimum panem mihi reddet.

2. Et molendinum de Ferge in pretaxato casali Latini habitatione
commorantes tres dies et totidem noctes in singulis ebdomadibus
sine omni impedimento habebunt salvo tamen iure regio.

The charter itself, as well as the development of the settlement in the mid-
twelfth century, has been discussed at length elsewhere, notably by Prawer
and Ellenblum.635 This document is particularly significant for its list of
seigneurial rights, as it is the only surviving document from the Frankish
states to draft out detailed conventions regarding bread production.

The customs recorded in the charter clearly favour the Frankish inhab-
itants at the site. Upholding a preferential rate of taxation for use of the
community’s oven by the settlers (payment of every fifteenth loaf) in compar-
ison with the rate paid by outsiders (every tenth loaf) was clearly enticing,
otherwise it would be unlikely that the distinction would have been made;
however, it is also noteworthy that there was potential external interest in
use of the oven by outside parties, perhaps suggesting that the indigenous
settlement that existed at the site before the creation of the villeneuve still
thrived near by.636

The concessions granted to the Frankish settlers regarding the mill are
also important for understanding seigneurial privileges in the Latin Kingdom
of Jerusalem. Although Prawer and Ellenblum disagree whether or not the
inhabitants of casale Huberti de Paci had free use of the mill or whether a
fee was imposed during the three days of the week assigned for use of the
facility, it is clear that the site was subject to some kind of regulation.637

635Prawer, Crusader Institutions, pp. 140–142; Prawer, ‘Colonization Activities,’ pp.
1114–1118; Ellenblum, Frankish Rural Settlement, pp. 65–68. For the physical remains
of the settlement, see p. 63 n. 213 above.

636
No. 12 Delaborde, pp. 37–38 (no. 101 RRH, p. 23); no. 17 Kohler, pp. 18–19
(no. 129

a RRH Add., p. 10); no. 116 Mayer, pp. 278–280 (no. 134 RRH, pp. 33–
34); no. 215 Mayer, p. 401 (no. 240 RRH, p. 61). Although the abbey of St Mary
of Jehoshaphat ceded their rights to properties in casale Huberti de Paci in 1146, their
rights were still confirmed at the site by Baldwin iii in 1152 (no. 226 Mayer, pp.
414–415), Anastasius iv in 1154 (no. 28 Delaborde, pp. 63–67), and Alexander iv in
1255 (no. 49 Delaborde, pp. 100–105).

637For Prawer’s belief that some type of fee was imposed at the mill, see: Crusader Insti-
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Stipulating that use of the mill was to be done in accordance with the king’s
rights implies that there was a standard notion of what these privileges
should entail preserved in law, even if such a statute has not survived in
the written law books from the thirteenth-century Kingdom of Jerusalem
and Cyprus.638 This is useful information, as it can be used to interpret
documents for sites where much less is known about possible seigneurial
privileges. For example, at the site of Rasalame, a location to the south
of Tyre in an area of extensive sugar production during the Middle Ages,
a charter issued to the Pisans by Conrad of Montferrat and confirmed two
years later by Guy of Lusignan, notes:

. . . Rasalaine cum hedificiis omnibus et molendinis et aqua et
iure molendinorum et cum omni suo territorio . . . 639

Perhaps the iure molendinorum mentioned above references the same type
of seigneurial monopolies as Baldwin iii’s charter for casale Huberti de Paci.
This could be important as it may indicate that some of the mills at Rasalame
were cornmills rather than sugar-mills. Bannal privileges did not exist at
sugar production sites, as mills tied to these private enterprises were not
built for common use; however, as seen at casale Huberti de Paci, seigneurial
rights could be enforced at cornmills.

A second significant piece of information regarding bannal privileges in
the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem can also be found within the milling pro-
visions granted to the settlers at casale Huberti de Paci. In addition to the
apparent royal regulations governing milling facilities at medieval Umm al-
Faraj, it is clear that Baldwin iii had no immediate intention of building a
mill at twelfth-century al-Zib. He therefore granted the Frankish settlers at
his villeneuve concessions to grind their grain elsewhere. This information
is important as it confirms that mutual obligations between a landlord and

tutions, p. 142 n. 163; Prawer, ‘Colonization Activities,’ p. 1117 n. 1; for Ellenblum’s
belief in free use of the mill, see: Frankish Rural Settlement, p. 71.

638Use of the mill at Fierge is certainly not the only instance of a property being granted
in accordance with royal rights. For urban examples related to burgess tenure that use
nearly identical phrasing, see: Nader, Burgesses and Burgess Law, pp. 119–120.

639
No. 519 Mayer, ii, pp. 863–865 (no. 665 RRH + Add, i, p. 177 and ii, p. 46); no.

477 Mayer, ii, pp. 810–812 (no. 683 RRH, p. 182).
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tenants must have existed when bannal monopolies are imposed at a site.
As mentioned above, if Frankish authorities enforced privileges over aspects
of bread production, the correct installations must have be in place to be
able to compel settlers to use designated facilities. Use of the mill at Fierge
for three days and nights a week by the settlers at casale Huberti de Paci
is just such a concession. From Baldwin iii’s charter it is evident that if
the necessary facilities did not exist in the immediate vicinity of a site with
bannal privileges, adjustments were made to accommodate the inhabitants’
needs, fulfilling the reciprocal relationship between a landlord and tenant
implied by the imposition of seigneurial rights.

Bannal prerogatives could be very profitable for beneficiaries. In England
and Wales, where some of the most detailed financial information regarding
mills in Europe survives, a mill could return between sixty to eighty percent
of a landlord’s investment.640 Less is known regarding the financial viability
of bannal ovens in Europe; however, from the archaeological record in the
Île-de-France, it appears there was a trend towards limiting the availability
of these installations in settlements, suggesting control over the facility was
profitable enough to be popular.641 The income that could be collected from
a communal oven was certainly the explanation Prawer envisioned for an
odd provision restricting use of an oven built for the Cluniacs at Palmyre, a
site likely near the Sea of Galilee.642 A charter dating to April of 1180 notes:

. . . et quemdam furnum ibidem, in quo nullus burgensium panes
coquat nisi vestra familia, . . . 643

This provision restricted use of the oven to the monks’ familia, argued by
Prawer to be a group of Franks associated with the monks, but not mem-
640Lucas, Wind, Water, Work, p. 153.
641The number of ovens available for a rural community to use becomes restricted from

the tenth century onwards, paralleling the development of bannal rights in the region,
Bruley-Chabot, ‘L‘évolution des fours à pain,’ pp. 157–166.

642Prawer, Crusader Institutions, pp. 135–140; Prawer, ‘Colonization Activities,’ pp.
1108–1114. For additional discussion about the location of the site, see above p. 38
n. 115 and no. 176 Churches, ii, pp. 153–156; Kedar, ‘Palmarée,’ pp. 260–269;
Hiestand, ‘Palmarea – Palmerium,’ pp. 174–188.

643
No. xix Delaville le Roulx, ii, pp. 908–909 (no. 594 RRH + Add, i, p. 158 and
ii, p. 37).
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bers of the monastic community itself. Whatever the position or role of the
familia, the most important individuals mentioned in the charter are the
burgesses barred from use of the monastic installation. These Franks were
unable to use the monks’ oven, and instead would have needed alternative fa-
cilities to bake their own bread. Prawer’s argument that a lay overlord likely
established an alternative oven at the site for the Frankish burgesses to use
is convincing.644 His claim that there also may have been higher fees at the
seigneurial facility, making baking at the monks’ oven appealing and hence
the need for a restriction, is also reasonable. As the remainder of the charter
defines the rights of both the lay landowners and the monastic Cluniacs, it
is likely that Prawer’s interpretation regarding a bannal monopoly over a
possible communal oven at the site is correct. The focus of the remainder of
the charter on jurisdictional matters over justice and who had the right to
collect income from fines, a right also tied to seigneurial privileges, suggests
that bannal monopolies were the norm at the location.645

Although less detailed, another example of seigneurial privileges can be
found for the villeneuve at al-Ram, a settlement established by the canons
of the church of the Holy Sepulchre.646 The brief text referencing bannal
monopolies over the oven and mill at the site only notes:

Furnum vero et molendinum et alias consuetudines secundum
Mahumerie usum illis predictis et aliis venientibus ad manendum
concedimus.

Thus, although it gives no details about what sort of regulations were in
place, it appears there were both baking and milling facilities within the
community and that these were subject to a ban.

Additionally, the custom at al-Ram also references yet another site with
seigneurial privileges over baking and milling installations held by the canons
of the church of the Holy Sepulchre. This is the villa of Mahumerie or Magna

644Prawer, Crusader Institutions, p. 139–140; Prawer, ‘Colonization Activities,’ p. 1114.
Prawer’s interpretation of two ovens at the site has not been challenged by more recent
scholarship on Palmyre, see p. 310 n. 640 for relevant literature.

645Nader, Burgesses and Burgess Law, pp. 192–193.
646

No. 126 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 252–253 (no. 346 RRH, p. 90).
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Mahomaria, modern al-Bira, which had been established early in the history
of the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem, perhaps some time before 1124, when a
raid from Ascalon forced the women and children living in the village to take
refuge in the Frankish-built tower.647 At al-Bira, both baking and milling
facilities appear to have been in place within the settlement and their use
was regulated according to set customs.

The final two rural sites with evidence of bannal rights over medieval
bread production are the settlements of Frankish Effdar, likely the coastal
community of Fidar in modern Lebanon, and Kethrie, today the commu-
nity of Kythrea located to the northeast of Nicosia.648 Effdar was given to
the Cistercian community at St Sergius in Byblos, a town to the north of
the casale, along with several other sites by Guy i, lord of Byblos (Giblet).
The grant also included income from the fee imposed over wheat and bar-
ley ground at the seigneurial mill in the community.649 Conversely, the
document pertaining to Kethrie exempts the archbishop and churchmen of
Nicosia from a fee imposed at the royal mills.650 These thirteenth-century
charters appear to be the only examples from the Frankish states in a non-
urban location to use the term molture, familiar from European documents,
to refer to the payment for use of the bannal mill, in both cases owned by
lay authorities.651

Unfortunately, the charters above are the most detailed sources of in-
formation concerning bannal privileges over oven or mill facilities outside of
urban areas of the Frankish states; however, from these sources it is clear
that seigneurial monopolies over bakeries or mills were implemented in the
countryside. Yet, charter documentation is not the only evidence for the
implementation of seigneurial privileges in rural locations. Limited archaeo-
647

Fulcher of Chartres, iii:33, 1–2, pp. 732–733; Ryan, Fulcher of Chartres, pp.
265–266. Possible sites of the tower are explored in: Pringle, ‘Magna Mahumeria,’ pp.
151–157.

648For the location of Effdar : Clermont-Ganneau, Études d‘archéologie Orientale, ii, p.
113; Kethrie : de Mas Latrie, Histoire de l‘île de Chypre, iii, p. 611 n. 3.

649Petit, ‘Chartes de l‘Abbaye Cistercienne Saint-Serge de Giblet,’ pp. 26–28.
650de Mas Latrie, Histoire de l‘île de Chypre, iii, p. 611.
651Molture (moture) payments are also referenced in mid-thirteenth-century Tripoli, no.

2298 Delaville la Roulx, ii, p. 604. The mill at Effdar was owned by Guy i of
Byblos; the installation at Kethrie was owned by Queen Alice.
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logical evidence also suggests that bannal monopolies were enacted in rural
communities.

6.1.2 Archaeological evidence for seigneurial privileges

There are two sites with archaeological remains that have potential connec-
tions to seigneurial prerogatives over bread production. Both the installa-
tions at al-Qubaiba, Frankish Parva Muhameria, and Abu Gosh are bakeries,
and their basic characteristics have been discussed in Chapter One; however,
it is worth reconsidering these sites in light of their potential to clarify the
expectations of seigneurial relationships between landlords and tenants.652

The probability that the single oven found during the excavations at the
site of al-Qubaiba has ties to bannal rights is much higher than the case
that can be put forward for Abu Gosh, where the facility was found in the
medieval caravanseri. The oven at al-Qubaiba was centrally positioned in
the Frankish village, and was located across from the church and adjacent
to a building that almost certainly served as the steward’s curia for the
canons of the church of the Holy Sepulchre.653 It was constructed at the
same time as the barrel-vaulted houses in the community, as the fabric of
the installation was tied into the wall of the room where it was housed, and
was made of the same materials.654 It is not the only structure that appears
to have been built at the same time as the houses in the settlement; there
are also several wine presses at the site, covered in the same type of ceramic
shards and plaster that were used for the dome of the oven.655

As both wine and bread production were seigneurial monopolies, it may
be significant that these structures were planned alongside the houses in
the linear settlement.656 Anticipating the needs of the future Frankish set-
652See pp. 46–48 above.
653The presence of Franks at the sites is recorded in a charter from c. 1169, which notes the

presence of Latins living in ‘Magnam Mahomariam et Parvam et Bethsuri ’ or modern
al-Bira, al-Qubaiba, and Bait Suriq, no. 150 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 293–296 (no. 469

RRH, pp. 123–124).
654Bagatti, Emmaus-Qubeibeh, p. 95.
655Bagatti, Emmaus-Qubeibeh, p. 91.
656Although Ellenblum references a single millstone at the site not related to olive oil pro-
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conjecture that the oven within the building may have served as an instal-
lation for the community of Franks at the site.660 It is possible that the
Hospitallers consolidated the facilities they theoretically controlled into a
single area, hence the integration of an oven into the caravanseri complex
directly attached to the church they administered. Yet, it is important to
remember the function the building served prior to the Frankish period and
its purpose after the thirteenth century.

During the mid-eleventh century, Nās.ir-i Khusraw noted a building that
was built for the provision of travellers in direct association with a spring
the Frankish church later enclosed. This structure can almost certainly be
identified as the ninth-century caravanseri.661 Likewise, the complex ap-
pears to have been rebuilt and returned to its function as a khan following
the Frankish period.662 Although the complex’s rebuilding during the four-
teenth century may suggest that the Franks repurposed it during the twelfth
century, it is also possible that its function, to house travellers, may have
continued throughout the Frankish period as well. It is impossible to know
whether the memory of the late-eleventh century function of the building, as
documented by Nās.ir-i Khusraw, was preserved into the Mamluk period if it
became an administrative complex during the twelfth century. Suggesting a
continuity of purpose for the site throughout the Middle Ages is a simpler so-
lution than envisioning the fourteenth-century renovations were undertaken
to return the building to its original function. The Frankish oven in this
case, can be understood as an installation built for the provisioning of trav-
ellers on the pilgrimage circuit from Jerusalem, rather than as a symbol of
seigneurial obligations.663 Yet, the proposal that the bread oven installed in
the caravanseri complex had ties to bannal rights should not be dismissed.
Instead it should be balanced against the possibility of the oven serving an
itinerant community rather than potential settlers in the village.
660Ellenblum, Frankish Rural Settlement, pp. 116–117.
661 le Strange, Nās. ir-i Khusraw, p. 22; see no. 1 Churches, i, p. 7, for discussion of when

the spring was enclosed.
662de Vaux and Steve, Abū G. ôsh, pp. 105–118.
663The site of Abu Gosh was identified as biblical Emmaus by the Franks during the

twelfth century. Orthodox Christians and early Frankish accounts continued to identify
,Amwas as Emmaus, no. 10 Churches, i, pp. 52–59.
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6.2 Evidence for indigenous methods of
traditional bread production

From the evidence above it is clear that seigneurial bans were imposed on
communities in the Frankish states. Yet, the material is limited, with most
of the information concerning the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem and localised
to specific areas of the countryside. As will be argued below, this may have
implications regarding the extent of Frankish impact in rural regions of the
Levant; however before investigating the localisation of Frankish influence,
it is important to comment on alternative methods of bread production in
greater Syria, used by indigenous populations.

6.2.1 Tabuns and tannurs

Although the large commercial brick-ovens or afrān (sg. furn) often appear
in literature from the Islamic world during the Middle Ages, these are the
installations that urban communities rather than rural residents frequented
to bake their bread.664 The round, crusted loaves produced in these in-
stallations, known as furni in medieval Arabic texts, were comparable to
the type of bread baked in European-style domed ovens, recognisable from
manuscript illustrations or other artistic depictions. Afrān appear to be op-
erated in a comparable manner to seigneurial ovens, with payment required
for their use and their profits benefiting either a private individual or in-
stitution; however these installations are not known from the countryside
of the Levant. Instead, what is typically discovered in excavations of rural
sites are the remains of tabuns or tannurs, a Middle Eastern form of oven
with a long history stretching from at least the tenth century to the present
day. Unlike urban afrān, these installations are rarely mentioned in medieval
Arabic literature, but a tenth-century passage from al-Muqadassi describes
their form and function in the Levant with the following text:

664Hassan and Hill, Islamic Technology, pp. 218–220; Nasrallah, Annals of the Caliphs’
Kitchens, pp. 40–41 and pp. 681–682.
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remains of two Frankish-period tabuns were found in separate courtyards.672

Although it is unknown whether these structures would have been in opera-
tion simultaneously, as usage of modern constructions appears to be limited
to a period of one to two decades, their association with separate room com-
plexes suggests the installations were not owned by the same household.673

The presence of multiple tabuns suggests bread production was a domestic
enterprise in the communities where they are found. The installations appear
to be an extension of the household cooking space for a small group of indi-
viduals. Tabuns were contained within a private space and were unregulated
by external authorities. This is the opposite situation of medieval communi-
ties where seigneurial bans were imposed, where all residents had access to
a public, communal oven but bread production was controlled through the
payment of fees.

6.2.2 Milling

Significantly more is known about milling technology in the medieval Is-
lamic world than baking installations.674 Yet, unlike the notable dissimi-
larities between European-style facilities serving rural communities in the
Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem and indigenous ovens, the administrative dif-
ferences between the operation of Frankish and native mills may have been
insignificant.

For example, like Frankish mills, the profits of an installation from the
medieval Islamic world could benefit a single individual or institution. In a
tale recounting the inevitability of fate, Usama Ibn Munqidh tells a story of
two brothers who rented the Bridge Mill below Shayzar for eight hundred
672

Frankish Zoenita. Thermal features were identified as L128 and L175, Getzov, ‘H

.

orbat

Bet Zeneta,’ Plan 1.

673
Ethnographic observations of cottage-industry tannur production near Damascus sug-

gested small tannurs could be operated for ten years, whereas larger constructions

could last up to twenty-five years. It was also observed that a new oven could be

placed on top of an earlier installation. Mulder-Heymans, ‘Archaeology, experimental

archaeology, and ethnoarchaeology,’ pp. 206.

674
Schriwer, Water and Technology in Levantine Society, pp. 2–57; Hassan and Hill, Is-
lamic Technology, pp. 213–215; Hill, Islamic Science and Engineering, pp. 105–117.

320



dinars.675 Although the tale ends tragically with the death of one brother
from a hornet sting, it is the peripheral details of the story that are illumi-
nating. The brothers’ rental agreement with the owner apparently included
duties inspecting and overseeing the mill, and carried the consequence of a
prison term should the brothers fail to pay the rent. Renting the installation
from an owner despite the possibility of imprisonment suggests that there
was some profit to be made through the brothers’ clientele who used the mill,
implying that a fee was charged for use of facility. The implicit presence of
an overall owner collecting rental payments and the imposition of fees for use
of the mill is not a significant departure from what is known of commercial
milling traditions in Europe. Although there are no efforts to compel individ-
uals to use specific milling facilities in the Islamic world through practices
such as financial penalties for non-compliance or the destruction of hand-
mills, many of the administrative mechanics appear fundamentally the same
as commercial European operations, with financial advantages for both the
overall beneficiary of the mill and the operators, as well as the levy of a
fee.676

Nonetheless, even without a tradition of enforced seigneurial monopolies,
domestic handmilling does not appear to be a particularly popular endeavour
in the Middle East during the medieval period. In large, urban environments
like Fustat, where the Geniza archives were found, handmills appear to be a
relatively uncommon item in inventories.677

But, this may not have been the case everywhere. For example, Fulcher
of Chartres remarks that on the capture of Caesarea, women were spared
because they could use handmills (molas manuales).678 Perhaps here the
Franks secured a basic food source for the city by sparing the female in-
habitants, who in other locations often appear to be in charge of preparing
dough for a family. In fact, despite regulation of the bread industry in Is-
675Cobb, Usama Ibn Munqidh, 105, pp. 117–118, cf. Hitti, An Arab Syrian Gentleman

and Warrior, p. 135.
676For examples of penalties imposed on peasants for their use of handmills rather than

obeying the suit of mill in England, Lucas, Ecclesiastical Lordship, p. 284. Financial
penalties often appear to be minor.

677Goitein, A Mediterranean Society, iv, p. 142.
678

Fulcher of Chartres, ii:9, p. 403; Ryan, Fulcher of Chartres, p. 154.
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lamic cities by a muh. tasib, domestic manufacture of bread dough, which was
then transported to a public oven, appears to be the norm in both medieval
Cairo and fourteenth-century Anatolia, to guard against use of adulterated
flour.679 This is a significant difference from bread production in urban en-
vironments of medieval Europe, where depictions and descriptions of bakers
most often imply that these individuals were commonly in charge of dough
production as well as baking for a range of social classes. Instead, many
Middle Eastern professionals may have acted as oven attendants only for
dough produced in the home, with only the poor reliant on bread fully man-
ufactured by a baker. At Caesarea therefore, perhaps Fulcher’s statement
can be understood as suggesting that the initial steps of bread production,
including grinding, sieving, and dough manufacture, all took place in the
home. Whether or not this practice continued in Caesarea after the capture
of the city by the Franks is unknown; however, it is possible that women in
the town milled at home as a consequence of the Frankish siege. Once lifted,
perhaps milling in the city more closely resembled other medieval Middle
Eastern locations, where it was a male-dominated, commercial industry.680

Considerably less is known about milling at rural locations in the me-
dieval Islamic world; however the ubiquity of sites known from the sixteenth-
century Ottoman cadastral survey discussed in Chapter Three, and recent
study of surviving structures in Jordan, suggests that mills were installed
wherever environmental conditions permitted.681 Handmills have been re-
covered from archaeological excavations of Frankish-period sites in rural lo-
cations, but it is less certain whether the popularity of handmilling grains
followed apparent urban dislike of the practice, or whether the tradition was
more widespread in the countryside. Nevertheless, there is little evidence to
suggest that rural mills operated differently from their urban counterparts,
for which more information survives.
679Lewicka, Food and Foodways of Medieval Cairenes, p. 115; Trépanier, Foodways and

Daily Life in Medieval Anatolia, pp. 66–67.
680Shatzmiller, Labour in the Islamic World, p. 219.
681Hütteroth and Abdulfattah, Historical Geography of Palestine, pp. 112–220; for details

on the operation of urban milling facilities under the Ottomans: Cohen, Economic
Life in Ottoman Jerusalem, pp. 98–118; Schriwer, Water and Technology in Levantine
Society, pp. 96–135.
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The basic administrative features of milling appear, at least in urban en-
vironments, to be fairly similar between the Middle East and conditions in
Europe during the Middle Ages. Although compulsory use of a milling facil-
ity was unknown in the medieval Islamic world, the structure of ownership
and imposition of a fee to use a commercial installation was not entirely
unfamiliar. A shared understanding of the basic administrative structure
of milling facilities may help explain the long lifespan of many Frankish-
period mills, and the reuse of earlier structures by the Franks with seem-
ingly minor adaptations. Parallel milling traditions, unlike the fundamental
differences between the operation of traditional tabuns and European-style,
domed ovens, make it difficult to discern any physical impact the Franks
may have had on administrative customs in the countryside by introducing
seigneurial prerogatives; however, comparing baking and milling installa-
tions and the extent of dispersion of these bannal facilities in twelfth- and
thirteenth-century rural environments, may have interesting implications for
the extent of Frankish involvement in the region.

6.3 The geography of ovens and mills in the
Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem

The introduction of bannal monopolies over ovens and mills is one of the
most significant administrative differences between policies enacted by the
Franks, and what is known of traditions in nearby twelfth- and thirteenth-
century Islamic territories. This has important implications for Frankish
impact in rural locations, as, if structures with European-derived customs
tied to milling and baking are found in areas with native communities, it may
suggest that there was significant Frankish involvement and interference in
aspects of daily life. Hence, as a consequence of our current understand-
ing of Frankish and indigenous communities as isolated populations living
in specific regions of the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem, the geographical dis-
tribution of baking and milling facilities may show the extent of Frankish
influence in the countryside.
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The maps in Figure 6.6 and Figure 6.7 approximate probable locations
of Frankish settlement by plotting the position of medieval ecclesiastical re-
mains recorded by D. Pringle in his four-volume publication on church sites
in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem. This was also the method used in Chap-
ter Four when mapping the sites of twelfth- and thirteenth-century charters
that reference the sale or donation of villeins, as the argument that the pres-
ence of Christian religious buildings at a site signifies an active Christian
population, a group more likely to be Frankish itself or have a higher prob-
ability of associating with Franks, is convincing.682 As in Chapter Four, the
locations of oven or milling facilities and churches were considered irrespec-
tive of time, with twelfth- and thirteenth-century sites displayed on the same
map.

Data regarding the location of ovens or mills sites outlined in surviving
charters are recorded in Appendix A4.1, Table A4.1.1 and Table A4.1.2. The
geographical coordinates of the archaeological remains of these installations
in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem are noted in Appendix A4.2, Table A4.2.1
and Table A4.2.2. As it was important to compare locations with mills to
those sites with evidence of ovens, the information on the installations was
kept separate.

Some milling installations have both archaeological and documentary ev-
idence for their existence. Where this occurs, location information has been
listed in both Table A4.1.1 and Table A4.2.1, and a star symbol has been
used to denote the site in Figure 6.6. No European-style baking facilities are
known to have both archaeological and charter evidence associated with a
single location.

From superimposing charter and archaeological installation information on
top of Pringle’s work showing the concentration of ecclesiastical buildings in
the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem, it can be seen that most areas with evidence
for ovens and mills in the charter or archaeological record, fall within regions
which have significant potential for hosting a Frankish population. This

682Pringle, ‘Churches and Settlement,’ pp. 173–178. See Figure 4.18, p. 264 above for
previous use.

324



Figure 6.6: Mills in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem. Squares = Frankish
charter mentioning a mill at the location; triangles = archaeological remains of a
Frankish-period mill; black stars = Frankish charter and archaeological evidence
for a mill; grey diamonds = medieval church site from D. Pringle, The Churches
of the Crusader Kingdom of Jerusalem, 4 vols. (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1993–2009). (scale: 1:1,100,000).
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correspondence is better amongst sites with evidence for ovens than mills. It
is also notable that the majority of information concerns urban environments
rather than rural locations.

As suggested above, there is little reason to advocate explicit connections
between urban installations and bannal monopolies, as the operation of these
facilities seems comparable in the cities of both Europe and the Middle East.
Although ownership or profits from a specific urban oven or mill may have
been dedicated to a particular individual or institution during the Frank-
ish period, comparable arrangements are known from neighbouring Islamic
states. Likewise, there is little to suggest that the reciprocal aspect of ban-
nal relationships, where a landlord would provide and maintain a facility for
the dedicated use by a community, was common in Frankish urban environ-
ments. This is comparable to the situation in twelfth- and thirteenth-century
Europe, where seigneurial privileges over baking and milling facilities were
increasingly waived in important towns, evidenced in documentation like
borough charters. As similar means for the dedication of profits from urban
institutions to a specific beneficiary existed in both the Frankish and adja-
cent Islamic states, it may be that the Franks simply took over a profitable
revenue source in place before the First Crusade. The extensive number of
town baking and milling facilities is therefore slightly disappointing, as these
installations give little insight into the possible extent of Frankish influence
in the region during the twelfth and thirteenth centuries.

Yet, the relationship between rural facilities and their position in the
landscape may still be suggestive of the extent of Frankish impact in the
region. If archaeological and charter data are refined to include only baking
facilities, there is a clear correspondence between oven locations and areas
of with a greater probability of Frankish habitation. Although evidence for
Frankish-period ovens is limited, it is unlikely that such an exact agreement
is a coincidence. This is especially true in rural locations, as almost all known
installations found in this context have a direct connection with bannal priv-
ileges. Ovens, much more than milling facilities, discontinue past traditions
in the Levant by supplanting bread production in a tabun or tannur, possi-
bly limited to use by close family or immediate neighbours, with usage of a
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Figure 6.7: Ovens from the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem. Circles = Frankish
charter mentioning an oven; triangles = archaeological remains of a Frankish-
period bread oven; pentagon = Frankish charter and tabun; asterisk = Frankish-
period tabun; grey diamonds = medieval church site from D. Pringle, The Churches
of the Crusader Kingdom of Jerusalem, 4 vols. (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1993–2009). (scale: 1:1,100,000).
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communal installation for an entire community. Whereas there are poten-
tial parallels between medieval milling practices in greater Syria during the
twelfth and thirteenth centuries and bannal institutions found in Frankish
charters, indigenous, rural baking traditions in the Levant and seigneurial
customs are almost entirely dissimilar.

There may also be an aspect of ethnic, Frankish identity related to lo-
cations with seigneurial baking installations. For example, of the four rural
sites with textual evidence for bannal monopolies over a communal oven, at
least three settlements, casale Huberti de Paci, Palmyre, and the villeneuve
at al-Ram, also reference a Frankish population at or near the site within
the same charter.683 The fourth settlement with documentation recording a
ban imposed at an oven, the settlement of al-Bira, is likewise known to have
been settled by a Frankish population through charter evidence.684

Similarly, the sites of al-Qubaiba and Abu Gosh, both of which have
potential archaeological evidence for seigneurial baking installations, were
sites of Frankish habitation. Settlement of Frankish burgesses at al-Qubaiba
is known from a twelfth-century charter noting the presence of Franks living
at the site.685 Likewise, there was a community of Franks at Abu Gosh
during the twelfth century, as well as between 1229–1244 when the area was
briefly reoccupied; however, it is still speculative whether the location hosted
a population of Frankish settlers in addition to the ecclesiastical community
that served the church at the site.

As the presence of Franks can be reasonably connected with all known
locations of oven installations outside major urban environments, it is likely
that this ethnic connection is important for interpreting conclusions regard-
ing the extent of Frankish impact in the countryside. The presence of bannal
ovens may therefore reflect the strategies of ambitious landlords, eager to ap-
peal to immigrants from Europe and Franks already living within the Latin

683For the charter concerning casale Huberti de Paci see above p. 307 n. 632. For
the charter concerning Palmyre see above p. 310 n. 641. For the charter concerning
al-Ram see above p. 311 n. 644.

684For example, no. 150 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 293–296 (no. 469 RRH, pp. 123–124),
and no. 117 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 236–240 (no. 302 RRH, pp. 77–78).

685See p. 313 n. 631.
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states, to settle in particular locations. Providing familiar infrastructure
and regulations at a site, recognisable to European migrants and Franks,
may have been simply be a by-product of a policy to settle the land in
favourable manner, beneficial to both landlords and tenants.

Yet, if sites with bans imposed on ovens are in locations that have strong
links to regions of Frankish settlement, it is also valuable to consider the po-
sition of excavated twelfth- and thirteenth-century tabuns and tannurs. As
mentioned above, descriptions these baking installations are rare in texts.
Instead, evidence for Frankish-period tabuns or tannurs is known from from
archaeological contexts. There are currently eight locations where the re-
mains of Frankish-period tabuns have been discovered. These sites have
been listed in Appendix A4.2, Table A4.2.3, and are displayed in Figure 6.7.
Many more locations with Frankish-period contexts have evidence for tabuns
or tannurs pre- or postdating the twelfth and thirteenth centuries; however,
as Figure 6.7 only maps potential Frankish-period installations, these sites
have not been listed in the appendix.

At first glance, there does not appear to be a significant correlation be-
tween the position of archaeological remains of a Frankish-period tabun and
its location in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem; however, the relationship
between an installation’s coordinate points and physical situation is compli-
cated. For example, although several tabun sites appear to be in regions with
a greater likelihood of Frankish settlement, these locations often have little in
common with communities that have evidence of bannal baking installations.
Two Frankish-period sites in particular, Khirbat Zuwainita, situated in the
hinterland of Acre, and Khirbat Ka,kul, a site located north of Jerusalem,
contain both tabuns and the excavated remains of courtyard buildings.686

The structure of courtyard buildings is quite different from the elongated
rooms found during the excavations of the linear settlement of al-Qubaiba,

686For literature on Khirbat Zuwainita and Khirbat Ka,kul see p. 60 n. 202 above.
For courtyard housing see p. 61–62 above and Boas, Domestic Settings, pp. 30–31. For
Byzantine communities with a similar appearance: Hirschfeld, ‘Farms and Villages,’
pp. 60–71; Hirschfeld, Palestinian Dwelling, pp. 21–107. For the ethnographic study of
twentieth-century traditional homes with similar structures, Canaan, Palestinian Arab
House, pp. 1–78; Hirschfeld, Palestinian Dwelling, pp. 109–215.
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a site with potential archaeological evidence for a bannal oven. Similarly,
elongated rooms aligned along a road are also the expected form of hous-
ing for two more communities that had seigneurial privileges imposed over
bread production, Frankish al-Bira and al-Zib, sites which shared a com-
parable linear structure to al-Qubaiba, but for which less is known about
internal divisions of the street plan.687 As mentioned earlier with regards to
al-Qubaiba, a site where the shared walls between elongated rooms suggests
a single phase of construction, wholesale development of a community by a
landlord may have provided the impetus for building bannal facilities, instal-
lations that would benefit both a landlord’s monetary returns and a settler’s
needs. Such a motivation would explain the integration of the oven at al-
Qubaiba into the fabric of the walls at the settlement, and is emblematic of
the mutual relationship between landlords, who invested in infrastructure,
and tenants, who use the installations, that is implied by seigneurial priv-
ileges. Unlike the single construction phase of Frankish linear settlements,
the organic expansion of a nucleated community with courtyard buildings
does not suggest growth was spurred by significant investment in the struc-
ture of the site by a landlord. Rather, the layout of nucleated settlements
more likely changed with population fluctuations. As the presence of tabuns
within the courtyard complexes at Khirbat Zuwainita and Khirbat Ka,kul
suggest baking was a domestic duty rather than a regulated industry, this
implies minimal alteration or investment in these communities by those who
would have benefited from the site’s revenues.

It may also be significant that all evidence for seigneurial baking facilities
comes from the mid-twelfth century, a period of relative peace in the Latin
Kingdom of Jerusalem. The dating of Frankish-period tabuns is not so exact,
and spans a wider range of time. The most securely dated archaeological
remains of a tabun come from Khirbat Zuwainita, a site which has been
proposed to date from the thirteenth century, based on the classification of
imported ceramics, oil lamps, and numismatic finds.688 The dating of other
tabun installations is less secure, but glazed pottery from a second location

687For ‘linear’ and ‘nucleated’ community layouts, see p. 63 above.
688Getzov, ‘H. orbat Bet Zeneta,’ pp. 202–203.
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at Khirbat Tall al-Durur (Tel Zeror) similarly suggests a late occupation date
for the site, perhaps from the thirteenth through fifteenth centuries.689 This
same period also appears to be the major occupation phase of the courtyard
building excavated at Khirbat Ka,kul, although some ceramic types from
the site also have twelfth-century precedents.690 The courtyard complex
at Tall Dothan similarly contained ceramics with twelfth-century examples;
however the major occupation phase of the farmhouse likely dates from the
thirteenth through fourteenth centuries.691 Other locations register a greater
range of occupation dates. Tabuns excavated at the site of Khirbat Marus
(Merot/Marish) date between the eleventh to fourteenth centuries, while in-
stallations from Tall Sahal al-Sarabat in the Jordan Valley were found in
tenth through fifteenth century contexts.692 A Frankish-period tabun was
also found in the courtyard of a building at the west end of the Frank-
ish church at Tall Qaimun (Tel Yoqne,am), while two more examples have
been excavated from a potential thirteenth-century context in the faubourg
of Jaffa.693 The late date of many tabuns, a number of which appear to
be constructed in areas only under Frankish occupation during the twelfth
century, suggests use by primarily indigenous communities. There is also
the possibility that Franks used these installations; however the late dates
of many tabuns perhaps suggests that this technology took a while to be
embraced. As demonstrated by Thietmar and his experience of the abun-
dance of bread types in Damascus, even a basic foodstuff could be looked
at as a novelty when found in a new form, and perhaps this may have been

689
No. 89 Secular Buildings, p. 47; Toombs, Tell el-Hesi, ii, p. 17.

690Boas, ‘The Medieval Ceramics from Khirbat Ka,kul,’ pp. 75–104; Seligman, ‘Khirbat
Ka,kul,’ pp. 28–47. My thanks to Dr A. Lesster for arranging for me to see this ceramics
collection.

691Johnston, ‘Islamic Pottery,’ pp. 154–155.
692

Khirbat Marus: no. 147 Secular Buildings, p. 70. Tall Sahal al-Sarabat: no.

195 Secular Buildings, p. 93.
693

Tall Qaimun: Avissar, Tel Yoqne,am, p. 24 and Fig. 1.40. The tabun at Tall Qaimun
has been dug into the courtyard (L12035) and paving stones have been removed to
facilitate its construction. A second tabun may have been recovered from a Frankish
context in earlier excavations; however, as the ceramic material that defined this layer
had several early pottery types, it is possible that this second installation dates to an
earlier period or the first years of Frankish occupation of the site, Ben-Tor, Avissar,
and Portugali, Yoqne,am i, p. 23. Jaffa: Boas, Domestic Settings, pp. 310–311.
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especially the case with tabun and tannur bread, a variety which held a spe-
cial place across all levels of Islamic society, even showing up in cookbooks
produced for medieval elites.694

Yet, as both the period and structural context of excavated tabuns sug-
gest that there was not a strong relationship between locations with these
installations and Frankish influence, perhaps it is unsurprising that when
mapped in Figure 6.7, the majority of sites with excavated tabuns are found
outside of areas where Frankish settlement was more probable. There are
exceptions to this localisation. The installations at Tall Qaimun and in the
faubourg of Jaffa are notable examples of locations where tabuns have been
built at Frankish sites; however, perhaps what is more important is that
the Franks appear to have little interest interfering with daily life at these
sites by implementing or enforcing bans, and suppressing household baking.
The separation in time, space, and structural context between locations with
bannal ovens and sites containing tabuns, suggests that the introduction of
seigneurial monopolies was limited and confined to areas of Frankish settle-
ment.

Restricted regional implementation of bannal privileges over baking facili-
ties has repercussions for arguments that can be made about the impact of
the Franks in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem. Seigneurial rights regulat-
ing baking installations in particular, marked a significant departure from
domestic practices of bread manufacture in the medieval Levant. But, the
impact of these European-derived privileges appears to be limited and did
not affect all regions of the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem equally. Instead,
their introduction appears to be localised to regions of Frankish settlement.

As the establishment of seigneurial monopolies in settlements signifies
the participation of both a landlord and tenant in everyday life through
bread production, it can also be argued that the localisation of evidence for

694
Thietmar, 3, p. 11; Pringle, ‘Thietmar,’ p. 101. For bread in cookbooks: Nasrallah,
Annals of the Caliphs’ Kitchens, pp. 119–124 and pp. 563–569. The virtues of tannur
bread especially are couched in language extolling its value for balancing the humours
and as the most appropriate bread for consumption in the temperate regions of the
world, Waines, ‘Cereals, Bread and Society,’ p. 280.
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bannal institutions may be indicative of Frankish disinclination to interfere
with local administrative mechanics in other areas of the countryside. This
suggests that Frankish impact on rural communities was focused in areas
where investment in bannal installations had been made, excluding large
parts of territory where customs of bread production remained unchanged.

Evidence for seigneurial obligations, specifically with regards to baking
installations, suggests that bannal monopolies were only found at Frankish
sites. This argument fits with the current view of Frankish settlement the
Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem, as the locations where bannal monopolies are
found overlaps with the best evidence currently available for probable loca-
tions of Frankish habitation. The other ban concerning bread production
considered above, the seigneurial privilege limiting milling, shares too many
similarities to customs known from neighbouring Islamic states to suggest
that the Frankish understanding of the institution changed established prac-
tices.

Bannal privileges over baking installations regulated obligations and con-
tributions that needed to be made by both a landlord and tenant. Rather
than focusing on the introduction of seigneurial monopolies to the Latin
Kingdom of Jerusalem as an onerous burden imposed on the new settlers
in the region, it is worth remembering that these obligations imply a mu-
tual relationship between the two parties. The construction of an installa-
tion that was beneficial to both parties implies at least some investment in
the community by the Frankish authority who eventually profited from the
bannal restrictions. Interfering in the process of bread production through
seigneurial baking installations suggests Frankish influence at a site and im-
pact on daily life in the community.
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Part IV

The Impact of the Franks in the

Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem
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Chapter 7

Conclusions

During research for this thesis I was struck by a statement by ,Imād ad-

Dı̄n al-Isfahān̄ı, which kept returning to my thoughts at the close of every

chapter. As translated by D.S. Richards the sentence, which is a manuscript

variation, reads:

The villagers of the Nablus area and the majority of its inhabi-

tants were Muslims and had accommodated themselves to living

as subjects of the Franks, who annually collected from them a tax

levy and changed not a single law or cult practice of theirs.

695

Currently scholarly agreement concludes that Frankish and indigenous settle-

ment was restricted to specific areas of the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem, and

the above sentence can interpreted as evidence of this disunion between the

locations of different communities, particularly the Franks and Muslims. Yet

to me, this passage became emblematic of the localisation of customs dur-

ing the Frankish period. As has been demonstrated through an exploration

of landscape and administrative practices during the twelfth and thirteenth

centuries, although the Franks were active participants in the countryside,

their influence and impact was limited. After the Frankish conquests of the

First Crusade, life in most parts of the countryside of the Latin Kingdom of

Jerusalem appears to have continued with little variation from earlier times.

695
Richards, ‘Text of ,Imād ad-Dı̄n,’ p. 203 (also p. 203 n. 7 for the explanation of the

translation choice of using ‘levy’ for qarār). See also p. 188 n. 427 above for note on

exclusion from Massé’s more recent translation of ,Imād ad-Dı̄n. The Arabic text and

earlier French translation can be found in: Abu Shama, p. 301.
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Yet, although the Franks appear to have had little impact on rural set-

tlements outside the areas in which they themselves did not settle, they

nonetheless appear to have taken an interest in most communities under

their authority. Returning to ,Imād ad-Dı̄n’s statement, the yearly taxa-

tion revenues drawn by the Franks from the Nablus region implies financial

interest in the area, although there is no evidence of outright physical in-

volvement in the communities. Indeed, both Frankish descriptions of the

landscape and the required understanding of foreign administrative practices

necessary when implementing political agreements such as condominium ar-

rangements, suggest that the Franks were highly aware of their natural and

political surroundings.

Yet in many regions, despite insinuating themselves into the local power

structure, indicators of daily life appear to remain unchanged by Frankish

landlords. Pollen data suggest that despite fluctuations in political and envi-

ronmental stability, crop yield remained relative steady and low throughout

the period. Likewise, the presence of traditional tabuns in the Frankish-

period archaeological record indicates that cereals continued to be processed

into basic foodstuffs in an established, customary manner. Even fiscal trans-

actions appear to indicate that there was little interference by Frankish

landowners in day-to-day affairs of a community. The mixed conclusions

from various sources of evidence deserve summary to stress the complex re-

lationship the Franks shared with rural communities in the Latin Kingdom

of Jerusalem.

7.1 Landscape: summary

Part Two discussed the medieval landscape, including the conditions of the

physical environment of Levant during the Middle Ages, Frankish views of

the countryside, and the relationship between rural settlements and the nat-

ural world. The interpretations these subjects contributed to the topic were

diverse, but in general the conclusions suggested that Frankish impact in the

region was minimal.
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Chapter Two investigated the physical conditions of the medieval Lev-

antine landscape through exploring findings from the latest palaeoenviron-

mental research. From the collated data, it appears that the twelfth and

thirteenth centuries coincided with a humid and cool period in the Levant,

likely beneficial for the growth of agricultural products. Yet, it appears that

despite favourable climatic conditions, there were no significant fluctuations

in crop yields during the Frankish period. This suggests that the Frankish

impact on the agricultural output of rural communities was limited, despite

periods of conflict, changes in landownership, and the settlement of Franks

in the countryside.

Likewise, investigation into medieval views of the Levantine landscape

in Chapter Three suggested that Frankish impact on rural communities was

minimal. Notwithstanding reasonably accurate descriptions of agricultur-

ally productive regions in the countryside, medieval authors do not appear

to describe a landscape where the mechanisms of cultivation had been co-

erced and changed by Frankish authorities. Instead, Franks appear to have

assumed positions of power, but changed little that affected daily life. The

Jericho area is a good example of an agriculturally rich region where Franks

benefited from revenues and positions of authority, but did not interfere

with previously established customs at the site. Despite an acute awareness

of regional agriculture and the productivity of the landscape, medieval de-

scriptions suggest that in many places, twelfth- and thirteenth-century rural

life remained relatively unchanged.

Frankish disinterest in the customs of rural communities was also noted

in Chapter Four during a exploration of the relationship between settle-

ments and the physical landscape. Although there appeared to be a strong

connection between natural features, in this case the soil associated with a

medieval community, and the site itself, there is nothing to indicate that

agricultural productivity was the most valued factor at a location. Instead,

there appeared to be no connection between the monetary value of a site and

its physical attributes. In addition, with the discovery that locations with

potential mushā, lands lay outside areas of probable Frankish settlement,

it was be suggested that Frankish impact was localised and independent of
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indigenous communities with established customs.

The exploration of different aspects related to the Levantine landscape in

Chapters Two through Four suggested that Frankish impact in most rural ar-

eas of the Levant was limited. Although Frankish landowners benefited from

the profits of rural communities, indigenous settlements appear to have re-

mained unaffected by the Frankish assumption of power in the region. Study

of the Frankish-period landscape appears to suggest that daily life in many

rural communities of the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem retained established

customs and practices, which remained relatively unaltered throughout the

twelfth and thirteenth centuries.

7.2 Administrative practices: summary

Yet, Frankish indifference to interfering with the customs of rural settle-

ments in the Levant does not necessarily imply disinterest in these sites. In-

stead, the administrative practices investigated in Part Three suggest that

the Franks many have been familiar with the system of rural life in the

countryside, despite a limited impact on indigenous communities. Although

Frankish influence in the countryside was confined to areas of Frankish set-

tlement, where customs and practices often resembled forms of land tenure in

medieval Europe, the Franks were still interested in communities throughout

the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem

The argument that the Franks understood the traditions of established

casalia in the Levant comes from the discussion of condominium regions,

addressed in Chapter Five. This chapter investigated several condominium

arrangements between the Franks and neighbouring Islamic states that were

contingent on power and revenue sharing arrangements between the two par-

ties. As a major source of income for both Frankish and Islamic authorities

remained the taxation of rural properties throughout the twelfth and thir-

teenth centuries, it can be argued that both sides needed to comprehend the

land tenure practices of the other. If there was any ambiguity apprehending

ownership or revenue collection practices, one of the parties might have been
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liable to lose revenue or power. It was therefore in the interests of both the

Frankish and Islamic authorities to comprehend any different practices by

either group.

Chapter Six also explored differences in Frankish and Muslim adminis-

trative practices; however in this chapter, questions regarding power and

authority at rural sites were examined by investigating the seigneurial sys-

tem of land tenure introduced into the Levant by the Franks. By surveying

archaeological and documentary evidence for bread production, this chap-

ter explored the means of milling and baking in rural areas both with and

without evidence of banal monopolies. It was found that in regions where

seigneurial customs concerning baking were imposed on rural populations,

there was a significant probability that the site was in an area of Frankish

settlement. Sites with archaeological remains of a tabun, an indigenous form

of oven, were less likely to be situated in Frankish contexts or settlement

regions. There was no relationship observed between sites with cornmilling

operations and specific populations. As with evidence observed in Part Two,

exploring seigneurial rights imposed on baking suggested that Frankish in-

fluence in rural areas was limited, and in this case, to areas of exclusively

Frankish settlement.

7.3 Future directions for the study of rural

settlements

The proposed regional nature of Frankish impact in rural areas of the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem is predicated on the hypothesis that the Franks ac-

tively pursued a policy of non-interference in established communities where

the highest echelons of government and associated revenues were coerced

from the local power structure, a hierarchy that was understood by Frankish

beneficiaries. This theory is a closer fit to the modern scholastic understand-

ing of societal relationships in the Frankish states, where the interaction

between Frankish and indigenous communities is seen as a complex mix of

relations, rather than more simplistic ethnic divisions proposed in the past
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by authorities such Prawer with his vision of medieval colonialism. Yet,

there is still much research to be done on the relationships between native

communities and the Franks, especially in rural areas.

Future research initiatives would certainly benefit from a greater under-

standing of rural Levantine sites from the middle Islamic period, or the years

the region was under the control of the Fatimids, Franks, Zangids, Ayyu-

bids, and Mamluks. Rural settlement is best addressed through archaeology

and the past few decades have seen an increase in scholarship concerning

the medieval Levant, a hitherto neglected area of study in comparison with

other time periods in the region. Yet, much of this research continues to

focus on significant architectural structures, often from the first centuries

of Islam or the Frankish period. A comprehensive examination of rural life

during the Middle Islamic period has still to be written, but is being increas-

ingly be made possible by the greater accessibility of survey results and the

re-evaluation of ceramics. Pottery studies are especially valuable, as often

ceramics are the most abundant finds at Levantine archaeological sites and

therefore are the largest collections of evidence available for the study of

settlements in the countryside.

Similarly, greater study of Frankish-period ceramics may also contribute

to a fuller view of the ethnic identity of communities in rural areas of the

Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem. Research has already suggested that there

may be significant differences in the composition of ceramic assemblages

from Frankish and indigenous sites in the Galilee, but this theory has yet to

be tested in other areas or at a wide range of sites.

696
As the best evidence

for potential areas of Frankish settlement still remains medieval Christian

church sites that have evidence of activity during the twelfth and thirteenth

centuries, ceramic studies could potentially refine these regions, while simul-

taneously highlighting areas of indigenous settlement in the countryside.

This thesis highlighted the regionalised nature of Frankish impact on the

countryside of the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem. Despite indications that

the Franks were conscious of the physical and social environment in the

696
Stern, ‘Pottery and Identity,’ pp. 287–305.
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Levant, their interference with agriculture and customs in rural areas appears

to be limited. This conclusion fits well with the current scholastic view of

the Franks as active in limited areas of the countryside, notably north of

Jerusalem in the twelfth century and in the hinterland of Acre during the

last century of Frankish rule. As characterised by ,Imād ad-Dı̄n al-Isfahān̄ı

at the beginning of the chapter, there was a certain degree of Frankish apathy

towards interfering with rural life in many parts of the Latin Kingdom of

Jerusalem. But, it can be suggested that this indifference did not imply an

ignorance of customs. The annual tax in the Nablus region by the Franks

documented by ,Imād ad-Dı̄n, yet their reluctance to change traditional

practices in the rural communities, does not imply a strong Frankish impact

in the countryside of the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem. Yet, from other

markers, Frankish landlords appear to have been aware of local agricultural

traditions, perhaps suggesting the taxation collection recorded by ,Imād ad-

Dı̄n may speaks to a more thorough understanding of rural areas than the

Franks have hitherto been given credit for.
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Appendix One

A1.1 Archaeological Oil and Wine

Production Remains from the Roman,

Byzantine, and Early Islamic periods

The information in this section is drawn from the 2009 publication, Oil and

Wine Presses in Israel from the Hellenistic, Roman and Byzantine Periods.

This book compiles information from the numerous oil and winepress exca-

vations that have taken place in Israel and the Palestinian Authority over the

past eighty years. Most reports in this book were revised and summarized

by their original excavators.

The focus of the book is on the diversity of installation types that have

been revealed by excavations. Oil and winepresses have been found to be

area specific, a result emphasized by the authors in this survey. As their goal

was to publish examples of representative regional types, this publication is

particularly valuable for demonstrating the limits of oil and wine producing

regions during the Roman, Byzantine, and early Islamic periods.

Site numbering and naming conventions used in the publication have

been maintained below. The geographical coordinates of the site are listed

by their location on the Palestine Grid. Site names containing words such

as Khirbat, Horbat, or Tall have been shortened to Kh., H., and T. The time

period a press was in use for is noted by: r = Roman, b = Byzantine, and

ei = Early Islamic. If there is uncertainty regarding periodisation of a site,

this is noted with a ‘?’ symbol.
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Figure A1.1.1: Locations of Roman, Byazntine, and early Islamic sites

with evidence of wine production, drawn from E. Ayalon, R. Frankel and A.
Kloner, Oil and Wine Presses in Israel from the Hellenistic, Roman and Byzantine
Periods (Oxford: Archaeopress, 2009). (scale: 1:750,000, Jerusalem area inset:
1:250,000) 348



Figure A1.1.2: Locations of Roman, Byazntine, and early Islamic sites

with evidence for olive oil production, drawn from E. Ayalon, R. Frankel
and A. Kloner, Oil and Wine Presses in Israel from the Hellenistic, Roman and
Byzantine Periods (Oxford: Archaeopress, 2009). (scale: 1:750,000, Jerusalem
area inset: 1:250,000) 349



Table A1.1: Archaeological oil and wine production
remains from the Roman, Byzantine
and early Islamic periods – Ayalon,
Frankel and Kloner, Oil and Wine Presses*

Site
No.

Name Geographical
Coordinates

Oil
Press

Wine
Press

Period Page No.

1.2 Galilee – Survey
no. 162706/01

1604.2765 x r 19–24

1.3 Galilee – Survey
no. 162775/06

1675.2651 x r, b 19–24

1.6 Galilee – Survey
no. 162706/02

1602.2767 x b 19–24

2 H. Karkara 1708.2755 x r, b, ei 25–26

3 H. Din,ila 1734.2746 x r, b 27–30

4 H. Zabadi 1663.2739 x r 31–34

5 Achziv 1601.2727 x r 35–40

6 Meiron 1916.2655 x r 41–44

8 Kh. El-Quseir 1734.2603 x b 53–64

9 er-Rama 184.260 x r, b 65–66

11 H. ,Ein Nashut- 2151.2686 x b 71–74

12 Gamla 2196.2564 x r 75–82

13 Kursi 2112.2478 x b 83–84

14 Kh. El-Hutiyye 2151.2482 x b 85–86

15 Giv,at Ha-Yi,ur 2108.2434 x r 87–92

17 Yodefat 1764.2485 x r 97–98

18 Kh. Kafritha
(Qiryat ,Ata)

1602.2455 x r, b 99–104

19 H. Castra 1475.2443 x x b 105–118

20 Kh. Jalame 1589.2368 x x b 119–122

21 H. Sumaqa 1539.2307 x b 123–126

22 T. Safsafot 1869.2276 x b?, ei? 127–132

23 Nahal Haggit 1539.2245 x r 133–138

24 Bet Ha-Shitta 1918.2175 x r, b 139–142

25 Shuni 1453.2157 x b, ei 143–148

26 T. Hefer 1415.1976 x b 149–152

27 Kh. Fardisya
(et-Taiyiba)

1516.1872 x r, b 153–158

28 Samaria-Sebaste 168.187 x b? 159–160

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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Table A1.1: Archaeological oil and wine production
remains from the Roman, Byzantine
and early Islamic periods – Ayalon,
Frankel and Kloner, Oil and Wine Presses*

Site
No.

Name Geographical
Coordinates

Oil
Press

Wine
Press

Period Page No.

29 Kafr Ya,abez 1468.1864 x b, ei 161–162

30 Zur Natan 1509.1831 x r, b 163–166

31 Zur Natan 1509.1832 x b 167–174

32 Zur Natan 1510.1832 x b 175–180

33 H. Nasha 1502.1807 x x b 181–184

34 Qedumim 165.179 x b 185–190

36 T. Qasile 1308.1676 x r, b 195–202

37 Mulabbis
(Petah Tiqwa)

138.166 x b, ei 203–211

38 H. Mazor 1455.1618 x x b 213–221

39 Kh. Hablata
(Hallamish/
Neveh Suf)

1621.1571 x b 223–226

40 Wadi Hermiya 1736.1556 x b 227–230

41 Jifna 1703.1525 x b 231–237

42 Rishon Le-Zion 1302.1524 x b 239–247

43 H. Hermeshit
(Ne-ot Kedumim)

1476.1508 x x b 249–258

44 Mevo-Modi,im 1489.1490 x x b, ei 259–263

45 Kh. Duran
(Rehovot)

1324.1448 x b, ei? 265–268

46 Qalandiya 169.141 x b 269–270

47 Ras et-Tawil
(Pisgat Ze-ev)

1729.1376 x b 271–276

48 Ras Abu Ma,aruf
(Pisgat Ze-ev East
‘A’)

173.137 x x b 277–288

49 Hulda 140.136 x b 289–294

50 Deir Ghazali
(Pisgat Ze-ev)

1739.1363 x x b 295–299

51 Shu,afat
(Kh. er-Ras)

171.135 x x r, b 301–309

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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Table A1.1: Archaeological oil and wine production
remains from the Roman, Byzantine
and early Islamic periods – Ayalon,
Frankel and Kloner, Oil and Wine Presses*

Site
No.

Name Geographical
Coordinates

Oil
Press

Wine
Press

Period Page No.

52 Bethphage (e-Tur) 1739.1317 x b 311–313

54 Qirya 169.131 x b 317–320

56 Soreq Ridge 1597.1287 x x r 327–334

57 Kh. el-Najar
(Beit Jala)

1680.1249 x b 335–338

58 Kh. Marah
el-Jum,a
(Nebi Daniel)

1642.1217 x x b 339–348

59 Ashqelon 1108.1216 x b 349–354

60 Ashqelon 1108.1216 x b 355–358

61 Negba 1185.1188 x b 359–360

63 Jedur 1588.1156 x b 367–368

64 ,Iyye Nahash 1427.1131 x b 369–371

66 Kh. Dukas 1516.1097 x b, ei 383–384

67 H. Beit Loya 1433.1080 x x b 385–390

68 ,Ahuzat Hazzan 1409.1028 x b 391–395

69 Kh. Umm Halasa 1659.0995 x b 397–398

70.1 Halusa E 1183.0563 x b 399

70.2 Shivta 1143.0322 x b 399

70.3 Shivta 1157.0331 x b 399

70.4 Shivta 1154.0329 x b 399

70.5 ,Avdat 1282.0226 x b 399

70.6 ,Avdat 1281.0230 x b 399

70.7 ,Avdat 1277.0222 x b 399

70.8 ,Avdat 1287.0227 x b 399

70.9 ,Avdat 1272.0229 x b 399

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic

* E. Ayalon, R. Frankel and A. Kloner, Oil and Wine Presses in Israel
from the Hellenistic, Roman and Byzantine Periods (Oxford:
Archaeopress, 2009).
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A1.2 Archaeological Oil and Wine
Production Remains from the Roman,
Byzantine, and Early Islamic periods

Information for this section was drawn from the published data available
through the Israel Antiquities Authority. This data is available at:

http://www.antiquities.org.il/survey/new/default en.aspx

The chart below replicates the data given in the Archaeological Survey of

Israel about specific sites with identifiable archaeological remains from the

Roman (r), Byzantine (b), or early Islamic (ei) period (first–eleventh cen-

turies) related to olive oil or wine production. The majority of the sites were

not excavated and suggested usage during the first millennium CE is usually

dependent on associated finds identified during a survey, often period-specific

ceramics found in the immediate area. As many of the locations below were

occupied for long periods of time, these multi-period sites are marked with a

‘?,’ if there is some uncertainty about the period of operation concerning the

oil or wine installation. Where more specific dating information exists, either

because a site was excavated, or ceramic evidence suggests usage limited to

the Roman, Byzantine, or early Islamic period(s), the ‘?’ was removed.

As a composite work compiled over many years, each map square of

the Archaeological Survey of Israel is unique, with considerable variation

between the accompanying commentaries. The di↵erences extend both to

the level of detail given about each georeferenced site and the descriptions or

terminology used to describe an archaeological feature. Some commentaries

include significant information, including nineteenth- and early twentieth-

century descriptions of locations, reference to multiple names for an area,

including historic and ‘local’ identifications, or describe features by using

specialist terminology, for example, as in the case of the word ‘bodeda’ for

descriptions of a small, simple oil press. Other survey maps are more limited
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in scope. At minimum, the description for each site listed below included

both positive reference to a relevant archaeological feature, here evidence for

usage of an oil or winepress in the immediate area, and attribution to the

Roman, Byzantine, or early Islamic period.

Currently there are over 250 map squares proposed to cover areas of

Palestine, each covering approximately 100 square kilometers (10 x 10 km).

The project is currently incomplete, especially for southern desert sections,

but has several maps either in preparation for publication or under active

reconnaissance. To the best of my knowledge there is no comparable survey

being undertaken by the Palestinian Department of Antiquities and Cultural

Heritage and general survey information regarding much of the West Bank

and Gaza is limited.

The chart below was created by searching for a number of keywords,

including: ‘press,’ ‘winepress,’ ‘bodeda,’ and ‘oil.’ These search terms were

limited to chronological periods specified by the Archaeological Survey of Is-

rael including: ‘Roman,’ ‘Early/Middle/Late Roman,’ ‘Roman-Byzantine,’

‘Byzantine,’ ‘Early/Late Byzantine,’ ‘Byzantine-Early Islamic,’ ‘Early Arab,’

‘Early Islamic,’ ‘Umayyad,’ ‘Abbasid,’ and ‘Fatimid.’ Sites that fulfilled both

the keyword and chronological criteria, as well as appearing to show signs

of local usage, are listed below, along with their Palestine Grid coordinates.

Each site is categorized by the survey map it is listed within, and the original

site numbering has been maintained.

There are few standard conventions for transliterations of Hebrew or

Arabic names persevered between the published maps. Where diacritic

marks have been added, symbols have been preserved below. Site names

are rendered exactly as they appear in the online version of the Archaeolog-

ical Survey of Israel, preserving inconsistencies between, or indeed within,

specific map squares, for example as with the spelling of words like: wadi,

wād̄ı, or: nahal, nah
¯
al, nah. al. Additionally, as is done in the Archaeological

Survey of Israel, conventional words were shortened including: Kh./Ch. =

Kh/Chirbet/at, H./H
¯
./H. . = H/H

¯
/H. orbat/vat, and T. = Tall/ell, Tel.
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Table A1.2: Archaeological oil and wine production
remains from the Roman, Byzantine
and early Islamic periods - Archaeological
Survey of Israel †

Site
No.

Site Name Geographical
Coordinates

Olive Oil
Production

Wine
Production

Period

1 - Akhziv

6 T. Akhziv, Zib,
Ez Zib

1597.2725 x r? b? ei?

2 - Hanita

8 Hanita 1663.2770 x x r? b?

12 H. Masref, Minat el
Musheirifa

1601.2767 x b

14 H. Masref 1602.2765 x r?

24 Bat el Jebel 1632.2767 x r, b

30 H. Pi Mazzuva,
Kh. Ma‘asoub, Kh.
Ma‘sub

1647.2762 x r? b?

34 H. ‘En Koveshim,
Kh. ‘Ein el Beida’

1661.2761 x r

39 Kh. el Mizrath 1677.2766 x r

47 Kh. Edmet, Kh.
Edmed, T. Edmet,
Kh. Idmith

1689.2761 x x r? b?

66 H. Bannay, Kh.
Benna, Kh. Banna

1672.2756 x r? b?

77 H. Kenesiyya, Kh.
el A’merieh, Kh.
el ‘Omry, Bir Kefr
Nebid, Kanisat al
‘Amari, Bir Kafr
Nabidh

1631.2756 x r? b? ei?

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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Table A1.2: Archaeological oil and wine production
remains from the Roman, Byzantine
and early Islamic periods - Archaeological
Survey of Israel †

Site
No.

Site Name Geographical
Coordinates

Olive Oil
Production

Wine
Production

Period

87 Kh. el Ghureiyib,
Kh. Rherib, Kh.
el Ghureib, El
Ghureiyib, Esh
Sheikh el Ghureiyib

1650.2745 x r, b

98 H. Gez, Kh. Djad-
jouzieh, Kh. Kkuz-
iziyeh, Kh. el
Jauzaiya

1676.2741 x r, b

102 H. Seraf, Kh. Se-
mak, Kh. Semah,
Kh. Semakh, Kh.
Samah

1686.2746 x r? b?

104 H. Remah, Kh.
Romma, Kh.
Remah, Kh.
Rumeh

1690.2745 x x r, b

125 H. Zivdi, Kh. Zoub-
dieh, Kh. Zebdieh,
Kh. Zubdiyeh

1661.2739 x r

134 Kh. el Hamsin, Kh.
Hamsin, Kh. Ham-
sin, Hirbit Humsin

1638.2725 x x r? b?

142 T. ‘Avdon 1653.2725 x x r? b?

150 Kh. Dureijat, Kh.
Khallat el Wawy,
Khallat el Wawiya,
Durijat

1666.2726 x r, b

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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Table A1.2: Archaeological oil and wine production
remains from the Roman, Byzantine
and early Islamic periods - Archaeological
Survey of Israel †

Site
No.

Site Name Geographical
Coordinates

Olive Oil
Production

Wine
Production

Period

154 H. Tabburit, Kh.
Tabaria, Kh. Th-
ableh, Kh. Tibria,
Kh. Tibirya, Kh. es
Suyyuh

1683.2723 x r?

156 H. Shaqof, Kh.
Oumm ech
Choukof, Kh.
esh Shuqaf

1623.2715 x x r, b

158 H. ‘Emed, Kh.
el A’moud, Kh.
el‘Amud

1630.2714 x b

161 H. Manot, Kh.
Baubarieh, Kh.
Boubarieh, Kh.
Bobriyeh, Kh. el
Menaway, Kh. al
Manawat

1643.2716 x b?

166 H. Sugar, Kh.
Souadjireh, Kh.
Souedjireh, Kh.
Suweiyireh, Kh.
Suweijira

1650.2716 x x r, b

181 H. Be Uriyya, Kh.
Bitriya, Kh. Be-
tirieh, Kh. Beit
Iria, Kh. Beit Irya

1694.2714 x x r?

184 Et Tuweiri, Kh.
Thouaireh, Kh. et
Thouaireh

1623.2700 x r, b

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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Table A1.2: Archaeological oil and wine production
remains from the Roman, Byzantine
and early Islamic periods - Archaeological
Survey of Israel †

Site
No.

Site Name Geographical
Coordinates

Olive Oil
Production

Wine
Production

Period

3 - Shomera, 4 - Nahariyya

no data currently avaliable

5 - ‘Amqa

2 Nahairyya 1592.2698 x r

10 Kh. el Mallah
¯
a 1579.2659 x b

27 H
¯
atzrot Yasaf 1573.2627 x r? b?

42 et Tutweiri, Kh.
Thouaireh

1624.2699 x x r, b

48 Giv’at Ha-Meshu-
ryan, Kh. T.
Waqiya, T. el
Lekiyeh, Kh. Tel

1667.2695 x b

58 H
¯
. ‘Eitayim, Kasr

Hadj Salem, Dar
el Jebak- hanjy, el
Humeima, Kh. el
Fakhoura

1598.2683 x r, b

67 el Kabiri, el Kabri 1644.2689 x x r, b, ei

79 H
¯
. Ga‘aton, North 1681.2688 x x b

80 H
¯
. Ga‘aton 1683.2686 x r? b? ei?

94 El-Gabisiya, South 1643.2671 x b

110 Kh. Buda 1641.2661 x x r? b?

112 esh Sheikh Dawud,
Sheikh Dawud,
Sheikh Daud, Ch.
Daoud

1641.2665 x b?

125 Kh. Muslih
¯
, Kh.

Muslih
1619.2657 x x r, b

144 H
¯
. Kalil, North 1687.2657 x b

160 ‘Amqa, Amqa,
Amka

1658.2648 x r? b?

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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Table A1.2: Archaeological oil and wine production
remains from the Roman, Byzantine
and early Islamic periods - Archaeological
Survey of Israel †

Site
No.

Site Name Geographical
Coordinates

Olive Oil
Production

Wine
Production

Period

166 H
¯
. Mana 1674.2647 x b

169 H
¯
. ‘Akhir, Kh.

Akrush, Kh.
Akrush, Kh.
Akruoeh

1689.2640 x x r, b

178 T. ‘Emeq, T. Bet
Ha-‘Emeq, T. Mi-
mas, T. Mimas,
Kh. Mimas

1643.2634 x r? b?

214 H
¯
. Medav, Kh. el

Deidaba, Kh. Deid-
aba

1667.2620 x b

218 Kh. H
¯
azima,

Kanisat el Rahuat
1676.2623 x b

242 Nah
¯
al Yizhar 1661.2608 x b

243 Nah
¯
al Yizhar 1661.2602 x b

6 - Me‘ona, 7 - [Unnamed], 8 - Dan, 8/1 - Har Dov, 8/2 - Ketef Hermon,
8/3 - Birqat Ram, 10 - Neot Mordechai, 11 - Shamir, 11/1 - Marom Golan,
12 - Sasa, 13 - ‘Alma

no data currently available

15 - Ashmura

18 Beidarus 2182.2764 x r? b? ei?

24 Dardara 2113.2747 x r? ei?

25 Kh. el-Fajir 2130.2747 x r?

27 H. . Napah. , Kafer
Nafakh

2192.2747 x r? b?

39 H. . Dvora, Dabura 2123.2725 x r? b?

41 Kh. el-Jalabineh 2108.2719 x r

53 Na’arn 2146.2706 x r? b? ei?

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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Table A1.2: Archaeological oil and wine production
remains from the Roman, Byzantine
and early Islamic periods - Archaeological
Survey of Israel †

Site
No.

Site Name Geographical
Coordinates

Olive Oil
Production

Wine
Production

Period

15/1 - Har Shipon, 15/2 - Har ‘Akash

no oil or wine presses recorded from a relevant period

16 - Peqi‘in, 17 - Safed

no data currently available

18 - Rosh Pina

11 Druse Caves,
Mughr ed Druūz

2018.2693 x ei?

12 Nah
¯
al Makhberam 2017.2698 x r

15 Marj Bāb el Mughr 2024.2691 x r, b

19 T. H
¯
az
¯
or, Kh.

Wakkâs, Widāh
¯

el
Ghūl

2033.2695 x ei?

26 Kh. Jeftelek, Kh.
Banāt Ya‘qūb, H

¯
.

Ashshaf

2048.2695 x r? b? ei?

27 Mālt
¯
ā 2051.2692 x x r

28 T. es Safa, Me’arot
Ayyelet, Kirād el
Ghannāma

2052.2697 x x r? b? ei?

67 El Khurrāmı̄ya 2025.2686 x r? ei?

68 Nah
¯
al H

¯
az
¯
or 2025.2684 x r, b

69 Nah
¯
al H

¯
az
¯
or 2027.2687 x r

85 Nah
¯
al Ashshaf 2051.2687 x r? b?

102 Marj el Bāshā 2081.2687 x b

104 El Jūra 2084.2686 x b

114 Kefar Ya‘aqov 2094.2685 x r? b? ei?

127 Nah
¯
al Qubba‘at 2021.2670 x r?

149 El Mǔghâr, Mughr
el Kheit

¯
, ‘Iyyé

Me‘arot

2006.2660 x x r? b? ei?

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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Table A1.2: Archaeological oil and wine production
remains from the Roman, Byzantine
and early Islamic periods - Archaeological
Survey of Israel †

Site
No.

Site Name Geographical
Coordinates

Olive Oil
Production

Wine
Production

Period

171 ‘Almı̄n 2092.2667 x r? b? ei?

173 Fir‘̄ım, Fer‘am 2000.2656 x r? b?

187 Rosh Pinna,
Jā‘ūna, Jâ‘aûneh

2000.2641 x x r? b? ei?

196 H
¯
. Nat

¯
or, Kh.

el Muntâr, Kh. el
Munt

¯
ār

2051.2649 x x r? b? ei?

230 H
¯
. T
¯
ūbā, T

¯
uba,

Sidrat el Minsās
2072.2630 x r? b?

268 Kh. er Rafid 2091.2624 x r? b? ei?

18/1 - Qas.rin

15 ‘Ein Nashôt 2147.2685 x b

18 Dabyyeh 2183.2684 x r? b?

25 Fâkhûra 2142.2675 x r?

30 Ah.madiyye,
‘Âmûdiyye

2160.2678 x b? ei?

18/2 - Qeshet

85 H. . Parag, Farj,
el Ferj

2283.2627 x r? b?

18/3 - Har Peres

no oil or wine presses recorded from a relevant period

19 - ‘Akko

no data currently available

20 - Ahihud

1 T. Afeq,
T. Kurdana

1603.2500 x x b

43 Ard el-‘Aymawiya 1656.2513 x b?

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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59 H. Tirat Tamra,
Kh. et-Tira

1660.2509 x x b?

72 Ahihud 1666.2569 x r, b, ei

87 Giv’at Yavor 1668.2561 x r?

88 Ahihud, el-Birwa,
el-Birwa

1669.2567 x r, b, ei

91 el-Birwq 1676.2564 x b

94 Umm el-Lusus 1683.2500 x b

125 Kh. el-Waziya 1685.2596 x x b

126 Waziya 1687.2593 x b

128 Tamra 1693.2507 x x r, b, ei

21 - Seguev

no data currently available

22 - Haifa - West

5 Mar Elias
Monastery of
Mount Carmel

1472.2482 x r?

21 Kh. Tinani,
Kh. Kinânŷ,
Kh. Tennameh

1465.2477 x x r, b, ei

50 Nahal Siyah 1470.2454 x b

66 H. Qastra, Kh.
Kafr es Samir, Kh.
Kefr es Samı̂r

1473.2442 x x r, b, ei

69 Ramat Hadar 1497.2449 x b

85 Romema 1493.2438 x b? ei?

89 Kh. ‘Atteisi, Kh.
‘Atteisy

1498.2435 x r?

97 Nahal ‘Ammiram 1476.2425 x b

120 Tirat Karmel 1479.2411 x b?

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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131 Tirat Karmel, Et
Tira, Et T̂ıreh

1477.2408 x r, b

136 Nahal Gallim 1482.2408 x r? b?

151 ‘En Qedem 1495.2407 x b?

23 - Haifa - East

112 Yajur, El-Yadschur 1555.2405 x r? b? ei?

24 - Shefar’am

1 H. Gahosh, Kh. el
Jahush

1643.2494 x r? b?

11 Mizpé Aviv 1684.2492 x r, b

15 Nahal Kavul 1698.2494 x r, b

20 Nahal Evlayim 1673.2488 x b

22 Nahal Evlayim 1679.2486 x b

29 H. Burgat Mishor,
Burj es Sahl, Burj
es Sahel

1618.2479 x r?

31 Gil’am Junction 1625.2473 x b

34 H. Zefat ‘Adi, Kh.
Sufta ‘Adi

1653.2477 x x r? b? ei?

36 Shefar’am 1657.2475 x r, b

37 H. Zefat ‘Adi 1658.2478 x r, b

42 I’billin 1688.2473 x x r, b

43 I’billin 1688.2473 x r, b

50 Qiryat Ata 1634.2466 x r, b

52 Har Shifron 1678.2463 x r, b

54 Kh. esh Sharati 1621.2458 x r? b?

69 Shefar’am,
Shafa ‘Amr

1671.2458 x r, b

70 Har Shifron 1676.2459 x r, b

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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72 Qiryat Ata, Kefar
Ata, Kufritta

1603.2449 x b, ei

74 H. Usha, Kh.
Hoshe, Kh. Husheh

1636.2443 x x r? b? ei?

79 Shefar’am,
Shafa ‘Amr

1659.2442 x b

82 Shefar’am,
Shafa ‘Amr

1670.2444 x r, b

83 Shefar’am,
Shafa ‘Amr

1671.2446 x r, b

95 Shefar’am,
Shafa ‘Amr

1671.2437 x r, b

104 H. Sasay, Kh.
Sa’sa’

1624.2423 x r? b?

112 Ibtin, Kh. Ibtin 1601.2410 x r? b?

121 Ibtin 1600.2401 x r, b

122 Ibtin 1606.2401 x r, b

123 H. Shur, Kh. es Sur 1620.2404 x r? b?

124 Nahal Zippori 1626.2404 x r, b

127 ‘En Yivqa’, Ras el
‘Ain

1664.2400 x r? b?

25 - Kefar Manda

no data currently available

26 - ‘Atlit

no oil or wine presses recorded from a relevant period

27 - Yagur

12 Nahal Nesher 1533.2397 x b

16 Nahal Qishon 1560.2397 x b

35 Nahal Kelah 1523.2382 x b

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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44 Ch. et Tabaiq 1562.2384 x b

56 Kefar Ha-No‘ar Ha-
Dati

1590.2387 x r? b?

59 H. Damon , Kh. ed
Dāmūn, Duweimı̂n

1523.2379 x b

78 Kh. Shallāla, Kh.
Shallâleh

1514.2368 x r? b?

99 ‘Isfiya, ‘Esfieh 1563.2360 x r, b

103 Kh. ‘Asafna, Kh. el
‘Asâfneh

1586.2369 x x r, b

105 Nahal Husifa 1588.2364 x b

112 H. Raqqit, Kh.
Ruqtiya, Kh. er
Rakht̂ıyeh

1513.2354 x r, b

117 Nahal Nez 1556.2355 x b

119 Nahal Nez 1555.2352 x b

132 Nahal Bustan 1515.2342 x b

136 Nahal Oren 1548.2348 x b

152 H. Bustan, Kh. el
Bustān, Bestân

1507.2337 x b, ei

165 Nahal Bustan 1534.2333 x r, b, ei

178 Dāliyat el Karmil,
Dâliyet el Kurmul

1537.2325 x b, ei

179 H. Devela, Kh. Du-
bil, Kh. Dobil, Kh.
Dubla, Dûbil

1540.2327 x x r? b? ei?

184 Dāliyet el Karmil,
Dâliyet el Kurmul

1558.2326 x b

185 Dāliyat el Karmil,
Dâliyet el Kurmul

1568.2329 x b?

194 Kh. el Karak, Kh.
el Kerek

1567.2315 x x r? b? ei?

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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196 Nahal Raqqefet 1572.2317 x r? b?

200 Har Karmel 1594.2319 x b

203 Kh. el Mansūra, Je-
lamet el Mansûrah

1595.2313 x b?

208 Kh. Nâsûs 1500.2302 x r, b

213 H. Sumaq,
Kh. Summaqa,
Kh. Semmâka

1538.2306 x x r? b?

215 Har Sumaq 1541.2302 x b

219 Nahal Raqqefet 1572.2303 x b

28 - Nahalal

30 Tiv’on 1632.2356 x r? b? ei?

37 Allonim, Qus.qus.,
Kuskus

1640.2363 x r? b? ei?

42 T. Risim,
T. er-Rish,
T. el Mûwajeh

1648.2339 x r? b? ei?

43 Kh. Shabana,
Shabâneh

1662.2399 x r? b? ei?

54 Beit Lahm,
Bethlehem

1675.2378 x r? b? ei?

58 Neveh Ya’ar 1668.2350 x r

63 Zebdah, el Alaly,
Zebed

1679.2346 x x r? b? ei?

68 Ramat David 1687.2316 x r, b

72 Rās el-Arqūb 1689.2361 x r, b

29 - Nazareth

no data currently available

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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30 - Dor

6 Giv‘at Sheluhit 1467.2293 x r? b?

7 Giv‘at Sheluhit 1468.2291 x r? b?

11 H. Kevir, Kh. Kab-
bara

1486.2291 x r, b

16 Nahal Maharal 1436.2287 x r? b?

29 Jaba’, Jaba, Jebà 1467.2289 x r? b?

33 Giv‘at Sheluhit 1474.2284 x r? b?

53 Ha-Bonim, Kafr
Lam, Kefr Lam

1439.2270 x r? b?

55 H. Nezer, Kh. Man-
ara, Kh. el Manara

1468.2278 x b?

57 Kerem Maharal,
Ijzim

1491.2278 x r? b? ei?

59 Giv‘at Shana 1497.2278 x r?

73 Ha-Bonim 1439.2266 x r, b

77 H. Shimray,
Kh. es Suwamir,
Esh Sheikh Madhi,
Suamir, Sheikh M

1464.2261 x b? ei?

78 ‘Ein Ghazal 1473.2265 x x r? b? ei?

82 Biq‘at Shir 1483.2266 x b

93 H. Hadarim,
Kh. Heidara,
Kh. Heiderah

1436.2253 x r, b, ei

111 H. Darkemon, Kh.
Dureihima, Durei-
hemeh

1438.2246 x x r, b

115 H. Shiya‘, Kh. esh
Shi’, Umm et Tus,
Umm et Tos

1458.2242 x b

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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121 Dor 1434.2239 x r, b

123 Dor 1432.2235 x b?

125 Dor 1433.2231 x b

126 Giv’ot Telimon 1460.2237 x b

129 Me’arat
Telimon, Kh.
es Suleimaniyeh

1478.2235 x b

130 H. Hanuna, Kh.
Hannana, Kh. Han-
naneh

1495.2235 x x b?

137 H. Tafat, Khiret
el Mazra’a,
El Mazrah

1432.2227 x r? b?

139 H. Tafat, Khiret
el Mazra‘a, El
Mazrah

1432.2220 x r, b, ei

147 Nahal Daliya 1431.2216 x r? b?

154 Kh. Shefeya, She-
feia, Kh. Shefeya,
Kh. Shefeiya

1474.2212 x x r? b? ei?

157 Kh. Umm et Tut 1489.2217 x b, ei

164 Zikhron Ya‘aqov 1444.2205 x r? b?

166 Zikhron Ya‘aqov 1454.2205 x b

168 Nahal Daliya 1464.2202 x r? b?

172 H. Tate, Kh. Tata 1487.2200 x b

31 - Daliya

24 Ch. Umm el-Qudur 1553.2285 x r, b

25 Umm ez-Zinat 1561.2282 x r, b

28 H. Milhi 1580.2287 x x r, b

30 ‘Ein Qeret 1597.2284 x b

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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41 H. Hermesh, Kh.
el-Haramis, Ch. el-
Haramis

1561.2272 x b? ei?

47 Dabbat Ammara 1502.2260 x r, b

63 H. Qetina,
Kh. Qutteina,
Kh. Koteineh

1531.2257 x r, b

78 Kh. Hanna,
Ch. Hanna

1505.2243 x r, b

146 Kh. el-Khadr 1526.2215 x r

32 - Mishmar HaEmek

10 Yoqne‘am ‘Illit 1602.2289 x r, b, ei

24 ‘Ha-Zorea,
El Mughr

1609.2278 x r? b? ei?

38 El Hakura 1612.2262 x b

53 T. Parur 1601.2258 x r? b? ei?

56 Quleila el Kabira 1617.2250 x x r

57 Nahal Gahar 1624.2255 x r? b? ei?

58 Quleila el Kabira 1622.2253 x r, b

59 T. Shush 1626.2252 x r, b, ei

60 En Pagga 1631.2256 x b

69 Giv’at Qippod 1619.2242 x r, b

89 Nahal Mishmar 1624.2232 x r, b

92 Mishmar Ha-‘Emeq 1630.2238 x b

93 Mishmar Ha-‘Emeq 1634.2235 x r? b?

94 Mishmar Ha-‘Emeq 1636.2237 x r, b

95 El Ghaba el Fauqa 1643.2230 x x r? b? ei?

122 Midrakh ‘Oz,
Mauqi T. el Jihash

1651.2225 x b

125 El Mensi,
Arab Baniha

1665.2223 x b, ei

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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138 Kufeira,
El Kufeireh

1665.2217 x r? b?

141 Er Rauzana 1669.2218 x r? b? ei?

147 Edh Dhahar 1686.2216 x x r?

33 - ‘Afula, 34 - Maghar, 35 - Huquq, 36 - Kefar Nahum

no data currently available

36/1 - Ma’ale Gamla

2 H. . Zawitan 2131.2594 x r? b?

11 es.-S. alabe 2169.2596 x r? b?

15 el-Bir, Bt.ra 2164.2580 x r? b? ei?

18 Wah. shara 2186.2588 x r, b

24 el-Kashshe,
Dardara

2113.2575 x r? b?

29 Bab el-Hawa 2184.2570 x r? b?

38 H. . Batra 2137.2568 x r? b?

43 Gamla, el-Salam 2193.2565 x r?

51 H. . H. oh. 2152.2556 x r? b? ei?

53 H. . Zeite, Zeite,
Zeita

2168.2544 x r? b?

56 Juranaya, Jur-
nayye, Joramâyah

2191.2551 x r? b?

62 Rasem Bab el-
Hawa

2156.2541 x r

64 ‘Uyūn H. amūd 2167.2544 x x r? b?

77 Deir ‘Aziz 2169.2523 x r, b, ei

78 Nah. al Samak
Bridge

2195.2524 x b?

84 Shuqayyif,
Masharfāw̄ı

2134.2513 x r? b?

93 Lawiyye 2138.2503 x r? b? ei?

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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96 el-Mabara 2159.2503 x r, b

103 Umm el-Qanatir,
‘Ein es-Sfeira,
el-Manshiyye

2192.2507 x r? b?

105 El-Manshiyye 2196.2505 x r? b?

106 es-Sfeira Fort 2190.2501 x r, b

36/2 - Rujem-el Hiri

9 Najil 2238.2593 x r?

63 Deir Qeruh. 2201.2568 x r? b?

81 Height Spot 2207.2553 x b

84 Mazra‘at Qunet.ra 2228.2555 x r? b? ei?

92 Jerniyye 2281.2554 x r? b?

127 Kh. Majdūlyā 2218.2522 x r?

147 Khisfin 2264.2507 x r? b? ei?

37 - Tir‘an, 38 - Migdal, 39 - Tiberias

no data currently available

40 - ‘Ein Gev

5 Confluence of
Streams

2173.2491 x x r

14 el-Kursi 2110.2480 x b, ei

17 Kh. el-Hūtiyye 2149.2484 x r? b?

25 ‘Ein ‘Uwenish, el-
‘Awān̄ısh

2123.2471 x r? b? ei?

28 ‘Emeq HaBoqrim
Farm

2135.2477 x r?

35 ‘Adeise 2167.2478 x r? b? ei?

61 Bney Yehudah,
Skufiyyā, Sqūpiyye

2145.2452 x r, b, ei

67 Nah. al ‘En Gev 2106.2434 x r, b

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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83 Sussita (Cemetery) 2122.2420 x r? b?

95 Afiq, Fiq 2160.2424 x b

103 Upper Nah. al Mes.ar 2156.2411 x r? b?

107 ‘Uyun Ba’thata 2169.2414 x x r? b?

111 Zuqye Kawarot,
el-Kuwēıyir

2111.2408 x r? b?

113 Kfar H. aruv,
Kafr H. ārib

2119.2406 x r, b, ei

116 Wadi Barbara 2146.2408 x r

128 Upper Hah. al Mes.ar 2159.2407 x x b?

40/1 - Nov

14 T. ed-Dhahab 2280.2498 x r? b?

15 Jidyā 2202.2483 x r, b

24 T. Abu ez-Zeitūn 2252.2485 x r? b?

32 ‘Ein et-Taruq 2262.2463 x r? b?

33 Kafr el-Mā 2270.2464 x r? b?

36 H. eitel 2231.2451 x r? b? ei?

41 - Har Tavor

1 Kh. Kenna 1807.2398 x r, b

5 Jebel Khuwwika 1828.2390 x b

6 Jebel Khuwwika 1836.2392 x r, b

7 Jebel Khuwwika 1844.2390 x b

11 H. Binit,
Kh. Beiyin

1866.2391 x x b?

12 Ilaniyya, Esh She-
jerah, Esh Shajara

1875.2398 x r? b?

13 T. Gat Hefer, El
Meshhed, Mash-
had, Kh. ez Zurra‘a

1800.2382 x b?

20 Mash-had 1812.2379 x x b

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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24 Nahal Azenot 1847.2370 x b

32 Nahal Baraq 1824.2363 x x r, b

45 Bet Qeshet 1876.2354 x r, b

47 En Shehor,
Kh. ‘Ein es Sauda

1889.2351 x r? b?

72 H. Zelef, Kh.
Mugheiyir,
Kh. el Muhaiyir

1883.2327 x b?

75 Biqi’at Kesullot 1807.2308 x r

76 Biq’at Kesullot 1881.2302 x r

42 - Yavne’el, 43 - Kineret

no data currently available

44 - Hammat Gadert

15 Height Spot 2151.2398 x b?

17 es.-S. afūriyye 2162.2397 x x r, b

21 Dabūsiyya 2180.2398 x r, b, ei

24 Dabūsiyya 2180.2391 x r, b, ei

25 Sā‘ed 2191.2392 x b

30 Tlel 2145.2389 x x r, b, ei

36 ‘Arqub et-Taltamis 2156.2387 x b

38 el-Mas.iyye 2161.2380 x r? b? ei?

55 Maqam Breja’ 2142.2376 x b

60 Kih. [sic] ‘Ayun 2127.2361 x x r? b?

65 el-‘Ayadah 2138.2362 x r? b?

70 en-Nās.eryye 2100.2342 x r? b? ei?

45 - ‘En Dor

7 H. Zafzafor, Kh. es
Sufsafeh, Kherbeit
es Safsafa, ‘En Dor,
‘Ein es Safsafa

1867.2277 x b, ei

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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11 Nein 1828.2263 x r? b? ei?

20 ‘En ha-More, ‘Ain
el Baz

1821.2259 x b

30 Giv’at ha-More 1842.2249 x b

32 Bir es Siyah 1847.2248 x r, b

34 H. Sahar, Me‘arot
Sahar, Kh. Sireh,
Mughr es Saghira

1225.1854 x x r? b? ei?

39 Giv‘at Boleq,
Buleiq

1862.2216 x x r, b

46 - Gazit

5 H. Qamal,
Kh. Kummil,
Kh. Qummal

1938.2295 x r?

15 H. Ze‘ev, Kh. El
Mughaiyir

1951.2276 x b?

16 Nalhal [sic] Selil,
Nahal Selil

1958.2275 x b

43 Danna 1946.2243 x b?

62 Ahuzzat
Shoshanna

1990.2219 x r? b

47 - [Unnamed]

no oil or wine presses recorded from a relevant period

48 - Binyamina

2 Ma‘agan Mikha’el 1426.2190 x r

9 Ma‘agan Mikha’el 1425.2184 x r, b

14 Zikhron Ya’aqov,
Newē Sharet

1463.2185 x r, b, ei

28 Ramat Ha-Nadiv 1466.2172 x x r, b

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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41 Ramat Ha-Nadiv 1443.2163 x r, b

45 H. Rozez 1467.2167 x r? b?

90 H. ‘Egem 1491.2149 x ei?

99 T. Duda’im, Kh. T.
ed Dodahān, Kh.
T. ed Dudahan, T.
ed Dôdehân

1464.2130 x b?

107 H. Bavlon 1487.2120 x r, b, ei

114 H. Zaf, Kh. Sufsāfa,
Be’er Hanna, Bir es
Sufasâf

1470.2118 x r, b, ei

49 - Regavim

72 Nah
¯
al Saflul 1584.2182 x r

76 Nah
¯
al Tanninim,

En ‘Ammi Shafts
1505.2177 x b

82 Nah
¯
al Tanninim 1508.2173 x b?

89 T. H
¯
az
¯
irim,

Khǔrbet
Khudeirah, Kh.
el Khuderia

1521.2178 x r? b?

146 Nah
¯
al ‘Ada 1534.2150 x r, b

152 Qus
¯
abiya, El

Kusab̂ıyeh
1568.2157 x r? ei?

181 H
¯
. Panter, Kh. Fu-

neitir, Khǔrbet el
Funeiter

1579.2146 x r? ei?

206 Alloné Yiz
¯
h
¯
aq 1501.2129 x x r, b

207 Kefar Glickson 1506.2125 x r? b?

209 Alloné Yiz
¯
h
¯
aq 1502.2128 x x r

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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219 H
¯
. Boreq, Kh. el

Burejj, Kh. el Bu-
rak

1522.2120 x r? b? ei?

220 H
¯
. Boreq, Kh. el

Burejj, Kh. el Bu-
rak

1519.2122 x b?

222 H
¯
. Kayil 1530.2128 x r? b? ei?

225 Kafr Qari’,
Kefr Kârá

1551.2124 x r? b?

233 Nah
¯
al ‘Iron 1592.2127 x r

236 Nah
¯
al Barqan 1501.2112 x b?

239 H
¯
. Saddan, Kh. esh

Sheikh Sandahāw̄ı,
Sheikh Sandahawy

1537.2115 x r? b? ei?

269 ‘Ar‘ara, ‘Arárah, El
Bat

¯
n

1586.2117 x r, b

270 ‘Ar‘ara, ‘Arárah, El
Bat

¯
n

1585.2111 x b, ei

286 Giv’ot ‘Iron 1548.2103 x r, b

300 Giv’ot ‘Iron 1561.2102 x r? b?

311 Rujm el Ah
¯
mar 1571.2106 x r? b?

328 Qaz
¯
ir 1596.2100 x x r

50 - Umm el Fahem, 51 - Silat el Hartiya

no data currently available

52 - Mikhmoret

no oil or wine presses recorded from a relevant period

53 - Hadera

70 Hadera, Bet
Eli’ezer

1446.2044 x r, b

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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Olive Oil
Production

Wine
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44 Gan Shemuel 1451.2065 x b, ei

54 - Ma’anit

2 Barqai, Kh. ez Ze-
badneh, Wadi ‘Ara

1531.2091 x r? b? ei?

17 Kh. et Tawila 1550.2086 x b?

19 Umm el Qutuf 1559.2086 x b

22 Bertah,
Kh. Barta‘a,
Esh. Sh. Barta‘a

1597.2088 x b?

24 Ma’anit 1528.2070 x r, b

29 T. Narbeta,
Kh. Beidus

1530.2067 x r, b, ei?

38 Kh. Bir el Isyar 1557.2055 x r? b? ei?

39 Kh. Bir el Isyar 1560.2056 x b

40 Kh. el ‘Aqqaba,
Kh. Abu Rujman

1578.2059 x r? b?

47 Meser 1548.2044 x r, b

52 H. Borin,
Kh. Burin

1533.2034 x r? b?

65 Kh. el Quseir 1595.2019 x b?

55 and 55/1 - Palestinian Authority, 56 - Netanya, 57 - Kefar Yona,
58, 58/1 and 58/2 - Palestinian Authority, 59 - Even Yehuda, 60 - Tel Mond
61, 61/1 and 61/2 - Palestinian Authority

no data currently available

62 - Ein Harod, 63 - Beit She’an, 64 - Beit Yosef

no oil or wine presses recorded from a relevant period

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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65 - ‘Atlit

65 Beer Megadim,
Bir Badawiya, Bir
Ebdawiyeh, Bir
el-Bedawiyye

1453.2360 x b

66 - Sede Eliyahu

1 H. Ner, Kh. Umm
Sirhan

1904.2031 x r, b

7 Meirav 1899.2065 x b

8 Nahal Avinadav 1919.2061 x b?

15 Ma’ale Gilboa’ 1896.2092 x b

55 T. Menorah, T.
Abu Faraj, T. Abu
Faraj

1993.2034 x x r? b? ei?

57 T. Zofarim,
T. el Khaneizir,
T. es Sufrani

1990.2039 x r? b? ei?

68 Avoka 1985.2087 x x b

67/1, 67/2, 68, 68/1, 68/2 and 68/3 - Palestinian Authority

no data currently available

69 - Herzliyya

23 Nahal ha-Shiv‘a 1847.2378 x x b

26 Ra’ananna, Tabsor,
‘Ain Zetuni (Tab-
sor), Tabsur (Kh.
‘Azzun)

1386.1778 x b

48 Herzliyya Bet 1326.1748 x r? b? ei?

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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51 Gelilot, El Jelil, El
Jalil, El Jalil esh
Shamaliya, Jalil
esh Shamaliya,
Jalil el Qibliya

1323.1742 x x r? b? ei?

89 T. er Raqqit 1301.1708 x b

93 El ‘Ora, Kh. el
‘Aura

1325.1708 x b, ei

96 Ramat ha-Sharon 1361.1706 x r, b

70 - Tel Aviv-Yafo, 71 - Petah Tikva, 72 - Miqve Israel

no oil or wine presses recorded from a relevant period

73 - Rishon le Zion, 74 - Holot Yavne, 75 - Yavne

no data currently available

76 - Reh
¯
ovot

23 Kh. Deiran 1322.1448 x r? b? ei?

24 Kh. Deiran 1322.1447 x x r, b, ei

77 - Kefer Sava

10 Eyal, Esh-Shakair 1485.1800 x r, b, ei

13 Tsur Yigeal 1489.1797 x r

24 Kh. Ibreika 1462.1788 x r? b? ei?

28 Kh. Kara 1495.1789 x r? b?

34 Kh. Sabieh 1407.1772 x r? b? ei?

42 Kufr/Kafr Saba 1442.1764 x b? ei?

60 Kefar Malal 1402.1742 x b, ei

69 Jami- el-‘Umari 1477.1742 x r? b?

82 Jaljulye 1453.1735 x b? ei?

86 Matan 1482.1739 x b

111 H. Zakkur, Kh. ez-
Zakur/Dhakur

1487.1721 x x r? b? ei?

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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132 Qurnet Ibshir 1474.1713 x x r, b, ei

151 Kafr Bara 1465.1700 x r? b? ei?

158 Kafr Bara 1474.1708 x x r? b? ei?

182 Oranit 1484.1707 x r?

184 Oranit 1482.1706 x r, b

188 Oranit 1483.1704 x r, b

78 - Rosh Ha-‘Ayin

9 Kafr Qasim 1474.1698 x b

10 Kafr Qasim 1471.1698 x b, ei

11 Kafr Qasim 1469.1697 x b, ei

15 Kafr Qasim 1469.1693 x r? b?

26 Kafr Qasim 1490.1695 x b? ei?

44 Ed Deir, Kh. ed
Deir

1477.1686 x b? ei?

75 H. Dayyar, Kh. ed
Duweir

1483.1673 x b?

84 Petah Tiqwa -
Kafr Avraham, Es
Sa‘ida

1410.1664 x r? b?

89 Qumat Haramiya,
Kumet el
Haramiyeh

1461.1665 x x r?

93 Qumat Haramiya 1465.1658 x b? ei?

102 Kh. Kasr es Sett,
Qasr es Sitt

1473.1660 x b?

108 Kh. Umm el Bureid 1486.1665 x b, ei

120 Kh. Kesfa 1498.1667 x b

126 Wadi el Bureid 1491.1662 x b?

131 Nahal Rabba 1467.1659 x b

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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133 Sheikh Baraz ed
Din, Esh Sheikh
Buraz ed Din

1460.1656 x ei?

136 H. Migdal Afeq,
Mejdel Yaba, Maj-
dal Yaba

1458.1653 x b? ei?

149 Nahal Susi 1478.1654 x b

158 Kh. Umm el Hum-
mam

1495.1653 x x b, ei

159 Wadi el Bureid 1492.1650 x x b? ei?

168 Nahal Shillo 1466.1649 x b

169 Nahal Shillo 1464.1649 x b

190 Nahal Shillo 1486.1642 x r, b

205 H. Yeqavim, Kh.
Umm el Ikba, Kh.
Umm el Iqba

1494.1641 x b, ei

206 H. She’eri, Neby
Tari, En Nabi
Thari

1429.1638 x b? ei?

212 H. Zikhrin, Kh.
Dikerin, Kh. Zikrin

1465.1633 x x r? b? ei?

213 Nahal Shillo 1462.1634 x r, b

239 Nahal Shillo 1468.1629 x b

241 Nahal Shillo 1473.1627 x r? b?

253 H. Ta’mur, Kh.
Tu’mur

1497.1627 x x b

271 Nahal Shillo 1486.1619 x x b?

287 Nahal Mazor 1465.1604 x b

79, 79/1, 79/2 - Palestinian Authority

no data currently available

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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80 - Lod

9 H. Hani, Burj el
Haniyeh, Kh. Burj
el Haniya

1468.1592 x x r? b?

10 H. Pundaq 1469.1599 x r? b?

14 H. ‘Al, Deir ‘Alia,
Kh. Deir ‘Alia

1493.1595 x r? b?

15 H. ‘Al 1496.1595 x r? b?

19 Bareqet, Et Tierh,
Et Tierh

1445.1584 x r? b?

31 Me‘arot Bareqet 1463.1580 x b

32 Me‘arot Bareqet 1466.1580 x b

33 Kh. el Bira 1466.1583 x r? b? ei?

34 Kh. el Bira 1467.1582 x x b, ei

35 Kh. el Bira 1467.1586 x b?

52 Nahal Bet ‘Arif 1443.1574 x b

54 Shoham 1446.1573 x b?

59 Bareqet 1449.1578 x b, ei

60 Bareqet 1451.1579 x b?

63 El Mughraq 1453.1577 x b

65 Kh. Burnat 1459.1577 x b? ei?

66 Kh. Burnat 1459.1573 x r?

67 Kh. el Bornat, Kh.
Burnat

1463.1576 x r? b?

70 Kh. Burnat 1468.1575 x b

74 Nahal Bet’ Arif 1429.1567 x ei

77 Shoham 1446.1566 x r, b

78 Shoham 1449.1567 x r, b

80 El Khirba 1453.1569 x r, b, ei

83 H. Tinshemet 1459.1561 x x b, ei

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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84 H. Tinshemet, Kh.
‘Aly Malkina, Kh.
‘Ali Malikina (Esh
Sheikh ‘Ali), Kh.
esh Shamiya

1464.1563 x r? b?

85 H. Tinshemet 1465.1564 x r? b?

91 Nahal Bet Arif’ 1434.1555 x b?

96 Deir Tureif 1446.1555 x b

101 Shoham 1449.1556 x b

104 Shoham 1452.1556 x x r, b

105 Shoham 1449.1555 x b

108 Nahal Bet Arif’ 1464.1555 x r? b?

109 Nahal Bet Arif’ 1466.1550 x x r? b?

117 Kh. Baenna, Kh.
Bi‘ina

1485.1553 x b

118 Kh. Abu el Fahm 1489.1557 x b

125 Nahal Bet Arif’ 1442.1549 x b? ei?

130 H. Nevallat 1462.1546 x b?

131 H. Nevallat 1464.1548 x r? b?

134 Nahal Nevallat 1466.1546 x ei

135 H. Nevallat 1463.1546 x x b, ei

137 Nahal Nevallat 1478.1544 x b

143 Nahal Natuf 1451.1532 x b

144 Nahal Natuf 1461.1531 x r? b?

148 Kh. Beit Kufa 1465.1535 x b

153 T. Dalit 1473.1534 x b

154 Kh. er Rukab 1476.1538 x b

155 Kh. er Rukab 1479.1536 x x b

161 El Haditha 1440.1521 x b

163 El Haditha 1447.1525 x b

166 El Haditha 1459.1521 x r? b?

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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170 Haditheh, El Ha-
ditha

1453.1524 x b, ei

171 Nahal Natuf 1457.1525 x b

172 Nahal Natuf 1457.1524 x b

173 El Haditha 1456.1522 x r? b?

175 Nahal Natuf 1459.1521 x b

177 Abu el Hubban 1464.1527 x b?

181 Kh. Budrus 1479.1526 x r, b

183 Budrus 1485.1526 x b

186 Modi’im Junction 1440.1511 x r? b?

187 Ben Shemen, Kefar
ha-Noar

1441.1517 x r, b, ei

188 Nahal Natuf 1446.1519 x x r? b?

192 Khallat el Jarni’ 1456.1515 x b

195 Nahal Natuf 1458.1517 x b

197 Nahal Natuf 1460.1517 x b, ei

214 H. Shalem, Deir
Abu Selameh, Deir
Abu Salama

1459.1508 x b?

215 H. Hermeshit, Kh.
Harmush

1473.1507 x x r, b, ei

216 Nahal Natuf 1486.1502 x b, ei

217 Nahal Natuf 1491.1506 x ei

81, 81/1, 81/2 - Palestinian Authority

no data currently available

82 - Gezer

32 Kh. Birit 1468.1497 x b

47 Kh. Birit 1464.1493 x b

56 H
¯
. H
¯
arad 1473.1493 x x r? b?

59 ‘Ein Birit 1472.1499 x b?

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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83 H
¯
. Ha-Gardi, Kh.

El Gharbawi
1494.1491 x b?

86 Mevo Modi‘im 1491.1490 x b

116 Kefar Daniel 1435.1483 x b? ei?

132 El-Habs 1461.1483 x x r? ei?

145 H
¯
. Matah

¯
1469.1482 x r?

155 H
¯
. Kelah

¯
1477.1485 x b

157 Nah
¯
al Gizmo 1469.1487 x r? b?

162 H
¯
. Ha-Tarsi 1488.1481 x b?

163 H
¯
. Ha-Tarsi 1485.1482 x b?

165 H
¯
. Kelah

¯
1483.1481 x b?

166 H
¯
. Ha-Tarsi 1487.1480 x x b

167 H
¯
. Ha-Tarsi 1478.1481 x r? b? ei?

168 H
¯
. el Kelah

¯
1479.1482 x r? b? ei?

171 H
¯
. el Kelah

¯
1481.1481 x b, ei

182 Tombs of the
Maccabees

1497.1480 x x b?

185 Tombs of the
Maccabees

1491.1480 x b?

190 Modi’im,
Kh. Midya

1496.1487 x b? ei?

193 Kh. el-H
¯
amman 1498.1487 x b?

196 Tombs of the
Maccabees

1492.1483 x r? b?

198 H
¯
. Ha-Tarsi 1491.1483 x b

207 Nah
¯
al Daniel 1430.1477 x b

215 Gimzo 1445.1472 x x ei?

231 Kharruba 1462.1479 x x r? b?

233 Kharruba 1466.1471 x b?

236 Kharruba 1471.1471 x b

246 H
¯
. Zakariya 1477.1475 x x b?

250 H
¯
. Kelah

¯
1478.1479 x x b

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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251 H
¯
. Kelah

¯
1480.1479 x b

252 H
¯
. Kelah

¯
1480.1478 x ei

278 Tombs of the
Maccabees

1491.1477 x r? b?

281 Tombs of the
Maccabees

1494.1479 x b

287 Tombs of the
Maccabees

1496.1476 x r? b?

307 El Khirbeh 1437.1462 x b?

328 H
¯
. Regev 1457.1465 x r? b? ei?

337 Kharruba 1467.1466 x b

339 Kharruba 1461.1467 x b? ei?

346 H
¯
. Regev 1459.1462 x x ei?

347 H
¯
. Regev 1459.1460 x b?

349 Kharruba 1474.1469 x x r? b? ei?

354 Kharruba 1470.1467 x x b?

380 Barfiliya 1484.1464 x b?

385 Barfiliya 1492.1463 x x b?

387 Barfiliya 1492.1466 x b?

392 Barfiliya 1489.1470 x b, ei

395 Barfiliya 1491.1468 x b, ei

396 Barfiliya 1491.1470 x b, ei

441 Nah
¯
al ‘Anava 1474.1457 x x r, b, ei

453 H
¯
. Ashun,

Kh. Ashun,
Kh. Ruweisun

1483.1456 x x r? b?

466 H
¯
. Ashun 1490.1455 x x b?

467 Barfiliya 1497.1455 x x b

469 Barfiliya 1492.1455 x b?

471 H
¯
. Ashun 1492.1454 x b?

480 H
¯
. Nekhes 1458.1440 x x r? b? ei?

485 H
¯
. Avidan 1474.1445 x b?

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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500 H
¯
. Hammim 1484.1448 x b?

510 Umm el-‘Umdan 1490.1443 x b?

524 Umm el-‘Umdan 1494.1441 x x b

536 H
¯
. Nekhes 1453.1436 x b? ei?

539 H
¯
. Nekhes 1453.1437 x b? ei?

561 H
¯
. Bizqa 1468.1435 x x b

576 H
¯
. Bet Shana 1485.1433 x x r, b

585 H
¯
. Sher 1490.1431 x x r? b?

591 Kh. Umm el-
‘Umdan

1497.1437 x b? ei?

593 Kh. Umm el-
‘Umdan

1497.1435 x b?

595 Kh. Umm el-
‘Umdan

1495.1435 x b

606 Mishmar Ayalon 1449.1421 x b?

623 H
¯
. Bet Shana, Kh.

Bet Shana, Beit
Shanna

1487.1427 x r? b?

634 Sha‘alvim 1478.1420 x x b?

655 T. Gezer 1423.1411 x b?

661 ‘En Yarad 1437.1414 x x r? b?

668 Mishmar Ayalon 1446.1415 x x b?

673 T. Sha’alvim 1487.1419 x r? b? ei?

696 Abu Shushe 1417.1405 x b?

702 Abu Shushe 1420.1405 x x b? ei?

712 ‘En Yarad 1435.1404 x ei?

716 Ben-Nun 1441.1409 x x b? ei?

718 Kh. Yarda 1438.1408 x b? ei?

83 - Beit Sira - South

7 Kh. Kureikur 1533.1475 x r? b?

14 Kh. Badd Isa 1540.1482 x r, b

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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16 esh Sh. Shihab ed-
Din

1554.1456 x x b?

28 [Unnamed] 1507.1447 x b, ei

31 Kh. el-Qanbuta 1511.1423 x b, ei

33 Kh. el-Hadatha 1513.1430 x r, b, ei

34 Kh. Abu es-Sarris 1510.1436 x r

37 Kh. Ajanjul 1521.1420 x b

39 Bir Main 1519.1439 x r? b? ei?

42 el-Burj 1519.1455 x r? b?

48 [Unnamed] 1538.1453 x r, b, ei

49 Kh. Raqubis 1543.1400 x r? b? ei?

50 Kh. Kafr Rasiya 1541.1411 x x r, b, ei

51 Kh. Dhanab el-
Kalb

1539.1420 x b? ei?

52 Kh. ed-Dureish 1547.1445 x b, ei

53 Kh. Shibli 1557.1402 x r, b

55 Kh. Mannca 1556.1447 x b

56 Kh. Dar Asi 1559.1404 x x r, b, ei

59 Kh. Deiriya 1562.1445 x x b

63 Kh. Harfush 1592.1430 x r, b

64 Kh. el-Wasat 1600.1432 x x r, b, ei

66 [Unnamed] 1591.1438 x x b? ei?

83/1 - Ramallah - Benjamin Survey

2 Kh. Qureinica 1608.1447 x r? b?

3 Kh. Deir Hassan 1599.1455 x r? b?

7 Kh. es-Sanjaq 1609.1451 x r? b? ei?

17 Kh. el-Mahma 1632.1432 x r? b?

22 [Unnamed] 1647.1428 x r, b, ei

32 Kh. Sakariya 1656.1490 x r? b?

34 Beituniya 1661.1434 x x b? ei?

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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39 [Unnamed], Kh.
Tarfidiya?

1670.1451 x r? b?

46 Kh. Jifna 1602.1414 x r? b?

48 Beit Ur el-Fauqa 1607.1436 x x r? b? ei?

50 Kh. ez-Zeit 1602.1431 x x r? b?

57 Kh. el-Midrah 1651.1407 x r? b?

58 Kh. el-Jufeir 1651.1417 x x r? b? ei?

64 [Unnamed] 1667.1414 x b

67 Shib Siyaj 1679.1407 x r? b?

83/2 - El Bira - Benjamin Archaeological Survey

4 Ein el-Qasa 1717.1473 x r, b, ei

15 Kh. Deir Shabab
esh-Shamaliya

1735.1489 x r, b

26 Kh. el-Khudriya 1773.1466 x r, b, ei

39 Kh. Kafr Tas 1718.1419 x x b? ei?

41 [Unnamed] 1716.1434 x r, b, ei

43 [Unnamed] 1712.1441 x b?

45 [Unnamed] 1713.1465 x b

48 [Unnamed] 1719.1429 x r?

51 esh-Sheikh Sheiban 1724.1461 x r, b

74 [Unnamed] 1755.1440 x x b

76 Kh. Haiyan 1755.1458 x x r, b, ei

83 [Unnamed] 1766.1425 x b

85 Kh. T. el-Askar 1765.1430 x r? b?

86 [Unnamed] 1760.1430 x r, b

88 [Unnamed] 1764.1459 x b

120 Kh. ‘Atara 1705.1430 x b?

124 Kh. Irziya,
Kh. Erziyeh

1713.1413 x r? b? ei?

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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83/3, 83/4, 83/5, 83/6, 83/7, 83/8, 83/9, 83/10 and 83/11 - Palestinian
Authority

no data currently available

83/12 - Wadi el-Makokh - Benjamin Archaeological Survey

1 Ez-Zahaliq,
Ras et-Tawil

1804.1417 x b, ei

83/13 and 83/14 - Palestinian Authority

no data currently available

84 - Ashdod

39 Holot Ashdod 1147.1329 x b

42 Holot Ashdod 1144.1322 x b?

52 Holot Ashdod 1162.1322 x b, ei

85 - Gedera

20 H. Merar,
El Mughar

1293.1329 x r?

26 Nir Gallim 1199.1369 x b

38 T. Qatra, Katrah,
Qatra

1289.1368 x r? b

66 Hazor Ashdod 1234.1312 x b

86 - Hulda

no data currently available

87 - Niz.z.anim - West

17 Ashqelon, Afidar,
Hajar ‘̂Id

1079.1208 x b

21 Ashqelon, Afidar 1080.1202 x b

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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88 - Niz.z.anim - East

75 Sandahanna 1178.1262 x r? b?

158 Ashqelon, ‘Asqalan 1106.1216 x x b

159 Ashqelon, ‘Asqalan 1107.1212 x r? b?

168 Kh. el Biyar, Er
Rasm

1185.1217 x r? b?

169 Ashqelon, ‘Asqalan 1110.1201 x b

90 - Kefar Manahem

no data currently available

91 - Ziqim

100 El Yasmina, Kh. el
Yasmina

1084.1141 x b

198 Nahal Shiqma 1066.1100 x r, b

92 - Askelon, 93 - Qomemiyut, 94 - Gat, 95 - Miflasim, 96 - Sderot,
97 - Ruhama

no data currently available

98 - Lakhish

14 Nah. al Lakhish 1341.1091 x b

16 Nah. al Lakhish 1346.1094 x b

34 H. . Sheqofa,
Kh. Sukeiyifeh,
Kh. Suqeifa

1375.1094 x r? b?

35 Jebel Khallat ed
Daghila

1371.1091 x b

36 Nah. al Maresha 1375.1091 x b?

45 Kh. el Jebu, Kh. el
Jabu

1379.1099 x r? b?

48 Kh. Rasm Biram 1385.1090 x r, b

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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50 Nah. al Maresha 1387.1096 x r? b?

51 Nah. al Maresha 1385.1097 x b

60 Rasm Ja’bur 1393.1098 x x r? b? ei?

61 Deir Sa’d 1395.1094 x r? b?

71 Nah. al Maresha 1391.1099 x x b

83 Nah. al No‘am 1310.1088 x b?

91 Giv’at ‘Azar 1341.1084 x r, b

101 Nah. al Lakhish 1355.1084 x r?

105 H. . Kefar Lakhish,
El Qubeiba,
El Kubeibeh
(esh Sherkiyeh),
Qubeibeh Ibn
Awad

1361.1089 x ei?

106 Nah. al Lakhish 1367.1081 x b

112 Nah. al Maresha 1366.1088 x b?

114 Kh. Qarqara, Kh.
Kerkerah

1378.1083 x r? b?

120 Nah. al Lakhish 1382.1083 x r, b

121 Lakhish 1381.1088 x r, b

131 Kh. Rasm el
Wawiya

1388.1085 x r

132 Kh. er Rasm 1395.1086 x r, b

159 Nah. al Lakhish 1366.1079 x b

165 Nah. al Lakhish 1374.1073 x b?

166 H. . Ma‘al 1384.1076 x r? b?

174 Nah. al Lakhish 1395.1073 x b

177 Nah. al Lakhish 1391.1078 x b

196 Giv’at Samakh 1333.1067 x b?

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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202 H. . Shoq, Kh. esh
Shuqqaq (Kh. esh
Shuqqaqiya), Kh.
esh Shukkak

1376.1068 x r? b?

203 Kh. el Habaqa 1376.1061 x r? b?

210 Nah. al Lakhish 1381.1065 x b

213 Nah. al Lakhish 1381.1068 x b?

214 Nah. al Lakhish 1381.1063 x b

216 Nah. al Lakhish 1382.1061 x b?

217 Kh. Rasm Shu’liya 1392.1069 x r? b? ei?

218 Nah. al Lakhish 1396.1061 x r, b

233 H. . Rimmona, Kh.
er Rummana, Kh.
Rummaneh

1378.1053 x r? b? ei?

243 Nah. al Lakhish 1391.1057 x b, ei

261 Rasm er Rusum,
Kh. er Resum

1378.1044 x x r? b? ei?

269 Giv‘at Gad, T. esh
Sh. ‘Ali, Jebel esh
Sheikh ‘Ali

1391.1049 x b? ei?

270 H. . Gever 1393.1044 x b? ei?

296 H. . Zeita, Zeita, Kh.
Zeita

1395.1033 x r? b? ei?

306 Rasm ‘Amir 1350.1028 x r? b?

329 H. . Ginta, Kh. Jan-
nata, Kh. Jenneta

1392.1019 x r? b? ei?

331 Nah. al Adorayim 1391.1017 x r? b? ei?

333 Nah. al Adorayim 1392.1013 x x b

338 Nah. al Kelekh 1357.1003 x b

339 Nah. al Adorayim 1362.1003 x b? ei?

346 Nah. al Adorayim 1388.1001 x b

349 Nah. al Adorayim 1397.1002 x b

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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99 - Kefar Uria, 100 - Sha‘ar Haggay

no data currently available

101 - Ein Kerem

1 [Unnamed] 1604.1354 x x r, b, ei

7 Kh. Beit
esh-Shabab

1614.1372 x r, b, ei

9 Kh. Kabbush 1611.1386 x b, ei

14 Kh. el-Bawaya 1628.1364 x r, b

16 Kh. Judeida 1621.1381 x r, b, ei

21 Kh. Abu Zarur 1632.1394 x r, b

33 Kh. Beit Mizza 1650.1349 x r, b, ei

35 Kh. el-Lauza 1657.1359 x b? ei?

43 [Unnamed] 1664.1353 x r? b?

47 Kh. el-Beituniya 1667.1383 x r, b, ei

58 Bir Nabala 1685.1394 x b?

63 Kh. el Kurum 1678.1366 x r? b? ei?

65 [Unnamed], Ramat
Polin

1683.1367 x b?

66 [Unnamed], Ramat
Polin

1679.1368 x b?

67 Ras el Badd 1684.1362 x x r? b?

69 [Unnamed] 1682.1365 x b?

71 [Unnamed], Ramat
Polin

1680.1365 x b?

85 [Unnamed], Nahal
Shemu‘el

1679.1351 x r? b? ei?

96 [Unnamed] 1697.1352 x r, b

97 Kh. Tiliiya 1694.1360 x b?

99 Kh. Ras el Alawi,
Kh. Ras el Alaweh

1667.1340 x b, ei

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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100 [Unnamed], Nahal
Shemu‘el

1680.1349 x r

109 Kh. Ras el Alawi,
Kh. Ras el Alaweh

1665.1339 x b

116 [Unnamed], Jerus-
alem Forest

1672.1332 x b

120 [Unnamed], Giv‘at
Sha‘ul

1680.1334 x b, ei

125 [Unnamed], Kefar
Sha‘ul

1666.1328 x r, b

126 [Unnamed] 1661.1327 x b

127 [Unnamed], Har
Nof

1661.1327 x b

128 [Unnamed], Kefar
Sha‘ul

1665.1326 x r, b

129 Kh. Ain et Tut, Kh.
Ein et Tut

1662.1326 x b, ei

133 [Unnamed], Kefar
Sha‘ul

1668.1325 x r, b

141 [Unnamed], Har
Nof

1665.1322 x r? b? ei?

163 Esh Sheikh Badr 1691.1325 x r, b

166 Esh Sheikh Badr,
Kh. Khamis?

1695.1321 x b?

171 [Unnamed], Mizpe
Kerem

1654.1310 x b, ei

176 [Unnamed], Nahal
Revida

1663.1316 x b?

178 [Unnamed], Mizpe
Kerem

1659.1312 x r? b? ei?

179 Kh. el-Hamama 1660.1313 x r? b?

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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180 [Unnamed], Har
Ha-Zikkaron

1661.1312 x b?

194 [Unnamed], Ha-
Keneset

1694.1314 x b

205 [Unnamed], Qiryat
Hadassa

1634.1301 x b

216 Ein Karim 1650.1302 x r, b

102 - Jerusalem

4 Kh. ‘Adaseh, Kh.
‘Addasa

1703.1393 x r, b

9 Wadi Abu Latiya 1733.1391 x r, b

12 Kh. Deir Sallam 1728.1388 x r? b? ei?

14 Maqta’al Karkis 1725.1381 x b

37 Pisgat Ze’ev 1728.1376 x b, ei

40 Pisgat Ze’ev,
Ras et Tawil

1727.1374 x b

45 Kh. ‘Adasa 1725.1371 x r? b? ei?

48 Wadi el Khafi 1736.1379 x b

49 Ras et Tawil 1736.1379 x r, b

50 Ras et Tawil 1729.1378 x b

55 Pisgat Ze’ev 1735.1371 x b

61 Pisgat Ze’ev,
Ras Abu Sallah,
Hariqat el Badawi

1745.1370 x x r, b

85 Ras Amar 1721.1362 x r? b?

87 Kh. cs [es] Soma,
Kh. es Sauma‘a

1718.1360 x r, b

90 Wadi Zimra 1733.1365 x r, b

91 Kh. Ras Abu
Ma’ruf

1729.1364 x x b, ei

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic

396



Table A1.2: Archaeological oil and wine production
remains from the Roman, Byzantine
and early Islamic periods - Archaeological
Survey of Israel †

Site
No.

Site Name Geographical
Coordinates

Olive Oil
Production

Wine
Production

Period

92 H. Zimri,
Deir Ghazali

1738.1363 x x b, ei

93 Wadi el Khalaf 1732.1362 x r?

96 Wadi el Mujali 1740.1369 x x r, b

97 Wadi Ibn ‘Id 1743.1364 x r, b

99 Shi’b Daghir 1741.1362 1b

102 Er Ras 1707.1354 x x r, b

112 Er Ras 1707.1354 x r

122 Wadi el Khalaf 1726.1359 x r, b

128 Jerusalem-
Ramallah Road

1721.1351 x r, b

131 Kh. Kakul,
Kh. Ka’kul

1737.1358 x x r? b?

132 Nahal Og 1730.1351 x b

189 Giv’at Shappira 1725.1345 x x r, b

202 Nahal Og 1734.1347 x r, b

204 Nahal Og 1733.1345 x b?

214 Wadi Salim 1742.1346 x r?

363 Har Ha-Zofim
(Mount Scopus)

1743.1328 x x b? ei?

426 Bethphage 1736.1317 x b

511 El ‘Eizariya 1739.1300 x x r, b

524 Jebel el-Bustan 1744.1314 x r? b?

529 Ras esh-Sheikh An-
bar

1747.1333 x r? b? ei?

530 Bir el-Hajj 1746.1339 x r, b, ei

535 Anata 1747.1356 x r? b?

536 Ras Zukeir 1742.1378 x r?

540 Abu Dis 1751.1300 x r? b?

541 Dhahr Barruka 1752.1318 x r? b?

545 ez-Zuaiyim 1753.1329 x r? b?

546 [Unnamed] 1756.1323 x r?

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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548 Kh. Buqei Dan 1750.1332 x b?

549 [Unnamed] 1757.1332 x r? b? ei?

553 [Unnamed] 1749.1341 x r? b? ei?

555 [Unnamed] 1756.1352 x x r, b

556 Ras el-Kurum 1752.1364 x r? b?

557 [Unnamed] 1751.1362 x r? b?

559 [Unnamed] 1756.1360 x r? b?

563 Hizma 1752.1382 x r? b? ei?

566 [Unnamed] 1750.1392 x b?

569 Kh. Abu Sa‘ad 1762.1305 x r? b?

570 Ras el-Ayazira 1760.1313 x r? b?

572 [Unnamed] 1761.1326 x r?

578 Kh. esh-Sheikh An-
tar

1761.1350 x x r? b? ei?

579 Kh. Almit 1758.1369 x r? b?

589 el-Muntar 1769.1343 x r? b?

593 Kh. Abu Musarrah 1771.1373 x r? b?

596 Kh. et-Tinat 1777.1394 x r, b, ei

605 [Unnamed] 1785.1313 x b

610 Ein Fara 1786.1378 x r? b? ei?

623 Ein Fajjura 1797.1377 x r, b

103 - Beth Shemesh

no data currently available

104 - Nes Harim

7 Kh. ‘Erma, Kh. er
Rās

1539.1294 x r, b

9 H. . T. ura,
Kh. Sammûnieh,
Kh. et. T. ant.ura,
Kh. Sammuniya

1557.1292 x x r? b? ei?

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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10 H. . Bohen,
Kh. Nabhân

1549.1295 x r, b

11 Sheluh. at Ya’ar 1560.1296 x b

12 Har Pittulim 1565.1293 x b

14 ‘Akur, ‘Aqqur 1577.1295 x b?

16 Kh. es Ŝıâgh, Kh.
es. S. uy-yāgh

1499.1284 x x r, b, ei

19 Nah. al Ya’ala 1511.1288 x b

21 ‘Ain Marjelân, ‘Ein
Marj el Lēın

1523.1287 x r?

24 Deir el Hawa 1534.1286 x r? b? ei?

25 Har Ya’ala 1539.1285 x r?

30 Har Giyyora 1578.1288 x b?

33 Rekhes Soreq 1595.1287 x x r? b?

37 Deirabān, Deir
‘Abân, Deir Abân

1508.1278 x r? b?

45 Kh. es S̄ıra, Kh.
Sà̂ıreh, Kh. es
Sà̂ıreh

1525.1270 x r?

50 Nes Harim 1553.1279 x b

51 Nes Harim 1549.1278 x b, ei

52 Esh Sheikh
Marzūq, Burj
esh Sheikh Marzûk

1576.1279 x r? b? ei?

56 Kh. Niyata, Kh. en
Niâthe

1509.1268 x x r? b?

58 Kh. el ‘Umdan,
Umm el ‘Amdân

1510.1260 x x b?

62 Sufla, Es Sifleh 1538.1269 x r? b? ei?

78 Har Refa’im 1598.1266 x b

85 H. . Zanoah. , Kh.
Zanûà, Kh. Zanu’

1498.1255 x b?

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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101 Nah. al Azen 1549.1260 x r, b, ei

115 Kh. el ‘Abd 1508.1247 x x b? ei?

116 Nah. al Zanoah. 1503.1244 x x r? b?

117 Nah. al Zanoah. 1499.1243 x r? b?

119 Kh. Deir Abu ‘Ali,
Deir Abu ‘Aly

1511.1247 x x b

129 H. . H. anot, Kh. el
Khân

1543.1243 x r? b? ei?

141 Kh. Umm edh
Dhiyab, Umm edh
Dĥıâb

1501.1234 x b, ei

142 Nah. al Ha-Nativ 1516.1236 x b, ei

175 Marāh ed Dōm 1517.1225 x r, b

177 Kh. el Burj, El Burj 1527.1226 x x r? b?

181 Har Ya’aran 1532.1228 x b, ei

190 H. . Sansan, Kh.
Sanâsin

1563.1226 x r? b?

198 Kh. Beit Ika, Beit
Ika

1513.1217 x r? b?

199 Kh. Ismallah 1514.1219 x x r?

228 Rogelit, Kh. Jur-
fah, Kh. el Jurfa

1569.1218 x r? b? ei?

231 Kh. esh Sheikh
Ghazi, H. . Malka,
Kh. Malkat‘ha

1510.1209 x r? b?

238 Nash. Ez.yona 1558.1207 x b

105 - Bet Lehem, Survey of Jerusalem - The Southern Sector

7 ‘Ir Gannim, Kh.
el Fawaqisa, Kh.
Fâkseh

1659.1291 x b

10 Ramat Danya 1670.1297 x x r, b

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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21 Nah. al Raqqafot 1683.1298 x b, ei

39 Kh. er Ras 1670.1282 x x r? b?

40 Kh. er Ras 1670.1285 x r, b

41 Kh. er Ras 1672.1285 x r, b

49 Beit S. afafa 1689.1281 x r? b?

56 Ruuz el H. anniya 1651.1275 x b

62 Ruuz el H. anniya 1657.1273 x r?

69 ‘En Ya‘al, ‘Ain
Yalo, ‘Ain Yalu

1667.1277 x r? b? ei?

77 Bir Muh. ammad
‘Ali

1672.1272 x b

90 Qas.r ‘Uweis, Kusr
‘Aweis

1689.1273 x b?

111 Nah. al Gillo 1667.1267 x r?

115 Gillo 1669.1269 x r? b? ei?

121 Sheluh. at Refa’im 1674.1263 x b

141 Deir T. ant.ura,
Et. T. ant.ura

1692.1262 x b?

150 Sheluh. at Refa’im 1679.1258 x x r, b

152 Kh. el Khamis 1685.1256 x r, b

106 - Talpiot - Survey of Jerusalem - The Southern Sector

67 Talpiot 1707.1282 x b

82 East Talpiot 1718.1284 x r? b?

89 Wadi el Mas.i 1746.1286 x b

101 East Talpiot,
Ras ‘At.rash

1721.1279 x r, b

103 Kh. Umm Leisun 1731.1273 x r? b? ei?

112 Giv’at Ha-Arba‘a 1702.1267 x b

113 Giv’at Ha-Arba‘a 1706.1266 x r? b?

130 Giv’at H. oma 1708.1259 x b?

137 Wadi el Fakht 1726.1258 x b?

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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144 Wadi el Ghrabi 1720.1247 x b?

107 - Beth Guvrin, 108 and 108/1 - Palestinian Authority

no data currently available

108/2 - Herodium

no oil or wine presses recorded from a relevant period

109 - Amaz.a

1 Kh. el Kashkal̂ıyeh,
Kh. et Kushukl̄ıa,
Kh. Qushuqûl̂ıa,
Kh. al Qashqaliyeh

1406.1090 x r, b

5 Nahal Maresha 1404.1090 x r? b? ei?

7 Nahal Maresha 1407.1094 x b?

8 Nahal Maresha 1406.1097 x b

10 Nahal Maresha 1411.1093 x b

14 Nahal Maresha 1416.1096 x b?

18 Kh. Qanān
Mugheimis

1427.1098 x b, ei

21 Nahal Maresha 1420.1091 x b

22 Nahal Maresha 1423.1097 x b? ei?

23 Kh. Qanān
Mugheimis,
Beit Kânûn

1431.1098 x r? b? ei?

24 H. Horesh, Kh. el
Khureisa, H. Khu-
raisa, Kh. el Khor-
eisah

1429.1093 x x r, b, ei

25 H. Horesh 1437.1095 x b

26 H. Bet ‘Elem, Kh.
Beit ‘Alâm, Bait
‘Allam, Beit ‘Alâm

1448.1097 x x r, b, ei

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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29 H. Bet ‘Elem, Esh
Shōmar

1442.1092 x x r, b, ei

30 B. Bet ‘Elem 1440.1098 x b? ei?

31 H. Bet ‘Elem 1444.1090 x x b

33 H. Bet ‘Elem 1455.1094 x b?

37 H. Bet ‘Elem 1449.1091 x x b

39 Kh. Shibirqa, Kh.
Shabraqa, Kh. She-
brakah

1449.1091 x r? b? ei?

42 Kh. Shibirqa 1465.1098 x b? ei?

43 Nahal Guvrin 1465.1094 x b?

44 Nahal Guvrin 1468.1099 x b?

45 Dhahr Kanz̄ıra 1471.1093 x b? ei?

46 Nahal Guvrin,
Shi’b eth-Thuraiya

1470.1098 x b? ei?

47 Nahal Guvrin,
Khallat Khanz̄ıra

1470.1094 x b

48 Nahal Guvrin 1477.1092 x b?

50 Dhahr Kanz̄ıra 1474.1091 x b? ei?

53 Nahal Guvrin 1482.1096 x r, b, ei

54 Nahal Guvrin 1482.1093 x b, ei

55 Nahal Guvrin 1487.1096 x r, b, ei

57 Nahal Guvrin 1484.1093 x x b, ei

62 Nahal Guvrin,
Wadi es Sab‘a,
Bayād B̄ır es Sifla

1488.1092 x b, ei

64 Nahal Guvrin 1494.1092 x r? b? ei?

65 Nahal Guvrin,
Shi’b el Qas‘a

1497.1096 x x r, b, ei

66 Nahal Guvrin 1496.1092 x b?

70 H. Lehem, Kh. el
Lahm, Kh. al Lahm

1400.1089 x x r, b, ei

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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72 H. Lehem 1402.1086 x x b

75 H. Lehem 1407.1088 x b, ei

80 Rasm el
Kushukl̄ıya

1410.1089 x b, ei

81 Giv‘at Et 1409.1085 x b

85 Giv‘at Et 1416.1081 x r, b

86 Giv‘at Et 1415.1085 x r, b

89 H. ‘Ammuda, Kh.
Umm el ‘Amad,
Kh. Umm el ‘Amad

1426.1088 x x r, b, ei

93 H. ‘Ammuda 1425.1082 x b?

100 H. ‘Ammudim,
Umm el ‘Amad,
‘Irāq Abū el
‘Amad, Kh.
‘Amûdeh

1430.1084 x x b, ei

103 H. Bet Loya 1431.1080 x x r, b, ei

109 H. Zohar 1437.1081 x x b

110 Giv‘at Ga‘ada,
Rasum Umm el
Jamājim, Resm
Umm el Jemâjem

1443.1082 x x r, b, ei

111 Giv’at Ga‘ada 1447.1083 x r? b? ei?

117 Dhahr B̄ır el
Ballūta

1453.1083 x r? b? ei?

122 Dhahr Wād̄ı ‘Az̄ız 1461.1086 x r, b

123 Idna, Dhahr
‘Ayyād

1467.1089 x b?

124 Dhahr Wād̄ı ‘Az̄ız 1466.1085 x x r? b?

125 Idna, Wād̄ı el B̄ır 1461.1082 x r? b? ei?

131 Idna, Jūrat Sālem 1473.1084 x r, b

132 Idna 1471.1083 x b

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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133 Nahal Guvrin 1474.1088 x x b

135 Nahal Guvrin 1477.1087 x b?

141 Kh. Qurnat el
Badd

1486.1082 x x b, ei

142 Nahal Guvrin 1482.1080 x r? b?

146 Nahal Guvrin 1483.1087 x x b

151 Nahal Guvrin 1487.1086 x b?

153 Nahal Guvrin 1492.1085 x r? b?

154 Wād̄ı es Sab‘a 1497.1082 x r? b?

162 Nahal Lakhish 1405.1078 x b?

165 Nahal Lakhish 1407.1073 x r, b

175 Kh. al Basha, Kh.
el Bāshā, Kh. el
Bâsha

1414.1078 x x r, b, ei

178 Râs Abu Haltam 1412.1072 x r? b?

184 Nahal Lakhish 1420.1071 x b

189 Kh. el Bāshā 1422.1072 x b

193 H. Shem Tov 1431.1075 x r, b

194 H. Shem Tov, Kh.
Teiyibat el Ism

1437.1075 x x r, b

202 H. Zohar, Kh. el
Beida

1442.1079 x x r, b

203 Rasm el Beida 1443.1070 x r, b

204 Rasm el Beida 1442.1073 x b?

206 H. Zohar 1448.1076 x r, b

209 H. Zohar 1447.1078 x b? ei?

210 Kh. er Rās,
Kh. al Ras

1458.1074 x x r, b, ei

211 Kh. er Rās 1449.1076 x b?

213 Kh. er Rās 1449.1079 x b

216 Idna 1468.1071 x b?

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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217 Dhahr Khallat el
Ghamı̄qa

1466.1074 x b

219 Dhahr Khallat el
Ghamı̄qa

1464.1079 x b?

220 Idna, Idhna,
Idhnah

1475.1077 x r? b? ei?

221 Idna 1486.1076 x x r, b

222 Kh. en Nab̄ı Sālih 1497.1071 x r? b? ei?

224 Wād̄ı el Far‘a 1492.1074 x x r, b

227 Wād̄ı el Far‘a 1497.1075 x b

229 H. Hover, Kh. He-
bra, Kh. Hibra, Kh.
Habra

1401.1069 x x r, b, ei

230 Nahal Lakhish 1400.1061 x r, b, ei

238 Nahal Lakhish 1401.1065 x b

239 Umm Nāb 1403.1068 x b, ei

240 Nahal Lakhish 1407.1064 x x b

244 Kh. et Tabla 1414.1068 x r? b?

245 Kh. er Roz, Kh. er
Ruzz

1415.1064 x b?

246 Nahal Lakhish 1413.1060 x x b

247 Nahal Lakhish 1417.1062 x b?

248 Nahal Lakhish 1418.1065 x b?

252 Nahal Lakhish 1409.1065 x b, ei

253 Nahal Lakhish 1413.1062 x x r, b

255 Nahal Lakhish 1416.1061 x b

258 H. ‘Ezra, Resm
el ‘Adhrâ,
Kh. el ‘Adara

1424.1068 x r, b, ei

259 Rasm el Tāsa 1420.1067 x r? b?

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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260 H. Boser,
Kh. Bishir,
Kh. Bishr

1427.1064 x x r, b

263 Nahal Lakhish 1421.1067 x x b

265 H. ‘Ezra 1419.1069 x b

270 H. Egoz, Kh. el
Jôzeh, Kh. el Jūza,
Kh. al Jauzeh

1438.1067 x x r, b

271 H. Boser 1432.1065 x r? b?

272 Nahal Lakhish 1436.1061 x b

276 Rasm ed Duwwār 1446.1068 x r? b?

277 Muntār el Jōza 1441.1065 x r? b?

278 Marāh Abū Jā‘id 1442.1060 x b

279 Giv’at Egozit 1444.1061 x x b

280 Giv’at Egozit 1444.1066 x b?

283 Kh. Rasm Nōfal 1453.1067 x x r, b

284 Khallat Sa’d 1450.1063 x b

285 Khallat Ibrāh̄ım 1456.1061 x r? b?

288 Kh. en Nâkieh, Kh.
en Nāqa

1459.1068 x x r, b, ei

289 Khallat Ibrāh̄ım 1459.1064 x b?

290 Khallat Karama 1463.1066 x b?

292 Wadi Idna 1467.1062 x b

293 Wadi Idna 1462.1060 x x b

294 Jebel Sālih 1472.1066 x r? b?

295 Khallat el Fūl 1478.1065 x r? b?

297 Wadi Idna 1474.1064 x b

303 Wadi Idna 1484.1066 x r?

305 Wadi Idna 1496.1067 x x b

306 Wadi Idna 1492.1064 x x b

308 Suba, Kh. Sūba 1498.1062 x b

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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313 H. Migdal Gad, Kh.
el Mejdeleh, Kh.
Majdala

1406.1050 x x r, b, ei

314 Nahal Lakhish 1399.1059 x b?

316 Rasm el‘Arūs 1404.1055 x b

318 Amazya 1416.1050 x x r, b, ei

319 Rub‘ Awlād Khal̄ıl 1410.1059 x x b?

320 Nahal Lakhish 1409.1056 x b?

321 Nahal Lakhish 1420.1059 x b?

325 H. Dohan, Kh.
Dāhina, Kh. Dihna

1437.1056 x x r? b? ei?

327 Rasm Dāhina,
Rasm Dihna

1433.1053 x r? b?

329 H. Qazra 1430.1058 x r, b

330 Rasm es Su↵ar 1446.1052 x r, b

332 Wadi Idna 1441.1057 x b

333 Wadi Idna 1444.1056 x b

337 Wadi Idna 1440.1059 x b?

340 Beit el Bân 1451.1054 x x r, b

341 Kh. el Hamâm, Kh.
Rasm el Hamām

1457.1055 x x r, b

342 Wadi Idna 1451.1058 x b

343 Wadi Idna 1455.1051 x b

344 Wadi Idna 1452.1051 x b

348 Wadi Idna 1458.1059 x b

349 Kh. Aûsâtein,
Kh. Qusāt̄ın,
Kh. el Qûsat̂ın,
Kh. Ausât,
Kh. Ausâtain

1464.1053 x x r, b

353 Wadi Idna, Humrat
es Sileimı̄

1472.1059 x r? b?

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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356 Khallat Beit
Maqdūm

1471.1051 x x r, b

357 Kh. ed Deir 1481.1053 x x r, b

359 Kh. ed Deir 1485.1051 x b

360 Kh. ed Deir 1485.1057 x b

366 Suba, Kh. Sūba 1495.1050 x b, ei

373 Ed Dawāyima 1410.1045 x b?

377 Amazya 1413.1044 x b

380 Amazya 1426.1045 x b

381 Amazya 1422.1045 x b?

383 Kh. Tût 1429.1047 x x r? b? ei?

386 Nahal Lakhish 1435.1041 x r, b

387 Nahal Lakhish 1437.1045 x r? b?

389 Khallat ‘Ashbūr 1443.1045 x r, b, ei

390 Qasr Firjās, Qasr
Khallat Yāsin

1448.1041 x x r, b

395 Nahal Lakhish 1442.1047 x b

396 Kh. Firjās,
Kh. Firjâs

1453.1042 x r, b

398 Kh. el Kôm,
Kh. el Kaum

1462.1044 x r, b

399 Kh. er Rasm 1466.1046 x r, b, ei

405 Beit Makdûm,
Kh. Beit Maqdūm,
Kh. Beit Maqdûm

1470.1048 x x r? b?

406 Jebel es Sa’di 1474.1044 x b?

407 Wadi el Hammam 1478.1042 x b, ei

410 Jebel es Sa’di 1474.1041 x b?

413 Kh. el Muraq 1470.1040 x b?

415 Kh. Humsa 1485.1044 x x r? b? ei?

416 Kh. Humsa,
Shi‘b Jebel ‘Alili

1480.1041 x r? b?

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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424 Kh. Sūba, Suba 1496.1048 x b?

425 Kh. Humsa 1489.1048 x b?

426 Wadi el Hammam 1496.1041 x b

427 Kh. Humsa 1498.1044 x b

434 Giv‘at ‘Uqzar 1403.1030 x x r, b

436 Giv‘at ‘Uqzar 1405.1038 x b?

440 Amazya 1418.1039 x b?

443 Shi‘b Raiyān 1410.1033 x b?

444 Shi‘b Raiyān 1409.1031 x x r, b, ei

446 H. Avraq,
Kh. Abraka,
Kh. Abraqa

1426.1039 x x r? b?

455 Sheqef 1436.1033 x b

458 Sheqef 1430.1031 x b

461 Kh. Beit Bâár,
Kh. Beit Bāir,
Kh. Beit Bâir

1445.1034 x r, b, ei

462 Kh. Beit Bā‘ir 1442.1035 x x b? ei?

467 Sheqef 1444.1039 x x r

468 Sheqef 1439.1035 x x b

470 Sheqef 1447.1031 x b

472 Jebel el Qa‘aqir 1451.1031 x b?

473 Jebel el Qa‘aqir 1452.1036 x b?

475 Jebel el Qa‘aqir 1454.1035 x b? ei?

482 Kh. es Ŝımieh,
Kh. S̄ımiyā,
Kh. es Ŝımiyâ,
Kh. al Simia

1465.1036 x r? b? ei?

486 Jebel el Qa‘aqir 1460.1035 x x b

492 Kh. Deir Sâmat,
Kh. Deir Sāmit

1473.1034 x r? b? ei?

493 Kh. Deir Sāmit 1476.1037 x x r? ei?

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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494 Kh. Deir Sāmit 1474.1039 x x b

496 Kh. Deir Sāmit 1470.1031 x x b

497 Kh. Deir Sāmit 1477.1030 x b?

499 Wadi Qura, Qurnat
Umm Harb

1486.1031 x r? b?

500 Jebel es Sa‘di 1482.1039 x x r? b?

502 Jebel es Sa‘di 1479.1039 x r? b?

512 Wadi el Hammām 1491.1032 x r? b?

514 Wadi el Hammām 1494.1036 x x b?

520 ‘Ahuzzat Hazzan’ 1408.1028 x x r? b? ei?

523 Kh. Hazzaneh, Kh.
Hazzāna

1405.1021 x x r? b? ei?

524 Giv’at ‘Uqzar 1399.1027 x r? b?

526 H. Hazzan,
Kh. Hazzāna

1410.1029 x r? b?

529 Nahal Adorayim 1414.1023 x x r? b? ei?

532 H. Hazzan 1417.1026 x x b

534 Nahal Adorayim 1418.1021 x b?

537 Khallat Quteit 1425.1022 x b?

541 H. Mayish, Kh.
Umm el Meis

1434.1028 x x b? ei?

543 Khallat Abu Sharār 1435.1020 x x b

544 Sheqef 1430.1022 x b

545 Sheqef 1437.1029 x b

551 Kh. Beit Awwā,
Qurnat el ‘Adqa

1446.1023 x r? b?

552 Kh. Beit ‘Awwā 1446.1022 x r? b?

552 Kh. Beit ‘Awwā 1447.1029 x b?

556 Kh. Beit ‘Awwā 1453.1022 x x b

558 Kh. Beit ‘Awwā 1453.1026 x r? b?

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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560 Kh. Beit ‘Awwā,
Ras Qurnat Khal-
lat el Kursani

1450.1028 x r? b?

561 Kh. Beit ‘Awwā 1454.1025 x b

563 Kh. Beit ‘Awwā 1458.1022 x b?

571 Wadi es Simiya 1467.1028 x x r?

572 Kh. Beit ‘Awwā,
Farsh el Hanaq

1462.1025 x r? b?

574 Kh. Beit ‘Awwā 1461.1021 x b?

575 Kh. Beit ‘Awwā 1465.1023 x x r, b, ei

576 Jebel el Qa‘aqir 1460.1027 x r? b? ei?

577 Jebel el Qa‘aqir 1463.1027 x x r, b

579 Wadi es Simiya 1467.1026 x b

583 Wadi Ahmad 1475.1020 x x b

584 Wadi Ahmad 1477.1023 x b

587 Wadi Ahmad 1477.1029 x b

588 Wadi Ahmad 1474.1024 x b?

592 Wadi Inzar 1483.1026 x b

593 Wadi Ahmad,
Quranat Wadi
Ahmad

1479.1021 x b

595 Wadi Qūra 1480.1026 x b

596 Wadi Qūra 1487.1029 x b?

597 Wadi Ahmad 1479.1029 x x b?

605 Wadi Inzar 1491.1025 x b?

607 Wadi Inzar 1490.1022 x b?

608 Wadi Inzar 1495.1027 x b?

616 Nahal Adorayim 1405.1011 x r? b?

623 Nahal Adorayim 1411.1012 x b? ei?

624 Nahal Adorayim 1411.1013 x b, ei

625 Nahal Adorayim 1409.1014 x b

627 Nahal Adorayim 1414.1011 x b

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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628 Nahal Adorayim 1411.1018 x b

629 Nahal Adorayim 1416.1014 x b?

630 Kh. er Ráiá, Kh.
er Rāya, Kh. Râya’,
Kh. el Râ’e

1424.1018 x x r? b? ei?

631 Nahal Adorayim 1426.1016 x r, b

634 Nahal Adorayim 1420.1011 x b

641 Sheqef 1431.1015 x b?

644 Kh. Beit ‘Awwā 1448.1019 x r? b? ei?

646 Rasm en Nuqūr 1445.1012 x r? b? ei?

647 Rasm en Nuqūr 1443.1011 x r? b? ei?

648 Kh. Beit ‘Awwā 1445.1015 x b? ei?

649 Kh. Beit ‘Awwā 1448.1017 x b

651 Beit ‘Aûwa, Kh.
Beit ‘Awwā, Beit
‘Uwwa

1449.1019 x r? b? ei?

655 Kh. el Kǔsáh, Kh.
el Qas‘a

1456.1018 x x r, b, ei

657 Kh. Beit ‘Awwā 1450.1017 x r, b, ei

662 Kh. Beit ‘Awwā,
Ras Jebel Sa‘idi

1449.1011 x r? b? ei?

663 Rujm el Muntara 1468.1018 x x r, b, ei

664 Rujm el Qas‘a 1464.1015 x r? b? ei?

665 Rujm el Qas‘a 1461.1015 x r? b? ei?

666 Rujm el Qas‘a 1462.1017 x r? b? ei?

667 Rujm el Muntara 1465.1018 x r? b? ei?

669 Wadi Umm Hadwa 1468.1011 x r?

672 Rujm el Qas‘a 1459.1017 x x b, ei

673 Wadi Umm Hadwa 1469.1014 x r? b? ei?

675 Wadi Ahmad 1476.1018 x b? ei?

678 Wadi Umm Hadwa 1470.1011 x x b

682 Wadi es Simiya 1473.1018 x b, ei

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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686 Wadi Ahmad,
Hasan Muhammad

1479.1019 x b? ei?

687 Wadi Ahmad 1484.1018 x b, ei

689 Wadi Ahmad 1485.1014 x x b, ei

695 Wadi Ahmad 1492.1013 x x r, b, ei

698 Wadi Ahmad 1493.1016 x x b, ei

700 Wadi Ahmad 1497.1018 x b? ei?

702 Wadi Ahmad 1496.1011 x b?

706 Wadi Inzar 1497.1018 x b? ei?

707 Rasm el Barazat 1399.1003 x x r, b

710 Nahal Duma 1398.1006 x b

712 Nahal Duma 1401.1007 x b?

713 Nahal Duma 1400.1000 x b

716 Nahal Duma 1404.1001 x b?

717 Rasm ‘Audat Allah 1415.1002 x r? b?

718 Nahal Duma 1408.1001 x r? b?

719 Nahal Duma 1408.1005 x b?

722 Nahal Adorayim 1417.1009 x b? ei?

727 Rasm el Marāh 1421.1008 x b? ei?

728 Nahal Adorayim 1427.1008 x b? ei?

729 Rasm el Qa‘aqir 1428.1004 x x r, b, ei

730 Nahal Adorayim 1422.1002 x b?

735 Kh. ‘Eitūn et Tahta 1423.1000 x r? b? ei?

738 Rasm Majaj 1434.1004 x b? ei?

740 Nahal Adorayim 1437.1010 x r? b?

745 Nahal Adorayim 1430.1005 x r?

746 Nahal Adorayim 1430.1006 x b? ei?

750 Rasm Khallat en
Najāsa

1441.1009 x x r? b?

753 Nahal Adorayim 1441.1005 x b

754 Nahal Adorayim 1447.1004 x r, b, ei

755 Rasm el Khanazir 1444.1005 x r, b, ei

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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756 Nahal Adorayim 1439.1002 x b? ei?

761 Jebel Duweimar 1457.1008 x x r, b

763 Jebel Duweimar 1452.1007 x b

765 Wadi Khurāh 1452.1001 x x r? b? ei?

769 Wadi Khursa 1460.1003 x b?

770 Wadi Khursa 1462.1002 x b? ei?

779 Wadi Umm Hadwa 1464.1006 x b

781 Wadi Umm Hadwa 1468.1007 x b?

783 Wadi Umm Hadwa 1469.1004 x r?

784 Wadi Umm Hadwa 1471.1004 x r?

787 Wadi Umm Hadwa 1476.1001 x r, b

795 Wadi Umm Hadwa 1488.1009 x b

796 Jebel es Sursali 1486.1009 x r? b?

109/1 and 109/2 - Palestinian Authority

no data currently available

109/4 - Wadi Qelt, 109/5 - Kalia

no oil or wine presses recorded from a relevant period

109/6 - Palestinian Authority

no data currently available

109/7 - Deir Mar Saba

no oil or wine presses recorded from a relevant period

109/8, 109/9, 109/10 and 109/11 - Palestinian Authority

no data currently available

110 - Nah
¯
al Besor

17 Spot Height 57 0972.0906 x b

21 H
¯
. Mador,

El-Mandur
0992.0905 x b

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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111 - Palestinian Authority

no data currently available

112 - Nirim

no oil or wine presses recorded from a relevant period

113 - Nir Izhak, 114 - Mivtahim, 115 - Pithat Shalom, 116 - Gevulot,
117 - Sa‘ad, 118 - Netivot, 119 - Shuval

no data currently available

120 - Dvira

no oil or wine presses recorded from a relevant period

121 - Patish

23 Kh. ‘Irq 1087.0862 x x r? b, ei?

57 Kh. el Malta‘a 1060.0808 x x r? b? ei?

122 - Ofaqim, 123 - Mishmar Ha-Negev, 124 - Lahav

no data currently available

125 - Urim

221 Bir Wakili Shuteiwi 1035.0708 x r, b

126 - Be’er Manoah, 127 - Be’er Sheva West, 128 - Beer Sheva East

no data currently available

129 - Tze’elim

no oil or wine presses recorded from a relevant period

130 - Mezad Aluf

no data currently available

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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131 - Nah
¯
al Secher, 132 - Nah

¯
al Beka’a

no oil or wine presses recorded from a relevant period

133, 133/1, 133/2 and 134 - Palestinian Authority, 135 - Horbat Sira

no data currently available

136 - Yattir

4 Nah
¯
al H

¯
ebron 1507.0891 x r, b

5 Kh. Shuwiekah 1503.0895 x r, b

7 Kh. Deir al-Loz 1515.0894 x x r, b

8 Nah
¯
al Eshtemoa 1534.0894 x r, b

10 Es-Semau 1567.0899 x r, b

12 Es-Semau 1570.0899 x r, b

14 Wadi el-Garfa 1576.0898 x r, b

17 Wadi Rah
¯
im 1588.0898 x r? b?

19 Wadi Rah
¯
im 1595.0894 x r, b

21 Nah
¯
al Eshtemoa 1511.0885 x r, b

28 Marh
¯
an H

¯
adur 1535.0889 x r, b

29 Refet 1549.0880 x r, b

30 Wadi Jahsh 1581.0889 x r, b

33 Wadi Jahsh 1579.0887 x r, b

48 Wadi Refet 1537.0877 x r, b

51 Latun el-Khadur 1533.0873 x b

54 H
¯
anu ez-Zariqiya 1549.0872 x b

55 H
¯
anu ez-Zariqiya 1558.0874 x b

57 Wadi Jahsh 1589.0877 x b

65 Spot Height 596 1517.0864 x b

67 Nah
¯
al Eshtemoa 1523.0869 x r, b

72 Muqa Kh. ‘Atir 1525.0863 x r, b

74 Muqa Kh. ‘Atir 1521.0862 x r? b?

82 Lutzifer 1587.0861 x b

83 Kh. Lutzifer 1593.0861 x b

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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89 Nah
¯
al Eshtemoa 1511.0857 x b

91 Nah
¯
al Eshtemoa 1516.0855 x r, b

94 Trig. Point 576 1513.0853 x r, b

97 Yattir 1511.0851 x b

98 Yattir 1517.0851 x r, b

105 Yattir 1518.0858 x r, b

107 Muqa Kh. ‘Atir 1528.0855 x r, b

121 ‘Anim 1558.0851 x b

122 Shani 1563.0851 x b

123 ‘Anim 1561.0850 x b

128 Ghuweina el-Fauqa 1571.0851 x b

130 Ghuweina el-Fauqa 1572.0850 x b

131 Ghuweina el-Fauqa 1573.0851 x b

137 Spot Height 755 1580.0854 x b

138 Spot Height 755 1581.0854 x b

141 Yattir Ridge 1502.0846 x r, b

145 Yattir Ridge 1507.0844 x b

150 Yattir 1512.0848 x r, b

152 Yattir 1511.0844 x b, ei

153 H
¯
. Yattir 1513.0845 x r? b? ei?

155 Yattir 1517.0845 x b

158 Yattir 1511.0843 x r, b

160 Yattir 1516.0843 x b

166 Yattir Ridge 1519.0842 x b

178 Shani 1563.0849 x b

183 Shani 1565.0846 x r, b

187 ‘Anim 1562.0843 x r, b

188 Ghuweina el-Fauqa 1573.0849 x x b

194 Har ‘Amasa 1588.0847 x r, b

197 Yattir South 1513.0839 x b? ei?

203 Spot Height 575 1522.0830 x b

204 Nah
¯
al ‘Anim 1558.0831 x r, b

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic
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205 Nah
¯
al ‘Anim 1565.0833 x r, b

215 Nah
¯
al Yattir 1518.0821 x b

220 Nah
¯
al ‘Anim 1562.0822 x b, ei

137 - Be’er Hardon, 138 - Har Nadav

no data currently available

All remaining maps are below 31.25� N. These are desert
regions outside natural vegetation boundaries for olive and

vine cultivation, except in special anthropogenic circumstances.

166 - Shivta

163 H. Shivta, Isbeita,
Subeita

1144.0325 x b, ei

198 - Har Hamran - Southwest

18 Nahal Mitnan 1037.0095 x b

19 Nahal Mitnan 1038.0096 x b?

60 Nahal Sirpad 1086.0093 x b

218 Wadi el-‘Asli 1029.0059 x b

243 Nahal Hosni 1075.0055 x b? ei?

199 - Har H. amran - Southeast

225 Ramat Barnea’ 1099.0054 x b, ei

200 - Miz.pé Ramon Southwest

59 Nah. al Ela 1207.0080 x ei

r = Roman, b = Byzantine, ei = Early Islamic

† Archaeological Survey of Israel – http://www.antiquities.org.il/survey/new/default en.aspx
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A1.3 Taxable Locations with Vines or Olive
Cultivation in 1596

To create the maps of olive and vine cultivation regions during the Ottoman

period, information was taken from the o�cial daftar-i mufas.s.als published

by W.-D. Hütteroth and K. Abdulfattah as part of their Historical Geogra-

phy of Palestine, Transjordan and Southern Syria in the Late 16th Century .

For the ease of comparison with Hütteroth and Abdulfattah’s original

publication, the diacritical marks used for transliteration in their text have

been preserved. The system of transliteration used for this appendix there-

fore di↵ers from other sections of this work, notably for the letters:

p = h
˘
[kh] and ⌘Ä = š [sh]

The layout of the chart preserves the larger Liwā- and Nāh. iya admin-

istrative divisions. Smaller ‘fiscal units,’ specifically the pād̄ı̌sāh, mı̄r liwā,

and za-āma/t̄ımār divisions have not been maintained, as for this exercise

the final ‘owner’ of the income was irrelevant. The basic breakdown of these

divisions has still been somewhat preserved in the site numbering (Site No.:

P = pād̄ı̌sāh, M = mı̄r liwā, and Z = za-āma/t̄ımār). Further information

regarding both ‘fiscal units’ can be found in Hütteroth and Abdulfattah’s

text.

Basic units of taxation were assessed in aqja. Where possible, these

amounts are reproduced below. At times, di↵erent types of produce were

combined into a single taxation sum. Where this occurs it is not possible to

divorce the proportions of each product from one another and determine the

specific income from a single product. These ‘combined produce’ amounts
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have been recorded below as mpl = multiple products listed, and the total

income has not been given. Though some of the most common crops listed

in combination with vine or olive products are relevant to the discussion,

there are too many variations to make treatment of the subject meaningful.

Information on Ottoman olive and vine cultivation in the southern Levant

can be found in columns 17 (Olives/Olive Oil), 19 (Vineyards), 24 (Dibis ,

grape syrup), and 30 (Press, used for either olives or grapes), of Hütteroth

and Abdulfattah’s publication of the 1596 daftar-i mufas.s.al . Each location

that cultivated any one of these products was plotted on the relevant graph

as a single entry. The entries were not weighted by taxation value.

Following Hütteroth and Abdulfattah’s publication, sites have been noted

with their location on the Palestine Grid. Locations that lie outside of this

region, notably for the fourteen sites in the Nāh. iya Šaq̄ı, along with the

positions of few others in the Liwā- S. afad , have been noted with regards to

their position along the Levant Grid (L).

There are a number of sites that remain unidentified in the landscape.

Though the proportion of unidentified locations is usually low, for some

districts like Liwā- Ġazza the number of unknown sites is considerable. This

creates a problem with regards to the accurate representation of cultivation

areas. However, as we still know the taxation valuation of these sites, it is

possible to know the scale of the issue and temper discussion accordingly.

As these unlocated sites have no known geographical position, they are not

listed below.
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Figure A1.3.1: Locations of sites with Ottoman taxation on vineyards.
Colours represent the administrative Liwā- divisions: Yellow = Liwā- Quds , Green

= Liwā- Nābulūs, Light Blue = Liwā- G. azza, Purple = Liwā- Lajjūn, Pink = Liwā-
,Ajlūn, Red = Liwā- S. afad , Blue = Qad. ā- H. awrān. (scale: 1:1,000,000)
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Figure A1.3.2: Locations of sites with Ottoman taxation on olive groves
or olive oil. Colours represent the administrative Liwā- divisions: Yellow =

Liwā- Quds , Green = Liwā- Nābulūs, Light Blue = Liwā- G. azza, Purple = Liwā-
Lajjūn, Pink = Liwā- ,Ajlūn, Red = Liwā- S. afad , Blue = Qad. ā- H. awrān. (scale:
1:1,000,000) 424



Figure A1.3.3: Locations of sites with Ottoman taxation on wine or
olive presses. Colours represent the administrative Liwā- divisions: Yellow =

Liwā- Quds , Green = Liwā- Nābulūs, Light Blue = Liwā- G. azza, Purple = Liwā-
Lajjūn, Pink = Liwā- ,Ajlūn, Red = Liwā- S. afad , Blue = Qad. ā- H. awrān. (scale:
1:1,000,000) 425



Figure A1.3.4: Locations of sites with Ottoman taxation on dibis. Colours
represent the administrative Liwā- divisions: Yellow = Liwā- Quds , Green = Liwā-
Nābulūs, Light Blue = Liwā- G. azza, Purple = Liwā- Lajjūn, Pink = Liwā- ,Ajlūn,
Red = Liwā- S. afad , Blue = Qad. ā- H. awrān. (scale: 1:1,000,000)
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Table A1.3: Taxable Locations with Vines or Olive
Cultivation in 1596 from the Ottoman
Daftar-i Mufas.s.al

‡

Site
No.

Ottoman Name Geographical
Coordinates

Olives or
Olive Oil

Vineyard Dibis Press

Liwā- Quds

Nāh. iya Quds

P1 Burqā 174.144 300
P2 Buraykūt 173.125 1130
P3 ,Allār as-Suflā 154.126 1440
P4 Sāris 157.133 1800 mpl
P5 Jab,ā 157.120 15
P6 Bayt Nas.s. ā 170.122 200
P9 Bayt ,Ūr al-Fawqā 160.143 100
P10 ,Ārūra 166.160 9000 mpl
P12 Bayt Saqāyā 159.127 mpl
P13 Qibliyya 164.150 200
P14 Sāmiya 181.154 120
P15 Zānū,a 150.125 120
P16 Nijam 162.137 44
P17 Bayt Tūn 157.136 520
P18 ,Ayn Tūt 166.132 200
P34 Sāmw̄ıl 167.137 600 mpl
P40 Qat.anna 160.136 600
P118 Duwayr 163.140 410
P121 al-Fawqā 155.125 3200 2000
P122 Dayr Šayh

˘
156.128 600 mpl

P128 Bayt Duqqū 162.140 mpl
P130 T. urmus ,Ayyā 177.160 300 mpl
P132 Dār Jar̄ır 178.152 1200 mpl
M138 Mazara,at

al-,Abbās
165.161 mpl mpl

M139 Sinjil 175.160 mpl
M141 Kafr Mālik 179.155 600 mpl
M142 Jifna an-Nas. ārā 170.152 2040 mpl

mpl = multiple products listed.
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Table A1.3: Taxable Locations with Vines or Olive
Cultivation in 1596 from the Ottoman
Daftar-i Mufas.s.al

‡

Site
No.

Ottoman Name Geographical
Coordinates

Olives or
Olive Oil

Vineyard Dibis Press

M143 Tibyā (Tibnā) 160.157 400
M144 Dayr Abū Maš,al 156.156 900
M145 Bayt Natt̄ıf 149.122 mpl
M147 Bayt Īllū 161.153 9000 mpl
M148 Jamālā 158.153 3000
M149 Taqū, 170.115 2000 mpl
M158 Rı̄h. ā 193.140 mpl
M160 ,At.āra 169.156 360 mpl
M161 Kafr Tūt 161.160 300
Z169 Bayt Sāh. ūr

an-Nas. ārā
170.123 1200 mpl

Z170 S. ūbā 162.132 120
Z171 H. ūsān 162.124 mpl
Z172 Batt̄ır 163.126 400
Z173 H

˘
arab 176.138 900

Z180 Yabrūd 173.153 900 mpl
Z181 Liftā 168.133 900 mpl
Z184 Bı̄r Zayt 169.152 3300 mpl
Z186 Walaja 163.127 mpl mpl
Z187 Mih

˘
mās 176.142 300

Z189 Rammūn 178.148 200
Z190 T. ayyibat al-Ism 178.151 mpl
Z191 Qalandiya 169.141 300
Z200 Bı̄ra al-Kubrā 170.145 150
Z201 Fūq̄ın 159.123 200
Z207 Bayt S. afāfa 169.128 1200 mpl
Z208 Dayr Sūdān 164.160 900 mpl
Z209 Tall Abū Za,rūr 163.139 480
Z219 Kūbar 165.155 600 260
Z221 Dayr as-Sitta 174.127 mpl
Z223 S. urdā 169.150 300 500
Z226 Rāma 172.140 300 300
Z228 Abū Dı̄s 175.129 600 mpl

mpl = multiple products listed.
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Table A1.3: Taxable Locations with Vines or Olive
Cultivation in 1596 from the Ottoman
Daftar-i Mufas.s.al

‡

Site
No.

Ottoman Name Geographical
Coordinates

Olives or
Olive Oil

Vineyard Dibis Press

Z229 Bayt ,Ūr as-Suflā 158.144 900
Z230 ,Anāta 174.135 mpl
Z231 ,Almı̄tā 175.137 300
Z235 ,Ajjūl 167.159 3000 mpl
Z237 Libbān al-Wād̄ı 176.127 600
Z240 Bayt Sāwir 162.118 mpl mpl
Z241 Umm T. ūbā 172.126 120 mpl
Z243 ,Ayn S̄ına 171.153 1200 mpl
Z247 Kafr ,Aqbā 171.143 300 mpl
Z249 T. ūr Zaytā 173.131 mpl
Z250 Mazra,at Abū T. āsa 175.156 1200 mpl
Z253 Kafr Sūm 158.126 mpl
Z254 Bı̄r Nabālā 168.139 200 mpl
Z258 Bayr an-Nid. ām 160.156 360 mpl
Z260 ,Ayn Kārim 165.130 450
Z261 Qalūniya 165.133 1200 1390
Z269 ,Ayn Qı̄nya 164.148 1800 mpl
Z270 Dayr Ibz̄ı, 161.147 1500 mpl
Z277 Nah. h. āl̄ın 161.121 580
Z278 Mālih. a as.-S. uġrā 167.129 1500 mpl
Z288 Bayt Sūr̄ık 164.136 300 mpl 100
Z290 ,Alyāta 172.159 120 mpl
Z291 Bayt Zakāriya 167.149 240 mpl 280
Z297 Jinjiliyya 171.159 660 mpl
Z300 Kafr ,Āna 173.152 900 mpl
Z310 Bayt Īza 164.139 600 mpl
Z312 Dayr Abān 151.127 1200 mpl
Z314 H. azma 175.138 mpl
Z316 Šarafāt 168.127 500 mpl
Z318 Sūr Bāhir 172.127 mpl
Z319 Šu,fāt 171.135 mpl
Z320 Dayr ,Amār 159.152 5000 mpl
Z321 Kafr Ni,ma 159.148 2400 mpl

mpl = multiple products listed.
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Table A1.3: Taxable Locations with Vines or Olive
Cultivation in 1596 from the Ottoman
Daftar-i Mufas.s.al

‡

Site
No.

Ottoman Name Geographical
Coordinates

Olives or
Olive Oil

Vineyard Dibis Press

Z327 Kafr S. ūm 162.153 1200 mpl 200
Z329 Bayt H. an̄ına 169.137 mpl
Z330 Dayr Dabbān 139.120 6000 mpl
Z332 ,Ayzariyya 174.130 mpl
Z333 Qarāwa 162.162 18600 mpl
Z334 Dayr Ġassāna 159.161 18000 mpl
Z335 Mazāri, 176.151 18000 mpl
Z336 Zakariyyā al-Bat.t.ı̄h

˘
144.124 1698

Z338 Rāmallah 168.145 500 mpl
Z339 Bayt Ūnya 166.143 7400 mpl
Z341 Kafr Ġarr (Murr) 171.149 18600 mpl
Z342 Bayt Rı̄ma 159.160 21000 mpl
Z343 ,Ayn Ibrūd 173.151 2400 mpl
Z345 ,Ayn ,Ar̄ık 163.145 1800 mpl
Z349 Bayt Lah.m 169.123 15000
Z350 Bayt Jālā 167.124 mpl mpl
Z357 Bayt Kisā 167.136 3600 mpl 1000?
Z359 J̄ıb 167.139 3000 3000
Z360 Fāġūr 163.119 600 2000
Z366 Baq̄ı, ad. -D. ān 175.133 mpl 80
Z367 H

˘
irbat Ban̄ı ,Adas 172.137 120

Z370 Judayda 162.138 300
Z371 ,Īsāwiyya 173.133 600 460
Z372 H. ayy 177.141 1202

Nāh. iya H
˘
al̄ıl

P17 ,Ayn al-Mayyā 150.118 1500
P18 ,Abdā 151.097 mpl
M240 Tarqūmiya 151.109 1000
M242 Samū, 156.089 mpl
Z248 Qūf̄ın 160.114 mpl
Z249 Bayt H

˘
ayrān 160.111 mpl

Z250 Yat.t.ā 163.094 1080 mpl

mpl = multiple products listed.
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Table A1.3: Taxable Locations with Vines or Olive
Cultivation in 1596 from the Ottoman
Daftar-i Mufas.s.al

‡

Site
No.

Ottoman Name Geographical
Coordinates

Olives or
Olive Oil

Vineyard Dibis Press

Z271 Dayr Nah
˘
ās 142.113 1000

Z272 Bayt Nas.s. ā 150.110 300

Z252
S̄ımyā Būr̄ın
(Abū H. asan)

153.092 mpl

Z253 H. alh. ūl 160.109 mpl
Z255 Šuwaykat

Ban̄ı Qays
150.090 2100

Z256 S. ūbā 149.105 mpl
Z257 Idnā 147.107 7200 mpl
Z258 Dūrā 152.101 600 mpl

Z259
Kafr Burayk
(Ban̄ı Na’̄ın)

165.102 mpl 1000

Z260 H
˘
ursā 151.099 mpl

Z263 Šuwaykat Ban̄ı S. ı̄rā 148.120 1800 mpl
Z264 Nūba 153.112 mpl
Z265 Bayt ,Aynūn 162.107 mpl

Liwā- Nāblūs

Nāh. iya Jabal Šāmı̄

P1 Tayās̄ır 187.194 400 12
P2 Aqqāba 183.195 600
P3 T. mmūn 186.187 100
P4 T. ūbās 185.192 2000 24
P5 S. ı̄r 179.196 2000 12
P6 T. ubrus 165.200 500 12
P7 T. allūzā 177.186 600 12
P8 Fandaqūmiyya 169.191 3000 12
P11 Jab’a 171.192 6000 24
P12 Burqa 168.189 1200
P13 Zawātā 171.184 3000 24
P15 Jinisinā 170.186 4000 24
P16 Rāma 166.195 1500 24

mpl = multiple products listed.
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Table A1.3: Taxable Locations with Vines or Olive
Cultivation in 1596 from the Ottoman
Daftar-i Mufas.s.al

‡

Site
No.

Ottoman Name Geographical
Coordinates

Olives or
Olive Oil

Vineyard Dibis Press

P17 Ajjā 168.196 200 12
P18 Būr̄ın 153.203 100 12
P19 Illār 160.197 1500 -
P20 Att̄ıl 156.197 3500 12
P21 Dayr Šaraf 168.184 500 12
P22 Kafr Rummān 162.191 500 12
P23 Kafr Farāt 169.184 700 12
P24 Šūfa 157.186 500 12
P25 Baytā L̄ıd 162.185 6000 24
P26 Sa↵ār̄ın 160.185 2400 12
P27 Bayt Sallūm 166.182 800 12
P28 Yās. ı̄d 176.189 2500 12
P30 Kufayr 182.197 2000 12
P31 Bāqa al-Ġarbiyya 154.172 3400 24
P32 Rāmı̄n 164.187 1500
P33 Ibt.ān 154.197 2500 12
P34 Anabtā 161.190 2500
P35 Bal’ā 160.193 100 12
P40 H

˘
irbat Abū ’Al̄ı 178.191 100

P41 Qašdā 182.190 500 12
P42 Qabāt.iya 176.201 3000
P43 Miska 182.187 500
P107 Jad̄ıda 188.193 528 12
M3 Arrāba 169.171 2500 12
M5 Kufayr̄ıt 169.201 800
M10 Brūq̄ın 174.206 1500
Z1 As̄ıra 184.175 100
Z2 Kafr Qūd 171.207 62
Z3 Mirka 172.200 450
Z4 Lāw̄ın 176.192 20
Z5 S̄ır̄ıs 177.192 100
Z6 Maytalūn 175.194 1200
Z7 Kumrā 167.189 20

mpl = multiple products listed.
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Table A1.3: Taxable Locations with Vines or Olive
Cultivation in 1596 from the Ottoman
Daftar-i Mufas.s.al

‡

Site
No.

Ottoman Name Geographical
Coordinates

Olives or
Olive Oil

Vineyard Dibis Press

Z12 Kaafr Labad 160.189 300
Z13 Sānūr 173.195 230
Z14 Dayr H. umayd 173.184 70
Z15 Furaydis 167.190 170
Z16 Jarbā 174.199 20
Z17 Sabast.iya 168.186 600
Z23 Jubayl 170.187 900
Z24 Maġāra 171.193 500
Z26 S̄ılā 167.191 1500
Z27 Bayt Yārūb 170.194 500
Z28 Rāba 186.199 260 12
Z29 Salh. ab 185.195 300
Z31 At.t.āra 165.192 306 12
Z32 S. armı̄t.a 173.188 470
Z33 Barāziya 165.190 570
Z34 Fah.ma 167.193 1500 12
Z36 Bayt Imr̄ın 170.188 2500 24
Z37 Saydā 161.199 3000

Nāh. iya Jabal Qabāl

P1 Sālim 181.179 2500 12
P2 Bayt Dajan 185.177 1200 12
P3 T. a’na 185.175 500 12
P4 Awartā 177.174 3600
P5 Inābūs 173.172 500 12
P8 Ūr̄ıf 171.174 400
P11 Lubbān as-Sāw̄ı 172.164 3000
P12 Mādamā 171.176 500
P14 Skāra 171.167 1200 12
P16 Aqrabā 182.170 4500 24
P17 ZaytĀ Ban̄ı ’Āmir 167.171 4500 24
P19 Mardā 168.168 1500 24
P20 Mash. a 155.168 600 12

mpl = multiple products listed.
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Table A1.3: Taxable Locations with Vines or Olive
Cultivation in 1596 from the Ottoman
Daftar-i Mufas.s.al

‡

Site
No.

Ottoman Name Geographical
Coordinates

Olives or
Olive Oil

Vineyard Dibis Press

P24 Qabalān 177.167 500
M11 Būr̄ın 173.176 2000 12
M12 Bayt Fūr̄ık 181.175 2271 24
M13 Kafr ’At.iyya 181.167 1800 24
Z1 Salf̄ıt al-Bas.al 166.165 200
Z2 H. awwāra 174.173 1000 24
Z3 Bayt Ībā 169.182 2000 24
Z9 Qarāwat Ban̄ı

H. asan
159.170 800

Z12 Jammā’̄ın 169.170 1000 24
Z13 Qı̄ra 166.169 200 12
Z14 Kafr Qaddūm 163.180 600 12
Z18 S̄ılūn 176.162 50
Z19 Kafr Ist.ūna 180.159 220
Z20 Jib’̄ıt 184.159 200
Z21 Majdal 184.165 50
Z22 Talf̄ıt 177.165 150
Z23 Dūmā 184.162 50
Z24 Fara’tā 165.177 1000 24
Z25 Ifaqās. 167.175 420
Z26 J̄ıt Jammāl 166.180 3500 24
Z28 Brūq̄ın 159.164 300 12
Z29 Baytā 177.172 1000
Z30 H. abl̄ı 148.174 720 12
Z31 Balāt.a 176.179 140
Z32 Farh

˘
a 164.164 650

Z39 Kafr H. atta 146.169 1500
Z40 Arafāt 154.164 500
Z44 Ūdala 176.173 300 24
Z45 Kafr Baytā 180.177 300
Z46 Raf̄ıdyā 172.181 300 12
Z47 Yāsūf ar-Rummān 172.168 880
Z48 S. arra 168.179 50

mpl = multiple products listed.
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Table A1.3: Taxable Locations with Vines or Olive
Cultivation in 1596 from the Ottoman
Daftar-i Mufas.s.al

‡

Site
No.

Ottoman Name Geographical
Coordinates

Olives or
Olive Oil

Vineyard Dibis Press

Z49 Till 170.178 350 12
Z50 As. ı̄ra 170.176 500
Z52 Burā’ǐs 152.161 20
Z54 Kafr Qall̄ıl 176.177 3500 24
Z55 Mah

˘
ı̄na al-Fawqā 176.175 700 12

Z58 Qus.ayrā 181.165 180
Z59 Jūrǐs 180.167 200
Z62 Yānūn 183.172 1000 12
Z64 Azmūt. 179.181 500 12
Z65 Qūza 174.171 200
Z66 Ūs.ar̄ın 179.170 300 12
Z67 Rūj̄ıb 177.177 400 12
Z68 Azzūn 152.169 500
Z69 S. ārta 158.167 200
Z71 Yitmā 175.168 400 12
Z72 Mazra’a 145.161 200
Z73 H. az̄ıma 156.166 100
Z74 Ammūriya 169.163 300 12
Z85 Māt̄ın 165.177 500
Z86 al-Mat.w̄ı 161.165 1000 12
Z88 Rant̄ıs 151.159 300
Z94 Askar 177.180 2000
Z95 S. ūrt̄ın 170.179 1000
Z96 Bayt Awzan 170.181 2000
Z97 Dary Is. t.yā 163.170 5500
Z99 T. a’nā 187.173 550
Z100 Jālūd 179.164 7000
Z101 Bidyā 157.168 750
Z105 Sāwiya 174.165 800
Z106 Jarrā’a 168.173 500

Nāh. iya Qāqūn

P1 Kafr Rā’̄ı 164.197 2000 24

mpl = multiple products listed.
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Table A1.3: Taxable Locations with Vines or Olive
Cultivation in 1596 from the Ottoman
Daftar-i Mufas.s.al

‡

Site
No.

Ottoman Name Geographical
Coordinates

Olives or
Olive Oil

Vineyard Dibis Press

P2 Zaytā 155.199 2030 40
P3 Šuwayk̄ı 153.193 6450 200
P6 T. ūlkarm 152.190 1975 24
P8 Stāba 155.192 500 12
Z1 Dannāna 154.191 2000
Z7 Yammā 153.197 2200

Nāh. iya Ban̄ı S. a-b

P1 Funduq 163.177 3500 24
P2 J̄ım S. āfūt 162.176 2500 24
P3 Uskūr 163.176 3500 12
P4 H. ajja 162.179 8000 36
P5 Kafr S. ūr 156.183 3000 24
P7 Jalama 149.184 200
P9 Bāqa 161.179 14999 36
P10 Falāmiya 152.181 7000 12
P11 Majdal Yibwā 152.183 6000 24
P13 Irtāh. 151.189 710 12
P14 Qalansawa 148.187 500 12
P15 Mazra-a 149.182 2200 24
P16 Qalq̄ıl̄ı 146.177 100
P20 Kafr Z̄ıbād 156.181 3000 36
P21 Bayt Ja↵a 156.179 5845 24
P22 Kūr 159.182 9000 36
P23 Kafr Jammāl 154.181 6500 24
P24 S. ı̄r 155.178 4500
P25 Jayyuš 153.178 7000 36
P27 ,Abbūs 158.181 2500 24
P29 Kafr Lāqif 158.176 7500
Z4 T. ayyibat al-Ism 151.185 7000

mpl = multiple products listed.
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Table A1.3: Taxable Locations with Vines or Olive
Cultivation in 1596 from the Ottoman
Daftar-i Mufas.s.al

‡

Site
No.

Ottoman Name Geographical
Coordinates

Olives or
Olive Oil

Vineyard Dibis Press

Z5 Fard̄ısa 151.187 1200
Z7 Rās 155.184 2000

Liwā- G. azza

Nāh. iya G. azza

P271 S. awāf̄ır aš-Šarq̄ı 122.123 mpl

P273
,Āmūdat
(Ban̄ı Kināna)

113.112 mpl

P275 Ma ,̄ın 093.082 mpl
P292 Jad̄ıda 124.109 mpl
P295 Yibnā 125.141 mpl
P296 Kūfiya 105.097 mpl
M23 Jabālya 100.103 mpl
M25 Bayt Lāhyā 102.106 mpl
M27 Bayt ,A↵ā 122.118 mpl
M28 Najd al-Ġarb̄ı 111.106 mpl
Z31 Ni,ilyā 109.117 mpl
Z34 Hiribya 106.112 mpl
Z46 Bayt Māmı̄n 121.116 mpl
Z47 ,Irāq 121.117 mpl
Z51 Kawkab 117.115 mpl mpl
Z53 Bayt Jimāl 147.125 1000
Z54 Juhayt̄ın 116.093 mpl
Z55 Bat.ān aš-Šarq̄ı 123.128 mpl
Z58 Qubayba 136.108 mpl
Z71 Fālūja 126.114 mpl
Z72 Bal̄ıt.ā (Mal̄ıt.ā) 120.113 mpl
Z73 Jilis 121.112 mpl
Z77 Bayt Darās 120.125 mpl
Z78 ,Idrā 113.088 mpl
Z89 Mans. ūra 133.113 mpl
Z95 Jusayr 128.118 mpl

mpl = multiple products listed.
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Table A1.3: Taxable Locations with Vines or Olive
Cultivation in 1596 from the Ottoman
Daftar-i Mufas.s.al

‡

Site
No.

Ottoman Name Geographical
Coordinates

Olives or
Olive Oil

Vineyard Dibis Press

Z96 Zikr̄ın 136.119 mpl
Z113 Sumsum 112.108 mpl
Z117 Jaladiyya 126.122 mpl
Z118 ,Irāq H. ālā 131.111 mpl
Z121 Rasm al-Ġarb̄ı 108.093 mpl
Z122 Rasm aš-Šarq̄ı 109.093 mpl
Z130 Mulāqis 120.109 mpl
Z138 At.raba 139.123 mpl
Z139 ,Ajjūr 142.121 mpl
Z143 S. awāf̄ır al-Ġarb̄ı 121.123 mpl
Z144 Jūlis 117.121 mpl
Z147 Kartā 124.116 mpl
Z159 Jalama 116.107 mpl
Z160 Qast.ı̄na 127.127 mpl
Z161 ,Ibd̄ıs 121.120 mpl
Z166 Jilya 137.130 mpl
Z167 Bayt Sam,ān 114.114 mpl
Z187 ,Ajiz ar-Rās 118.118 mpl

Nāh. iya Ramla

P14 Qawala 145.160 24
P15 Dayr T. ar̄ıf 144.155 mpl
P17 Yāfa 126.162 mpl
P112 H

˘
arnūba 146.146 mpl

P113 Ibarf̄ılya 148.146 mpl
M8 ,Ayn Šams 147.128 mpl
M14 ,Art.ūf 150.130 mpl
Z21 Bayt Sūs̄ın 148.134 mpl
Z24 ,Isl̄ıt 150.132 mpl
Z26 H

˘
ayriyya 133.160 mpl

Z31 T. ı̄ra 144.158 mpl
Z34 Dayr Ayyūb 151.137 mpl
Z37 Qibyā 151.153 mpl 24

mpl = multiple products listed.
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Table A1.3: Taxable Locations with Vines or Olive
Cultivation in 1596 from the Ottoman
Daftar-i Mufas.s.al

‡

Site
No.

Ottoman Name Geographical
Coordinates

Olives or
Olive Oil

Vineyard Dibis Press

Z40 Bayt Nabālā 146.154 mpl 12
Z42 Burdrus 149.152 mpl 8
Z44 Zikr̄ın 147.148 mpl
Z49 Ban̄ı Ibraq 135.166 mpl mpl
Z51 ,Imwās 149.138 mpl
Z57 ,Āmir (,Āqir) 133.140 mpl
Z70 Dayr Qidd̄ıs 154.150 mpl 24
Z73 Yālū 152.138 mpl
Z81 Midya aš-Šarqiyya 150.149 mpl 24
Z84 Dayr Dākir 143.139 mpl
Z90 Šuqbā 153.154 mpl 24
Z100 S. ar,ā 148.131 mpl
Z101 Sākiya 135.159 mpl
Z102 Ludd 140.151 mpl
Z105 Jindās 141.152 mpl
Z106 Bayt Dajan 133.156 mpl
Z107 Sāfiriyya 135.155 mpl
Z111 ,Innāba 145.145 mpl mpl
Z113 Bi-r Ma ,̄ın 152.143 mpl 24
Z114 Bayt Šanna 148.142 mpl
Z115 Ni-l̄ın 152.150 mpl 36
Z116 H

˘
arabtā 156.150 mpl

Z120 ,Abūd 156.158 mpl
Z121 Bayt S̄ırā 154.143 mpl
Z126 Kafr ,Āna 137.158 mpl

Liwā- Lajjūn

Nāh. iya Šafā

M2 Nayn 183.226 2000 24
Z1 ,Īdūr (,Indūr) 186.227 121
Z2 Bı̄ra 197.223 1000
Z3 Kawkab al-Hawā 199.122 1200

mpl = multiple products listed.
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Table A1.3: Taxable Locations with Vines or Olive
Cultivation in 1596 from the Ottoman
Daftar-i Mufas.s.al

‡

Site
No.

Ottoman Name Geographical
Coordinates

Olives or
Olive Oil

Vineyard Dibis Press

Nāh. iya Sāh. il ,Atl̄ıt

Z10 T. ı̄rat al-Lawz 147.240 1200
Z11 H. ayfā 145.246 1500
Z39 Ijzim 149.227 700

Nāh. iya Ša-rā

P1 Bāqa aš-Šarqiyya 156.201 1500 24
P6 ,Ar,rā 159.211 2000
Z1 Sālim 169.216 900
Z2 ,Ārā 157.212 100
Z5 ,Ān̄ın 165.211 650 12
Z8 Zabda 162.206 1368 12
Z13 Kafradān 174.209 640
Z15 Rūmāna 169.214 700
Z18 T. ayyiba 167.213 100
Z20 Umm al-Fah.m 164.213 600 24

Nāh. iya Jin̄ın

M12 Yāmūn 171.210 2982
Z5 Bayt Qād 183.208 700
Z6 Dayr al-Ġazāl 183.211 300
Z12 Nūris 184.215 700
Z21 ,Arrāna 180.211 250

Liwā- ,Ajlūn

Nāh. iya ,Ajlūn

P1 ,Ajlūn 221.193 mpl mpl

P3
Dayr Ban̄ı Madrāt,
(Hammūda)

213.193 mpl mpl

M1 ,Anjarā 221.190 3500
M2 ,Ayn Jannat

al-Faq̄ıh
222.194 4000 80

mpl = multiple products listed.
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Table A1.3: Taxable Locations with Vines or Olive
Cultivation in 1596 from the Ottoman
Daftar-i Mufas.s.al

‡

Site
No.

Ottoman Name Geographical
Coordinates

Olives or
Olive Oil

Vineyard Dibis Press

M3 Rājib Rayān 216.183 800 80
Z4 H. alāwa 212.198 200
Z10 Kufrānj̄ı 216.189 800 80
Z15 Fāra 212.196 mpl
Z16 Mušriqa (Mušrifa) 215.190 600 80

Z18
H. amı̄m al-Fawqā
wa al-Tah. tā

213.188 950 20

Z19 Rāsūn 221.200 200
Z20 Ist.ālūs 222.191 mpl mpl
Z23 Rabad. 221.192 mpl mpl

Nāh. iya Ban̄ı ,Ilwān

M2 Dibb̄ın 228.184 mpl mpl 80
M3 Būrma 224.180 mpl 80
M4 Marj Šayh

˘
230.190 19

M5 Nah
˘
l̄ı 228.187 4000 80

Z10 Mans. ūr 229.191 2800
Z11 Jaraš 234.187 mpl
Z12 Sākib 226.188 1000
Z20 Muqbilā 232.191 mpl
Z22 S. ūma 224.174 mpl mpl 80
Z26 Rı̄mūn 229.187 2000 80
Z34 Jabbat Id ,̄ık 233.177 mpl mpl
Z45 Dayr Zaqr̄ıt. 230.189 600

Nāh. iya Kūra

P126 Zūbiya 222.204 3000
P127 Kafr A-wān 215.203 mpl mpl
P128 Kafr Ībil 213.202 1800
P129 H

˘
unayz̄ıra 216.208 mpl 80

P130 Jadd̄ıtā 216.202 300
M1 Jin̄ın as.-S. afā 216.213 2020 80
M2 Kafr Almā 215.210 mpl mpl

mpl = multiple products listed.
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Table A1.3: Taxable Locations with Vines or Olive
Cultivation in 1596 from the Ottoman
Daftar-i Mufas.s.al

‡

Site
No.

Ottoman Name Geographical
Coordinates

Olives or
Olive Oil

Vineyard Dibis Press

Z4 Dayr Yūsif 225.211 2000
Z5 Fitna 213.204 200 23
Z7 Dayr ,Asal 211.206 500
Z8 Mahrama 224.203 100
Z9 S. ı̄ra 214.205 400
Z11 Bayt Yāfā 224.213 mpl mpl
Z13 Tibna 218.209 1349
Z14 Bayt Īdis 216.205 480
Z20 Kafr Kı̄rā 222.212 mpl
Z21 Samū-(Samū-a) 219.213 mpl mpl 90
Z22 Zimāl 219.213 340

Nāh. iya Ġawr

Z31 Zarrā-a 200.202 80

Nāh. iya S. alt

P135 S. alt 218.160 mpl mpl
P136 S. ı̄h. ān 221.171 800
M1 Kafr Yahūd 237.140 mpl mpl
Z13 ,Allān 220.169 mpl mpl

Nāh. iya Karak

M1 Karak 216.065 mpl mpl
M2 Mazāri- 223.072 mpl mpl
M5 Mazār 216.052 mpl
M9 ,Ayn Mūsā 220.131 100
M10 Kafr Rabbā 220.075 mpl
M11 Mūta 216.055 mpl mpl
M13 Rās 210.085 mpl mpl
M14 ,Irāq 211.055 mpl mpl
M19 Šajara 215.048 mpl
M20 T. af̄ıl̄ı 207.028 mpl mpl

mpl = multiple products listed.
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Table A1.3: Taxable Locations with Vines or Olive
Cultivation in 1596 from the Ottoman
Daftar-i Mufas.s.al

‡

Site
No.

Ottoman Name Geographical
Coordinates

Olives or
Olive Oil

Vineyard Dibis Press

Nāh. iya Jibāl Karak

M1 ,Ayna 224.042 mpl mpl
M3 S. inifh. a 203.028 mpl mpl
M7 ,Īma 207.032 mpl mpl
M8 H

˘
unayz̄ıra 213.047 mpl

Nāh. iya Šawbak

M1 Šawbak 205.993 mpl
M14 Naj̄ıl (Nij̄ıl) dir

Wād̄ı Mūsā
201.992 mpl mpl

M16 Ribh. iyya
(Wād̄ı Mūsā)

195.970 mpl

Liwā- S. afad

Nāh. iya J̄ıra

P1 Bı̄ra 196.265 mpl mpl 12
P2 ,Ayn Zaytūn 196.265 800 1530
P3 Qadd̄ıta 194.267 1000
P6 Rās al-Ah.mar 194.271 342 12
P11 D. āhiriyya

(D. āhirtiyya)
al-Fawqā

199.260 600

P12 ,Ammūqa 198.268 mpl mpl
P14 ,Akbar al-H

˘
at.t.āb 197.200 2996 12

P18 Sa-sa- 178.270 mpl mpl
P19 Mı̄rūn 191.265 60
P25 Qabbā-a 200.267 mpl mpl
P30 Samū-iyya 192.262 mpl mpl 390
P31 Dı̄̌sūn 198.276 mpl 40
P32 Yāqūn 195.254 1100 12
P33 Farādiyya 190.259 mpl
M1 S. afs.afā 192.268 mpl

mpl = multiple products listed.
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Table A1.3: Taxable Locations with Vines or Olive
Cultivation in 1596 from the Ottoman
Daftar-i Mufas.s.al

‡

Site
No.

Ottoman Name Geographical
Coordinates

Olives or
Olive Oil

Vineyard Dibis Press

M4 ,Almā 196.273 48
Z2 Jā-ūna 200.264 mpl
Z3 Dallāta 197.269 mpl mpl 12
Z16 Kafr ,Inān 189.258 12
Z25 Fārā 193.274 mpl mpl 24
Z32 al-Mans. ūra 181.274 2540 80
Z41 Fir ,̄ım 200.265 1450 12

Nāh. iya Tibn̄ın

P1 ,Aynātā 191.281 mpl
P4 ,Ūbā 193.276 350 mpl 12
P6 Bra-s̄ıt 191.286 mpl 12
P7 Bint Jubayl 190.280 60
P8 Yārūn an-Nas. ārā 189.276 1420 mpl
P9 Kfūr Tibn̄ın 183.286 mpl
P12 Saqrā 193.288 1500 12
P14 Qānā 178.290 12
P16 Jib̄ın 172.280 1010 12
P18 Iqr̄ıt 176.275 24
P20 al-Ma-raka 179.297 100
P24 Išh. ūr L115.L152 450 24
P27 ,Akbar al-Ġarbiyya 179.274 mpl 24
P31 Dib̄ın L136.L159 1515 24
M13 Mārūn ar-Rās 191.278 mpl mpl 12
M15 Mı̄s 198.285 mpl 24
M16 H. ār̄ıs. 185.286 845 12
M17 Majdal Sal̄ım 193.291 800 12
M18 Bas.s. ā 163.275 1050 66
M19 Mazra,a 177.279 240 12
Z6 Qadas 199.279 1370 24
Z7 H

˘
iyām L137.L154 mpl mpl

Z19 Zibq̄ın 175.285 750 12
Z27 T. ayr Zabnā 185.294 368 12

mpl = multiple products listed.
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Table A1.3: Taxable Locations with Vines or Olive
Cultivation in 1596 from the Ottoman
Daftar-i Mufas.s.al

‡

Site
No.

Ottoman Name Geographical
Coordinates

Olives or
Olive Oil

Vineyard Dibis Press

Z40 Jad̄ıda L136.L158 mpl mpl 12
Z44 Rāmiya 179.279 mpl 12
Z52 Dayr Siryān L128.L150 830 12
Z87 S. alh. a (S. alh. ana) 178.281 mpl
Z100a Balāt. L136.L161 mpl mpl 12
Z100b T. arb̄ıh

˘
ā 176.276 100 24

Z102 Mans. ūra 169.286 150
Z104 Ābil al-Qamh. 204.296 mpl mpl
Z105 ,Aytā al-Ġajar 188.286 500 12
Z115 Kafr Kūk 201.298 1600
Z117 Idmı̄t 169.276 700 12

Nāh. iya Šaq̄ıf

P2 Kafr Tı̄r L118.L154 2350 24
P3 Kfūr L120.L163 mpl 12
P5 Jibš̄ıd (Jibš̄ıt) L121.L159 mpl
P9 Jarmaq L130.L161 12
P10 Kafr Rūmāna L127.L161 24
P12 Nabāt.iyya al-Tah. tā L125.L160 36
P14 Nabāt.iyya al-Fawqa L127.L158 2200 24
M50 Numayriyya L118.L165 475 12
Z1 Mayfadūn L125.L157 1369
Z5 H. amrā L118.L164 1620
Z15 Yuh.mur L129.L152 1836 24
Z24 S. ı̄r L114.L154 855
Z25 S. r̄ıra L139.L166 mpl
Z44 Qus.ayba L118.L155 200

Nāh. iya T. abariyya

P5 Kafr Mandā 174.246 7300
P11 Kafr Kanna 182.239 16000
P14 Maġār H. azūr 188.255 9000 96
P18 H. azūr 187.256 500

mpl = multiple products listed.
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Table A1.3: Taxable Locations with Vines or Olive
Cultivation in 1596 from the Ottoman
Daftar-i Mufas.s.al

‡

Site
No.

Ottoman Name Geographical
Coordinates

Olives or
Olive Oil

Vineyard Dibis Press

M64 Nās. ira 178.234 100
M65 S. a↵ūriya 176.239 5499 650
Z1 Tur,ān 185.242 250
Z23 Nimr̄ın 190.245 1430
Z28 Šibā 189.259 mpl
Z30 Mimlā 191.251 300
Z37 ,Aylabūn 187.249 858 12
Z49 Šajara 187.239 3500 40
Z54 H. it.t.ı̄n 192.245 2100

Nāh. iya ,Akkā

P3 al-Bi,na 175.259 820 24
P4 Majdal Kurūm 173.258 mpl
P6 Jūlis 167.260 mpl 36
P11 Sah

˘
n̄ın 177.252 9100

P13 Abū Snān 166.262 1500
P17 S. ad,ad̄ı 165.247 350 12
P19 T. arš̄ıh. ā 175.268 60
P20 al-Buqay,a 181.264 36
P21 Bayt J̄ınn 185.263 36
M80 ,Amqā 166.264 mpl
M84 Šafā,amr 166.245 48
Z43 Qabrā 176.258 12
Z47 Mi,ilya 174.269 229 12
Z72 S. art.abā 185.265 38

Qad. ā- H. awrān

Nāh. iya Jawlān Ġarb̄ı

MZ12 Jibt̄ın 222.243 500 48
MZ13 F̄ıq 216.242 200

mpl = multiple products listed.
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Table A1.3: Taxable Locations with Vines or Olive
Cultivation in 1596 from the Ottoman
Daftar-i Mufas.s.al

‡

Site
No.

Ottoman Name Geographical
Coordinates

Olives or
Olive Oil

Vineyard Dibis Press

Nāh. iya Kfārāt

MZ7 Kafr S. ūm 225.232 332 60
MZ9 H. artā 229.233 2800
MZ11 ,Aqrabā 225.236 200 48
MZ15 Raf̄ıd 227.234 4400 96
MZ16 Samar 223.231 200 40

Nāh. iya Ban̄ı Kināna

MZ2 T. ayyibat al-Ism 217.216 2000
MZ17 al-Burz 225.226 300
MZ19 Ibdar 224.230 149
MZ21 H. awar 222.224 700
MZ26 Mah. rabā 211.220 800
MZ33 H. ūfa Sukkar 217.219 200
MZ36 al-H

˘
arāj 216.221 350

MZ41 Dūqara 219.223 200
MZ60 S. ammā 215.219 mpl
MZ63 Yublā 227.233 5340 94
MZ64 Mandah. 213.217 mpl
MZ66 Zahir al-Faq̄ıh 216.222 800
MZ73 Jijj̄ın 222.221 350
MZ74 Qum 218.221 300
MZ75 Kafr Rah. tā 221.221 600
MZ76 Zabdā Ah. lāj 212.219 200

Nāh. iya Ban̄ı Juhma

MZ2 Kafr Yūba 225.216 1500 60
MZ3 al-Bārih. a 228.219 900
MZ25 Jumh. ā 223.217 1800

Nāh. iya Ban̄ı ,At.iyya

MZ3 S. amad 228.207 700
MZ5 Isrās 227.205 mpl mpl 24

mpl = multiple products listed.
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Table A1.3: Taxable Locations with Vines or Olive
Cultivation in 1596 from the Ottoman
Daftar-i Mufas.s.al

‡

Site
No.

Ottoman Name Geographical
Coordinates

Olives or
Olive Oil

Vineyard Dibis Press

MZ6 Kufayr 228.206 mpl
MZ7 Rid. āba 224.204 1000 mpl

Nāh. iya Ban̄ı al-A,sar

MZ1 Īdūn 231.212 mpl
MZ3 ,Ibb̄ın 226.196 mpl
MZ7 Šat.ana 232.203 mpl
MZ9 Zabdā 234.205 mpl
MZ10 H. abaka 229.208 mpl
MZ11 Kafr H

˘
all 233.196 mpl

MZ21 ,Ibill̄ın 227.195 mpl
MZ26 Juh. fiyya 227.211 mpl
MZ45 Nāt.ifa 227.213 mpl
MZ46 ,Afatā 226.197 mpl
MZ48 S. ah

˘
ra 230.197 mpl

mpl = multiple products listed.

‡ W.-D. Hütteroth and K. Abdulfattah, Historical Geography of Palestine, Tran-
sjordan and Southern Syria in the Late 16th Century , Erlanger Geographische
Arbeiten 5 (Erlangen: Fränkischen Geographischen Gesellschaft, 1977).
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A1.4 Charters from the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem

concerning vineyards and olive groves

No type of agricultural land in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem was as
ubiquitously described as vineyards. The collection of approximately one
hundred charters listed below attests to the commonality of land devoted to
growing grapes during the twelfth and thirteenth centuries, and to a lesser
extent, olives. The charters have been drawn from the various surviving
cartularies from the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem that contain lines of text
related to vineyard or olive grove ownership. References to levies on oil
and wine production were also located, but were not found to substantially
contribute to the data.

The information has been divided into four charts. The first chart (Table
1: Located Sites) contains information related to vineyards or olive groves
that can reliably located near the vicinity of a known medieval location. At
times, the information on a location might be fairly specific, for example as
in the case of the vineyard located at the ‘foot’ of Mount Sion near Jerusalem
(no. 161 Bresc-Bautier, p. 313, no. 536 RRH, p. 143) or at Mi,ilya where
the specific position of a number of vineyards are mentioned in relation to
neighbouring properties (no. 128 Strehlke, pp. 120–128, no. 510 RRH,
pp. 134–135).1 However, this type of information is rare. Usually a vineyard
or olive grove is noted as ‘belonging’ to a particular urban community or a
rural casale, although occasionally terms like ‘ante’, ‘prope’, or ‘apud ’ appear
in association with the vineyard/olive grove and the settlement, linking the
two and making the association slightly more literal.

In Table 1: Located Sites, cities and casale have been alphabetised
according to the earliest name mentioned in the charters listed below. Mod-

1The location of properties in Mi,ilya is discussed at length in R. Ellenblum, Frankish
Rural Settlement in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1998), pp. 41–53; as well as in his earlier article: R. Ellenblum, ‘Colonization
Activities in the Frankish East: The Example of Castellum Regis (Mi,ilya),’ English
Historical Review 111 (1996), 104-122. Although mainly concerned with the archaeology
of Mi,ilya, R. Khamisy’s recent article also touches on Frankish property ownership, see:
R.G. Khamisy, ‘History and Architectural Design of Castellum Regis and Some Other
Finds in the Village of Mi,ilya,’ Crusades 12 (2013), 13–51.

449



ern town names associated with the medieval site follows this information,
with any alternative designations from the Middle Ages noted the third col-
umn. Geographical coordinates according to the Palestine Grid are listed
in the fourth column. Vineyard (vinea) or olive grove (oliva) information
follows the name and location data, while a summary of charter references,
including both the charter number listed in Röhricht’s Regesta Regni Hi-
erosolymitani (RRH) + Addendium (a) and the most modern edited edition
of the text, are found in the last two columns. If the charter refers to a vine-
yard or olive grove that has already been mentioned in an identical manner
within an earlier document, for example if the information is derived from a
confirmation charter, this is noted as a ‘copy’ and marked in column ‘C.’

Table 2: In territorio. . . , reflects vineyards and olive groves that are
located within the larger territory of a named community, but there is no
information suggesting that the location is in the immediate vicinity of the
city, castle or casale. As with many larger regional territories in the medieval
Levant, the boundaries of properties and especially larger lordships, are often
still unknown to historians. The sites listed in this table are either part
of estate centres that span large portions of land, or the references are too
vague to place a site exactly, for example like vineyards situated ‘. . . in planis
Bethleem’ (no. 221 Mayer, pp. 408–409, no. 258 RRH, p. 65). The layout
of the information is identical to the first section, except the ‘Geographical
Coordinate’ information has been eliminated as the locational data is too
general to make specific coordinates of much use.

A small number of sites are situated in the charters by defining their
position along a road between two well-known locations. Table 3: On the
road between. . . , lists these vineyards and the endpoints of the path they
are located along.

There are also a number of sites that have no known association with a
specific city, castle or casale. These sites are listed in Table 4: Unknown
locations, along with the charter references.

The map for this section represents information from Table 1: Located
Sites.
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Figure A1.4.1: Locations of sites in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem

with charters that mention vineyards (scale: 1:1,000,000,
Jerusalem area inset: 1:250,000)
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Figure A1.4.2: Locations of sites in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem

with charters that mention olive groves (scale: 1:1,000,000)
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Table A1.4.1: Located sites
Charters from the Latin Kingdom of
Jerusalem concerning vineyards and olive
groves

Site Name Modern
Name

Alternative
Name(s)

Geographical
Coordinates

Vinea
(ae)

Oliva
(ae)

RRH C. Reference

Acre ,Akka,
,Akko

1568.2586 x 945+a No. 1718 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 287–288

x 1039+a No. 2034 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
p. 443

x 1067 No. 80 Strehlke, pp. 63–64
x 1241+a No. 2753 Delaville la Roulx, ii,

pp. 790–791
x a1319b No. 3039 Delaville la Roulx, iii,

pp. 43–54
Ascalon ,Asqalan, 1071.1191 x a422a No. 316 Mayer, ii, pp. 552–555

Ashqelon x 909 No. 5 Claverie, pp. 290–294
x 983 No. 159 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 310–

311
Aschar Askar 1775.1803 x a591a No. 43 Kohler, pp. 43–44
Bermenayn B̄ır Ma,in 1520.1449 x x 490 No. 158 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 308–

309
Bethaanina Bait Hanina 1696.1374 x 327+a No. 193 Mayer, i, pp. 374–375
Bethfella Bāfl̄ıyé 1845.2961 x 240 No. 215 Mayer, i, p. 401
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Table A1.4.1: Located sites
Charters from the Latin Kingdom of
Jerusalem concerning vineyards and olive
groves

Site Name Modern
Name

Alternative
Name(s)

Geographical
Coordinates

Vinea
(ae)

Oliva
(ae)

RRH C. Reference

Bethomar Bait
Ummar

1595.1143 x x 596 No. 41 Delaborde, pp. 88–89

Bethsura Khirbat
Zira,ah

232.140 x 1224 No. 49 Delaborde, pp. 100–105

Begebelinus Bait Jibrin Bersabeae
Juda

1400.1129 x 457+a No. 399 Delaville la Roulx, i,
pp. 272–273

Bethoron Toura 1780.2997 x x 1114+a No. 299 Tafel - Thomas, ii,
pp. 351–389

Capharsin Kafr Yasif 1656.2622 x 1093 No. 88 Strehlke, p. 70 (cf. No. 128,
p. 123)

Calandria Qalandiya 1696.1411 x 267 No. 69 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 166–167
Casale az-Zib 1598.2728 x 101 No. 12 Delaborde, pp. 37–38
Huberti x a129a x No. 17 Kohler, pp. 18–20
de Pazi Siph x 134 No. 116 Mayer, i, pp. 278–280

x 240 No. 215 Mayer, i, p. 401
x 290 x No. 226 Mayer, i, pp. 414–415

x x 281 No. 228 Mayer, i, pp. 421–422
Casale
Robert

Kafr Kanna 1822.2393 x 1220+a No. 399 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 765–766
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Table A1.4.1: Located sites
Charters from the Latin Kingdom of
Jerusalem concerning vineyards and olive
groves

Site Name Modern
Name

Alternative
Name(s)

Geographical
Coordinates

Vinea
(ae)

Oliva
(ae)

RRH C. Reference

Casale
Sancti

Sinjil 1750.1601 x 531 No. 160 Bresc-Bautier, p. 312

Egidii
Crac Montis Karak Cracomontis 2170.0660 x x 897+a No. 20 Claverie, pp. 314–316
Regalis Crat x a422a No. 316 Mayer, ii, pp. 552–555
Castrum Mi,ilya 1746.2699 x x 510 No. 128 Strehlke, pp. 120–128
Regis Castellum x 587 No. 413 Mayer, ii, p. 707

Nouum x x 614 No. 430 Mayer, ii, p. 733
x a1002 No. 63 Strehlke, pp. 51–53
x 1260+ax No. 112 Strehlke, pp. 91–94

Dere Khirbet
ed-Deir

1645.1615 x 529+a No. 18 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 907–908

x 530 x No. 159 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 310–
311

Emaus ,Amwas2 1491.1385 x x 205+a No. 107 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 226–
227

2Likely identified with ,Amwas rather than al-Qubeibah in this instance

455



Table A1.4.1: Located sites
Charters from the Latin Kingdom of
Jerusalem concerning vineyards and olive
groves

Site Name Modern
Name

Alternative
Name(s)

Geographical
Coordinates

Vinea
(ae)

Oliva
(ae)

RRH C. Reference

Gabaon al-Jib 1676.1396 x 271 No. 120 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 243–
244

Ioppe Jaffa 1265.1624 x 334 No. 48 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 131–132
x 356 No. 305 Mayer, ii, pp. 531–532
x 727 No. 582 Mayer, ii, p. 968

Iaphaz x 732 No. 298 Strehlke, pp. 266–268
x 909 No. 5 Claverie, pp. 290–294

Jherusalem Jerusalem 1720.1316 x a129a No. 17 Kohler, pp. 18–20
Ierusalem x 227 No. 169 Mayer, i, p. 349, No. 212

Mayer, i, p. 395
x 284 No. 11 de Marsy, p. 13

. . . apud
Sanctum
Lazarum. . .

x 295 No. 114 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 234–
235

x a422a No. 316 Mayer, ii, pp. 552–555
x 331 No. 106 Hiestand, iii, pp. 271–273

pedem Mon-
tis Syon

x 536 No. 161 Bresc-Bautier, p. 313
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Table A1.4.1: Located sites
Charters from the Latin Kingdom of
Jerusalem concerning vineyards and olive
groves

Site Name Modern
Name

Alternative
Name(s)

Geographical
Coordinates

Vinea
(ae)

Oliva
(ae)

RRH C. Reference

Jerusalem x 543 No. 162 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 314–
315

sancte
Crucis

x 552 x No. 363 Mayer, ii, pp. 674–675

. . . extra
Acheldemac. . .

x 576+a Rey, Colonies, pp. 281–284

x 909 No. 5 Claverie, pp. 290–294
Kafecos Khirbat

al-Kuz
1782.1823 x a657d No. 49 Kohler, pp. 50–51

La Khirbat
el-Al

2286.1363 x 1224 No. 49 Delaborde, pp. 100–105

Mahumeria al-Bira 1705.1459 x 340 No. 121 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 245–
247

Birre x x 272 No. 122 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 247–
248

x . . . No. 123 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 249–
250

x 315 No. 115 Bresc-Bautier, p. 236
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Table A1.4.1: Located sites
Charters from the Latin Kingdom of
Jerusalem concerning vineyards and olive
groves

Site Name Modern
Name

Alternative
Name(s)

Geographical
Coordinates

Vinea
(ae)

Oliva
(ae)

RRH C. Reference

x 362 No. 123 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 249–
250

Manuet Khirbat 1644.2716 x a1198a No. *798 Mayer, iii, pp. 1389–1390
al-Manawat

Mebelie Khirbat 1725.2596 x 1013 No. 666 Mayer, iii, pp. 1122–1124
Mibilya

Mirabellum Majdal
Yaba

1464.1650 x 423+a No. 354 Delaville la Roulx, i,
p. 245

Mirabell x . . . x No. 318 Mayer, ii, p. 555
Miary Ma,ir 1733.2532 x 576+a Rey, Colonies, pp. 281–284
[Mimas ] Tall Mimas 1646.2633 x 180 No. 60 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 152–153

(cf. No. 32, pp. 95–96)
Mons
Gaudii

Nabi
Samwil

1671.1377 x 340 No. 121 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 245-
247

Montem Shawbak 2037.0993 x x 897+a No. 20 Claverie, pp. 314–316
Regalem x a422a No. 316 Mayer, pp. 552–555
Neapolis Nablus 1750.1815 x 321+a No. 241 Mayer, i, p. 445

x No. *204 Mayer, i, p. 386
x a422a x No. 316 Mayer, ii, pp. 552–555
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Table A1.4.1: Located sites
Charters from the Latin Kingdom of
Jerusalem concerning vineyards and olive
groves

Site Name Modern
Name

Alternative
Name(s)

Geographical
Coordinates

Vinea
(ae)

Oliva
(ae)

RRH C. Reference

Ramethes ar-Ram 1721.1402 x 278 No. 184 Mayer, i, pp. 368–369
x 307 x No. 237 Mayer, i, pp. 436–437

Nova Villa x x 346 No. 126 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 252-
253

Scandalion Iskandaruna 1654.2844 x 732 No. 298 Strehlke, pp. 266-268
Sydon Saida 1844.3282 x x 986 No. 62 Strehlke, pp. 50–51

x a393c No. 36 Kohler, p. 38
x 510 x No. 128 Strehlke, pp. 120–128

Saphoria Saffuriya 1762.2398 x x 1242 Rey, Recherches, pp. 36–38
Sorbael S.ur Bahir 1718.1271 x 576+a Rey, Colonies, pp. 281–284
S. Helies Mar Elias, 1474.2483 x 1189+a No. 26 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
dou Carme Monastery

of St Elias
of Carmel

pp. 913–914

Turbasaim Turmus
,Aiya

Turbasym 1770.1600 x 529+a No. 18 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 907–908

x 530 x No. 159 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 310–
311

Tyre Tyre 1685.2975 x 514+a No. 362 Mayer, ii, p. 629
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Table A1.4.1: Located sites
Charters from the Latin Kingdom of
Jerusalem concerning vineyards and olive
groves

Site Name Modern
Name

Alternative
Name(s)

Geographical
Coordinates

Vinea
(ae)

Oliva
(ae)

RRH C. Reference

x a329a No. 30 Kohler, pp. 33–34
Vallis
Moysis

Wadi Musa 1957.9703 x x 897+a No. 20 Claverie, pp. 314–316
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Table A1.4.2: In territorio . . .
Charters from the Latin Kingdom of
Jerusalem concerning vineyards and olive
groves

in
territorio. . .

Modern
Name

Alternative
Name(s)

Vinea
(ae)

Oliva
(ae)

RRH C. Reference

Acre ,Akka, x 576 Rey, Colonies, pp. 281–284
,Akko Accon x 1260+a No. 112 Strehlke, pp. 91–94

Berithens Beirut x . . . No. *442 Mayer, ii, p. 754
Bethleem Bethlehem x 258 No. 221 Mayer, i, pp. 408–409

x 269 x? No. 180 Mayer, i, p. 363
x 590+a No. 554 Delaville la Roulx, i,

p. 376
Cesaree Caesarea x x 810 No. 40 Strehlke, pp. 32–33
Ihersolomitano Jerusalem x 80 No. 64 Mayer, i, pp. 197–198

x 101 No. 12 Delaborde, pp. 37–38
x 331 No. 12 Delaborde, pp. 37–38

Marabellum Majdal Yaba x 419+a No. 340 Delaville la Roulx, i,
p. 238

Casale Sancti Sinjil x 656 No. 31 de Marsy, pp. 30–31
Egidii
Toron Tibnin x 325+a No. 244 Mayer, i, p. 452
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Table A1.4.2: In territorio . . .
Charters from the Latin Kingdom of
Jerusalem concerning vineyards and olive
groves

in
territorio. . .

Modern
Name

Alternative
Name(s)

Vinea
(ae)

Oliva
(ae)

RRH C. Reference

Tyre nomée dou
lac avec le
lac

x 1286+a No. 3408 Delaville la Roulx, iii,
pp. 238–239

x a329a No. 30 Kohler, pp. 33–34
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Table A1.4.3: On the road between . . .
Charters from the Latin Kingdom of
Jerusalem concerning vineyards and
olive groves

First
Site Name

Modern
Name

Second
Site Name

Modern
Name

Vinea
(ae)

Oliva
(ae)

RRH Reference

Bethleem Bethlehem Hierosolymis Jerusalem x 111 No. 96 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 213-214
Hierosolyma Jerusalem Mahumeriae al-Bira x 129 No. 66 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 161-162

x 229 No. 67 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 163-164
S. Stephan Damascus

Gate,
Jerusalem

Neapolim Nablus x 327+a No. 250 Delaville la Roulx, i,
pp. 189-190463



Table A1.4.4: Unknown locations
Charters from the Latin Kingdom of
Jerusalem concerning vineyards and
olive groves

Notes Vinea
(ae)

Oliva
(ae)

RRH Reference

x a36b No. 7 Delaville la Roulx, i, p. 12
Jerusalem (?) x 158 No. 102 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 221–222

x 234 No. 24 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 84–85
Rented by Ricardo Jaferino x 273 No. 124 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 250–251

x a323a No. 241 Delaville la Roulx, i, p. 181
valle S. Mariae x 340 No. 121 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 245–247

x a386a No. 301 Delaville la Roulx, i, p. 218
‘. . .Vineam istam magister
Lambertus tenet et laborare
debet. . . ’

x 395 No. 21 de Marsy, p. 21

Jaffa (?) x 456 No. 148 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 290–291
x a517c No. 456 Delaville la Roulx, i, p. 313

Acre (?) x x 732 No. 40 Strehlke, pp. 32–33
Tyre, another vineyard x 1114+a No. 299 Tafel - Thomas, ii, pp. 351–389
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A1.5 Frankish wine and olive oil production

sites in the archaeological record

The number of sites with evidence of wine or olive oil production potentially

dating from the Frankish period is limited. What sites do exist have been

listed below alongside the initial publication that publicised the findings.

The geographic location is given in terms of their Palestine Grid coordinates.

The limited evidence for Frankish wine and olive oil production does

not reflect the extent of twelfth- and thirteenth-century cultivation. It is

very likely that many earlier wine presses continued to be used throughout

the Frankish period. It is often di�cult to determine the dating of presses,

especially if they are in use for long periods of time, as many only have

evidence pertaining to their abandonment. Many of the installations listed

below are dated to the Frankish period because they were incorporated into

a Frankish structure such as a village house or fortification where there is

better evidence for periodisation.
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Figure A1.5.1: Frankish wine production sites in the archaeological

record. (scale: 1:750,000)
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Table A1.5.1: Frankish wine production sites in the

archaeological record

Site Medieval Name Geographical
Coordinates

Publication

Bethany 1744.1309 Saller, S.J., Excavations at Bethany (1949–1953), Studium
Biblicum Franciscanum Collectio Maior 12 (Jerusalem: Francis-
can Printing Press, 1957, rpnt: 1982), pp. 103–104.

Khirbat
al-Kurum

1678.1368 Boas, A.J., ‘A Recently Discovered Frankish Village at Ramot
Allon, Jerusalem,’ in Autour de la Première Croisade. Actes du
colloque de la Society for the Study of the Crusades and the Latin
East (Clermont-Ferrand, 22–25 juin 1995), ed. by M. Balard
(Paris: Publications de la Sorbonne, 1996), pp. 583–594; Boas,
A.J., Domestic Settings: Sources on Domestic Architecture and
Day-to- Day Activities in the Crusader States, The Medieval
Mediterranean: Peoples, Economies and Cultures, 400–1500, 84
(Leiden: Brill, 2010), pp. 321–328.

Montfort
Castle (Qal,at
al-Qurain)

Starkenberg 1715.2722 Dean, B., ‘The Exploration of a Crusaders’ Fortress (Montfort)
in Palestine,’ Bulletin of the Metropolitan Museum of Art, New
York 22:2 (1927), 5–46 (p. 18).
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Table A1.5.1: Frankish wine production sites in the

archaeological record

Site Medieval Name Geographical
Coordinates

Publication

al-Qubaiba Parva
Mahomeria

1629.1386 Bagatti, B., Emmaus-Qubeibeh: The Results of Excavations at
Emmaus-Qubeibeh and Nearby Sites (1873, 1887–1890, 1900–
1902, 1940–1944), trans. R. Bonanno, Studium Biblicum Fran-
ciscanum Collectio Maior 4 (Jerusalem: Franciscan Printing
Press, 1993), p. 90 and pp. 168–169.

al-Ram Aram,
Rama,
Ramatha,
Ramathes

1721.1402 Pringle, D., ‘Two Medieval Villages North of Jerusalem: Ar-
chaeological Investigations in al-Jib and ar-Ram,’ Levant 15
(1983), 41–177, pls. xvi–xxi; reprinted in Fortification and Set-
tlement in Crusader Palestine (Aldershot: Ashgate Variorum,
2000), v, p. 169 and p. 174.

Suba Belmont 1620.1324 Harper, R.P., and Pringle, D., Belmont Castle: The Exca-
vation of a Crusader Stronghold in the Kingdom of Jerusalem,
British Academy Monographs in Archaeology 10 (Oxford: Coun-
cil for British Research in the Levant, 2000), p. 65.
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Figure A1.5.2: Frankish olive oil production sites in the archaeological

record. (scale: 1:750,000)
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Table A1.5.2: Frankish olive oil production sites in

the archaeological record

Site Medieval Name Geographical
Coordinates

Publication

Arsuf Arsur 1329.1781 Ayalon, E., Tal, O., and Yehuda, E., ‘A Twelfth-Century
Oil Press Complex at the Crusader Town of Arsur (Apollonia-
Arsuf) and the Olive Oil Industry in the Latin Kingdom of
Jerusalem,’ Journal of Eastern Mediterranean Archaeology and
Heritage Studies 1:4 (2013), 259–291 (pp. 259–281).

Bait Jibrin Bethgibelin,
Bersabea

1400.1129 Ayalon, E., Tal, O., and Yehuda, E., ‘A Twelfth-Century
Oil Press Complex at the Crusader Town of Arsur (Apollonia-
Arsuf) and the Olive Oil Industry in the Latin Kingdom of
Jerusalem,’ Journal of Eastern Mediterranean Archaeology and
Heritage Studies 1:4 (2013), 259–291 (pp. 259–281).

Baituniya Beitiumen,
Urniet

1662.1436 Pringle, D., The Churches of the Crusader Kingdom of
Jerusalem, iv (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2009),
pp. 235–240.

Bethany 1744.1309 Saller, S.J., Excavations at Bethany (1949–1953), Studium
Biblicum Franciscanum Collectio Maior 12 (Jerusalem: Francis-
can Printing Press, 1957, rpnt: 1982), pp. 103–104.
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Table A1.5.2: Frankish olive oil production sites in

the archaeological record

Site Medieval Name Geographical
Coordinates

Publication

al-Bira Magna
Mahomeria,
Birra

1705.1459 Pringle, D., ‘Magna Mahumeria (al-Bira): The Archaeology of
a Frankish New Town in Palestine,’ in Crusade and Settlement,
ed. by P. Edbury (Cardi↵: University College Cardi↵ Press,
1985), pp. 147–168; reprinted in Fortification and Settlement in
Crusader Palestine (Aldershot: Ashgate Variorum, 2000), vi, p.
151.

Khirbat
al-Haramiya

1741.1561 Boas, A.J., Domestic Settings: Sources on Domestic Architec-
ture and Day-to- Day Activities in the Crusader States, The Me-
dieval Mediterranean: Peoples, Economies and Cultures, 400–
1500, 84 (Leiden: Brill, 2010), p. 154; Boas, A.J., Crusader
Archaeology: The Material Culture of the Latin East (London:
Routledge, 1999), p. 78

Khirbat ,Iqbala Aqua Bella 1621.1337 Benvenisti, M., The Crusaders in the Holy Land (New York:
MacMillan, 1970), p. 258.

Jifna Jafenia (?) 1705.1522 Benvenisti, M., The Crusaders in the Holy Land (New York:
MacMillan, 1970), pp. 238–240.
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Table A1.5.2: Frankish olive oil production sites in

the archaeological record

Site Medieval Name Geographical
Coordinates

Publication

Khirbat Ka,kul 1737.1357 Seligman, J., ‘Jerusalem, Khirbat Ka,kul (Pisgat Ze,ev H):
Early Roman Farmstead and a Medieval Village,’ Atiqot 54
(2006), 1–73 (pp. 34–37).

Khirbat
al-Kurum

1678.1368 Boas, A.J., ‘A Recently Discovered Frankish Village at Ramot
Allon, Jerusalem,’ in Autour de la Première Croisade. Actes du
colloque de la Society for the Study of the Crusades and the Latin
East (Clermont-Ferrand, 22–25 juin 1995), ed. by M. Balard
(Paris: Publications de la Sorbonne, 1996), pp. 583–594; Boas,
A.J., Domestic Settings: Sources on Domestic Architecture and
Day-to- Day Activities in the Crusader States, The Medieval
Mediterranean: Peoples, Economies and Cultures, 400–1500, 84
(Leiden: Brill, 2010), pp. 321–328.

Lifta Clepsta 1686.1338 Benvenisti, M., The Crusaders in the Holy Land (New York:
MacMillan, 1970), p. 257.
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Table A1.5.2: Frankish olive oil production sites in

the archaeological record

Site Medieval Name Geographical
Coordinates

Publication

Nabi Samwil Montjoie,
Mons Gaudii

1671.1377 Ayalon, E., Tal, O., and Yehuda, E., ‘A Twelfth-Century
Oil Press Complex at the Crusader Town of Arsur (Apollonia-
Arsuf) and the Olive Oil Industry in the Latin Kingdom of
Jerusalem,’ Journal of Eastern Mediterranean Archaeology and
Heritage Studies 1:4 (2013), 259–291 (pp. 259–281).

al-Qubaiba Parva
Mahomeria

1629.1386 Bagatti, B., Emmaus-Qubeibeh: The Results of Excavations at
Emmaus-Qubeibeh and Nearby Sites (1873, 1887–1890, 1900–
1902, 1940–1944), trans. R. Bonanno, Studium Biblicum Fran-
ciscanum Collectio Maior 4 (Jerusalem: Franciscan Printing
Press, 1993), p. 90 and pp. 168–169.
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Appendix Two

A2.1 Locations and agricultural attributes

mentioned by Burchard of Mount Sion

in his Descriptio Terrae Sanctae

The table below lists the locations mentioned in Burchard of Mount Sion’s

Descriptio Terrae Sanctae in the order that they appear in the text, and

notes any descriptive comments regarding agricultural cultivation. Burchard

subdivides his text into sections with headings such as ‘The First Division

of the Holy Land’ or ‘The First Division of the Southern Quarter,’ and

the divisions have been preserved here. The maps corresponding to both

Burchard’s ‘divisions’ and the agricultural attributes he describes, can be

found in Chapter Three, Figures 3.8, 3.9, and 3.10.

The table below notes both the medieval and modern name for a site,

as well as page number where the location is described in J.C.M. Laurent’s

edited version of the text. Identifiable locations can elusive in Burchard’s

Descriptio, however D. Pringle has provided useful notes regarding the prob-

able positioning of several sites in his English translation of the text. Where

the identification of a site is entirely not clear from the Latin text, the page

and note number identifying the site in Pringle’s translation has been added

to the table. However, not every site listed by Burchard can be identified

and when a modern location cannot be proposed, the site has been marked

with a ‘***’. Burchard also regularly confuses named locations, especially

for places it is clear he did not visit, but also sites that were likely known by

another name. When Burchard has made a ‘naming’ mistake, this is marked

by a ‘**’. When a modern location can be proposed for a site, this is marked

by a ‘*’.
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Table A2.1: Burchard of Mount Sion, Descriptio
Terrae Sanctae, c. 1283–1285

Medieval
Name

Modern
Name

Description of Agricultural Attributes Text Page No.†† Geographical
Notes ‡‡

The First Division of the Holy Land

Accon ciuitas Acre . . . fertilis ualde tam in agris, quam eciam in
pascuis et uineis et ortis, in quibus diuersi
generis fructus crescunt . . .

ii, 1, p. 23 pp. 245–246

casale
Lamperti

az-Zib . . . uineis similiter [to Acre] et iardinis et
aquis fluminibus habundans . . .

ii, 2, p. 23 p. 246 n. 16

castrum
Scandalion

Iskandaruna Habundat autem pratis, pascuis, ficetis, oli-
uetis, uineis, fluminibus et iardinis.

ii, 3, p. 24 p. 246 n. 18

‘aquarum
uiuencium’

Ra,s al-,Ain Deducuntur autem aque iste per totam plani-
ciem Tyri, et rigantur inde iardini, orti, vinee,
calamelle, . . .

ii, 4, p. 24 p. 246 n. 19

Tyrus ciuitas Tyre ii, 5, p. 24–25 p. 247
fluuius
Eleutherus**

Nahr
al-Litani

ii, 9, p. 25–26 p. 248 n. 32

Sarepta
Sidoniorum

Sarafand ii, 9, p. 26 p. 248 n. 40

* Projected location of site. continued . . .
** Erroneous name proposed by Burchard of Mount Sion.
*** Modern position unknown or unlikely to correspond to the site named by Burchard of Mount Sion.
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Table A2.1: Burchard of Mount Sion, Descriptio
Terrae Sanctae, c. 1283–1285

Medieval
Name

Modern
Name

Description of Agricultural Attributes Text Page No.†† Geographical
Notes ‡‡

Sidon Sidon Terra adiacens fertilis est ualde, habundans
omnibus bonis et aëre saluberriomo. Et sunt
ibidem canne mellis et uinee ualde bone.

ii, 10, p. 26 pp. 248–249 n. 42

ciuitas
Beritum

Beirut ii, 13, p. 27 p. 249 n. 46

Biblium ciuitas
(Sibleth)

Byblos ii, 15, p. 27 p. 249

Botrum Bat.rūn . . . opulenta quondam in uino ualde nobilis-
simo et omnibus bonis mundi, sed nunc fun-
ditus et destructa.

ii, 16, p. 27 p. 250

castrum
Nephin

,Anfa Uinum huius uille magis nominatum est inter
omnia uina parcium illarum.

ii, 17, pp. 27–28 p. 250 n. 52

* Projected location of site. continued . . .
** Erroneous name proposed by Burchard of Mount Sion.
*** Modern position unknown or unlikely to correspond to the site named by Burchard of Mount Sion.
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Table A2.1: Burchard of Mount Sion, Descriptio
Terrae Sanctae, c. 1283–1285

Medieval
Name

Modern
Name

Description of Agricultural Attributes Text Page No.†† Geographical
Notes ‡‡

ciuitas Tripolis Tripoli Terra illi adiacens dici potest absque du-
bio paradisus propter amenitates infinitas in
uineis, oliuetis, ficetis, [canellis ], quibus om-
nibus in aliis partibus non recolo similia me
uidisse. . . . In quo spacio sunt iardini, in
quibus fructus diuersi crescunt et in tanta
quantitate, quod dicuntur singulis annis ualere
suis dominis CCC milia bysanticorum aureo-
rum.

ii, 18, p. 28 p. 250

castrum
Archas

,Arqa Et gloriosa ualde et pulchra et fertilis est terra
ista.

ii, 21, pp. 28–29 p. 251 n. 58

Synochim Shayn ii, 23, p. 29 p. 251 n. 60

* Projected location of site. continued . . .
** Erroneous name proposed by Burchard of Mount Sion.
*** Modern position unknown or unlikely to correspond to the site named by Burchard of Mount Sion.

478



Table A2.1: Burchard of Mount Sion, Descriptio
Terrae Sanctae, c. 1283–1285

Medieval
Name

Modern
Name

Description of Agricultural Attributes Text Page No.†† Geographical
Notes ‡‡

Plain of
Akkar

. . . planicies magna et amena et fertilis ualde,

. . . Planicies ista multa habet casalia et pul-
chra nemora oliuarum et ficuum et arbo-
rum aliarum diuersi generis et multa ligna.
Preterea habundat fluminibus et pascuis supra
modicum. . . .Uidi ibidem gregem maximum
camelorum, et credo, quod plura milia camelo-
rum ibi erat.

ii, 23, p. 29 p. 251

Tortosa T. art.ūs ii, 23, p. 29 p. 251, p. 252
Aradium
insula

al-Ruwād
Island

ii, 25, p. 29 pp. 251–252

castrum
Margath

Marqab Et continuatur bonitas huius uini usque ad
Margathum castrum.

ii, 12, p. 27;
ii, 29, p. 30

p. 249, p. 252,
p. 253 n. 69

ciuitate
Ualania

Bāniyās ii, 30, p. 31 p. 253

The Second Division of the Holy Land

Mons fortis Montfort iii, 1, p. 31 p. 253 n. 72

* Projected location of site. continued . . .
** Erroneous name proposed by Burchard of Mount Sion.
*** Modern position unknown or unlikely to correspond to the site named by Burchard of Mount Sion.
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Table A2.1: Burchard of Mount Sion, Descriptio
Terrae Sanctae, c. 1283–1285

Medieval
Name

Modern
Name

Description of Agricultural Attributes Text Page No.†† Geographical
Notes ‡‡

Toron castrum Tibnin iii, 2, p. 31 p. 253 n. 73
Asor Tall al-Qadah. iii, 3, p. 31 p. 253, p. 254 n. 76
Belinas Banyas iii, 4, p. 31–32 p. 254
aquas Maron Lake Hula Unde crescunt ibi arbusta et herbe dense ualde,

in quibus latitant leones et ursi et bestie alie.
Et sunt ibi uenationes regie.

iii, 7, pp. 32–33 p. 255 n. 91

Lebanus and
Antilibanus

Lebanon and
Anti-Lebanon
Mountains

Ualles autem in ipso Libano et Antilibano fer-
tiles sunt et bene culte, habundantes pascuis,
uineis, ortis et pomariis et breuiter omnibus
bonis mundi.

iii, 12, p. 34 p. 256

The Third Division of the Holy Land

castellum
Iudin

Jiddin iv, 1, p. 34 p. 257 n. 101

castellum
regium

Mi,iliya . . . habundans omnibus bonis et fructibus, qui
eciam in terra illa rari sunt nisi ibi.

iv, 2, p. 34 p. 257 n. 102

uallis Sennim Valley of
Zaanannim

iv, 3, p. 34

* Projected location of site. continued . . .
** Erroneous name proposed by Burchard of Mount Sion.
*** Modern position unknown or unlikely to correspond to the site named by Burchard of Mount Sion.
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Table A2.1: Burchard of Mount Sion, Descriptio
Terrae Sanctae, c. 1283–1285

Medieval
Name

Modern
Name

Description of Agricultural Attributes Text Page No.†† Geographical
Notes ‡‡

Kabul** Khirbat
Zābud*

iv, 4, p. 34 p. 257 n. 105

Sephet Safad iv, 5, p. 34 p. 257 n. 107
Cedes
Neptalim

Khirbat
Qad̄ısh

. . . habundans omnibus bonis mundi. iv, 6, p. 35 p. 258 n. 108

al-T. ābgha iv, 7 and 8, p.
35; iv, 10, p. 36

p. 258 n. 121,
p. 259

Capharnaum Tall H. um . . . uix habens septem domos pauperum pisca-
torum.

iv, 11, p. 36 p. 259, n. 126

Corrozaym Kursi* iv, 12, p. 36 p. 259 n. 128
Cedar** Gamala* iv, 17 and 19,

pp. 36–37
p. 260 n. 137

The Fourth Division of the Holy Land

casale Sangeor al-Ba,ina . . . in ualle pingui ualde et fertili et amena. v, 2, p. 38 p. 261 n. 143
uilla Naason v, 3, p. 38 p. 262 n. 145

* Projected location of site. continued . . .
** Erroneous name proposed by Burchard of Mount Sion.
*** Modern position unknown or unlikely to correspond to the site named by Burchard of Mount Sion.
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Table A2.1: Burchard of Mount Sion, Descriptio
Terrae Sanctae, c. 1283–1285

Medieval
Name

Modern
Name

Description of Agricultural Attributes Text Page No.†† Geographical
Notes ‡‡

Dorthaym**
In the Plain of
Ginnesar*

. . . opidum ualde amenum, in uineis, oliuetis
et ficubus habundans et pascuis pinguibus.

v, 4, p. 39 p. 262 n. 146

Dorthaym
‘district’**

Plain of
Ginnesar*

. . . irrigua fontibus et ideo pascuosa, et alendis
pecoribus apta.

v, 6, p. 40 p. 263

Syrin Khirbat
Sirin*

v, 7, p. 40 p. 263 n. 156

Bethsayda Khān
al-Minya*

v, 8, p. 40 p. 262 n. 149;
p. 263 n. 157

Magdalum al-Majdal Et habet a parte occidentis et aquilonis plani-
ciem magnam et pascuosam.

v, 9, p. 40–41 p. 263 n. 158

Gerasa** Kursi* v, 12, p. 41 p. 263 n. 159;
p. 264 n. 165

Gadera** Jarash v, 11, p. 41 p. 263 n. 159
Pella Fih. l v, 11, p. 41 p. 264 n. 160
Sueta** Sawād

(region)
v, 11, p. 41 p. 264 n. 161

* Projected location of site. continued . . .
** Erroneous name proposed by Burchard of Mount Sion.
*** Modern position unknown or unlikely to correspond to the site named by Burchard of Mount Sion.
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Table A2.1: Burchard of Mount Sion, Descriptio
Terrae Sanctae, c. 1283–1285

Medieval
Name

Modern
Name

Description of Agricultural Attributes Text Page No.†† Geographical
Notes ‡‡

Theman al-Shaubak*
or Ma,an*

v, 11, p. 41 p. 264 n. 163

The Second Division of the Eastern Quarter

Chana Galilee Khirbat Qana vi, 1, p. 44 p. 267 n. 187
Carmelion al-Battawf

Plain
. . . fertilem nimis et amenam ualde. vi, 1, p. 44 p. 268 n. 188

uilla Roma Rūma vi, 3, p. 44 p. 268 n. 189
Abelmeula Khirbat

Irbid*
vi, 3, pp. 44–45 p. 268 n. 190

mons
Bethulie**

Horns of
Hattin*

Qui mons per totam fere Galileam uidetur,
pulcher ualde et munitus.

vi, 3, p. 45 p. 268 n. 194

Qal,at Ibn
Ma,an*

vi, 3, p. 45 p. 268 n. 195

Tiberias Tiberias . . . et magne palme multe crescunt ibi [at the
southern end], et sunt ibi uinee et oliueta, et
terra pinguis ualde.

vi, 5, p. 45 p. 269 n. 198

Sephora Sa↵uriya vi, 6 and 7, p. 46 p. 270 n. 204

* Projected location of site. continued . . .
** Erroneous name proposed by Burchard of Mount Sion.
*** Modern position unknown or unlikely to correspond to the site named by Burchard of Mount Sion.
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Table A2.1: Burchard of Mount Sion, Descriptio
Terrae Sanctae, c. 1283–1285

Medieval
Name

Modern
Name

Description of Agricultural Attributes Text Page No.†† Geographical
Notes ‡‡

Nazareth Nazareth vi, 7, p. 46–47
p. 270 n. 207–208,
p. 271 n. 209

saltus Domini The Lord’s
Leap

vi, 7, p. 47 p. 271 n. 210

mons Tabor Mount Tabor . . . in quibus nunc latitant leones et bestie alie.
Et sunt ibi uenaciones regie.

vi, 9, p. 47 p. 271 n. 211–215

Dabburiya vi, 9, p. 47–48 p. 271 n. 217
Belueir Belvoir vi, 9, p. 48 p. 271 n. 219
uilla Endor ,Indūr vi, 10, p. 48 p. 272
Naym Nain vi, 11, p. 48 p. 272

The Third Division of the Eastern Quarter

mons Carmel Mount
Carmel

vii, 1, p. 48 p. 272

Caymon Tall Qaymūn vii, 2, p. 49 p. 273 n. 227

Magedo
Tall
al-Mutasallim

vii, 3, p. 49 p. 273 n. 229

* Projected location of site. continued . . .
** Erroneous name proposed by Burchard of Mount Sion.
*** Modern position unknown or unlikely to correspond to the site named by Burchard of Mount Sion.

484



Table A2.1: Burchard of Mount Sion, Descriptio
Terrae Sanctae, c. 1283–1285

Medieval
Name

Modern
Name

Description of Agricultural Attributes Text Page No.†† Geographical
Notes ‡‡

campus
Magedo et
Esdrelou
et plani-
cies Galilee,
campus Fabe

Jezreel Valley . . . in partibus aliquibus fertilis supra modum
in frumento, uino et oleo, et habundans om-
nibus bonis mundi, ita quod uidetur mihi, quod
terram non uiderim meliorem, si demeritis et
peccatis nostris non impedientibus eam possent
colere Christiani.

vii, 4, p. 50 p. 273

casale Mesrha al-
Mazra,a***

vii, 5, p. 50 p. 274 n. 235

castellum Faba al-Fula vii, 4, p. 49;
vii, 6, p. 50

p. 273 n. 233;
p. 274

ciuitatis Afech ,Afūla* vii, 4, p. 50 p. 273 n. 234;
p. 274

ciuitas Sunam Sūlam vii, 7, p. 50 p. 274 n. 238
Bethsan Baysan Et est locus delicatus multam. vii, 8, p. 50 p. 274
Zaraein Jezreel vii, 11, p. 51 p. 275 n. 245
Ginnin Jan̄ın vii, 16, p. 52 p. 276
civitas Sebaste Sebaste Et habundat fontibus et ortis et oliuetis et bo-

nis omnibus, que requirit mundus iste
vii, 17, pp. 52–
54

p. 276 n. 253;
p. 277

* Projected location of site. continued . . .
** Erroneous name proposed by Burchard of Mount Sion.
*** Modern position unknown or unlikely to correspond to the site named by Burchard of Mount Sion.
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Table A2.1: Burchard of Mount Sion, Descriptio
Terrae Sanctae, c. 1283–1285

Medieval
Name

Modern
Name

Description of Agricultural Attributes Text Page No.†† Geographical
Notes ‡‡

Thersa
Tayās̄ır* or
Ta-ās̄ır*

vii, 18, p. 54 p. 277 n. 260

Bethel mons**
Khirbat Bait
Bazz̄ın*

vii, 20, p. 54 p. 278 n. 263

Neapolis Nablus . . . amenitate nimia et deliciis habundans, sed
munita non est, . . .

vii, 22, pp. 54–
55

p. 278

fons Iacob,
Sichem**

Jacobs Well/
Bir Ya-qub,
,Askar

. . . et amenissimo loco situm, nisi quod aquis
caret; nec uidi alias locum tam fertilem et fe-
cundum.

vii, 24, p. 55 p. 279 n. 270

Lebna al-Lubbān
ash-Sharqiya

vii, 27, p. 56 p. 279 n. 274

Bira al-Bira vii, 28, p. 56 p. 280 n. 276
Gabaa Saulis Jaba,* vii, 29, p. 56 p. 280 n. 278
Rama al-Ram vii, 30, p. 56 p. 280 n. 279
Emon Yanun . . . opidum, ualde bonum, ameno loco situm,

habundans omnibus bonis mundi.
vii, 32, p. 57 p. 281 n. 284

* Projected location of site. continued . . .
** Erroneous name proposed by Burchard of Mount Sion.
*** Modern position unknown or unlikely to correspond to the site named by Burchard of Mount Sion.
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Table A2.1: Burchard of Mount Sion, Descriptio
Terrae Sanctae, c. 1283–1285

Medieval
Name

Modern
Name

Description of Agricultural Attributes Text Page No.†† Geographical
Notes ‡‡

Phesech casale Fas.ayil vii, 32 and 33, p.
57

p. 281

castrum Doch Jabal Qurun-
tul

vii, 33, p. 57 p. 281 n. 288

Jordan River Sciendum eciam, quod ab ortu Iordanis sub
monte Libano usque ad desertum Pharan fere
per C miliaria et amplius ipse Iordanis in
utroque littore campos latos et amenos habet.

vii, 33, p. 57

Galgale Gilgal vii, 34, p. 57 p. 281 n. 290
Quarantena Jabal Qurun-

tul
vii, 35, p. 57 pp. 281–282

fons Helisei Elisha’s
Spring/,Ain
al-Sultan

Hic fluit iuxta locum Galgale a parte australi et
impellit magna molendina, et postea diuisus in
rinos plures rigat calamellas et ortos et iardi-
nos usque in Iericho et infra, et influit in Ior-
danem. . . . ubi canne mellis et iardini et orti
rigantur de fonte Helisei.

vii, 36, p. 58;
vii, 46, p. 59

p. 282

Iericho Jericho vii, 38–40, p. 58 p. 282

* Projected location of site. continued . . .
** Erroneous name proposed by Burchard of Mount Sion.
*** Modern position unknown or unlikely to correspond to the site named by Burchard of Mount Sion.

487



Table A2.1: Burchard of Mount Sion, Descriptio
Terrae Sanctae, c. 1283–1285

Medieval
Name

Modern
Name

Description of Agricultural Attributes Text Page No.†† Geographical
Notes ‡‡

capella in hon-
ore sancti Io-
hannis baptiste

Qasr
al-Yahūd

vii, 39, p. 58 p. 282 n. 295

Bethagla Dayr Hajla vii, 41, p. 58 p. 282 n. 298
mare mortuum Dead Sea . . . a fine huius maris, qui est in deserto Pha-

ran, usque supra Iericho ad dimidiam dietam
fere reddita est inutilis, ita ut nec gramen pro-
ferat, nec germen aliquod omnino per totam
latitudinem suam, que quinque uel sex ali-
quando est leucarum, nisi iuxta ciuitatem Ieri-
cho, . . . Inuenitur eciam in eo bitumen collec-
tum de fundo ipsius, . . .

vii, 46, p. 58–60 p. 283

Mons real** al-Karak vii, 42, p. 58–59 p. 282 n. 299
Petra Wadi Musa vii, 43, p. 59 p. 283 n. 300
Segor Ghor as-Safi vii, 45, p. 59 p. 283

* Projected location of site. continued . . .
** Erroneous name proposed by Burchard of Mount Sion.
*** Modern position unknown or unlikely to correspond to the site named by Burchard of Mount Sion.
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Medieval
Name

Modern
Name

Description of Agricultural Attributes Text Page No.†† Geographical
Notes ‡‡

Jordan Valley [Above the Dead Sea] A dextris insuper et a
sinistris montes steriles sunt et aridi uel bar-
bare habitationis per stadia longa terrarum,
ubi uapor idem pertingere potest uento impel-
lente.

vii, 46, p. 60

Hay Khirbat
al-Tall

vii, 47, p. 60 p. 284 n. 309

Bethel Baytin vii, 48, p. 60 p. 284 n. 310
Silo Saylun* vii, 49, p. 61 p. 284 n. 315
Rama
Beniamin

al-Ram vii, 50, p. 61 p. 285 n. 317

Anathoth
Ra-s
al-Kharrūba

vii, 50, p. 61 p. 285 n. 318

Engaddi ,Ain Jidi In circuitu montis illius et in ipso erat quedam
uinea balsami, . . . Sunt tamen adhuc surculi
uinearum ualde nobiles in Engaddi, sed non
colunt eos Sarraceni, et Christiani non habi-
tant ibi, qui colere possint eos.

vii, 53, p. 61 pp. 285–286

* Projected location of site. continued . . .
** Erroneous name proposed by Burchard of Mount Sion.
*** Modern position unknown or unlikely to correspond to the site named by Burchard of Mount Sion.
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Medieval
Name

Modern
Name

Description of Agricultural Attributes Text Page No.†† Geographical
Notes ‡‡

Adommim Ma,ale
Adumim

vii, 56, p. 62 p. 286 n. 321

Bachurim Khirbat
al-Murassas*

vii, 57, p. 62 p. 286 n. 323

Bethania,
castellum
Marthe
et Marie

Bethany vii, 59–60, p. 62 p. 286, p. 287 n. 325

Jerusalem

Ierusalem Jerusalem Habet uero per circuitum terram fertilem et
bonam, preterquam contra orientem et Ior-
danem. . . . [Hinnom Valley] Et sunt loca illa
amenissima et orti et uiridaria, et deliciis
plena, et torrens Cedron rigat ea.

viii, 1–2, pp. 63–
76

pp. 287–300

sanctum
Samuelem

Nabi Samwil ix, 1, p. 76 p. 300 n. 386

Gabaa Saulis Tall al-Ful ix, 1, p. 76 p. 300 n. 387

* Projected location of site. continued . . .
** Erroneous name proposed by Burchard of Mount Sion.
*** Modern position unknown or unlikely to correspond to the site named by Burchard of Mount Sion.
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Medieval
Name

Modern
Name

Description of Agricultural Attributes Text Page No.†† Geographical
Notes ‡‡

Gabaon al-Jib ix, 2, p. 76 p. 300 n. 388

Emmaus
Abū Ghosh*/
Qaryat al-,Inab*
or al-Qubayba*

ix, 3, p. 77
p. 301 n. 391,
p. 310 n. 462,
and n. 463

Bethoron
inferior

Bait ,Ūr
al-Tah. tā

ix, 4, p. 77 p. 301 n. 392

Cariathiarim Tall al-Azhar ix, 5, p. 77 p. 301 n. 394
Lachis Lachish*** ix, 5, p. 77 p. 301 n. 395
Bethsames
Iude

Tall
al-Rumayla

ix, 6, p. 77 p. 301 n. 396

Ramula Ramla ix, 7, pp. 77–78 p. 302 n. 400
Ioppe Ja↵a ix, 8, p. 78 p. 302 n. 401
Iamnia Jamnia*** ix, 9, p. 78 p. 302 n. 403

Bethlehem Bethlehem ix, 10, pp. 78–79
p. 302 n. 404
and n. 408,
p. 304 n. 412

* Projected location of site. continued . . .
** Erroneous name proposed by Burchard of Mount Sion.
*** Modern position unknown or unlikely to correspond to the site named by Burchard of Mount Sion.
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Medieval
Name

Modern
Name

Description of Agricultural Attributes Text Page No.†† Geographical
Notes ‡‡

uilla Bezek Bait Jala* . . . que habundat optimo uino, ita quod in terra
illa non inuenitur melius. Incole huius uille
omnes sunt Christiani. Isti colunt uineas has
et uillarum adiacencium in descensu uallis
Raphaym usque ad torrentem botri, et habent
priuilegium a Soldano ibi manendi et colendi
eas, et reddunt Soldano magnum inde censum.

ix, 11, p. 79
p. 304 n. 413
and n. 414

Masada Masada ix, 13, p. 80 p. 304 n. 415
Tecua Tuqu, Huic ciuitati adiacet desertum Tecue. ix, 14, p. 80 p. 304 n. 417
vallis
benedictio-
nis

Valley of
Beracah***

ix, 15, p. 80 p. 304

Ziph Tall Zif . . . iuxta desertum, quod eciam Ziph dici-
tur, . . .Huic contra austrum adiacet desertum
Maon, . . .

ix, 17–18, p. 80 p. 305 n. 420

Maon Tall Ma,in . . . desertum Maon, . . . ix, 18, p. 80 p. 305 n. 421

* Projected location of site. continued . . .
** Erroneous name proposed by Burchard of Mount Sion.
*** Modern position unknown or unlikely to correspond to the site named by Burchard of Mount Sion.
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Medieval
Name

Modern
Name

Description of Agricultural Attributes Text Page No.†† Geographical
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mons
Carmelus**

Khirbat
al-Karmil

ix, 18, p. 80 p. 305 n. 421

Cades Barne Kadesh-
barnea***

ix, 19, p. 80 p. 305

Bethacarem Beth-
haccarem***

ix, 20, p. 80 p. 305 n. 424

Rama
Rāmat
al-Khal̄ıl*

ix, 20, p. 80 p. 305 n. 425

Mambre
Tall
al-Rumayda

ix, 21, p. 81 p. 305 n. 429

Ebron Hebron Uallis ista contra Ebron fertilis est nimis et
amena

ix, 22–24,
pp. 81–82

p. 306 n. 436

Dabir
Cariathsepher

Khirbat
Rabūd

ix, 26, p. 82 p. 306 n. 432

domus
Zacharie

,Ain Karim ix, 28, p. 82 p. 307 n. 435

Nobe Bait Nūbā ix, 29, p. 82 p. 307 n. 436

* Projected location of site. continued . . .
** Erroneous name proposed by Burchard of Mount Sion.
*** Modern position unknown or unlikely to correspond to the site named by Burchard of Mount Sion.
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Medieval
Name

Modern
Name

Description of Agricultural Attributes Text Page No.†† Geographical
Notes ‡‡

sepulcrum
sancti Karioth

Khirbat
Khuraytūn

ix, 30, p. 82 p. 307 n. 437

The First Division of the Southern Quarter

Cayphas Haifa x, 1, p. 82 p. 307
Castrum
peregrinorum

,Atlit x, 2, p. 82–83 p. 307 n. 438

Spelunen
Helie**/ man-
sio Helisei
et fons**

St Mary of
Carmel

x, 3, p. 83 p. 307 n. 439

Cesarea Cæsarea Cingitur ab occidente mari magno, ab oriente
palude quadam dulci et profunda, in qua est
multitudo cocodrillorum.

x, 4, p. 83 p. 308 n. 441

uilla Assur Arsuf x, 6, p. 83 p. 308 n. 448
Chaco Qāqūn x, 6, pp. 83–84 p. 308 n. 449
Sarona** Plain of

Sharon
x, 7, p. 84 p. 308 n. 450

* Projected location of site. continued . . .
** Erroneous name proposed by Burchard of Mount Sion.
*** Modern position unknown or unlikely to correspond to the site named by Burchard of Mount Sion.
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Modern
Name

Description of Agricultural Attributes Text Page No.†† Geographical
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Ioppe Ja↵a x, 8, p. 84 p. 308
Geth al-Burj*/

Qal,at Tan-
tura*

x, 9, p. 84 p. 309 n. 451

Bethsames
Iude

Tall
al-Rumayla

x, 10, p. 84 p. 309

Modin Suba*/Belmont*
or Latrun*

x, 11, p. 84 p. 309 n. 452

Accaron ,Āq̄ır* x, 12, p. 84 p. 309 n. 453

Azotus
,Isdud/
Tall Ashdod

x, 13, p. 84 p. 309 n. 454

Lydda/
Diospolis

Lydda x, 14, p. 84 p. 309

al- Lebna
Libnah***/
Tall Burnāt***

x, 14, p. 84 p. 309 n. 455

Azeca
Azekah***/Tall
Zakariyya***

x, 14, p. 84 p. 309 n. 456

* Projected location of site. continued . . .
** Erroneous name proposed by Burchard of Mount Sion.
*** Modern position unknown or unlikely to correspond to the site named by Burchard of Mount Sion.
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Medieval
Name

Modern
Name

Description of Agricultural Attributes Text Page No.†† Geographical
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Maceda Makkedah*** x, 14, p. 84 p. 309 n. 456
Nobe Bait Nuba* x, 14, p. 84 p. 309 n. 458

Sochoth Iude
Socoh of
Judah***/Khirbat
Shuwayka***

x, 14, p. 84 p. 309 n. 459

Emmaus
Abu Ghosh*/
Qaryat al-,Inab*
or BaitQubayba*

x, 15, p. 84
p. 301 n. 391,
p. 310 n. 462,
and n. 463

domus
Zacharie

,Ain Karim x, 16, p. 82 p. 307 n. 435

Bethsura Suba*/Belmont* x, 16, p. 85 p. 310 n. 464
Ascalona Ascalon x, 17, p. 85 p. 310 n. 466

* Projected location of site. continued . . .
** Erroneous name proposed by Burchard of Mount Sion.
*** Modern position unknown or unlikely to correspond to the site named by Burchard of Mount Sion.
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Medieval
Name

Modern
Name

Description of Agricultural Attributes Text Page No.†† Geographical
Notes ‡‡

Gaza/
Gazara

Gaza x, 18, p. 85

Giblin/
Bersabee

Bait Jibrin x, 19, p. 85 p. 310 n. 467

* Projected location of site.
** Erroneous name proposed by Burchard of Mount Sion.
*** Modern position unknown or unlikely to correspond to the site named by Burchard of Mount Sion.

†† Burchard of Mount Sion, Descriptio Terrae Sanctae in Peregrinatores Medii Aevi Quatuor , ed. by J. C. M. Laurent
(Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs, 1864), pp. 1–100.
‡‡D. Pringle (trans.), ‘Burchard of Mount Sion op, Description of the Holy Land (1274-85),’ in Pilgrimage to Jerusalem
and the Holy Land, 1187-1291 , Crusade Texts in Translation 23 (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2012), pp. 241–320.
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A2.2 Agriculture in the Latin Kingdom of

Jerusalem, twelfth- and thirteenth-century

narrative sources

The pages below contain a selection of agricultural information drawn from

Latin and Old French historical narratives as well as various pilgrimage ac-

counts, dating from the twelfth and thirteenth centuries. Each entry con-

tains a map proceeding the text, visually situating the agricultural products

mentioned by an author in the landscape.

The selection of texts below is not a comprehensive survey of narrative

material related to medieval agricultural in the Levant. The texts below only

include selections from eyewitnesses who had travelled to the area themselves

and does not take into account the contributions that may be recounted in

narratives that relied on, for example, the contributions of returning Cru-

saders. Additionally, passages were only included if they could be physically

placed in the landscape. This eliminated a relatively large body of com-

ments that only had tangental ties to to the physical landscape. Finally, in

the interest of space, only authors who made more than one comment about

a cultivated site were included in the tables below. Authors who make a

single statement about the physical environment of a specific location, such

as the anonymous writer of the De constructione castri Saphet who made a

particularly important observation about the flourishing agriculture in the

region near Saphet, have instead been discussed within the dissertation.

For Latin and Old French accounts, each entry contains the medieval

name given in the text and a modern equivalent, an excerpt of the passage

that concerns the agricultural attribute and the page number, as well as the

relevant page number for a modern translation, if a translation exists. For

a small selection of texts only the translation was consulted and the tables

reflect this by eliminating columns for the ‘medieval name’ and ‘text page

number.’
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Figure A2.2.1: Local industry and agriculture in the Latin Kingdom
of Jerusalem as described by Ralph of Caen, 1096–1105.
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Table A2.2.1: Ralph of Caen, Gesta Tancredi, 1096–
1105

Medieval
Name

Modern
Name

Description of Agricultural Attributes Text
Page No.a

Translation
Page No.b

Neapolis Nablus Mox tunc eligitur operi Flandrigena Robertus opificum tutor,
dum ligna cetera fabri quæsita repperissent, reperta incidis-
sent, incisa retulissent. Lucus erat in montibus, et montes ab
Hierusalem remoti, ei quæ modo Neapolis, olim Sebasta, ante
Sychar dicta est, propiores; adhuc ignota nostratibus via, nunc
celebris ac ferme peregrinantium unica. . . . luce inter perque
fabricam jaculabatur feras, . . .

121, p. 690 p. 137

Bezan Baisan Igitur Bezan, vallo utcumque circumducto vestitum, cetera per
circuitum municipia spoliat, aratra disjungit, jugum a bove ad
rusticum transfert, claudit mercibus vias, urbibus portas.

139, p. 704 p. 155

a Ralph of Caen, Gesta Tancredi in Expeditione Hierosolymitana, Recueil des historiens des croisades, Historiens
occidentaux iii (Paris: Impr. royal, 1866), viii, pp. 587–716.
b B.S. Bachrach and D.S. Bachrach (trans.), The Gesta Tancredi of Ralph of Caen: A history of the Normans on
the First Crusade, Crusade Texts in Translation (Farnham: Ashgate, 2005).
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Figure A2.2.2: Local industry and agriculture in the Latin Kingdom
of Jerusalem as described by Raymond d‘Aguilers, c. 1101.
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Figure A2.2.3: Local industry and agriculture in the Latin Kingdom
of Jerusalem as described by Fulcher of Chartres, c. 1101–1127.
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Table A2.2.3: Fulcher of Chartres, Historia Hierosoly-
mitana, c. 1101–1127

Medieval
Name

Modern
Name

Description of Agricultural Attributes Text
Page No.e

Translation
Page No.z

Ascalone Ascalon cumque die quodam non longe ab Ascalone circumvagantes
proelium Franci exspectarent, invenerunt illic non minimam
praedam de bobus et camelis, ovibus et capris.

i:31, pp.
312–313

pp.
125–126

Iericho,
horto
Abrahae

Jericho et cum in Iordane flumine indilate loti fuissent et palmarum
ramos apud Iericho in horto Abrahae dicto collegissent, . . .

i:32, pp.
318–319

p. 128

Iericho,
horto
Abrahae

Jericho . . . in Iericho ramis palmarum caesis ad deferendum, ut
mos est, omnes adsumpsimus et secunda die iter remeabile
cepimus.

i:34,
p. 335

p. 133

Balbec Baalbek . . . illo in loco fontes et putei nimis abundant. nam in inferiori
terra nusquam aqua invenitur.

i:34,
p. 341

p. 134

Junia . . . nocte superveniente in castello quodam depopulato sub
olivis in virgultis quievimus.

ii:2,
p. 365

p. 142

Hills east
of Ascalon

euntes ergo invenimus villas, ubi Saraceni incolae regionis il-
lius in cavernis propter nos se occultaverant cum bestiis et
rebus suis.

ii:4,
p. 372

p. 144
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Table A2.2.3: Fulcher of Chartres, Historia Hierosoly-
mitana, c. 1101–1127

Medieval
Name

Modern
Name

Description of Agricultural Attributes Text
Page No.e

Translation
Page No.z

[Segor,
Zoar]

as-Safi gyrato autem lacu a parte australi, repperimus villam unam
situ gratissimam et de fructibus palmarum, quos dactylos vo-
cant, valde abundam, quibus pro cibario placido tota die vesce-
bamur. de ceteris rebus raro ibi invenimus. aufugerant enim
illinc incolae loci Saraceni, iam de nobis per rumigerulos
praescii, exceptis aliquantis fuligine nigrioribus, quos ut al-
gam maris spretos ibi dimisimus.

ii:5, p.
378–379

p. 146

fons
Moyses

,Ain Musa,
Wadi
Musa

tunc invenimus vallem unam de frugibus terrae cunctis uberri-
mam, in qua etiam sanctus Moyses Domino insinuante virga
silicem bis percussit, unde fons vivus emanavit. qui nunc ni-
hilo minus quam tunc fluit, adeo ut molendini ex eius rivuli
cursu volubiles ad molendum fiant. in qua aquula ego meos
adaquavi equos. . . . et quoniam ultra vallem illam terra erat
deserta et inculta, ulterius progredi noluimus. sed per iii dies
in valle illa bonis omnibus opima otio habito, et iumentis nos-
tris refectis edulio, et quadrupedibus oneratis de stipendio nec-
essario, hora circiter secunda, die in quarto, cornu monente
regio, recidivum tramitem resumere iussum est.

ii:5, pp.
380–382

pp.
146–147
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Table A2.2.3: Fulcher of Chartres, Historia Hierosoly-
mitana, c. 1101–1127

Medieval
Name

Modern
Name

Description of Agricultural Attributes Text
Page No.e

Translation
Page No.z

Ramatha Ramla episcopus autem ille, cum fumos flammasque inspexisset, ig-
nibus eorum accensis iam in culmis, timuit, ne ab eis ad eum
remeantibus obsideretur.

ii:16,
p. 427

p. 164

Accon,
Acra

Acre cum autem tam segetes quam virgulta eorum hortosque dev-
astasset, Ioppem rediit.

ii:22,
457

p. 175

Iherusalem,
Hierusalem

Jerusalem quadam die usque antemurale urbem pervaserunt, messes ibi
coadunatas igni combusserunt, . . .

ii:49, pp.
572–573

p. 208

Across
the Jordan

et cum per regionem illam, quae monti Galaad et Ara-
biae contigua est, percucurrissent et de Saracenorum utroque
sexu bestiisque plurimis greges diripuissent, cum ingenti carra
camelorum atque ovium, infantum quoque ac puberum Tiberi-
adem eis proximam redierunt, et dispertito pro more invicem
emolumento, Hierusalem undique convenerunt et crucem Do-
mini adlatam in suo loco reposuerunt.

iii:25, pp.
689–690

p. 253

Iherusalem,
Hierusalem

Jerusalem . . . qui extemplo viii homines extra urbem, qui vineas putabant,
trueiter peremerunt.

iii:28,
p. 697

p. 256
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Table A2.2.3: Fulcher of Chartres, Historia Hierosoly-
mitana, c. 1101–1127

Medieval
Name

Modern
Name

Description of Agricultural Attributes Text
Page No.e

Translation
Page No.z

Mons
Glavianus

near
Beirut

Hoc in anno, mense Octobri, aedificavit rex castellum unum
in montanis Beryti et terra bonorum satis feraci.

iii:45,
p. 771

p. 282

e Fulcher of Chartres, Historia Hierosolymitana, 1095–1127, ed. by H. Hagenmeyer (Heidelberg: Winters, 1913).
z F.R. Ryan (trans.), Fulcher of Chartres: A History of the Expedition to Jerusalem, 1095–1127 (Knoxville:
University of Tennessee Press, 1969).
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Figure A2.2.4: Local industry and agriculture in the Latin Kingdom
of Jerusalem as described by Saewulf, 1101–1103.
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Figure A2.2.5: Local industry and agriculture in the Latin Kingdom
of Jerusalem as described by Daniel the Abbot, 1106–1108.
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Figure A2.2.6: Local industry and agriculture in the Latin Kingdom
of Jerusalem as described by Theoderic, 1172.
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Figure A2.2.7: Local industry and agriculture in the Latin Kingdom
of Jerusalem as described by William of Tyre, c. 1167–1184.
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Figure A2.2.8: Local industry and agriculture in the Latin Kingdom
of Jerusalem as described by Benjamin of Tudela, c. 1170.
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Table A2.2.8: Benjamin of Tudela, c. 1170

Modern
Name

Description of Agricultural Attributes Translation
Page No.x

Tyre In the vicinity is found sugar of a high class, for men plant it here, and people come
from all lands to buy it.

p. 19

Sebastiya It [Sebastiya] was formerly a well-fortified city by the mountain-side, with streams
of water. It is still a land of brooks of water, gardens, orchards, vineyards, and olive
groves, but no Jews dwell here.

p. 20

Nablus . . . the place is situated in the valley beween Mount Gerizim and Mount Ebal, . . .
On Mount Gerizim are fountains and gardens and plantations, but Mount Ebal is
rocky and barren; and between them in the valley lies the city of Shechem [Nablus].

pp. 20–21

Mount Gilboa From the latter place [Nablus] it is a distance of four parasangs to Mount Gilboa,
which the Christians call Mont Gilboa; it lies in a very parched district.

p. 21

Damascus It is a fair city of large extent, surrounded by walls, with many gardens and planta-
tions, extending over fifteen miles on each side, and no district richer in fruit can be
seen in all the world. From Mount Hermon descend the rivers Amana and Pharpar;
for the city is situated at the foot of Mount Hermon. The Amana flows through the
city, and by means of aqueducts the water is conveyed to the houses of the great
people, and into the streets and market-places. The Pharpar flows through their
gardens and plantations.

pp. 29–30
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Table A2.2.8: Benjamin of Tudela, c. 1170

Modern
Name

Description of Agricultural Attributes Translation
Page No.x

Baalbek From the upper part of the city a great spring wells forth and flows into the middle of
the city as a wide stream, and alongside thereof are mills and gardens and plantations
in the midst of the city

p. 31

x M.N. Adler (trans.), The Itinerary of Benjamin of Tudela (London: Oxford University Press, 1907).
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Figure A2.2.9: Local industry and agriculture in the Latin Kingdom
of Jerusalem as described by Petachia of Ratisbon, c. 1174–1187.
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Table A2.2.9: Petachia of Ratisbon, c. 1174–1187

Modern
Name

Description of Agricultural Attributes Translation
Page No.o

Damascus Damascus has goodly lands; it lies in the midst of gardens and pleasure grounds.
There are also high fountains from which the water pours, and many large pools.

p. 53

grave
of Jonah
(?)

From thence he went to the grave of Jonah, son of Amittai. There is a beautiful
palace built over it. Near it is a pleasure garden wherein all kinds of fruit are found.
The keeper of the pleasure garden is a Gentile. Nevertheless, when Gentiles come
there he gives them no fruit, but when Jews come he gives them a friendly reception,
. . .

p. 59

Dead Sea He saw the salt sea of Sodom and Gomorra. There is no herb there. p. 61

Tall
ar-Rumaida/
Hebron

Among the oaks of Mamre, at a distance from there, dwelled an old man, . . . . He
also showed him a fine olive tree cleft into three parts, with a stone in the middle.
. . . The fruits of the tree are very sweet. By the tree is the well of Sarah; its waters
are clear and sweet. . . . Close by Mamre is a plain, and on the other side there are
about a hundred cubits from the well of Sarah to the well of Abraham; its water is
very agreeable.

pp.
65–67

o A. Benisch (trans.), Travels of Rabbi Petachia of Ratisbon (London: Jewish Chronicle O�ce, 1856).
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Figure A2.2.10: Local industry and agriculture in the Latin Kingdom
of Jerusalem as described by John Phocas, 1185.
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Figure A2.2.11: Local industry and agriculture in the Latin Kingdom
of Jerusalem as described by Wilbrand of Oldenburg, 1211–1212.
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Figure A2.2.12: Local industry and agriculture in the Latin Kingdom
of Jerusalem as described by Jacques de Vitry, c. 1216–1224.
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Figure A2.2.13: Local industry and agriculture in the Latin Kingdom
of Jerusalem as described by Thietmar, 1217–1218.
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Table A2.2.13: Thietmar, Liber Peregrinationis, 1217–
1218

Medieval
Name

Modern
Name

Description of Agricultural Attributes Text
Page No.f

Translation
Page No.q

capella
[at] ad
mensam

at-
Tabagha

in quo loco species aromatice crescunt uigore perpetuo non
carentes tam hieme quam estate.

p. 5 1, p. 98

Nawarm Nawā Transiens igitur de monte hoc, qui iacet super Jordanem in
finibus Ydumee, ueni per plana et campestria, per terram
bonam et feracem ad ciuitatem nomine Nawam, quondam pul-
cherrimam et munitissimam, nunc autem destructam, quam
adhuc Sarraceni inhabitant.

p. 7 3, p. 99
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Table A2.2.13: Thietmar, Liber Peregrinationis, 1217–
1218

Medieval
Name

Modern
Name

Description of Agricultural Attributes Text
Page No.f

Translation
Page No.q

Damascum Damascus . . . diues supra modum, nobilibus et mirabilibus et diuersis ar-
tificibus plena, agro tam consito quam sacionali, tam florido
quam pascuo commodo delectabilis et opulenta, fontibus ir-
riguis et aqueductibus artificiosis et admirandis super hu-
manum cogitatum nobilitata. . . . In circuitu autem ciuitatis
orti amenissimi, irriguis et aqueductibus artificiosis uel nat-
uralibus irrigati, omni genere uel specie tam lignorum quam
fructuum uberrimi, temporis temperie, auium lasciuia, om-
nium colorum florum purpura uenustati. Totius enim nature
gracia in hoc loco uoluit apparere, adeo ut iste locus uere dici
possit altera paradysus.

p. 10 3, p. 101

Sardanaiam Saidnaya Notandum eciam, quod in loco illo uinum satis habundat.
Querunt eciam Sarraceni occasionem ueniendi illuc, ut ibi
bibant uinum occulte, quia eis uinum bibere iuxta ritum suum
non licebat.

pp. 18–19 6, p. 106
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Table A2.2.13: Thietmar, Liber Peregrinationis, 1217–
1218

Medieval
Name

Modern
Name

Description of Agricultural Attributes Text
Page No.f

Translation
Page No.q

Damascum Damascus Est eciam prope Damascum quedam magna terra, cuius me-
dietas est pape Sarracenorum, altera medietas est Soldani de
Damasco. In haec terra crescit lana, que dicitur coctum Gal-
lice, bombacium Latine. Que colligitur de arbustis paruis.

p. 20 7, p. 107

Mons
Carmelus

Mount
Carmel

Mons eciam pascuus est et herbosus, perutilis pecori et uisu
delectabilis. Leones et leopardi, ursi, cerui, damme, apri
siluestres et animal seuissimum, quod incole appellant lon-
zam, quod eciam formidabile est leoni, papiones, quos ap-
pellant canes siluestres, lupi ad modum uulpium magni, et
caprioli infiniti, nostris minores, habentes caudas longas, hic
habundant.

p. 22 8, p. 108

Iherico Jericho . . . et non est ibi fructus nisi canna mellis, unde zucarum con-
ficitur.

p. 32 11, p. 117

mare
mortuum

Dead Sea Euomit autem lacus iste quoddam genus bituminis perutile
medicinis, quod aspalta dicitur.

pp. 32–33 11, p. 117

mare
mortuum

Dead Sea Lacus eciam iste dicitur lacus salinarum, quia multi ibi salem
colligunt.

p. 33 11, p. 118
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Table A2.2.13: Thietmar, Liber Peregrinationis, 1217–
1218

Medieval
Name

Modern
Name

Description of Agricultural Attributes Text
Page No.f

Translation
Page No.q

campestria
Moab

Madaba Tandem ueni ad campestria Moab, que habundant pecore et
frumento. Incole quidem deformes, miseri et miserrime induti
in magna parte habitant in cauernis petrarum. Terra plana,
delectabilis et herbosa est siluis et arboribus uacua; uirgulta
uilia uix habent ibi et arbusta.

p. 35 13, p. 119

campestria
Moab

Madaba De monte Abarim transiui per terram planam et opulentam
ualde, terram Seon in Esebon, usque ad torrentem Arnon.

p. 36 14, p. 120

desertum
Birrie

Negev
desert

Processi igitur per desertum Pharan et ad uallem quadam
inter montes sitam harenosam, cuius natura talis est, quod
uentus spargit harenam de montibus hinc inde positis, quia
montes illi toti harenosi sunt. Spargit enim adeo dense, ut
eciam iter agentibus illic ire sit periculosum, quia harena ad
modum niuis uel grandinis spargitur a uento, replet fossas,
obducit uias, inuoluit transeuntes.

pp. 38–39 16, p. 122

f Thietmar, Liber Peregrinationis in Mag. Thietmari Peregrinatio, ed. by J.C.M. Laurent (Hamburg, 1857), pp.
1–54.
q D. Pringle (trans.), ‘Thietmar: Pilgrimage (1217–18),’ in Pilgrimage to Jerusalem and the Holy Land, 1187–1291 ,
Crusade Texts in Translation 23 (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2012), pp. 95–133.
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Figure A2.2.14: Local industry and agriculture in the Latin Kingdom
of Jerusalem as described by Oliver of Paderborn, c. 1219–1223.
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Table A2.2.14: Oliver of Paderborn, Historia Dami-
etta, c. 1219–1223

Medieval
Name

Modern
Name

Description of Agricultural Attributes Text
Page No.y

Translation
Page No.w

,Atlit Territorium munitionis huius piscariis, salinis, lignis, pas-
cuis, agris et herbis habundat, vineis plantatis et plantandis,
hortis et pomeriis habitatores delectat.

6, p. 171 p. 19

Jezreel
Valley

Habet hec structura portum naturaliter bonum, qui artificio
adiutus poterit esse melior; sex miliaribus distat a monte Tha-
bor, unde huius castri constructio presumitur fuisse causa de-
structionis munitionis illius, quia in campo longo et lato, qui
interiacet montanis castri huius et montis Thabor, nec arare
nec seminare nec metere quisquam secure poterat propter me-
tum habitantium in eo.

6, pp.
171–172

p. 19

y Oliver of Paderborn, Historia Damietta in Die Schriften des Kölner Domscholasters, Späteren Bischofs von
Paderborn und Kardinal-Bischofs von S. Sabina, ed. by H. Hoogeweg (Tübingen: Litterarischen Vereins, 1894),
pp. 159–280.
w J.J. Gavigan, The Capture of Damietta, Translations and Reprints from the Original Sources of History 3rd.
series, ii (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1948).
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Figure A2.2.15: Local industry and agriculture in the Latin Kingdom
of Jerusalem as described by Rabbi Jacob, 1238–1244.
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Figure A2.2.16: Local industry and agriculture in the Latin Kingdom
of Jerusalem as described by Philip of Savona, 1285–1289.
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Table A2.2.16: Philip of Savona, 1285–1289

Medieval
Name

Modern
Name

Description of Agricultural Attributes Text
Page No.B

Translation
Page No.G

Cenarech
(Thy-
beriadi,
Thabaria)

Tiberias Est autem supra mare Galilee sita, frumenti, vini et piscium
ubertate redundans.

1, p. 32 p. 323

Ierusalem Jerusalem . . . in illa parte Syrie que dicitur Iuda et Palestina lacte et
melle fluens, frumento, vino et oleo et omnibus temporalibus
bonis habundans, fluminibus autem prorsus carens.

2, p. 35 p. 326

mons
Oliveti

Mount
of Olives

Vno miliario ab Ierosolimis versus orientem est mons Oliveti,
mons pinguis, mons olivarum, mons sanctus et omni accep-
cione dignus.

5, p. 43 p. 331

Fluvius
Iordanis

Jordan
River

Fluvius autem Iordanis multas ex se prebet commoditates uni-
verse regioni: reddit enim ortos irriguos et terram fructiferam,
habens aquas dulces ad bibendum et pisces sanos ad edendum
et ripas idoneas ad arundines et cannas procreandas ex quibus
tecta domorum teguntur et contexuntur. campi autem adia-
centes ex canamellarum condensa multitudine stillantes dul-
cedinem succare procurant habundantem.

8, p. 64 p. 345
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Table A2.2.16: Philip of Savona, 1285–1289

Medieval
Name

Modern
Name

Description of Agricultural Attributes Text
Page No.B

Translation
Page No.G

Cesarea
Palestine

Cæsarea Hec autem Cesarea antequam Herodes, qui pueros interfecit
in honore Cesaris eam ampliasset, Turris Stratonis nomen
habebat que supra maris littora sita est, portum commodum
(non) habet, ortorum autem et pascuorum et aquarum fluen-
cium plurimam habet ubertatem.

8, p. 75 p. 351

mare
mortuum

Dead Sea . . . et tamen non commiscetur: dicitur enim in isto mari, quod
lignum submergitur et ferrum natat.

9, p. 169
(rprt. 82)

p. 356

B Philip of Savona, Descriptio Terrae Sanctae, in Drei Mittelalterliche Pilgerschriften, ed. by W.A. Neumann,
Oesterreichische Vierteljahresschrift für Katholische Theologie, iii (Vienna: Wilhelm Braumüller, 1872), pp. 1–74
and pp. 165–174; rpnt pp. 1–87.
G D. Pringle (trans.), ‘Philip of Savona ofm: Description of the Holy Land (1285–89),’ in Pilgrimage to Jerusalem
and the Holy Land, 1187–1291 , Crusade Texts in Translation 23 (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2012), pp. 321–359.
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Figure A2.2.17: Local industry and agriculture in the Latin Kingdom
of Jerusalem as described by Riccoldo of Mounte Croce, 1288–
1289. 578





Figure A2.2.18: Local industry and agriculture in the Latin Kingdom
of Jerusalem as described by John of Joinville, c. 1305–1309.
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Appendix Three

A3.1 Casalia in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem

This appendix lists information on casalia that can be physically located
in territory that was once part of Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem. All casalia
are alphabetized by ‘Site Name’ according to the earliest spelling mentioned
in surviving charters. Modern identities of the sites are listed alongside a
casale’s name, in addition to any other medieval designations noted in the
charter material.

Geographic coordinates for locations within the boundaries of the modern
states of Israel, Jordan, Syria, or the Palestinian Territories, are noted along
the Palestine Grid (PG). If the site falls within the limits of modern Lebanon,
its location is given in terms of its Levant Grid position, and the letter ‘l’
will follow its coordinate points.

This table also lists the charters that reference a specific casale. Each
charter is arranged by approximate date and notes the latest edited volume
where it is reproduced. The charter summery number from Röhricht’s
Regesta Regni Hierosolymitani (RRH) + Addendium (a) is also listed here
for easy reference.

If a charter is identical to a previous copy of a different date, for example
if the document is a confirmation charter, this is noted as a ‘copy’ and
marked with an ‘x’ in column ‘C.’ If the context of the charter is similar to
an earlier document, but the wording or any other particulars change, this
is not marked as a copy.

The sites listed in this appendix are identified in at least one charter
as a casale. If the site is never referenced as a casale and an alternative
description of the location is given instead (gastine, castellum), it is not
listed here. If no description designation is given to a site at all, it similarly
is unlisted.
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Table A3.1: Casale in the Latin Kingdom of

Jerusalem

Site Name Modern
Name

Alternative
Name(s)

Geographical
Coordinates

Date RRH C. Reference

Acbara Kh. Accabara, 1799.2743 1183 Mar 19 624 No. 438 Mayer, ii, p. 749
,Aqbara,

H. ,Aqrav
Achara 1220 May 30

– 31
934+a No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052

1225 Jan 974+a x No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093
Acref ‡ Akrit, 1761.2756 1143 – 1274 No. *762 Mayer, iii, p. 1321 †

Iqrit § 1274 Aug 2 1399 No. 8 Prutz, ‘Deutschordens–
Urkunden,’ pp. 393–394

1280 Apr 23 1435 No. 9 Prutz, ‘Deutschordens–
Urkunden,’ pp. 394–396;
Rey, Recherches, pp. 53–56

Affalquie Naffakhiye 1169.1488 L 1243 1114+a No. 299 Tafel-Thomas, ii,
pp. 351–389

Age ,Ajja 1684.1963 1179 Mar 19 576+a Rey, Colonies, pp. 281–284
Agelen el-

Ahssas
Kh. al-

Khisās
120.106 1257 Feb 2 1246+a No. 2853 Delaville la Roulx, ii,

pp. 838–839
Agelen el-

Hayet ‡
Kh. Ad-

shlān §
124.108 1257 Feb 2 1246+a No. 2853 Delaville la Roulx, ii,

pp. 838–839
Aineseins ‡ ,Ain

Siniya §
Ainesens,
Valdecurs,
Ual de Curs

1718.1532 1114 Mar
25/Apr 6 –
Aug 31

74+a No. 56 Mayer, i, p. 185

‡ Location Tentative § Probable Identification † Reconstructed Charter †† Summary Only
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Table A3.1: Casalia in the Latin Kingdom of

Jerusalem

Site Name Modern
Name

Alternative
Name(s)

Geographical
Coordinates

Date RRH C. Reference

1155 Jul 13 309 x No. 238 Mayer, i, pp. 440–442
1160 Jul 26 354 x No. 258 Mayer, i, pp. 472–474
1164 Jul 16 400 x No. 310 Mayer, ii, pp. 538–541

Ain Meher ,Ain Māhil 1831.2364 1254 Aug 1217+a No. 2688 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 761–763

Ainquina ,Ain Qāniah Ainquine,
Anquin,
Ainquiná

1643.1483 1114 Mar
25/Apr 6 –
Aug 31

74+a No. 56 Mayer, i, p. 185

1136 – 1143
Nov

200 No. 108 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 228–
229, No. 150 Mayer, i, p. 337 †

1150 Dec 25
– 1151 Sept
23

268 x No. 179 Mayer, i, pp. 361–362

1155 Jun 27 306 x No. 236 Mayer, i, p. 435
1155 Jul 13 309 x No. 238 Mayer, i, pp. 440–442
1160 Jul 26 354 x No. 258 Mayer, i, pp. 472–474
1164 Jul 16 400 x No. 310 Mayer, ii, pp. 538–541

Aithiti ,Āitit 1095.1442 L 1188 May 675 No. 524 Mayer, ii, pp. 884-885
Algia al-Jiya Algie 1121.1151 1126 Jan 17 112+a No. 74 Delaville la Roulx, i,

p. 71
‡ Location Tentative § Probable Identification † Reconstructed Charter †† Summary Only
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Table A3.1: Casalia in the Latin Kingdom of

Jerusalem

Site Name Modern
Name

Alternative
Name(s)

Geographical
Coordinates

Date RRH C. Reference

Alme ‡ ,Alma § 1966.2730 1103 Jul 29 39+a No. 1 Prutz, ‘Malteser Studien,’
pp. 96–98

1262 May 27
– Dec 18

No. *815 Mayer, iii, p. 1421 †

1262 Dec 18 1321 x No. 3044 Delaville la Roulx, iii,
pp. 57–58

Amca ,Amqa Ancre, 1660.2648 1179 Apr 2 579 No. 410 Mayer, ii, pp. 702–703
Encre 1220 May 30–

31
934+a No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052

1225 Jan 974+a x No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093
1229 Apr 20 1002 No. 63 Strehlke, pp. 51–53
1229 Apr 20
– 30

1013 x No. 666 Mayer, iii, pp. 1122–1124

Amieth ‡ Kh. ,Almı̄t § 176.136 1179 Mar 19 576+a Rey, Colonies, pp. 281–284
Amouhde Kh. ,Amude 113.112 1257 Feb 2 1246+a No. 2853 Delaville la Roulx, ii,

pp. 838–839
Aneth ,Anata 1746.1353 1179 Mar 19 576+a Rey, Colonies, pp. 281–284
Aqua Bella Kh. ,Iqbala 1621.1337 1163 – 1169 458+a No. 309 Delaville la Roulx, i,

pp. 222–223
‡ Location Tentative § Probable Identification † Reconstructed Charter †† Summary Only

588



Table A3.1: Casalia in the Latin Kingdom of

Jerusalem

Site Name Modern
Name

Alternative
Name(s)

Geographical
Coordinates

Date RRH C. Reference

Arabia Arraba Arrabia, 1820.2505 1174 Jul 3 517 No. 364 Mayer, ii, pp. 634–635
Araybe, 1234 1058 No. 77 Strehlke, pp. 61–62
al-,Izziyya 1234 1059 No. 788 Mayer, iii, p. 1372

1235 Nov 1064 x No. 687 Mayer, iii, pp. 1172–1174
1236 Jan 1069 x No. 81 Strehlke, p. 64
1240? 1097 No. 89 Strehlke, pp. 70–71;

No. 2245 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 574–575

1243 Dec x No. 696 Mayer, iii, pp. 1196–1197
1246 Mar 25
– 1253 Jun 6

No. *801 Mayer, iii, p. 1394 †

1254 Feb 19 1214 x No. 106 Strehlke, pp. 85–87
1285 Jul 18 1458 No. 8 Holt, Early Mamluk

Diplomacy , pp. 109–117
Aram al-Ram Haram,

Ramatha,
Ramethes

1721.1402 1114 Mar
25/Apr 6 –

Aug 31

74+a No. 56 Mayer, i, p. 185

1152 278 No. 184 Mayer, i, pp. 368–369
1155 Jun 27 307 No. 237 Mayer, i, pp. 436–437
1155 Jul 13 309 x No. 238 Mayer, i, pp. 440–442

‡ Location Tentative § Probable Identification † Reconstructed Charter †† Summary Only

589



Table A3.1: Casalia in the Latin Kingdom of

Jerusalem

Site Name Modern
Name

Alternative
Name(s)

Geographical
Coordinates

Date RRH C. Reference

1160 Jul 25 353 No. 256 Mayer, i, pp. 468–469
1160 Jul 26 354 x No. 258 Mayer, i, pp. 472–474
1164 Jul 16 400 x No. 310 Mayer, ii, pp. 538–541

Arbel Kh. Irbid Erpelle 1955.2467 1101 36+a No. i Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 897–898

1107 51+a x No. 31 Mayer, i, pp. 148–149
1146 May 4 39+a x No. ix Delaville la Roulx, ii,

p. 902 ††

1159–1163 39+a x No. xii Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 904 ††

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2829 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 823–825

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2830 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 825 ††

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2831 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 825–826

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2832 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 826–828

1262 May 31 1319+a x No. 3029 Delaville la Roulx, iii,
pp. 32–33
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Ardelle Bardala 195.199 1173 Mar 26 496 x No. 6 Strehlke, pp. 7–8
Arket Yirka Archet,

Arliet,
1700.2612 1220 May 30–

31
934+a No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052

Erchat 1225 Jan 974+a x No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093
1229 Apr 20 1002 No. 63 Strehlke, pp. 51–53
1229 Apr 20
– 30

1013 x No. 666 Mayer, iii, pp. 1122–1124

Armotie Kh.
,Arnutiya

170.150 1114 Mar
25/Apr 6 –
Aug 31

74+a No. 56 Mayer, i, p. 185

1155 Jul 13 309 x No. 238 Mayer, i, pp. 440–442
1160 Jul 26 354 x No. 258 Mayer, i, pp. 472–474
1164 Jul 16 400 x No. 310 Mayer, ii, pp. 538–541

Aronia ‡ Tall Afrein§ 149.205 1182 Nov 14 618+a No. 435 Mayer, ii, pp. 741–742
1182 619+a x No. 621 Delaville la Roulx, i,

pp. 421–422
Artha Irtah Artais 1518.1892 1128 Apr 8 a121 No. *104 Mayer, i, p. 260

1207 Feb 819+a No. 1251 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
p. 65

1264 Ibn al-Furāt, pp. 79–82
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Arthabec ‡ al-
Maghāir §

1401.1916 1135 Dec 19 159+a No. 115 Delaville la Roulx, i,
p. 97

Aschar ,Askar Ascar, 1770.1800 1108 52 No. 32 Mayer, i, p. 151
Œscar 1115 80 x No. 64 Mayer, i, pp. 197–198

1123 101 No. 12 Delaborde, pp. 37–38
1130 134 x No. 116 Mayer, i, pp. 278–280
1152 Apr 20 291+a x No. 226 Mayer, i, pp. 414–415
1159 Mar 13 336 x No. 248 Mayer, i, pp. 456–457
1160 359 No. 194 Mayer, i, pp. 376–377
1178 a569a

No. 41 Revue de l’Orient latin,
vii, pp. 148–149

1185 a640b
No. 378 Mayer, ii, p. 650

Ataraberet Kh. ,Atara Aithara,
Atareberet

1710.1430 1114 Mar
25/Apr 6 –
Aug 31

74+a No. 56 Mayer, i, p. 185

1155 Jul 13 309 x No. 238 Mayer, i, pp. 440–442
1160 Jul 25 353 No. 256 Mayer, i, pp. 468–469
1160 Jul 26 354 x No. 258 Mayer, i, pp. 472–474
1164 Jul 16 400 x No. 310 Mayer, ii, pp. 538–541
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Avara ‡ Hawara § 235.215 1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2832 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 826–282

Aylot ,Illut 1745.2358 1232 Jan 25 1198 x No. 5538 Berger, iii, pp. 18–20
1255 Oct 9 1242 Rey, Recherches, pp. 36–38

Ayton Kh. Aayoun 2120.2360 1101 36+a No. i Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 897–898

1107 51+a x No. 31 Mayer, i, pp. 148–149
1146 May 4 39+a x No. ix Delaville la Roulx, ii,

p. 902 ††

1159–1163 39+a x No. xii Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 904 ††

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2829 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 823–825

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2830 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 825 ††

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2831 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 825–826

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2832 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 826–828
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1262 May 31 1319+a x No. 3029 Delaville la Roulx, iii,
pp. 32–33

Azatil Azz al-Din 179.207 1179 May 583+a No. 563 Delaville la Roulx, iv,
p. 257

Azeire ,Asira al- -
Shamaliya

1750.1840 1161 – 1162
Sept 11

No. *204 Mayer, i, p. 386 †

1166 Apr 6
– 12

a422a x No. 316 Mayer, ii, pp. 552–553

Baadran Baadarane Baderen 1396.1890 L 1257 Jan 10 1256 No. 111 Strehlke, pp. 90–91
1261 Mar 1300 No. 117 Strehlke, pp. 103–104

Bahaclin Baaqline 1337.1939 L 1257 Jan 4 1253 No. 108 Strehlke, pp. 88–89
1257 Jan 4 1254 No. 109 Strehlke, p. 89 ††

Balathas Balata 1770.1792 1178 a569a
No. 41 Revue de l’Orient latin,
vii, pp. 148–149

Balaton Kh. Balatun Beletini, 1700.2700 1160 Jan 28 341 No. 253 Mayer, i, p. 462
Beletun,
Blutun,

1220 May 30
– 31

934+a No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052

Beletim 1225 Jan 974+a x No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093
1229 Apr 20
– 30

1013 x No. 666 Mayer, iii, pp. 1122–1124
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Bara ‡ Wadi Musa§ Moyssi §Ara,
Hara

1959.0970 1127 No. *123 Mayer, i, p. 286 †

Barimeta Kh. Meita Barithmeta,
Barmita

1622.1438 1114 Mar
25/Apr 6 –
Aug 31

74+a No. 56 Mayer, i, p. 185

1155 Jul 13 309 x No. 238 Mayer, i, pp. 440–442
1160 Jul 26 354 x No. 258 Mayer, i, pp. 472–474
1164 Jul 16 400 x No. 310 Mayer, ii, pp. 538–541

Batiole Bait Houle,
Batouliye

1048.1440 L 1243 1114+a No. 299 Tafel-Thomas, ii,
pp. 351–389

Bait Hūla 1285 Jul 18 1458 No. 8 Holt, Early Mamluk
Diplomacy , pp. 109–117

Bechfassa Bait Fajar 1646.1142 1227 Aug 21 983 No. 9 Riant, i, pp. 140–147
Bedar Kh. Bir

al-Beidar
165.236 1110 59 No. 40 Mayer, i, pp. 162–164;

William of Tyre, xi:12, p. 514
1227 Aug 21 983 No. 9 Riant, i, pp. 140–147

Bedias Badias,
Bedias

Badyās 1091.1535 L 1243 1114+a No. 299 Tafel-Thomas, ii,
pp. 351–38

1285 Jul 18 1458 No. 8 Holt, Early Mamluk
Diplomacy , pp. 109–117
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Befella Bāfl̄ıyé Baffelle, 1152.1478 L 1129 a137a
No. 109 Mayer, i, p. 269

Bestella,
Bethfella

1124 Aug
29/30 – 1130
Jun 12

x No. *114 Mayer, i, pp. 274–275

1130 x No. 116 Mayer, i, pp. 278–280
1146 Feb 19 240 x No. 215 Mayer, i, p. 401
1152 Apr 20 291+a x No. 226 Mayer, i, p. 414–415
1179 Feb 23 a590a

No. *406 Mayer, ii, p. 692
1243 1114+a No. 299 Tafel-Thomas, ii,

pp. 351–38
1260 Mar 24 a1290a

No. 78 Kohler, pp. 78–80
1278 Sept 17 a1424c

No. 84 Kohler, pp. 85–86
Beitegen Bait Jann 1857.2632 1249 Apr 30 1175+a No. 100 Strehlke, pp. 78–81
Beitegon Bait Jenn,

Bait Gan
196.235 1265 Feb a1336a

No. 3116 Delaville la Roulx, iii,
p. 95

Beitelamus Bait Umm
al-Meis,

Bait Meis

Beittelamus,
Beutelamus

157.131 1114 Mar
25/Apr 6 –
Aug 31

74+a No. 56 Mayer, i, p. 185

1155 Jul 13 309 x No. 238 Mayer, i, pp. 440–442
1160 Jul 26 354 x No. 258 Mayer, i, pp. 472–474
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1164 Jul 16 400 x No. 310 Mayer, ii, pp. 538–541
Beitiumen Baituniya,

Beituniya
Beitumen,
Urniet

1662.1436 1114 Mar
25/Apr 6 –
Aug 31

74+a No. 56 Mayer, i, p. 185

1155 Jul 13 309 x No. 238 Mayer, i, pp. 440–442
1160 Jul 26 354 x No. 258 Mayer, i, pp. 472–474
1164 Jul 16 400 x No. 310 Mayer, ii, pp. 538–541

Beitligge‡ Kh. ,Adasa
or Bait

Likya

Betdigge,
Bethelegel,
Bentiligel

1727.1372
or 156.141

1114 Mar
25/Apr 6 –
Aug 31

74+a No. 56 Mayer, i, p. 185

1155 Jul 13 309 x No. 238 Mayer, i, pp. 440–442
1160 Jul 26 354 x No. 258 Mayer, i, pp. 472–474
1164 Jul 16 400 x No. 310 Mayer, ii, pp. 538–541

Beitsur i Kh. al-Sura 1421.1172 1136 164 No. 135 Mayer, i, pp. 312–313
Beitsur ii Kh. Burj

al-Sura
Bethsura,
Beithsur

1594.1104 1136 164 No. 135 Mayer, i, pp. 312–313

Belide Blida 1283.1333 L 1186 Oct 21 653 No. 473 Mayer, ii, pp. 798–799
1229 Apr 1003 No. 668 Mayer, iii, pp. 1130–1132
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Bellum Fassuta Beaueer, 1790.2725 1183 Mar 19 624 No. 438 Mayer, ii, p. 749
Uidere Biauueer,

Fasoce,
1220 May 30
– 31

934+a No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052

Phasoce, 1225 Jan 974+a x No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093
Fassoue 1229 Apr 20

– 30
1013 x No. 666 Mayer, iii, pp. 1122–1124

Belveer Qastal Beauverium 1637.1336 1163 – 1169 485+a No. 309 Delaville la Roulx, i,
pp. 222–223

1173 Oct 501+a No. 450 Delaville la Roulx, i,
pp. 310–311

Bemmorhei Bmahrein 159.202 L 1257 Jan 4 1253 No. 108 Strehlke, pp. 88–89
1257 Jan 4 1254 No. 109 Strehlke, p. 89 ††

Beniharan Bnehrāne Beniaran,
Beniharam

1620.2592 L c. 1109 Jun/
Jul – 1110
Nov 30

No. 44 Mayer, i, pp. 169–170

1110 Nov 30 58 x No. 186 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 197–199
Benna Kh. Banna Bene, 167.275 1160 Jan 28 341 No. 253 Mayer, i, p. 462

Labeine,
Labeyne,

1220 May 30
– 31

934+a No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052

Lebeine, 1225 Jan 974+a x No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093
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Lebeyne 1229 Apr 20
– 30

1013 x No. 666 Mayer, iii, pp. 1122–1124

1253 Oct 1208+a x No. 802 Mayer, iii, p. 1400
1256 Sept 15 1250 Rey, Recherches, pp. 38–40

Beptasse Bait ,Affa Bethafé,
Bethellanie

122.119 1155 a315b
No. *289 Mayer, ii, p. 517 †

Bequifs Bkifa,
Bek Kifa

1287.1847 L 1257 or 1258
Jan 15

1257+a No. 2852 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 836–837

Beris Barich 1140.1492 L 1243 1114+a No. 299 Tafel-Thomas, ii,
pp. 351–389

Bermenayn B̄ır Ma ,̄ın 1520.1449 1170 Dec 25
– 1171 Aug
31

490 No. 158 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 308–309

Beroeht al-Birwa Beroet 167.256 1150 262 No. 177 Mayer, i, pp. 356–357
1180 Jan 21 591 No. 417 Mayer, ii, pp. 712–713
1228 Mar 4 987+a No. 1911 Delaville la Roulx, ii,

pp. 382–383
Berzeia Kh. Barza Berzey,

Bersei
1796.2692 11220 May 30

– 31
934+a No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052

1225 Jan 974+a x No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093
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Bessetfin Bchitfine,
Bchetfin

1336.1976 L 1257 Jan 4 1253 No. 108 Strehlke, pp. 88–89

1257 Jan 4 1254 No. 109 Strehlke, p. 89 ††

Bessura Kh. Bait
Zira,ah

232.140 c. 1115 –
1118 Apr 2

No. *81 Mayer, i, p. 315 †

1130 134 x No. 116 Mayer, i, pp. 278–280
1152 Apr 20 291+a x No. 226 Mayer, i, pp. 414–415
1255 Jan 30 1224 x No. 49 Delaborde, pp. 100–105

Betamar Bait
Ummar

Bethamar,
Bethomar,
Bethhomar

1595.1143 c. 1100 Nov
11 – 1118
Apr 2

No. *72 Mayer, i, p. 206 †

1130 134 x No. 116 Mayer, i, pp. 278–280
1152 Apr 20 291+a x No. 226 Mayer, i, pp. 414–415
c. 1144 Dec 1

– 1165 Mar
15

No. *754 Mayer, iii, p. 1312 †

1180 596 x No. 41 Delaborde, pp. 88–89
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Beteflori Bait Furik Betheflori 1820.1760 1128 March 121 No. 105 Mayer, i, p. 263
c. 1130 Sept
17 – 1131
Aug 21

137 x No. 124 Mayer, i, p. 288

Bethaanina Bait Hanina Betania 1697.1373 c. 1131 Sep
14 – 1143
Nov 10

No. *147 Mayer, i, p. 335 †

1157 327 No. 250 Delaville la Roulx, i,
pp. 189–190

1184 Dec 30 400 x No. 453 Mayer, ii, pp. 774-776
Bethaatap Bait ,Itab Bettatap 1551.1268 1161 Nov 21 368 No. 264 Mayer, i, pp. 488-489

Beitatap 1161 Dec 3 369 x No. 88 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 201–203
1164 Jul 16 400 x No. 310 Mayer, ii, pp. 538–541

Bethafaua Bait Safafa Beccafaba,
Bethtafava

1690.1281 c. 1104 May
26 – 1110
Sept 28

No. *41 Mayer, i, p. 164 †

1110 Sept 28 57 x No. 42 Mayer, i, pp. 166–168
1129 130 x No. 111 Mayer, i, pp. 272–273
1154 Jul 30 293 x No. 232 Mayer, i, pp. 425–427
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Bethalea ‡ Kh. Bait
Lei §

143.108 1227 Aug 21 983 No. 9 Riant, i, pp. 140–147

Bethamamin Kh. Bait
Mamin

Bethamanin,
Bethama-

mum

122.115 1155 a315b
No. *289 Mayer, ii, p. 517

Bethduras Bait Daras Batharas,
Bethdaras,

120.125 1173 a305 No. 551 Delaville la Roulx, i,
pp. 373–374

Betherar,
Betheras

1176 539+a No. 495 Delaville la Roulx, i,
p. 341

1176 a539a
No. 491 Delaville la Roulx, i,

p. 337 ††

1176 x No. 388 Mayer, ii, p. 666 †

1176 545+a x No. 496 Mayer, ii, pp. 667–668
1176 x No. 589a Mayer, ii, p. 977
1177 546+a x No. 517 Delaville la Roulx, i,

p. 352
1177 x No. 398 Mayer, ii, p. 681
1177 x No. 496 Mayer, ii, p. 847
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Bethela ‡ Bait 1031.1066 1149 – 1152 No. *183 Mayer, i, p. 365 ††

Lahiya § 1174 July 15
– 1185 May
16

x No. *445 Mayer, ii, p. 757 ††

1184 x No. 453 Mayer, ii, p. 774–776
Bethelaam ‡ Kh. Bait

,Alām §
145.109 1227 Aug 21 983 No. 9 Riant, i, pp. 140–147

Bethenase ‡ Kh. Bait
Nās̄ıf §

Bethnase 151.110 1227 Aug 21 983 No. 9 Riant, i, pp. 140–147

Bether Bater Besser 1393.1852 L 1257 Jan 10 1256 No. 111 Strehlke, pp. 90–91
1261 Mar 1300 No. 117 Strehlke, pp. 103–104

Betherias ‡ Kh. Bait
Rās §

162.221 1136 Feb 29 a162b
No. 118 Delaville la Roulx, i,

p. 99
Betheron ‡ Toura § 1088.1514 L 1243 1114+a No. 299 Tafel-Thomas, ii,

pp. 351–389
Bethgibelin Bait Jibrin Gibelinum, 1400.1129 1136 No. *134 Mayer, i, p. 309

castellum 1136 164 No. 135 Mayer, i, pp. 312–313
Gybelim 1173 502+a No. 443 Delaville la Roulx, i,

pp. 306–308
1179 Feb 572 No. 407 Mayer, ii, pp. 695–697
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Bethlon Batloun 1424.1955 L 1257 Jan 4 1253 No. 108 Strehlke, pp. 88–89
1257 Jan 4 1254 No. 109 Strehlke, p. 89 ††

Bethphorum Kh. Bait
Far

185.183 1108 52 No. 32 Mayer, i, p. 151

Bethscuar ‡ Kh. Bait
Sāw̄ır §

Bethsaior 162.118 1227 Aug 21 983 No. 9 Riant, i, pp. 140–147

Bethsuric Bait Suriq Bethsuri,
Betsuric,
Betsurie,

164.136 1114 Mar
25/Apr 6 –
Aug 31

74+a No. 56 Mayer, i, p. 185

Betsurich 1152 Apr 278 x No. 184 Mayer, i, pp. 368–369
1155 Jun 27 307 x No. 237 Mayer, i, pp. 436–437
1155 Jul 13 309 x No. 238 Mayer, i, pp. 440–442
1160 Jul 25 353 x No. 256 Mayer, i, pp. 468–469
1160 Jul 26 354 x No. 258 Mayer, i, pp. 472–474
1164 Jul 16 400 x No. 310 Mayer, ii, pp. 538–541

Betori Kh. al-Tira Beteri, 174.174 1122 a100a
No. 90 Mayer, i, p. 238

Betheri,
Bytiri

c. 1118 Apr
14 – 1130
Jun 12

x No. *113 Mayer, i, p. 274 †

1123 101 No. 12 Delaborde, pp. 37–38
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1129 a129a x No. 17 Kohler, pp. 18–20
1130 134 x No. 116 Mayer, i, pp. 278–280
1152 Apr 20 291+a x No. 226 Mayer, i, pp. 414–415

Beze ‡ Kh. Bazza,§
Kh. Bazzah

117.123 1257 Feb 2 1246+a No. 2853 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 838–839

Bikicin Beiqoun, Bequicin, 1360.1870 L 1257 Jan 10 1256 No. 111 Strehlke, pp. 90–91
Baykoun 1261 Mar 1300 No. 117 Strehlke, pp. 103–104

Birra al-Bira Byrra,
Mahomeria

Maior,

1705.1459 1114 Mar
25/Apr 6 –
Aug 31

74+a No. 56 Mayer, i, p. 185

Maior Ma-
chomeria

1100 – 1118
Apr 2

No. *66 Mayer, i, p. 200 †

1128 Dec 25
– 1129 Aug
31

129 No. 66 Bresc-Bautier, p. 162

1144 Jan 10 220 x No. 12 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 55–58
1144 Mar 11

– 1145 Aug
31

229 No. 67 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 163–164

1146 Jul 13 241 x No. 16 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 63–67
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1155 Jul 13 309 x No. 238 Mayer, i, pp. 440–442
1155 – 1159 271 No. 120 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 243–244
1156 Feb 11 302 No. 117 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 237–240
1158 – 1159 272 x No. 122 Bresc-Bautier, p. 248
c. 1158 – 1159 340 No. 121 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 245–247
c. 1158 – 1159 135 No. 123 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 249–250
1160 Jul 26 354 x No. 258 Mayer, i, pp. 472–474
1160 Mar 21 345 No. 125 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 251–252
1160 Mar 25 346 No. 126 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 252–253
1160 Apr 3 350 No. 128 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 254–255
1164 Jul 16 400 x No. 310 Mayer, ii, pp. 538–541
1168 Dec 25

– 1169 Dec
24

469 x No. 150 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 293–296

1170 Sept 9 474 x No. 151 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 297–301
1178 Sept 8 561 No. 5a Bresc-Bautier, pp. 355–356
1184 Dec 30 x No. 453 Mayer, ii, pp. 774-776
1196 Feb 13 725 x No. 170 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 324–328

Bocme ‡ Kh. Dair
al-Butm §

Bothme 138.122 1136 164 No. 135 Mayer, i, pp. 312–313
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Bokehel al-Buqeia,
Peqi,in

Boukeel,
Boliehel

1817.2646 1220 May 30
– 31

934+a No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052

1225 Jan 974+a x No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093
Boocosta Bkhechtay,

Bkhouchtai
1395.2070 L 1257 Jan 10 1256 No. 111 Strehlke, pp. 90–91

Borgei Bourjein,
Berjin

1271.1915 L 1257 or 1258
Jan 15

1257+a No. 2852 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 836–837

Borca ‡ Burqa § 1739.1447 1124? a104a
No. 10 Kohler, pp. 13–14

Bothma Boutmeh,
Batma

Bothme 1397.1917 L 1257 or 1258
Jan 15

1257+a No. 2852 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 836–837

Boussaih Boutchay,
Bait Chey

Bossaih 1329.2101 L 1257 Jan 4 1253 No. 108 Strehlke, pp. 88–89

1257 Jan 4 1254 No. 109 Strehlke, p. 89 ††

Bugaea Kh. Bakha 203.228 1160 a361a
No. 288 Delaville la Roulx, i,

p. 211 ††

Bubil Kh. Rubin Bubin 164.147 1114 Mar
25/Apr 6 –
Aug 31

74+a No. 56 Mayer, i, p. 185

1155 Jul 13 309 x No. 238 Mayer, i, pp. 440–442
1160 Jul 26 354 x No. 258 Mayer, i, pp. 472–474

‡ Location Tentative § Probable Identification † Reconstructed Charter †† Summary Only

607



Table A3.1: Casalia in the Latin Kingdom of

Jerusalem

Site Name Modern
Name

Alternative
Name(s)

Geographical
Coordinates

Date RRH C. Reference

c. 1160 – 1162 364 No. 63 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 157–158
1164 Jul 16 400 x No. 310 Mayer, ii, pp. 538–541

Bulbul Kh.
,Ajanjul

152.142 1136 Nov 1 165 No. 61 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 154–155

1155 Jul 13 309 x No. 238 Mayer, i, pp. 440–442
1160 Jul 26 354 x No. 258 Mayer, i, pp. 472–474
1164 Jul 16 400 x No. 310 Mayer, ii, pp. 538–541

Bulbus Mulebbis 139.166 1133 147+a No. 97 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
p. 87

Buria Dabburiya Burie 1852.2331 1101 36+a No. i Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 897–898

1107 5 1 x No. 31 Mayer, i, pp. 148–149
1107 51+a x No. 31 Mayer, i, pp. 148–149
1146 May 4 39+a x No. ix Delaville la Roulx, ii,

p. 902 ††

1159–1163 39+a x No. xii Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 904 ††

1180 Apr No. xix Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 908–909
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1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2829 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 823–825

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2830 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 825 ††

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2831 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 825–826

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2832 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 826–828

1262 May 31 1319+a x No. 3029 Delaville la Roulx, iii,
pp. 32–33

Burin Kh. Burin 1487.1909 1128 Apr 8 a121 No. *104 Mayer, i, p. 260
1178 576+a Rey, Colonies, pp. 281–284

Busenen Abu Sinan 1663.2625 1257 Sept 1260+a No. 112 Strehlke, pp. 91–94
Cabesie al-Gabasiya Cabecie, 164.267 1239 Jan 24 1086 No. 790 Mayer, iii, pp. 1376–1377

La Gabasie, 1253 Oct 1208+a No. 802 Mayer, iii, p. 1400
La Ghabicie 1256 Sept 15 1250 Rey, Recherches, pp. 38–40

Cabor Kabul Cabur, 1700.2525 1175 Jun 26 525+a No. 382 Mayer, ii, p. 659
Chabor 1183 No. *441 Mayer, ii, p. 753

1185 Feb 1 a1110a
No. *471 Mayer, ii, p. 792

1186 Oct 21 654 No. 474 Mayer, ii, pp. 800–801
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1186 Oct 21 665 No. 475 Mayer, ii, p. 803
1186 Nov 19 684 No. 476 Mayer, ii, pp. 807–808
1187 Oct 668 No. 522 Mayer, ii, pp. 875–877
1238 May 10 a1080a

No. 2199 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 529–530

1253 Dec 22 1210+a No. 2661 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 749–750 ††

1262 a1317d
No. *812 Mayer, ii, p. 1417

1262 May 31 1318+a No. 3028 Delaville la Roulx, iii,
pp. 30–31

Cabra Kh.
al-Qabra

Cabbera 176.258 1220 May 30
– 31

934+a No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052

1225 Jan 974+a x No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093
1228 Apr 20 1002+a No. 63 Strehlke, pp. 51–53
1229 Apr 20
– 30

1013 x No. 666 Mayer, iii, pp. 1122–1124

Cacco Qaqun Cacho, 1497.1962 1110 Sept 28 57+a No. 42 Mayer, i, pp. 166–168
Caccho 1118 Apr 14

– 1143 Nov
10

No. *751 Mayer, iii, p. 1310
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1154 Jul 30 293 x No. 232 Mayer, i, pp. 425–427
1156 Jun 7 321 No. 241 Mayer, i, p. 445

Cades Qadas 1995.2798 1186 Oct 21 653 No. 473 Mayer, ii, pp. 798–799
1229 Apr 1003 x No. 668 Mayer, iii, pp. 1130–1132

Cadichinos al-Qadismu,
B̄ır

Kadismu

Cadichinus 1702.1275 1227 Aug 21 983 No. 9 Riant, i, pp. 140–147

Cafarabra Aabra,
Habra

Capharabra,
Sapharabra

1195.1816 L 1110 Dec 4 –
1115 Dec 24

No. *62 Mayer, i, pp. 192–193†

1115 80 x No. 64 Mayer, i, pp. 197–198
1120 Jan 31 90 x No. 85 Mayer, i, pp. 226–230
1130 134 x No. 116 Mayer, i, pp. 278–280
1152 Apr 20 291+a x No. 226 Mayer, i, pp. 414–415

Cafardani Kafr Dunin,
Kafar

Dounine

1180.1454 L 1243 1114+a No. 299 Tafel-Thomas, ii,
pp. 351–389

Cafarlet Kafr Lam Capharleth, 1440.2269 1200 768 No. 9 Paoli, i, pp. 288–289
Kafarlet 1207 or 1208

Feb
818+a No. 1250 Delaville la Roulx, ii,

p. 64
‡ Location Tentative § Probable Identification † Reconstructed Charter †† Summary Only

611



Table A3.1: Casalia in the Latin Kingdom of

Jerusalem

Site Name Modern
Name

Alternative
Name(s)

Geographical
Coordinates

Date RRH C. Reference

18 Oct 1213 866+a x No. 1414 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
p. 159

1255 Apr 1233+a No. 350 Claverie, p. 299 ††

1262 May 31 1399+a No. 3029 Delaville la Roulx, iii,
pp. 32–33

Kafarrus Kh. Kafr
Rush

Cafaruth 160.142 c. 1149 Jan 1
– 1159 Dec

24

No. *200 Mayer, i, pp. 382 †

c. 1163 Feb
– 1164 Jul

409 x No. 133 Bresc-Bautier, p. 260

1164 Jul 16 400 x No. 310 Mayer, ii, pp. 538–541
Kafarsakai Sal Kapharsa,

Kapharsakaim,
235.219 1101 36+a No. i Delaville la Roulx, ii,

pp. 897–898
Kary, 1107 51+a x No. 31 Mayer, i, pp. 148–149
Capharsalia 1146 May 4 39+a x No. ix Delaville la Roulx, ii,

p. 902 ††

1159–1163 39+a x No. xii Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 904 ††

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2829 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 823–825
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1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2830 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 825 ††

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2831 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 825–826

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2832 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 826–828

1262 May 31 1319+a x No. 3029 Delaville la Roulx, iii,
pp. 32–33

Cafarsset Kafr Sabt Kapharsepti,
Kafarseti

191.238 1101 36+a No. i Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 897–898

1107 51+a x No. 31 Mayer, i, pp. 148–149
1146 May 4 39+a x No. ix Delaville la Roulx, ii,

p. 902 ††

1159–1163 39+a x No. xii Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 904 ††

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2829 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 823–825

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2830 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 825 ††

‡ Location Tentative § Probable Identification † Reconstructed Charter †† Summary Only

613



Table A3.1: Casalia in the Latin Kingdom of

Jerusalem

Site Name Modern
Name

Alternative
Name(s)

Geographical
Coordinates

Date RRH C. Reference

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2831 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 825–826

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2832 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 826–828

1262 May 31 1319 No. 3029 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 32–33

Caferne-
brach

Kafr
Nabrakh

Cafarne-
brach

1407.1957 L 1257 Jan 10 1256 No. 111 Strehlke, pp. 90–91

Caffaer Kafr ad-Dik Aphar,
Cafreherra,

1578.1637 1166 Apr 29 423 No. 354 Delaville la Roulx,
i, p. 245

Caphaer,
Kafreherre

1175 Nov 29
– Dec 24

a530c
No. *384 Mayer, ii, p. 662

1175 Nov 29
– Dec 24

a530b
No. *385 Mayer, ii, p. 663 †

1175 Nov 29
– Dec 24

a530a
No. 488 Delaville la Roulx,
i, p. 336 ††

1177 547+a No. 494 Delaville la Roulx,
i, pp. 339–340

Caffar de
Bael

De,baal Caffarde-
bael

1136.1467 L 1243 1114+a No. 299 Tafel-Thomas, ii,
pp. 351–389
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Kaffarham- Kafr 1372.2035 L 1257 Jan 4 1253 No. 108 Strehlke, pp. 88–89
mie ‡ Ammain § 1257 Jan 4 1254 No. 109 Strehlke, p. 89 ††

Cafracos Kh. al-Kuz Cafarcos, 178.182 1159 Mar 13 336 No. 248 Mayer, i, pp. 456–457
Casracos 1160 359 No. 194 Mayer, i, pp. 376–377

1168 Aug 9 450 No. 333 Mayer, ii, p. 575
1187 Jan
– Aug

a657d
No. 49 Kohler, pp. 50–51

Cafran Kafra Caffran,
Cafram

196.222 c. 1148 a252a
No. 58 Delaville la Roulx,
Inventaire, p. 18 ††

1168 Aug 5 –
1171 Mar 10

No. 348 Mayer, ii, p. 607 †

1171 492+a x No. 422 Delaville la Roulx,
i, pp. 291–292

Caforana al-Kafrin 161.220 1179 Mar 19 576+a Rey, Colonies, pp. 281–284
Cafreezeir Uzeir 1809.2441 1255 Jul 1239+a No. 2748 Delaville la Roulx,

ii, pp. 787–789
1258 Dec 16 a1270a

No. 2907 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 865 ††

1259 Oct 24 1280+a No. 2934 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 880–881
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Cafresi Kafr Yasif Caffresy, 165.262 1193 Feb 710 No. 573 Mayer, ii, pp. 948—949
Caphersi 1200 Oct 777 No. 39 Strehlke, pp. 31

1253 Jun 6 1206 Rey, Recherches, pp. 29–36
Cafresur Kafr Sibb 1526.1946 1253 Dec 1210+a No. 2662 Delaville la Roulx,

ii, pp. 750–751 n. 1
Kaharte Harta,

Hartha,
Arthe 2293.2333 1101 36+a No. i Delaville la Roulx, ii,

pp. 897–898
Habaka 1107 51+a x No. 31 Mayer, i, pp. 148–149

1146 May 4 39+a x No. ix Delaville la Roulx, ii,
p. 902 ††

1159–1163 39+a x No. xii Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 904 ††

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2829 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 823–825

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2830 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 825 ††

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2831 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 825–826

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2832 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 826–828
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1262 May 31 1319+a x No. 3029 Delaville la Roulx, iii,
pp. 32–33

Calandria Qalandiya Kalandria,
Kalendie,
Kalendri

1698.1411 1114 Mar
25/Apr 6 –
Aug 31

74+a No. 56 Mayer, i, p. 185

1152 Apr 278 x No. 184 Mayer, i, pp. 368–369
1155 Jun 27 307 x No. 237 Mayer, i, pp. 436–437
1155 Jul 13 309 x No. 238 Mayer, i, pp. 440–442
1160 Jul 25 353 x No. 256 Mayer, i, pp. 468–469
1160 Jul 26 354 x No. 258 Mayer, i, pp. 472–474
1164 Jul 16 400 x No. 310 Mayer, ii, pp. 538–541

Calanssun Qalansuwa Calansue, 1485.1878 1128 Apr 8 a121 No. *104 Mayer, i, p. 260
Calanzon, 1129 130 No. 111 Mayer, i, pp. 272–273
Calanchun,
Calumzum,

1131 Sept 21 139+a No. 94 Delaville la Roulx, i,
pp. 83–84

Kalensue,
Kalensu,

1135 Dec 19 159+a No. 115 Delaville la Roulx, i,
p. 97

Kalanson,
Kalenson

1152 Feb 5 274+a No. 202 Delaville la Roulx, i,
pp. 155–157

1154 Jul 30 293 x No. 232 Mayer, i, pp. 425–427
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1176 a539b
No. *392 Mayer, ii, p. 673

c. 1177 Jan
– 1187 May

a554b
No. 510 Delaville la Roulx, i,

pp. 897–898 ††

1207 or 1208
Feb

819+a No. 1251 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
p. 65

Calcalia Qalq̄ıliya Qualquelia 146.188 1168 Mar 2 444 No. 146 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 284–287
Kalodie Kiludiya Calodia,

Calosia
1468.1862 1128 Apr 8 a121 No. *104 Mayer, i, p. 260

1135 Dec 19 159+a No. 115 Delaville la Roulx, i,
p. 97

Camsa Kh. Kemās 117.115 1257 Feb 2 1246+a No. 2853 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 838–839

Canet al-Kusabiya 154.215 1179 Mar 19 576+a Rey, Colonies, pp. 281–284
Canna Qana 1089.1422 L 1243 1114+a No. 299 Tafel-Thomas, ii,

pp. 351–389
Cansir Khanzira Canzil 208.052 1152 279+a No. 207 Delaville la Roulx, i,

p. 160
1177 Nov 551+a No. 521 Delaville la Roulx, i,

pp. 355–356
‡ Location Tentative § Probable Identification † Reconstructed Charter †† Summary Only

618



Table A3.1: Casalia in the Latin Kingdom of

Jerusalem

Site Name Modern
Name

Alternative
Name(s)

Geographical
Coordinates

Date RRH C. Reference

Kapharch-
emme

Kafr Kama Capharkeme,
Kapharthemme,

1916.2363 1101 36+a No. i Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 897–898

Capharkeme 1107 51+a x No. 31 Mayer, i, pp. 148–149
Kapfarchemme 1146 May 4 39+a x No. ix Delaville la Roulx, ii,

p. 902 ††

1159–1163 39+a x No. xii Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 904 ††

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2829 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 823–825

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2830 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 825 ††

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2831 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 825–826

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2832 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 826–828

1262 May 31 1319+a x No. 3029 Delaville la Roulx, iii,
pp. 32–33

Capharmada Kafr Manda Capharman-
da, Caphar-

1747.2462 1101 36+a No. i Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 897–898

mater, 1107 51+a x No. 31 Mayer, i, pp. 148–149
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Capharmaca 1146 May 4 39+a x No. ix Delaville la Roulx, ii,
p. 902 ††

1159–1163 39+a x No. xii Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 904 ††

1174 Jun 515+a No. xvi Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 906–907

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2829 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 823–825

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2830 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 825 ††

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2831 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 825–826

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2832 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 826–828

1262 May 31 1319+a x No. 3029 Delaville la Roulx, iii,
pp. 32–33

Capharmalic Kafr Malik Cafarmelec,
Cafarm-

elech,

1792.1553 c. 1114 Mar
25 – 1129
Mar 31

x No. *750 Mayer, iii, p. 1309†

Cafermelech, 1128 March 121 No. 105 Mayer, i, p. 263
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Cafermelic,
Cafer-

melich,

c. 1130 Sept
17 – 1131
Aug 21

137 x No. 124 Mayer, i, p. 288

Caphermelich,
Cafarmelic,
Capher-

c. 1136 Nov
11 – 1143
Nov 10

200 x No. 108 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 228–229

melic 1151 268 x No. 179 Mayer, i, pp. 361–362
1155 Jun 27 306 x No. 236 Mayer, i, pp. 434–435
1155 Jul 13 309 x No. 238 Mayer, i, pp. 440–442
1160 Jul 26 354 x No. 258 Mayer, i, pp. 472–474
1164 Jul 16 400 x No. 310 Mayer, ii, pp. 538–541

Capharmazre Kafr Misr 1897.2279 1110 Sept 28 57+a No. 42 Mayer, i, pp. 166–168
1154 Jul 30 293+a x No. 232 Mayer, i, pp. 425–427

Capharta- Tamra 188.226 1107 51+a No. 31 Mayer, i, pp. 148–149
mara 1146 May 4 39+a x No. ix Delaville la Roulx, ii,

p. 902 ††

1159–1163 39+a x No. xii Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 904 ††

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2829 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 823–825
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1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2830 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 825 ††

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2831 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 825–826

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2832 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 826–828

1262 May 31 1319+a x No. 3029 Delaville la Roulx, iii,
pp. 32–33

Kapharneby Kh. Bir Quafrenebit 163.274 1253 Oct 1208+a No. 802 Mayer, iii, p. 1400
Kafr Nabid 1256 Sept 15 1250 Rey, Recherches, pp. 38–40

Capharut Kh. Capharuth 1541.1458 1136 165 No. 61 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 153–155
Kafr Rut 1138 172 No. 23 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 81–83

1155 Jul 13 309 No. 238 Mayer, i, pp. 440–442
1160 Jul 26 354 x No. 258 Mayer, i, pp. 472–474
1164 Jul 16 400 x No. 310 Mayer, ii, pp. 538–541
1168 Mar 2 444 No. 146 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 284–287
c. 1170 Dec

25 – 1171
Aug 31

490 x No. 158 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 308–309
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Capharsome Kafr Sumei, Capharseme, 1781.2641 1160 Jan 28 341 No. 253 Mayer, i, p. 462
Carfasome,
Carpha-

1220 May 30
– 31

934+a No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052

some 1225 Jan 974+a x No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093
Caphason Kh. Kafr

Sum
1588.1265 1179 Mar 19 576+a Rey, Colonies, pp. 281–284

Caphastrum Kh. Istuna 1802.1598 1179 Mar 19 576+a Rey, Colonies, pp. 281–284
Caphet Kh. Kaffa Cafetum,

Saphet
1549.1888 1207 or 1208

Feb
819+a No. 1251 Delaville la Roulx, ii,

p. 65
Caphrapalos‡ Kh. Abu

Falah. §
Caphrapales 1785.1579 1227 Aug 21 983 No. 9 Riant, i, pp. 140–147

Kara Kh. Qara 185.222 1107 51+a x No. 31 Mayer, i, pp. 148–149
1146 May 4 39+a x No. ix Delaville la Roulx, ii,

p. 902 ††

1159–1163 39+a x No. xii Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 904 ††

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2829 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 823–825

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2830 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 825 ††
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1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2831 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 825–826

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2832 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 826–828

1262 May 31 1319+a x No. 3029 Delaville la Roulx, iii,
pp. 32–33

Carcapha Ahmad al-
Qarqafawi

Caicapha,
Carthafa

124.121 1110 59+a No. 40 Mayer, i, pp. 162–164;
William of Tyre, xi:12, p. 514

Carcara Kh. Karkara 1708.2754 1160 Jan 28 341 No. 253 Mayer, i, p. 462
Karkara 1256 Sept 15 1250 Rey, Recherches, pp. 38–40

Careblier al-Ruweis 167.252 1253 Dec 22 1210+a No. 2661 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 749–750 ††

Kariateri Kh. Karrit 177.129 1178 576+a Rey, Colonies, pp. 281–284
Casale Bub- Kh. Casale 149.212 1144 Dec 25 237 No. 59 Bresc-Bautier, p. 151
alorum ‡ Bablun § Bufles 1166 425 No. 139 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 271–272

Casale de
Cherio

Kh. Sh,āra 192.235 1168 Apr 448+a No. 398 Delaville la Roulx,
i, pp. 271–272
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Casale
Domini

al-Mes,adi § 146.205 1182 Nov 14 618+a No. 435 Mayer, ii, pp. 741–742

Amalrici ‡ 1182 619+a No. 621 Delaville la Roulx, i,
pp. 421–422

Casale Kh. 150.208 1182 Nov 14 618+a No. 435 Mayer, ii, pp. 741–742
Galileae ‡ Karkur § 1182 619+a x No. 621 Delaville la Roulx,

i, pp. 421–422
1256 Aug 27 a1249d

No. 2826 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
p. 822 ††

Casale Hu- al-Zib Siph, Casal 1598.2728 1123 101 No. 12 Delaborde, pp. 37–38
berti de Imbert, 1130 134 No. 116 Mayer, i, pp. 278–280
Pazi Casale 1146 Feb 19 240 No. 215 Mayer, i, p. 401

Himber- 1152 Apr 20 291+a x No. 226 Mayer, i, pp. 414–415
tum 1153 Feb 26 281 No. 228 Mayer, i, pp. 421–422

1249 Apr 30 1175 No. 100 Strehlke, pp. 78 – 81
1253 Oct 1208+a No. 802 Mayer, iii, p. 1400
1256 Sept 15 1250 Rey, Recherches, pp. 38–40
1261 Dec 16 1307 Rey, Recherches, pp. 41–44

Casale
Martini

Kh.
Marr̄ına

161.115 1179 Mar 19 576+a Rey, Colonies, pp. 281–284
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Casal
Moyen

al-Majdal Casalmoien 1511.1831 1176 a539b
No. *392 Mayer, ii, p. 673

Casal
Robert

Kafr Kanna Cafrequenne,
Capharkenne,

1822.2393 1254 Aug 1217+a No. 2688 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 761–763

Kafarkenna 1254 Sept 22 x No. 804 Mayer, iii, pp. 1401–1402 †

1254 Sept 22 1220+a No. 2693 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 765–766

1255 Jun 30 –
Jul 2

1237+a No. 2747 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 787–789

1255 Jul 1239+a No. 2748 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 787–789

1259 Oct 24 1280+a No. 2934 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 880–881

1263 Jan 11 a1322b
No. 3050 Delaville la Roulx,
iii, p. 62

1263 Jan 17 1314+a No. 3051 Delaville la Roulx,
iii, pp. 62–65

Casale de
Rogerii de

Kh. al-
Mazra,a

Casale de
Châtillon,

143.222 1207 or 1208
Feb

818+a No. 1250 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
p. 64

Chasteillon le Meseraa 1255 Apr 1233+a No. 350 Claverie, p. 299 ††
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Casale Sinjil Casal de St. 1750.1601 1145 Aug 14 234 No. 24 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 84–85
Sancti Gilles 1175 530 No. 159 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 310–311
Egidii 1175 Oct 17 529+a No. A4 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 353–354

1176 a539c
No. *386 Mayer, ii, p. 664

1186 Oct 30 656 No. 31 de Macy, pp. 30–31
[pp. 148–149]

Casale S.
Georgii

al-Khidr 1654.1235 1227 Aug 21 983 No. 9 Riant, i, pp. 140–147

Casale ,Abud Casal 1567.1583 1158 No. *295 Mayer, ii, p. 522
Sancte

Marie
Sainte

Marie
1167 433+a No. 371 Delaville la Roulx,

i, pp. 254–255
1168 May 18 a457a x No. *328 Mayer, ii, p. 569
1174 Dec 13 518+a No. 381 Mayer, ii, pp. 656–657

Casale
Sancte
Marie
Vallis

Iosaphat ‡

Mamas § 146.215 1144 Dec 25
– 1145 Aug
31

237 No. 59 Bresc-Bautier, p. 151
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Casale
Syrorum ‡

Sir § 1797.1965 1161 – 1162
Sept 11

No. *204 Mayer, i, p. 386 †

1166 Apr 6
– 12

a422a x No. 316 Mayer, ii, pp. 552–553

la Casemie ‡ al-Qasmiye§ Lacassomya,
Lacassomie

1043.1551 L 1243 1114+a No. 299 Tafel-Thomas, ii,
pp. 351–389

1285 Jul 18 1460 No. 8 Holt, Early Mamluk
Diplomacy , pp. 109–117; No. 392

Tafel-Thomas, iii, pp. 398–400
Cassara Kisra Casra,

Keissereth
1787.2630 1110 Dec 4

– 1115 Dec
24

No. *62 Mayer, i, pp. 37–38 †

1104 May 26
– 1118 Apr
2

No. *74 Mayer, i, p. 208

1123 101 No. 12 Delaborde, pp. 37–38
1130 134 x No. 116 Mayer, i, pp. 278–280
1152 Apr 20 291+a x No. 226 Mayer, i, pp. 414–415
1255 Jan 30 1224 x No. 49 Delaborde, pp. 100–105
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Cassie Dair al-Qasi Capsie 180.270 1183 Mar 19 624 No. 438 Mayer, ii, p. 749
1220 May 30
– 31

934+a No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052

1225 Jan 974+a x No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093
Casta Kh. Qasta,

Kh. Kastah
188.237 1101 36+a No. i Delaville la Roulx, ii,

pp. 897–898
1107 51+a x No. 31 Mayer, i, pp. 148–149
1146 May 4 39+a x No. ix Delaville la Roulx, ii,

p. 902 ††

1159–1163 39+a x No. xii Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 904 ††

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2829 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 823–825

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2830 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 825 ††

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2831 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 825–826

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2832 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 826–828

‡ Location Tentative § Probable Identification † Reconstructed Charter †† Summary Only

629



Table A3.1: Casalia in the Latin Kingdom of

Jerusalem

Site Name Modern
Name

Alternative
Name(s)

Geographical
Coordinates

Date RRH C. Reference

1255 Jun 30 –
Jul 2

1237+a No. 2747 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 787–789

1262 May 31 1319+a x No. 3029 Delaville la Roulx, iii,
pp. 32–33

Caurhamos Dair
A,amess

1122.1412 L 1243 1114+a No. 299 Tafel-Thomas, ii,
pp. 351–389

Kefreachab Kafr ,Aqab Kaffreca 1714.1425 1114 Mar
25/Apr 6 –
Aug 31

74+a No. 56 Mayer, i, p. 185

1155 Jul 13 309 x No. 238 Mayer, i, pp. 440–442
1160 Jul 26 354 x No. 258 Mayer, i, pp. 472–474
1164 Jul 16 400 x No. 310 Mayer, ii, pp. 538–541

Charroubete Kh. Kharuf 147.112 1136 164 No. 135 Mayer, i, pp. 312–313
Chola Qula Chole,

Cholle,
1459.1605 prior to 1181 611+a No. 603 Delaville la Roulx, i,

p. 412
Cola 1181 Sept 10 603 x No. 424 Mayer, ii, p. 722

1181 x No. *459 Mayer, ii, p. 786
Ciriz Siris 1774.1926 1161 – 1162

Sept 11
No. *204 Mayer, i, p. 386 †
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1166 Apr 6
– 12

a422a x No. 316 Mayer, ii, pp. 552–553

Clil Kh. Bir Clie, Clye, 1685.2651 1179 Apr 2 579 No. 410 Mayer, ii, pp. 702–703
Iklil Olil, Elil 1220 May 30

– 31
934+a No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052

1225 Jan 974+a x No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093
Clym

Essomar ‡
Iqlim al-

Shoumar §
117.168 L 1257 or 1258

Jan 15
1257+a No. 2852 Delaville la Roulx, ii,

pp. 836–837
Coket Kaukab Coquet, 173.248 1165? 420 No. 138 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 270–271

Cocquet, 1175 Jun 26 525 No. 382 Mayer, ii, pp. 659–660
Coquil 1183 No. *441 Mayer, ii, p. 753

1185 Feb 1 No. *471 Mayer, ii, p. 792
1243 Mar 15 a1110a x No. 95 Claverie, pp. 116–117 ††

1245 Apr 3 a1282a
No. 2937 Delaville la Roulx, ii,

p. 883
1259 Oct 15 1135+a No. 2353 Delaville la Roulx, ii,

pp. 627–628 ††

Coketum Kuwaikat Coquetum,
Coketh?

1642.2640 1129 Mar 1 –
Sept 23

130 No. 111 Mayer, i, pp. 272–273

1154 Jul 30 293+a No. 232 Mayer, i, pp. 425–427
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1228 Mar 4 987+a No. 1911 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 382–383

Conoise ‡ Knisse §, al-
Kuneisa §

1054.1419 L 1243 1114+a No. 299 Tafel-Thomas, ii,
pp. 351–389

Coquebel ‡ Kaukaba § 118.115 1179 Dec 589+a No. 499 Mayer, ii, p. 848
1179 Dec 589+a x No. 573 Delaville la Roulx,

i, pp. 388-389
la Kafr la Corratya 1365.1975 L 1257 Jan 4 1253 No. 108 Strehlke, pp. 88–89

Corratye ‡ Qatra § 1257 Jan 4 1254 No. 109 Strehlke, p. 89 ††

Corsy al-Koursi Corsie,
Chorazain

2111.2480 1241 Dec 1104 No. 90 Strehlke, p. 72

Cossie Kh. Kusiya Coscia,
Coxia,

1516.2029 1182 619+a No. 621 Delaville la Roulx, i,
pp. 421–422

Cossyae 1182 Nov 14 618+a x No. 435 Mayer, ii, pp. 741–742
Courcora Kh. Khursa Courcoza 151.099 1136 164+a No. 135 Mayer, i, pp. 312–313
Crefesilta Shilta Capharscylta,

Kefrescilta,
Kephrecylta

1520.1472 1136 165 No. 61 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 153–155

1138 172 No. 23 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 81–83
1155 Jul 13 309 No. 238 Mayer, i, pp. 440–442
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1160 Jul 26 354 x No. 258 Mayer, i, pp. 472–474
1164 Jul 16 400 x No. 310 Mayer, ii, pp. 538–541
c. 1170 Dec

25 – 1171
Aug 31

490 x No. 158 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 308–309

Cresum Tall Kasyun Creisum 187.229 1101 36+a No. i Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 897–898

1107 51+a x No. 31 Mayer, i, pp. 148–149
1146 May 4 39+a x No. ix Delaville la Roulx, ii,

p. 902 ††

1159–1163 39+a x No. xii Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 904 ††

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2829 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 823–825

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2830 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 825 ††

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2831 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 825–826

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2832 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 826–828
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1262 May 31 1319+a x No. 3029 Delaville la Roulx, iii,
pp. 32–33

Culi ‡ Kh. Umm 162.124 1161 Nov 21 368 No. 264 Mayer, i, pp. 488-489
al-Qal,a § 1161 Dec 3 369 x No. 88 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 201–203

la Cuneye-
sce

Knisse,
Kunisse

1355.1983 L 1257 Jan 4 1253 No. 108 Strehlke, pp. 88–89

1257 Jan 4 1254 No. 109 Strehlke, p. 89 ††

Dairram ,Aamrane,
Nebi
,Amran

Damiah,
Demie

1036.1406 L 1243 1114+a No. 299 Tafel-Thomas, ii,
pp. 351–389

Dalfim Kh. Dalphym, 1701.1556 1112 67 No. 53 Mayer, i, p. 180
Tarafain Tarfin 1123 101 x No. 12 Delaborde, pp. 37–38

1183 631 x No. 42 Delaborde, pp. 89–90
Damia Kh. Damin 194.239 1146 May 4 39+a x No. ix Delaville la Roulx, ii,

p. 902 ††

1159–1163 39+a x No. xii Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 904 ††

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2829 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 823–825
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1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2830 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 825 ††

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2831 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 825–826

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2832 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 826–828

d‘Amos Damor Casale
Damour

1245.1996 L 1174 a517a
No. *372 Mayer, ii, p. 640

1257 Jan 4 1253 No. 108 Strehlke, pp. 88–891

1257 Jan 4 1254 No. 109 Strehlke, p. 89 ††

Danehile Kh. Din,ala Danehyle 1735.2747 1220 May 30
– 31

934+a No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052

1225 Jan 974+a x No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093
Danube Idhnibba 136.127 1161 – 1162

Sept 11
No. *204 Mayer, i, p. 386 †

1166 Apr 6
– 12

a422a x No. 316 Mayer, ii, pp. 552–553

‡ Location Tentative § Probable Identification † Reconstructed Charter †† Summary Only
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Daraya Daraiya 1290.1896 L 1257 or 1258
Jan 15

1257+a No. 2852 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 836–837

Darchife Dair Kı̄fa 1183.1475 L 1257 or 1258
Jan 15

1257+a No. 2852 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 836–837

Dardorith Dair 1325.1944 L 1257 Jan 4 1253 No. 108 Strehlke, pp. 88–89
Dourite,

Dardourite
1257 Jan 4 1254 No. 109 Strehlke, p. 89 ††

Dargebaam Dair Darchiboam, 1755.1463 1123 101 No. 12 Delaborde, pp. 37–38
Dibwan Dargerboam, 1124 a104a

No. 10 Delaborde, pp. 13–14
Dargerboan 1127 120 No. 15 Delaborde, pp. 41–42

1130 134 x No. 116 Mayer, i, pp. 278–280
1152 Apr 20 291+a x No. 226 Mayer, i, pp. 414–415
1158 335 No. 32 Delaborde, pp. 78–79
1255 Jan 30 1224 x No. 49 Delaborde, pp. 100–105

Deira Kh. ad-
Dair

171.173 1161 – 1162
Sept 11

No. *204 Mayer, i, p. 386 †

1166 Apr 6
– 12

a422a x No. 316 Mayer, ii, pp. 552–553

Deir Bebe Dair Baba 1307.1957 L 1257 Jan 10 1256 No. 111 Strehlke, pp. 90–91
1261 Mar 1300 No. 117 Strehlke, pp. 103–104
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Deir Dair al- 134.166 L 1257 Jan 10 1256 No. 111 Strehlke, pp. 90–91
Elcamar Qamar 1261 Mar 1300 No. 117 Strehlke, pp. 103–104

Deirelcobebe al-Qubeiba 1357.1082 1136 164 No. 135 Mayer, i, pp. 312–313
Deirmusim Dair Damersor, 143.137 1155 Jan 14 299 No. 233 Mayer, i, pp. 429–431

Muheisin Darmersor, 1155 Jan 14 300 x No. 282 Mayer, ii, pp. 509–510
Deirmusim 1158 333 No. 51 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 137–138

1158 332 x No. 298 Mayer, ii, pp. 526–528
1160 Jul 25 352 x No. 255 Mayer, i, p. 466
1160 Jul 26 354 x No. 258 Mayer, i, pp. 472–474
1164 Jul 16 400 x No. 310 Mayer, ii, pp. 538–541

Deirnachar Dair Nakh-
khas

Irnachar 142.113 1136 164 No. 135 Mayer, i, pp. 312–313

Deirrasin Kh. al-
Raqazin

Irrasin 144.113 1136 164 No. 135 Mayer, i, pp. 312–313

Deir Dair al- Dair 1242.1663 L 1257 Jan 10 1256 No. 111 Strehlke, pp. 90–91
Zekarim ‡ Zahrani § Zecaron 1261 Mar 1300 No. 117 Strehlke, pp. 103–104

Delbon ‡ al-
Dalamiyé §

126.195 L 1257 Jan 4 1253 No. 108 Strehlke, pp. 88–89

1257 Jan 4 1254 No. 109 Strehlke, p. 89 ††
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Deleha Kh. Dere 175.274 1183 Mar 19 624 No. 438 Mayer, ii, p. 749
ad-Duweir 1220 May 30

– 31
934+a No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052

1225 Jan 974+a x No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093
Derach ‡ ,Iraq

Burin §,
al-,Araq §

1725.1787 1161 – 1162
Sept 11

No. *204 Mayer, i, p. 386 †

1166 Apr 6
– 12

a422a x No. 316 Mayer, ii, pp. 552–553

Dercanon ‡ Dair
Qanoun

al-Nahr §

Dairchanno 1103.1522 L 1243 1114+a No. 299 Tafel-Thomas, ii,
pp. 351–389

Derdegaie Derdaghaiya 1155.1499 L 1188 May 675 No. 524 Mayer, ii, pp. 884-885
Dere Kh. Ras

al-Dair
1762.1609 1145 Aug 14 234 No. 24 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 84–85

Derentare Dair Antar 1159.1432 L 1243 1114+a No. 299 Tafel-Thomas, ii,
pp. 351–389

Derhassen ‡ Hasan§ 1628.1240 1161 Nov 21 368 No. 264 Mayer, i, pp. 488-489
1161 Dec 3 369 x No. 88 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 201–203
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Derina ‡ Dair 1039.1438 L 1125 109 No. 94 Mayer, i, pp. 248–249
Qanoun § 1141 Jun 21 202 No. 8 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 47–49

1144 Jan 10 220 No. 12 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 55-58
1144 Jan 10 220 No. 16 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 64–67
1155 Jul 13 309 x No. 238 Mayer, i, pp. 440–442
1160 Jul 26 354 x No. 258 Mayer, i, pp. 472–474
1160 Dec 25

– 1161
Aug 31

370 No. 56 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 147–148

1162 Dec 25
– 1163

Mar 1

385 No. 132 Bresc-Bautier, p. 259

1164 Jul 16 400 x No. 310 Mayer, ii, pp. 538–541
1168 Mar 2 444 No. 146 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 284–287

Derreme ‡ Dair
,Amis §

Dairrhamos 1123.1413 L 1243 1114+a No. 299 Tafel-Thomas, ii,
pp. 351–389

Dersabeb Kh. Dair Dehyrsabet 148.133 1155 313 No. 188 Mayer, i, pp. 372–373
Shubeib 1155 Jan 14 299 No. 233 Mayer, i, pp. 429–431

1155 Jan 14 300 x No. 282 Mayer, ii, pp. 509–510
1158 332 No. 298 Mayer, ii, pp. 526–528
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1160 Jul 26 354 x No. 258 Mayer, i, pp. 472–474
1164 Jul 16 400 x No. 310 Mayer, ii, pp. 538–541

Dersophath ‡ Shu,fat § Dersoeth 1716.1356 1179 Mar 19 576+a Rey, Colonies, pp. 281–284
Digegie Kh. al-

Gheiyada
Digegia 158.232 1201 May 784+a No. 1146 Delaville la Roulx,

ii, pp. 8–9
Dirberham Kh. Duwei- 210.239 1110 Sept 28 57+a No. 42 Mayer, i, pp. 166–168

raban 1154 Jul 30 293+a x No. 232 Mayer, i, pp. 425–427
la Doeyir al-Douair 1378.1970 L 1257 Jan 4 1253 No. 108 Strehlke, pp. 88–89

1257 Jan 4 1254 No. 109 Strehlke, p. 89 ††

Dormibedi Dair Ibn
,Ubeid

176.125 1179 Mar 19 576+a Rey, Colonies, pp. 281–284

Douheyrap al-Tuweiri Deuheireth, 1626.2699 1253 Oct 1208+a No. 802 Mayer, iii, p. 1400
1256 Sept
14 or 15

1250 Rey, Recherches, pp. 38–40

Ebbrih Briha 1433.1977 L 1257 Jan 4 1253 No. 108 Strehlke, pp. 88–89
1257 Jan 4 1254 No. 109 Strehlke, p. 89 ††

Edmith ‡ Dmite § Demith 1296.1951 L 1257 Jan 4 1253 No. 108 Strehlke, pp. 88–89
1257 Jan 4 1254 No. 109 Strehlke, p. 89 ††
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Efekas ‡ Iskaka § Efkal, Es-
car, Eskal,
Esckas

1712.1677 1186 Sept
13/Oct 17 –
1192 Apr 5

No. *490 Mayer, ii, p. 837 †

1244 Aug 20 1122+a x No. 2330 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 620 ††

1244 Sept a1123a
No. *795 Mayer, iii, p. 1384

Eincanephis Sarid 1712.2298 1179 May 583+a x No. 563 Delaville la Roulx,
iv, p. 257

Einchelem ‡ Kh. Salim § Einceitem,
Eiucheilem

169.216 1179 May 583+a No. 563 Delaville la Roulx,
iv, p. 257

Elchoreibe al-Khura- la Horeibe, 1418.1903 L 1257 Jan 10 1256 No. 111 Strehlke, pp. 90–91
iba,

Khraibe
la Houreybe 1261 Mar 1300 No. 117 Strehlke, pp. 103–104

Elfrerachie al-Frakh̄ıyé 108.144 L 1188 May 675 No. 524 Mayer, ii, pp. 884-885
Elful al-Fūleh Ehul 1789.2243 1101 36+a No. i Delaville la Roulx, ii,

pp. 897–898
1107 51+a x No. 31 Mayer, i, pp. 148–149
1146 May 4 39+a x No. ix Delaville la Roulx, ii,

p. 902 ††
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1159–1163 39+a x No. xii Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 904 ††

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2829 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 823–825

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2830 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 825 ††

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2831 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 825–826

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2832 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 826–828

1262 May 31 1319+a x No. 3029 Delaville la Roulx, iii,
pp. 32–33

Elgabacie Kh. Gabasie, 185.268 1183 Mar 19 624 No. 438 Mayer, ii, p. 749
Ghabbatiya Gabatie,

Gabatye
1220 May 30
– 31

934+a No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052

1225 Jan 974+a x No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093
1253 Oct 1208+a No. 802 Mayer, iii, p. 1400
1257 Jan 10 1256 No. 111 Strehlke, pp. 90–91
1261 Mar 1300 No. 117 Strehlke, pp. 103–104
1261 Mar 1300 No. 118 Strehlke, pp. 104–106
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Elgedeide Kh.
Judeida

Gedeide 124.109 1257 Feb 2 1246+a No. 2853 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 838–839

Elgor ‡ Kh. Jort al-
Dhahab §

208.232 1159–1163 39+a x No. xii Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 904 ††

1256 Oct 3 39+a No. 2829 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 823–825

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2830 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 825 ††

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2831 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 825–826

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2832 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 826–828

Elmizraa Mazraat
al-Chouf

1364.1896 L 1257 Jan 10 1256 No. 111 Strehlke, pp. 90–91

Elmohtara Moukhtara la Mohutara 1390.1915 L 1257 Jan 10 1256 No. 111 Strehlke, pp. 90–91
1261 Mar 1300 No. 117 Strehlke, pp. 103–104

Elmuchethe ‡ Mazraat al- Elmuchetne, 130.182 L 1257 Jan 10 1256 No. 111 Strehlke, pp. 90–91
Mothane § la Mohuth-

ara
1261 Mar 1300 No. 117 Strehlke, pp. 103–104
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Elmunzura Mansouriye Elmunzara, 1406.2049 L 1257 Jan 10 1256 No. 111 Strehlke, pp. 90–91
la Mensora 1261 Mar 1300 No. 117 Strehlke, pp. 103–104

Elroiheib ‡ al-Rahbiye § 131.126 1257 Feb 2 1246+a No. 2853 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 838–839

Endor Indur 186.227 1101 36+a No. i Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 897–898

1107 51+a x No. 31 Mayer, i, pp. 148–149
1146 May 4 39+a x No. ix Delaville la Roulx, ii,

p. 902 ††

1159–1163 39+a x No. xii Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 904 ††

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2829 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 823–825

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2830 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 825 ††

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2831 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 825–826

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2832 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 826–828
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1262 May 31 1319+a x No. 3029 Delaville la Roulx, iii,
pp. 32–33

Esshym Chehim 1271.1876 L 1257 or 1258
Jan 15

1257+a No. 2852 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 836–837

Faluge al-Faluja Phaluge 126.114 1155 a315b
No. *289 Mayer, ii, p. 517

1165 Apr 7 413 No. 312 Mayer, ii, p. 546
Fame Fah.ma 1666.1988 1179 Mar 19 576+a Rey, Colonies, pp. 281–284
Farachiem al-Ferak-

hiya
109.144 L 1243 1114+a No. 299 Tafel-Thomas, ii,

pp. 351–389
Farafronte ‡ ,Fara § 1788.1378 1179 Mar 19 576+a Rey, Colonies, pp. 281–284
Fardasie Fardisiya Phardesi 1515.1871 1128 Apr 8 a121 No. *104 Mayer, i, p. 260

1207 or 1208
Feb

819+a No. 1251 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
p. 65

Fennes Kh. Fanis Feenix, 178.271 1183 Mar 19 624 No. 438 Mayer, ii, p. 749
Fenes,
Phennes

1220 May 30
– 31

934+a x No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052

1225 Jan 974+a x No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093
1229 Apr 20
– 30

1013 x No. 666 Mayer, iii, pp. 1122–1124
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Fetcata ‡ Kh.
Fattata §

Fectata 129.111 1136 164 No. 135 Mayer, i, pp. 312–313

la Feve formerly
Kibbuz

La Feue,
castrum

1791.2234 1262 May 29 a1317d
No. *812 Mayer, iii, pp. 1416–1417

Merhavya Fabe/Fabbarum 1262 May 31 1318+a x No. 3028 Delaville la Roulx, iii,
pp. 30–31

Fieissa Kh. ad-
Dafayis

Fiessa,
Deffeisse,
Casale

149.214 c. 1118 Apr
14 – 1123
Apr 18

No. *91 Mayer, i, p. 238 †

Sancti
Sepulcri

c. 1128 Dec
25 – 1129

Aug 31

126 No. 58 Bresc-Bautier, p. 150

c. 1144 Dec
25 – 1145
Aug 31

237 No. 59 Bresc-Bautier, p. 151

1155 Jul 13 309 x No. 238 Mayer, i, pp. 440–442
1160 Jul 26 354 x No. 258 Mayer, i, pp. 472–474
1164 Jul 16 400 x No. 310 Mayer, ii, pp. 538–541
1166 425 No. 139 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 271–272
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le Foraidis Faridiss Foraedis 1453.1972 L 1257 Jan 4 1253 No. 108 Strehlke, pp. 88–89
1257 Jan 4 1254 No. 109 Strehlke, p. 89 ††

la Fornie ‡ Fornaya § 142.194 L 1257 Jan 4 1253 No. 108 Strehlke, pp. 88–89
1257 Jan 4 1254 No. 109 Strehlke, p. 89 ††

Gabaon al-Jib 1676.1396 c. 1155 –
1159

271 No. 120 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 243–244

Gaifiha ‡ Khureiba § Gaifia 109.142 L 1243 1114+a No. 299 Tafel-Thomas, ii,
pp. 351–389

Gebea Jaba, Gabaa 1749.1405 1179 Mar 19 576+a Rey, Colonies, pp. 281–284
Gebul Jabbul Gebub, 1980.2196 1132 142 No. 128 Mayer, i, pp. 297–298

Gibul, 1155 Jul 13 309 x No. 238 Mayer, i, pp. 440–442
Jebul 1160 Jul 26 354 x No. 258 Mayer, i, pp. 472–474

1164 Jul 16 400 x No. 310 Mayer, ii, pp. 538–541
Geladia Jaladiya Galadia 126.122 1160 Nov 30 356 No. 128 Mayer, ii, pp. 531–532

Geliadia 1164 Jul 16 400 x No. 310 Mayer, ii, pp. 538–541
1168 Mar 2 444 No. 146 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 284–287
c. 1168 Dec

25 – 1169
Dec 24

469 x No. 150 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 293–296

1170 Sept 9 474 x No. 151 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 297–301
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1196 Feb 13 725 x No. 170 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 324–328
Gelenne ‡ Kh. al-

Jalama §
1511.1999 1200 768 No. 9 Paoli, i, pp. 288–289

Gelon Kh. Gilon 1721.2565 1249 Apr 30 1175+a No. 100 Strehlke, pp. 78–81
Gemail Jamma,in Gemmail 1693.1708 1123 101 No. 12 Delaborde, pp. 37–38

1129 Oct 19 a129e
No. 17 Kohler, pp. 18–20

Gendas Jindas 141.152 1129 Mar 1
– Sept 23

130 No. 111 Mayer, i, pp. 272–273

1154 Jul 30 293+a x No. 232 Mayer, i, pp. 425–427
Gerable Kh. Bait

Ghuraba
171.161 1179 Mar 19 576+a Rey, Colonies, pp. 281–284

Gerraa Kh. Jarra,a 168.173 1161 – 1162
Sept 11

No. *204 Mayer, i, p. 386 †

1166 Apr 6
– 12

a422a x No. 316 Mayer, ii, pp. 552–553

Gezin Jezzine 1360.1784 L 1257 Jan 10 1256 No. 111 Strehlke, pp. 90–91
1261 Mar 1300 No. 117 Strehlke, pp. 103–104
1261 Mar 1301 No. 118 Strehlke, pp. 104–106

Gidide Judeida 1785.1934 1161 – 1162
Sept 11

No. *204 Mayer, i, p. 386 †
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1166 Apr 6
– 12

a422a x No. 316 Mayer, ii, pp. 552–553

Gith ‡ Bait Gizah § Gath 1520.1455 1136 Nov 1 165 No. 61 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 154–155
1138 Jan 1
– Feb 5

172 x No. 23 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 81–83

1144 Jan 10 220 x No. 12 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 55–58
1146 Jul 13 241 x No. 16 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 63–67
1155 Jul 13 309 x No. 238 Mayer, i, pp. 440–442
1160 Jul 26 354 x No. 258 Mayer, i, pp. 472–474
1164 Jul 16 400 x No. 310 Mayer, ii, pp. 538–541
1170 Dec 25

– 1171 Aug
31

490 No. 158 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 63–67

Ha,anouf ,Aanoute Ahánouf 1299.1884 L 1257 or 1258
Jan 15

1257+a No. 2852 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 836–837

Habde ,Ibdis Haldel 121.120 1155 a315b
No. *289 Mayer, ii, p. 517

Habelie Kh. al-Han- Abelie, 1678.2662 1179 Apr 2 579 No. 410 Mayer, ii, pp. 702–703
baliya Ambelye,

Ambelie
1220 May 30
– 31

934+a x No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052

Habelye 1225 Jan 974+a x No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093
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Hadedun Kh.
Hadaidun

Abedun,
Hadaydon

145.211 1166 426+a No. 350 Delaville la Roulx, i,
pp. 243–244

la Hadia Kh. al-
,Ayadiya,

H. Uza

1648.2576 1178 Jul 1 a559a
No. *402 Mayer, ii, pp. 685–686

1255 Feb 11 1212+a No. 2714 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
p. 773

Hadous ‡ Kh. al- Hadis 136.175 L 1261 Mar 1300 No. 117 Strehlke, pp. 103–104
Qadauss

or Bir
Haddous

1261 Mar 1301 No. 118 Strehlke, pp. 104–106

Hále Arak Hale 138.114 1136 164+a No. 135 Mayer, i, pp. 312–313
Haltafia ‡ Kh. Umm

Tos §
146.223 1197 Oct 24 736 No. 1002 Delaville la Roulx, i,

p. 634
Hameisie Kh. al-

Khamsiya
1055.1418 L 1243 1114+a No. 299 Tafel-Thomas, ii,

pp. 351–389
Hanoe Hanāouiye 1069.1435 L 1166 Apr 6

– 12
a422a

No. 316 Mayer, ii, pp. 552–553

1243 1114+a x No. 299 Tafel-Thomas, ii,
pp. 351–389
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Hanosie al-Hlous-
siye,

Halloussiye

Amosie 1115.1530 L 1243 1114+a No. 299 Tafel-Thomas, ii,
pp. 351–389

la Haseinie al-
Huseiniya

1803.2561 1249 Apr 30 1175+a No. 100 Strehlke, pp. 78–81

Hasye Aazziye 1022.1394 L 1243 1114+a x No. 299 Tafel-Thomas, ii,
pp. 351–389

Hatil ,Attil 1570.1974 1200 768 No. 9 Paoli, i, pp. 288–289
Hautefié Kh. H. adeit-

hiya
Aldefie 145.220 1255 Apr 1233+a No. 350 Claverie, p. 299 ††

Haynzehalta ,Ain Zhalta 1472.2005 L 1257 Jan 4 1253 No. 108 Strehlke, pp. 88–89
1257 Jan 4 1254 No. 109 Strehlke, p. 89 ††

Hazibe Aazzibi 1370.1797 L 1257 Jan 10 1256 No. 111 Strehlke, pp. 90–91
1261 Mar 1300 No. 117 Strehlke, pp. 103–104
1261 Mar 1301 No. 118 Strehlke, pp. 104–106

Hecdix ‡ Kh. Kad̄ısh§ Egdis 202.237 1146 May 4 39+a x No. ix Delaville la Roulx, ii,
p. 902 ††

1159–1163 39+a x No. xii Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 904 ††
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1174 Jun 515+a No. xvi Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 906–907

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2829 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 823–825

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2830 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 825 ††

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2831 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 825–826

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2832 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 826–828

Helcar ‡ al-Kharar § Helchar, 198.218 1132 142 No. 128 Mayer, i, pp. 297–298
Helkar 1155 Jul 13 309 x No. 238 Mayer, i, pp. 440–442

1160 Jul 26 354 No. 258 Mayer, i, pp. 472–474
1164 Jul 16 400 x No. 310 Mayer, ii, pp. 538–541

Heleiquat Helez 116.112 1257 Feb 2 1246+a No. 2853 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 838–839

Herrin ‡ Kh. Yarin § 107.139 L 1243 1114+a No. 299 Tafel-Thomas, ii,
pp. 351–389

Heulem ,Ulam Aulam 1972.2298 1174 Jun 515+a No. xvi Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 906–907
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Homeire al-H. maira,
Haumeiri

1140.1516 L 1243 1114+a No. 299 Tafel-Thomas, ii,
pp. 351–389

Horfeis Hurfeish Hourfex, 1828.2691 1183 Mar 19 624 No. 438 Mayer, ii, p. 749
Orfeis 1220 May 30

– 31
934+a No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052

1225 Jan 974+a x No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093
Hubelet Yubla Hubeleth 194.220 1164 Dec 25

– 1165 Dec
24

420 No. 136 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 267–268

1165 448+a No. 138 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 270–271
Hubin Kh.

al-Hubein
Hubim 157.125 1114 Mar

25/Apr 6 –
Aug 31

74+a No. 56 Mayer, i, p. 185

1155 Jul 13 309 x No. 238 Mayer, i, pp. 440–442
1160 Jul 26 354 x No. 258 Mayer, i, pp. 472–474
1164 Jul 16 400 x No. 310 Mayer, ii, pp. 538–541

Huseme Kh.
al-Shuna

Husye 207.224 1101 36+a No. i Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 897–898

Husein 1107 51+a x No. 31 Mayer, i, pp. 148–149
‡ Location Tentative § Probable Identification † Reconstructed Charter †† Summary Only

653



Table A3.1: Casalia in the Latin Kingdom of

Jerusalem

Site Name Modern
Name

Alternative
Name(s)

Geographical
Coordinates

Date RRH C. Reference

1146 May 4 39+a x No. ix Delaville la Roulx, ii,
p. 902 ††

1159–1163 39+a x No. xii Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 904 ††

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2829 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 823–825

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2830 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 825 ††

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2831 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 825–826

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2832 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 826–828

1262 May 31 1319+a x No. 3029 Delaville la Roulx, iii,
pp. 32–33

Ialin Kh. Jalil Aguille, 173.273 1160 Jan 28 341 No. 253 Mayer, i, p. 462
Geelin,
Ialim,

1220 May 30
– 31

934+a No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052

La Guille, 1225 Jan 974+a x No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093
Geehn, 1228 Apr 20 1002+a No. 63 Strehlke, pp. 51–53
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Laguille 1229 Apr 20
– 30

1013 x No. 666 Mayer, iii, pp. 1122–1124

1253 Oct 1208+a x No. 802 Mayer, iii, p. 1400
1256 Sept 15 1250 Rey, Recherches, pp. 38–40

Iamariara Kh.
Jamrura

Gemerosa,
Jamarvara

148.110 1115 –
1181 Apr 2

No. *80 Mayer, i, p. 214

1130 No. 116 Mayer, i, pp. 278–280
1152 Apr 20 291+a x No. 226 Mayer, i, pp. 414–415
1163 – 1168 a393a

No. 34 Kohler, pp. 36–37
c. 1182 a623a

No. 45 Kohler, pp. 46–47
Yanot Yanuh Gianot 1729.2653 1220 May 30

– 31
934+a No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052

1225 Jan 974+a x No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093
1228 Apr 20 1002+a No. 63 Strehlke, pp. 51–53
1229 Apr 20
– 30

1013 x No. 666 Mayer, iii, pp. 1122–1124

Iazon Kh. Ja,tun Iareth, 167.268 1160 Jan 28 341 No. 253 Mayer, i, p. 462
Iazun, 1182 Feb 22 614 No. 430 Mayer, ii, pp. 732–733
Iaroth,
Iharon

1220 May 30
– 31

934+a No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052
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Ihazon, 1226 Jan 975+a x No. 652 Mayer, iii, pp. 1074–1073
Jashon, 1225 Jan 974+a x No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093
Jasson 1243 Dec x No. 697 Mayer, iii, pp. 1199–1200

1253 Oct 1208+a x No. 802 Mayer, iii, p. 1400
1256 Sept 15 1250 Rey, Recherches, pp. 38–40

Ieluf ,Ain Jalud Geluth 183.217 1107 51 No. 31 Mayer, i, pp. 148–149
1152 277+a No. xi Delaville la Roulx, ii,

pp. 903–904
Ierraz Jerash Ieraz 2340.1870 1115 79 No. 58 Mayer, i, p. 189

1130 134 x No. 116 Mayer, i, pp. 278–280
1154 Mar 11 290 x No. 28 Delaborde, pp. 63–67
1255 Jan 30 1224 x No. 49 Delaborde, pp. 100–105

Ieth Jatt Get, Gez, 1721.2642 1183 Mar 19 625 No. 437 Mayer, ii, p. 475
Geze, Iesce,
Iesse, Yesse

1200 Aug 773 No. 37 Strehlke, pp. 30–31;
No. 619 Mayer, ii, p. 1004

1220 May 30
– 31

934+a No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052

1225 Jan 974+a x No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093
1228 Apr 20 1002+a No. 63 Strehlke, pp. 51–53
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1229 Apr 20
– 30

1013 x No. 666 Mayer, iii, pp. 1122–1124

Ihannie Janouh,
Ynouh

1091.1479 L 1243 1114+a No. 299 Tafel-Thomas, ii,
pp. 351–389

Iheure Yamma Jheure 1532.1973 1253 Dec 1210+a No. 2661 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 749–750 ††

Iubeim Kh. Umm
Jubeil

Jubeim 186.237 1101 36+a No. i Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 897–898

1107 51+a x No. 31 Mayer, i, pp. 148–149
1146 May 4 39+a x No. ix Delaville la Roulx, ii,

p. 902 ††

1159–1163 39+a x No. xii Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 904 ††

1254 Aug 1217+a x No. 2688 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 761–763

1255 Jun 30
– Jul 2

1237+a No. 2747 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 786–787

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2829 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 823–825
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1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2830 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 825 ††

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2831 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 825–826

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2832 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 826–828

1262 May 31 1319+a x No. 3029 Delaville la Roulx, iii,
pp. 32–33

la Judede al-Jdaide la Gederde, 1385.1920 L 1257 Jan 10 1256 No. 111 Strehlke, pp. 90–91
la Gedeyde, 1261 Mar 1300 No. 117 Strehlke, pp. 103–104
Gedeide 1261 Mar 1301 No. 118 Strehlke, pp. 104–106

La Kh. el-,Al Eleale 228.137 c. 1115 –
1118 Apr 2

No. *81 Mayer, i, p. 315 †

1130 134 x No. 116 Mayer, i, pp. 278–280
1152 Apr 20 291+a x No. 226 Mayer, i, pp. 414–415
1255 Jan 30 1224 x No. 49 Delaborde, pp. 100–105

Labosorie al-
Bazouriye

Labasorie 1064.1473 L 1243 1114+a No. 299 Tafel-Thomas, ii,
pp. 351–389

‡ Location Tentative § Probable Identification † Reconstructed Charter †† Summary Only

658



Table A3.1: Casalia in the Latin Kingdom of

Jerusalem

Site Name Modern
Name

Alternative
Name(s)

Geographical
Coordinates

Date RRH C. Reference

Lahare Harrawi, 202.277 1186 Oct 21 653 No. 473 Mayer, ii, pp. 798–799
Qeren

Naftali
1229 Apr 1003 x No. 668 Mayer, iii, pp. 1130–1132

Lahaya ‡ Kh. ,Aiya § 110.139 L 1243 1114+a No. 299 Tafel-Thomas, ii,
pp. 351–389

Lanahia al-Yanuhiya Lanahie, 159.267 1179 Apr 2 579 No. 410 Mayer, ii, pp. 702–703
Lanahya, 1179 May 1 582+a No. 412 Mayer, ii, p. 705
Lanahye, 1182 Feb 6 613+a No. 429 Mayer, ii, p. 730
Lanoye, 1185 Jun 1 644 No. 452 Mayer, ii, pp. 772–773
Noia, 1186 Oct 21 654 No. 474 Mayer, ii, pp. 772–773
Nohya 1220 May 30

– 31
934+a No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052

1225 Jan 974+a x No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093
1239 Apr 1091+a No. 87 Strehlke, p. 69; No. 2224

Delaville la Roulx, ii, p. 565
Laiarodie Kh.

Jarudiya
103.150 L 1243 1114+a No. 299 Tafel-Thomas, ii,

pp. 351–389
Laremedie al-Rmdiye Lahemedie,

Ramadie
1066.1411 L 1243 1114+a No. 299 Tafel-Thomas, ii,

pp. 351–389
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Lebassa al-Bassa le Bace, 1637.2757 1200 Oct 776 No. 452 Mayer, ii, p. 1009
al-Basah, 1249 Apr 30 1175+a No. 100 Strehlke, pp. 78–81
Bassa 1257 Sept 1260 No. 112 Strehlke, pp. 91–94

Legio Lajjun Ligio,
Ligium

167.220 1109/1110 –
1118 Apr 2

No. *76 Mayer, i, p. 211 †

1121 Feb 97 No. 9 Delaborde, pp. 35–36
1121 Feb 1 92 x No. 10 Delaborde, p. 36
1130 134 x No. 116 Mayer, i, pp. 278–280
1152 Apr 20 291+a x No. 226 Mayer, i, pp. 414–415
1161 371+a No. 35 Delaborde, pp. 82–83
1255 Jan 30 1224 x No. 49 Delaborde, pp. 100–105
1263 Feb 12 1323 No. 55 Delaborde, pp. 112–115
1263 Nov 13 1323 x No. 56 Delaborde, p. 116

Letaria al-,Attara 1654.1925 1126 Oct 1
– 1131 Aug
21

No. *122 Mayer, i, p. 285 †

1156 Jun 7 321+a x No. 241 Mayer, i, p. 445
1178 565+a No. 531 Delaville la Roulx, i,

pp. 363–364
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Liavum Burj Alwei 1201.1477 L 1243 1114+a No. 299 Tafel-Thomas, ii,
pp. 351–389

Loberium al-Birah 197.223 1168 Apr 448+a No. 398 Delaville la Roulx,
i, pp. 271–272

Loia ‡ Nabi
Lāw̄ın §

Loja 167.192 1178 565+a No. 531 Delaville la Roulx, i,
pp. 363–364

1178 566+a No. 532 Delaville la Roulx, i,
p. 364 ††

Losserin Sirin 1976.2288 1168 Apr 448+a No. 398 Delaville la Roulx,
i, pp. 271–272

Luban al-Luban 1536.1602 1227 Aug 21 983 No. 9 Riant, i, pp. 140–147
Lubanum Lubban

Sharqiya
Lvban 1728.1641 1118 Apr 14

– 1143 Nov
10

No. *751 Mayer, iii, p. 1310

1154 Jun 7 321+a No. 241 Mayer, i, p. 445
1161 – 1162
Sept 11

No. *204 Mayer, i, p. 386 †

1166 Apr 6
– 12

a422a x No. 316 Mayer, ii, pp. 552–553

1182 Feb 22 614 No. 430 Mayer, ii, pp. 732–733
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Lubie Lubiya Lubye,
Lubia,

1915.2436 1101 36+a No. i Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 897–898

Lupye 1107 51+a x No. 31 Mayer, i, pp. 148–149
1146 May 4 39+a x No. ix Delaville la Roulx, ii,

p. 902 ††

1159–1163 39+a x No. xii Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 904 ††

1255 Jun 30
– Jul 2

1237+a No. 2747 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 786–787

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2829 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 823–825

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2830 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 825 ††

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2831 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 825–826

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2832 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 826–828

1262 May 31 1319+a x No. 3029 Delaville la Roulx, iii,
pp. 32–33
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1265 Feb a1336a
No. 3116 Delaville la Roulx,
iii, p. 95 ††

Machoz Kh. Makkus Machos 114.121 1123 No. 92 Mayer, i, p. 240
1123 a102a x No. 9 Kohler, pp. 12–13
1130 134 x No. 116 Mayer, i, pp. 278–280
1152 Apr 20 291+a x No. 226 Mayer, i, pp. 414–415
1163 Mar 6

[1167 Feb
22] – 1168

a393a
No. 226 Mayer, i, pp. 414–415

1255 Jan 30 1224 x No. 49 Delaborde, pp. 100–105
Mahallie Kh. al-

Malliya
1034.1417 L 1243 1114+a No. 299 Tafel-Thomas, ii,

pp. 351–389
Maharona Mahrouna Maharone 1130.1432 L 1243 1114+a No. 299 Tafel-Thomas, ii,

pp. 351–389
Mahasser Maāsser Maāssar, 1442.1922 L 1257 Jan 4 1253 No. 108 Strehlke, pp. 88–89

le Grant ‡ al-Chouf § Mahascer 1257 Jan 4 1254 No. 109 Strehlke, p. 89 ††

Malaques Kh. Umm
Lāqis

120.109 1257 Feb 2 1246+a No. 2853 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 838–839

Maluf Kh. Ma,luf 186.224 1101 36+a No. i Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 897–898
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1107 51+a x No. 31 Mayer, i, pp. 148–149
1146 May 4 39+a x No. ix Delaville la Roulx, ii,

p. 902 ††

1159–1163 39+a x No. xii Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 904 ††

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2829 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 823–825

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2830 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 825 ††

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2831 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 825–826

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2832 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 826–828

1262 May 31 1319+a x No. 3029 Delaville la Roulx, iii,
pp. 32–33

Mangana Kh. Umm
al-Ghanam

1869.2311 1101 36+a No. i Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 897–898

1107 51+a x No. 31 Mayer, i, pp. 148–149
1146 May 4 39+a x No. ix Delaville la Roulx, ii,

p. 902 ††
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1159–1163 39+a x No. xii Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 904 ††

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2829 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 823–825

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2830 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 825 ††

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2831 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 825–826

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2832 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 826–828

1262 May 31 1319+a x No. 3029 Delaville la Roulx, iii,
pp. 32–33

Manuet Kh. Man-
awat

Manueth,
Manuetum,

1644.2716 1169 Sept 24
– 30

468+a No. xiv Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 905–906

Manuot 1212 Apr 15 a1858a
No. *627 Mayer, iii, p. 1020

1217 Jan No. 635 Mayer, iii, p. 1036
1217 Dec 7

– 1218 Jan
1 – 10

No. *634 Mayer, iii, p. 1033

1231 Sept 28 1027+a No. 782 Mayer, iii, pp. 1360–1361
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1238 May 10 a1080a
No. 2199 Delaville la Roulx, ii,

pp. 529–530
1238 May 16 a1080a

No. 2200 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 530–531

1251 Dec 5 a1198a
No. *798 Mayer, iii, pp. 1390–1391

1270 Jul 10 a1374c
No. 3400 Delaville la Roulx, iii,

p. 231 ††

1278 Oct 16 a1425a
No. 3679 Delaville la Roulx, iii,

p. 376 ††

Margara ‡ al-Fandaq-
umiya §

Margasa
(?), Casale

Sancti

1692.1918 1131 Sept 14
– 1143 Nov

10

No. *147 Mayer, i, p. 335 †

Samuel 1184 (1185)
Dec 30

x No. 453 Mayer, ii, pp. 774–776

la Maroenie Merouaniya 1182.1691 L 1257 or 1258
Jan 15

1257+a No. 2852 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 836–837

Maron
(casale)

Qalaā
Māroūn

118.148 L 1198 –
1205 Apr 1

x No. *624 Mayer, ii, pp. 1012–1013 †

1269 Jul 1366+a No. 3346 Delaville la Roulx, iii,
pp. 202–203
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1270 a1374b
No. *714 Mayer, iii, p. 1251

1271 Jan 1 1286+a No. 3408 Delaville la Roulx, iii,
pp. 238–239

Massop Kh. Ma,sub Massob, 1649.2762 1200 Oct 776 No. 452 Mayer, ii, p. 1009
Missop 1257 Sept 1260 No. 112 Strehlke, pp. 91–94

Maula ‡ Ma,lul § 173.233 1121 Feb 1 92 No. 10 Delaborde, p. 36
Mebelie Kh. Mibilya Mebelye,

Mobilie,
172.259 1220 May 30

– 31
934+a No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052

Meblie 1225 Jan 974+a x No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093
1228 Apr 20 1002+a No. 63 Strehlke, pp. 51–53
1229 Apr 20
– 30

1013 x No. 666 Mayer, iii, pp. 1122–1124

1229 Apr 1011 x No. 667 Mayer, iii, pp. 1126–1127
Mees Meiss 1297.1373 L 1186 Oct 21 653 No. 473 Mayer, ii, pp. 798–799

al-Jabal 1229 Apr 1003 x No. 668 Mayer, iii, pp. 1130–1132
Megina ‡ al-Janiya § 1617.1495 c. 1136 Nov

11 – 1143
Nov 10

200 No. 108 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 228–
229; No. 150 Mayer, i, p. 337 †

1151 268 No. 179 Mayer, i, pp. 361–362
1155 Jun 27 306 x No. 236 Mayer, i, pp. 434–435
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1155 Jul 13 309 x No. 238 Mayer, i, pp. 440–442
1160 Jul 26 354 x No. 258 Mayer, i, pp. 472–474
1164 Jul 16 400 x No. 310 Mayer, ii, pp. 538–541

Meimes Kh. Mamas 159.111 1136 164 No. 135 Mayer, i, pp. 312–313
Menan ‡ Kh. al-

Menārah §
Metaara,
Metaan

201.240 1159–1163 39+a x No. xii Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 904 ††

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2829 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 823–825

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2830 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 825 ††

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2831 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 825–826

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2832 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 826–828

Mergecolon Madj al-
Kurum

1741.2583 1249 Apr 30 1175+a No. 100 Strehlke, pp. 78–81

Mesara Mizra Eumesara 1770.2282 1101 36+a No. i Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 897–898

1107 51+a x No. 31 Mayer, i, pp. 148–149
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1146 May 4 39+a x No. ix Delaville la Roulx, ii,
p. 902 ††

1159–1163 39+a x No. xii Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 904 ††

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2829 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 823–825

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2830 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 825 ††

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2831 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 825–826

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2832 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 826–828

1262 May 31 1319+a x No. 3029 Delaville la Roulx, iii,
pp. 32–33

Meschium ‡ Kh. al-
Misqa §

Meschyum 1601.1399 c. 1114 a76a
No. 57 Mayer, i, p. 187

1130 134 No. 116 Mayer, i, pp. 278–280
1152 Apr 20 291+a x No. 226 Mayer, i, pp. 414–415

Mesdiesa-
nche ‡

Marj al-
Charqi §

Mesdiesarche 107.147 L 1188 May 675 No. 524 Mayer, ii, pp. 884–885
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la Meserefe Kh. al- la 1600.2766 1253 Oct 1208+a No. 802 Mayer, iii, p. 1400
Musheirifa Messerephe 1256 Sept 15 1250 Rey, Recherches, pp. 38–40

Messa Kh. Masha,
Kfar Tavor

1897.2325 1101 36+a No. i Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 897–898

1107 51+a x No. 31 Mayer, i, pp. 148–149
1146 May 4 39+a x No. ix Delaville la Roulx, ii,

p. 902 ††

1159–1163 39+a x No. xii Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 904 ††

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2829 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 823–825

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2830 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 825 ††

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2831 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 825–826

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2832 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 826–828

1262 May 31 1319+a x No. 3029 Delaville la Roulx, iii,
pp. 32–33
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Mezera al-Mazra,a
al-Qibliya

1642.1510 c. 1136 Nov
11 – 1143

Nov 10

200 No. 108 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 228–
229; No. 150 Mayer, i, p. 337 †

1151 268 No. 179 Mayer, i, pp. 361–362
1155 Jun 27 306 x No. 236 Mayer, i, pp. 434–435
1155 Jul 13 309 x No. 238 Mayer, i, pp. 440–442
1160 Jul 26 354 x No. 258 Mayer, i, pp. 472–474
1164 Jul 16 400 x No. 310 Mayer, ii, pp. 538–541

Mezeret ‡ Mazari, Meseraz, 165.161 1112 67 No. 1 Delaborde, pp. 21–22
al-Nubani Mezerech or 1112 No. 53 Mayer, i, p. 180 †

or Kh. al- 176.151 1123 101 x No. 12 Delaborde, pp. 37–38
Mazari or

Mazra,a al-
Sharqiya

or

1760.1568
1183 631 x No. 42 Delaborde, pp. 89–90

Miary Mi,ar Myari,
Myary

1732.2532 1179 Mar 19 576+a Rey, Colonies, pp. 281–284

Micheel ‡ Tall
Muhalhil §

1922.1330 c. 1114 a76a
No. 57 Mayer, i, p. 187
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Migedel al-Majdel Megedel,
Migaidel

1147.1444 L 1243 1114+a No. 299 Tafel-Thomas, ii,
pp. 351–389

1271 Jan 1 1286+a No. 3408 Delaville la Roulx, iii,
pp. 238–239

Mimas Tall Mimas Amimas 1646.2633 c. 1137 Dec
25 – 1138

Aug 31

180 No. 60 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 152–153

1138 Dec 4 179 No. 141 Mayer, i, p. 326
1141 Jun 21 202 x No. 8 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 47–49
1144 Jan 10 220 x No. 12 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 55–58
1155 Jul 13 309 x No. 238 Mayer, i, pp. 440–442
1160 Jul 26 354 x No. 258 Mayer, i, pp. 472–474
1164 Jul 16 400 x No. 310 Mayer, ii, pp. 538–541
1168 Mar 2 x No. 146 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 284–287

Misdele Madfana 099.138 L 1188 May 675 No. 524 Mayer, ii, pp. 884–885
Misiriffi Kh.

Musheirif
179.192 1161 – 1162

Sept 11
No. *204 Mayer, i, p. 386 †

1166 Apr 6
– 12

a422a x No. 316 Mayer, ii, pp. 552–553
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Mogar Maghar 1881.2550 1168 Apr 2 447 No. 4 Strehlke, pp. 5–6;
No. 326 Mayer, ii, p. 563

Montdidier ‡ Kh. Madd
al-Dair §

Mondisder,
Casale

1412.1966 1189 Oct 11 a682a
No. 879 Delaville la Roulx,
i, p. 559 ††

Latinae 1236 May a1072a
No. 2141 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 501 ††

1248 Aug 7 1164+a No. 2482 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 673–675

Moreste Mrousti Mouresthe 1421.1872 L 1257 Jan 10 1256 No. 111 Strehlke, pp. 90–91
1261 Mar 1300 No. 117 Strehlke, pp. 103–104

Mortdefro ‡ Kh. al-Mu- 136.109 1179 Dec 589+a No. 499 Mayer, ii, p. 848
dawwara§ 1179 Dec 589+a x No. 573 Delaville la Roulx,

i, pp. 388-389
la Mougarie al- la 1246.1855 L 1257 Jan 4 1253 No. 108 Strehlke, pp. 88–89

Mghairiye Mougairie 1257 Jan 4 1254 No. 109 Strehlke, p. 89 ††

Naym Nein Naim,
Raym

1830.2264 1101 36+a No. i Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 897–898

1107 51+a x No. 31 Mayer, i, pp. 148–149
1146 May 4 39+a x No. ix Delaville la Roulx, ii,

p. 902 ††
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1159–1163 39+a x No. xii Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 904 ††

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2829 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 823–825

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2830 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 825 ††

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2831 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 825–826

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2832 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 826–828

1262 May 31 1319+a x No. 3029 Delaville la Roulx, iii,
pp. 32–33

Nef Nah. f 1799.2600 1249 Apr 30 1175+a No. 100 Strehlke, pp. 78–81
Niha Nih. a Nyha 1396.1844 L 1257 Jan 10 1256 No. 111 Strehlke, pp. 90–91

1261 Mar 1300 No. 117 Strehlke, pp. 103–104
Nip Kh. Nip 174.185 1161 – 1162

Sept 11
No. *204 Mayer, i, p. 386 †

1166 Apr 6
– 12

a422a x No. 316 Mayer, ii, pp. 552–553
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Noriz Nuris 1836.2165 1101 36+a No. i Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 897–898

1107 51+a x No. 31 Mayer, i, pp. 148–149
1146 May 4 39+a x No. ix Delaville la Roulx, ii,

p. 902 ††

1159–1163 39+a x No. xii Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 904 ††

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2829 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 823–825

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2830 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 825 ††

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2831 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 825–826

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2832 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 826–828

la Orhanie al- la Carhanie 1443.1980 L 1257 Jan 4 1253 No. 108 Strehlke, pp. 88–89
Ourdaniye 1257 Jan 4 1254 No. 109 Strehlke, p. 89 ††
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Orif Urif 1710.1740 1161 – 1162
Sept 11

No. *204 Mayer, i, p. 386 †

1166 Apr 6
– 12

a422a x No. 316 Mayer, ii, pp. 552–553

Pereka Breqa- 214.238 1101 36+a No. i Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 897–898

1107 51+a x No. 31 Mayer, i, pp. 148–149
1146 May 4 39+a x No. ix Delaville la Roulx, ii,

p. 902 ††

1159–1163 39+a x No. xii Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 904 ††

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2829 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 823–825

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2830 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 825 ††

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2831 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 825–826

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2832 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 826–828
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1262 May 31 1319+a x No. 3029 Delaville la Roulx, iii,
pp. 32–33

Pharaon Far,un Pharon 1526.1881 1200 768 No. 9 Paoli, i, pp. 288–289
1207 or 1208
Feb

819+a No. 1251 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
p. 65

Porphiria Barfilia Porfilia 1490.1465 1136 165 No. 61 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 153–155
1138 172 No. 23 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 81–83
1155 Jul 13 309 x No. 238 Mayer, i, pp. 440–442
1160 Jul 26 354 x No. 258 Mayer, i, pp. 472–474
1164 Jul 16 400 x No. 310 Mayer, ii, pp. 538–541
c. 1170 Dec

25 – 1171
Aug 31

490 x No. 158 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 308–309

Queffra Kafra Kefra 148.198 L 1257 Jan 4 1253 No. 108 Strehlke, pp. 88–89
1257 Jan 4 1254 No. 109 Strehlke, p. 89 ††

Quepsenne Kabshanat 185.239 1254 Feb 1217+a No. 2688 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 761–763

1263 Feb a1336a
No. 3116 Delaville la Roulx, iii,

p. 95 ††
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le Quiebre al-Kabri 1640.2694 1253 Oct 1208+a No. 802 Mayer, iii, p. 1400
1256 Sept 15 1250 Rey, Recherches, pp. 38–40
1256 Sept 15 1307 Rey, Recherches, pp. 41–44

Ragabani Kh. al-Rag-
habini

Ragabam 177.129 1114 Mar
25/Apr 6 –
Aug 31

74+a No. 56 Mayer, i, p. 185

1138 Feb 5 174 No. 138 Mayer, i, pp. 319–321
1144 226 x No. 210 Mayer, i, pp. 392-393
1155 Jul 13 309 x No. 238 Mayer, i, pp. 440–442
1160 Jul 26 354 x No. 258 Mayer, i, pp. 472–474
1164 Jul 16 400 x No. 310 Mayer, ii, pp. 538–541

Raheb Qila-
al-Rahib

Rebeb 180.275 1220 May 30
– 31

934+a No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052

1225 Jan 974+a x No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093
Rāıne al-Reina 1798.2361 1254 Feb 1217+a No. 2688 Delaville la Roulx, ii,

pp. 761–763
Rasabde Kh. ,Abda Rasapde 165.272 1220 May 30

– 31
934+a No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052

1225 Jan 974+a x No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093
‡ Location Tentative § Probable Identification † Reconstructed Charter †† Summary Only

678



Table A3.1: Casalia in the Latin Kingdom of

Jerusalem

Site Name Modern
Name

Alternative
Name(s)

Geographical
Coordinates

Date RRH C. Reference

Recordana Ricordaine,
Ricordane

1606.2501 1143 Dec 25
– 1146 Sept
23

No. *174 Mayer, i, p. 351 †

1143 Dec 25
– 1146 Sept
23

x No. *217 Mayer, i, p. 404

1154 Jul 30 x No. *232 Mayer, i, pp. 425–427
1235 Jul 25 1062+a x No. 2117 Delaville la Roulx,

ii, pp. 486–487
1262 Jul 9 a1420a

No. *814 Mayer, iii, p. 1420
1162 Dec 19 1322 No. 816 Mayer, iii, pp. 1424–1425

Resconany Reshkananin Sagnomie 1110.1399 L 1243 1114+a No. 299 Tafel-Thomas, ii,
pp. 351–389

1285 Jul 18 1458 No. 8 Holt, Early Mamluk
Diplomacy , pp. 109–117

Roeis Kh. Tall
al-Ruweisa

de Rentie 181.271 1220 May 30
– 31

934+a No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052

1225 Jan 974+a x No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093
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Roma Kh. Ruma Romette 177.243 1154 Jul 30 293+a No. 232 Mayer, i, pp. 425–427
1254 Feb 1217+a No. 2688 Delaville la Roulx, ii,

pp. 761–763
1255 Jul 1239+a No. 2748 Delaville la Roulx,

ii, pp. 787–789
1259 Oct 24 1280+a x No. 2934 Delaville la Roulx,

ii, pp. 880–881
Romah Kh. Jubb

al-Rum
Roma 175.127 1100 Nov

11 – 1114
Aug 31

No. *54 Mayer, i, p. 181†

1114 Mar
25/Apr 6 –
Aug 31

74+a No. 56 Mayer, i, p. 185

1138 Feb 5 174 No. 138 Mayer, i, pp. 319–321
1144 226 x No. 210 Mayer, i, pp. 392-393
1155 Jul 13 309 x No. 238 Mayer, i, pp. 440–442
1160 Jul 26 354 x No. 258 Mayer, i, pp. 472–474
1164 Jul 16 400 x No. 310 Mayer, ii, pp. 538–541
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Romene Rummana Romane 1793.2437 1254 Feb 1217+a No. 2688 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 761–763

1255 Jul 1239+a No. 2748 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 787–789

1259 Oct 24 1280+a x No. 2934 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 880–881

Ruezun Kh. al-
Ruweisun

171.171 1161 – 1162
Sept 11

No. *204 Mayer, i, p. 386 †

1166 Apr 6
– 12

a422a x No. 316 Mayer, ii, pp. 552–553

Saarethe Kh.
Sh,arāta

117.106 1257 Feb 2 1246+a No. 2853 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 838–839

Sabarim Sabbarin Sabarin 152.220 c. 1144 Dec
25 – 1145

Aug 31

237+a No. 59 Bresc-Bautier, p. 151

1166 425+a No. 139 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 271–272
Saffoney ‡ Hanniye § Sahonie 1016.1398 L 1243 1114+a No. 299 Tafel-Thomas, ii,

pp. 351–389
Sahaphie Shatiyeh,

Chāitiyeh
Lahasaphie 1057.1407 L 1243 1114+a No. 299 Tafel-Thomas, ii,

pp. 351–389
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S. Euthim-
ii ‡ (casale)

Kh. Khan
Ah.mar §

1816.1333 1158 Apr 21 331 No. 106 Hiestand, iii, pp. 271–277

S. Georgius al-Ba,ina Saint Jorge 1756.2595 1179 Nov 24 588 No. 415 Mayer, ii, p. 710
(casale) Labane, 1182 Feb 22 614 No. 430 Mayer, ii, pp. 732–733

Sangeor 1188 May 674 No. 523 Mayer, ii, pp. 881–882
1220 May 30
– 31

934+a No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052

1225 Jan 974+a x No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093
S. Iob Shāıh 2471.2494 1130 134 No. 116 Mayer, i, pp. 278–280

(casale) Sa,ad, Dair
Ayyub

1152 Apr 20 291+a x No. 226 Mayer, i, pp. 414–415

S. Samuel
(casale)

Nabi
Samwil

Montjoie,
Mons

Gaudii

1671.1377 1178 565+a No. 531 Delaville la Roulx, i,
pp. 363–364

Saka Kh. Sasā 162.242 1174 Jun 515+a No. xvi Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 906–907

Sakhnin Sakhnin Sachanin, 1777.2522 1174 Jul 3 517 No. 364 Mayer, ii, pp. 634–635
Zakanin, 1234 1059 No. 788 Mayer, iii, p. 1372
Zechania, 1235 Nov 1064 x No. 687 Mayer, iii, pp. 1172–1174
Zechanim, 1236 Jan 1069 x No. 81 Strehlke, p. 64
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Zechanin 1243 Dec x No. 696 Mayer, iii, pp. 1196–1197
1246 Mar 25
– 1253 Jun 6

No. *801 Mayer, iii, p. 1394 †

1254 Feb 19 1214 x No. 106 Strehlke, pp. 85–87
Salome Kh.

Salamiya
1696.1483 1100 – 1118

Apr 2
No. *66 Mayer, i, p. 200 †

1158 – 1159 272 x No. 122 Bresc-Bautier, p. 248
Salona Kh. Sarona Sarona 1942.2367 1107 51+a x No. 31 Mayer, i, pp. 148–149

1146 May 4 39+a x No. ix Delaville la Roulx, ii,
p. 902 ††

1159–1163 39+a x No. xii Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 904 ††

1255 Jun 30
– Jul 2

1237+a x No. 2747 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 786–787

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2829 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 823–825

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2830 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 825 ††

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2831 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 825–826
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1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2832 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 826–828

Saltus
Muratus ‡

Qaluniya § Qalonie 1648.1342 1163 – 1169 458+a No. 309 Delaville la Roulx, i,
pp. 222–223

Samah Kh.
Samahm

1688.2746 1253 Oct 1208+a x No. 802 Mayer, iii, p. 1400

1256 Sept 15 1250 Rey, Recherches, pp. 38–40
Samarita Kh. al-

Sawamir
146.226 18 Oct 1213 866+a No. 1414 Delaville la Roulx, ii,

p. 159
Samueth Sumata Samohete 1787.2679 1179 Oct 22 587 No. 413 Mayer, ii, p. 707

1220 May 30
– 31

934+a No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052

1225 Jan 974+a x No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093
Sane

Boria
Sin al-

Nabra,
Saneboria,
Sane Baria

203.236 1146 May 4 39+a No. ix Delaville la Roulx, ii,
p. 902 ††

Kinneret 1159–1163 39+a x No. xii Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 904 ††

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2829 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 823–825
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1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2830 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 825 ††

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2832 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 826–828

Saphe Kh. ,Asafa 163.179 1123 a102a
No. 9 Kohler, pp. 12–13

1130 134 x No. 116 Mayer, i, pp. 278–280
1163 Mar 6

[1167 Feb
22] – 1168

a393a
No. 226 Mayer, i, pp. 414–415

Saphet lo
Cathemon

Kh.
Katamun

Saphet
Cadamor

1146.1255 L 1146 May 4 39+a No. ix Delaville la Roulx, ii,
p. 902 ††

1159–1163 39+a x No. xii Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 904 ††

1236 Aug 10 1073 No. 84 Strehlke, pp. 66–67
1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2829 Delaville la Roulx,

ii, pp. 823–825
1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2830 Delaville la Roulx,

ii, p. 825 ††

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2832 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 826–828
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Saphoria al-Safiriya Caphyria, 135.155 1115 a76b
No. 63 Mayer, i, p. 194

Cephrie, 1115 80 No. 64 Mayer, i, pp. 197–198
Saphiria, 1120 Jan 31 85 x No. 85 Mayer, i, pp. 226–230
Sephoria 1130 134 No. 116 Mayer, i, pp. 278–280

1152 Apr 20 291+a x No. 226 Mayer, i, pp. 414–415
Saphoria Saffuriya 1762.2398 1255 Oct 9 1242 Rey, Recherches, pp. 36–38
Sarsorith ‡ Souite § Sarsouris 139.198 L 1257 Jan 4 1253 No. 108 Strehlke, pp. 88–89

1257 Jan 4 1254 No. 109 Strehlke, p. 89 ††

1257 Jan 10 1256 No. 111 Strehlke, pp. 90–91
1261 Mar 1300 No. 117 Strehlke, pp. 103–104

Sauroefoca Kh. Suru
al-Fauqa

1779.2757 1183 Mar 19 624 No. 438 Mayer, ii, p. 749

Scyr Si,ir 1635.1100 1227 Aug 21 983 No. 9 Riant, i, pp. 140–147
1266 May 11 983 No. 11 Riant, i, pp. 147–154

la Sebeque Kh. al- la Scebeique 1664.2689 1253 Oct 1208+a x No. 802 Mayer, iii, p. 1400
Shubeika 1256 Sept 15 1250 Rey, Recherches, pp. 38–40

Sedequie Siddiqine Sebeique 1097.1400 L 1243 1114+a No. 299 Tafel-Thomas, ii,
pp. 351–389
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Sedinum Rās Sidd̄ıne Sydio 101.153 L 1187 Oct 665 No. 519 Mayer, ii, pp. 863–865
1189 Nov 19 683 x No. 477 Mayer, ii, pp. 810–812
1195 Apr 2

– 30 or

1196 Apr 1
– 20

722 No. 580 Mayer, ii, p. 964

Seecip Sakib Seetip 227.182 1146 May 4 39+a No. ix Delaville la Roulx, ii,
p. 902 ††

1159–1163 39+a x No. xii Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 904 ††

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2829 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 823–825

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2830 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 825 ††

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2832 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 826–828

Seiera al-Shajara Sysara,
Seiere

187.239 1101 36+a No. i Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 897–898

1107 51+a x No. 31 Mayer, i, pp. 148–149
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1146 May 4 39+a x No. ix Delaville la Roulx, ii,
p. 902 ††

1159–1163 39+a x No. xii Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 904 ††

1255 Jun 30
– Jul 2

1237+a x No. 2747 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 786–787

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2829 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 823–825

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2830 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 825 ††

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2831 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 825–826

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2832 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 826–828

Seingibis Kh. Nisf
Jubail

Mezgebinum 1536.1872 1200 768 No. 9 Paoli, i, pp. 288–289

1207 or 1208
Feb

819+a No. 1251 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
p. 65
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Seisor Sajur 1822.2608 1249 Apr 30 1175+a No. 100 Strehlke, pp. 78–81
Sellem Kh. Sallama 185.254 1168 Apr 2 447 No. 4 Strehlke, pp. 5–6;

No. 326 Mayer, ii, p. 563
Semma Kh. Sama Casale

Episcopi
115.117 1165 Apr 7 413 No. 312 Mayer, ii, p. 546

Semsem Sumsum 112.108 1257 Feb 2 1246+a No. 2853 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 838–839

Sesye Kh.
al-Sasiya

Sesie 206.222 1101 36+a No. i Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 897–898

1107 51+a x No. 31 Mayer, i, pp. 148–149
1146 May 4 39+a x No. ix Delaville la Roulx, ii,

p. 902 ††

1159–1163 39+a x No. xii Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 904 ††

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2829 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 823–825

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2830 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 825 ††

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2831 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 825–826
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1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2832 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 826–828

1262 May 31 1319+a x No. 3029 Delaville la Roulx, iii,
pp. 32–33

Seylon Kh. Sailun 1775.1625 1110 59+a No. 40 Mayer, i, pp. 162–164;
William of Tyre, xi:12, p. 514

1227 Aug 21 983 No. 9 Riant, i, pp. 140–147
Sida Seida Sidia 1612.1990 1179 Mar 19 576+a Rey, Colonies, pp. 281–284
Sileta Silat al-

Dahr
Seleth 1679.1916 1149 Jan 1 –

1159 Dec 24
No. *201 Mayer, i, p. 383

1178 565+a No. 531 Delaville la Roulx, i,
pp. 363–364

1178 566+a x No. 532 Delaville la Roulx, i,
p. 364 ††

1178 Nov 17 562+a No. 405 Mayer, ii, pp. 690–691
Soeta Shuwaika 1535.1936 1200 768 No. 9 Paoli, i, pp. 288–289
Solem Sulam 1815.2234 1107 51+a x No. 31 Mayer, i, pp. 148–149

1146 May 4 39+a x No. ix Delaville la Roulx, ii,
p. 902 ††
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1159–1163 39+a x No. xii Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 904 ††

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2829 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 823–825

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2830 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 825 ††

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2832 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 826–828

Solimania Kh. al-
Suleimaniyat

143.223 1200 768 No. 9 Paoli, i, pp. 288–289

Somelaria al-
Sumairiya

Lasaumalaria,
la Semerrie

1591.2642 1277 Jul 1 1413 No. 369 Tafel-Thomas, iii,
pp. 150–159

Sorbael S.ur Bahir 1720.1273 1179 Mar 19 576+a Rey, Colonies, pp. 281–284
Subahiet ‡ Kh. Sabiha

or Kh.
,Ain

Sabahiet 171.128 or

165.145
1114 Mar
25/Apr 6 –
Aug 31

74+a No. 56 Mayer, i, p. 185

Sibiya 1155 Jul 13 309 x No. 238 Mayer, i, pp. 440–442
1160 Jul 26 354 x No. 258 Mayer, i, pp. 472–474
1164 Jul 16 400 x No. 310 Mayer, ii, pp. 538–541
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Supheye Kh. Shifiya 1787.2679 1179 Oct 22 587 No. 413 Mayer, ii, p. 707
1220 May 30
– 31

934+a No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052

1225 Jan 974+a x No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093
Suru Kh. Suruh Serohu, 177.275 1183 Mar 19 624 No. 438 Mayer, ii, p. 749

Serouh,
Soroue,

1220 May 30
– 31

934+a No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052

Serou 1225 Jan 974+a x No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093
1228 Apr 20 1002+a No. 63 Strehlke, pp. 51–53
1229 Apr 20
– 30

1013 x No. 666 Mayer, iii, pp. 1122–1124

Tabaria Kh. Tibirya 1685.2723 1160 Jan 28 341 No. 253 Mayer, i, p. 462
Talobie ‡ Mazraat Talabie, 1025.1435 L 1187 Oct 665 No. 519 Mayer, ii, pp. 863–865

Taibé § Talebiah 1189 Nov 19 683 x No. 477 Mayer, ii, pp. 810–812
1243 1114+a No. 299 Tafel-Thomas, ii,

pp. 351–389
1285 Jul 18 1460 No. 8 Holt, Early Mamluk

Diplomacy , pp. 109–117
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Tannoch Ta,anuk Thanis, 1708.2140 1121 97 No. 9 Delaborde, pp. 35–36
Tannoc 1142 Apr 5 207 x No. 22 Delaborde, pp. 54–55

before 1144 239 No. 24 Delaborde, pp. 56–58
1145 May 4 207+a x No. 25 Delaborde, pp. 58–59
1154 Mar 11 290 x No. 28 Delaborde, pp. 63–67
1155 Mar 1 304+a x No. 30 Delaborde, pp. 70–72
1161 371+a No. 35 Delaborde, pp. 82–83
1255 Jan 30 1224 x No. 49 Delaborde, pp. 100–105
1262 Sept 30 a1320 No. 79 Kohler, pp. 12–13
1263 Feb 12 1323 No. 55 Delaborde, pp. 112–115
1263 Feb 23 a1323b

No. 80 Kohler, pp. 81–83
1263 Nov 13 1323 x No. 56 Delaborde, p. 116

Tarfile ‡ Kh. al-
Manhata §

Tarphile,
Tarphyle

1721.2715 1220 May 30
– 31

934+a No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052

1225 Jan 974+a x No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093
1228 Apr 20 1002+a No. 63 Strehlke, pp. 51–53
1229 Apr 20
– 30

1013 x No. 666 Mayer, iii, pp. 1122–1124

1229 Apr 21
– 30

1011 No. 667 Mayer, iii, pp. 1126–1127
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Tarsia Tarshiha Tercia, 1763.2693 1160 Jan 28 341 No. 253 Mayer, i, p. 462
Tersyha, 1217 Aug 898 No. 632 Mayer, iii, pp. 1031–1032
Torsia 1220 May 30

– 31
934+a No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052

1225 Jan 974+a x No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093
1228 Apr 20 1002+a No. 63 Strehlke, pp. 51–53
1229 Apr 20
– 30

1013 x No. 666 Mayer, iii, pp. 1122–1124

1250 May 3 1184 No. 3 Archives de l’Orient Latin,
iib, pp. 222–224

Tatura Tamra 1695.2507 1253 Dec 22 1210+a No. 2661 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 749–750 ††

Tayerebika Tarbikha Tarbuca, 1767.2763 1183 Mar 19 624 No. 438 Mayer, ii, p. 749
Tarrebresca,
Tayerebila

1220 May 30
– 31

934+a No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052

Tayrebicca 1225 Jan 974+a x No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093
Tharbucha 1228 Apr 20 1002+a No. 63 Strehlke, pp. 51–53

1229 Apr 20
– 30

1013 x No. 666 Mayer, iii, pp. 1122–1124
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Tayeretrame Kh. al- Tayeretrane, 1784.2722 1183 Mar 19 624 No. 438 Mayer, ii, p. 749
Tarami Tayretrane,

Tertramme,
1220 May 30
– 31

934+a No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052

Terretrame 1225 Jan 974+a x No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093
1228 Apr 20 1002+a No. 63 Strehlke, pp. 51–53
1229 Apr 20
– 30

1013 x No. 666 Mayer, iii, pp. 1122–1124

Teira al-Tira Bytr 1455.1821 1151 or 1152
Feb 5

274+a No. 202 Delaville la Roulx, i,
pp. 155–157

Teletarpe Kh. Tratab Taletarpe 231.232 1101 36+a No. i Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 897–898

1107 51+a x No. 31 Mayer, i, pp. 148–149
1146 May 4 39+a x No. ix Delaville la Roulx, ii,

p. 902 ††

1159–1163 39+a x No. xii Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 904 ††

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2829 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 823–825

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2830 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 825 ††
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Table A3.1: Casalia in the Latin Kingdom of

Jerusalem

Site Name Modern
Name

Alternative
Name(s)

Geographical
Coordinates

Date RRH C. Reference

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2831 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 825–826

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2832 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 826–828

1262 May 31 1319+a x No. 3029 Delaville la Roulx, iii,
pp. 32–33

Terfelsay Tair Filsay,
Tarfalsiye

Terfelsei,
Tahirefelse

1136.1532 L 1243 1114+a No. 299 Tafel-Thomas, ii,
pp. 351–389

Thaerisibena Chehabiye, Darzibine § 1166.1457 L 1146 Feb 19 240 No. 215 Mayer, i, p. 401
Tair Zebna 1188 May 675 No. 524 Mayer, ii, pp. 884-885

Thaeria ‡ Bareqet § 1447.1584 1227 Aug 21 983 No. 9 Riant, i, pp. 140–147
Thecua Tekoa, Kh. Thecue, 1703.1153 1138 Feb 5 174 No. 138 Mayer, i, pp. 319–321

al-Tuqu- Thecuha 1155 Jul 13 309 x No. 238 Mayer, i, pp. 440–442
1160 Jul 26 354 x No. 258 Mayer, i, pp. 472–474
1164 Jul 16 400 x No. 310 Mayer, ii, pp. 538–541
1227 Aug 21 983 No. 9 Riant, i, pp. 140–147

Tiaretine Dair Tinna 111.145 L 1188 May 400 x No. 524 Mayer, ii, pp. 884–885
Toanasaba ‡ Tall Cannasaba 1700.1437 1177 No. *394 Mayer, ii, pp. 675–676

al-Nasba § 1180 May 15 a594a x No. i Delaville la Roulx,
‘Montjoye,’ pp. 51–53
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Table A3.1: Casalia in the Latin Kingdom of

Jerusalem

Site Name Modern
Name

Alternative
Name(s)

Geographical
Coordinates

Date RRH C. Reference

Tolonum Tall Kaisan Tolonum 1645.2532 1175 Jun 26 525 No. 382 Mayer, ii, pp. 659–660
Rohardi, 1180 Jan 21 No. 417 Mayer, ii, p. 713

Tolonum
Rohardi

de Chabor,
Tauronum,
Turon,
Tvron

1185 Feb 1 a1110a
No. *471 Mayer, ii, p. 792

Touraan Tur,an 1849.2424 1254 Feb 1217+a No. 2688 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 761–763

Trakemia Tarqumiya 1512.1093 c. 1182 a623a
No. 45 Kohler, pp. 46–47

Trassim Firasin 1601.2035 1200 768 No. 9 Paoli, i, pp. 288–289
Tubania Kh. Tabun Tubanie 185.219 1107 51+a x No. 31 Mayer, i, pp. 148–149

1152 277+a No. xi Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 903–904

1180 Jul a594b
No. 585 Delaville la Roulx,
i, p. 397 ††

1256 Oct 3 39+a x No. 2830 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 825 ††
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Table A3.1: Casalia in the Latin Kingdom of

Jerusalem

Site Name Modern
Name

Alternative
Name(s)

Geographical
Coordinates

Date RRH C. Reference

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2831 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 825–826

1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2832 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 826–828

Turcarme Tulkarm Turrarme 1527.1909 1212 Nov 18 a859b
No. 1400 Delaville la Roulx, ii,

p. 150 ††

Tymini ‡ Kh. al- Galgala 1463.2475 1115 80 No. 64 Mayer, i, pp. 197–198
Tin,ama § 1120 Jan 31 90 x No. 85 Mayer, i, pp. 226–230

1126 a114e
No. 15 Kohler, pp. 17–18

1130 134 No. 116 Mayer, i, pp. 278–280
1152 Apr 20 291+a x No. 226 Mayer, i, pp. 414–415
1154 Mar 11 290 x No. 28 Delaborde, pp. 63–67
1255 Jan 30 1224 x No. 49 Delaborde, pp. 100–105

Vastina Kh. al-Asad Uastina 152.126 1161 Nov 21 368 No. 264 Mayer, i, pp. 488-489
Leonis Leonis 1161 Dec 3 369 x No. 88 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 201–203

Vetus Betor Bait ,Ur
al-Fauqa

Uetus
Bethor

1608.1436 c. 1149 Jan 1
– 1159 Dec
24

No. *200 Mayer, i, pp. 382 †

c. 1163 Feb
– 1164 Jul

409 x No. 133 Bresc-Bautier, p. 260
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Table A3.1: Casalia in the Latin Kingdom of

Jerusalem

Site Name Modern
Name

Alternative
Name(s)

Geographical
Coordinates

Date RRH C. Reference

1164 Jul 16 400 x No. 310 Mayer, ii, pp. 538–541
Zacharia ‡ Kafr 145.124 1227 Aug 21 983 No. 9 Riant, i, pp. 140–147

Zekharya § 1266 May 11 983 No. 11 Riant, i, pp. 147–154
Zaharie Kh. al-

Zaheiriya
1012.1422 L 1243 1114+a No. 299 Tafel-Thomas, ii,

pp. 351–389
le Zahrorie al-

Zārouriya
1303.1868 L 1257 Feb 2 1246+a No. 2853 Delaville la Roulx, ii,

pp. 838–839
Zaiet Kh. al-

Seiyad
175.187 1161 – 1162

Sept 11
No. *204 Mayer, i, p. 386 †

1166 Apr 6
– 12

a422a x No. 316 Mayer, ii, pp. 552–553

Zebedellum Zibda 1624.2062 1200 768 No. 9 Paoli, i, pp. 288–289
Zebiquim Zabqine Zebquin,

Sebequin
1058.1373 L 1243 1114+a No. 299 Tafel-Thomas, ii,

pp. 351–389
Zefta Zefta 1186.1685 L 1257 or 1258

Jan 15
1257+a No. 2852 Delaville la Roulx, ii,

pp. 836–837
Zeitae Zeita 133.116 1136+a 164 No. 135 Mayer, i, pp. 312–313

1257 Feb 2 1246+a No. 2853 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 838–839
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Table A3.1: Casalia in the Latin Kingdom of

Jerusalem

Site Name Modern
Name

Alternative
Name(s)

Geographical
Coordinates

Date RRH C. Reference

Zenu Kh. Zanu- Zenun 150.125 1114 Mar
25/Apr 6 –
Aug 31

74+a No. 56 Mayer, i, p. 185

1155 Jul 13 309 x No. 238 Mayer, i, pp. 440–442
1160 Jul 26 354 x No. 258 Mayer, i, pp. 472–474
1164 Jul 16 400 x No. 310 Mayer, ii, pp. 538–541

Zeophir Sawafir al-
Sharqiya

1221.1229 1110 59 No. 40 Mayer, i, pp. 162–164

Zepheria Saffuré 210.240 1256 Oct 4 39+a x No. 2832 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 826–828

Zera ‡ Sh. Abu
Z,arura §

201.234 1256 Oct 4 39+a No. 2832 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 826–828

Zimi Bait Ijza Zibi 1643.1393 1155 Jan 14 299 No. 233 Mayer, i, pp. 429–431
1155 Jan 14 300 x No. 282 Mayer, ii, pp. 509–510

Zirisia ‡ Srifa § 1181.1500 L 1243 1114+a No. 299 Tafel-Thomas, ii,
pp. 351–389
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Table A3.1: Casalia in the Latin Kingdom of

Jerusalem

Site Name Modern
Name

Alternative
Name(s)

Geographical
Coordinates

Date RRH C. Reference

Zoenite Kh.
Zuwainita

Iunite 1708.2695 1220 May 30
– 31

934+a No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052

1225 Jan 974+a x No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093
1229 Apr 20
– 30

1013 x No. 666 Mayer, iii, pp. 1122–1124

Zoie Jouaiya Johie, Joie,
Zobie

1126.1454 L 1243 1114+a No. 299 Tafel-Thomas, ii,
pp. 351–389
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A3.2 Casalia with Monetary Values in the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem

The table below lists sites from the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem that have
monetary values associated with a casale’s sale or rental agreement from sur-
viving twelfth- and thirteenth-century cartularies. At times, the agreements
concern individual locations. More often however, transactions concern a
group of sites. These ‘grouped’ sites are usually within close geographical
proximity of each other, and represent a much larger transfer of property.

Entries below are arranged alphabetically by ‘Site Name’. These names
correspond to the list in Table A3.1: Casalia in the Latin Kingdom of
Jerusalem, and information regarding a site’s geographical position can be
found within that table. Table A3.1 also lists alternative spellings of site
names. The spelling of the site name listed below may be an alternative
form of that actually listed in the charter.

The monetary value of a site is listed alongside the date of the transaction.
If the value of a site is given in besants this is noted with the letter ‘b’.
Transactions involving ‘Saracen besants’ are marked with the letters ‘sb’
and silver marks are denoted with ‘ag marks’. Other monetary assets or
obligations that relate to a transaction but are not tied to the transfer of a
rural location, for example additional monies derived from marketplaces in
Acre or Tyre, are listed in the ‘Add. Assets or Notes’ column. Where possible
this column also lists whether the transaction was a rental agreement or a
sale. If the casale was part of a group transaction, a Greek letter has been
placed beside the entry in the ‘Casalia Group’ column. To see the full list of
sites within each casalia grouping, please see Table A3.3.1: Casalia Groups
in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem.

Occasionally a property transaction will include a phrase that implies the
transfer of individuals along with the rent or sale of a casale. If this wording
appears in a charter, it is noted with a ‘x’ in a column headed ‘cum villanis ’.
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Table A3.2: Casale with Monetary Values in the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem

Site Name Casalia
Group

Monetary
Value

Add. Assets or
Notes

‘cum
villanis’

Date RRH C. Reference

Acbara a 6000B x 1183 Mar 19 624 No. 438 Mayer, ii, p. 749

b

g

3250B +
2000SB +
7000ag marks

2267 2/3 from
ad cathenam
Accon (1/3 of
inheritance)

1220 May 30–31
1225 Jan

934
974 x

No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052
No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093

Acref ‡ 2000B 1274 Aug 2 1399 No. 8 Prutz, ‘Deutschordens–
Urkunden,’ pp. 393–394

17000SB +
460B

also octo
caroblarum?
Debt transac-
tion

1280 Apr 23 1435 No. 9 Prutz, ‘Deutschordens–
Urkunden,’ pp. 394–396; Rey,
Recherches, pp. 53–56

Agelen el-
Ahssas

u x 1257 Feb 2 1246+a No. 2853 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 838–839

Agelen el-
Hayet

u x 1257 Feb 2 1246+a No. 2853 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 838–839
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Table A3.2: Casalia with Monetary Values in the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem

Site Name Casalia
Group

Monetary
Value

Add. Assets or
Notes

‘cum
villanis’

Date RRH C. Reference

Aithire d 13000SB annually for 10
years

x§ 1256 Sept 14–15 1250 Rey, Recherches, pp. 38–40; No.

805 Mayer, iii, pp. 1403–1404

Amca z 7500B owes 2 knights
service

1179 Apr 2 579 No. 410 Mayer, ii, pp. 702–703

b

g

3250B +
2000SB +
7000ag marks

2267 2/3 from
ad cathenam
Accon (1/3 of
inheritance)

1220 May 30–31
1225 Jan

934
974 x

No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052
No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093

h 3200B security on
larger transac-
tion (6400SB)

1229 Apr 20
1229 Apr 20–30

1002
1013 x

No. 63 Strehlke, pp. 51–53
No. 666 Mayer, iii, pp. 1122–

1124

Amouhde u x 1257 Feb 2 1246+a No. 2853 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 838–839
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Table A3.2: Casalia with Monetary Values in the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem

Site Name Casalia
Group

Monetary
Value

Add. Assets or
Notes

‘cum
villanis’

Date RRH C. Reference

Aqua Bella B 10,000B temporary
income from
three proper-
ties

1163–1168 485+a No. 309 Delaville la Roulx,
i, pp. 222–223

Arabia 5000B payments of
1/4 of casale
annually up to
a total 5000B

1240? 1097 No. 89 Strehlke, pp. 70–71;
No. 2245 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 574–575

j 1000B 800B in funda
Accon + 2
knights service

x 1174 Jul 3 517 No. 364 Mayer, ii, pp. 634–635

j 3600SB x
x
x

1234
1235 Nov
1243 Dec

1059
1064 x

x

No. 788 Mayer, iii, p. 1372
No. 687 Mayer, iii, pp. 1172–1174
No. 696 Mayer, iii, pp. 1196–1197
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Table A3.2: Casalia with Monetary Values in the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem

Site Name Casalia
Group

Monetary
Value

Add. Assets or
Notes

‘cum
villanis’

Date RRH C. Reference

j 3000B annually
agreement tied
to Hospitaller
rights

1254 Feb 19 1214 No. 106 Strehlke, pp. 85–87

Arket b

g

3250B +
2000SB +
7000ag marks

2267 2/3 from
ad cathenam
Accon (1/3 of
inheritance)

1220 May 30–31
1225 Jan

934
974 x

No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052
No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093

h 3200B security on
larger transac-
tion (6400SB)

1229 Apr 20
1229 Apr 20–30

1002
1013 x

No. 63 Strehlke, pp. 51–53
No. 666 Mayer, iii, pp. 1122–

1124

Arthabec 500B 60B to Ar-
nulf de Haynis,
150B to Wal-
ter i, Lord of
Caesarea

1135 Dec 19 159+a No. 115 Delaville la Roulx, i,
p. 97
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Table A3.2: Casalia with Monetary Values in the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem

Site Name Casalia
Group

Monetary
Value

Add. Assets or
Notes

‘cum
villanis’

Date RRH C. Reference

Azatil n 1000B 1179 May 583+a No. 563 Delaville la Roulx,
iv, p. 257

Baadran q x 1257 Jan 10 1256 No. 111 Strehlke, pp. 90–91

y x 1261 Mar 1300 No. 117 Strehlke, pp. 103–104

Bahaclin A x 1257 Jan 4 1253 No. 108 Strehlke, pp. 88–89

A 23500SB Sale x 1257 Jan 4 1254 No. 109 Strehlke, p. 89 ††

Balaton b

g

3250B +
2000SB +
7000ag marks

2267 2/3 from
ad cathenam
Accon (1/3 of
inheritance)

1220 May 30–31
1225 Jan

934
974 x

No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052
No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093
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Table A3.2: Casalia with Monetary Values in the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem

Site Name Casalia
Group

Monetary
Value

Add. Assets or
Notes

‘cum
villanis’

Date RRH C. Reference

i 6400SB Sale, as well
as numerous
monetary
and property
penalties for
non-payment

1229 Apr 20
1229 Apr 20–30

1002
1013 x

No. 63 Strehlke, pp. 51–53
No. 666 Mayer, iii, pp. 1122–

1124

Befella 40B Annu-
ally from the
market in Tyre

1179 Feb 23 a590a
No. *406 Mayer, ii, p. 692

70B Annually
part of casale
+ tithe

1260 Mar 24 a1290a
No. 78 Revue de l’Orient

latin, pp. 185–187

Beitegen 400SB sale part of
a larger group-
ing worth a to-
tal of 4000SB

1249 Apr 30 1175+a No. 100 Strehlke, pp. 78–81

Belide l x 1186 Oct 21 653 No. 473 Mayer, ii, pp. 798–799
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Table A3.2: Casalia with Monetary Values in the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem

Site Name Casalia
Group

Monetary
Value

Add. Assets or
Notes

‘cum
villanis’

Date RRH C. Reference

l 7000SB + Toron
+ Chastel
Neuf

1229 Apr 1003 No. 668 Mayer, iii, pp. 1130–1132

Bellum
Uidere,
Fassoue

a 6000B x 1183 Mar 19 624 No. 438 Mayer, ii, p. 749

b

g

3250B +
2000SB +
7000ag marks

2267 2/3 from
ad cathenam
Accon (1/3 of
inheritance)

1220 May 30–31
1225 Jan

934
974 x

No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052
No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093

i 6400SB Sale, as well
as numerous
monetary
and property
penalties for
non-payment

1229 Apr 20
1229 Apr 20–30

1002
1013 x

No. 63 Strehlke, pp. 51–53
No. 666 Mayer, iii, pp. 1122–

1124
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Table A3.2: Casalia with Monetary Values in the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem

Site Name Casalia
Group

Monetary
Value

Add. Assets or
Notes

‘cum
villanis’

Date RRH C. Reference

Belveer B 10,000B temporary
income from
three proper-
ties

1163–1168 485+a No. 309 Delaville la Roulx,
i, pp. 222–223

Bemmorhei A x 1257 Jan 4 1253 No. 108 Strehlke, pp. 88–89

A 23500SB Sale x 1257 Jan 4 1254 No. 109 Strehlke, p. 89 ††

Benna b

g

3250B +
2000SB +
7000ag marks

2267 2/3 from
ad cathenam
Accon (1/3 of
inheritance)

1220 May 30–31
1225 Jan

934
974 x

No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052
No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093

m x 1253 Oct 1208 x No. 802 Mayer, iii, p. 1400

d 13000SB annually for 10
years

x§ 1256 Sept 14–15 1250 Rey, Recherches, pp. 38–40; No.

805 Mayer, iii, pp. 1403–1404
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Table A3.2: Casalia with Monetary Values in the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem

Site Name Casalia
Group

Monetary
Value

Add. Assets or
Notes

‘cum
villanis’

Date RRH C. Reference

Bernzi b

g

3250B +
2000SB +
7000ag marks

2267 2/3 from
ad cathenam
Accon (1/3 of
inheritance)

1220 May 30–31
1225 Jan

934
974 x

No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052
No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093

Beroeht x 1150 262 No. 177 Mayer, i, p. 356–357

Bessetfin A x 1257 Jan 4 1253 No. 108 Strehlke, pp. 88–89

A 23500SB Sale x 1257 Jan 4 1254 No. 109 Strehlke, p. 89 ††

Beteflori x 1128 Mar 121 No. 105 Mayer, i, p. 263

Bethaatap x 1400B Ransom 1161 Nov 21 368 No. 264 Mayer, i, pp. 488-489

x 1400B Ransom 1161 Dec 3 369 x No. 88 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 201–
203

Betherias ‡ 180B 1136 Feb 29 a162b
No. 118 Delaville la Roulx, i,
p. 99
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Table A3.2: Casalia with Monetary Values in the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem

Site Name Casalia
Group

Monetary
Value

Add. Assets or
Notes

‘cum
villanis’

Date RRH C. Reference

Bethduras 5800B Sale 1176 539 No. 495 Delaville la Roulx, i,
p. 341

500B +
121/2 ag marks

Annually 1178 a305 No. 551 Delaville la Roulx, i,
pp. 373–374

Bether q x 1257 Jan 10 1256 No. 111 Strehlke, pp. 90–91

y x 1261 Mar 1300 No. 117 Strehlke, pp. 103–104

Bethlon A x 1257 Jan 4 1253 No. 108 Strehlke, pp. 88–89

A 23500SB Sale x 1257 Jan 4 1254 No. 109 Strehlke, p. 89 ††

Betori 1000B Penalty 1122 a100a
No. 90 Mayer, i, p. 238

Beze ‡
u x 1257 Feb 2 1246+a No. 2853 Delaville la Roulx,

ii, pp. 838–839

Bikicin q x 1257 Jan 10 1256 No. 111 Strehlke, pp. 90–91

y x 1261 Mar 1300 No. 117 Strehlke, pp. 103–104
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Table A3.2: Casalia with Monetary Values in the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem

Site Name Casalia
Group

Monetary
Value

Add. Assets or
Notes

‘cum
villanis’

Date RRH C. Reference

Bokehel b

g

3250B +
2000SB +
7000ag marks

2267 2/3 from
ad cathenam
Accon (1/3 of
inheritance)

1220 May 30–31
1225 Jan

934
974 x

No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052
No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093

Boocosta q x 1257 Jan 10 1256 No. 111 Strehlke, pp. 90–91

Borca 2B
1/2 payment
from crops or
2B. also +
value of crops
if land left
fallow

1124? a104a
No. 10 Kohler, pp. 13–14

Boussaih A x 1257 Jan 4 1253 No. 108 Strehlke, pp. 88–89

A 23500SB Sale x 1257 Jan 4 1254 No. 109 Strehlke, p. 89 ††

Bubil s 150B Rent,
Annually

x c. 1160 – 1162 364 No. 63 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 157–
158
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Table A3.2: Casalia with Monetary Values in the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem

Site Name Casalia
Group

Monetary
Value

Add. Assets or
Notes

‘cum
villanis’

Date RRH C. Reference

Cabesie 206SB sale 1/4 of
casale

1239 Jan 24 1086 No. 790 Mayer, iii, pp. 1376–1377

m x 1253 Oct 1208 x No. 802 Mayer, iii, p. 1400

d 13000SB annually for 10
years

x§ 1256 Sept 14–15 1250 Rey, Recherches, pp. 38–40; No.

805 Mayer, iii, pp. 1403–1404

Cabor G 225B value of drago-
manship +
portions of the
harvest

1175 Jun 26 525+a No. 382 Mayer, ii, p. 659

G x 1185 Feb 1 a1110a
No. *471 Mayer, ii, p. 792

5000B + 1 knight x 1186 Oct 21 654 No. 474 Mayer, ii, pp. 800–801

4000B annually x 1186 Oct 21 665 No. 475 Mayer, ii, p. 803
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Table A3.2: Casalia with Monetary Values in the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem

Site Name Casalia
Group

Monetary
Value

Add. Assets or
Notes

‘cum
villanis’

Date RRH C. Reference

Cabra b

g

3250B +
2000SB +
7000ag marks

2267 2/3 from
ad cathenam
Accon (1/3 of
inheritance)

1220 May 30–31
1225 Jan

934
974 x

No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052
No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093

i 6400SB Sale, as well
as numerous
monetary
and property
penalties for
non-payment

1229 Apr 20
1229 Apr 20–30

1002
1013 x

No. 63 Strehlke, pp. 51–53
No. 666 Mayer, iii, pp. 1122–

1124

Cades l x 1186 Oct 21 653 No. 473 Mayer, ii, pp. 798–799

l 7000SB + Toron
+ Chastel
Neuf

1229 Apr 1003 No. 668 Mayer, iii, pp. 1130–1132

Cafarlet E 1000SB Debt x 1213 Oct 18 866+a No. 1414 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 159
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Table A3.2: Casalia with Monetary Values in the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem

Site Name Casalia
Group

Monetary
Value

Add. Assets or
Notes

‘cum
villanis’

Date RRH C. Reference

Cafernebrach q x 1257 Jan 10 1256 No. 111 Strehlke, pp. 90–91

Caffaer 4000B Sale 1175 Nov 29
– Dec 24

a530c
No. *384 Mayer, ii, p. 662

4000B Sale 1175 Nov 29
– Dec 24

a530b x No. *385 Mayer, ii, p. 663

4000B Sale 1175 Nov 29
– Dec 24

a530a x No. 488 Delaville la Roulx,
i, p. 336 ††

Kaffarhammie ‡
A x 1257 Jan 4 1253 No. 108 Strehlke, pp. 88–89

A 23500SB Sale x 1257 Jan 4 1254 No. 109 Strehlke, p. 89 ††

Cafracos 24B Annual
payment

1168 Aug 9 450 No. 333 Mayer, ii, p. 575

Cafran 130B + property
in Jerusalem

Annual

1168 Aug 5 –
1171 Mar 10

No. 348 Mayer, ii, p. 607 †
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Table A3.2: Casalia with Monetary Values in the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem

Site Name Casalia
Group

Monetary
Value

Add. Assets or
Notes

‘cum
villanis’

Date RRH C. Reference

130B + property
in Jerusalem

Annual

1171 492+a x No. 422 Delaville la Roulx,
i, pp. 291–292

Cafreezeir Z 1100SB 1st

year, after
3rd year
2300SB

over 10
years

x 1255 Jul 1239+a No. 2748 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 787–789

Z 2000SB Annually
over 50
years

1259 Oct 24 1280+a No. 2934 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 880–881

Cafresur 16,000B potential
indemnity
payment

1253 Dec 1210+a No. 2662 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 750–751 n. 1

Camsa u x 1257 Feb 2 1246+a No. 2853 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 838–839
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Table A3.2: Casalia with Monetary Values in the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem

Site Name Casalia
Group

Monetary
Value

Add. Assets or
Notes

‘cum
villanis’

Date RRH C. Reference

Cansir x 1177 Nov 551+a No. 521 Delaville la Roulx,
i, pp. 355–356

Capharmalic 200B Annually x 1128 Mar 121 No. 105 Mayer, i, p. 263

Kapharneby d 13000SB annually for 10
years

x§ 1256 Sept 14–15 1250 Rey, Recherches, pp. 38–40; No.

805 Mayer, iii, pp. 1403–1404

Capharsome b

g

3250B +
2000SB +
7000ag marks

2267 2/3 from
ad cathenam
Accon (1/3 of
inheritance)

1220 May 30–31
1225 Jan

934
974 x

No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052
No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093

Carcara d 13000SB annually for 10
years

x§ 1256 Sept 14–15 1250 Rey, Recherches, pp. 38–40; No.

805 Mayer, iii, pp. 1403–1404

Casale
Bubalorum*

E 1000SB Debt x 1213 Oct 18 866+a No. 1414 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 159

Casale de
Cherio

H 1300B Sale x 1168 Apr 448+a No. 398 Delaville la Roulx,
i, pp. 271–272
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Table A3.2: Casalia with Monetary Values in the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem

Site Name Casalia
Group

Monetary
Value

Add. Assets or
Notes

‘cum
villanis’

Date RRH C. Reference

Casale
Galileae ‡

5000B Sale 1182 Nov 14 618+a No. 435 Mayer, ii, pp. 741–742

Casal Moyen 3000B Sale 1176 a539b
No. *392 Mayer, ii, p. 673

Casale
Robert

2400SB Sale x 1254 Aug 1217+a No. 2688 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 761–763

Z 1100SB 1st

year, after
3rd year
2300SB

over 10
years

x 1255 Jul 1239+a No. 2748 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 787–789

Z 2000SB Annually
over 50
years

1259 Oct 24 1280+a No. 2934 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 880–881

Casale
Sancte

Marie

3000B Sale + 200B
annually

1167 433+a No. 371 Delaville la Roulx,
i, pp. 254–255
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Table A3.2: Casalia with Monetary Values in the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem

Site Name Casalia
Group

Monetary
Value

Add. Assets or
Notes

‘cum
villanis’

Date RRH C. Reference

3000B Sale + 200B
annually

1168 May 18 a457a x No. *328 Mayer, ii, p. 569

1700B Payment re-
ceived + 200B
annually

1174 Dec 13 518+a No. 381 Mayer, ii, pp. 656–657

Casale Hu-
berti de

Pazi

m x 1253 Oct 1208+a No. 802 Mayer, iii, p. 1400

d 13000SB annually for 10
years

x§ 1256 Sept 14–15 1250 Rey, Recherches, pp. 38–40; No.

805 Mayer, iii, pp. 1403–1404

Cassie a 6000B x 1183 Mar 19 624 No. 438 Mayer, ii, p. 749

b

g

3250B +
2000SB +
7000ag marks

2267 2/3 from
ad cathenam
Accon (1/3 of
inheritance)

1220 May 30–31
1225 Jan

934
974 x

No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052
No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093
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Table A3.2: Casalia with Monetary Values in the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem

Site Name Casalia
Group

Monetary
Value

Add. Assets or
Notes

‘cum
villanis’

Date RRH C. Reference

Caurhamos x 1243 1114+a No. 299 Tafel-Thomas, ii,
pp. 351–389

Chola
3000B Sale prior to 1181 611+a No. 603 Delaville la Roulx,

i, p. 412

Clil z 7500B owes 2 knights
service

1179 Apr 2 579 No. 410 Mayer, ii, pp. 702–703

b

g

3250B +
2000SB +
7000ag marks

2267 2/3 from
ad cathenam
Accon (1/3 of
inheritance)

1220 May 30–31
1225 Jan

934
974 x

No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052
No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093

Coket G 225B value of drago-
manship +
portions of the
harvest

1175 Jun 26 525+a No. 382 Mayer, ii, p. 659

G x 1185 Feb 1 a1110a
No. *471 Mayer, ii, p. 792
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Table A3.2: Casalia with Monetary Values in the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem

Site Name Casalia
Group

Monetary
Value

Add. Assets or
Notes

‘cum
villanis’

Date RRH C. Reference

Corsy x 1241 Dec 1104 No. 90 Strehlke, p. 72

Coquebel f 1000B Rent for five
years and har-
vests + 50B

1179 Dec 589+a No. 499 Mayer, ii, p. 848

la Corratye A x 1257 Jan 4 1253 No. 108 Strehlke, pp. 88–89

A 23500SB Sale x 1257 Jan 4 1254 No. 109 Strehlke, p. 89 ††

la Cuneyesce A x 1257 Jan 4 1253 No. 108 Strehlke, pp. 88–89

A 23500SB Sale x 1257 Jan 4 1254 No. 109 Strehlke, p. 89 ††

Culi ‡
x 1400B Ransom 1161 Nov 21 368 No. 264 Mayer, i, pp. 488-489

x 1400B Ransom 1161 Dec 3 369 x No. 88 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 201–
203
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Table A3.2: Casalia with Monetary Values in the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem

Site Name Casalia
Group

Monetary
Value

Add. Assets or
Notes

‘cum
villanis’

Date RRH C. Reference

d‘Amos 230B Annually,
exchange
with house in
Nablus

1174 a517a
No. *372 Mayer, ii, p. 640

Daraya k 5000SB Sale 1257 or 1258
Jan 15

1257+a No. 2852 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 836–837

Dardorith A x 1257 Jan 4 1253 No. 108 Strehlke, pp. 88–89

A 23500SB Sale x 1257 Jan 4 1254 No. 109 Strehlke, p. 89 ††

Danehile b

g

3250B +
2000SB +
7000ag marks

2267 2/3 from
ad cathenam
Accon (1/3 of
inheritance)

1220 May 30–31
1225 Jan

934
974 x

No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052
No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093

Deir Bebe q x 1257 Jan 10 1256 No. 111 Strehlke, pp. 90–91

y x 1261 Mar 1300 No. 117 Strehlke, pp. 103–104
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Table A3.2: Casalia with Monetary Values in the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem

Site Name Casalia
Group

Monetary
Value

Add. Assets or
Notes

‘cum
villanis’

Date RRH C. Reference

Deir
Elcamar

q x 1257 Jan 10 1256 No. 111 Strehlke, pp. 90–91

y x 1261 Mar 1300 No. 117 Strehlke, pp. 103–104

Deirmusim o 7000B + possessions
in Zimi and
Bethel

x 1155 Jan 14 299 No. 233 Mayer, i, pp. 429–431

o 7000B + possessions
in Zimi and
Bethel

x 1155 Jan 14 300 No. 282 Mayer, ii, pp. 509–510

p 3000B Ransom,
Sold

x 1158 332 No. 298 Mayer, ii, pp. 526–528

p 3000B Sold x 1160 Jul 25 352 No. 255 Mayer, i, p. 466

Deir
Zekarim*

q x 1257 Jan 10 1256 No. 111 Strehlke, pp. 90–91
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Table A3.2: Casalia with Monetary Values in the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem

Site Name Casalia
Group

Monetary
Value

Add. Assets or
Notes

‘cum
villanis’

Date RRH C. Reference

y x 1261 Mar 1300 No. 117 Strehlke, pp. 103–104

Delbon ‡
A x 1257 Jan 4 1253 No. 108 Strehlke, pp. 88–89

A 23500SB Sale x 1257 Jan 4 1254 No. 109 Strehlke, p. 89 ††

Deleha a 6000B x 1183 Mar 19 624 No. 438 Mayer, ii, p. 749

b

g

3250B +
2000SB +
7000ag marks

2267 2/3 from
ad cathenam
Accon (1/3 of
inheritance)

1220 May 30–31
1225 Jan

934
974 x

No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052
No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093

Derhassen ‡
x 1400B Ransom 1161 Nov 21 368 No. 264 Mayer, i, pp. 488-489

x 1400B Ransom 1161 Dec 3 369 x No. 88 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 201–
203

Dersabeb r 7000B x 1155 313 No. 188 Mayer, i, pp. 372–373
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Table A3.2: Casalia with Monetary Values in the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem

Site Name Casalia
Group

Monetary
Value

Add. Assets or
Notes

‘cum
villanis’

Date RRH C. Reference

o 7000B + possessions
in Zimi and
Bethel

x 1155 Jan 14 299 No. 233 Mayer, i, pp. 429–431

o 7000B + possessions
in Zimi and
Bethel

x 1155 Jan 14 300 No. 282 Mayer, ii, pp. 509–510

la Doeyir A x 1257 Jan 4 1253 No. 108 Strehlke, pp. 88–89

A 23500SB Sale x 1257 Jan 4 1254 No. 109 Strehlke, p. 89 ††

Douheyrap m x 1253 Oct 1208+a No. 802 Mayer, iii, p. 1400

d 13000SB annually for 10
years

x§ 1256 Sept 14–15 1250 Rey, Recherches, pp. 38–40; No.

805 Mayer, iii, pp. 1403–1404

Ebbrih A x 1257 Jan 4 1253 No. 108 Strehlke, pp. 88–89

A 23500SB Sale x 1257 Jan 4 1254 No. 109 Strehlke, p. 89 ††

Edmith ‡
A x 1257 Jan 4 1253 No. 108 Strehlke, pp. 88–89
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Table A3.2: Casalia with Monetary Values in the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem

Site Name Casalia
Group

Monetary
Value

Add. Assets or
Notes

‘cum
villanis’

Date RRH C. Reference

A 23500SB Sale x 1257 Jan 4 1254 No. 109 Strehlke, p. 89 ††

Eincanephis n 1000B 1179 May 583+a No. 563 Delaville la Roulx,
iv, p. 257

Einchelem n 1000B 1179 May 583+a No. 563 Delaville la Roulx,
iv, p. 257

Elchoreibe q x 1257 Jan 10 1256 No. 111 Strehlke, pp. 90–91

y x 1261 Mar 1300 No. 117 Strehlke, pp. 103–104

Elgabacie a 6000B x 1183 Mar 19 624 No. 438 Mayer, ii, p. 749

b

g

3250B +
2000SB +
7000ag marks

2267 2/3 from
ad cathenam
Accon (1/3 of
inheritance)

1220 May 30–31
1225 Jan

934
974 x

No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052
No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093

q x 1257 Jan 10 1256 No. 111 Strehlke, pp. 90–91

y x 1261 Mar 1300 No. 117 Strehlke, pp. 103–104
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Table A3.2: Casalia with Monetary Values in the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem

Site Name Casalia
Group

Monetary
Value

Add. Assets or
Notes

‘cum
villanis’

Date RRH C. Reference

Elgedeide u x 1257 Feb 2 1246+a No. 2853 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 838–839

Elmizraa q x 1257 Jan 10 1256 No. 111 Strehlke, pp. 90–91

y x 1261 Mar 1300 No. 117 Strehlke, pp. 103–104

Ellmohtara q x 1257 Jan 10 1256 No. 111 Strehlke, pp. 90–91

y x 1261 Mar 1300 No. 117 Strehlke, pp. 103–104

Elmuchethe* q x 1257 Jan 10 1256 No. 111 Strehlke, pp. 90–91

y x 1261 Mar 1300 No. 117 Strehlke, pp. 103–104

Elmunzura q x 1257 Jan 10 1256 No. 111 Strehlke, pp. 90–91

y x 1261 Mar 1300 No. 117 Strehlke, pp. 103–104

Elroiheib* u x 1257 Feb 2 1246+a No. 2853 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 838–839
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Table A3.2: Casalia with Monetary Values in the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem

Site Name Casalia
Group

Monetary
Value

Add. Assets or
Notes

‘cum
villanis’

Date RRH C. Reference

Fennes a 6000B x 1183 Mar 19 624 No. 438 Mayer, ii, p. 749

b

g

3250B +
2000SB +
7000ag marks

2267 2/3 from
ad cathenam
Accon (1/3 of
inheritance)

1220 May 30–31
1225 Jan

934
974 x

No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052
No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093

i 6400SB Sale, as well
as numerous
monetary
and property
penalties for
non-payment

1229 Apr 20
1229 Apr 20–30

1002
1013 x

No. 63 Strehlke, pp. 51–53
No. 666 Mayer, iii, pp. 1122–

1124

le Foraidis A x 1257 Jan 4 1253 No. 108 Strehlke, pp. 88–89

A 23500SB Sale x 1257 Jan 4 1254 No. 109 Strehlke, p. 89 ††

la Fornie ‡
A x 1257 Jan 4 1253 No. 108 Strehlke, pp. 88–89

A 23500SB Sale x 1257 Jan 4 1254 No. 109 Strehlke, p. 89 ††

‡ Location Tentative § Probable Identification † Reconstructed Charter †† Summary Only

730



Table A3.2: Casalia with Monetary Values in the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem

Site Name Casalia
Group

Monetary
Value

Add. Assets or
Notes

‘cum
villanis’

Date RRH C. Reference

Gelon 200B sale part of
a larger group-
ing worth a to-
tal of 4000SB

1249 Apr 30 1175+a No. 100 Strehlke, pp. 78–81

Gezin q x 1257 Jan 10 1256 No. 111 Strehlke, pp. 90–91

y x 1261 Mar 1300 No. 117 Strehlke, pp. 103–104

Habelie z 7500B owes 2 knights
service

1179 Apr 2 579 No. 410 Mayer, ii, pp. 702–703

b

g

3250B +
2000SB +
7000ag marks

2267 2/3 from
ad cathenam
Accon (1/3 of
inheritance)

1220 May 30–31
1225 Jan

934
974 x

No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052
No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093

Ha,anouf k 5000SB Sale 1257 or 1258
Jan 15

1257+a No. 2852 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 836–837
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Table A3.2: Casalia with Monetary Values in the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem

Site Name Casalia
Group

Monetary
Value

Add. Assets or
Notes

‘cum
villanis’

Date RRH C. Reference

Hadedun 2000B Sale 1166 426+a No. 350 Delaville la Roulx,
i, pp. 243–244

Hadous ‡ y x 1261 Mar 1300 No. 117 Strehlke, pp. 103–104

la Haseinie 100B sale part of
a larger group-
ing worth a to-
tal of 4000SB

1249 Apr 30 1175+a No. 100 Strehlke, pp. 78–81

Haynzehalta A x 1257 Jan 4 1253 No. 108 Strehlke, pp. 88–89

A 23500SB Sale x 1257 Jan 4 1254 No. 109 Strehlke, p. 89 ††

Hazibe q x 1257 Jan 10 1256 No. 111 Strehlke, pp. 90–91

y x 1261 Mar 1300 No. 117 Strehlke, pp. 103–104

Heleiquar u x 1257 Feb 2 1246+a No. 2853 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 838–839

Horfeis a 6000B x 1183 Mar 19 624 No. 438 Mayer, ii, p. 749
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Table A3.2: Casalia with Monetary Values in the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem

Site Name Casalia
Group

Monetary
Value

Add. Assets or
Notes

‘cum
villanis’

Date RRH C. Reference

b

g

3250B +
2000SB +
7000ag marks

2267 2/3 from
ad cathenam
Accon (1/3 of
inheritance)

1220 May 30–31
1225 Jan

934
974 x

No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052
No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093

Ialin b

g

3250B +
2000SB +
7000ag marks

2267 2/3 from
ad cathenam
Accon (1/3 of
inheritance)

1220 May 30–31
1225 Jan

934
974 x

No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052
No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093

i 6400SB Sale, as well
as numerous
monetary
and property
penalties for
non-payment

1229 Apr 20
1229 Apr 20–30

1002
1013 x

No. 63 Strehlke, pp. 51–53
No. 666 Mayer, iii, pp. 1122–

1124

m x 1253 Oct 1208 x No. 802 Mayer, iii, p. 1400

d 13000SB annually for 10
years

x§ 1256 Sept 14–15 1250 Rey, Recherches, pp. 38–40; No.

805 Mayer, iii, pp. 1403–1404
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Table A3.2: Casalia with Monetary Values in the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem

Site Name Casalia
Group

Monetary
Value

Add. Assets or
Notes

‘cum
villanis’

Date RRH C. Reference

Yanot b

g

3250B +
2000SB +
7000ag marks

2267 2/3 from
ad cathenam
Accon (1/3 of
inheritance)

1220 May 30–31
1225 Jan

934
974 x

No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052
No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093

i 6400SB Sale, as well
as numerous
monetary
and property
penalties for
non-payment

1229 Apr 20
1229 Apr 20–30

1002
1013 x

No. 63 Strehlke, pp. 51–53
No. 666 Mayer, iii, pp. 1122–

1124

Iazon m x 1253 Oct 1208 x No. 802 Mayer, iii, p. 1400

d 13000SB annually for 10
years

x§ 1256 Sept 14–15 1250 Rey, Recherches, pp. 38–40; No.

805 Mayer, iii, pp. 1403–1404

Ieth b

g

3250B +
2000SB +
7000ag marks

2267 2/3 from
ad cathenam
Accon (1/3 of
inheritance)

1220 May 30–31
1225 Jan

934
974 x

No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052
No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093
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Table A3.2: Casalia with Monetary Values in the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem

Site Name Casalia
Group

Monetary
Value

Add. Assets or
Notes

‘cum
villanis’

Date RRH C. Reference

i 6400SB Sale, as well
as numerous
monetary
and property
penalties for
non-payment

1229 Apr 20
1229 Apr 20–30

1002
1013 x

No. 63 Strehlke, pp. 51–53
No. 666 Mayer, iii, pp. 1122–

1124

la Judede q x 1257 Jan 10 1256 No. 111 Strehlke, pp. 90–91

y x 1261 Mar 1300 No. 117 Strehlke, pp. 103–104

Lahare l x 1186 Oct 21 653 No. 473 Mayer, ii, pp. 798–799

l 7000SB + Toron
+ Chastel
Neuf

1229 Apr 1003 No. 668 Mayer, iii, pp. 1130–1132

Lanahia z 7500B owes 2 knights
service

1179 Apr 2 579 No. 410 Mayer, ii, pp. 702–703
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Table A3.2: Casalia with Monetary Values in the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem

Site Name Casalia
Group

Monetary
Value

Add. Assets or
Notes

‘cum
villanis’

Date RRH C. Reference

b

g

3250B +
2000SB +
7000ag marks

2267 2/3 from
ad cathenam
Accon (1/3 of
inheritance)

1220 May 30–31
1225 Jan

934
974 x

No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052
No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093

Lebassa w 2300SB sale of casale
and gastina

1200 Oct 776 No. 38 Strehlke, pp. 30–31

Losserin H 1300B Sale 1168 Apr 448+a No. 398 Delaville la Roulx,
i, pp. 271–272

Lubanum part of a larger
transaction

x 1182 Feb 22 614 No. 430 Mayer, ii, pp. 732–733

Mahasser
le Grant

A x 1257 Jan 4 1253 No. 108 Strehlke, pp. 88–89

A 23500SB Sale x 1257 Jan 4 1254 No. 109 Strehlke, p. 89 ††

Malaques u x 1257 Feb 2 1246+a No. 2853 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 838–839
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Table A3.2: Casalia with Monetary Values in the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem

Site Name Casalia
Group

Monetary
Value

Add. Assets or
Notes

‘cum
villanis’

Date RRH C. Reference

Manuet 2000ag marks Sale 1212 Apr 15 a1858a
No. *627 Mayer, iii, p. 1020

1600SB Sale 1231 Sept 28 1027+a No. 1996 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 425

la Maroenie k 5000SB Sale 1257 or 1258
Jan 15

1257+a No. 2852 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 836–837

Massop w 2300SB sale of casale
and gastina

1200 Oct 776 No. 38 Strehlke, pp. 30–31

Maula ‡ x 1121 Feb 1 92 No. 10 Delaborde, p. 36

Mebelie b

g

3250B +
2000SB +
7000ag marks

2267 2/3 from
ad cathenam
Accon (1/3 of
inheritance)

1220 May 30–31
1225 Jan

934
974 x

No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052
No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093
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Table A3.2: Casalia with Monetary Values in the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem

Site Name Casalia
Group

Monetary
Value

Add. Assets or
Notes

‘cum
villanis’

Date RRH C. Reference

i 6400SB Sale, as well
as numerous
monetary
and property
penalties for
non-payment

1229 Apr 20
1229 Apr 20–30

1002
1013 x

No. 63 Strehlke, pp. 51–53
No. 666 Mayer, iii, pp. 1122–

1124

Mees l x 1186 Oct 21 653 No. 473 Mayer, ii, pp. 798–799

l 7000SB + Toron
+ Chastel
Neuf

1229 Apr 1003 No. 668 Mayer, iii, pp. 1130–1132

Mergecolon 2000B sale part of
a larger group-
ing worth a to-
tal of 4000SB

1249 Apr 30 1175+a No. 100 Strehlke, pp. 78–81

la Meserefe m x 1253 Oct 1208 x No. 802 Mayer, iii, p. 1400
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Table A3.2: Casalia with Monetary Values in the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem

Site Name Casalia
Group

Monetary
Value

Add. Assets or
Notes

‘cum
villanis’

Date RRH C. Reference

d 13000SB annually for 10
years

x§ 1256 Sept 14–15 1250 Rey, Recherches, pp. 38–40; No.

805 Mayer, iii, pp. 1403–1404

Mogar e 850SB Annually
part of a larger
grant also
involving a
money fief

1168 Apr 2 447 No. 4 Strehlke, pp. 5–6;
No. 326 Mayer, ii, p. 563

Moreste q x 1257 Jan 10 1256 No. 111 Strehlke, pp. 90–91

y x 1261 Mar 1300 No. 117 Strehlke, pp. 103–104

Mortdefro ‡
f 1000B Rent for five

years and har-
vests + 50B

1179 Dec 589+a No. 499 Mayer, ii, p. 848

la Mougarie A x 1257 Jan 4 1253 No. 108 Strehlke, pp. 88–89

A 23500SB Sale x 1257 Jan 4 1254 No. 109 Strehlke, p. 89 ††

‡ Location Tentative § Probable Identification † Reconstructed Charter †† Summary Only
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Table A3.2: Casalia with Monetary Values in the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem

Site Name Casalia
Group

Monetary
Value

Add. Assets or
Notes

‘cum
villanis’

Date RRH C. Reference

Nef 100B sale part of
a larger group-
ing worth a to-
tal of 4000SB

1249 Apr 30 1175+a No. 100 Strehlke, pp. 78–81

Niha q x 1257 Jan 10 1256 No. 111 Strehlke, pp. 90–91

y x 1261 Mar 1300 No. 117 Strehlke, pp. 103–104

la Orhanie A x 1257 Jan 4 1253 No. 108 Strehlke, pp. 88–89

A 23500SB Sale x 1257 Jan 4 1254 No. 109 Strehlke, p. 89 ††

Pharaon J x 1207 or 1208
Feb

819+a No. 1251 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 65

Queffra A x 1257 Jan 4 1253 No. 108 Strehlke, pp. 88–89

A 23500SB Sale x 1257 Jan 4 1254 No. 109 Strehlke, p. 89 ††

le Quiebre d 13000SB annually for 10
years

x§ 1256 Sept 14–15 1250 Rey, Recherches, pp. 38–40; No.

805 Mayer, iii, pp. 1403–1404
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Table A3.2: Casalia with Monetary Values in the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem

Site Name Casalia
Group

Monetary
Value

Add. Assets or
Notes

‘cum
villanis’

Date RRH C. Reference

Raheb b

g

3250B +
2000SB +
7000ag marks

2267 2/3 from
ad cathenam
Accon (1/3 of
inheritance)

1220 May 30–31
1225 Jan

934
974 x

No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052
No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093

Rasabde b

g

3250B +
2000SB +
7000ag marks

2267 2/3 from
ad cathenam
Accon (1/3 of
inheritance)

1220 May 30–31
1225 Jan

934
974 x

No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052
No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093

Roeis b

g

3250B +
2000SB +
7000ag marks

2267 2/3 from
ad cathenam
Accon (1/3 of
inheritance)

1220 May 30–31
1225 Jan

934
974 x

No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052
No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093

Roma Z 1100SB 1st

year, after
3rd year
2300SB

over 10
years

x 1255 Jul 1239+a No. 2748 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 787–789
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Table A3.2: Casalia with Monetary Values in the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem

Site Name Casalia
Group

Monetary
Value

Add. Assets or
Notes

‘cum
villanis’

Date RRH C. Reference

Z 2000SB Annually
over 50
years

1259 Oct 24 1280+a No. 2934 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 880–881

Romah x 1138 Feb 5 174 No. 138 Mayer, i, pp. 319–321

x 1144 226 x No. 210 Mayer, i, pp. 392-393

Romene Z 1100SB 1st

year, after
3rd year
2300SB

over 10
years

x 1255 Jul 1239+a No. 2748 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 787–789

Z 2000SB Annually
over 50
years

1259 Oct 24 1280+a No. 2934 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 880–881

Saarethe u x 1257 Feb 2 1246+a No. 2853 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 838–839

‡ Location Tentative § Probable Identification † Reconstructed Charter †† Summary Only
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Table A3.2: Casalia with Monetary Values in the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem

Site Name Casalia
Group

Monetary
Value

Add. Assets or
Notes

‘cum
villanis’

Date RRH C. Reference

Sakhnin j 1000B 800B in funda
Accon + 2
knights service

x 1174 Jul 3 517 No. 364 Mayer, ii, pp. 634–635

j 3600SB x
x
x

1234
1235 Nov
1243 Dec

1059
1064 x

x

No. 788 Mayer, iii, p. 1372
No. 687 Mayer, iii, pp. 1172–1174
No. 696 Mayer, iii, pp. 1196–1197

j 3000B annually
agreement tied
to Hospitaller
rights

1254 Feb 19 1214 No. 106 Strehlke, pp. 85–87

Saltus
Muratus*

B 10,000B temporary
income from
three proper-
ties

1163–1168 485+a No. 309 Delaville la Roulx,
i, pp. 222–223

Samah m x 1253 Oct 1208+a No. 802 Mayer, iii, p. 1400

‡ Location Tentative § Probable Identification † Reconstructed Charter †† Summary Only
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Table A3.2: Casalia with Monetary Values in the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem

Site Name Casalia
Group

Monetary
Value

Add. Assets or
Notes

‘cum
villanis’

Date RRH C. Reference

d 13000SB annually for 10
years

x§ 1256 Sept 14–15 1250 Rey, Recherches, pp. 38–40; No.

805 Mayer, iii, pp. 1403–1404

Samarita E 1000SB Debt x 1213 Oct 18 866+a No. 1414 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 159

Samueth t 4500B + houses,
vineyards, and
gardens in
Mi,ilya

x 1179 Oct 22 587 No. 413 Mayer, ii, p. 707

b

g

3250B +
2000SB +
7000ag marks

2267 2/3 from
ad cathenam
Accon (1/3 of
inheritance)

1220 May 30–31
1225 Jan

934
974 x

No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052
No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093

Sanctus
Georgius

600B Annually
7-year term,
1300B already
paid

x 1179 Nov 24 588 No. 415 Mayer, ii, p. 710
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Table A3.2: Casalia with Monetary Values in the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem

Site Name Casalia
Group

Monetary
Value

Add. Assets or
Notes

‘cum
villanis’

Date RRH C. Reference

Saphet lo
Cathemon

1000SB 60SB annually 1236 Aug 10 1073 No. 84 Strehlke, pp. 66–67

Sarsorith A x 1257 Jan 4 1253 No. 108 Strehlke, pp. 88–89

A 23500SB Sale x 1257 Jan 4 1254 No. 109 Strehlke, p. 89 ††

q x 1257 Jan 10 1256 No. 111 Strehlke, pp. 90–91

y x 1261 Mar 1300 No. 117 Strehlke, pp. 103–104

Sauroefoca a 6000B x 1183 Mar 19 624 No. 438 Mayer, ii, p. 749

le Sebeque d 13000SB annually for 10
years

x§ 1256 Sept 14–15 1250 Rey, Recherches, pp. 38–40; No.

805 Mayer, iii, pp. 1403–1404

Seingibis J x 1207 or 1208
Feb

819+a No. 1251 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, p. 65
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Table A3.2: Casalia with Monetary Values in the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem

Site Name Casalia
Group

Monetary
Value

Add. Assets or
Notes

‘cum
villanis’

Date RRH C. Reference

Seisor 100B sale part of
a larger group-
ing worth a to-
tal of 4000SB

1249 Apr 30 1175+a No. 100 Strehlke, pp. 78–81

Sellem e 850SB Annually
part of a larger
grant also
involving a
money fief

1168 Apr 2 447 No. 4 Strehlke, pp. 5–6;
No. 326 Mayer, ii, p. 563

Semsem u x 1257 Feb 2 1246+a No. 2853 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 838–839

Sileta 2800B Sale x 1178 565+a No. 531 Delaville la Roulx, i,
pp. 363–364

5500B
1 + 103 Bedouin

families (tents)
x 1178 Nov 17 562+a No. 405 Mayer, ii, pp. 690–691

‡ Location Tentative § Probable Identification † Reconstructed Charter †† Summary Only
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Table A3.2: Casalia with Monetary Values in the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem

Site Name Casalia
Group

Monetary
Value

Add. Assets or
Notes

‘cum
villanis’

Date RRH C. Reference

Supheye t 4500B + houses,
vineyards, and
gardens in
Mi,ilya

x 1179 Oct 22 587 No. 413 Mayer, ii, p. 707

b

g

3250B +
2000SB +
7000ag marks

2267 2/3 from
ad cathenam
Accon (1/3 of
inheritance)

1220 May 30–31
1225 Jan

934
974 x

No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052
No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093

Suru a 6000B x 1183 Mar 19 624 No. 438 Mayer, ii, p. 749

b

g

3250B +
2000SB +
7000ag marks

2267 2/3 from
ad cathenam
Accon (1/3 of
inheritance)

1220 May 30–31
1225 Jan

934
974 x

No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052
No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093
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Table A3.2: Casalia with Monetary Values in the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem

Site Name Casalia
Group

Monetary
Value

Add. Assets or
Notes

‘cum
villanis’

Date RRH C. Reference

i 6400SB Sale, as well
as numerous
monetary
and property
penalties for
non-payment

1229 Apr 20
1229 Apr 20–30

1002
1013 x

No. 63 Strehlke, pp. 51–53
No. 666 Mayer, iii, pp. 1122–

1124

Tarfile b

g

3250B +
2000SB +
7000ag marks

2267 2/3 from
ad cathenam
Accon (1/3 of
inheritance)

1220 May 30–31
1225 Jan

934
974 x

No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052
No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093

i 6400SB Sale, as well
as numerous
monetary
and property
penalties for
non-payment

1229 Apr 20
1229 Apr 20–30

1002
1013 x

No. 63 Strehlke, pp. 51–53
No. 666 Mayer, iii, pp. 1122–

1124
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Table A3.2: Casalia with Monetary Values in the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem

Site Name Casalia
Group

Monetary
Value

Add. Assets or
Notes

‘cum
villanis’

Date RRH C. Reference

Tarsia b

g

3250B +
2000SB +
7000ag marks

2267 2/3 from
ad cathenam
Accon (1/3 of
inheritance)

1220 May 30–31
1225 Jan

934
974 x

No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052
No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093

i 6400SB Sale, as well
as numerous
monetary
and property
penalties for
non-payment

1229 Apr 20
1229 Apr 20–30

1002
1013 x

No. 63 Strehlke, pp. 51–53
No. 666 Mayer, iii, pp. 1122–

1124

Tayerebika a 6000B x 1183 Mar 19 624 No. 438 Mayer, ii, p. 749

b

g

3250B +
2000SB +
7000ag marks

2267 2/3 from
ad cathenam
Accon (1/3 of
inheritance)

1220 May 30–31
1225 Jan

934
974 x

No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052
No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093
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Table A3.2: Casalia with Monetary Values in the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem

Site Name Casalia
Group

Monetary
Value

Add. Assets or
Notes

‘cum
villanis’

Date RRH C. Reference

i 6400SB Sale, as well
as numerous
monetary
and property
penalties for
non-payment

1229 Apr 20
1229 Apr 20–30

1002
1013 x

No. 63 Strehlke, pp. 51–53
No. 666 Mayer, iii, pp. 1122–

1124

Tayeretrame a 6000B x 1183 Mar 19 624 No. 438 Mayer, ii, p. 749

b

g

3250B +
2000SB +
7000ag marks

2267 2/3 from
ad cathenam
Accon (1/3 of
inheritance)

1220 May 30–31
1225 Jan

934
974 x

No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052
No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093

i 6400SB Sale, as well
as numerous
monetary
and property
penalties for
non-payment

1229 Apr 20
1229 Apr 20–30

1002
1013 x

No. 63 Strehlke, pp. 51–53
No. 666 Mayer, iii, pp. 1122–

1124
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Table A3.2: Casalia with Monetary Values in the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem

Site Name Casalia
Group

Monetary
Value

Add. Assets or
Notes

‘cum
villanis’

Date RRH C. Reference

Teira 1000B Sale, + 400B
to Walter
Malduiz and –
100B on rent
from Emmaus

1151 or 1152
Feb 5

274+a No. 202 Delaville la Roulx,
i, pp. 155–157

Tolonum G 225B value of drago-
manship +
portions of the
harvest

1175 Jun 26 525+a No. 382 Mayer, ii, p. 659

G x 1185 Feb 1 a1110a
No. *471 Mayer, ii, p. 792

Turcarme 2000SB + 110 bushels
of barley, 60
bushels of
wheat, and
rent of houses
in Tyre and
Acre

1212 Nov 18 a859b
No. 1400 Delaville la Roulx,

ii, p. 150 ††

‡ Location Tentative § Probable Identification † Reconstructed Charter †† Summary Only
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Table A3.2: Casalia with Monetary Values in the Latin

Kingdom of Jerusalem

Site Name Casalia
Group

Monetary
Value

Add. Assets or
Notes

‘cum
villanis’

Date RRH C. Reference

Vastina
Leonis

x 1400B Ransom 1161 Nov 21 368 No. 264 Mayer, i, pp. 488-489

x 1400B Ransom 1161 Dec 3 369 x No. 88 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 201–
203

Zeitae u x 1257 Feb 2 1246+a No. 2853 Delaville la Roulx,
ii, pp. 838–839

Zoenite b

g

3250B +
2000SB +
7000ag marks

2267 2/3 from
ad cathenam
Accon (1/3 of
inheritance)

1220 May 30–31
1225 Jan

934
974 x

No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049–1052
No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093

i 6400SB Sale, as well
as numerous
monetary
and property
penalties for
non-payment

1229 Apr 20
1229 Apr 20–30

1002
1013 x

No. 63 Strehlke, pp. 51–53
No. 666 Mayer, iii, pp. 1122–

1124
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A3.3 Casalia Groups in the Latin Kingdom of

Jerusalem

Information on individual casale sites that have been grouped together for a
single transaction in a charter have been listed below. Site names are given
with the ‘Site Name’ spellings found in Table A3.1: Casalia in the Latin
Kingdom of Jerusalem, which are not necessarily identical to the spelling
of a location given in the relevant charter. Variant spellings found in the
published editions of the charters have been listed in Table A3.1.

The symbols used to identify a ‘casalia group’ are to be used in conjunc-
tion with Table A3.2: Casalia with Monetary Vales in the Latin Kingdom
of Jerusalem. The ‘reference’ column lists the published charter that was
consulted. Locations of sites not explicitly referenced as a ‘casale’ in a char-
ter, for example a castellum or an uninhabited gastine, but are still important
for a financial transaction, are listed in Table A3.3.2: Non-Casalia in the
Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem.

Sites have been listed in alphabetical order to facilitate cross-referencing.
However, listing sites in this manner sometimes obscures important infor-
mation preserved in the ordering of a group. Where this information was
thought to be particularly important, for example when information about
earlier land boundaries is preserved in the order of listed sites, names are
arranged in an alternative fashion. Here, sites were listed alphabetically
within their original ‘fief arrangement,’ separated from other groups by a
semicolon.

At times, casalia groups include sites that have yet to be identified in the
landscape. These unidentified sites have also been listed below. To distin-
guish between identified and unidentified sites, bold font was used to signify
those that can be located in the landscape. Unidentified sites, in regular-
weighted font, are listed in alphabetical order after identified locations.

All casalia names have been written in italics. Non-italic font was em-
ployed to convey extra information about a site or group.
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Table A3.3.1: Casalia Groups in the Latin King-

dom of Jerusalem

Group Site Names Reference

a Acabara, Bellum Uidere (Fassoue), Cassie, Deleha, Elgabacie,
Fennes, Horfeis, Sauroefoca, Suru, Tayerebika, Tayeretrame,
Carsilia, Camsara, Deirbasta

No. 438 Mayer, ii, p. 749

b in the territory of Castellum Regis: Balaton, Benna, Capharsome,
Danehile, Ialin, Rasabde, Samueth, Supheye, Tarfile ‡, Tarsia,
Zoenite, Bethera, Cafara, Iubie, Noseoquie, estate centre: Castellum
Regis; Amca, Clil, Habelie, Ieth, half of Lanahia; Acbara, Bellum
Uidere (Fassoue), Berzeia, Cassie, Deleha, Elgabacie, Fennes,
Horfeis, Raheb, Roeis, Suru, Tayerebika, Tayeretrame, Carsilie,
Camsara, Dair Basta, Ezefer; in the territory of St George de Labeyne:
Arket, a third of Bokehel, Cabra, Yanot, Mebelie, Kemelie, Lemez-
era, Saphet

No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049-1052
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Table A3.3.1: Casalia Groups in the Latin King-

dom of Jerusalem

Group Site Names Reference

g in the territory of Castellum Regis: Balaton, Benna, Capharsome,
Danehile, Ialin, Rasabde, Samueth, Supheye, Tarfile ‡, Tarsia,
Zoenite, Bethera, Caphara, Iubie, Nesecchie, estate centre: Castellum
Regis; Amca, Clil, Habelie, Ieth, half of Lanahia; Acbara, Bellum
Uidere (Fassoue), Berzeia, Cassie, Deleha, Elgabacie, Fennes,
Horfeis, Raheb, Roeis, Suru, Tayerebika, Tayeretrame, Carsilie,
Campsara, Derbasta, Ezefer, Rapho; in the territory of St George de
Labeyne: Arket, a third of Bokehel, Cabra, Yanot, Mebelie, Kemelie
Lemezera, Sapher

No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093

d casalia: Benna, Carcara, Douheyrap, Fierge, Ialin, Iazon,
Kapharneby, le Quiebre, Samah, la Sebeque, estate centre: Casale
Huberti de Pazi; gastines: Aithire, Cabesie, la Messerephe, la
Quatranye

Rey, Recherches, pp. 38–40;
No. 805 Mayer, iii, pp. 1403–

1404

e Mogar, Sellem, Gatregalee, Galafiee, two locations named Gobias, Ro-
mane

No. 4 Strehlke, pp. 5–6;
No. 326 Mayer, ii, p. 563

z Amca, Clil, Habelie, Lanahie, Casale Album No. 410 Mayer, ii, pp. 702–703
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Table A3.3.1: Casalia Groups in the Latin King-

dom of Jerusalem

Group Site Names Reference

h Amca, Arket, Saffet No. 63 Strehlke, pp. 51–53,
No. 666 Mayer, iii, pp. 1122–
1124

j casalia: Arabiam, Sakhnin; gastines: Derhenne, Misklin, Mezera No. 364 Mayer, ii, pp. 634–635;
No. 788 Mayer, iii, p. 1372; No.

687 Mayer, iii, pp. 1172–1174;
No. 696 Mayer, iii, pp. 1196–
1197; No. 106 Strehlke, pp. 85–
87

i casalia: Mebelie; in the territory of Trefile: Balaton, Bellum Uidere,
Cabra, Fennes, Ialin, Ieth, Suru, Tarsia, Tayerebika, Tay-
eretrame, Trefile, Yanot, Zoenite; Campsara, Derbasta; gastines:
Hamelie, Kemelie

No. 666 Mayer, iii, pp. 1122–
1124

k Daraya, Ha,anouf, la Maroenie No. 2852 Delaville la Roulx,

ii, pp. 836–837

l in the territory of Maron: Belide, Cades, Lahare, Mees, Cabrique,
two sites called Mageras

No. 473 Mayer, ii, pp. 798–799;
No. 668 Mayer, iii, pp. 1130–1132
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Table A3.3.1: Casalia Groups in the Latin King-

dom of Jerusalem

Group Site Names Reference

m in the territory of Casale Huberti de Pazi: Benna, Cabesie,
Douheyrap, Fierge, Ialin, Iazon, Kapharneby, la Meserefe, le
Quiebre, Samah, la Sebeque; estate centre: Casale Huberti de Pazi

No. 802 Mayer, iii, p. 1400

n Azatil, Eincanephis, Einchelem No. 563 Delaville la Roulx,

iv, p. 257

x Bethaatap, Culi ‡, Derhassen ‡, Vastinam Leonis, Derxerip No. 264 Mayer, i, pp. 488-489;
No. 88 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 201–
203; No. 88 Bresc-Bautier, pp.
201–203

o Deirmuesim, Dersabeb, Corteis, Huetdebes, Vuetmoamel No. 233 Mayer, i, pp. 429–431;
No. 282 Mayer, ii, pp. 509–510

p Deirmusim, Huetdebes No. 298 Mayer, ii, pp. 526–528;
No. 255 Mayer, i, p. 466

r Dersabeb, Corteis, Vuetmoamel No. 188 Mayer, i, pp. 372–373

s Bubil, Caphardin, Betelcanzir No. 63 Bresc-Bautier, pp.
157–158

t Samueth, Supheye No. 413 Mayer, ii, p. 707
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Table A3.3.1: Casalia Groups in the Latin King-

dom of Jerusalem

Group Site Names Reference

u Agelen el-Ahssas, Agelen el-Hayet ‡, Amouhde, Beze ‡, Camsa,
Elgedeide, Elroiheib ‡, Heleiquar, Malaques, Saarethe, Semsem,
Zeitae; Beitderas la seconde, Phetora

No. 2853 Delaville la Roulx,

ii, pp. 838–839

f Coquebel ‡, Mortdefro ‡
No. 499 Mayer, ii, p. 848

q Baadran, Bether, Betheron ‡, Bikicin, Boocosta, Cafernebrach,
Deir Bebe, Deir Elcamar, Deir Zekarim ‡, Elchoreibe, Elgabacie,
Elmizraa, Elmohtara, Elmuchethe ‡, Elmunzura, Gezin, Hazibe,
la Judede, Moreste, Niha, Sarsorith ‡, Baton, Beddei, Be,lhun,
Bennuefe, Butine, Elbegelie, Elcolea, Elhozaein, Elkardie, Elmecheirfe,
Esehemacha, Esfif, Ethchit, Ezsaronie, Gebbach, Haddris, Kaytule,
Mechacerbenni, Tyrun, and a garden in Besel

No. 111 Strehlke, pp. 90–91
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Table A3.3.1: Casalia Groups in the Latin King-

dom of Jerusalem

Group Site Names Reference

y casalia: Baadran, Bether, Bikicin, Bothma, Cafernebrach, Deir
Bebe, Deir Elcamar, Deir Zekarim ‡, Elmuchethe ‡, Elmunzura,
Gezin, Hadous ‡, Hazibe, la Judede, Moreste, Niha; Bathon,
Befedin, Bennouthe Eissif, Elhoussem, Jebha, Maassar Beni Elhon,
Queitonle, Ssouft-dou Ssoueizeni; gastines: Douheyrap, Elchoreibe,1
Elgabacie, Sarsonris ‡, Achif, Amcllebene, Baraquedes, Bede, Beni
Belmene, Beninemre, Beni Ougih, Beni Rages, Bergoiss, la Couleya,
Delgane, Elmesetye, Geissbou, la Gezeyre, le Hossaim, Maassar Beni
Elhon, la Meissereyfe, Ouzelle, la Ssemeha, le Ssoueayef, Thora, Tyron;
Not known: Beni Eleczem, Meisquir, Negeme, le Sscūft,de Medenes

No. 117 Strehlke, pp. 103–104

w casale: Lebassa; gastina: Massop No. 38 Strehlke, pp. 30–31

1
Elchoreibe mentioned twice
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Table A3.3.1: Casalia Groups in the Latin King-

dom of Jerusalem

Group Site Names Reference

A Bahaclin, Bemmorhei, Bessetfin, Bethlon, Boussaih, la Cor-
ratye ‡, la Cuneyesce, Dardorith, Delbon ‡, le Doeyir, Ebbrih,
Edmith ‡, le Foraidis, la Fornie ‡, Haynzehalta, Kaffarhammie,
Mahasser le Grant, la Mougarie, la Orhanie, Queffra, Sar-
sorith ‡; Bahnayl, la Bakha, le Barouc, Benemssin, Bessemharrir,
Bessonnaih le Bais, Bossonnaih le Haut, Bullel, Caffar, Daircossa, la
Fessaiteca, le Haddis, Hainouzeih, Haynhamer, la Homaira, Hommel,
Hommelmeguithe, la Kanzirie, la Loaize, la Messeytie, Tesfahta, la Zem-
bacquie

No. 108 Strehlke, pp. 88–89;
No. 109 Strehlke, p. 89 ††

B Aqua Bella, Belveer, Saltus Muratus ‡; estate centre: Castellum
Emaus

No. 309 Delaville la Roulx,

i, pp. 222–223

G Cabor, Coket, Tolonum No. 382 Mayer, ii, p. 659

E Cafarlet, Casale Bubalorum ‡, Samarita No. 1414 Delaville la Roulx,

ii, p. 159

Z Cafreezeir, Casale Robert, Roma, Romene No. 2748 Delaville la Roulx,

ii, pp. 787–789; No. 2934
Delaville la Roulx, ii, pp.

880–881
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Table A3.3.1: Casalia Groups in the Latin King-

dom of Jerusalem

Group Site Names Reference

H Casale de Cherio, Losserin No. 398 Delaville la Roulx,

i, pp. 271–272

J Pharaon, Seingibis No. 1251 Delaville la Roulx,

ii, p. 65
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Table A3.3.2: Non-Casalia in the Latin Kingdom

of Jerusalem

Site Name Modern Name Geographical
Coordinates

Group Reference

Aithire Kh. Bait Iriya 169.271 d Rey, Recherches, pp. 38–40; No. 805 Mayer,

iii, pp. 1403–1404
Castellum Emaus Abu Gosh 1603.1349 B No. 309 Delaville la Roulx, i, pp. 222–223
Castellum Regis Mi,ilyia 1746.2699 b No. 639 Mayer, iii, pp. 1049-1052

g No. 654 Mayer, iii, pp. 1086–1093
Derhenne Dair Hanna 184.252 j No. 364 Mayer, ii, pp. 634–635
Fierge Umm al-Faraj 161.267 d Rey, Recherches, pp. 38–40; No. 805 Mayer,

iii, pp. 1403–1404
la Messerephe Kh. al-Musheirifa 160.276 d Rey, Recherches, pp. 38–40; No. 805 Mayer,

iii, pp. 1403–1404
Misklin Kh. Maslakhit 182.247 j No. 364 Mayer, ii, pp. 634–635
la Quatranye al-Qatrani 164.269 d Rey, Recherches, pp. 38–40; No. 805 Mayer,

iii, pp. 1403–1404
‡ Location Tentative § Probable Identification † Reconstructed Charter †† Summary Only
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A3.4 Soil Types and Agricultural Potential

The charts below specify the soil types and land capability classification for

soils in the Levant. This information is based on D. Webley’s classification

of Israeli and Palestinian soil types in S. Ravikovitch’s map of the region.1

Table A3.4.1: Soil Types and Agricultural Potential

in Israel and the Palestinian

Territories (Webley)

†

Soil Type Arable Pasture

(Land Capability Classification)

Terra rossa a 1b 1
Mediterranean brown earth b 1b 1
Rendzina mountain c 2 2
Brown basaltic d 2 2
Hamra e 2 1
Brown alluvial vertisols g 2a 2
Alluvial h 2 2
Brown steppe i 2 (1)
Colluvial-alluvial j 1a 1a
Rendzina valley k 2b 2
Sand dunes m 2c (1)
Brown skeletal desert o 2c (1)
Stony desert land p 2c (1)
Loess raw s (2) (2)
Desert alluvial x 2b (2)

† Table 2 in D. Webley, ‘Soils and Site Location in Prehistoric Palestine,’ in
Papers in Economic Prehistory, ed. by E.S. Higgs (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1972), p. 170.

1
Chapter Four, Table 4.1: Prehistoric Land Capability Classification, p. 215.
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Approximate soil typology equivalents were also determined for the soil maps

of Jordan, Lebanon, and Syria, and are listed in the charts below. All soil ty-

pologies were first converted into their approximate WRB (World Reference

Base) equivalent, then compared with agricultural potential values according

to Webley’s classification. References used for soil type conversions are listed

at the end of the section for easy reference. All conversions are approximates.

Table A3.4.2: Approximate Soil Type Conversions

for Israel and the Palestinian

Territories

Listed Soil Type
(Ravikovitch)

Approximate Equivalent Soil
Type (WRB)

Terra Rossa Luvisols/Cambisols/Phaeozems
Mediterranean brown earth Phaeozems/Kastanozems
Rendzina mountain Regosols/Leptosols
Brown basaltic Cambisols
Hamra Luvisols
Brown alluvial vertisols Vertisols
Alluvial Fluvic Cambisols
Brown steppe Lithic Leptosols
Colluvial-alluvial Fluvic Cambisols/Fluvisols
Rendzina valley Regosols/Cambisols
Sand dunes Arenosols
Brown skeletal desert Lithosol/Solonchaks
Stony desert land Solonchaks
Loess raw Arenosols
Desert alluvial Fluvisols (Arenic)
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Table A3.4.3: Soil Types, Approximate Conver-

sions, and Agricultural Potential

in Lebanon

Listed Soil Type (Gèze) Approximate Equivalent Soil
Type (WRB)

Arable Pasture

Sols fauves côtiers Arenosols 2c 2
Sols rouges (terra rossa) Luvisols/Cambisols/Phaeozems 1b 1
Sols bruns Phaeozems/Kastanozems 1b 1
Sols jaunâtres de montagne (terra
rossa)

Luvisols/Cambisols/Phaeozems 1b 1

Sols jaunâtres de montagne (terra
rossa), humifères

Luvisols/Cambisols/Phaeozems 1b 1

Sols sableux Arenosols 2c 2
Sols gris Haplic Andosols/Epileptic

Andosols
1b 1

Alluvions Fluvisols 2 2
Sols de mélanges Calcaric Regosols/Haplic

Calcisols
2 2

Sols blancs grisâtres (rendzines) Regosols/Cambisols 2 2
Rendzines noires Regosols/Cambisols 2 2
Sols noirs ou gris et sols tourbeux Calcic Vertisols, Eutric Verti-

sols, Luvic Chernozems, Gleyic
Chernozems

1a 1a

Sols châtains foncés Cambisols 2 2
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Table A3.4.3: Soil Types, Approximate Conver-

sions, and Agricultural Potential

in Lebanon

Equivalent Soil Type Arable Pasture

Sols châtains clairs steppiques Cambisols 2 2
Sols jaunâtres subdésertiques Calceric Cambisols/Petric

Calcisols
2 2

Table A3.4.4: Soil Types, Approximate Conver-

sions, and Agricultural Potential

in Syria

Group
No.

Listed Soil Type (Ilaiwi) Approximate Equivalent
Soil Type (WRB)

Arable Pasture

28 Entisols – Lithic Xerorthents Leptosols 2 2
38 Inceptisols – Calcixerollic Vertic Xerochrepts Cambisol/Calcisol 2 2
44 Mollisols – Lithic Haploxerolls Leptic Phaeozems 1b 1
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Table A3.4.5: Soil Types, Approximate Conver-

sions, and Agricultural Potential

in Jordan

Listed Soil Type (Royal
Jordanian Geographic Centre)

Approximate Equivalent Soil
Type (USDA)

Approximate Equivalent
Soil Type (WRB)

Arable Pasture

Aridisols Aridisols (Camborthid) Calcisol/Arenosol 2c (2)
Entisols Entisols (Torriorthent) Calcisol/Arenosol 2c (2)
Xeric/Aridic Transitional Inceptisols (Xerchrept) Cambisol 1b 1
Inceptisols Inceptisols (Xerchrept) Cambisol 1b 1
Vertisols Vertisols (Chromoxerert) Vertisols 2a 2
Rockland Entisols (Torriorthent) Calcisol/Arenosol 2c (2)
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Appendix Four

A4.1 Charters from the Frankish states

concerning mills and ovens

Information in Appendix Four contains location information for the maps
displayed in Figures 6.1, 6.6, and 6.7 (Chapter Six).

Data in Appendix A4.1 lists information regarding mills and ovens from
the Frankish states found in charter evidence. Table A4.1.1 and Table

A4.1.2 contain data on flourmill and oven sites that can be confidently
placed in the landscape. Table A4.1.3 lists information on installations for
which no geographical coordinates are currently known.

Each entry is arranged alphabetically by its medieval name. The modern
site name is also given, as well as any alternative medieval names for the
site. Geographical coordinates are listed according to the Palestine Grid,
Levant Grid, or World Geodetic System (1984) coordinates. If a location is
listed according to its Levant Grid coordinates, an ‘l’ will follow the three
to four digit coordinate points. If the World Geodetic System (1984) was
used to signify the location of a site, as has been done for locations that fall
within modern Cyprus, Syria, and Turkey, it is identified by the abbreviation
‘WGS84’ after the coordinate points are listed in decimal degrees.

Charter data are listed according to the system outlined in Appendix

A3.1, with every entry containing information regarding the published vol-
ume a charter can be found within, the charter summery number from
Röhricht’s Regesta Regni Hierosolymitani (RRH), and whether or not the
charter copies earlier information. Sites with multiple entries are arranged
by date.
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Table A4.1.1: flour mills – Charter evidence for
flour mills in the Latin states

Site Name Modern
Name

Alternative
Name(s)

Geographical
Coordinates

Date RRH C. Reference

Acre Acre 1568.2586 1160 Mar 16 344 No. 254 Mayer, i, p. 464
1187 Oct 668 No. 522 Mayer, ii, pp. 875–877
1188 May 674 No. 523 Mayer, ii, pp. 881–882
1198 Jun a740b

No. 610 Mayer, ii, pp. 987-988
1241 Jan a1098a

No. 69 Kohler, pp. 70–71
1242 Apr 30 1107 No. 91 Strehlke, pp. 72–73

Antioch Antioch 36.21/36.18 1140 Apr 19 195 No. 76 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 176–178
WGS84 1144 Jan 10 220 x No. 12 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 176–178

1154 298 No. 15 Delaville la Roulx,
Archives, pp. 91–92

1184 Jan 19 636+a No. 665 Delaville la Roulx, i,
pp. 446–447

1228 Jan 510 x No. 128 Strehlke, p. 126
1228 Jan 979 No. 61 Strehlke, p. 50

Ascalon Ascalon 1071.1191 1227 Aug 21 983 No. 9 Riant, i, pp. 140–147
Azot Isdud, Tel

Ashdod
1171–82.
1288–97

1110 Sept 28 57 No. 42 Mayer, i, pp. 166–168

1154 Jul 30 293+a x No. 232 Mayer, i, pp. 425–427
Bessura Kh. Bait

Zira,ah
232.140 1255 Jan 30 1224 No. 49 Delaborde, pp. 100–105

‡ Location Tentative § Probable Identification † Reconstructed Charter †† Summary Only
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Table A4.1.1: flour mills – Charter evidence for
flour mills in the Latin states

Site Name Modern
Name

Alternative
Name(s)

Geographical
Coordinates

Date RRH C. Reference

Bethsan Baisan Bessan,
Beisan

1975.2116 1130 134 No. 116 Mayer, i, pp. 278–280

Baruth Beirut Beritum,
Berytum,
Beyrouth

196.365 1130 134 No. 116 Mayer, i, pp. 278–280

1152 Apr 20 291+a x No. 226 Mayer, i, pp. 414–415
1255 Jan 30 1224 No. 49 Delaborde, pp. 100–105

Cayphas Haifa 150.247 1115 80 No. 64 Mayer, i, pp. 197–198
casale comu-

nis Sanctus
al-K. en̄ıse‡ 107.144 L 1250 May 3 1184 No. 3 Archives de l’Orient Latin,

iib, pp. 222–224
Georgius 1265 Mar 5 1331 No. 4 Archives de l’Orient Latin,

iib, pp. 225–230
Doc Khirbat 1606.2501 1262 Jul 9 a1319a

No. *814 Mayer, iii, p. 1420
Kurdana 1262 Dec 19 1322+a No. 816 Mayer, iii, pp. 1424–1425

1283 Jun 3 1450+a No. 6 Holt, Early Mamluk
Diplomacy , pp. 73–91

Effedar Fidar‡ 143.240 L 1238 – 1241 1082 Petit, ‘Chartes de l‘Abbaye
Cistercienne Saint-Serge de

Giblet,’ pp. 26–28
‡ Location Tentative § Probable Identification † Reconstructed Charter †† Summary Only
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Table A4.1.1: flour mills – Charter evidence for
flour mills in the Latin states

Site Name Modern
Name

Alternative
Name(s)

Geographical
Coordinates

Date RRH C. Reference

Jerusalem
(Leper’s Mill)

Jerusalem 172.132 1151 269 No. 180 Mayer, i, p. 363

Jerusalem Jerusalem 1720.1316 1130 134 No. 116 Mayer, i, pp. 278–280
1133 Sept 26 144+a No. 100 Delaville la Roulx, i,

p. 88
1152 Apr 20 291+a x No. 226 Mayer, i, pp. 414–415
c. 1154 295 No. 114 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 234–235
c. 1170 483 No. 190 Paoli, i, pp. 235–236
1255 Jan 30 1224 No. 49 Delaborde, pp. 100–105

Kethrie Kythrea 35.25/33.48
WGS84

1220 Mar 929 de Mas Latrie, Histoire de l‘île
de Chypre, iii, p. 611

La Kh. el-,Al Eleale 228.137 1255 Jan 30 1224 No. 49 Delaborde, pp. 100–105
Laycas Qal,at

al-Ullayqa
Laicus 35.17/36.10

WGS84
1160 Mar 347+a No. 263 Delaville la Roulx, i,

p. 199††

Ligio Lajjun Ligum, Legio, 167.220 1179 Mar 19 576+a Rey, Colonies, pp. 281–284
le Lyon 1178? Rey, ‘Mont-Sion,’ pp. 37–53

la Massoque Tall al-
Ma,shuqa

Nabi Ma,shuq 1715.2966 1286+a No. 3408 Delaville la Roulx, iii,
pp. 238–239

Medequen
(cave)

next to Kh.
al-Kuz

178.182 1187 Jan
– Aug

a657d
No. 49 Revue de l’Orient latin,
vii, pp. 157–158

‡ Location Tentative § Probable Identification † Reconstructed Charter †† Summary Only
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Table A4.1.1: flour mills – Charter evidence for
flour mills in the Latin states

Site Name Modern
Name

Alternative
Name(s)

Geographical
Coordinates

Date RRH C. Reference

Molendina
desubter
Mirabellum

al-Mirr 1422.1689 1158–1159
Jan 25

330+a No. 263 Delaville la Roulx, i,
p. 199††

Molendia
Trium

al-Haddar Tres Pontes 134.168 1133 147+a No. 97 Delaville la Roulx, i,
pp. 86–87

Pontium 1241 Jun 1100+a No. 2274 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 590–591

Monte
Peregrino

Qal,at Sanjil 1617.2770 L c. 1115 78 Bolla ii Paoli, i, pp. 269–270

Montreal Shaubak Mons Regalis,
Scobach

2037.0993 1216 Oct 25 897+a No. 20 Claverie, Honorius iii,
pp. 314–316

Neapolis Nablus Naples 1750.1815 1110 Sept 28 57 No. 42 Mayer, i, pp. 166–168
1154 Jul 30 293+a x No. 232 Mayer, i, pp. 425–427

Nova Villa beside
al-Ram

1721.14028 1160 Mar 25 346 No. 126 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 252–253

Quarantena Jabal Mons tempta- 1909.1422 1116 May 15 82 No. 119 Rozière, pp. 222–223
Quruntul cionis in de-

serto
1124 Apr 8 104 No. 94 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 211–212

‡ Location Tentative § Probable Identification † Reconstructed Charter †† Summary Only
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Table A4.1.1: flour mills – Charter evidence for
flour mills in the Latin states

Site Name Modern
Name

Alternative
Name(s)

Geographical
Coordinates

Date RRH C. Reference

Rasalame Ras al-,Ain 1014.1444 L 1187 665+a No. 519 Mayer, ii, pp. 863–864
1201 Apr 17 a783a

No. 1144 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
p. 7††

Recordane East of Khir- 161.250 1154 Jul 30 293+a No. 232 Mayer, i, pp. 425–427
bat Kurdana 1235 Apr 10 a1061a

No. 2107 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
p. 483††

1235 Jul 25 1062+a No. 2117 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 486–487

1235 Aug 23 a1062a
No. 2120 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
p. 489

1235 Aug 23 a1062a
No. 2121 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
p. 490

1262 Jul 9 a1319a
No. *814 Mayer, iii, p. 1420

1262 Dec 19 1322+a No. 816 Mayer, iii, pp. 1424–1425
1283 Jun 3 1450+a No. 6 Holt, Early Mamluk

Diplomacy , pp. 73–91
Syloae Silwan§ 1720.1316 1123 101 No. 12 Delaborde, pp. 37–38

(Jerusalem) 1129 Oct 19 a129a
No. 17 Kohler, pp. 18–20

1130 134 x No. 116 Mayer, i, pp. 278–280
1152 Apr 20 291+a x No. 226 Mayer, i, pp. 414–415

‡ Location Tentative § Probable Identification † Reconstructed Charter †† Summary Only
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Table A4.1.1: flour mills – Charter evidence for
flour mills in the Latin states

Site Name Modern
Name

Alternative
Name(s)

Geographical
Coordinates

Date RRH C. Reference

Trefile Kh.
al-Manhata

Tarphile 1721.2715 1229 Apr 1011 No. 667 Mayer, iii, pp. 1126–1127

Tripoli Tripoli 160.277 L 1229 Apr 1011 No. 2298 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
p. 604

Tyre Tyre 0993.1495 L 1175 Jun 526 No. 63 Tafel-Thomas, i, pp. 167–
171

1187 Oct 666 No. 520 Mayer, ii, pp. 868–869
1182 a622a

No. *434 Mayer, ii, p. 739
1187 665+a No. 519 Mayer, ii, pp. 863–864
1190 Apr 11 691 No. 526 Mayer, ii, pp. 892–894
1199 Nov 9 a761a

No. *618 Mayer, ii, p. 1003
1243 Oct 1114+a No. 299 Tafel-Thomas, ii,

pp. 351–389
1249 Jul 14 1182 No. 2 Archives de l’Orient Latin,

iib, pp. 215–221
1250 May 3 1184 No. 3 Archives de l’Orient Latin,

iib, pp. 222–224
‡ Location Tentative § Probable Identification † Reconstructed Charter †† Summary Only

777



Table A4.1.2: ovens – Charter evidence
for ovens in the Latin states

Site Name Modern
Name

Alternative
Name(s)

Geographical
Coordinates

Date RRH C. Reference

Acre Acre 1568.2586 1123 102+a No. 764 Mayer, iii, pp. 1333–1336
1187 Oct 668 No. 522 Mayer, ii, pp. 875–877
1188 May 674 No. 523 Mayer, ii, pp. 881–882
1195 Jan 721 No. 579 Mayer, ii, p. 962
1235 Nov 1063+a No. 2126 Delaville la Roulx, ii,

pp. 493–494
1249 Jul 14 1182 No. 2 Archives de l’Orient Latin,

iib, pp. 215–221
1255 May 1 1234+a No. 2732 Delaville la Roulx, ii,

pp. 779–781
1260 Jan 7 1285 x No. 343 Tafel-Thomas, iii, pp. 31–

38
1266 Jan a1342a

No. 3202 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 779–781††

Alappo Aleppo 36.20/37.16
WGS84

1229 Dec 1019 No. 276 Tafel-Thomas, ii, pp. 274–
276

Antioch Antioch 36.21/36.18 1140 Apr 19 195 No. 76 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 176–178
WGS84 1142 – 1143 218 x No. 85 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 195–197

1217 Aug 6 897+a No. 20 Claverie, Honorius, pp.
314–316

‡ Location Tentative § Probable Identification † Reconstructed Charter †† Summary Only
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Table A4.1.2: ovens – Charter evidence
for ovens in the Latin states

Site Name Modern
Name

Alternative
Name(s)

Geographical
Coordinates

Date RRH C. Reference

Archas ,Arqā 1803.2875 L 1128 Feb 8 118+a No. 82 Delaville la Roulx, i,
pp. 76–78

Ascalon Ascalon 1071.1191 1192 Apr 704+a No. 533 Mayer, ii, pp. 909–910
1227 Aug 21 983 No. 9 Riant, i, pp. 140–147

Beruth Beirut Beritum, 196.365 1130 134 No. 116 Mayer, i, pp. 278–280
Beyrouth 1152 Mar 11 290 No. 28 Delaborde, pp. 63–67

1152 Apr 20 291+a x No. 226 Mayer, i, pp. 414–415
1255 Jan 30 1224 x No. 49 Delaborde, pp. 100–105

Casale Hu- al-Zib Siph, Casal 1598.2728 1153 Feb 26 281 No. 228 Mayer, i, pp. 421–422
berti de Pazi Imbert,

Casale
Himbertum

Cayphas Haifa 150.247 1115 80 No. 64 Mayer, i, pp. 197–198
1130 134 No. 116 Mayer, i, pp. 278–280
1152 Mar 11 290 No. 28 Delaborde, pp. 63–67
1152 Apr 20 291+a x No. 226 Mayer, i, pp. 414–415
1255 Jan 30 1224 x No. 49 Delaborde, pp. 100–105

Ioppe Jaffa Japhe 1265.1624 1110 Sept 28 57 No. 42 Mayer, i, pp. 166–168
1154 Jul 30 293+a x No. 232 Mayer, i, pp. 425–427
1187 Oct 667 No. 521 Mayer, ii, pp. 870–872

‡ Location Tentative § Probable Identification † Reconstructed Charter †† Summary Only
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Table A4.1.2: ovens – Charter evidence
for ovens in the Latin states

Site Name Modern
Name

Alternative
Name(s)

Geographical
Coordinates

Date RRH C. Reference

1192 Apr 704+a No. 533 Mayer, ii, pp. 909–910
1217 Aug 6 897+a No. 20 Claverie, Honorius, pp.

314–316
Jerusalem Jerusalem Hierusalem 1720.1316 1114 74+a No. 56 Mayer, i, p. 185

1123 102+a No. 764 Mayer, iii, pp. 1333–1336
1130 133 Appendix i Bresc-Bautier, pp.

347–348
1130 134 No. 116 Mayer, i, pp. 278–280
1133 Sept 26 144+a No. 100 Delaville la Roulx, i,

p. 88
1138 172 No. 23 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 81–83
1143 Apr 223 No. 68 Bresc-Bautier, p. 165
1144 Jan 10 220 x No. 12 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 55–58
1154 Jul 30 293+a x No. 232 Mayer, i, pp. 425–427
1152 Mar 11 290 No. 28 Delaborde, pp. 63–67
1152 Apr 20 291+a x No. 226 Mayer, i, pp. 414–415
1156 Nov 2 322 x No. 242 Mayer, i, pp. 448–449
1158 Apr 21 331
1160 – 1187 421 No. 168 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 321–322
1160 Jul 26 354 x No. 258 Mayer, i, pp. 472–474

‡ Location Tentative § Probable Identification † Reconstructed Charter †† Summary Only
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Table A4.1.2: ovens – Charter evidence
for ovens in the Latin states

Site Name Modern
Name

Alternative
Name(s)

Geographical
Coordinates

Date RRH C. Reference

1164 Jul 16 400 x No. 310 Mayer, ii, pp. 538–541
1168 – 1169 469 x No. 150 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 293–296
1170 Sept 9 474 x No. 151 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 297–301
c. 1170 483 No. 190 Paoli, i, pp. 235–236
before 1187 No. 169 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 322–323
1192 Apr 704+a No. 533 Mayer, ii, pp. 909–910
1218 Jan 29 909 No. 24 Claverie, Honorius, pp.

320–324
1255 Jan 30 1224 x No. 49 Delaborde, pp. 100–105

Laodicea Latakia 35.52/35.78
WGS84

1145 Nov a234a
No. 163 Delaville la Roulx, i,

p. 131††

1183 633+a No. 648 Delaville la Roulx, i,
pp. 436–437

Ligio Lajjun 167.220 1161 371+a No. 35 Delaborde, pp. 82–83
Margat al-Marqab 35.15/35.95

WGS84
1186 Feb 1 649+a No. 783 Delaville la Roulx, ii,

pp. 491–496
Mons Tripoli Tripoli 1617.2770 L 1138 – 1139 192 No. 80 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 188–189
Peregrinus 1164 402 No. 59 Tafel-Thomas, i, pp. 140–

144
‡ Location Tentative § Probable Identification † Reconstructed Charter †† Summary Only
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Table A4.1.2: ovens – Charter evidence
for ovens in the Latin states

Site Name Modern
Name

Alternative
Name(s)

Geographical
Coordinates

Date RRH C. Reference

Nova Villa beside
al-Ram

1721.14028 1160 Mar 25 346 No. 126 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 252–253

Palmyre beside the Sea
of Galilee

198.249 1180 Apr 594+a No. xix Delaville la Roulx, i,
pp. 908–909

Tyre Tyre 1685.2975 1123 102+a No. 764 Mayer, iii, pp. 1333–1336
1155 Jul 13 309 x No. 238 Mayer, i, pp. 440–442
1175 Jun 526 No. 63 Tafel-Thomas, i, pp. 167–

171
1187 665+a No. 519 Mayer, ii, pp. 863–864
1187 Oct 666 No. 520 Mayer, ii, pp. 868–869
1187 Oct 667 x No. 521 Mayer, ii, pp. 870–872
1188 May 675 No. 524 Mayer, ii, pp. 884–885
1190 Apr 11 691 No. 526 Mayer, ii, pp. 892–894
1244 1116 x No. 300 Tafel-Thomas, ii, pp. 389–

398
1264 Mar 5 1331 No. 4 Archives de l’Orient Latin,

iib, pp. 225–230
‡ Location Tentative § Probable Identification † Reconstructed Charter †† Summary Only

782



Table A4.1.2: ovens – Charter evidence
for ovens in the Latin states

Site Name Modern
Name

Alternative
Name(s)

Geographical
Coordinates

Date RRH C. Reference

Valania Bāniyās 35.18/35.95
WGS84

1201 a787a
No. 1134 Delaville la Roulx, ii,

pp. 491–496††

1262 May 31 1319+a No. 3029 Delaville la Roulx, iii,
pp. 31–33

‡ Location Tentative § Probable Identification † Reconstructed Charter †† Summary Only
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Table A4.1.3: flour mills – Charter evidence for
flour mills in the Latin states (unspecified
or identified location)

Site Name Notes Date RRH C. Reference

. . . Tithe on William Berard’s mill (Artas§?) 1125 Dec 9 107+a No. 72 Delaville la Roulx, i,
pp. 69–70

Kamel Unidentified site, Dussard, Topographie,
p. 92 n. 2; B. Major has suggested the
site may be identical with Lakma, per-
haps located at al-Kāmiliyya, Major,
Medieval Rural Settlement, Database i

1127 Feb 8 118+a No. 82 Delaville la Roulx, i,
pp. 76–78

Antioch? Two mills on the Orontes, with two wheels
and under the care of three Syrians:
Nicephor, Michael, and Nicholas

1140 199 No. 76 Bresc-Bautier, pp. 176–178

Acre? Tithe on mill 1146 a243a
No. 167 Delaville la Roulx, i,

p. 132††

. . . Sale of a mill by a ra'̄ıs named Morage
for 120 besants and 12 measures (modiis)
of corn. The mill was part of his house.

1150? 265 No. 111 Bresc-Bautier, p. 232

Leotreh Jovan, may be in Antioch or in
Armenia

1158 Apr 21 331

Soccam Scotiethet, may be in Antioch or in
Armenia

1158 Apr 21 331

‡ Location Tentative § Probable Identification † Reconstructed Charter †† Summary Only
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Table A4.1.3: flour mills – Charter evidence for
flour mills in the Latin states (unspecified
or identified location)

Site Name Notes Date RRH C. Reference

Maraband Mill co-owned with monks of Saint Simon
in Antioch

1174 Jan 8 511 Rey, Researches, pp. 22–23

Scomodar Mill co-owned with monks of Saint Simon
in Antioch

1174 Jan 8 511 Rey, Researches, pp. 22–23

. . . Mill in Antioch, owned by countess 1203 Apr 13 a789c
No. 195 Delaville la Roulx,
Inventaire, p. 40 ††

la Questria Unidentified site in Cyprus 1210 Sept 844+a No. 2298 Delaville la Roulx, ii,
pp. 121–122

Rossa Unidentified site, Dussard, Topographie,
pp. 175–177

1225 Mar 17 971 No. 90 Claverie, Honorius iii, pp.
406–408

Chacorim casale in Armenia 1236 Jan 22 1066 No. 83 Strehlke, pp. 65–66
Aqua Jemis Venetian-owned territory 1243 Oct 1114+a No. 299 Tafel-Thomas, ii,

pp. 351–389
‡ Location Tentative § Probable Identification † Reconstructed Charter †† Summary Only
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A4.2 Archaeological remains from the Latin Kingdom

of Jerusalem concerning mills and ovens

This section lists the sources of archaeological information for Frankish-
period cornmills, European-style domed ovens, and tabuns in the Latin
Kingdom of Jerusalem. When the data is available, each entry contains
information regarding the medieval and modern site name, alternative des-
ignations, the geographical coordinates according to the Palestine Grid, and
the primary scholarly contributions related to an installation.

Table A4.2.1 lists information regarding twelfth- and thirteenth-century
flourmills, Table A4.2.2 contains information on European-style domed
ovens found in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem, and Table A4.2.3 cata-
logues data on Frankish-period thermal features that have been identified as
tabuns in excavations. Table A4.2.3 does not list information on Frankish
sites with tabuns or tannurs that pre- or postdate the twelfth and thirteenth
centuries.

Regarding the sites catagorised below as Frankish-period cornmills, there
is a subset of scholarly literature that designates the mills at Doc, Recordane,
and Montreal as sugar-mill sites rather than flourmills; however, there is little
data to reinforce this claim. Erring on the side of caution, these sites have
been listed below as cornmills.
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Table A4.2.1: flour mills – Archaeological evidence
for flour mills in the Latin Kingdom of
Jerusalem

Site Name Modern Name Alternative Name(s) Geographical
Coordinates Reference

Doc Khirbat Kurdana Doq, Doke, Dochum 1606.2501 No. 133 Secular Buildings, pp. 62–
64; No. 7 Pringle, ‘Survey of Castles,’ p.
89; No. 59 Boas, Archaeology of the Mil-
itary Orders, pp. 240–241; No. 144 Pe-
tersen, Gazetteer of Buildings in Muslim
Palestine, pp. 290–291; Benvenisti, Cru-
saders, pp. 249–252

Molendina
desubter

al-Mirr 1422.1689 No. 154 Secular Buildings, p. 72;
No. 90 Petersen, Gazetteer of Buildings

Mirabellum in Muslim Palestine, pp. 222–223
Molendina
Trium

al-Haddar Tres Pontes 134.168 No. 98 Secular Buildings, p. 49; No.

46 Petersen, Gazetteer of Buildings
Pontium in Muslim Palestine, pp. 141–143; Ben-

venisti, Crusaders, p. 525
Monfort Qal,at al-Qurain

(guesthouse)
Starkenberg,
Frans Castiaus

1715.2722 No. 156 Secular Buildings, pp. 73–
74; Pringle, ‘Thirteenth-Century Hall,’
pp. 57–60, pp. 68–71, and Fig. 4–6; No.

54 Boas, Archaeology of the Military Or-
ders, p. 248
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Table A4.2.1: flour mills – Archaeological evidence
for flour mills in the Latin Kingdom of
Jerusalem

Site Name Modern Name Alternative Name(s) Geographical
Coordinates Reference

Montreal Shaubak Castrum Saboach,
Scobach, Mons Regalis,
Mont Real, Monreal

204.993 No. 46 (SBK 1) Schriwer, Water and
Technology in Levantine Society, pp. 118–
119.

Recordane Recordana 161.250 Shaked, ‘Doq and Recordane,’ pp. 61– 72
[Hebrew], p. *172 [English summary]; No.

59 Boas, Archaeology of the Military Or-
ders, p. 250789



Table A4.2.2: bread ovens – Archaeological evidence
for European-style bread ovens in the
Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem

Site Name Modern Name Alternative Name(s) Geographical
Coordinates Reference

Arsur Arsuf, Tel Arshaf 1329.1781 Tal and Roll, ‘ARSUR,’ pp. [8]–[51]
Castellum
Emaus

Abu Gosh Chastel des Emauz,
Fontaine d‘Esmals,

Fontenoid, Fons Emaus

1603.1349 de Vaux and Steve, Abū G. ôsh, pp. 98– 100

Chastiau Pelerin ,Atlit Castrum Peregrinorum,
Castrum Filii Dei

1440.2345 Johns, Guide to ,Atlit, p. 60 and Fig.
24; No. 21 Secular Buildings, pp. 22–
23

Crac Karak le Crac de Montreal,
Cracum Montis reg-
alis, Petra Deserti,

Karak al-Shawbak

2170.0660 No. 124 Secular Buildings, pp. 59–
60.

Parva
Muhameria

al-Qubaiba Mahomeriola 1629.1386 Bagatti, Emmaus-Qubeibah, p. 90, pp. 94–
95, and pl. 11 (photo 20)

Vadum Jacob Qasr al-,Atra le Chastelez 2090.2677 No. 75 Boas, Archaeology of the Mili-
tary Orders, pp. 258–259, pp. 162–163,
and Fig. 59
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Table A4.2.3: tabuns – Archaeological evidence for
Frankish-period tabuns in the Latin
Kingdom of Jerusalem

Modern Name Geographical
Coordinates Reference

Jaffa (Yafo) 1265.1624 Boas, Domestic Settings, p. 159 and pp.
310–311

Khirbat Ka,kul 1737.1357 Seligman, ‘Jerusalem, Khirbat Ka,kul
(Pisgat Zeev H),’ pp. 1–73

Khirbat Marus (Merot/Marish) 1998.2707 No. 147 Secular Buildings, p. 70
Khirbat Tall al-Durur (Tel Zeror) 1476.2038 No. 89 Secular Buildings, p. 47
Khirbat Zuwainita (H. orbat Bet
Zeneita)

1708.2695 Getzov, ‘An Excavation at H. orbat Bet
Zeneta,’ Plan 1

Tall Dothan 172.202 Master et al., Dothan i, p. 151
Tall Qaimun (Tel Yoqne,am) 1604.2300 Avissar, Tel Yoqe,am: Excavations on

the Acropolis, p. 24
Tall Sahl al-Sarabat 212.135 No. 195 Secular Buildings, p. 93
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al-Nābulusı̄, History of the Fayyum (1243): Qubara, trans. by Y. Rapoport
and I. Shahar, Rural Society in Medieval Islam Project (London: Queen Mary
University, 2011) <http://www2.history.qmul.ac.uk/ruralsocietyislam/transl
ations/qubara/index.html>[accessed: 2016 May 3].

Nāsir-i Khusrau, Diary of a Journey Through Syria and Palestine, trans.
by G. Le Strange, Palestine Pilgrims’ Text Society (London: Palestine Pil-
grims’ Text Society, 1888).
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Irwin, R., ‘Iqt.ā, and the End of the Crusader States,’ in The Eastern
Mediterranean Lands in the Period of the Crusades, ed. by P.M. Holt (Warmin-
ster: Aris and Philipps, 1977), pp. 62–77.

Issar, A., and Zohar, M., Climate Change: Environment and History of
the Near East (Berlin: Springer, 2004, reprinted: 2007).

821



Issar, A., Climate Changes during the Holocene and their Impact on Hy-
drological Systems (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003).

Jacoby, D., ‘The Venetian Presence in the Crusader Lordship of Tyre: A
Tale of Decline,’ in The Crusader World, ed. by A.J. Boas (London: Rout-
ledge, 2016), pp. 181–195.

Johansen, B., Islamic Law on Land Tax and Rent: The Peasants’ Loss of
Property Rights as Interpreted in the Hanafite Legal Literature of the Mam-
luk and Ottoman Periods, Exeter Arabic and Islamic Series (London: Croom
Helm, 1988).

Johns, C.N., Guide to ,Atlit: The Crusader Castle, Town & Surroundings
with the Prehistoric Caves at Wadi el Maghara (Jerusalem: Government of
Palestine, Department of Antiquities, 1947) reprinted in Pilgrims’ Castle
(,Atlit), David’s Tower (Jerusalem) and Qal,at ar-Rabad (,Ajlun) (Alder-
shot: Ashgate Variorum, 1997), i.

——— ‘Excavations at Pilgrims’ Castle, ,Atlit (1932–33): Stables at the
South-West of the Suburb,’ Quarterly of the Department of Antiquities in
Palestine 5 (1936), 31–60, reprinted in Pilgrims’ Castle (,Atlit), David’s
Tower (Jerusalem) and Qal,at ar-Rabad (,Ajlun) (Aldershot: Ashgate Vari-
orum, 1997), vi.

——— ‘Medieval ,Ajlun: i. The Castle (Qal,at ar-Rabad),’ Quarterly of
the Department of Antiquities in Palestine 1 (1931), 21–33, reprinted in
Pilgrims’ Castle (,Atlit), David’s Tower (Jerusalem) and Qal,at ar-Rabad
(,Ajlun) (Aldershot: Ashgate Variorum, 1997), viii.

Johnstone, P., ‘Islamic Pottery,’ in Dothan i: Remains from the Tell (1953–
1964), ed. by D.M. Master, J.M. Monson, E.H.E. Lass, and G.A. Pierce
(Warsaw, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2005), pp. 154–155.

Jones, M.D., Roberts, C.N., Leng, M.J., and Türkeş, M., ‘A High-
Resolution Late Holocene Lake Isotope Record from Turkey and Links to
North Atlantic and Monsoon Climate,’ Geology 34 (2006), 361–364.

Jotham-Rothschild, J., ‘Kurdaneh,’ Palestine Exploration Quarterly 81
(1949), 58–66 and pls. i–viii.

822



Jotischky, A., The Perfection of Solitude: Hermits and Monks in the Cru-
sader States (University Park: Pennsylvania State University Press, 1995).

Kadmon, R., and Danin, A., ‘Distribution of Plant Species in Israel in
Relation to Spatial Variation in Rainfall,’ Journal of Vegetation Science 10
(1999), 421–432.

Kaniewski, D., Van Campo, E., Paulissen, E., Weiss, H., Bakker, J.,
Rossignol, I., and Van Lerberghe, K., ‘The Medieval Climate Anomaly
and the Little Ice Age in Coastal Syria Inferred from Pollen-Derived Palaeo-
climatic Patterns,’ Global and Planetary Change 78 (2011), 178–187.

Kaniewski, D., Van Campo, E., Paulissen, E., Weiss, H., Otto, T.,
Bakker, J., Rossignol, I., and Van Lerberghe, K. ‘Medieval Coastal
Syrian Vegetation Patterns in the Principality of Antioch,’ The Holocene
21:2 (2010), 251–262.

Kaniewski, D., Paulissen, E., Van Campo, E., Bakker, J., Van Ler-
berghe, K., and Waelkens, M., ‘Wild or Cultivated Olea european L.
in the Eastern Mediterranean during the Middle-Late Holocene? A Pollen-
Numerical Approach,’ The Holocene 19:7 (2009), 1039–1047.

Kareem, J.M.H., Settlement Patterns in the Jordan Valley in the Mid- to
Late Islamic Period, BAR International Series 877 (Oxford: Archaeopress,
2000).
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