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Dr. Gabriel Barkay conducted three
seasons of excavations on the slope of
the Valley of Ben-Hinnom, just north of
St. Andrew’'s Churgh in south Jerusalem,
between the years 1975 and 1980. Dur-
ing these years he uncovered a large
number of ancient tombs from several
historical periods.;; Most of them had
been robbed or disturbed long ago. In

able find, since tombs of the period of
the Hebrew kings have rarely survived
without - having been entered and
robbed of their coptents long ago.

This tomb, which from the nature of its
ated to the end of the
eginning of the sixth
centuries BC, (the time of the prophet

place. It containe _ the skeletal remains
of 95 individuals and a repository of

were 263 complete pottery vessels, 101
pieces of jewelry, pf which six were of
gold and 95 of silve
objects of bone a
of iron and bronze

were two tiny sﬂv_ scrolls tightly rolled
up. One was about one inch long and
nch thick, the other
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only half an inch long and a fifth of an inch thick. The excavators assumed
that these scrolls had served as amulets and contained Inscriptions. For this
reason, they were anxious to see them unrolled.

Because of the difficulties involved in unrolling such extremely thin 2,500
year old scrolls of corroded silver sheets, it was thought best to send them to
the University of Leeds in Britain, where some of the most experienced re-
storers of ancient artifacts and metal experts were available for such delicate
work. However, the British experts felt that the danger of dest the
scrolls in the process of unrolling was too great to attempt this work. There-
fore they declined to attempt the unrolling and returned the scrolls to Israel.
The same disappointment was experienced when the scrolls were sent to
Germany for unrolling.

The result was that the Israeli technicians in the laboratories of the Israel
Museum were forced to attempt to do the job themselves. After many diffi-
culties they developed a special method that enabled them to unroll the two
tiny silver sheets with success. After the scrolls had been unrolled and
cleaned, they confirmed the expectations of the excavators - they did indeed
contain written texts!

the earliest inscriptions ever found in Jerusalem
that contain the name of Israel's God, Yahweh,
and the earliest copies of a Bible text in existence.
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And what were the contents of the texts? It was the priestly benediction
found in the Scriptures, in Numbers 6:24-26: "May Yahweh bless you, and
keep you; may Yahweh let his face shine upon you, . . . and give you peacel™

These were the earliest inscriptions ever found in Jerusalem that contain
the name of Israel’s God, Yahweh, and the earliest copies of a Bible text in
existence, These few verses from one of the books of the Pentateuch predate
the earliest Biblical copies of the Dead Sea Scrolls by 400 years and bring us
back to the period that preceded the Babylonian exile. This find certainly
refutes those scholars who claim that the books of Moses had not been
reduced to writing until the Babylonian Captivity or later. For here we find a
smaill portion of the five books of Moses literally quoted, well before the
destruction of Jerusalem by Nebuchadnezzar and the deportation of the
citizens of the Kingdom of Judah to Babylonia. :

The exhibition of these unrolled tiny scrolls in the Israel Museum - one
under a large magnifying glass - gives all visitors to that fine institution a
possibility to view these important witnesses of the existence of a part of
‘God's Word in the seventh-sixth centuries BC. m

[*Ed. Although not the complete blessing, this much is parallel in the
Hebrew.] ! ¢

. Gabriel Barkay, Ketef Hinnom: A Treasure Facing
Jerusalem’s Walls, "Catalogue No. 274" (Jerusalem: The Israel Museum, 1986).

Siegfried Horn, Jerusalem, March, 1987 [Dr. Horn Is retired from teaching at
Andrews University. Well-known for his Heshbon excavations, a recent fest -
schrift in his honor has articles by reknowned archaeologists and scholars.]
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houses arranged around a courtyard

where domestic work took place.
Larger compounds possibly indicate
differences in wealth, although this
may simply reflect the extended
family that appears to have been the
basic domestic unit. Paleobotanical
remains indicate a typical Mediter-
ranean, mixed economy. Barley was
the dominant plant, but einkorn,
emmer, and bread wheat were also
cultivated. Legumes, lentils, peas, -
linseed, olive stones, and vine pips,
as well as sheep, goat, and cattle
bones were also recovered.

11 el-Farcah North. Six phases '

at Tell el-Farcah provide another
glimpse of urban planning in Early
Bronze II {de Vaux 1971). In the earli-
est phase, one of the best-preserved
gates in Palestine was discovered.
Two chambered, brick towers about
10 meters long (still preserved to
approximately 4 meters in height)
flank a wide passageway through the
city-wall. The town plan is already
clear in this phase. Intersecting,
paved streets divide blocks of inter-
connected, rectangular houses, some
with benches and rows of bases to
support roof pillars. Two pottery
workshops and a two-story kiln were
found, attesting to the beginning of
the mass production of pottery
throughout Palestine at this time.
Excavation uncovered a temple with
an open hall and sanctuary, although
it apparently was located in the
midst of a residential block. At this
site the defenses were also strength-
ened throughout Early Bronze II,
including the addition of a glacis (or
earthen embankment). .
These archaeological data gen-
erally ‘Ww
probably centralized at the city-state
level. But it is doubtful whether, as
in Mesopotamia, any of the indepen-
dent city-states ever acquired hege-
mony over other major centers, al-
though the series of destructions at
some sites may reflect internecine
competition. The data also point to -

an economy based on intensive agri-

€ an international network

Tell Arad gives us our best picture of city
planning in the Early Bronze. The city-
wall, towers, and private dwellings
excavated in the southern section can
be seen in an aerial of the site. Courtesy
of Pictorial Archive. An isometric
reconstruction of the fortified city
from EB II shows the separation of
public areas, in the center, from residential
areas, along the wall. Radial streets connect
the two areas, and the site is encircled by a
wall fortified with bastions. Drawing by
Lane Ritmeyer is used courtesy of the Israel
Museum. The ceramic house model, found at
Arad, reveals the typical rectangular or
broadroom house of the third millennium
8.c.t. with the door on the long side. Courtesy
of the Israel Museum and David Harris,

of trade and a redistribution system
(discussed below). Differentiated
urban sectors presuppose a complex
social stratification elevated beyond
kinship ties, and the centrally lo-
cated temples suggest a cultic uni-
formity indicative of a priestly elite.
Most apparent, though, the striking
uniformity of the material culture
and city-state design throughout Pal-
estine is a sign of an integrated so-
ciety. In summary, during Early
Bronze II there existed cities, towns,
and villages with a fully integrated
society among which there were
complex interrelationships and
interdependencies.

Foreign Relations with Egypt in
Early Bronze I and IT

The nature of foreign relations
with Egypt (that is, whether the
archaeological data indicate trade or
political domination—Yadin 1955; .
Yeivin 1960) has been a debated issue
for some time. This topic was re-
cently the subject of an article in BA
(Wright 1985), where an excellent
review of the problem and of the con-
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Urban collapse. By 2350/2300 B.C.,
the city-state system had collapsed
and all the tells were abandoned;
urbanism in Palestine no longer
existed. Paradoxically, it was during
the Early Bronze III period that the
system seemed strongest; in fact all
the data seem to suggest that polit-
ical control was more firmly estab-
lished at that time. The monumen--
tality of the public/religious sectors
shows an intensification of social
stratification and presumably greater
control by a political elite. The size
and continued rebuttressing of de-
fensive works could only have been
organized by a highly centralized
political authority with control over
a significant labor force. The mas-
sive food-storage facilities discovered
in this period, the size of the major
centers, and the evidence that many
of these sites were occupied to their
capacity imply an increase in urban
population. Urban growth in Early
Bronze III was characterized by high-
ly nucleated urban centers. As these
centers absorbed a growing popula-
tion, smaller sites were depopulated
or abandoned. Indeed, some data
suggest a corresponding decline in
sedentary village settlements (Fargo
1979). I have already noted above
that at the end of Early Bronze II

-numerous sites were abandoned.

A similar phenomenon has
been noted in Mesopotamia, where
settlement surveys show that when
urban centers became highly nucle-
ated, the population of outlying
areas receded {Adams and Nissen
1972; Adams 1981). A concomitant
of this appears to be lessening polit-
ical control by urban centers and
expanded autonomy for tribal soci-
eties of pastoral nomads. That such
a situation existed in Early Bronze
III in Palestine is suggested by the
archaeological record in the subse-
quent Early Bronze IV period, when,
in the absence of centralized author-
ity, we see a shift towards greater
sociopolitical autonomy. Increased
autonomy for tribal elements may
have resulted in hostilities between

the urban principalities and the
tribal groups.

We a- 2 far from being able to
explain definitively the collapse of
the urban centers at the end of Early
Bronze III, although there are some
clues in the archaeological record

that allow us to speculate. Although

urbanism reached its zenith during
this time, the period was apparently
not a tranquil one. The massiveness
of the fortifications, their continued
rebuttressing, and especially Egyp-
tian inscriptional and pictorial evi-
dence of raiding emphasize the high

The massive fortifications
of EB III suggest constant
hostilities, which disrupt
trade, inhibit agriculture,
and place undue demands
on the labor force and
army. These stresses may
have led to the breakdown
of the urban system by the
end of the period.

level of militarism in.this period
(Callaway 1978; de Vaux 1971).
Throughout the Old Kingdom
(the Third through Sixth Dynasties),
that is, Early Bronze III and the first
part of Early Bronze IV, Egyptian
raids against “the Asiatics” are at-
tested (Drower and Bottéro 1971).
The best evidence comes from the
tombs of Dishasha and Saqqara,
where fortified towns, some with
towers, are shown under siege by
Egyptian troops. The people who are
besieged are depicted clearly as Asi-
atics. There are other references to
expeditions against fortified towns
in a “land of figs and vines,” and to a

defeat of “the Asiatics, Sand-dwellers,”

and the Shasu—a term later known

to apply to the nomads of our region.
Thus the textual references to con-

tinual raiding by Egypt may explain

the monumental fortifications of
the period, and it would also provide
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one rationale for immigration to the
cities as the more sedentary-based
rural peoples sought protection.
Others presumably would have opted
for the more mobile life of pastoral
nomadism.

It is known that constant hostil-
ities disrupt trade, depopulate the
areas around cities, inhibit agricul-
tural productivity, and place undue
demands on the labor force and army.

Such stresses, if they occurred,
may have led to social unrest, politi-
cal upheaval, and the final break-
down of the system by the end of
Early Bronze III. It should also be
noted that a shift to drier conditions,
for which there is some climatologi-
cal evidence (including textual docu-
mentation for drought slightly later
in Egypt) may have also played a role
in the process of deurbanization {But-
zer 1970; Bell 1971; Horowitz 1974).
The precise reasons may never be

" known. I must stress, however, that

there is no evidence to posit, as has
been done in the past, a nomadic inva-
sion as explanation for the collapse
of the urban city-state system (see
Kenyon, Bottéro, and Posener 1971).

Early Bronze IV

(circa 2350/2300 to 2000 B.C.)
Urban regression. Although current
anthropological views on culture
change place greater emphasis on
isolating internal mechanisms in
order to explain processes of change,
earlier scholarship tended to view
abrupt change in terms of “invasions

" of new peoples.” In the face of such

abrupt sociocultural change at the
end of Early Bronze III, where urban-
ism was succeeded by nonurban set-
tlement and nomadism, it is no sur-

_ prise that invasion theories were .

appealed to as an explanation for. -
these dramatic events. The most
enduring has been the Amorite
hypothesis. Although first espoused
by Albright in the 1920s, it was
Kathleen Kenyon who revitalized
this theory in the 1960s as a result of
her excavations at Jericho (see the
most complete treatment in Kenyon, -
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sedentary component existed in -

Transjordan at this time and that the

ceramic repertoire exemplified both
continuity from local traditions and

_aforeign element (1974). A new hori-

“zon of degenerate red:slipped and
burnished pottery at Bab edh-Dhrac
likewise showed continuity from the
Early Bronze III and could be com-
pared with ceramic types west of the
Jordan {Schaub 1973). Dever (1973)

termed this pottery the “missing

link” between Early Bronze ITl and _
the “classic” Middle Bronze I of Pal-

estine and suggested renaming the

resultant phases of the period (Early
Bronze IVA, IVB, and IVC). Thus the
case for the continuity of indigenous
traditions during Early Bronze IV
began to grow (Oren 1973b), along
with a preference for the Early Bronze
IVA-C terminology and a call for the
abandonment of the Amorite hy-
pothesis and invasion theories in
general (Richard 1980; Dever 1980).
Since there is no consensus yet
on the proper terminology for the
period, the various terms previously
adopted and still found in the schol-
arly literature should be noted. They
are: Early Bronze IV (Wright 1937);
Middle Bronze I (Albright 1932);
Intermediate Early Bronze/Middle
Bronze (Kenyon 1951); Intermediate
Bronze Age (Smith 1962; Lapp 1966);
Early Bronze IIIC/Early Bronze IV/
Middle Bronze I (Albright 1965); and
Early Bronze IV/Middle Bronze I
(Dever 1970). The most often used
terms are Early Bronze IV, Interme-
diate Early Bronze/Middle Bronze,
and Middle Bronze I. The term
Middle Bronze I is still used by those
who believe that continuity in form
exists with the following Middle
Bronze Age pottery. Recent analyses
have shown, however, that this al-
leged continuity is ephemeral at best
(Gerstenblith 1980; Dever 1985a). In
Syria also, at least at Ebla (Mazzoni
1985), the Middle Bronze Age as-
semblage represents a transforma-
tion “not to be linked with Early
Bronze tradition.” Unlike the Early
Bronze I to IV transition, a com-

A sedentary component
existed in Transjordan dur-
ing EB IV, and the ceramic
repertoire exemplifies both
continuity from local tradi-
tions and a foreign element.

parison of Early Bronze IV/Middle
Bronze Age materials reveals that
the differences far outweigh the
similarities. Most scholars who use
Kenyon's term [ntermediate Early
Bronze/Middle Bronze today con-
<cede that significant continuity does

that the period is not the “interlude”

Kenyon envisioned. (For a recent

defense of the term Intermediate
Bronze Age, see Amiran and Kochavi,
1985.) Thus, the current trend is to
describe Wright’s original Early
Bronze IV (partially reassigned to
Early Bronze III; Dever and Richard
1977) and Albright’s original Middle
Bronze I by the term Early Bronze IV
{2350/ 2300-2000 B.C.), often divided
into phases A, B, and C. Note that
the term Early Bronze IV has now
been adopted for Syria (Matthiae
1981; Dornemann 1979).
Pastoralism. An important step for-
ward occurred when a new anthro-
pological model of pastoral nomadism,
in contrast to Kenyon's conception of
nomadism, was suggested by Dever
(1973, 1977, 1980) as a means to
understand the socioeconomic con-
text of transitory archaeological
remains of Early Bronze IV. Pastoral

nomadism is an important socio-
economic institution throughout
antiquity, although excavation has
not concentrated on small seasonal
sites. Then, as today, pastoral no-
madism was a very important insti-
tutionalized alternative in semiarid
or steppe zones, where desert and
cultivable lands converge. Pastoral-
ists must be seen as necessarily co-
existent with agricultural society
with which they trade, labor, and
sometimes war. There is an “eco-
nomic interdependence” between the
two because each has a need for the

36 BIBLICAL ARCHAEOLOGIST/MARCH 1987

other’s produc;ts {Spooner 1973)
Their mobility naturally brings
them into contact with neighboring
regions, suggesting one possible con-
duit for cultural exchange. Both
modern ethnographic research (for
example, the Rwala bedouin of south-
ern Syria—Johnson 1969) and the
documentation of relations between
sedentists and nomads in the texts
of Mesopotamia (Rowton 1980 and
earlier references cited there; Buc-
cellati 1966; Luke 1965; Matthews
1978) suggest that pastoral nomadism
is a good explanatory model for a
certain component of society during -
Early Bronze IV (particularly in the
Negeb and Sinai—Dever 1985b).

The first complete plan of a sea-
sonal village dating to Early Bronze
IV has been discovered at BeCer Resi-
sim, and we can now say much more
about the socioeconomic organiza-
tion of pastoralists. Some eighty cur-
vilinear structures arranged in clus-
ters have been excavated at this site in
the western Negeb highlands (Dever
1985b). The size of these huts sug-
gests that they were only used for
sleeping quarters. The processing of
foodstuffs and tending of animals
took place in open areas between the
buildings. There is no evidence for
social stratification; rather the pic-

ture is one of an ggalitarian, tribal
society. These houses appear to be

the seasonal habitations of trans-
humant pastoralists who subsisted
on goat- and sheepherding, some dry
farming, and trade. Large cemeteries
with similar pottery found some 80
miles away in the hills around He-
bron (Jebel Qacaqir] may suggest
their migratory route. Surveys have
discovered some 400 nonurban settle-
ments similar to BeCer Resisim
throughout the Negeb and Sinai.
These data may illuminate several
Egyptian texts of the First Interme-
diate period {for example, The In-
struction for King Merikare and The
Admonitions of Ipuwer that relate
the attempts of Egypt in the First
‘Intermediate period to stem the ude
of As:atlcs into Egypt.
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coexist with agricultural
society, with which they
trade, labor, and war. There
is an “economic inter-
dependence” because each
has a need for the other’s

‘products.

Sedentism. The discovery of seden-
tary sites in Transjordan has over the

past fifteen years or s revolutionized

society. Whereas previously it was
thought that the area was inhabited
solely by nomads, it is now clear
that permanent settlements existed
and that urban traditions continued

B T B TV neriod

It is now clear that per-
manent settlements and
urban traditions existed in
the Transjordan in EB IV. A
similar level of sedentism
may be discovered in
western Palestine. Indeed,
surface surveys indicate
that small agricultural
villages did exist.

With this view from Transjordan, it

is probable that a similar leve] of
S e =

western Palestine, and indeed sur-
face surveys indicate that small agri-
cultural villages do exist (Esse 1982;
Zori 1962, 1977). At the present
time, however, evidence of settle-
ment in western Palestine —aside
from the seasonal sites in the Negeb
and Sinai— has been excavated at
only a few of the major tells (for
example, Hazor, Megiddo, Jericho,
Beth-shean). The evidence for con-
tinuity in permanent settlement and
the diffusion of burial and ceramic
traditions into Palestine (Dever
1985a) demonstrates that Trans-
jordan played a pivotal role in e in Early

entirely clear.

Some eighty curvilinear structures dating to EB IV have been excavated at Be<er Resisim. The
inset shows one of these huts as it was reconstructed with beam, chalk-slab, and plaster roof
fonly one segment completed). Courtesy of Rudolph Cohen and William G. Dever.

Thus our picture of sedentlsm
comes primaril
wher€ excavations at Bab edh-Dhrac
(Schaub and Rast 1984}, Aroer (Ol4-
varri 1969), Iktanu (Prag 1974}, Khir-
bet Iskander (Parr 1960; Richard
1986), Ader (Cleveland 1960), Tell
abu en-CNiaj (Steven Falconer, per-
sonal communication), Tell Umm
Hammad (Helms 1986}, and current
excavations at Tell el-cUmeiri (Geraty
and others 1986) have revealed vari-

ous levels of permanent multiphased
settlement, from small agricultural
villages to small towns with strong
urban traditions. Survey has uncov-
ered dozens of other settlement sites
in Transjordan of the Early Bronze IV
period; these sites will undoubtedly
fill out the picture already emerging
of a greater level of social complexity
than hitherto conjectured for this
period.

A detailed look at Khirbet Is-
kander will suffice to demonstrate
the strong connections with the
‘Early Bronze III that we have men-
tioned above (Richard and Boraas
1984, in press; Richard 1986). Khir-
bet Iskander is a 7.5-acre site sur-
rounded by a 2.5-meter-wide perim-
eter wall with reinforced corners

that appear to be square towers. At
the southeastern corner of the site a
two-chambered, bench-lined gate has
also come to light. These fortifica-
tions are the first and, thus far, the
only such defenses known in the
Early Bronze IV period. A wide ex-
posure just within the northwestern
fortifications has revealed a series of
interconnected broadroom houses
(one with a bench) grouped around a
courtyard. Tabuns (cooking ovens),
huge saddle querns, mortars, grind-
ers, flint sickle blades, and storage
areas all underscore the agricultural
base of the community. It appears at
this point that there are five major
phases to this domestic complex. In
one phase some fifty whole or restor-
able vessels (the largest corpus of
intact domestic vessels found at an
EB IV sedentary site) were recovered
in a storeroom of pottery. Some ves-
sels contained the remains of car-
bonized grain and one included the
complete skeleton of a mouse! Two
large cemeteries in the vicinity com-
plete the picture of a well-defended,
permanently established agricultural
community. On a smaller scale,
Khirbet Iskander mirrors the town
planning we have described at Early

BIBLICAL ARCHAEOLOGIST'MARCH 1987 37,
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A chamberof an EB IV shaft tomb at Khirbet
Uskander containing the multiple disarticu-
lated burial of at least theee people. along
with seven coranic vessels,

Tive demestic installations excavated at
Khirbet Iskander. Above: A tabun, or cooking
oven. Below: A lurge saddle quern used tor
arinding grain.,

marker. at Khirbet Iskander. Although their
specitic purpose is not known, menhirs are
generally considered cultic objects because
thev have been found associated with ceme-
teries and sanctudries.

Bronze Age sites such as Arad, Ai,
Tell el-Farcah North. Additional ex-
cavation is necessary to determine -
whether there is a separation of
domestic and public buildings, and
if a sacred area exists at the site.
That some regional centers included
a sacred area is now confirmed by
the recent discovery of a cultic struc-
ture at Bab edh-Dhrac (Schaub and
Rast 1984). In light of this discovery,
a reuse of the Megiddo sacred pre-
cinct (at least temple 4040) in this

_ period, and likewise an Early Bronze

IV date for the menhir-temple at Ader
now seem plausible. Har Yeruham is
also said to have a small sacred area.
Burial traditions and material cul-
ture. Other components of the Early
Bronze IV culture reflect similar

- continuities with Early Bronze III:

shaft-tomb, pottery, lithic, and metal
traditions. As [ have noted, the shaft-
tomb tradition (known in Trans-
jordan since Early Bronze I} is found
throughout Palestine in Early Bronze
IV. The tomb generally consists of a
round or square shaft, 1.0to 2.5
meters in length, connected to one
or more round or square chambers of
various dimensions with domed
roofs. Following interment a
blocking stone was set at the en-
trance and the shaft was filled in.
Both primary {usually single) and
multiple, disarticulated {secondary)
burials are attested. The variety of
tomb-types—cairns, built tombs, and
dolmens are also known—and burial

practices (Kenyon, Bottéro, and Pose- -

ner 1971} is a good indicator of a
loosely integrated society of politi-
cally autonomous groups whose cus-
toms reflect kinship-based patterns.
The metal industry displays both
local and new Syrian types, and the
pottery has a peculiar hybrid quality
that is still a point of contention
among scholars: Do these new ele-
ments represent the presence of new
peoples or simply foreign influences?
As we have noted in the Early Bronze
I to III periods, traditions current in
Syria very shortly thereafter were
diffused into Palestine and such was

frtact vesseds toun i the storeroom at Khirbet
Iskander

the casc in Early Bronze IV as well.
Syrian imported pottery (wheel-

made, gray teapots and painted and
incised cups), a beautiful silver cup

from Ain c¢s-Samiya bearing Mesopo-

tamian mythological scenes, and new
metals and innovations in ceramics
all underscore continuing trade with
Syria, although on a relatively small -
scale.

The basic red-slipped and bur-
nished Early Bronze III repertoire of
platters, bowls, jugs, and jars exists
in Early Bronze IV, although in de-
generate form and showing decora-
tive motifs, such as a rilled exterior,
adopted from a type of decoration in
vogue in Syria at this time. The in-
fluence, probably derived from trade
and cultural contact between the
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Silver cup found in an EB IV shaft tomb

at Ain es-Samiya. Clearly an import, it is
decorated with scenes employing Mesopo-
tamian mythological motifs. Photograph and
drawing courtesy of the Israel Museum.

two areas, is restricted to decoration,
a few new forms, and—in the later
well-fired buff pottery—technologi-
cal advances current in Syria {Dever
1973; Richard 1980; Mazzoni 1985).
The new look to the pottery merely
reflects concurrent ceramic changes
.in.Syria; however, because in Pales-
tine these ceramic innovations coin.-
.cided with sociocultural change,
their uniqueness has in the past been
overly stressed.
The most ohvious.new-element
among the metal types is thej :
_tity in comparison with earlier peri-
ods. They are mostly found as tomb.
offerings (Dever 1972), although
examples are known from domestic
contexts (Becer Resisim). The quan-
tity of metals and the evidence for
local manufacture (ingots at BeCer
Resisim and elsewhere in the Negeb,
and analyses evidencing true bronze

metallurgy| point to a high level of

craft specialization in this industry
and to trade. The recent discovery of

settlement pottery from Early Bronze
IV near the Wadi Feinan copper
mines (Knauf 1986) in southern
Transjordan indicates that the mines
may have been worked during this
period.

Sociocultural change: a reevaluation.
Our perspective on the Early Bronze
IV period has changed radically in

Culture change in Palestine
between EB III and IV was
once viewed as a bipolar
shift from sedentism to
nomadism. In reality the
shift was from urban to
nonurban and pastoral
adaptive strategies: from
specialization in mode of
production to a multi-
resource, less specialized
economy. This was a
natural adaptation follow-
ing the demise of the
urban centers.

light of the growing evidence for per-
manent sedentary sites. These sites
and their material culture illustrate
sociocultural continuity with Early
Bronze I, and thus support a model

of culture change, especially for
Transjordan, which is less abrupt
than hitherto believed. Small towns
and villages, agriculture, and pasto-
ralism are indigenous elements in
Early Bronze III. Sociocultural
change at the Early Bronze III/IV
horizon (in this case greater pastoral-
ism and village life as opposed to
urban settlement) is better under-
stood as a change in emphasis of pro-
duction and organization in response
to irreversible stresses on the urban
system, rather than as an abrupt

%
L nonurban and pastoral adaptive strat-.

shift to a new sociocultural phenom-
enon (see Salzman 1978). The most
telling evidence for this new view on
sociocultural change lies in the ar-
chaeological record of Early Bronze
IV, where the actual transitions and
continuities from Early Bronze III
are manifest. In this view, then,
there is no need to posit foreign
migrations from Syria {Prag 1985).
Culture change between Early
Bronze Il and IV has in the past
been viewed as a bipolar shift from
/ sedentism to nomadism, whereas i in

reality the shift was from urban to_

egies—that is, from specialization in .

“mode of production to a multi-

resource, less specialized economy
as a natural adaptation following the

demise of the urban centers. Recent
research suggests that specialization-
despecialization is a more adequate
perspective from which to view Early
Bronze IV adaptation in Palestine-
Transjordan [Long 1986; see Bates
and Lees 1977|.

This new perspective on Early
Bronze IV is totally in concert with
newer anthropological conceptions
of society, sociocultural change, and
the processes of sedentarization and
nomadization {see Adams and Nissen
1972; Nissen 1980; Adams 1978,
1981; Salzman 1978, 1980a, 1980b).
To understand change, it is impor-
tant to view society—a complex set
of organizations, institutions, cus-
toms —as fluid rather than rigid.
Within this society, there is a range
of life-styles and institutionalized al-
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ternative strategies [for instance,
urbanism, village life, and pastoralism)
upon which there is greater or lesser
stress depending on circumstances
(Salzman 1980a. In Early Bronze IV
there was an emphasis on nonurban
(village and town) and pastoral sub-
sistence strategies in the absence of
centralized political control. This
({ﬂm’dm in subgistence strategies
cultural adaptation) along the urban-
nonurban continuum provides the
mechanism for sociocultural change.

rChange becomes apparent in the ar-
chaeological record when the aggre-
gate of subsistence strategies shifts,
as happened in Early Bronze IV.

~  Sedentarization/nomadization
oscillations do, however, occur, They
can be documented in the ethno-
graphic present (Salzman 1980b) and
in antiquity, as texts and surveys il-
luminate the movements of nomads
into the towns and back to pastoral-
ism, depending on the political and
economic climate (Rowton 1980 and
earlier works; Buccellati 1966; Luke
1965; Matthews 1978; Adams and
Nissen 1972; Adams 1981). Such
oscillations must be viewed, however,
as part of a larger urban-nonurban
process that is cyclical throughout
antiquity. Indeed, at the beginning
of the Middle Bronze Age, as a result
of flourishing Egyptian and Syrian
cultures, there was a swing back to
urbanism in Palestine. =~

Conclusion
This survey has attempted to illus-
trate the fundamental adaptability
of the indigenous population in the
rise and collapse of urbanism in the -
Early Bronze Age. The view that
Early Bronze civilization represents
one cultural continuum from Early
Bronze I'to IV is not new: G. Ernest
Wright drew the same conclusion in
1937 almost solely on the basis of
ceramic continuity. What I have at-
tempted to do, in light of the wealth
of data available today, is provide a
theoretical framework within which
to understand some of the processes
underlying sociocultural continuity

and to illumina
and decline—
in cultural evo

change —growth
necessary dynamic
tion.

Note
1Recent evidence suggests that 3200
B.C., the traditional date of the beginning
of the Early Bronze Agelend of the Chal-
colithic period should be raised to 3400
B.C. See the section in this paper entitled
“History of Research.”
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. . ] 1. Roman city wall.

2. West gate. 3. Hellenistic wall and tower. 4. Roman
shrine. 5. Colonnaded street. 6. Shops. 7. Theater.

8. Temple of Kore¢. 9. Hellenistic round towers.

10. Israelite inner wall. 11. Summit temple, forecourt.
12. summit temple. 13. Israclite casemate wall

14. Lower Israelite wall. 15. Church. 16. Roman shrine.
17. Basilica. 18. Forum, 19. Paved street. 20. Roman
conduit. 21. Israelite tombs. 22. Hippodrome.

23. Church and mosque. 24. Israelite building fragment.
25. “lIvory house’’. 26. Gate(?).

The New Encyc'iogedia of Archaeological Excavations, Simon & Schuster, 1993.
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TERMS USED IN OLD TESTAMENT STUDY

Apocrypha — Group of books not part of the Jewish canon of the Hebrew Scriptures, but found in some
early Christian versions of the Old Testament. Protestants omit these books from the Bible, while
Catholics consider most of them authoritative and include them in their Bible.

Apocryphal — Not genuine, counterfeit, of doubtful anthorship or authenticity.

Autograph — Original handwritten manuscript.

Books of Moses — Another term for the Pentateuch, the first five books of the Old Testament/Hebrew
Bible.

Canon - Books of the Bible accepted as genuine.
Chiasmus — Parallel, or mirror image, structure.

Codex — Leaf book, as distinguished from a roll or scroll, invented and first used by the Romans; a
handwritten manuscript in book form.

Etiology — Story made up to explain something (natural feature, ruin, etc.).
Florilegium — Volume or collection of brief extracts or writings.

Gemara — Second part of the Talmud, providing a commentary on the first part, the Mishnah.

Genizah — Storeroom or repository in a synagogue used for discarded, damaged or defective books and
papers and sacred objects.

Haggadah — Interpretation of the historical and religious passages of Jewish Scripture that are not legal in
character. Unlike the strict logic of halakic interpretation, haggadah could give free play to the
imagination.

Halakah (plural Halakot) — Teaching one is to follow in Judaism,; the rules or laws that are to guide a
person's life. Halakic interpretation of the Torah (Biblical law) sought to expound the consequences of
individual commandments, the cases in practical life to which they applied, and how they might be
accurately preserved.

Hebrew Bible — Jewish sacred writings equivalent to the Protestant Old Testament, although the books are
arranged in a different order.

Inclusio — Beginning and ending a literary unit with identical or similar lines.

Kethubim — Hebrew word meaning “writings;” that portion of the Hebrew Bible comprising Psalms, Job,
Proverbs, Ruth, Song of Solomon, Ecclesiastes, Lamentations, Esther, Daniel, Ezra, Nehemiah, and 1 and
2 Chronicles.

Lingua Franeca — International diplomatic language of the day.

Masorah — Hebrew word meaning “tradition.” 1t refers to the body of Jewish tradition concerning the
Hebrew Bible.

Masoretes — Group of Jewish scribes who preserved the text of the Hebrew Scriptures from before the
Christian era to about A.D. 900.

Masoretic Text — Traditional Hebrew text of the Old Testament which was given vowels and copious
marginal notation by the Massoretes mostly between A.D. 500 and 900.

Midrash — Any of the rabbinical commentaries and explanatory notes on the Scriptures, written between
the beginning of the Exile (ca. 600 B.C.) and ca. A.D. 1200.
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ROMAN ADMINISTRATION OF PALESTINE

Early Roman Period, 37 BC-AD 132
Herodian Period, 37 BC-AD 70

Augustus, Roman Emperor 27 BC-AD14 (Lk 2:1)

-Herod, King of Judea 40-4 BC (Mt 2:1-19; Lk 1:5)

Archelaus, Ethnarch of Judea and Samaria 4 BC-AD 6 (Mt2:22) [ o Jleyit

Antipas (Herod the Tetrarch, Herod Antipas), Tetrarch of Galilee and Peraea, 4 BC-AD 39 (Mt 14:1-
12; Mk 6:14-29; 8:15; Lk 3:1, 19-20; 8:3; 9:7-9; 13:31; 23:7-15; Acts 4:27; 13:1) Gmn (/{ [_L(M

Philip (Herod Philip II), Tetrarch of Ituraea and Trachonitis, 4 BC-AD 34 (Lk 3:1)

Annas, High Priest AD 6-15 (Lk 3:2; Jn 18:13, 24; Acts 4:6)

Tiberius Caesar, Roman Emperor AD 14-37 (Mt 22:17, 21; Mk 12:14, 16, 17; Lk 3:1; 20: 22, 24, 25; -
23:2;In 19:12, 15)

Pontius Pilot, Prefect of Judea AD 26-37 (Mt 27:2-65; Mk 15:1-44; Lk 3: 1; 13:1; 23:1-52; Jn 18:28-
19:38; Acts 3:13; 4:27; 13:28; 1 Tim 6:13)

Caiaphas, High Priest AD 18-36 (Mt 26:3, 57; Lk 3:2; Jn 11:49-52; 18:13-28; Acts 4:6; 5:17, 21, 27;
9:1)

King Herod (Agrippa I), King of Ituraea, Tranchonitis, Galilee and Paraea AD 37-44 (Acts 12:1-23;
23:35)

Claudius, Roman Emperor AD 41-54 (Acts 11:28; 17:7; 18:2)
Antonius Felix, Procurator of Samaria and Judea AD 52-59 (Acts 23:23-24:27; 25: 14)
Drusilla, wife of Antonius Felix (Acts 24:24)

King Agrippa (Agrippa II), King of Ituraea, Tranchonitis, Lysimachus, Varus, Galilee and Peraca AD
49-95 (Acts 25:13-26:32)

Bernice, sister of King Agrippa (Acts 25:13-26:32)
Ananias, High Priest AD 47-58 (Acts 23:1-10; 24:1)
Nero, Roman Emperor AD 54-68 (Acts 25; 26:32; 27:24; 28:19; Phil 4:22)

Portius Festus, Procreator of Samaria and Judea AD 59-62 (Acts 24:27-26:32)



Notes on the Bronze Age by Bryant G. Wood

http://ibri.org/Archaeology/Wood-BronzeAgeNotes/htm/doc.html

Studies 33: 3-18.

1986 The Trade Relations of Palestine in
the Early Bronze Age. Journal of the
Economic and Social History of the
Orient 29: 1-27,

Bliss, EJ. .

1898 A Mound of Many Cities, or Tell el
Hesy Excavated, second revised edi-
tion. London: Palestine Exploration
Fund.

Broshi, M., and Gophna, R.

1984 The Settlements and Population of
Palestine During the Early Bronze
Age II-111. Bulletin of the American
Schools of Oriental Research 253:
41-53.

Buccellati, G.

1966 Amorites of the Ur 111 Period. Naples:

Instituto Orientale de Napoli.
Butzer, K. W.

1970 Physical Conditions in Eastern
Europe, Western Asia and Egypt
before the Period of Agricultural and
Urban Settlement. Pp. 35-69 in
Cambridge Ancient History, third
revised edition, volume 1, part 1.
Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Callaway, ]. A.

1972 The Early Bronze Age Sanctuary at
cAi (et-Tellj: No. 1. London: Quartich.

1978 New Perspectives on Early Bronze III
in Canaan. Pp. 46-58 in Archaeology
in the Levant: Essayvs for Kathleen
Kenyon, edited by P. R. Moorey and
P.]. Parr. Warminster: Aris and Phil-
lips.

1980 The Early Bronze Age Citadel and
Lower City at €Ai (et Tell): A Report
of the Joint Archaeological Expedi-
tion to €Ai (et-Tellj: No. 2. Cambridge,
MA: American Schools of Oriental
Research.

Cleveland, R.

1960 The Excavation of the Conway High
Place (Petra) and Soundings at Khir-
bet Ader. Series: Annual of the
American Schools of Oriental Re-
search 34-35. New Haven, CT
American Schools of Oriental Re-
search.

Coogan, M. D.

1984 Numeira 198]. Bulletin of the
American Schools of Oriental Re-
search 255: 75-81. '

Currid, J. D. i

1986 The Beehive Buildings of Ancient
Palestine. Biblical Archaeologist 49:
20-24.

Dever, W. G.

1970 The “Middle Bronze I Period” in
Syria-Palestine. Pp. 132-63 in Near
Eastern Archaeology in the Twenti-
eth Century: Essays in Honor of
Nelson Glueck, edited by J. A. San-
ders. Garden City, NY: Doubleday.

1971 The Peoples of Palestine in the

Middle Bronze I Period. Harvard
Theological Review 64: 197-226.
1972 Middle Bronze Age I Cemeteries at
Mirzbaneh and cAin-Samiya. Israel
Exploration Journal 22: 95-112.
1973 The EB IV-MB I Horizon in Trans-
jordan and Southern Palestine, Bul-
letin of the American Schools of
Oriental Research 210: 37-63.
1977 Palestine in the Second Millennium
B.C.E.: The Archaeological Picture.
Pp. 70-120 in Israelite and Judean

History, edited by ]. H. Hayes and J. M.

Miller. Philadelphia: Westminster.

1980 New Vistas on the EBIV {*"MBI")
Horizon in Syria-Palestine. Bulletin
of the American Schools of Oriental
Research 237: 35-64,

1982 Review of R. Amiran, and others,
Early Arad: The Chalcolithic Settle-
ment and Early Bronze City I: First-
Fifth Seasons of Excavations 1962~
1966. Israel Exploration Journal 32:
170-75.

1985a From the End of the Early Bronze
Age to the Beginning of the Middle
Bronze. Pp. 113-35 in Biblical Ar-
chaeology Today, edited by J. Aviram

and others. Jerusalem: Israel Explora-

tion Society, Israel Academy of Sci-
ences and Humanities, and the
American Schools of Oriental Re-
search.

1985b Village Planning at Becer Resisim
and Socio-economtic Structure in
Early Bronze Age IV Palestine. Pp.
18-28" in Eretz Israel 18. Jerusalem:
Israel Exploration Society.

Dever, W. G., and Richard, S.

1977 A Reevaluation of Tell Beit Mirsim
Stratum J. Bulletin of the American
Schools of Oriental Research 226:
1-14.

Dornemann, R, H.

1979 Tell Hadidi: A Millennium of Bronze
Apge City Occupation. Pp. 113-51 in
Excavation Reports from the Tabga
Dam Project— Euphrates Valley,
Svria, edited by D. N. Freedman and
J. M. Lundquist. Series: Annual of
the American Schools of Oriental
Research 44. Cambridge, MA:
American Schools of Oriental Re-
search.

Dothan, M.

1985 Terminology for the Archaeology of
the Biblical Periods. Pp. 136-41 in
Biblical Archaeology Today, edited
by J. Aviram and others. Jerusalem:
Israel Exploration Society, Israel
Academy of Sciences and Humani-
ties, and the American Schools of
Oriental Research.

Drower, M. S. and Bottéro, J.

1971 Syria before 2200 B.C. Pp. 315-62 in
Cambridge Ancient History, third
revised edition, volume 1, part 2.

Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.
Esse, D. L.

1982 Beyond Subsistence: Beth Yerah and
Northern Palestine in the Early
Bronze Age. Ph.D. dissertation, Uni-
versity of Chicago.

1984 A Chronological Mirage: Reflections
on Early Bronze IC in Palestine.
Journal of Near Eastern Studies 43:
317-30.

Fargo, V.

1979 Settlement in Southern Palestine
During EB I11. Ph.D. dissertation,
University of Chicago.

Geraty, L. T, and others

1986 Madaba Plains Project: A Preliminary
Report of the 1984 Season at Tell
el-cUmeiri and Vicinity. Pp. 117-44
in Supplement 24 to the Bulletin of
the American Schools of Oriental
Research, edited by W. E. Rast.
Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns.

Gerstenblith, P.

1980 A Reassessment of the Beginning of
the Middle Bronze Age in Syria-
Palestine. Bulletin of the American
Schools of Oriental Research 237:
65-84,

Gophna, R.

1976 Excavations at En Besor. cAtigot

[English Series) 11: 1-9.
Helms, S. W.

1981 Jawa: Lost City of the Black Desert.
Ithaca: Cornell University Press.

1986 Excavations at Tell Um Hammad.
1984. Levant 18: 25-50.

Hennessy, ]. B.

1967 The Foreign Relations of Palestine
During the Early Bronze Age. Colt
Archaeological Institute Publica-
tions. London: Quaritch.

Hestrin, R., and Tadmor, M.

1963 A Hoard of Tools and Weapons from
Kfar Monash. Israel Exploration
journal 13: 265-88.

Horowitz, A.

1974 Preliminary Palynological Indica-
tions as to the Climate of Israel Dur-
ing the Last 6000 Years. Paleorient 2:
407-14.

. Jofte, A.

1985 Settlement Patterns and Social
Organization in Early Bronze I and I
Canaan. Paper presented at the
annual meeting of the American
Schools of Oriental Research.

Johnson, D. L.

1969 The Nature of Nomadism: A Com-
parative Study of Pastoral Migra-
tions in Southwestern Asia and
Northern Africa. Series: University of
Chicago, Department of Geography
Research Paper 118. Chicago: Uni-.
versity of Chicago.

Kempinski, A.
1978 The Rise of an Urban Culture: The

BIBLICAL ARCHAEOLOGIST/MARCH 1987 41



Notes on the Bronze Age by Bryant G. Wood

http://ibri.org/Archaeology/Wood-BronzeAgeNotes/htm/doc.html

Ebla. - rww  sevWNIE UL LLUT O U]

Royal Palace G consist
of the two rooms of the
Northwestern Wing; a
spacious courtyard, the
- Audience Court, with
- its northern and eastern
facades: the tower,
enclosing the Cere-
monial Staircase at the
intersection of these
‘facades; the guard
. rooms; the Monumental
Gateway; and the Ad-
ministrative Quarter. In
addition, small parts of
a courtyard to the east
of the Northwestern
Wing were also
probably part of the
pualace.

The tablets were
recovered from the
following locations: 42
from Room L 2586 in
1974, 1000 from Store HES i
Rﬂom L 2712 in 19?5! L_____....__._ Fagrinted from Archasociogy, Vol 30, Mo, & [1977) 248247,
and 14,000 from Library
L 2769 in 1975.

Ebla = modern Tell Mardikh, located in Syria, 33 miles southwest
of Aleppo.

Scripture references. The Bible does not specifically mention
Ebla, but a number of passages indicate that the patriarchs
originally came from the area of Haran in southern Turkey, about
150 miles northeast of Ebla. See Genesis 11:31-12:1, 24:1-10,
2T7:41-28:5.

Excavated from the sarly 1960s to the present by a team of
Italian archaeologists under the direction of Paulo Matthiae.

1968 ~ statue fragment found with the name Ebla on it.

1974~1977 - ca. 16,000 tablets and fragments of tablets found in
Palace G. Represents 8,000-9,000 complete tablets. The tablets
date to 2400-2250 B.C. and are written in Sumerian (the language
of ancient Sumer) and a new language called "Eblaite" by Giovanni
Pettinato, the expedition's original epigrapher. Eblaite is an
alphabetic Northwest Semitic language related to Cansanite, from
which Hebrew is derived. 70% are economic and administrative,
20% are literary (proverbs, hymnzs, myths) and 10% are historical
(treaties, etc.).

Iupcu‘tant for illuminating the per iod of the early Patriarchs
(200 years before Abraham!) and for providing valuable new
information on the history and meaning on the Hebrew language.

. Further Reading: . Ebla: An Empire Rediscovered by Paulo Matthiae,

Doubleday, 1981. Ebla: A New Look at R;atorx by Giavanni Pat-—
tinato, Jahns Hopkuus, 1991.
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brief look at the succes-
sion of cultures in ancient
Palestine might almost
convert us to a cyclical
view of history. It seems that civili-
zations rose briefly, only to fall, then
repeated the process over and over.

In this series for Biblical Archaeolo-

gist we have already surveyed the
first such cycle [Richard 1987), in
which the initial urban phase in the
Early Bronze I-III periods {around
3400-2350/2300 B.C.E.) collapsed
toward the end of the third millen-
nium B.C.E. This was followed by a
“dark age” of several centuries dura-
tion in Early Bronze IV {around
2350/2300-2000 B.C.E.}, a period
marked by a massive disruption and
dislocation of population from the -
urban centers and a reversion to a
pastoral nomadic life-style. But the
light was soon to dawn again, and
the archaeological record reflects it
brilliantly.

by William G. Dever

Archaeological periods. Sometime
around 2000 B.C.E. the long process
of collapse in the southern Levant

Sometime around
2000 BCE. the
long process of
collapse in the
Southern Levant
was halted. A
sudden revival of
urban life ushered
in the Middle

Bronze Age.

Biblical Archaeologist, September 1987

was halted, and improved conditions
soon set the stage for a sudden

revival of urban life, ushering in
what is termed the Middle Bronze

Age [often abbreviated as MB).

The Middle Bronze I-11I termi-
nology that has recently been sug-
gested (Dever 1980; Gerstenblith
1980, 1983: 2-3|, and which is used
here, retains the conventional three
phases of Middle Bronze first dis-
tinguished in the 1920s by William
F. Albright at Tell Beit Mirsim in his
Middle Bronze [IA-C. The changed
numerical designation, however, is
based on the current recognition
that Albright's Middle Bronze [ is
not the first phase of the true Middle
Bronze Age in the cultural sequence
of Palestine; rather, it is the last
phase of the Early Bronze Age (now
generally termed Early Bronze IV—
Dever 1980; Richard 1987). Simply
abandoning the older tern, though,
would mean that the Middle Bronze

149
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between Moun: Gerizim and Mount Ebal in
the Sumuaria 5. was the creation of Middle
Bronze enginezrs. Thev put up enormous
eurthen embankments surrounded by mas-
sive walls, thus transforming a low, vulner-
able rise in the pass into a seemingly impreg-
nable fortress. sShown here is an exterior view
of wall A at Shechem. With its massive
cvelopean masonry built in typical inward-
sloping or "buz:ered” construction. this was
both u retaining wall and a first line of de-
fense. Inside o+ it, leading up to the inner
wall B. was u :amped chalk glagis. The
mound woul? fave been an imposing sight.
Despite its iniomitable uppearance. how-
ever. Shechers has three lavers of the ash

of destructior — evidence of violence shared
by many other Middle Bronze sites in Pales-
tine. Unless otaerwise noted. photographs
and drawings of Shechem courtesy of
William G. Deaver.
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sequence would begin, rather awk-
wardly, with Middle Bronze II. Thus
Kenyon (1973) and others have re-
ferred to Albright’s Middle Bronze
ITA as Middle Bronze I, and we carry
this approach to its logical conclu-
sion, adding Middle Bronze [I and
Middle Bronze 1.
The change in terminology is

. thus partly a matter of newer percep-
tions of the transition between the
Early Bronze and Middle Bronze
periods, as well as a means of keep-
ing the system of nomenclature
consistent and as convenient as pos-
sible. It must be noted, however, that
all terminologies agree on the essen-
tial unity and continuity of the sév-
eral phases of the Middle Bronze
Age in Palestine as a historical
and cultural entity. Most Israeli
archaeologists even go so far as only
acknowledging two phases, arguing
that there is still an insufficient
stratigraphic and ceramic basis for
subdividing the second phase into a
second and third phase (Kempinski
1983). American authorities, on
the other hand, generally retain
Albright’s threefold division, basing

their view on the fine-grained strati-

graphic sequence produced by recent
excavations, especially those con-
ducted at Shechem and Gezer.

There is also broad agreement
on several other aspects of the peri-
od. First, the Middle Bronze Age
represents not only a period of rapid
recovery and reurbanization after
the hiatus in Early Bronze IV but is,
in fact, the zenith of urban develop-
ment in the long Bronze Age in Pales-
tine (about 3400-1200 8.C.E.}. Second,
Palestine was less isolated than it
had been in Early Bronze; indeed, it
was so much an integral part of Syria
that it may be properly regarded
as simply the southern portion of
“Greater Canaan,” whose existence
is well documented in the literary
texts of the time, comprising approx-
imately modern coastal and south-
central Syria, Lebanon, Jordan, the
West Bank, Israel, and, probably, the
northern Sinai. Third, the geograph-

The New Archaeology

ew archaeology is a term coined by several Americanist archaeologists

in the late sixties and early seventies for a new—and then highly con-
troversial —approach to New World archaeology. The new archaeology dif-
fered from the old largely in arguing for the substitution of an overall theo-
retical framework that was in a sense less historical and more anthropological
and scientific.

The new school contended that the traditional approach, which was
basically concerned with studying culture history, had proven deficient. Ithad,
been too preoccupied with the relative dating, comparison, and classification
of regional archaeological assemblages. The principal tool employed was
usually typology, the exhaustive cataloguing of artifact types and their distri-
bution. The major goal was setting up a relative chronology of the develop-
ment of types, usually with the assumption that charting the diffusion of
artifacts could adequately account for cultural contact and change. But
the traditional approach, argued the new archaeclogists. remained merely
descriptive; because of its narrow perspective it lacked true explanatory
potential. The ultimate goal of archaeology, in the new view, should be a
science of cultural evolution.

The new archaeology demanded nothing less than a radical rethinking of
the fundamental methods and objectives of archaeology. The debate, which
continued into the early 1980s in Americanist circles, was marked initially by
a bewildering variety of proposals and counterproposals, as well as by heated
polemics. The leading American journals and the programs of the annual
meetings of professional organizations like the Society of American Archae-
ology reflected the trends. The proliferating literature gradually revealed,
however, despite some extremist positions, a growing consensus.

Today, there is general agreement that the new archaeology is here to stay,
and the significant trends in theory and method may now be enumerated
somewhat as follows. As we shall see, several of these trends have had an
impact on Old World archaeology as well.

An ecological approach. This entails the study of sites in their total en-
vironmental, as well as historical and cultural, settings. The ‘undamental
assumption is that culture is partly (though, of course, not exclusively) an
adaptation to basic physical factors, such as geographical situation, climate
and rainfall, natural resources, possibilities for exploiting plants and animals,
access to natural trade routes, and the like. One may adopt here a version of
general systems theory, a theory first developed by economic geographers and
currently employed in many of the natural and social sciences today. The
fundamental principle of this theory is that any system, biological or social, is
the result of the complex interaction of many components, and the system
either grows or declines as a result of the changing balance (homeostasis) it is
able to maintain. Subsystems of a culture, such as agriculture and other
economic strategies or population growth, will all preserve evidence to some
extent in the archaeological record and should be investigated as fuily as pos-
sible. Central place theory may also be employed to study settlement patterns,
the relation of sites to each other, urban-rural dynamics, and the function of
marketing economics. s

Multidisciplinary strategies. The broader objectives of the ecological
approach outlined above require the adoption of methods beyond the tradi-
tional tools of stratigraphy and typology. Thus the new archaeology pioneered’
many innovative methods in fieldwork and analysis, often bormwcd}fmrgm_
other disciplines. Today, alongside traditional skilled excavators and c_e'rginic

e
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xperts, the modern dig staff may include geologists, geomorphologists,
limatologists, physical and cultural anthropologists, palecbotanists and
aleozoologists, historians of technology, computer programmers, and other
secialists in allied disciplines. Thus a wide variety of data are collected,
nalyzed, and integrated into a systemic reconstruction of a past culture.
Quantitative methods of analysis. The collection of so much more, and
tore complex, data entails an attempt ta quantify. This is necessary not only
deal efficiently with a mass of information but also to provide meaningful
tistics that other disciplines can utilize. Increasingly, computers are
ming into use to process the new data. For example, radiocarbon dating and
utron activation analysis to fingerprint the source of the clays used in
rramic production both depend upon computer counting. Even seed and
ne samples may be so voluminous that they are unmanageable withour
mputer analysis.

L A scientific (or nomothetic) orientation. The heavy borrowing from the

tural sciences and the desire to make archaeology a more systematic dis-
oline inevitably suggested to some new archaeologists that archaeology
ould itself aim at true scientific status. Thus it was argued that archaeolo-
L:t,s should not merely excavate to “see what is there,” however responsibly,
t should deliberately formulate and test hypotheses against the archaeo-
%ical record. Moreover, they should do so with the goal of arriving at univer-
. laws governing the cultural process, laws that would then be capable of
Liﬁcation by prediction —exactly as in the natural sciences. Not all were so
licitly scientific but nearly all soon adopted research designs that were
liberately focussed on solving certain very specific problems—sometimes
itional historical problems but more often problems derived from a
yader cultural-anthropological perspective,
Behavioral-processual Oh_LCthEs. A natuml outgrmvth of the above trends

haeology, beyond the exclusive concemn wuh arl::.f‘acts and dates and iso-
:d events, toward an understanding of human behavior in all its dimen-
ns—indeed toward an explanation of the cultural process itself. Admittedly,
5 is an unattainable goal but it has broadened the horizons of archaeology
ay and made it infinitely more exciting.
Thus the new archaeology, which first developed in Americanist circles
re than twenty years ago, made a somewhat belated impact on Near Eastern
| Syro-Palestinian archaeology in the seventies and eighties. Not all of its
nda has been adopted; and, because it was pioneered by anthropologists on
tively recent and simple New World sites, it is not totally applicable to the
7 historical sequence of complex Middle Eastern mounds. But aspects of
new look are evident everywhere in our field: broader research designs,
re sophisticated presentations at annual meetings and in publications,
e ecological and interdisciplinary projects, more liaison with anthropology
the social sciences, and, particularly, a greater concemn with professional
disciplinary status, It may be said simply that the older style archaeology
revious generations—always something of an amateur enterprise, and
y a branch of biblical and theological studies—has finally come of age.
lough now an independent, secular discipline, Syro-Palestinian archae-
v today draws much from and contributes much to :heseandmany other
iplines.
For more information, see William G. Dever, “The Impact of the New
1aeology’ on Syro-Palestinian Archaeology,” Bulletin of the American
Is of Oriental Research, number 242 (1981), pages 15-29, and “Syro-
tinian and Biblical Archaeology,” pages 31-74 in The Hebrew Bible and
fodern Interpreters, edited by D. A. Knight and G. M. Tucker (Philadel-
Fortress, 1980); G. Ernest Wright, “The ‘New’ Archaeology,"'rhz B:bﬁcaf
aeologist, volume 38 (1975), numbers 3 and 4, pages 104-—15
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ical-historical entity thus demar-
cated may be designated Canaanite
in a linguistic as well as cultural
sense, since that term is well attested
in contemporary texts. Indeed, the
term Canaanite now occurs even
earlier, in Syria in the Ebla archives
of the twenty-fourth and twenty-third
centuries 8.C.E., where a parallel
term, Amorite, seems to refer to the
nonurban, or village-pastoral, ele-
ment of the dimorphic population
(Matthiae 1981). And, of course, both
terms are correctly remembered and
applied to Palestine by the writers of
the Hebrew Bible centuries later [on
the Amorites, see further Luke 1965;
Buccellati 1966; Dever 1981). Nearly
400 Middle Bronze sites are known
in Palestine, but the basic archaeo-
logical framework for the period has
been elaborated over many years from
such large tell-excavations as Tell
Beit Mirsim (1926-1932), Megiddo
(1926-1939), Jericho (1952-1958),
Hazor (1955-1958), Shechem {1957~
1973), Gezer (1964-1974), and Aphek
(1973-1986). More recently, many
smaller sites and regional surveys
have added appreciably to the pic-
ture and have brought it into better
perspective.
Historical reconstruction. As much
as archaeology has revolutionized our
knowledge of Palestine, or southern
Canaan, in the first half of the second
millennium B.C.E., we are still not in_
a position to write a full history of
the Middle Bronze Age. Although

there are growing numbers of special-
ist studies, we have only a few at-
tempts at a synthesis of the data.
Following Albright’s early, funda-
mental treatments (perhaps best
summarized in 1940; see also 1964),
the major archaeological summaries
are the masterly treatment of the
broader historical context by Ben-
yamin Mazar {1968; see also 1970),
an authoritative analysis of the

sites and stratigraphy by Kathleen
Kenyon (1973), and briefer overviews
by G. Ernest Wright (1971) and myself
(Dever 1976, 1977 —both with
something of the history of scholar-
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3y about 1800
3.C.E., 65 percent
f the population
ived in large
ortified cities.
[he proliferation
f these is the
nost character-
stic feature of
he period.

he few large urban centers, or city-
tates, as previous scholars did, but
ather upon the relationship of these
enters to each other and to the hin-
erland. It appears that the nearly

00 known Middle Bronze Age sites

ategories, arranged in a three-tiered
lierarchy: large urban sites, about 20
o 175 acres, comprising some 5 per-
ent of the total; medium-sized
owns, about 7 to 20 acres, account-
ng for about 10 percent; and villages
nd hamlets of about 1 to 7 acres,
naking up about 85 percent (Kotter
986). These data yield several in-
Eresting results when analyzed. For
tance, demographic projections
abry 1986) indicate that by the
iddle Bronze I period, some 65
rcent of the population already
ed in a relatively few large fortified
ies of 50 acres or more; neverthe-
gss, almost half of the settlements
«ere smaller than 2 acres. Cross-
Itural studies, both ancient and
odern, indicate that such three-

red, hierarchically arranged settle-

gem patterns invariably character-
e ahi urbanized culture. Thus,
larger sites were undoubtedly

e city-states, dominating an
onomic hinterland, even though
estine as a whole may not have

http://i

n Palestine can be grouped into three

Meglddo
m:::ﬁfr . Taanach,
B Tl Zeror
) Doth'an

Bet.h-shgan
Rehob. ; Pella
'Ibﬂ el—Hayyat

Tell el-Farcah (North).
Shechem .

Aphek

Y Tell el-Jerisheh . Shiloh

. Bethel

« Gezer Jericho «

. Ashdod »Jernsalem,
Beth-shemesh -

. Ashkelon T T—
Lachish. * Hebron
« Tell en-Nagileh

7. Tell el-cAjjul i
Tell Beit Mirsim

Tell el-Farcah (South) i Malhata

planning, and especially in defensive
systems of the Middle Bronze Age.
The proliferation of massive fortifi-
cations is the single most character-
istic feature of the fully developed
phases of the period. This was no
doubt a response in part to the grow-
ing competition of local city-states,

been a true state in terms of central-
ized administration.

Walled Cities

A combination of urban growth,
complex social organization, in-
creased prosperity, and advanced
technology may be observed in town-

Biblical Archaeologist. September 1987 153



Notes on the Bronze Age by Bryant G. Wood

http://ibri.org/Archaeology/Wood-BronzeAgeNotes/htm/doc.html

L may also have been a conse-
ce of the threat of international
ntion. These complex defense
s also imply, however, a supe-
engineering and industrial capa-
P’ More unportant, they reflect

maténel that i 1s, an effmcnt
ljoeconomic organization that
produce surpluses, as well as a
eaucracy that can control and, if
essary, enforce public policy. (For
lier studies, see Parr 1968; G. R.
Wright 1968; Dever 1973, 1974;
ger 1975.)

In seeking to chart the stages in
iddle Bronze urban development,
holars seem inevitably to have
fined urban as meaning fortified,
1d thus they have been especially
»ncerned with determining when
1e earliest city-walls emerged.

igael Yadin questioned the assump-
on, held by nearly all archaeologists
nce Albright, that defense systems
egan in the first phase, Middle
ronze [, and tried in fact to date all
he city-walls to Middle Bronze II
adin 1973, 1978). The majority-
bpinion, however, based on the latest
sxcavations, holds that many sites

entury B.C.E. at the latest (see Dever
1976; Gerstenblith 1983). Among
these early walled towns would be
Achzib and Acco in the north, as
well as a group of Sharon Plain sites
(Tel Zeror; Tel Poleg, Tel Burga,
Yabneh-yam), and especially Aphek,
at the headwaters of the Yarkon
River. The latter is now one of our
muost important Middle Bronze I
sites, thanks to the excavations of
Moshe Kochavi and others since
1973, which have revealed two phases
of the city-wall and a “palace” that
must be dated fairly early in Middle
Bronze I {(Kochavi and Beck 1976;
Kochavi and others 1979, specmcally
refuting Yadin).

Thus many of the larger sites in
Palestine had already been fortified
with city-walls and gates before the

\end of the Middle Bronze I period

154

ere fortified early, by the nineteenth

The complexity
of MB defense
works is evidence
for supenor
engineering, while
their massiveness
suggests an
appreciation of
psychological
warfare.

(that is, before about 1800 B.c.E.).
But beginning with Middle Bronze
II, and continuing until the end of
Middle Bronze III, the archaeological
record at nearly every site shows a
continual process of defensive con- -
structions. One element is added
atop another, in an almost bewilder-
ing array and variety, as though each
city tried to outdo its neighbors. Not
only are all the largersites fortified, as
might be predicted, but even towns
and villages as small as 2 to 4 acres
are surrounded by city-walls, such as
the tiny coastal fort of Mevorakh, or
the small hill-country site of Shiloh.
Indeed, scarcely a single excavated
Middle Bronze Age site in Palestine
_has failed to yield formidable
fortifications.

The basic defensive element is,
of course, a ¢ity-wall, usually con-
sisting of a high mudbrick super-
structure on a stone socle or foun-
dation. Often the main wall is of
cyclopean masonry, with rough-
hewn stone blocks 8 to 10 feet long
and weighing a ton or more, laid toa

width of anywhere from 20 to 50 feet.

The Middle Bronze Age city-gate is

small chambers or guardrooms on
each side (see Naumann 1971; Gre-
gor1 1986).

Almost always this inner line of
defense is augmented with massive,
steep earthen and plaster embank-
ments along the outer face. Farther
downslope there may be an outer
revetment or retaining wall, and
sometimes beyond that a fosse {or
dry moat) with its own counter-
scarp or wall. The earthworks, often
termed terre pisée constructions, or
glacis, are among the most typical

“and intriguing elements. Each differs,

since they were designed for local
terrain, and they were constructed
quite ingeniously of whatever local
soils and fill materials were avail-
able. Yet the purpose of each earth-
work, however different, seems the
same: to consolidate and augment
the tell slopes, as well as to create a
system of barriers for any attackers
(see Parr 1968). The term glagis, from
the typical medieval free-fire zone
surrounding the city- or castle-wall,
is probably a misnomer. These fills
and plastered embankments do not
seem designed to protect against
chariots, as Kenyon supposed, al-
though such vehicles were a formi-
dable weapon being introduced at
just this time. Rather, as Yadin
showed (1955}, the embankments
were probably a defense against the
Mesopotamian-style battering ram;
the steep slopes and outer walls were
meant to keep the ram away from
the principal city-wall, and also to
make the ram vulnerable to the
defenders atop the wall.

Whatever the exact rationale of
the builders may have been, the de-
fense systems of the Middle Bronze
Age exhibit two striking features.
First, there is an almost endless vari-
ety of constructional elements—all,
however, well integrated. Second,
there is an attempt at mass, almost
as though psychological warfare were

of a standard type, apparently derived

from Syria and Anatolia, with three
entryways marked by pairs of oppos-
ing stone piers, and in between two
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mous investment of resources but it
must also have been the work of
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J;:nany generations. A typical thick

city-wall might run for a mile or

imore around the site, and it would

|have had many towers, several gates,

{and a huge embankment outside

'that. Its construction would have

| required perhaps hundreds of thou-

| sands of man-hours and the moving

| of thousands of tons of stone and

| earth. Such a system was probably

| under constant construction, alter-

| ation, and repair—and for a contin-
uous period of 300 to 500 years at
many sites in Middle Bronze Age
Palestine.

Two sites may serve to illustrate
the walled towns of the Middle
Bronze Age. The great mound of
Shechem, situated between Mount
Gerizim and Mount Ebal in the
Samaria hills, was literally the cre-
ation of the Middle Bronze Age engi-
neers. They put up enormous earthen
embankments that were surrounded
by massive walls, thus transforming

a low, vulnerable rise in the pass into

a seemingly impregnable fortress.
The outer wall A, constructed of
cyclopean masonry, is a massive re-
taining wall for the deep arrificial
fills behind it, and it still stands more
than 30 feet high. Atop that is wall
B, a double {or casemate) masonry
wall. Between the two principal city-
walls is the typical steep, faced slope,
or glacis. Two gates are known: the
East Gate, a rare, double-entryway
gate (otherwise known only at Tel
Mor, near Ashdod); and the North-
west Gate, a more typical, three-
entryway gate. Adjacent to the latter,
on the embankment between the
city-walls, is an elaborate multi-
roomed structure cleared in 1972
that may best be understood as a bar-
racks or citadel, guarding both the
city-gate and the adjacent palace
(Dever 1974). The Middle Bronze
defenses at Shechem —with at least
five phases, all within Middle Bronze
[T and separated by no less than
three destructions toward the end —
illustrate most dramatically the phe-
nomenon of walled cities of this
period. {For more, see G. E. Wright

Above: Wull A und barracks or citadel tbuilding 7200) on the north side of the Northwest Gate
at Shechem. This building had « stone foundation one meter thick. with 4 mudbrick super-
struceure. all of which was plastered on the inside. One room on the outside wall hod a “peep-
hole” that looked out over the citv-gate. Below: Man pointing to the “peephole” cut through
wall At Shechemn.

1965; Dever 1974, Seger 1974, 1975))
Gezer is even more impressive,
now that American excavations in
1964 through 1974 have redated and
clarified Macalister’s monumental
architecture (partially cleared in
1902 through 1909). The “Inner
Wall,” some 12 to 14 feet thick and
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still standing as much as 15 feet
high, circles the entire site—a
length of about 1,600 yards, or nearly
a mile. The “South Gate” is a mag-
nificent triple-entryway mudbrick
structure at least two stories high.
Still preserved are the springers of
the arched roof made of mudbrick
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) Domestic
Complex

Top: The “South Gute” at Gezer was a mudbrick structure that was at least two stories high.
The massive stone orthostats or jambs shown here framed the triple sets of wooden doors.

"Photographs of Gezer courtesy of William G. Dever. Bottom: Located to the south and west of

Shechem. Gezer wuas occupied at a much ¢arlier date. Shown here is a plan of the “South Gate”
complex at Gezer. A chalk glagis, or embunkment. which would have inhibited any approach
to the citv, was emploved for defense along the outer perimeter. Connector wall 13004 was
faced with cyclopean masonry to mask its weakness. Preliminary findings suggested that the
destruction of the installations was associated with the campaigns of Tuthmosis [l around
1482 B.c.e. New findings. however, suggest an earlier date around the reigns of Amenophis [
(1546-1526) or Tuthmosis I {1525-1512). (An x marks the place in a room inside wall 13004
where a small hoard of gold and the skeleton of a woman were found in 1973.) Drawing used
courtesy of Joe D. Seger. :

that covered the passageway; these
are flanked by three pairs of massive
stone piers, or orthostats. The man-
ner in which these piers served to
mount swinging wooden doors at
the inner and outer gateway has now
been illustrated by the splendid city-
gate at Ebla (Tell Mardikh) in Syria,
where the basalt orthostats and their
door-sockets are still preserved
(Matthiae 1984: 20). And more re-
cently, an almost intact triple-
entryway mudbrick gate of this type,
with the arches still standing, has

- been found at Tel Dan (Biran 1984).

Two quite remarkable features
of the Middle Bronze Age defenses of
Gezer are “Glagis 8012” and “Tower
5017.” The glagis, sloping up to the
“Inner Wall” at an angle of about
45 degrees, is constructed of alter-
nating layers of brown debris from
the tell and of virgin chalk. These
fills are laid in almost geometric per-
fection, tightly tamped, then sur-
faced over with a thick white plaster
to make the slope not only imper-
meable to water and weather but
difficult to negotiate as well. “Tower
5017” lies just west of the “South
Gate.” Only the stone socle or foun-
dation of this elaborate, multistoried
storied structure is preserved, but
this consists of nine courses of cyclo-
pean masonry, sunk entirely below
ground level in a foundation trench
some 14 feet deep. This massive
tower or citadel is incorporated into
a section of city-wall 53 feet thick—
one of the largest single-phase stone
structures in pre-Roman Palestine.
(For more, see Dever and others
1971, 1974; Dever 1973; Seger 1975.)

Town Planning and Domestic
Architecture

The defense systems just described
imply the existence, of course, not
only of relatively sophisticated
engineering but also of the highly
centralized planning that character-
izes urban centers. Another aspect
of town planning is spatial and func-
tional layout of the entire area within
the city-walls, virtually required by
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-

Though we don’t
have a complete
plan for any MB
city, there is evi-
dence that town
planning was
highly centralized
and sophisticated.
Greater Canaan
was no backwater.

urban life with its dense population
and varied activities. Thus we can
distinguish in several Middle Bronze
Age sites well-planned areas for ad-
ministrative structures, public
functions, temples, commercial and
perhaps juridical activities, domes-
tic housing, streets, courtyards,
water- and food-storage facilities,
stables, and industrial operations.
We do not yet have, of course, the
complete plan of any Palestinian
city of the Middle Bronze Age, but
the area of the Northwest Gate at
Shechem includes many well-coordi-
nated elements of what may have
been a typical administrative and
public area. These include the city-
wall, gate, and barracks-citadel;

a two-story palace with administra-
tive hall; a large open-air plaza;

and a monumental public “fortress-
temple” possibly combined with a
temple-treasury (Dever 1974). Such
an arrangement clearly bespeaks
sophisticated city planning, Very
nearly the same basic plan is seen
in stratum VII at Alalakh, near the
mouth of the Orontes River in north
Syria, and also at Ebla (see Woolley
1953: 64-82; Matthiae 1984: 19-21;
Gregori 1986). Many of these ele-
ments are also encountered, al-

though on a grander scale, well up
into central Anarolia and over into
northern Mesopotamia. These com-
mon features in urban planning
underscore the cultural continuum
that we have already noted through-
out Greater Canaan in the Middle
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Bronze Age. Palestine may have been
somewhat peripheral burt it was no
isolated backwater [as Kenyon con-
cluded in the prestigious Cambridge
Ancient History).

Commercial and domestic areas
also attest planning. A typical suk,
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Left: This close-up of the “Inner Wall” at
Gezer shows "Glacis 8013." made of alternat-
ing layers of tamped brown debris from the
tell and virgin chulk. in the section at the
left. Note the steep angle of its incline.
Above: Section of “Tower 5017" at Gezer. The
glagis is shown clearly in the white {chalk}
and earthen debris layvers on the left. Only
the stone foundation of this elaborate, multi-
storied structure Is preserved, but it was one
of the largest single-phase stone structures in
pre-Roman lalestine. The size of the fortifi-
cations at Gezer and the great care and skill
shown in building them are indicative of the
level of development and organization evi-
dent in Middle Bronze Age communities, as
well us of the dangers the people faced.

or bazaar, not unlike those of modern
Middle Eastern towns, is seen at
Jericho, where two-story shops-
residences line the street coming up
the hill from the city-gate (Kenyon
1957: 228-232). At Gezer, several
private houses in field VI are well

laid out around streets, terraces, and
communal courtyards. The latter fea-
ture ovens, food storage and prepara-
tion areas, and animal shelters. Par-
ticularly noteworthy is a system

of run-off areas, with plastered and
covered subterranean drains that con-
ducted rainwater to several deep cis-
terns hewn into the bedrock. So suc-
cessful was this water-storage system
that the cisterns were periodically
cleaned out and reused for centuries,
down into the Iron Age (Dever and
others 1971: 126, 127; 1987). All
these and other domestic
installations point to relatively
efficient planning as towns of the
Middle Bronze Age grew into large
and complex social units.

Subsistence, Technology, and Trade
Archaeology’s more recent ecological
orientation, while seeking to avoid
any form of economic determinism,
rightly calls attention to the depen-
dence of all cultures on successful
adaptation to the physical environ-
ment and to available natural re-
sources. Ancient Palestine’s basi-
cally agrarian economy depended
heavily upon the large role of peas-
ants in the social structure, thus
upon what economists might call
the domestic mode of production.
This consisted primarily of small-
scale agriculture, mixed with some
local crafts and cottage industry,
supplemented by sporadic trade in
luxury items.

This economic regime, well
suited to the topography and climate
of Palestine, had already been estab-
lished by the Early Bronze Age, and
even earlier. But such a diversified
economic strategy depends upon
stable conditions, as well as upon a
delicate balance maintained by skill-
ful and, to some degree, centralized
planning. All this had collapsed,
however, in Early Bronze [V as
people abandoned cities and towns
and reverted to pastoralism in the

matic reversal of that pattern.
Reurbanization, the return to town
life, was made possible first by the
resumption of larger scale, intensive

farming, then by the growth in in-
dustry and trade. Increased agricul-

tural production not only fed the
growing concentration of population
in cities but it also generated sur-
pluses, stimulated exchange of goods,
and increasingly greated an urban
elite. Although the revolution took
place in the cities, it was fueled by 1
the hinterland.

Actual archaeological evidence
for intensified agriculture is mini-
mal, since our previous generation
of biblical archaeologists had little
interest in questions of subsistence
and did almost no systematic collec-
tion of floral and faunal data. Never-
theless, the very location of the
Middle Bronze settlements them-
selves is ample evidence. They are
situated in well-watered regions
along the coast, in the river valleys,
and in the hill country—always
within range of extensive arable
lands. Defensible position and access
to trade routes were, of course, fac-
tors in the growth of large tell-sites,
but the primary consideration was
the agriculturally based subsistence
economy, similar to that of the Early
Bronze Age. And, as I have already
suggested, spatial analysis of the dis-
tances between and relationships
among the three tiers in the settle-
ment hierarchy strongly suggests
that villages, towns, and urban cen-
ters were closely linked in a market
economy, where agricultural prod-
ucts were redistributed through the
larger “central places” (Kotter 1986).

Among plants cultivated again
were wheat and barley, probably
dominant, along with cereals,
legumes, and various fodders. Olives,
grapes, figs, and other fruits and
vegetables were also grown and pro-
cessed in various ways for home con-
sumption or export. All common

hinterland and the marginal and species of animals had long been

semiarid zones. What we see in domesticated, except perhaps the

Middle Bronze I is simply the dra- horse, then coming into limited use,
Biblical Archaeologist, September 1987 159
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and the camel (probably not domes-
ticated until around 1200 B.C.E.).
Sheep and goats were predominant,
but cattle are also well attested. All
were herded both by village farmers
and by less settled pastoral nomads
in the marginal zones {although the
latter have left few archaeological
g traces and have scarcely been inves-
£tigated for the Middle Bronze Age,

Sunlike Early Bronze IV). The Univer-
Tsity of Arizona’s recent excavation of

%Tell el-Hayyat, a small agricultural
% village in the northern Jordan valley,

£has employed careful sieving and flo-

é;ation to retrieve floral and faunal

emains. Nearly all the above plants
vand animals are represented (Fal-

Sconer and Magness-Gardiner 1984].
o
-éi
Sthat certain species of animals were
Eéi.utensively bred where local condi-

ions were conducive. It appears that

gtlgriculture and herding in the Mid-
)

hae
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The Middle Bronze Age in Palestine witnessed
the introduction of a true tin-bronze metallurgy.
The result was a metal that was more malleable
than that previously available, thus making it
possible to shape tools and weapons into en-
tirely new forms. ones that at the same time
held a sharper edge. Left: Typical bronze imple-
ments from the early part of Middle Bronze. On
top are two socketed spear blades and a dagger
blade; below is a notched “chisel” axhead. The
spear blades were attached to a wooden shaft;
later examples are longer and have a tang
instead of a socket. The broad, leaf-bladed
dagger is approximately 17.5 centimeters long,
with cast blood-rills down its length and two
rivet holes at the top to attach it to a wooden
handle. The axhead has a shaft hole (to the left)
and a notch to secure it to a handle with thongs.
Right: A beautifully cast duckbill ax with well-
defined socket and fenestrations. Like the other
bronze pieces shown here, it was found at cAin
es-Samiyeh, north of Jerusalem; this weapon,
which is about 10 centimeters in height, is a
refined version of an earlier type often found
from the end of the Early Bronze period.
Photographs courtesy of William G. Dever.

One factor was surely a more
efficient technology. For example,

dle Bronze Age were highly special-
ized and more efficient than ever

Of particular interest is the high per-
centage of pig bones, which indicates

before. Pastoral hinterlands, village
farmlands, and urban markets all
constituted a well-integrated and
stable economy that fueled the
strongest continual period of urban
growth up to that time in the history
of Palestine.

The most conspicuous changes
in the material culture of the Middle
Bronze Age in Palestine had already
been well established before the end
of the first phase, in Middle Bronze I,
which I surveyed above. These
changes were not only interrelated,
since urbanism was obviously an
exceedingly complex, multifaceted
phenomenon, but they took place
relatively rapidly. So far I have

-described, for the most part, chang-

ing patterns of site location and new
economic strategies, as cities and
urban population grew. But what
made these developments possible?

Biblical Archaeologist, September 1987

the Middle Bronze Age, unlike the
Early Bronze, is characterized by the
introduction and rapid diffusion of
true tin-bronze metallurgy. Some-
where in Syria and Mesopotamia in
the final quarter of the third millen-
nium B.C.E., it was discovered that
the superior qualities of native
arsenical copper could be duplicated
by alloying copper with up to 10 per-
cent of tin (by convention, 2 percent
or more tin identifies “bronze”). The
result was weapons and tools that
were more malleable and could thus
be cast in entirely new forms, forms
that at the same time would take and
hold a sharper edge. Just before 2000
B.C.E., as recent studies have shown
(Stech, Muhly, and Maddin 1985},
the new bronze technology reached
Palestine; thus, with the beginning
of the Middle Bronze I period, a
whole new repertoire of sophisti-
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cated bronze implements appeared
in Palestine, all probably locally
made but in imitation of Syrian pro-

totypes {see Oren 1971; Dever 1975).
The implications of the bronze
revolution must have been enor-
mous. Copper was found locally, but
where did the tin come from, and how
was it acquired?! The only known
sources of tin in the ancient Near

http://ibri.org/Archaeology/Wood-BronzeAgeNotes/htm/doc.html

East were in Anatolia (beyond the
Caucasus Range, in modern south-
ern Russia}, in the Taurus Mountains
(in Turkey), or east of the Iranian
plateau (in modern Afghanistan).

We may suppose that tin from such
sources was brought to Mesopo-
tamia and then shipped to Syria-
Palestine by donkey caravan—a
distance of more than 500 miles.
This is not mere speculation. Evi-
dence for such long-distance trade

in the Middle Bronze II period comes
from several cuneiform letters found
at Mari, the great Amorite city-state

The introduction of true tin-bronze
metallurgy and advances in ceramic
technology during Middle Bronze
brought new forms of weapons, tools,
and pottery, all mass-produced.

on the Upper Euphrates. These
eighteen-century-s.c.t. documents
actually describe tin trade with two
cities in northern Palestine, Dan and
Hazor, known from excavations to
have flourished precisely in this
period (Malamat 1970). This new
technology alone —the mass produc-
tion of bronzes —stimulated interna-
tional trade and diplomacy. It created
a whole new industrial and mercan-
tile class, as well as probably a guild-
system of craftsmen. It brought
immense wealth to some, opened up
new frontiers in agriculture and con-
struction to others, and may even
have helped to equip the first stand-
ing army in Palestine. Thus, we
cannot separate technology from
ideology. Both contributed to, and
benefited from, the growth of urban-
ism. And as the Middle Bronze
period progressed, so did technology.
In ceramic technology, too, there
were similar advances in Middle
Bronze I and I-III. Primitive, slow
potter’s wheels had been used
throughout the Early Bronze Age to
smooth and finish ceramic vessels.
But beginning in Middle Bronze I we
get a whole new repertoire of sophis-
ticated pottery. The characteristi-
cally elaborate shapes and eggshell-
thin wares could only have been
fabricated by a new ique: that
of spinning by centrifugal force on a
fast wheel. The basic forms, as well
as the beautiful polished and painted
decoration, are clearly influenced
by the pottery of central and even
northem Syria (Dever 1976; Gersten-
blith 1983: 59-87). A generation ago
we might have seen in this new pot-
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tery a new people, possibly Amorites
from the north. Today we would
explain change as more likely the
result of advances in technology and
trade, as well as of the development
of new forms of social organization.
The new, mass-produced pottery of
Middle Bronze I in Palestine was
the finest pottery ever produced
the pre-Roman period, and its basic
forms continued to evolve steadily
throughout Middle Bronze [I-1II, and
even after (see Cole 1984). More than
any other medium, this distinctive
new pottery may express the new
technical mastery, as well as the
heightened aesthetic sensibilities, of
the urban Middle Bronze Age in
Palestine (see Amiran 1970: 90-123).
I have already suggested in look-
ing at the bronze implements that
technology, industry, and trade are
interrelated; raw materials must
often be imported, and finished
products need markets. Interna-
tional trade was certainly a decisive
factor, not only in the reurbaniza-
tion of Middle Bronze Palestine but
also in bringing it out of its polit-
ical and cultural isolation. Tin was
clearly imported via Syria, and
Syrian-style pottery is relatively
abundant. Egyptian imports of the
Twelfth and Thirteenth dynasties
are even more conspicuous and in-
clude alabasters and faience {Sagona
1980), jewelry of semiprecious
stones, and especially scarab signet-
rings, which appear for the first time
in Palestine during this period and
are found at nearly every Middle
Bronze site. (On scarabs, see Martin
1971; Tufnell 1984; and on Egyptian
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Early Bronze IV vessel found at Khirbet
Iskander. Photograph courtesy of Suzanne
Richard.

relations generally, see Weinstein
1975). Not only was there extensive
overland exchange but Palestine par-
ticipated in maritime trade for the
first time. Cypriot pottery began to
be imported even before the end of -
Middle Bronze I, and by Middle
Bronze II-1I it included several
varieties of Black-on-Red and White
Painted wares. The very end of Middle
Bronze IIl was characterized by Mono-
chrome, Base Ring, and Bichrome
wares, as well as by “Chocolate”
ware that may show Cypriot influ-
ence. (For more, see Amiran 1970:
121-123; on the Tell el Yehudiyeh
ware, see Kaplan 1980; and on the
Bichrome ware, see Epstein 1966).
But what did Palestine export?

We have no textual documentation
from Palestine itself and little con-
clusive archaeological evidence of
Palestinian objects found in neigh-
boring lands. Working backward
from the evidence of the subsequent
Late Bronze Age, however, one can
suppose that Palestine’s well-known
exports to Egypt had-already-begun
—earlier. These included agricultural
commodities, especially grain, olive
oil, and wine; cattle; timber; possibly
copper; and probably even laborers,
including slaves. Palestinian mer-
chants and traders also transshipped
goods overland between Syria and
. Egypt. A famous wall-painting from

n

i

ga tomb at Beni Hasan of the time of

http://ibri.org/Archaeology/Wood-BronzeAgeNotes/htm/doc.html

Middle Bronze Palestine also saw significant advances in ceramic technology. Earlier potter’s
wheels featured a disk-shaped stone platform with a long knob that was fitted into a socket in
a stone basin. The potter either turned the platform with one hand and worked the pot with
the other or turned the wheel intermittently and used two hands to build the pot. An im-
proved version (and one still in use today) was developed in Middle Bronze. It consists of two
stone wheels connected by a long shaft. The lower wheel (called a flvwheel or a kick wheel) is
controlled by the potter’s feet, while the upper wheel spins fast and allows the craftsman to
use both hands to work the clav into more elaborate shapes. Shown here are several examples
of Middle Bronze pottery. The thinner, more even walls, finished bases, and elegant shapes of
these vessels stand in contrast to coarser wares of the Early Bronze Age. Drawings by Lealan
Swanson. Photographs courtesy of William G. Dever.
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'Amenembhet I {around 1960 B.C.E.}
/depicts a party of thirty-seven donkey
faravan.ners, probably nomadic
raders, crossing the Sinai into Egypt.
The inscription lists their Amorite-
ftyie [West Semitic) names and men-
tions one product, antimony, a com-
pound used in making kohl, the black
tye-shadow much favored in Egypt
br cosmetics. The Hayes Papyrus
vhich dates to around 1750 B.C.E.)
rsts Asiatic slaves working in a
lousehold in Upper Egypt, all bear-
ng Amorite names, many among
ilem no doubt from Palestine.
cial Structure and Political
rganization
|has been observed that “archae-
gists do not dig up social systems.”
rrhaps not, but these, like the other
Ibsystems at which we have been
pking, do leave observable traces
the archaeological record —insofar
material culture may reflect social
janization as well as individual
an behavior. Since earlier ar-
reologists, however, were more

interested in political history than
in social history, little usetul infor-
mation has been collected.

What evidence we do have re-
flects increasing social differentia-
tion and stratification, which we
should expect in an urbanized so-
ciety. Middle Bronze Age tombs
clearly demonstrate the existence
of an elite upper class, as shown in
some cases by expensive, often im-
ported, luxury goods. Thus, burials
at Gezer, Jericho, and elsewhere have
produced gold jewelry, Egyptian ala-
basters and scarabs, along with
ivory-inlaid wooden furniture, beau-
tifully carved wooden utensils, and
other expensive items. The Jericho
cave and shaft tombs excavated by
Kenyon had multiple, successive
burials, with a considerable accu-
mulation of wealth {Kenyon 1957:
233-55). They are probably the
burial places of rich and powerful
ruling famlies — merchants, aristo-
crats, possibly priests, and petty
princes. (One may compare the
recently published tombs of “The
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Lord of the Goats” and “The
Princess” at Ebla: Matthiae 1984).
Petrie’s old “horse-burials” [or at least
equids of some kind) at Tell el-cAjjul,
with elaborate bronze weapons, are
probably tombs of warriors, perhaps
belonging to a professional military
class. (Similar burials of Asiatics are
also found at Tell ed-Dabca in the
Egyptian Delta from the Hyksos
period|. By contrast, the predominant
Middle Bronze burial is that of some-
one from the lower classes and is a
rather pathetic affair, with adults
laid in a simple cist-grave and
children put into a storejar buried

" beneath a courtyard surface; there
‘are usually few, if any, grave goods.

Architectural traditions point
similarly to a society of “haves” and
“have-nots.” We have already sug-
gested that the massive Middle
Bronze fortifications required not
only centralized planning and heavy
taxation but possibly conscript labor.

These defenses simply could not
have been built by an egalitarian

society or with volunteer efforts.
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Above: Fish-shaped vessel, dating to around the eighteenth century 8.C.., found in a tomb at
Tel Poleg. Measuring 11 by 19 centimeters, it is an example of Tell el'Yehudiyeh ware. named

after the site in the Nile Delta where it was first found. This ware, which is always dark-
slipped and burnished, with white-filled punctured decoration, has also been found in the
Sudan, Cyprus, and as far north as Ugarit. Such a luxury product, spread over a wide area.
suggests a general economic prosperity. Right: Jug with a snake handle. Measuring 32 centi-
meters high and dating to the mid-second millennium s.C.k., it is probably an example of
what Sir Flinders Petrie termed “chocolate-on-white-ware,” a type of pottery covered with a
white slip, highly burnished, and decorated with a brown painted design. Although this ex-
ample lacks the painted decoration, its fine workmanship is characteristic of the type and
also suggests the tradition of excellence among potters of the time. Photographs by David
Harris courtesy of the [srael Museum, Jerusalem.

Domestic architecture shows the
same trend. Most private houses are
simple mudbrick structures, with
only a few earthen-floored rooms; the
houses are rather closely crowded
together around communal court-
yards and narrow lanes. A few very
large, multi-room structures, how-
ever, resemble “patrician villas,”
such as those at Hazor, Tell Beit
Mirsim, and elsewhere. Finally, we
have a growing number of even more
elaborate buildings, such as the two-
story colonnaded structure near the
Northwest Gate at Shechem. These
are almost certainly the palaces of
local dynasts, such as the “kings” of
several Palestinian city-states who
are well known from the Amarna
Age texts several centuries later.
Again, the palace of Yarim-Lim in
stratum VII at Alalakh in Syria pro-
vides a close contemporary parallel,
& complete with throne and audience
2 room, as well as palace archive. And
now Ebla has i
Bronze palace, succeeding the well-

/Wood-BronzeAgeNotes/htm/doc.html
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known Palace G and its fabulous
archive of administrative documents
(Matthiae 1984}, Social stratification
in Palestine may not have been quite
as pronounced, or the wealthy as
wealthy, but class structure and dif-
ferential access to resources are evi-
dent; and the growth of urbanism
must surely have promoted, even
required, growing social inequities.

The primary question about
political organization in the Middle
Bronze Age is whether Palestine
constituted a state in the true sense.
We have seen in earlier installments
of this series (Levy 1986; Richard
1987) that the tribal level of organi-
zation typical of the Neolithic gave
way to a chiefdom level in the Chal-
colithic period, then to a more ad-
vanced city-state level in the Early
Bronze Age. With reurbanization
and the expansion of Palestine’s hori-
zons in the Middle Bronze Age, we
might expect a further evolution
toward the highly specialized form
of political organization that we

Biblical Archaeologist, September 1987

characterize as the state, which had
typified both Egypr and Mesopo-
tamia since just before 3000 B.C.E.
Given the complete absence of
texts and properlv historical evi-
dence from Palestine, it is difficult
to be precise, but the country-wide

unification, or cenrralized political
decision-making, that essentially
defines the state appears to be en-
tirelv lacking in Middle Bronze Age
Palestine. There is no evidence '
whatsoever, on a nationwide scale,
of a single dominant city or capital;
of institutionalized kingship; of cen-
tralized policy and planning; of a
standing army; or, for that matter, of
any distinctive ethnic consciousness
as nation or people. Palestine is cer-
tainly not a primary or pristine state
in the usage of social theorists; it
does not even appear to be a second-
ary or peripheral state. Nearly all
specialists would see the term state
as properly denoting not only social
complexity and integration, which
Palestine certainly had evolved even
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Part of a wall-painting in a tomb at Beni Hasan in Egypt. The painting, which dates to around 1960 s.c.t., depicts Asiatic traders and thus is
evidence for the presence of Asiatic peoples in Egypt before the Second Intermediate Period (at the beginning of the Middle Bronze Agej.

by the Early Bronze Age, but also
centralization of power, decision-
making, and access to resources in
the hands of a nonkinship-based
elite. Palestine, by contrast, remained
at an intermediate level of political
development, which is usually re-
ferred to as that of the city-state.
Although the term city-state is
frequently used, it is rarely defined.\
Often the implication seems to be
that while the regional urban cen-
ters each control their own hinter-
land, they are in turn united in a
larger centralized confederation—
that is, they constitute a true state.
Yet there is little evidence of that

in Palestine of the Middle Bronze
Age. Rather, it seems to have been

4=} I w
may call a common southern
Canaanite culture. Politically it
probably remained divided: each
city-state enjoying quasi-indepen-
dence and dominating the surround-
ing countryside, most likely rivalling
other urban centers. I am giving, of
course, a theoretical reconstruction,
but such a situation of political frag-
mentation would provide a fore-
runner for the “Amarna Age” some
three to four centuries later in the
Late Bronze, when we have ample
textual documentation for rival city-
states —most of them precisely the
urban centers we see in the Middle

Bronze Age. The same situation
seems to have prevailed in Syria,
where we see major city-states like
Ebla, Yamkhad, Alalakh, Qatna,
Ugarit, and the like, but not a uni-
fied national state such as Egypt or
those in Mesopotamia.

Ideology, Art, and Religion

The ideational and symbolic aspects
of a society, particularly a preliterate
society, may be difficult toread ¥
directly from the “mute” remains

of material culture. As Lewis Binford
reminds us, archaeologists are poorly
equipped to be “paleo-psychologists.”
Yet we do possess innumerable and
varied artifacts from Middle Bronze
Palestine that clearly had some artis-
tic or cultic significance —however
difficult they may be to interpret.

Let us look first specifically at
artistic production (even though,
strictly speaking, we cannot in gen-
eral separate art from religion in the
ancient world). There is po represen-
period, and little figural art. We have
found nothing of Egyptian- or Meso-
potamian-style statuary, or indeed
monumental art of any kind. In the
minor arts, however, Palestine has a
tradition, albeit a provincial one.
The principal arts include bone and
ivory carving, particularly small geo-
metric strip inlays for wooden fur-
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niture and boxes or chests (Liebowitz
1977). These were locally made,
the ivory coming either from Syria -
(where Egyptian records indicate
that elephants were hunted in this
period) or from wild boars of the
immediate region. Most Middle
Bronze sites produce these inlays,
but the Jericho tombs have yielded
both the inlays and the wooden fur-
niture in an extraordinary state of
preservation {apparently because
Jericho was located in a tectonic
area, where gases seeping through
rock fissures rendered organic
materials inert and prevented decay).
Jewelry from elite tombs has
already been mentioned. There is
relatively little gold, which was
imported and prohibitively expen-
sive; there is some silver, although
usually not well preserved. The most
common pieces are bead necklaces
of semiprecious stones, often made
of local red carnelian or the like but
frequently of Egyptian frit or faience.
Scarabs from Middle Kingdom Egypt
became exceedingly common in
Palestine during the Middle Bronze
Age; they were mounted in signet
rings and probably meant to be both
articles of adornment (that is, pres-
tige items) and practical devices
for stamping seals on documents or
other pieces of personal property.
These scarabs are usually of ivory
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| orbone, carved on the back in the

| shape of a dung (or scarabaeus) beetle,
| witheithera name-formula or

| merely a decorative design on the
bottom. Many scarabs are imported

| and sometimes even bear the name

| of a well-known pharaoh, but others

are local imitations and have only

| archaizing and often bungled decora-

| tive motifs. Mesopotamian-style

] cylinder seals also exist but are rare.
' Also of Egyptian manufacture

| are a variety of alabaster and faience

| vessels, ranging from small unguen-
|taria and cosmetic containers to
\larger vessels (Sagona 1980). These
were often imitated in local calcite,
an inferior material. In both cases,

'EheSe vessels were probably status

Fzmbols, for they are relatively
1incommon,

| Some artistic and architectural
lemains attest to religious practices.
Ve have several styles of temples
rom the Middle Bronze Age. Large
ingle-room fortress [migdal) tem-
lles, with exceptionally thick walls,
re known from Middle Bronze III
ivels at Shechem and Megiddo, with
close parallel in the temple in area
|at Ebla. (On the Palestinian exam-
es, see G. E. Wright 1965: 80-102;
ever 1974: 39-48; on Ebla, see
-ratthiae 1984: 20). These single-

Left: Although there is no representa-
tional art from Middle Bronze Pales-
tine, and little figural art, there was a
tradition of minor arts. Among these
was bone and ivory carving, partic-
ularly small geometric inlays for
wooden fumniture and boxes. Shown
here is a carved ivory inlay from
wooden furniture from tombs at
Jericho. From Jericho I ({London: British
School of Archaeology, 1960}, by
Kathleen Kenyon. Right: Shown here
is a selection of jewelry dating to the
mid-second millennium (the transition
from Middle to Late Bronze) found at
Tell el<Ajjul: a pendant depicting the
goddess Hathor, a star pendant, an
earring, and three fly amulets. The
pieces found at this site, most of
which came from private hoards, are
the finest Canaanite jew: w.
and they demonstrate the high level of
craftsmanship that had been attained.
Photograph by David Harris courtesy
of the Israel Department of Antiqui-
ties and Museums.

room temples were once thought to
be a typically urban style, but now a
sequence of four successive mud-
brick temples of this type, on a
somewhat smaller scale, has been
found at the tiny village-site of Tell
el-Hayvyat; these temples date from
Middle Bronze I to III (Falconer

and Magness-Gardiner 1984, 1987).
Syrian-style bipartite or tripartite
temples are also found, especially

T,
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at Shechem (the pr e
famous temple of Solomon—Dever
1974: 48).

Two cultic installations are

uniqgue. The first is the so-called
Canaanite high place (Hebrew
bamah) at Nahariyeh, on the coast
just north of Acco; this features a
long rectangular structure with an
_adjacent outdoor stone altar where
charred organic remains were found.
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Below left: Artist’s reconstruction of a room
with Middle Bronze furniture like those
pieces found in a tomb at fericho. From
Kenyon 1957. Below: Display at Royal
Ontario Museum in Toronto. Canada, that
reproduces the scene in the reconstruction.
Photograph courtesy of Louisa Curtis Ngote.

Left: These three examples of scarabs found
at the Middle Bronze site at Hazor are in-
teresting because of their often bungled
hieroglyphs, which suggests either that the
scarabs were made locally to supply a taste
for Egyptian objects or that they are related
to the years of the Hyksos (or “foreign rulers”)
in Egypt. They are, in any event, clear evi-
dence of Egyptian influence in Palestine in
the Middle Bronze period. From Hazor: The
Rediscovery of a Great Citadel of the Bible
(New York: Random House, 1975), by Yigael
Yadin. courtesy of the estate of Yigael Yadin.
Above: This alabaster fish, dating to the mid-
second millennium B.C.E.. was found at Tell
el-cAjjul. Almost six inches long, it could
have been used as an unguent container. This
luxury good is of Egyptian manufacture and
thus suggests that Egypt and Canaan engaged
in trade during Middle Bronze. Photograph
by David Harris courtesy of the [srael
Department of Antiquities and Museums.

Among the remains were also a
number of bronze and terra-cotta
female figurines, as well as the
molds for making them (Dothan in
Biran 1981: 77). Since the Nahariyeh
temple is right on the seashore, it
may have been a shri icated t
% the consort of the Canaan-
ite high-god, El; Asherah’s principle
epithet is ‘Athiratu-yarmmi, “She who
treads upon/subdues the sea.”

The other installation is the
famous “High Place” at Gezer, exca-
vated by Macalister in 1902-1909,
then recleared by the American ex-
pedition in 1968 and dated to Middle
Bronze III. It consists of ten enor-
mous stelae (standing stones) in a
north-south alignment, with an asso-
ciated stone basin surrounded by a
plastered pavement. It was not a
mortuary installation, as previously
thought, but was probably an out-
door covenant-renewal shrine, the
ten stelae representing ten towns
in league (like the later Delphic
leagues). Charred sheep and goat
remains testify to animal sacrifice
(Dever 1973; Dever and others 1971:
120-24).

Religion in the Middle Bronze
Age is also attested by several types
of cultic paraphernalia, found not
only in temple but also in domestic
contexts. Cylindrical terra-cotta
stands, usually fenestrated and
topped by detachable bowls, were
probably used for food and libation
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Plans of Middle Bronze fortress {migdal) temples from Ebla (A), Shechem (B), and Hazor (C). \,
Thus type of Canaanite temple often had a distinctive three-part organization that included a1}
courtyard, entranceway, and an inner sanctuary. It also frequently had a tower in the front i
that may have given access to a second story. Note that A and C have a niche in the rear wall

of the sanctuary for a statue of a deity.

= .

rew Unjon College~Harvard
Semitic Museum expedition in 1968) consists of ten standing stones in a north-south arrange-
ment, with an associated stone basin surrounded by a plastered pavement. The whole group-
ing was erscted simultaneously and contains all the biblical elements of covenant-making:
the setting up of stones to commemorate the occasion, oath-taking (the ten stones possibly
representing ten towns in league), blood sacrifice (possibly represented by the basin). and a
covenant meal (there were charred animal remains found in conjunction with the stones).
Photograph courtesy of William G. Dever.

Femule figurines were popular in Canaan,
usually inexpensively produced from clay.
Relatively rare are examples in metal. Thus
the two sheet-gold pendants shown here, part
of a small hoard from a storeroom just inside
the "South Gate" at Gezer, were a spectacular
find (see the plan of "South Gate” on page 157).
Measuring 16.1 and 10 centimeters in height,
thev are probably representations of Asherah,
consort of the Canaanite high-god El. Photo-
graph by David Harris courtesy of the Israel
Department of Antiquities and Museums.

women in conception, childbirth,
and lactation. They may safely be
connected with the veneration of
Asherah, the principal Canaanite
mother goddess, whose cult con-
tinued into the Late Bronze Age and
i ient Israel.

" The most spectacular Middle

: Bronze figurines of Canaanite deities
figurines —~that is, talismans to aid \are two sheet-gold pendants from

<

Y

offerings, as well as for burning in-
cense. Other clearly cultic artifacts
are small terra-cotta figurines; in-
terestingly, we have only female
examples (the so-called Astarte
figurines). These depict the “mother
goddess” nude, en face, often with

exaggerated sexual characteristics;
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the destruction of the “South Gate”
at Gezer; these depict in Syrian-style
bas-relief two females, representa-
tions no doubt of Asherah. Similar
reliefs are found in the Late Bronze
Age, especially at Tell el-CAjjul
{Seger 19706).

Finally, votive offerings are
known. Most consist of miniatures
of common ceramic forms; these are
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human and animal reproduction.
The Ugaritic texts of the Late Bronze
Age give us a particularly vivid and
dramatic picture of this religion, and
we may safely project it back into
the Middle Bronze Age. Certainly
the temples and cult paraphernalia of
the periods are in direct continuity.
Toward the end of Middle Bronze,
around 1650-1600 B.C.E., the first
system of writing emerges in Pales-

The religious practices in Palestine during

the Middle Bronze Age are suggested by this

so-called Astarte figurine, part of an incense

stand, found at Shechem. Such figurines may

be connected with the veneration of Asherah,

the principal Canaanite mother goddess. and
{ were usually meant as talismans to aid in »
A conception, childbirth, and lactation.

usually found in temple precincts,
often at the entrance or near the
altar, which is characteristically
located on the rear wall. Ceramic
zoomorphic figurines are also
occasionally recovered in connec-
tion with these votives. All these
vessels probably symbolize the prin-
cipal activity in worship: the presen-
tation of food and drink offerings to
the gods in their house. The Canaan-
ite deities, well known from contem-
porary and later texts in Syria, were
mostly connected with the fertility
cult, and thus rites of worship were

| bound up with the agricultural year

| and its produce, as well as with

tine. Writing appears late in Pales-
tine, of course, in comparison with
Mesopotamia and Egypt, but when it
does appear, it marks a stunning
advance. We have only a few frag-
ments of these early Proto-Sinaitic
or Canaanite inscriptions, but they

introduce a vastly simplified alpha-

betic system of writing with some
twenty-two characters, one that
became the basis for all modern
Western writing systems. For the
first time in the world’s history,
literacy was within the grasp of the
ordinary individual.

Before the turn of the present
century, Sir William Flinders Petrie
discovered the first of these so-called
Proto-Sinaitic inscriptions at Serabit
al-Khadem, in the western Sinai.

" Here Asiatic slaves from Palestine

were kept by the Egyptians in the
Middle Kingdom to work the tur-
quoise mines. These miserable
slaves scrawled graffiti all around on
the rock surface, mostly dedicatory
inscriptions specifying offerings,
usually a lamb, to various West
Semitic deities. Especially favored
were the male god, El, and his con-

. sort Bacalath/Elath, the “Serpent

Lady” One inscription reads, under-
standably, “O my god, rescue me
from the interior of the mine!”

The language of these inscrip-
tions is Canaanite. The system of
writing, however, is not the cunei-
form script of Ugarit on the Syrian
coast, much less the Akkadian
cuneiform script of Mesopotamia
with its hundreds of signs. Instead, a
vastly simplified script is employed,
one that uses only about twenty-two
signs —one for each sound, rather
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Compared to
Egypt or Mesopo-
tamia, writing
appeared late in
Palestine. When it
did there was a
stunning advance:
the introduction
of a vastly simpli-
fied alphabet.

than for each idea, word, or syllable.
The script developed by means of
the acrophonic principle, and it
became possible thereby for a person 3
to write whatever he or she heard.
Thus the sound b came to be
represented by a much-simplified
picture of a house, because the
initial sound of the word for house
(beth) is b. Likewise, the sound m
was represented by a rendition of
water, because the initial sound of
the word for water (mem) is m. (See
the accompanying chart for the full
alphabet and equivalents; see also
Albright 1966).

These simple signs, with very
much the same order and even the
same names, eventually evolved into
the modern alphabet employed by
all Western 1 ages. Borrowed by
ites, it was also adopted by the
Phoenician seafarers along the coast
and thus spread to the Greek main-
land by about 1000 B.C.E., thence to
the Romans, then to Europe, and
finally to the New World. The orig-
inal aleph-beth —that is, alphabet—
signs remain transparently clear in
modern signs (see the original signs
for the modern letters A, Y, and M in
the accompanying chart), as well as
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The "Gezer Potsherd,” a surface find in Proto-
Cunaanite script. The three characters per-
haps read “Caleb.”

in their earlier Latin, Greek, Phoe-
nician, and Hebrew versions [Naveh
1982).

What is of note here is that this
astonishingly simpl I
universal writing system was the
work of some anonymous genius {or
perhaps a committee?!} somewhere
along the Levantine coast, probably
in Palestine, in the Middle Bronze
Age (the seventeenth and sixteenth
centuries B.C.E.]. Early examples of
Proto-Sinaitic (or, better, Proto-

( ite] inscriptions have been
found at Megiddo, Shechem, Beth-
shemesh, Lachish, and elsewhere in
Palestine, as well as in ancient Syria,
all dating to the Middle and Late
Bronze Ages. One of them was also
discovered at Gezer in 1929 by a visi-
tor on a field trip from the American
School of Oriental Research in Jeru-
salem and published later by the
director of the school, William F.
Albright. The Gezer inscription is
scratched on a sherd of a typical
cylindrical cult stand of the Middle
Bronze Age, the three characters
perhaps reading KIb—the name

“Caleb” =

The few texts we have just
described in the local Canaanite
script hardly constitute literature,
and they do not give us much insight
into either the history or ideology of -
the Middle Bronze Age. We know,
however, that some individuals were
not only literate but multilingual.

We have a few fragments of Akka-
dian tablets written in cuneiform
(the language of North Syria and
Mesopotamia). From Hazor come
two tablets, one dealing with a real
estate transaction, another a lexical
text (Landsberger and Tadmor 1964).
At Gezer, from destruction debris of
Middle Bronze III, we found a frag-
ment of the clay “envelope” of a
tablet with a list of names. Most are
Semitic, but one of them is clearly
Hurrian, the earliest evidence we
have thus far of Indo-Aryans from
the Lake Van region pushing down
into Palestine (Dever and others
1971: 111-13). Only recently a much
longer cuneiform inscription has
been reported from Middle Bronze
levels at Hebron, with a list of
sacrifices. These are but tantalizing
hints of the earliest known literary
tradition of Palestine, but we shall
undoubtedly find more in the future.

Internationai Relations

As already suggested, Palestine’s real
international connections (that is,
beyond Syrial, apart from sporadic
trade with Cyprus and Mesopotamia,
were largely with Egypt. Indeed,
Egypt provides not only part of the
stimulus for reurbanization in Pales-
tine but its chronology is also the
basis for a fixed chronology of the
Middle Bronze I-1I period in
Syria-Palestine.

In Egypt, the First Intermediate
Period —a “dark age” there, too—
ended just after 2000 B.C.E.. At that
time, the Middle Kingdom was
founded under the vigorous Twelfth
Dynasty pharaohs, who reinstated
the old dynastic succession. The
date of 1991 B.C.E. for the accession
of Amenembet I [the founder of the
Twelfth Dynasty] is our earliest
astronomically fixed date in ancient
Near Eastern history. We owe it to
the Egyptians’ observation of a solar
eclipse and their correlation of that
event (which we can date, of course,

. to the exact year) with the accession
: dates of early pharaohs of the dy-
/ nasty mentioned in the King lists.

-
O T
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The Middle Kingdom (the Twelfth
and Thirteenth Dynasties| lasted for
nearly 500 years. It not only revived
the glories of the Old Kingdom and

the legendary “Pyramid Age,” it also
carri i new
heights and enormously expanded
Egyptian influence and power abroad.
Among the first efforts of the
early pharaohs of the Twelfth Dy-
nasty was the resumption of the old
sea trade with Byblos and the
Phoenician coast {see Posener 1971;
Weinstein 1975; Dever 1976). Within
a short time, Egyptian luxury goods
were flowing into Syria. The con-
tents of the famous Royal Tombs of
the local rulers at Byblos {north of
modern Beirut, on the Lebanese
coast) reflect just how fond the -
Syrians were of Egyptian culture.
The Byblian princes not only filled
their treasury, and later their tombs,
with expensive Egyptian imports,
they also wrote their Semitic names
in Egyptian hieroglyphs, and even
adopted the Egyptian title “governor.”
And that is not all. Elsewhere along
the Phoenician coast, in the inland
centers and well down into Palestine,
nearly all of the major sites of the
renascent Middle Bronze Age have
roduc ti ifacts of the
Twelfth and Thirteenth ties.
Among the most intriguing items
are small carved-stone statuettes,
inscribed with the names of a num-
ber of high-ranking Egyptian offi-
cials of the early Middle Kingdom,
even of the royal family. Thus, from
Syria we have several sphinxes of
Amenembet III and IV, as well as of
their princess-daughters. These may
have been sent from the Egyptian .
court as temple gifts or, more likely,
were intended to cement diplomatic
and commercial relations with Syria.
From Palestine, we have further
evidence of international relations.
At Megiddo, there was found a broken
statue of one Thut-hotpe, a well-
known nomarch {or governorj at
Hermopolis, who served under
Amenembhet II (approximately 1929-
1895 B.C.E.| and Sesostris III (approxi-
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mately 1878-1843 B.c..). His in-
scribed and decorated tomb has been
excavated at Deir el-Bersha. What
was he doing in Palestine —unless he
was a commercial attaché, or even

a sort of ambassador, of the Twelfth
Dynasty? Another contemporary
Egyptian official, Sebek-khu, left his
stele at Abydos; it describes an Egyp-
tian campaign to Skmm, almost
certainly Shechem near Nablus,
which German and American excava-
tions have shown to have been
founded precisely in Middle Bronze I.
Why would Egyptians be campaign-
ing in northern Palestine and main-
taining commercial and diplomatic
relations both there and in Syria?

To put it precisely, what were
the Twelfth Dynasty interests in
Syria-Palestine and how may they
have contributed toward the urban
renascence there shortly after 2000

7" B.c..? The artifacts show, without
) any doubt, that the contacts existed;
Z they do not in themselves, however,

specify the exact nature of the re-
lationships. Again, just as they are
on the beginning of the first urban
era in Early Bronze I, archaeologists
are divided. Some prefer to see in the
artifacts only peaceful trade rela-
tions, while others suppose that we
confront an actual Egyptian empire
in Syria-Palestine (see Posener 1971;
Weinstein 1981; Dever 1976).

We do have, however, further .
evidence in several groups of Twelfth
Dynasty execration texts from Egypt.
These are curse formulas, specifi-
cally mentioning dozens of places in
Syria-Palestine and naming their
rulers, all of whom bear distinctive
West Semitic or Amorite-style
names. One group of texts (the Ber-
lin texts, so-called because of their
place of publication) is inscribed on
small cla tu 2
tives; another (the Brussels texts,
which are slightly later) is inscribed
on red ceramic bowls. These curious
items were used in magical rites;
they were deliberately smashed, and
thus a hex was placed upon the
enemy named on the statuette or

il s s« 8w,
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Clay figurine from Saqqara of a captive
Asiatic prince with an execration text
written across it in Egyptian script. Such
figurines were smashed after the curse
(execration) was written, and thus a hex was
placed upon the enemy named in the text.
These texts form an important primary
source for our knowledge of Levantine polit-
ical developments from the Middle Bronze
period because they list the names of rulers
and city-states in Canaan, southern Syria,
and along the Mediterranean coast. Photo-
graph courtesy of the Institut Royal du-
Patrimoine Artistique, Brussels, Belgium.

bowl. However we may understand
the motives of the Egyptians regard-
ing these princes, one thing is
clear— Egyptian intelligence was
superb. They possessed a singularly
detailed knowledge of topography,
local conditions, and sociopolitical
organization in Syria-Palestine dur-
ing Middle Bronze I. (On the execra-
tion texts, see especially van Seters

1966; Posener 1971; Weinstein 1975}.

The Hyksos in Egypt and Palestine
As we noted in the previous section,
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the initial phase of the urban revival
in Middle Bronze [ correlates with
the renascent Twelfth Dynasty in
Egypt (approximately 1991-1785
B.C.E.). The second phase of develop-
ment and consolidation in Palestine,
occurring during Middle Bronze II, is
roughly coeval with the succeeding
Thirteenth Dynasty (approximately
1785-1652 B.c.E.). The zenith of the
development of the local Canaanite
culture in Middle Bronze III
(approxaimately 1650-1500B.C.E.)
then coincides almost precisety”
with the Second Intermediate Period
in Egypt (approximately 1652-1544
B.C.E.). The latter, like the First
Intermediate Period, is a time of col-
lapse and disorder; external factors
apparently played a part in this case,
however. (On the Hyksos periods,
see especially von Beckerath 1964;
van Seters 1966; Redford 1970; Helck
1971; Hayes 1973; Bietak 1979, 1984;
Weinstein 1981; Dever 1985).

Among the threats, real or per-
ceived, to the old line of Theban

rulers was the presence of increasing
numbers of Asiatics in Egypt. The

Asiatics—Amu, or “Sand Dwellers,”
as they were called —were alter-
nately hated and feared as foreigners
by the xenophobic Egyptians. One
famous text describes vividly the
miserable homeland of the Asiatics —
from the Egyptian perspective —
obviously somewhere in central and
southern Palestine:
Lo, the wretched Asiatic—it goes
ill with the place where he is,
afflicted with water, difficult
from many trees, the ways there-
of painful because of the moun-
tains. He does not dwell in a
single place, [but] his legs are
made to go astray. He has been
fighting [ever] since the time of
Horus, [but] he does not conquer,
nor yet can he be conquered. He
does not announce aday in fight-
ing, like a thief who ... for a gang.
(The Instruction for King Men-
Ka-Re; see Pritchard 1955: 416}
Various groups of these West Semitic
peoples from Syria and Palestine suc-
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“Tutimaios. In his reign, for what cause I know not, a blast
of God smote us; and unexpectedly from the regions of

the East invaders of obscure race marched in confidence
of victory against our land. By main force they seized it.”

ceeded in penetrating the Delta in
larger and larger numbers, beginning
already in the Twelfth and Thirteenth
Dynasties. By the Fifteenth Dynasty,
they rose briefly to power. In the
Second Intermediate Period, where
the rival Sixteenth and Seventeenth
Dynasties vied simultaneously for
power, reveaimg E.gypt s weakness, a
eri tic ac d

northern and central Egype fora
hundred years under the Fifteenth,

ksos, Dynasty.
The Egyptian word for Hyksos

(hk3w-h3swt) means simply “foreign

ruler” not “Shepherd King” as for-
merly thought because of the sup-
posed connection between these
Asiatics and the biblical patriarchs
and their migration to Egypt. But we
can show that these “foreign kings”
were in fact Semitic —that is, from
Syria-Palestine. Fortunately we pos-
sess lists of the names of the six
kings of the Fifteenth Dynasty; at
least three of them are demonstrably
West Semitic. Indeed, these kings
bear typical Amorite- or Canaanite-
style names. One is called Yaqub-
har, “May the Mountain Deity
’ pverreach”a name that is almost

| identical in style and meaning to the

| original form of the name Jacob in

!k the Hebrew Bible. Several scarabs of
these Hyksos kings have been found
in the Middle Bronze levels of
Palestinian sites.

How did these Syro-Palestinian
interlopers manage to seize power
in Egypt—something that never
occurred before or after in that
supposedly inviolable country? The
chauvinistic Egyptian texts of later
periods always portray the hated

http://ibri.org/Archaeology/Wood-BronzeAgeNotes/htm/doc.html

Hyksos as barbarians who tempo-
rarily overran the country. This
tradition survived into the Roman
period, when the Jewish historian
Josephus described the Hyksos
through Egyptian eyes thusly:

Tutimaios. In his reign, for what

cause I know nor, a blast of God

smote us; and unexpectedly from
the regions of the East invaders
of obscure race marched in con-
fidence of victory against our
land. By main force they seized
it wichout striking a blow; and
having overpowered the rulers of
the land, they then burned our
cities ruthlessly, razed to the

- ground the temples of the gods,
and treated all the natives with

a cruel hostility, massacring

some and leading into slavery

the wives and children of others.

Finally, they appointed as king

one of their number whose name

as Salitis; he had his seat in

Memphis, levying tribute from

Upper and Lower Egypt, and al-

ways leaving garrisons behind in

the most advantageous places.
|Against Apion, book 1, chapter

14, line 75 and following; see

Thackeray 1961)

It is not surprising that most
scholars until recently assumed a
Hyksos invasion, which was thought
to have been the direct cause of the
dissolution of the Second Interme-
diate Period. But recent Austrian ex-
cavations have discovered the loca-
tion of long-lost Avaris, frequently
mentioned in the Egyptian texts as
the Hyksos capital, at Tell ed-Dabca
in the Nile Delta (Bietak 1979},
1984). What the excavations have

Biblical Archaeologist, September 1987

brought to light is fascinating: a large
settlement that was founded about
1900-1800 8.C.5., with domestic and
temple architecture, pottery, metal
implements, and burial customs
almost identical to those of Palestin-
ian Middle Bronze I. The population .4
and material culture of Avaris were,
then, clearly Canaanite. Further-

more, the settlement is pre-Hyksos —~
founded in the late Twelfth or early
Thirteenth Dynasty—and it is the
result not of a sudden military inva-
sion but rather of a long, relatively
peaceful process of colonization (for
this reinterpretation, see Dever 1985,
contra Bietak|. Thus Asiatics had
long been settled in the Delta. Their
takeover of Egypt under the Fifteenth,
or Hyksos, Dynasty, after some 250
years, was more the result than the
cause of the collapse of central
authority in the Second Intermediate
Period. Already acculturated, and
having a large power base in the
local Canaanite population of the
Delta at Avaris and elsewhere, the
Asiatic pretenders to the throne
probably simply took advantage of
internal weakness and seized power
in a lightning coup. The Hyksos
remained in control of a good por-
tion of Egypt for a hundred years,
unti] the kings of the late Seven-
teenth and the early Eighteenth
Dynasties succeeded in reuniting
Egypt and expelling them, ulti- 7]
mately driving them back into
Palestine and Syria. This is where
the fortifications described above
came into play.

My interpretation of the data,
including the new evidence from
Tell ed-Dabca, is somewhat contro-
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Victory inscription of Tuthmosis III on the walls of a tempfe at Karnak, from the first years of
the revival of the Eighteenth Dynasty pharaohs. Tuthmosis 111 is depicted holding Asiatic
enemies by their hair, ¢ common convention in Egyptian art to show the subjection of foreign
enemies to the king. The successful reestablishment of Egypnan hegemony in the Delta
meant the expulsion of the hated Hyksos. or “foreign rulers.”

versial. If [ am correct, however, then
we have for the first time a rational
explanation for the enigmatic Pales-
tinian defenses, which attained their
maximum buildup in Middle Bronze
I, 1650-1550 8.C.E.—precisely the
time of the Hyksos period in Egypt.
The Palestinian city-states consti-
tuted the power base for the Asiatic
expansion in the Delta. They were
the heartland of Canaanite culture,
which sustained and supplied the
colonies in Egypt. The Palestinian
sites were heavily defended not
against the rival city-states of the
local regions but rather against the
possibility of a forced retreat and
Egyptian retaliation. This eventu-
ality became more and more a con-
cern late in the period, as Asiatic
rulers pushed their power to its
limits in Egypt. In time, what was
feared happened. The fortifications
were needed but they failed.

The end of the Second Inter-
mediate Period and Hyksos rule
came around 1540 B.c.E., when
_Kamose, the last pharaoh of the
Theban Sev:nneenth Dynasty, re-

Ea"* Sz ey,

-

asserted himself. A well-known text

describes the pharaoh’s war council:
His majesty spoke in his palace
to the council of nobles who
were in his retinue: “Let me un-
derstand what this strength of
mine is for! [One] prince is in
Avaris, another is in Ethiopia,
and [here] I sit associated with
an Asiatic and a Negro! Each
man has his slice of this Egypt,
dividing up the land with me. I
cannot pass by him as far as
Memphis, the waters of Egypt,
[but], behold, he has Hermo-
polis. No man can settle down,
being despoiled by the imposts
of the Asiatics. I will grapple
with him, that [ may cut open
his belly! My wish is to save
Egypt and to smite the Asiatics!”

turies thereafter. Kamose's brother
Ahmose, founder of the Eighteenth
Dynasty and the New Kingdom, con-
tinued these campaigns against the
Hyksos, as subsequent pharaohs did
well down into the fifteenth century
B.C.E.. Several Egyptian texts detail
military campaigns against a number
of sites in Palestine and into Syria as
far as the Upper Euphrates, mention-
ing specific sites by name. The most
explicit text is the victory account
of Tuthmosis III, found inscribed on
the walls of the great temple of Amun
at Karnak {near modermn Luxor). It
lists dozens of identifiable sites in
Palestine and Syria, which the pha-
rach claims to have taken on his
famous first Asiatic campaign,
around 1482 B.C.E. Later texts docu-
ment almost annual campaigns of
the Eighteenth Dynasty pharaohs,
down to the time of Tuthmosis IV at
the end of the fifteenth century
B.C.E. (Weinstein 1981; Dever 1985).
Some historians still dismiss
these Egyptians texts, which were
popular for centuries, as propaganda
{see Shea 1979; Redford 1979}, as a
bombastic attempt to focus blame
for the Second Intermediate inter-
regnum on the Asiatics, and also an
idle boast of Egyptian triumph over
them. But the fact is that every single
Middle Bronze III site excavated thus
far in Palestine shows one or more
destructions precisely between

(The War Against the Hyksos;
see Pritchard 1955: 232)
Other texts recount that, as they
pushed north, the Egyptians be-
sieged Avaris and destroyed it, and
the excavations at Tell ed-Dabca re-
veal that the site was burned around

1540 s. C.E. and lay destroyed forcen-

about 1550 and 1480 B.C.E.—so devas-
tating that most sites were aban-
doned for a generation or more
thereafter, well into Late Bronze L.
Shechem suffered three destructions
in rapid succession in the Northwest
Gate area, leaving heaps of burned
mudbrick that are still visible on the
mound’s surface today. Gezer is a
parade example, and also one of the
most closely dated destructions. The
“South Gate,” “Inner Wall,”and mas-
sive “Tower 5017” were v1olently
burned and so badly damaged that
they were never rebuilt. Inside the
gate, houses were found filled with
up to six feet of destruction debris.
Among the smashed pottery and
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stone implements on the floors was
the crushed body of a young woman
in her twenties; she had apparently
returned to retrieve the gold deity
pendants discussed above but was
killed when the burning roof fell on
her. It is likely that we can date the
destruction during Middle Bronze III
at Gezer precisely to the spring of
1482 B.C.E., among the latest in
Palestine. It would thus be con-
nected with the first Asiatic cam-
paign of Tuthmosis ITI, on his way to
the famous battle at the Megiddo
pass in that year. This campaign is
recorded in detail on the wall of the
great temple at Karnak, and Gezer is
specifically mentioned as one of the
sites taken (Dever and others 1971:
102, 103; 1974; Seger 1975, 1976).
Not even the smaller Palestinian
forts of two to three acres escaped
this long series of Egyptian cam-
paigns, as shown by the recent exca-
vation of Tel Mevorakh on the coast.
It is irresistible to connect these
violent destructions in Palestine
with the campaigns that the Egyp-
tian texts describe following the ex-
pulsion of the Hyksos from the
Delta. The Middle Bronze Il sites in
Palestine were at their absolute
zenith, climaxing nearly 500 years
of steady, peaceful, urban develop-
ment. They were not only heavily
fortified but also more populous and
prosperous than they would be until
the Roman period. They exhibited
the maturity of the long, homoge-
neous Canaanite culture in Pales-
tine. It is unlikely that these city-
states suddenly turned on each other
and destroyed themselves in little
more than a generation. It is also
unlikely that the foe came from the
north, for most of the rival urban
centers in Syria had already been
destroyed (like Ebla) by the Hittite
advance around 1600 B.C.E. A far
more plausible explanation for the
devastation in Palestine, as several
scholars have suggested recently,
would be the Egyptians’ vengeful
pursuit of the Hyksos as they re-

treated to their homeland and made

a last, unsuccessful stand at the
fortified sites there [see Weinstein
1981; Dever 1985). It was this even-
tuality that had been anticipated all
along and that had no doubt moti-
vated the augmentation, if not the
construction, of these enormous
Middle Bronze I-III defenses. With

that came the end of the second, bril-

liant urban era in ancient Palestine.

Conclusion

It would be a generation or so after
the Middle Bronze destructions
before Palestine would recover.
Many sites were abandoned for a
generation or more, until the Late
Bronze IB period (approximately
1450-1400 B.c.t.). Those that were
reoccupied were shadows of their
former selves, depopulated and
impoverished, until full recovery
finally came in the Late Bronze I
period, under Egyptian hegemony
(approximately 1400-~1200 B.C.E.).
The cycle with which we began our
story—the periodic rise, collapse,
and renascence of civilization—had
come full circle again. And this time
Palestine would not regain her
former degree of urbanization until
the Classical era, many centuries
later.

Bibliography

Albright, W.E

" 1940 From the Stone Age to Christianity.
Baltimore: Johns Hopkins
University Press.

The Eighteenth-Century Princess of
Byblos and the Chronology of
Middle Bronze. Bulletin of the
American Schools of Oriental
Research 176: 38-46.

The Proto-Sinaitic Inscriptions and
their Decipherment. Harvard
Theological Studies 22. Cambridge,
MA: Harvard University Press.
Amiran, R.

1970 Ancient Pottery of the Holy Land.
New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers
University Press.

Beckerath, |. von

1964 Untersuchungen zur Politischen
Geschichte der Zweiten
Zwischenzeit in Agypten.
Agyptologische Forschungen 23.
Gliickstadt: J. . Augustin.

1964

1966

Biblical Archaeologist, September 1987

4

Bietak, M.

1979 Avaris and Piramesse.
Archaeological Exploration in the
Eastern Nile Delta. London: The
British Academy.

Problems of Middle Bronze Age
Chronology: New Evidence from
Egypt. American Journal of
Archaeology 88: 471-85.

Biran, A.

1984 The Triple-Arched Gate of Laish at
Tel Dan. Israel Exploration Journal
34: 1-19.

Biran, A. editor
QQ%] —}empfes and High Places. Jerusalem:
" Hebrew Union College.
Broshi, M., and Gophna, R.

1986 Middle Bronze Age I Palestine. Its
Settlement and Population. Bulletin
of the American Schools of Oriental
Research 261: 73-50.

Buccellati, G.

1966 The Amorites of the Ur III Period.
Naples: Institute of Near Eastern
Studies.

Cole, D. P.

1984 Shechem I. The Middle Bronze IIB
Pottery. Winona Lake, IN: American
Schools of Oriental Research.

Dever, W, G.

1973 The Gezer Fortifications and the

R ”High Place”: An [llustration of
Stratigraphic Methods and Prob-
lems. Palestine Exploration
Quarterly 105: 61-70.

The MB 1I Stratification in the
Northwest Gate Area of Shechem.
Bulletin of the American Schools of
Oriental Research 216: 31-52.

MB IIA Cemeteries at Ain es-
Samiyeh and Sinjil. Bulletin of the
American Schools of Oriental
Research 217: 23-36.

The Beginning of the Middle Bronze
Age in Syria-Palestine. Pp. 3-38 in
Magnalia Dei: The Mighty Acts of
God. Essays on the Bible and Ar-
chaeology in Memory of G. Ernest
Wright, edited by E M. Cross, W. E.
Lembke, and P. D. Miller. Garden
City, NY: Doubleday.

Palestine in the Second Millennium
BCE: The Archaeological Picture.
Pp. 70~120 in Israelite and Judean
History, edited by J. M. Miller and J.
H. Hayes. Philadelphia: Westminster
Press.

New Vistas on the “EB [V-MB I"
Horizon in Syria-Palestine. Bulletin
of the American Schools of Oriental
Research 237: 31-59.

The Impact of the “New
Archaeology” on Syro-Palestinian
Archaeology. Bulletin of the
American Schools of Oriental
Research 242: 15-29.

1984

1974

1975

1976

1977

1980

1981

175



Notes on the Bronze Age by Bryant G. Wood

http://ibri.org/Archaeology/Wood-BronzeAgeNotes/htm/doc.html

1985 Relations Between Syria-Palestine
and Egypt in the “Hyksos” Period.
Pp. 69-87 in Palestine in the Bronze
and Iron Ages: Papers in Honour of
Olga Tufnell, edited by J. N. Tubb.
London: Institute of Archaeology.

[987 The Collapse of the Urban Early
Bronze Age in Palestine: Toward a
Systemic Analysis. Forthcoming in
Lurbanization de la Palestine & I'age
du Bronze Ancien, edited by P. de
Miroschedji. Jerusalem; Centre de

: Recherche Frangais de Jérusalem.
Dever, W. G., and others

1971 Further Excavations at Gezer,
1967-71. The Biblical Archaeologist
34: 94-132.

1974 Gezer I1. Report of the 1967-71
Seasons in Fields I and II.
Jerusalern: Hebrew Union College.

1987 Gezer IV. The 1969-71 Seasons in
Field VI, the “Acropolis.” Jerusalem:
Hebrew Union College.

Epstein, C.

1966 Palestinian Bichrome Pottery.
Leiden: Brill.

Falconer, S., and Magness-Gardiner, B.

1984 Preliminary Report of the First
Season of the Tell e{-Hayvat Project.
Builetin of the American Schools of
Oriental Research 155: 49-74.

1987 Tell el-Hayyat. Archaeology of
Jordan, volume 2, edited by [. B
Hennessey and D, Homeés-Fredericq.
Brussels: Foundation G. Dossin.

Gerstenblith, P.

1980 A Reassessment of the Beginning of
the Middle Bronze Age in Syria-
Palestine, Bulletin of the American
Schools of Oriental Research 237:
65-84.

1983 The Levant at the Beginning of the
Middle Bronze Age. Winona Lake,
IN: American Schools of Oriental
Research.

Gophna, R.

1984 The Settlement Landscape of
Palestine in the Early Bronze Age
[-1II and Middle Bronze Age IL.
Israel Exploration Journal 34: 20-31.

Gregori, B.

1986 “Three-Entrance” City-gates of the
Middle Bronze Age in Syria and
Palestine. Levant 18: 83-102.

Hayes W.C.

1973 Egypt: From the Death of
Amenemes III to Seqenenre II, Pp.
42-76 in Cambridge Ancient
History, third revised edition,
volume 2, part [. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Helck, W.

1971 Die Bezichungen Agyptenszu .
Vorderasien in 3. and 2. Jahrtousend
V. Chr. 2. Wiesbaden: O.
Harassowitz.

Kaplan, M. .

1980 The Origin and Distribution of Tell
elYehudiyeh Ware. Goteborg: Paul
Astrom.

Kempinski, A.

1983 Syrien und Palistina {Kanaan) in
der [etzten Phase der Mittiebronze
IIB-Zeit (1650~1570 v. Chr.).
Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz.

Kenyon, K. M.

1957 Digging Up Jericho. London: Ernest
Benn.

1973 Palestine in the Middle Bronze Age.
Pp. 77-116 in Cambridge Ancient
History, third revised edition,
volume 2, part 1. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Klengel, H.

1969 Geschichte Syriens im 2.
Jahrtausend vor unser Zeit, I1.
Historische Geographie und
Allegemeine Darstellung. Berlin:
AkademieVerlag.

Kochavi, M., and Beck, P,

1976 Aphek-Antipatris, 1972-1973. Tel
Aviv: Institute of Archaeoclogy.
[reprinted from Tel Aviv 2 (1975):
17-42, 45-85].

Kochavi, M., and others

1979 Aphek-Antipatris, Tel Poleg, Tel
Zeror, and Tel Burga: Four Fortified
Sites of the Middle Bronze Age IIA
in the Sharon Plain. Zeftschrift des
Deutschen Palastina-Vereins 95:
121-65.

Kotter, W.

1986 Spatial Aspects of the Urban
Development of Palestine During
the Middle Bronze Age.
Unpublished doctoral dissertation,
University of Arizona.

Kupper, |.-R.

1973 Northern Mesopotamia and Syria.
Pp. 1-39 in Cambridge Ancient
History, third revised edition,
volume 2, part 1. Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press.

Landsberger, B., and Tadmor, H.

1964 Fragments of Clay Liver Models
from Hazor. [srael Exploration
fourna{ 14: 201-18.

Levy, TE.

1986 The Chalcolithic Period. Biblical

Archaeologist 49: 83-109.
Liebowitz, H. A.

1977 Bone and Ivory Inlay from Syria and
Palestine. [srael Exploration Journal
27 89-97. ’

Luke,J. T.

1965 Pastoralism and Politics in the Mari
Period: A Reexamination of the
Character and Political Significance
of the Major West Semitic Tribal
Groups on the Middle Euphrates, ca.
1828-1758 B.C. Unpublished
doctoral dissertation, University of

176 Biblical Archaeologist, September 1987

Michigan.
Mabry, |

1986 The Canaanite Countryside. Unpub-
lished manuscript, University of
Arizona.

Malamar, A.

1970 Northern Canaan and che Mari
Texts. Pp. 164-77 in Near Eastern
Archaeology in the Twentieth
Century, edited by J. A. Sanders.
Garden City, NY: Doubleday.

Matthiae, P.

1981 Ebla: An Empire Rediscovered.
Garden City, NY: Doubleday.

1984 New Discoveries at Ebla: the
Excavation of the Western Palace and
the Royal Necropolis of the Amorite
Period. Biblical Archaeologist 47:
18-32.

Martin, G. T.

1971 Egyptian Administrative and
Private-name Seals. Principally of
the Middle Kingdom and Second
Intermediate Period. Oxford: Oxford
University Press. '

Mazar, B.

1968 The Middle Bronze Age in Palestine.
Israel Exploration Journal 18: 65-97.

1970 Canaan in the Patriarchal Age. Pp.
169-88 in The World History of the
Jewish People, Volume 2. Patriarchs,
edited by B. Mazar. Tel-Aviv:
Massada Publishing Company.

Naumann, R.

1971 Architektur Kleinasiens, second

edition. Tiibingen: E. Wasmuth.
Naveh, .

1982 Early History of the Alphabet, An
Introduction to West Semitic
Epigraphy and Paleography.
Jerusalem: Magness Press.

Oren, E. D. '

1971 A Middle Bronze Age I Warrior Tomb
at Beth-shan. Zeitschrift des
Deutschen Paldsting-Vereins 89:
109-39.

Parr, P.J.

1968 The Origin of the Rampart
Fortifications of Middle Bronze Age
Palestine and Syria. Zeitschrift des
Deutschen Paldsting-Vereins 84:
18-45.

Posener, G.

1971 Syria and Palestine C. 2160-1780
BC.: Relations with Egypt. Pp.
532-66 in Cambridge Ancient
History, third revised edition,
volume 1, part 2. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Pritchard, [. B., editor

1955 Ancient Near Eastern Texts Relating
to the Old Testament. Princeton:
Princeton University Press.

Redford, D. B.

1970 The Hyksos Invasion in History and

Tradition. Orientalia 39: 2-51.




Notes on the Bronze Age by Bryant G. Wood

1979 A Gate Inscription from Karnak and
Egyptian Involvement in Western
Asia During the Early Eighteenth
Dynasty. fournal of the American
Oriental Society 99: 270-87.

Richard, S.

1987 The Early Bronze Age: The Rise and
Collapse of Urbanism. Biblical
Archaeologist 50: 22~-43.

Sagona, A. C.

1980 Middle Bronze Faience Vessels from
Palestine. Zeitschrift des Deutschen
Paldstina-Vereins 96: 101-20.

Seger, [. D.

1974 The Middle lIC Date of the Ease
Gate at Shechem. Levant 6: 117-30.

1975 The MB II Fortifications at
Schechem and Gezer—A Hyksos

Retrospective. Eretz-Israel 12: 34-45,

1976 Reflections on the Gold Hoard from
Gezer. Bulletin of the American
Schools of Criental Research 221:
133-40.

Seters, J. van

1966 The Hvksos: A New Investigation.

New Haven: Yale University Press.
Shea, W.

1979 The Conquests of Sharuhen and
Megiddo Reconsidered. /sraef
Exploration Journal 29: 1-5.

Stech, T., Muhly, |. D., and Maddin, R.

1985 Metallurgical Studies on Artifacts
from the Tomb Near ¢Enan. €Atiqot
17:73-82.

Thackeray, H. St. [, translator

1961 Jjosephus [. The Life. Against Apion.
Cambridge, MA, and London:
i Harvard University Press and
Heinemann.
Tocci, E M.

1960 La Siria nelleta di Mari. Rome:
Universiry of Rome.
Tubb, . N.
1983 The MB IIA Period in Palestine: Its
Relationship with Syria and Its
Origin. Levant 15: 49-82.
Tufnell, O.
1984 Studies on Scarab Seals II. Scarab
Seals and Their Contribution to
History in the Early Second Millen-
nium B.C. Warminster: Aris &
Phillips.
Ward, W. A.

1961 Egypt and the East Mediterranean in
the Early Second Millennium B. C.
Orientalia 30: 22-45, 129-55.

Egypt and the East Mediterranean
World 2200~1900 B.C. Beirut: Amer-
ican University of Beirut.

Weinstein, J.

1975 Egyptian Relations with Palestine in
the Middle Kingdom. Bulletin of the
American Schools of Oriental
Research 217: 1-16.

The Egyptian Empire in Palestine: A
Reassessment. Bulletin of the

1971

1981

http://ibri.org/Archaeology/Wood-BronzeAgeNotes/htm/doc.html

American Schools of Oriental
Research 241: 1-28.
Woolley, L.
1953 A Forgotten Kingdom. Baltimore:
Penguin Books.
Wright, G. E.

1965 Shechem. The Biography of a Bib-
lical City. New York: McGraw-Hill.
The Archaeology of Palestine from
the Neolithic through the Middle
Bronze Age. Journal of the American
Oriental Society 91: 276-93.

Wright, G. R. H.
1968 Tell el'Yehudiyeh and the Glacis.
Zeitschrift des Deutschen Paldstina-
Vereins 84: 1~17.
Yadin, Y.

1955 Hyksos Fortifications and the
Battering Ram. Bulletin of the
American Schools of Oriental
Research 137: 23-32.

The Teil Beit Mirsim G-F Alleged
Fortifications. Bulletin of the Ameri-
can Schools of Oriental Research
212:23-25.

The Nature of Settlement in the
Middle Bronze Age [IA and the
Problem of the Aphek Fortifications.
Zeitschrift des Deutschen Paldstinag-
Vereins 94: 1-23.

1971

1973

1978

by Armold J. Flegenheimer
(Roth Publishing, Rosiyn Heights)

Paperback: $9.95

Archaeological Adventures in Israel
A Practical Gulde

ARCHAEOLOGICAL
TOURS rorz:

NOTED SCHOLARS
1988 TOURS
THAILAND/BURMA
Jan. & Nov.; F. K. Lehman, U. of Ilinois
EGYPT Feb. & Nov.

Dr. Robert Bianchi, The Brooklyn Museum
GUATEMALA March
CAVES & CASTLES June
Prof. Norman Totien, Bentley College
INDONESIA
March & August
Prof. William Collins, U. of C, Berkeley
Prof. Robert Hefner. Boston U.
TREASURES OF BYZANTIUM
April
Dr. Robert Bianchi, %he Brooklyn Museum
SICILY Mav
Prof. William Biers. U. of Missouri
ANATOLIAN TURKEY May & Sept.
EASTERN TURKEY June
Martanya Zohar, Hebrew U.
ETRUSCAN ITALY May
Prof. Nancy de Grummond. Florida St. U,
PERU May
Prof. Andrew Miracle, Texas Christian U,
CHINA
Ancient Capitals May, June & October
~ China & Tibet August

Silk Route September
CYPRUS/RHODES & CRETE

October
Mattanya Zohar, Hebrew U

ISRAEL Ocrober
I Prof. E. Oren, Ben-Gurion U.

archaeological tours

30 East 42 Street Sute 12021
New vork, NY 10017 212-986-3054

IR ==

(will) encourage and reassure others who may
be thinking about the possibility of digging in "_SN
the land of the Bible . . . conveys the kinds of
details either ignored or assumed in the stan- 4
dard manuals . . . (in an) informal style

(from the preface by Philip J. King, Professor
of Biblical Studies, Boston College, and for-
mer President of the American Schools of
Oriental Research)

Please send me copies of Archaeo-
logical Adventures in Israel. Enclosed is a
check for $ to cover the cost of
the book, handling and shipping charges.*

*Handling and shipping charges 51.60 for single

copies, 33.00 for 2 to 5 copies. For larger orders, < .-
please enquire, ;

Please make checks payable to UB Foundation, and remit to Chair, Department ofClasdu

SUNYAB, Buffalo, New York 14260

Name (please print)

Street

City State

Zip

Biblical Archaeologist. September 1987

177




Notes on the Bronze Age by Bryant G. Wood

http://ibri.org/Archaeology/Wood-BronzeAgeNotes/htm/doc.html

CHRONOLOGY OF THE UPPER AND LOWER CITIES AT HAZOR

Upper City Lower City Period Description
I Hellenistic (3rd-2nd Citadel -
centuries B.C.)
II Persian (4th century B.C.) Citadel, farmhouses,
graves
111 Assyrian (7th century B.C.) Citadel
v 8th century B.C. Unfortified
“ settlement
v 8th century B.C. Destruction by
Tiglath Pileser III
(732 B.C.)
A" 8th century B.C. City of Jeroboam II
- (destruction by
& earthquake)
VII b 9th century B.C. Reconstruction of
fg _ parts of Stratum VIII
VIII - 9th century B.C. Omride dynasty
IX Z End 10th-beginning Destruction by
9th century B.C. Ben-Hadad I
(conflagration)
X Mid-10th century B.C. City of Solomon
XI 11th century B.C. Limited Israelite
settlement
XII 12th century B.C. Temporary Israelite
semi-nomadic
settlement
XII1 1A 13th century B.C.  Covgues® Destruction in
': second half of
13th century by
Israelite tribes
XIv IB 14th century B.C. Amarna period
XV 15th century B.C. Thutmose III-
Amenhotep 11
Post-XV1 MB IIC transitional Burials in
ruined city
XV1 3 17th-16th centuries B.C. Destruction by
Ahmose
(conflagration)
XVII 4 18th~17th centuries B.C. Lower city founded
in mid-18th
century B.C.
(the Mari Texts)
Pre-XVII Beginning of MB IIB Unfortified. Mainly
E burials; some
g structures
XVIII < 21st-20th centuries B.C.
2 (MB])
XX-XI1X ° 26th-24th centuries B.C. Khirbet Kerak
“ (EB TIT) cultiipe
XXI 27th century B.C. (EB II)

[ xiii ]
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Requirements for the Locations of Ai, Beth Aven and Beth El

C) Bryant G. Wood 1988

I. Biblical Requirements for Ai

A. Topographical

1. A mountain to the west, between Ai and Beth El (Gen. 12:8)
2. Located near Beth Aven (Josh. T:2)

3. Smaller than beeon which i= 16 acres in size (Josh. 7:3,

10:2)

4. A shebarim nearby (Josh. 7:5)

5. A descent between Ai and Jericho (Josh. 7'5)

6. A valley to the north (Josh. 8:11)

7. A place for an ambush on the west, between Ai and Beth El

(Josh. 8:12)

8. Located in the vicinity of Beth El (Josh. 12:9; Ezra 2:28;
Neh. 7:32, 11:31)

B. Occupational History

1. EB ITI (time of Abraham)

a. Known to Abraham (Gen. 12:8, 13:3)

b. Probably a major urban center since all of the other hill
country sites mentioned in the Abrahamic narrative are major
urban centers

c. Could have been a ruin 1n Abraham s day since Fay is usually
interpreted to mean "ruin. ;

2. MB (time of the Egyptian Sojourn) - no data
3. LB I (time of Joshua)

a. Fortified (Josh. 7:5)
b. Destroyed by fire (Josh. 8:28)
c. Possibly a pile of stones in the gateway (Josh. 8:29}

4. LB II, III (period of the Judges) - probably abandoned (Josh.
§:28) 3

§. Iron I (period of the Judges, United Monarchy) - no data

6. Iron II (Divided Monarchy) - occupied in the time of Isaiah,

second half of the 8th cent. (Is. 10:28)

7. Persian Period (Post Exilic Period) - occupied in the time of
Ezra and Nehemiah, late 6th and 5th cent. (Ezra 2:28; Neh. 7:32,

11:31) '

I. Patristic Evidence for Ai (Eusebius, Onomasticon 4:27)

A. Topographical

http://ibri.org/Archaeology/Wood-BronzeAgeNotes/htm/doc.html
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Requirements, page

a. occupied in the time of Samuel, 11th cent. (1 Sam. 7:16)
b. occupied in the time of David, early 10th cent. (1 Sam. 30:27)

9. Iron IT (period of the Divided Monarchy)

a. A cultic center was built there in the time of Jercboam I,
late 10th cent. (1 Kings 12:28-13:32)

b. Occupied in the time of Ahab and Ahaziah, 9th cent. (1 Kings
16:34; 2 Kings 2:3, 23)

c. Occupied in the time of Jercboam II, mid 8th cent. (Ho=.
10:15, 12:4; Amos 3:14, 4:4, 5:5-6, T7:10-13)

d. Occupied after the fall of Samaria, late 8th cent. (2 Kings
17:28)

e@. Occupied in the time of Josiah, late Tth cent. (2 Kings 23:4,
15-18)

10. Persian Period (Post Exilic Period) - occupied in the time of
Ezra and Nehemiah, late 6th and 5th cent. (Ezra 2:28; Neh. 7:32,
11:31)

V. Extra-Biblical Evidence for Beth El

A. Topographical

1. Eusebius, Onomasticon 4:27 (4th cent. A.D.)

a. 12 Roman miles north of Jerusalem, 4 R.m. from Gibeon, 3 R.m.
from the Valley of Ajalon

b. Near Ai

c. On the east side of the road to Neapolis (=Nablus)

2. Pilgrim of Bordeaux, Itinerarium Burdigalense (4th cent. A.D.)

a. 28 Roman miles from Neapolis (=Nablus)
b. East of the Jerusalem road

B. Occupational History

1. Fortified in the 2nd cent. B.C. (1 Macc. 9:50; Josephus, Ant.
X111, 1, 3)

2. Captured by the Romans in the 1st cent. B.C. and a garrison
established there (Josephus, B.J. IV:ix, 9)

3. A large village in Eusebius' day in the 4th cent. A.D.
{Onomasticon 4:27)

4. Occupied in the time of the Pilgrim of Bordeaux in the 4th
cent. A.D. (Itinerarium Burdigalense)
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RECONSTRUCTED SECTION

of the fortification system of the final Bronze city

al Jericho, based on the excavations of Kathleen Kenyon.

o /o 20 30 40 DM
B

* Plan of Jericho showing the wall, p d rampart and
: mmmmhmdﬂumwﬂofunﬁndmageclty Aand B: areas !

d by G g and K , resp where b gs from the final l

Bmm&gedtymfo\md
S Lt B X M
Plan of the "Middle Building" excavated by John Garstang.
Jericho
Excavations

Chas. Warren, 1868; Ernst Sellin and Carl Watzinger, 1907-9;

John Garstang, 1930-36; Kathleen Kenyon, 1952-58.

History

Destroyed by the Israelites, ca. 1410 B.C. {(Joshua 6).

Occupied by Eglon, king of Moab, ca. 1334-16 B.C., (Judges 3).

Occupied in the time of David, ca. 1000 B.C. (2 Sam. 10:5).

Rebuilt by Hiel the Bethelite, 9th cent. B.C. (1 Kings 16:34).

Spring purified by Elisha, 9th cent. B.C. (2 Kings 2:19-22),

Judahites taken captive by Pekah returned to Jericho, 8th cent. B, C (2 Chr.
28:8-15).

Further reading

Uncovering the Truth at Jeriche, by Bryant G. Wood, Archasology and Biblical
Research, Autumn 1987; Did the Israelites Conquer Jericho?, by Bryant G. Wood,
Biblical Archaeology Review, March-April 1990; Dating Jericho's Destruction:
Bienkowski is Wrong on All Counts, by Bryant G. Wood, Biblical Archaeology
Review, Sept—-Oct 1990.
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Biblical Archaeologist, March 1989, v. 52 no.l, pp. 4-39
"The Late Bronze Age"; Albert Leonard, Jr.

Archaeological Sources for the History of Palestine

The Late Bronze Ag

- - otin) Pty T
" - . e ar :&.-L

b;r Albert Leonard, Jr.

he Late Bronze Age in
Canaan began and ended
with large-scale popula-
tion shifts: the Egyptian
repulsion of the so-called Hyksos
around 1550 B.C.E. and the incursion
of the multinational Sea Peoples just
after 1200 B.c.E. Egyptian records
from this period provide details of

both events and help illuminate the
more than three centuries of cul-
tural development that took place in
Canaan between them. In fact, Syro-
Palestine can be seen better against
the backdrop of these Egyptian rec-
ords than at any other time in its
prior history.

_Thus, in the following pages I

will discuss each of the subphases of
the Late Bronze Age in Canaan—
first in terms of the history revealed
by Egyptian sources and then in
view of Canaan’s ceramic, architec-
tural, and funerary evidence. By this
juxtaposition of local archaeological
data with contemporaneous Egyptian

- historical materials, [ hope to show
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N Sl L ool it 17 5 3 that the texture of Canaan’s material

Tk

culture in the Late Bronze Age varied
in response to Egyptian political and
economic initiatives, which, iron-
ically, were often directed toward the
larger and more formidable states to
the north and east of Canaan.

Late Bronze IA

Late Bronze IA covered roughly one
hundred years. Its beginning corres-
ponded with the expulsion of the
Hyksos from Egypt by Amosis, first
pharaoh of the Eighteenth Dynasty;!
and its end came with the attack of
Tuthmosis III, sixth pharaoh of the
dynasty, on the Canaanite fortress of
Megiddo. This is a very confusing
period in the archaeological record,
marked by destructions and partial
abandonments.

Egyptian Historical Evidence. For
the hundred years prior to 1550 B.C.E.
much of Egypt was ruled by a group
of foreigners. Later known as the
‘Hyksos and designated as the Fif-
teenth and Sixteenth Dynasties, this
group, probably Asiatics, had its
capital at Avaris (Tell ed-Dabca) in
the eastern Delta (Bietak 1986). It
was the Seventeenth Dynasty pha-
raoh, Kamose, or possibly his prede-
cessor Sekenenre, who first rebelled
against the Hyksos (Pritchard 1950:
232). An account of the Egyptian
attack on Avaris and its subsequent
destruction was found in the tomb

% Above: Although small religious structures with a single cult focus appear to have been the norm during Late Bronze IB, a rambling religious
G precinct in stratum IX at Beth Shan can now be dated to this period. Called the “Tuthmose III Temple” by its excavators, the precinct, probably
dedicated to numerous deities, has vielded many steles, including this one. In the upper register a dog and a male lion of similar size wrestle
while standing on their back legs. In the bottom register a dog bites the hindquarters of a striding lion. It is doubtful that such a costly _
monument was erected as a memorial to the hunting dog, but loftier interpretations have not been offered. From an artistic standpoint, the
stele is as good a piece of stone sculpture as anything from Late Bronze Syro-Palestine. Photograph courtesy of the Israel Department of
Antiquities and Museums. Left: “Seven times and seven times, I bow down on my back and belly,” is one of the claims made in the Amarna
letters by Canaanite vassals expressing their subservience and loyalty to Egyptian rulers during Late Bronze I1A (el-Amarmna letter 323; Mercer
1939: 771). On this relief from the Memphite tomb of Horembheb, last pharaoh of the Eighteenth Dynasty, a mixed group of foreigners seems to
be acting out their devotion before one of the pharaoh's servants. The group consists of five full-bearded Syrians, each wearing a long-sleeved
garment with a shoulder cape: an additional Syrian whose wavy hair is tied up like a hat and who wears a kilt with long tassels; two Libyans
distinguished by their sharp pointy beards and the feather protruding from their long straight hair; and a beardless figure, possibly that of an
African. Photograph courtesy of the Rijksmuseum van Oudheden, Leiden. '

BronzeAgeNotes/htm/do

Biblical Archaeologist, March 1989 5

http://ibri.org/Archaeology/Wood



Notes on the Bronze Age by Bryant G. Wood

Dividing the Late Bronze Age

Albright | Wright | Amiran |Weinstein| Kenyon

The archaeological 1570 |__|Pharaoh 1949 | 1965b | 1970 | 1981 | 1973
record for the P
Late Bronze Age 1850 | N
in Palestine is —
. €nopiis [

often uncertain.
Scholars have e | T LBIA | 7 /2
offered varying Tuthmosis |
chronologies of g eeee-oo| IBTA i
its phases. B L I e N

e Hatshepsut Sl ,"

_______

ess than forty years ago William E.

Albright {1949) made the first intelli- ] 1475
gent attempts to synthesize our under- |
standing of the late Bronze Age at mon'r
than one Palestinian site. ‘At that nme
there wasn't much material for the criti-
cal archaeologist to use. For instance, Late: | — K
Bronze I was simply subdivided into an- | 1450 T s 1 LBIA IBIB |
early phase (Late Bronze IA}; which Al-
bright saw as represented by level Mat Tell Amenophis II _ : C
el-cAjjul and stratum IX at Megiddo, with. |
their characteristic elaborate Bichrome |

18th Dynasty
g-
B
=

Ware pottery. A second phase (Late Bronze: 1425 | oo LBIB
IB) was considered “somewhat of a step- Tuehmiosi _
child” until the excavation of the lowest: | e ?

stratum (Structure I} of the Fosse Temple:
at Lachish provided Albright with what
he considered suitable archaeclogical | 1400
- deposits. Albright admitted that the sub- Amenophis I
-divisior of Late Bronze II was difficult to |
“achieve ‘with accuracy, but he offered an .

ea.rly subphase Late Bronze IIA, which LBIIA | LBIIA 2
r spcmded to ti'le fourteent.b, H I B B LB IOA | LBIIA Gap.
41375 Amenopmsw

= et : | (Akhenaten)

“teen Dynasnes}, a later hase il | |a---;p----
“Late Bronze IIB, whlchdawdmwd?; thie' § | Smenkhlare | T A S e e s
‘teenth ;century B.C.E¥[the ;Ramesside [The sequence of major Egyptian pharaohs of the New Kingdom and the chronological subdivisions
penod} “His rule of thumb fo, pIacmg nﬁth:ﬁm'ﬁmnm&gcas sed by William E Albright il949}, G: Ermest Wright {1965b) b 2

geneous deposits Witk tlna Shel& Broize Age groups also are included. Absolute dates are those followed by the Cam

E‘:
o8
B
E‘ !
E
8
i
455

’mnwasoverhrrelwnt, Myce;  Ldnciant History. Conversion to the new dates proposed by K. A. Kitchen (1987) mbeacma:ed“' 5
naean Grukmdcvprmnq-;pomm_, consulting the Teigns of specific pharaohs given in the text. When an author has given an 557
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absolute date that date has beerrused in:the chmwhe:wﬁawﬁax

pharaol's reign; the datehas| beenext:rapo!‘awctw:ﬁc Camh'za'grﬁnm“mﬁhwry&d’am when

botha

pharaolys reign and an absolute date are’ offered, the pharaol's reign has been.used, as

this is most likely to reflect.the original views of the author. This chart attempts:only to be an
approximation' by the-author:”

chronological sequences were just then
becoming known (Leonard 1987b; Hankey
1987). In his later writings Albright con-.
tinued to refine his original categories;
and most scholars follow at least a madi-
fied version of his chronology. Both G
Ernest Wright {1965b) and Ruth Armran
(1970}, for instance, have divided the peri-
od into Late Bronze I, Late Bronze 1A, and
Late Bronze IIB.

The other major attempt to createa
chronological yardstick for the Eate:
Bronze Age material from Syro-Palestine
was made by the British archaeologist
Dame Kathleen Kenyon, who devised'a
system based on a reevaluation of the
excavated material from Megiddo, Hazot,
Lachish, and other sites (1973: 527-30}..
Kenyon selected only those individual
deposits that she was convinced displayed
sufficient archaeological (that is, strati-
graphical) integrity for chronological pur-’
poses, and she arranged them into seven
groups |A through GJ. In Albright’s terms.
these groups can be summarized as Late
Bronze IA (Groups A and B), Late Bronze:
1B (Group C), Late Bronze IIA (latter part
of Group C, a gap, and Group D), and Late:
Bronze IIB (Groups E, F and G}. - _

In spite of her keen eye for strati-
graphical detail and her implicit caveat

~against placing too much emphasis om.

sites that were poorly excavated during

‘the infancy of the discipline, Kenyon's:

system has not been widely accepted
This is most probably the result of prac-
tical matters such as confusion over the.
relationship between Groups A and B, t the.
fifty-year hiatus between Groups C and D>

- (given the absolute dates with which she:
“was working, this gap covers almost the:
_entire Amarna period), and another sub-
" stantial gap between Groups F and G.at

the end of the Late Bronze Age.

In 1981 James M. Weinstein produced:
an important synthesis of the archae-
ological and literary material bearing om
the chronology of the Late Bronze Age.
After reviewing the Egyptian as wellas
the Syro-Palestinian evidence, Weinstein:

arrived at the relative chronology
used in this article. , th:ﬁa
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The so-called Midgal Temple (number 2048} in area BB at Megiddo
had its origin in Middle Bronze (left) but continued in use during
Late Bronze IA (middle) and 1A (right). The final phase, however,
was much less impressive. With walls about half their original
thickness, the structure in stratum VIIA hardly deserves the use of
the epithet “migdal” meaning fortified, Drawing by Lois A. Kain.

Middle Bronze

Stratum VII

Late Bronze [A

Stratum VIIB

Late Bronze ITIA

Stratum VIIA

of an Egyptian officer, Ahmose son

of Eben, at el-Kab in southern Egypt.

It was left to the next pharaoh,
Amosis? to complete the rebellion
by leading a three-year siege against
Sharuhen, the Hyksos stronghold in
southern Palestine3 Thus, the Hyk-
sos were expelled from the Delta and

ultimately driven back into Palestine

and then Syria (Dever 1987).

The military career of Ahmose
son of Eben continued through the
reign of pharaoh Amenophis I* and
into that of Tuthmosis I5 whom he
claimed to have accompanied as far
north into Syria as the great bend in
the Euphrates River. This does not
seem to have been an idle boast, for
the later pharach Tuthmosis III re-
corded that his grandfather Tuth-
mosis I had erected a victory stele on
the east bank of that great river (Prit-
chard 1950: 239; see also Spalinger
1978). This would have brought the
Egyptians face to face with the king-
dom of Mitanni, 2 North Syrian
group made up of a small aristocracy

Small city-states
in Syro-Palestine
banded together
in Late Bronze 1A
to defend them-
selves against
what they saw

as a bigger
threat, Egypt.

of Indo-Europeans ruling a substra-
tum of Hurrians (Merrillees 1986).

The chariot-owning nobility who

formed the upper crust of Mitanni
were called mariyanna, a term al-
most certainly to be equated with
the Indo-European word marya,
which means “young man” or “young
warrior” (Drower 1973: 420), with

8 ' Biblical Archaeologist, March 1989

emphasis on his prowess in maneu-
vering the swift horse-drawn, spoke-
wheeled chariot. In Papyrus Anastasi
I, which dates to the Nineteenth
Dynasty, the royal scribe Hori taunts
his rival Amen-em-Opet: “Give me
(thy) report in order that Imay . . .
speak proudly to others of thy desig-
nation ‘maryan.’ ” To which Hori
replies: “I know how to hold the
reins more skillfully than thou,
there is no warrior who is my equal”
(Albright 1930-1931: 217; Pritchard
1950: 475-79).

The Mitannian capital, Washu-
kanni, was located somewhere in
the region of the headwaters of the
Habur River, but its exact location is
still unknown and its suggested
association with Tell Fakhariyeh has
yet to be proven either by excavation
or neutron-activation analysis of per-
tinent cuneiform tablets that were
suspected to have been written in
Washukanni on local clays (McEwan
1958; Dobel, Asaro, and Michel

1976). At this time Mitanni was the
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only military threat to Egypt in the
region, but Tuthmosis I was appar-
ently not overly disturbed by the
fact; he ended his campaign relaxing
and hunting elephants in the Niya
Lands of the Orontes Valley.

A gap exists in our knowledge of
Syro-Palestine during the reigns of
Tuthmosis I8 and Queen Hatshepsut?
Based on the subsequent actions of
Tuthmosis [II when he became sole
ruler of Egypt, we can assume it was
a period in which small local city-
states were working out their differ-
ences and joining into alliances
against what they perceived as a
greater threat, Egypt. This situation
is surprising, since at this time the
Egyptians appear to have been rather
benevolent. Egypt displayed no de-
sire for permanent economic or
political/military control over the
area and was apparently content
with the occasional raid into the ter-
ritories to demonstrate its strength
(Weinstein 1981; but see also Rainey
1987 and Redford 1987). -
Archaeological Evidence in Canaan.
The archaeological record is unclear
as to the manner in which the polit-
ical transition from the Middle
Bronze [KC/Middle Bronze II to Late
Bronze IA took place in Canaan. For
instance, did the city-states of Syro-
Palestine simply transfer their al-
legiance from the Hyksos to the
pharaohs of the Eighteenth Dynasty
(the beginning of the so-called New
Kingdom), as Yohanan Aharoni sug-
gested (1967: 138), or do the destruc-
tions and partial abandonments
(Dever 1987; Weinstein 1981) indi-
cate a sharper, more hostile break,
described by Kathleen Kenyon (1979:
184) as a “considerable dislocation of
life in Palestine”? .

Ceramic record. From the stand-
point of ceramics, the transition from

http://ibri.org/Archaeology/Wood-BronzeAgeNotes/htm/doc.html
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the Middle to the Late Bronze Age—
if it can be seen at all—is marked by
a surprising degree of continuity in
most of the popular local forms and
fabrics. Many vessel types of the
Late Bronze I exhibit an ancestry
that can be traced to the very begin-
nings of the Middle Bronze. Three
“new” fabric types appeared in the
ceramic repertoire near the transi-
tion, however, and they are distinc-

tive enough to be used by archae-
ologists as the type-fossils of the
Late Bronze IA. These are Bichrome
Ware, Black/Grey Lustrous Ware, and
Chocolate on White Ware {for a de-
tailed description of these, see the
accompanying sidebar).

There also appeared during Late
Bronze IA the first examples of two
handmade Cypriot fabrics that en-
joyed a long history in Canaan (Oren

1969): Base Ring Ware, a black or
brownish gray fabric with raised
decoration (designated BR I}, which
appeared almost exclusively in
closed forms such as the jug or the
small distinctively shaped bilbil that
must have been traded for the sake
of its contents [perhaps opium, an
important painkiller in antiquity —
Merrillees 1962, 1986: 154; and
White Slip Ware (WS Ij, which dur-

1" 98ugyg,,
m!un..."‘"'lll

Bichrome Ware

Bichrome Ware

Production of this pottery, often called
Elaborate Bichrome Ware, may actually
have begun at the very end of Middle
Bronze IIC, since fragments of it have
been found in deposits dating to that

period at 1l el-cAjjul and Megiddo (Wood
“1982; Kassis 1973). It is still considered to
‘be ahzrbmgerofl‘.ate Bronze LA, however,

. Characterized by a limited repertoire

ofdecoranve motifs, such as birds, fish,
..Union Jacks, andthehkc executed in red
.’as_:dblackpai.ntonapalebuﬁslip,this
- pottery is so distinctive in both vessel-

form and the artistic quality of its decora-

2 nonthat when a.twas&m‘isolatcd" itwas

.«, .

Bichrome Ware

thought to be the product of a single artist
called the Tell el-cAjjul Painter {Heurtley
1939). Subsequent study has suggested
that this might be too narrow an interpre-
tation of the material, but the restricted
range of mainstream forms—jug with
shoulder handle, cylindrical juglet, one-
handled juglet and krater—in concert
with its distinctive decoration suggest
that a limited number of workshops were
engaged in producing this ware. Attempts
to attribute this pottery to a specific eth-
nic group, such as the Hurrians, as pro-
posed by Claire Epstein (1966), present
chronological problems that do not arise
if we think of it as the product of a limited

number of workshops. Neutron activation
analysis has shown that some of these
workshops were located in Cyprus (Artzy,
Perlman, and Asaro 1973), but at least a
portion of the Bichrome Ware vessels
found at Megiddo was made from local
clays (Artzy, Perlman, and Asaro 1978).

Black/Grey Lustrous Ware

Like the other IA speciality wares, Black/
Grey Lustrous Ware appeared on the cusp
of the transition from Middle Bronze IIC
and Late Bronze IA, having been found in
the earlier deposits at Tell el-cAjjul and
Tell el-Farcah (South| (Oren 1973: 77). Its
greatest popularity came in the years just

10
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Bichrome Ware, Black/Grey Lustrous
Ware, and Chocolate on White Ware are
the type-fossils of Late Bronze IA.

ing this period was restricted to the
hemispherical, wishbone-handled
“milk bowl]” that must have been
brought to Canaan as appealing
tableware and not as containers for
some luxury commodity.
Architectural evidence. As for
the plan and appearance of the
Canaanite city-states in which this
pottery was used, we are unfortu-
nately ignorant; only an occasional

]
hint can be gathered at some ot the
larger sites where archaeologists
have made substantial horizontal ex-
posures. In area AA at the northemn
end of Megiddo (Tell el-Mutesellim),
the city-gate of stratum IX (Loud
1948: 5} and a portion of the adjacent
and contemporary “Palace” (Loud
1948: 16 and 33) were uncovered, but
so much had been destroyed by later
rebuildings that we are not certain

~ attachmentisa hall._mark of the form.

PR W g W W e

Black/Grey
Lustrous Ware

before the reign of Tuthmosis III. The ex-
amples we have are well constructed of a
finely levigated {washed) grey clay covered
with a grey or black slip that-was sub-

- sequently polished, often to a luster. This

fabric occurred in a single form: a globular-
bodied, tall-necked juglet with handle

- from the shoulder to below the rim. The

petal-like appearance of the upper handle

Chocolate on White Ware
Morphologically, vessels of this ware

-onWthaxcmzyhavehadusongmsat%
‘sites close to the Jordan River, since the &
. white katarrah marls could have beenz
" used in the shp.AtKataretcs-Samra just 2
- to the north of the Wadi Zerqa, 1 [1986.
. 167) have found, in secondaxyassomnon 7
“with Middle Bronze II, rolled-rim cooking
echo the mainstream shapes of the period
. but are technically superior to the stan-
dard wares in almost every way. Surfaces

'Tthxswarc

Courtesy of The Oriental Institute, University of Chicago

Chocolate on White Ware

were covered with a thick, cream-colored
slip that was burnished to alight lusterbe-
fore the geometric decoration was added ~

mashadeofpamt:othereds;deof”
chocolate-brown. Also . appearing just >
before the Late Bronze I period, Chocolate

potsthatappegrtobe kzln-wasters”of
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of the city’s character. It has been
claimed that area AA originated in
the Middle Bronze; similar survivals
of town plans from the Middle Bronze
into the Late Bronze I have been sug-
gested at Tell el-Hesi (“Bliss City II”)
and Tell el-Ajjul (City I, Palace II),
presenting us with a feeling of con-
tinuity that is difficult to reconcile
with the discontinuity apparent at
so many other sites (see Weinstein
1981: 1-5).

Our knowledge of religious
architecture, however, seems to be
on much firmer ground (G. R. H.
Wright 1971, 1985; Gray 1964).
Temple 2048 at Megiddo (stratum
VIIB), with its thick walls, single
long-room, and staired towers in
front, would have continued in use
during this period, as possibly would
a related structure, Fortress Temple
IB at Shechem (Tell Balatah; Wright
1965a: 122 and following). At Hazor
(Tell el-Qedah), the only Palestinian
site to offer a true paradigm for the
religious architecture of Late Bronze,
continuity between the Middle

Bronze IIC and Late Bronze [ is sug-

ested by the “Long Temple” i
A (Yadin 1972: 103} and the “Ortho-
state ‘Temple” in area H; the [atter
was constructed during Middle
Bronze II but survived through Late
Bronze IA and into Late Bronze II.
At Tell Kittan a single-room temple
with at least two previous phases
from Middle Bronze (strata V and IV}
was enlarged during Late Bronze I
and rooms were added. The presence
of “chocolate ware” on the floors of
this latest building (stratum I} sug-
gested to the excavator that it had
been destroyed during one of the
campaigns of Tuthmosis III, when
the Egyptians were beginning to
tighten their control over the Beth
Shan valley (Eisenberg 1977). [Editor’s
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note: The author prefers the spelling
“Beth Shan” as opposed to “Beth-
shean”—a preference he shares with
the authors of the major publica-
tions of the Bronze Age strata at this
site (Rowe 1930, 1940; James 1966;
Oren 1973}.]

Funerary evidence. Most tombs
of Late Bronze [A appear to have been
shaft tombs from earlier epochs (in
some cases as early as Early Bronze
IVIMiddle Bronze I} that were par-
tially cleared and reused. Their fune-
rary assemblages have been assigned
to this period largely on the presence
or absence of the Late Bronze [A
ceramic type-fossils mentioned
above, Rich examples have been
found in Tomb 1100 at Megiddo
(these are the hallmark of Kathleen
Kenyon’s Pottery Group A) and in
Tomb 42 at Beth Shan. Unfortunately,
because of later disturbances suffered
by most of these tombs, it has been
impossible to recover any significant
details about the funerary cult, or
cults, of the period.

. Late Bronze IB

Late Bronze IB lasted approximately
75 years, its beginning marked by
the attack of Tuthmosis Il on
Megiddo and its end corresponding
with the ascension of the pharaoh
Amenophis III. Archaeologically, the
period has often been considered

_suspect, its very existence even ques-

as the keynote of the Late Bronze IB
period.

That the Egyptian frontier in
Palestine had been coming increas-
ingly under outside pressure during
the reign of Hatshepsut is suggested
by the speed with which Tuthmosis
I, provoked by news of the revolt of
a confederation of Syrian princes
gathered at Megiddo, moved out of
Egypt after her death. This affront to
Egyptian power, prestige, and nation-
al ego was led by the prince of Kadesh
[Tell Nebi Mend) in Syria and was
aided and abetted by “individuals of
every foreign country, waiting in
their chariots — 330 princes {mar-
yanna) every one of them having
their army” (Pritchard 1950: 238;
Epstein 1963). Tuthmosis III went
forth at the head of an army claimed
to number more than 20,000, ad-
vancing across the Sinai at the in-
credible pace of 15 miles per day.
North of Gaza, to Yehem south of
the Carmel range, the pace of the
soldiers and their baggage train
slowed to almost half this rate, per-
haps because they needed to forage
and consolidate as they went or per-
haps because of local opposition.
Upon reaching Yehem the Egyptian
army had three options: to head for
the coast and attack Megiddo from
the northwest, to come upon Megid-
do from the southeast via Taanach

(Tell Tacannek), or to take the direct...

tioned (Weinstein 1981: 12). route through the exceedingly nar-
Egyptian Historical Evidence. In row Aruna Pass {Wadi CAra). The
Egypt the death of Queen Hatshep- pharaolys field officers, who were
sut brought Tuthmosis III® to the fearful of attempting the third option,
throne. Tuthmosis IIT was deter- pleaded with him not to take that
mined to pursue a vigorous set of route but he would not be deterred
policies in Canaan. His tremendous  (Pritchard 1950: 235}. Tuthmosis led
achievement at the Battle of Megid-  his forces through the pass and out
do (1482 B.cx.l and the major impact  onto the Esdraelon Plain and sur-
that event had on Egypt’s foreign prised the Syrian coalition, which
policy toward Canaan could be seen  had divided most of its forces to
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cover the northern and southern
approaches. ,

As described in the Egyptian
records, the Battle of Megiddo was a
rout, and the Egyptian forces quick-
ly began looting while the army of
the Syrian confederation “fled head-
long to Megiddo with faces of fear.
They abandoned their horses and
their chariots of gold and silver, so
that someone might draw them up
into this town by hoisting on their
garments” (Pritchard 1950: 236}. The
pharaoh immediately surrounded
Megiddo with a moat and a wall
made of local timber. The city re-
mained enclosed for seven months
until “the princes . . . came on their
bellies to kiss the ground . . . and to
beg breath for their nostrils” {Prit-
chard 1950: 237} or until “they came
out . . . pleading to (his) majesty, say-
ing: Give us breath, our Lord! The
countries of Retinue will never re-
peat rebellion another time!” (Prit-
chard 1950: 238, Barkal stele}. Even
considering the hyperbole of the era
the booty that the army of Tuth-
mosis III brought back from Canaan,
which was enumerated and described
at length on Egyptian steles and
temple walls, was, in both kind and
quantity, simply staggering. In addi-
tion to mundane fare such as grain,
cattle, and sheep {Ahituv 1978;
Na'aman 1981}, they brought back
abandoned horses, which were still
relatively new to Egyptians, and
chariots worked with gold; bronze
coats of armor; inlaid furniture; and
intricately carved walking sticks. It
should be noted that Tuthmosis I
never claimed to have destroyed the

_ city, a fact that accords well with the

archaeological evidence? but he did
inflict a devastating defeat on those
who were walled up there, and the

battle enabled him to dictate policy
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After crushing a Syrian confederation
at Megiddo, Tuthmosis III was able to
dictate policy to the Canaanite princes.

to the Canaanite lords from a posi-
tion of strength. He appointed new
princes for each town—but not be-
fore each took a loyalty oath—and
Palestine soon became a giant store-

house for Egypt.
Tuthmosis continued his mili-

tary campaigns, but with Palestine
firmly under his control he concen-
trated on Syria. During his sixth
campaign Kadesh-on-the-Orontes
was finally captured; with its defeat
a new administrative policy was
enacted, the taking of royal hostages:
“Now the children of the princes and
their brothers were brought as hos-
tages to Egypt . . . (and) . . . whoever
of these princes died, his majesty
was accustomed to make his son go
to stand in his place” (Pritchard
1950: 239). Such a policy not only
assured the good behavior of rela-
tives who were left behind, but also
provided an heir to the throne who
would be sympathetic at least to the
correct, or Egyptian, way of doing
things when the Egyptianized prince
returned to rule his own area.

It appears that during the reign
of Tuthmosis III Egypt’s attitude
toward the people of Syro-Palestine
began to change as the Egyptians
came to appreciate the potential
economic benefits of annual Ca-
naanite contributions to the coffers
of the god Amon. For the bureau-
cratic purposes of collecting tribute,
Canaan was divided into three dis-
tricts, each with its own administra-
tive center strategically situated on
or near the major highway in the
region, the ¥ia Maris (Aharoni 1967:
42). These centers, each of which
was the seat of an Egyptian overseer
or commissioner,? were at Gaza,
probably modern Gaza or Rapha in
southern Palestine; Kumidu, Kamid
el-Loz in the Bega©a Valley; and

Sumur, possibly Tell Kazel on the
Syrian coast (Goetze 1975a: 2; Wein-
stein 1981: 12; Aharoni 1967: 152;
Muhammad 1959). Claire Epstein’s
{1963) reconsideration of the verso of
Papyrus Hermitage 1116A, an official
Egyptian document composed dur-
ing the reign of Amenophis II that
lists rations of beer and grain for
maryannu messengers from Djahy
to Egypt (including specifically the
sites of Megiddo, Taanach, and
Hazor), indicates that during the
reign of Tuthmosis III the collection

of tribute from western Asia was a

highly structured affair directly con-
trolled by the court. This system was
apparently successful and remained
relatively intact for more thana
century, since it is still reflected in
the Amarna letters of the fourteenth
century B.C.E.

Brilliant general that he was,
Tuthmosis I also had a softer side
that often escapes notice; he took
interest in, and recorded, the strange
plants and animals he encountered
on his many military campaigns. A
glimpse of the flora and fauna of
Canaan during the Late Bronze Age
can be seen today, carved in low
relief, on the walls of the Festival
Hall he had built at the rear of the
Temple of Amon at Karnak.

Tuthmosis II died after a reign
of more than half a century and was
succeeded by his son Amenophis II.}!
A possible coregency with his father
while the crown prince campaigned
in Asia creates problems with the
numbering of his military cam-
paigns, but the general sequence of

them is clear (Rainey 1973; Yeivin -

1967). That the King (“Great One”) of
Naharin was continuing to involve

Sharon while returning from his first
Asiatic campaign he intercepted a
messenger of the prince of Mitanni
“carrying a letter of clay at his throat”
[Pritchard 1950: 246). We can only
guess what the subject matter of
this epistle was, but it must not have
had the Egyptians’ best interests at
heart because the messenger was
trotted southward at the side of the
king’s own chariot.

The young pharaoh boasted of
personal valor as none had done be-
fore, and with him Egyptian foreign
policy took on a more severe mood.
Whereas Tuthmosis III may have
“crushed all rebellious countries” in
Syro-Palestine, Amenophis II “trod
Naharin, which his bow had crushed
... (and) ... cut off the heads of the
attackers” (Pritchard 1950: 245).
Consider the plight of the town of
Shamash-edom, possibly to be iden-
tified with Qurn Hattin near the Sea
of Galilee {Aharoni 1960). Ameno-
phis II attacked it with “his face . . .
terrible like that of Bastet, like Seth
in his moment of raging. . . . He
hacked it up in a short moment like
a lion fierce of face when he treads
the foreign countries” (Pritchard
1950: 245). Even more severe was the
treatment of seven Syrian princes
who were captured in the vicinity of
Damascus during the pharaoh's sec-
ond Asiatic campaign. After killing
them with his mace, the pharach
hung them upside down on the prow
of his boat all the way to Thebes,
where six of them were hanged on
the city-walls; further upstream, in
the land of Nubia, he hanged the
seventh on the wall at Napata, all to
show “his majesty’s victories forever
and ever in all lands” (Pritchard

Egypt in Canaanite affairs has been 1950: 248; see also Rainey 1973: 72).

shown by the fact that as Amenophis This more severe policy seems to

II was passing through the Plain of have had the desired effect. When in
Biblical Archaeologist, Mazrch 1989 13
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Smaller religious structures, evidently
with a single cult focus, apparently
were the norm in Late Bronze IB.

his seventh year of rule Amenophis
II was conducting a military cam-
paign against a revolt in Syria, the
peoples of the Niya lands came to |
the walls of their towns to applaud
him (Drower 1973: 460), and when,
at last, he reached Kadesh, long a
thormn in the side of his father, its
prince “came out in peace to his
majesty . . . (and was) made to take
the oath of fealty, and all their chil-
dren as well” (Pritchard 1950: 246).
This new policy of cruel treatment
of prisoners, obviously intended to
deter rebelliousness, was accom-
panied by a new concept of Canaan
as a conquered land that was charac-
terized by an increase in political
and economic control coupled with
occasional military force (Weinstein
1981: 12).

Amenophis II was succeeded by
Tuthmosis IV!2 The extent of his
military activity in Syro-Palestine is
debated (Malamat 1961; Weinstein
1981: 13, with references), but at
least one campaign can be inferred
from the mention of captives from
Gezer on a stele from his mortuary
temple in Thebes. This may be the
campaign represented on the dec-
orated panels of his chariot; these
show a divinely directed pharach
driving forth to “trample down all
northern countries, difficult of
approach” (Giveon 1969: 56). The
politics of his predecessors seem to
have been sufficient te control the
region, and the-zsaual parades
through.Tanaan; which had charac-

.+erized the early part of the dynasty,

became less and less necessary. The
actual occupation of Canaan was |

ent gap in occupation at many im-
portant Palestinian sites such as
Megiddo, Taanach, Tell Beit Mirsim,
and Tell el-Farcah (South). I believe
this so-called gap in occupation can

" be attributed as much to our lack of

knowledge of the pertinent subtleties
in changes in the material culture as
to the radical depopulation of the
countryside.

Ceramic record. The three
ceramic type-fossils noted in the dis-
cussion of Late Bronze IA appear to
have had their floruit during that
period. Their presence in strange
(late?), aberrant forms (for example
at the Mevorakh XI temple), or their
complete absence, is thought to
characterize deposits from the rest
of the fifteenth century B.c.e.—that
is, Late Bronze IB. Kathleen Kenyon
filled this period with her Pottery
Group C, which consists exclusively
of material from Structure I of the
Fosse Temple at Lachish. I don't be-
lieve, however, that this phase of the
building is securely dated (since the
dating is based on a single scarab of
Amenophis III}, and it should not be
used to date Lachish itself, let alone
the entire region.

Part of our uncertainty over the
development of pottery types during
Late Bronze IB is the number of sites
at which a gap in occupation follow-
ing the campaigns of Tuthmosis I
has been recognized. One thing is
certain, however: In the substratum
of nonspecialty wares a slow evolu-
tion began in the fifteenth century
and continued into the fourteenth
and thirteenth centuries. “Milk
bowls” from Cyprus painted with the

still in the future B “newer,” more schematic, patterns of
Archaeological Evidence in Canaan.  White Slip Il continued to be im-

As mentioned above, Late Bronze IB  ported into Palestine, while the first
has often been considered suspect. relatively complete import from the
Such doubts are based on an appar-  Aegean world, a Late Helladic

14 Biblical Amhae%lgslst, March 1989

(Mycenaean) II kylix from Fosse
Temple [ at Lachish, signaled what
would become abrisk trade in Aegean
goods during Late Bronze I1.!2
Architectural evidence. In spite
of the alleged gaps in occupation at
these sites, our understanding of
religious architecture in Late Bronze
IB is much better than that in Late

Bronze IA. The stratigraphy of the

rambling religious precinct at level
IX at Beth Shan [Rowe 1930, 1940,
called the “Thutmose III Temple” by
its excavators, has been a source of
confusion for more than half a cen-
tury [Albright 1938: 76-77), but
there is now evidence to support a
Late Bronze IB date (McGovern 1985:
13). This precinct housed a stele
dedicated by the Egyptian architect
Amen-em-Opet and his son to “Mekal,
Lord of Beth Shan” (Thompson 1970).
The bearded god Mekal is pictured
sitting on a throne wearing a conical
headdress with horns in front and
ribbons in back and holding the
Egyptian waz scepter and ankh,
illustrating the hybridization of
Egypto-Canaanite relzglous themes
{Prit : :plate 487).

With the exceptmn of the temple
complex at Beth Shan (stratum IX),
smaller religious structures, evident-
ly with a single cult focus, appear to
have been the norm in the Late Bronze
IB and beyond. This is evident at

or where a two-room shrine (the
“Orthostate Temple”) in area H sur-
vived from Middle Bronze IIC with
only a slight modification of the cult
focus and an enlargement or regu-
larization of the forecourt (Yadin
1972: 75-95). In Late Bronze IB this
court included an on-axis gateway
and a raised platform, perhaps an
altar. A bilobate pottery kiln con-
taining around 20 miniature bowls
suggests that the priests supplied
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During Late Bronze IB, Tuthmosis 1V, eighth pharaoh of the Eighteenth Dynasty, probably led
at least one military campaign into Syro-Palestine. This campaign may be depicted on the
exterior of his wooden chariot. In the panel left the pharaoh is shown charging across the
battlefield with his bow drawn and the reigns of the lumbering eight-spoked chariot wrapped
securely around his waist. Below each panel is a frieze depicting his vanquished prisoners, all
of whom have the characteristic beards of Syro-Palestinians. bound together by a rope.
Photograph courtesy of the Egyptian Museum, Cairo.
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worshippers with some of the neces-
sary cult paraphernalia (Stager and
Wolff 1981: 97-98; Yadin 1972: 76).
That the forecourt was also used as
an important and integral part of the
sanctuary can be seen from the find-
ing there of clay liver models bear-
ing Akkadian inscriptions (Yadin
1972: 82-83). Archaeological evi-
dence for the practice of hepatoscopy
(divination through the inspection
of animal livers|, a well-known cus-
tom in Mesopotamia, has also been
found in the maison du prétre at
Ugarit (Ras Shamra| in northern
Canaan [Courtois 1969).

At Lachish, in the fill of the
Middle Bronze Age defensive ditch
(fosse), a small extramural temple
was discovered in the 1930s. Struc-
ture I, the earliest phase of the
“Fosse Temple,” was a three-roomed
structure with an entrance from the
west that was hidden by a short
screen wall. The main room, a
north-south longroom, had as its
cult focus a tripartite platform built
against the southern wall.

Tell Mevorakh, near the coast,
was the site of a single-room temple.
The excavator dated the temple, in
stratum XI to the Late Bronze I,
probably IB, a date strengthened by
the presence of three (late?) Bichrome
vessels among a scree of pottery
found in situ on the floor of the
building (Stern 1977, 1984). Evident-
ly this temple had a long east-west
axis, low benches along two of the
sides, and, as its focal point, a stepped
platform for cult objects.

What is striking abou
these Late Bronze IB temples is the

n
orientation. Unfortunately, we are as

During the Late Bronze IB g small extramural temple was built
at Lachish in the fill of a defensive ditch, or fosse, that had been
in use in the Middle Bronze Age. Structure I, the earliest phase of

“Fosse Temnple,” contained a tripartite platform with a raised
altar for cult objects against the southern wall. The temple
increased in size in subsequent Structures II and III (shown here),
suggesting greater prosperity at the site. but it retained its original
orientation and the location of the cult focus against the
southern wall. Drawing by Lois A. Kain,

edge of funerary practices in Late
Bronze IB is practically nonexistent,
primarily because of our inability to
date Late Bronze I deposits that do
not include ceramic specialty wares
from IA. Until we have a better
understanding of the development of
the local domestic pottery we will
be unable to identify burials from
this period with assurance or to de-
tect any patterns in the funerary cus-
toms of the fifteenth century B.C.E.

Late Bronze ITA

Late Bronze IIA lasted more than
yet unable to associate these differ-  one hundred years and corresponded
ences with specific cults or deities.  roughly with the reigns of Ameno-
Funerary evidence. Our knowl-  phis IIl, Amenophis IV {Akhenaten),
16 Biblical Archaeologist, March 1989

me:

‘Smenkhkare, Tutankhamun, Ay and
Horembheb, the final rulers of the

chaeological record shows a decline
in local ceramics, but religious ar-
chitecture is notable and funerary
evidence is rich.

Egyptian Historical Evidence. Tuth-
mosis IV was succeeded by his son
Amenophis I} who used diplomacy
as a powerful alternative, or adjunct,
to military campaigns in keeping

the peace in Syro-Palestine. In his
tenth year as pharaoh he strengthened
the Egyptian alliance with Mitanni
by marrying Gilu-Khepa, daughter of




Notes on the Bronze Age by Bryant G. Wood

http://ibri.org/Archaeology/Wood-BronzeAgeNotes/htm/doc.html

This drawing of a wall-painting from a tomb in Thebes, probably dating to the time of Amenophis III in Late Bronze IIA,
shows several Canaanite ships docked in a congested Egyptian harbor. It thus suggests that the reign of this pharaoh was a
period of relative calm in Syro-Palestine, with fruitful economic exchange. In the bottom scene left, sailors are unloading their
cargo and bartering with the local merchants. The figure dressed in a long garment is a Canaanite. He offers the contents of a
heavy amphora while behind him sailors in short, Aegean-like kilts bring forth other ceramic containers, including, in the first
sailor’s left hand, a pilgrim flask most likely filled with some costly scented oil. Scenes such as this give us an idea of the
international trade that flourished in the eastern Mediterranean during the Late Bronze Age. Drawing courtesy of The

Committee of the Egypt Exploration Society.
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Shuttarna, the new king of that
empire. Gilu-Khepa came south to
Egypt with her entourage of more
than 300 women. This could not
have been considered an ordinary
event, for it was proclaimed by the
pharaoh and his Egyptian wife, Queen
Tiy, on a large commemorative
wedding scarab, copies of which
have been found in Palestine at Beth-
shemesh (CAin Shems) and Gezer
(Rowe 1936: 128, 538, and 539). Later
in his reign Amenophis II acquired
the princess Tadu-Khepa, daughter
of the subsequent Mitannian king
Tushratta (Goetze 1975a: 5) as well
as the daughter of Kadashman-Enlil,
the Kassite king of Babylon (el-
Amarna letters 1-5; Mercer 1939:
2-17; Campbell 1964: 44-45).

Amenophis III apparently did
not feel the need to campaign in

tate the movement of trade, tribute
and communications” (Weinstein
1981: 15). It also appears that during
this pharaoh'’s reign Egypt and Ugarit
(Ras Shamra) first came into diplo-
matic contact (Drower 1975: 475).
The son of Amenophis IIl and
Queen Tiy is one of the most in-
triguing and controversial figures in
history. Ruling after his father’s death,
the new pharaoh Amenophis IV!S
gradually lost faith in the cult of the
great god Amon and promulgated

the Aten” or perhaps “Glorified Spirit
of the Aten” (Redford 1987: 141), re-
flecting the ardor of his new beliefs.
Akhenaten and his successors
Smenkhkare and Tutankhamun, the
Amarna pharaohs, reigned during
one of the most interesting periods
in the history of the Near East. They
turned the barren piece of desert on
which Akhetaten was built into a
cosmopolitan center.

‘One of the most important ar-
chaeological discoveries pertaining

instead the worship of the gleaming

multirayed solar disk, the Aten.
The pharaoh soon found life at the
Theban court too distracting fora
man of religious fervor, so he moved

- his beautiful Queen Nefertiti, their

family, and the court northward to a
new capital called Akhetaten (“the
Horizon of the Aten”) at the modern

Asia. His reign was a period of rela-
tive calm in Syro-Palestine; the
Egyptian garrisons “functioned large-
ly to halt intercity disputes, to keep
troublesome groups such as the
cApiru under control, and to facili-

site of Tell el-Amarna, which is lo-
cated on the east bank of the Nile
River about 200 miles south of Cairo
(Aldred 1975). Amenophis IV also
changed his name to Akhenaten,
which means “He who is useful to

to the history of Syro-Palestine dur-
ing the Late Bronze Age was the
hoard of more than 300 tablets that
was clandestinely excavated by the
local villagers of Tell el-Amarna in
1887. These texts, called the Amarna
tablets, are extant samples of actual
diplomatic correspondence between
the pharaohs of the Amarna period
and the rulers of the great powers of
the day—Babylonia, Assyria, Mitanni,
Arzawa, Alasia, and Hatti—as well
as the local vassal states of Syria and
Palestine. The majority of these
epistles date to the reigns of Akhe-
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Late Bronze [1A wus the time of Amenophis IV, tenth pharaoh of the Eighteenth Dynasty and one of the most intriguing and controversial
figures in Near Eastern historv_Having lost faith in the traditional gods of Egypt, he promoted the exclusive worship of the gleaming solar disk,
the Aten. As part of this, he changed his name to Akhenaten {meaning, perhaps, “he who is useful to Aten”) and moved the Egyptian capital
north of Thebes to a new capital, Akhetaten imeaning, “the horizon of the Aten”), at the site of modern Tell el-Amarna. On this fragment of a
balustrade {now in the Cairo Museum) from a temple ramp at Tell el-Amarna, Akhenaten and his queen Nefertiti are shown presenting offerings
to the Aten. The strange deformities apparent here and in many depictions of this pharaoh have led to numerous speculations about his
physical and mental well-being, and his religious obsessions have been blamed for the loss of much of the northern part of Egypt’s empire
during this period. Photograph from Pritchard (1969). courtesy of The Metropolitan Museum of Art.

naten, Smenkhkare, and Tutankh-
amun (Campbell 1964), but some are
from the earlier correspondence of
Amenophis Il and were brought
from Thebes to Akhetaten when
Akhenaten moved his court to the
new capital.

These letters describe, in inti-
mate detail, the so-called presents
and gifts that were constantly being
exchanged between these foreign
kings and their“brother” the pharaoh.
Horses, chariots, inlaid furniture,
lapis lazuli, and ivory objets d’art
were the most common items éx-
changed, but the most valuable and
most sought after commodity was
gold. That a tremendous quantity of
this costly mineral was available to
the Egyptians was never lost on their
allies to the north. In el-Amarna letter
16, Ashuruballit I of Assyria wrote
to Akhenaten that “gold is in thy
land like dust” (Mercer 1939: 59) .16

There was also a serious diplo-
matic side to these exchanges. When
Burraburias II of Babylon was dis-
satisfied with the amount of gold he
had received from Akhenaten, he
wrote the pharaoh to remind him of
his country’s past loyalty to Egypt,
recalling that when the Canaanites
wrote to his father Kurigalzu in an
attempt to involve him in an anti-
Egyptian coalition Kurigalzu had
told them to “cease making an alli-
ance with me; if you cherish hostility
against the King of Egypt, my broth-
er, and wish to ally yourself with
another shall I not come, and shall I
not plunder you, for he is in alliance
with me” (Mercer 1939: 131).

In contrast to the correspondence
between Egypt and the kings of the
powerful lands, letters to Canaan
reveal a vast gap between king and
vassal, especially in the formulaic
salutations. In el-Amarna letter 323,

18 Biblical Archaeologist, March 1989
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for example, Waida of Ashkelon does
not refer to himself as the pharaoh’s
“brother” but as “thy servant and the
dust of thy feet” (Mercer 1939: 771).

The subject matter of their let-
ters is also different. The lust for
gold, so much on the minds of the
pharaoh’s “brothers,” is replaced by a
concern for their personal safety as
well as the safety of their villages.
Such fears were not unfounded. To
the north the power of the Hittites
was expanding unchecked by the
Egyptian army. In Syria several of the
nominally loyal dynasts were be-
ginning to_ doubt the wisdom of an
allegiance to a pharach who was so
distant, and they sometimes tilted
their loyalty toward the Hittites,
formed alliances with other princes
in the area, or simply struck out on
their own policies of expansion, such
as that followed by Abdi Ashirta of
Amurru and his son Aziru. Concemn-
ing the latter, the citizens of Tunip
in Syria (Drower 1973: 427 and 453)
wrote to the pharaoh in desperation:
“But now Tunip, the city, weeps, and
her tears are running, and there is
not help for us. We have been sending
to the king . . . of Egypt for twenty
years; but not one word has come to
us from our lord” (el-Amarna let:er
59; Mercer 1939: 247).

Complicating the situation in
the south was the appearance, in in-
creasing numbers and strength, of a
group of outlaws and outcasts called
CApiru (or CAbiru, Hapiru/Habiru;
in Sumenan, SA,GAZ ThlS group

t.b,gjjgb_m»v_s(abn} of the Old Testa-
ment (Miller and Hayes 1986: 65-67;
Gottwald 1979: 396-409). The ¢Apiru
were first encountered in Palestine
by Amenophis II, who claimed to
have captured 3,600 of them (Albright
1975: 115). Freebooters and trouble-

Mycenaean “stirrup jar”
or false-necked amphora
- &
cooking pot with 5
everted triangular rim -8
carinated bowl .:
2
| 5
( £
e | : 2
. &
shaved dipper s gy -
juglet Cypetot b footed bowl or “chalice”
makers, they readily allied them- countercharges of disloyalty, the
selves with the less loyal Egyptian scene presented in this correspon-
vassals and threatened the staunch-  dence repeats itself again and again,

est supporters of a pharaoh who ap-
pears to have been disinterested in
the concerns of the area. Word of
their actions was common in the
Amarna correspondence. Abdi-Hepa
of Jerusalem, described by Margaret
Drower (1973: 422} as a man who bore
“3 semitic name but was a devotee of
the Hurrian goddess,” wrote several
letters bemoaning the turmoil the
Habiru were causing in the hill
country of Palestine and pleading
with the pharaoh for military sup-
port: “The Habiru plunder all lands
of the King, If archers are here this
year, then the lands of the King, my
Lord, will remain; but if archers are
not here, then the lands of the King,
my Lord, are lost” (el-Amarna letter
287; Mercer 1939: 709).

Amid protestations of loyalty

and innocence, or charges and

with apparently little or no help S
from the pharaoh.

The Amarna letters offer a great
deal of insight into the daily events
of Canaan in the Late Bronze Age,
but they unfortunately also call at-
tention to the fact that we lack other
documented material to corroborate
their revelations. As Kathleen Ken-
yon (1973: 556) noted, “the period of
destruction associated with the
Khabiru [Habiru] in the Amarna
letters does not seem to be reflected
in the history of towns, though there
may be some indication of this in a
low level of material culture, as
shown by buildings, pottery and evi-
dence of art.” Rivka Gonen (1984:
69-70) has posited that the majority
of Palestinian sites, even those that
were well defended in the Middle
Bronze Age, were unfortified (that is,
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Superior Aegean and Cypriot imports
helped bring about the demise of
Late Bronze IA specialty wares.

unwalled) during the Late Bronze
Age, possibly as a result of an Egyp-
tian policy that restricted its vassals

from accumulating military strength*

behind their city-walls. It is a per-
plexing situation (Several 1972).
How are we to know, for instance,
whether the whining and doom-
crying of the vassals really reflected
a dramatic change in daily events or
was merely the normal situation
couched in hyperbole aimed at
winning the pharaoh’s attention?
Answers to questions such as this
would give us a much better view of
what was happening and would help
us decide whether Late Bronze TA
was a time of catastrophic loss of
Egyptian control in Canaan, as schol-
ars have traditionally held, or simply
a difficult period for the Egyptians,
as some scholars now believe (Wein-
stein 1981: 15-16).

There is no evidence to indicate
that either Akhenaten or his succes-
sor Smenkhkare answered the calls
of their Canaanite vassals or led the
Egyptian army northward in their
defense. In fact, the only Amarna
pharaoh who may have conducted
such a campaign was young Tutankh-
amun, who claimed on his Restora-
tion Stele that when he ascended
the throne everything was topsy-
turvy and that “if troops were sent to
Dijahi to extend the borders of Egypt,
their efforts came to naught” (Stein-
dorf and Seele 1957: 224). He may

{Gardiner 1953; Aldred 1975: 84;
Weinstein 1981: 17; Pritchard 1950:
250-51). Other supporting evidence
might be found on the side of a
small painted wooden trunk from
Tutankhamun's tomb where, in a
manner that would be used to dec-
orate the massive gateways of the
great temples of the pharaohs in the
Nineteenth and Twentieth Dynasties,
he is shown in his chariot leading
the Egyptian army into a jumble of
already vanquished Syrians.
Whether Tutankhamun actually
conducted such campaigns (compare
Weinstein 1981 with Schulman 1964}
or if his claims should be treated as
the “stylized recitations of cherished
old formulae” (Wilson 1951: 236} can
be debated, but whatever the young
king tried to do his efforts were un-
successful. Tutankhamun's early
death caused his young wife Ankh-
esenamon to beg Suppiluliumas,
son of Tudhaliyas III, king of Hatti
(as the Hittites called their king-
domy), to send her one of his sons so
that he might marry her and become
king over Egypt (Schulman 1979).

. We can only wonder how the sub-

sequent history of Canaan would
have evolved had this union suc-
ceeded, but it did not. The Hittite
prince, Zannanzash, was intercepted
and murdered while passing through
Palestine en route to Egypt (Aldred
1975: 69). In the end the throne was
assumed by Horemheb, commander-

actually have tried to do something  in-chief of the Egyptian army (Redford
about the shameful state of affairs 1973}, whose reign brought the Eigh-
that existed in western Asia. His teenth Dynasty to a close, and with
field marshal, Horemheb, claimed to it came the end of Late Bronze ITA.
have brought back prisoners from The cause of the collapse of the
Palestine (Steindorf and Seele 1957:  relationship between Egypt and
247) and is spoken of in his Mem- Canaan is a matter controversy. Was
phite tomb as the “guardian of the it the result of a policy of benign
‘footsteps of his lord on the battlefield neglect attributable to Akhenaten’s
on his day of smiting the Asiatics” preoccupation with his religious re-
20 Biblical Archaeologist, March 1989

forms? Does it reflect a policy of
laissez-faire in which individual
Canaanite chieftains were allowed,
and possibly encouraged, to feud and
fight with each other? Could it have
been an intentional policy of divide-
and-rule? To what extent was the
situation exacerbated by the south-
ward expansion of the Hittites under
Suppiluliumas or by internal pres-
sures supplied by the cApiru, the
Shasu bedouin, or others (Weinstein
1981: 15-16)? Whichever explanation
one selects it is indisputable that
during the Amarna period Egypt lost
much of the northern part of its
Asiatic empire to the Hittites under
Suppiluliumas during his first Syrian
war. The degree of loss further south
in Palestine is still a matter of debate.
Archaeological Evidence in Canaan.
In Canaan during Late Bronze TA
there was a decline in the quality of -

. local ceramics as imports from

Cyprus and the Aegean increased.
The architecture, exhibiting both
continuity and discontinuity, in-
cluded good examples of Canaanite
religious structures. Some of the
most impressive funerary assem-
blages from all of Late Bronze date to
this period.

Ceramic evidence. The pottery
by which we try to date the events of -
Late Bronze IIA can be seen more as

.a degeneration than as a development.
‘With the demise of Late Bronze IA
specialty wares came a decline in
fabric, form, and decoration, perhaps
stimulated by the ever-increasing
presence of Aegean and Cypriot im-
ports that were of superior technical
quality and artistic merit.

Plain or slipped bowls with a
strong carination and cooking pots
with everted triangular rims were
virtually ubiquitous during Late
Bronze II, whereas footed cups, a
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biconical jug

Middle Bronze holdover, became
less common. The shape of a small
juglet sometimes reflected the Late
Bronze IA Black/Grey Lustrous Ware
tradition, but the wider necked,
ring-based version had become the
norm. Dipper juglets whose graceful
Middle Bronze silhouettes were lost
in the short, dumpy Late Bronze I
forms tended either to remain squat
or return to the earlier, attenuated
shapes. The pilgrim flask may have
had its inspiration in the Aegean
world, but the most popular form in
Palestine, with a body constructed by
joining two hemispherical bowls at
the rims, was strictly a local product.
Flasks dating to (and diagnostic of)
Late Bronze IIA had a petal-like at-
tachment of the handles to the neck.
The painted decoration of the
period was usually restricted to
groups of horizontal bands, either
isolated or combined, with simple
vertical elements to produce embry-

onic metope patterns. Larger vessels,
plain and footed kraters, and one-
handled biconical mugs presented
the pot-painter with a broader canvas,
and the larger metopes were often
filled with more elaborate geometric
patterns. Occasionally, abstract ele-
ments were combined to form more
representational subjects such as the
Tree of Life with its central tree and
antithetic caprids, a motif that had
been popular in the Near East for
millennia. A biconical jug found in
Tomb D912 at Megiddo goes far be-
yond the norm of the period, not only
in its scale but also in the number
and natural depiction of creatures
presented on it (Guy and Engberg:
1938: plate 134)..Quite rare was the
depiction of the human form, such
as on two tiny fragments from Beth
Shan or the tankard from Ras Shamra

During the fourteenth century

B.C.E. the markets of the Canaanite
coast were flooded with pottery from
Cyprus and the Aegean world. Typi-
cal of the Cypriot imports were the
Base Ring jug and bilbil, which were
introduced to the region during Late
Bronze [A. By the Late Bronze [IA
the raised decoration of Base Ring I
had given way to the white-painted,
linear patterns of Base Ring I that
may be associated, especially on the
bilbil, with marks that recorded the
scoring of the opium poppy (Merril-
lees 1968: 154). The White Slip Ware
“milk bowl!” shape, also introduced
during Late Bronze [A, demonstrated
less carefully executed White Slip I
motifs during Late Bronze IIA but
continued to be popular.
Representative of the exports
from the Mycenaean Greek world
(the land of the Keftiu) were the
narrow-necked “stirrup jar,” which
was purposely designed and crafted
to transport and dispense costly
specialty oils, and both the pyxis and
piriform jars, whose wide mo
and strategically placed handles sug-
gest an easy-to-seal container for
scented unguents. Contemporary
Linear B texts from sites on the
Greek mainland indicate that rose
or sage were primary ingredients in
these popular olive oil-based prod-
ucts (Leonard 1981). What commodi-
ties the Canaanites traded for these
costly ingredients is unclear, but
transport amphorae have been found
as far away as the Greek mainland
(Grace 1956; Akerstrom 1975; Bass
1987), and wall-paintings from Egyp-
tian tombs picture similar jars on
the decks of Canaanite merchant
ships whose crews include long-

showing a bearded male, possibly haired sailors from Keftiu.

representing the Canaanite god Baal, Architectural evidence. The so-

enthroned (Culican 1966: 121). called palace in stratum IX at Megiddo
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The cosmopolitan character of the
age can be seen in the remarkable
wealth displayed at some burial sites.

was enlarged during this period, pro-
ducing a new version in stratum VIII
with fewer, but more spacious,
rooms: a configuration that con-
tinued through the end of the Late
Bronze Age (Loud 1948). Although
we are uncertain about the function
of individual rooms of the ground
floor, we know that a great deal of

attention was paid to water remaoval

in the form of sumps, drains, basins,

é.ud even aroom paved with sea shells.

This building and the gateway en-
joyed a special relationship, which
lasted through the end of the Late
Bronze Age. The complaints of Biri-
diya of Megiddo recorded in the
Amarna correspondence do not pre-
pare us for such a well-planned and
well-built city as shown in the pub-
lished remains of Megiddo VIIL.
Late Bronze [IA provides us
with some of our best information
on Canaanite religious architecture
and, once again, there was both con-
tinuity and discontinuity in temple
plan. At Megiddo the last phase of
Temple 2048 was a much less im-
pressive structure with walls about
half their original thickness; the
building hardly deserves the con-
tinued use of the epithet “migdal,”
meaning fortified. Also less impres-
sive during this period was the simi-
lar temple at Shechem (Fortress
Temple 2a) whose main chamber
was changed from a longroom to a
broadroom (Wright 1965a: 95-101).
The Fosse Temple at Lachish was
rebuilt and enlarged. Although the
plan of Structure II was closer to a
broadroom sanctuary with offering
benches on three sides, the new
“31tar” was built against the south
wall directly over its predecessor,
emphasizing the sanctity associated
with the spot. In level VI on the tell
at Lachish the Summit Temple had a

plan that, in form and function, re-
sembled the Late Bronze IIB temple
from stratum VII at Beth Shan (Us-
sishkin 1978: 10-25; Clamer and
Ussishkin 1977). The small finds
recovered from the Summit Temple
may give us a clue to the deity or
deities that were worshipped there,
as a gold foil plaque found during
excavations depicts a nude goddess
standing on a horse. The goddess
wears a crown made of horns and
vegetation and holds lotus flowers in
each hand. Christa Clamer (1980} has
identified her as Qudshu (Astarte?).
A partner for this goddess may be
depicted on a large stone slab incised
with the form of a male (Resheph?)
who wears a tall conical hat with
hanging streamers and who bran-
dishes a long spear over his head in
both hands (Ussishkin 1978: figure 4
and plate 7:1, 8). Clamer (1980: 161)
compared his crown with that worn
by the god on “the MKL stela from
Beth Shan.” Architectural details of
this temple suggest Egyptian influ-

~ ences, and the large quantity of

Mycenaean IIIA and IIIB pottery
found on its floors accents its cos-
mopolitan nature, a nature that
characterizes all of Canaan in the
Late Bronze Age (Ussishkin 1978:
19-20).

The Late Bronze IIA temple
from stratum X (1375-1300 B.C.E.] at
Tell Mevorakh also was rebuilt over
its predecessor from stratum XI.
Cult objects found in situ, on or as-
sociated with the cult platform, give
an indication of the type of worship
that was practiced. In addition to
pottery vessels, glass pendants, and
faience (Mitannian style} cylinder
seals, the deposit included a group of
important bronzes: knives, a pair of
cymbals, a circular pendant with a
star design, and a snake measuring
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about 25 centimeters in length
(Stern 1984: 33-35). On the basis of
this serpent, also known from cult-
associated deposits at the Gezer
High Place, Hazor, and the Hathor
Temple at Timna, the excavator has
suggested that the temple belonged
to CAshtoret (Ishtar) and Baal (Stern
1984: 35]. Pendants similar to the
one from Mevorakh have been found
at other Canaanite sites. Those from
Ras Shamra/Ugarit also have been
interpreted as celestial emblems
(shapash-shebis; see Isaiah 3:18-19;
Schaeffer 1939a: 62). -

At Hazor, area H continued to
retain its sanctity. Although it was
rebuilt partially on the remains of
the Middle Bronze IIC/Late Bronze I
structure, the temple from Late
Bronze IIA was enlarged to three, on-
axis broadrooms. A pair of basalt
blocks, each carved with a lion in
relief, greeted visitors as they entered
the temple. One of these orthostats
was found buried in a pit by the en-
trance to the shrine. The cult stele
found in the later, Late Bronze [IB,
phase of this building probably origi-
nated in the Late Bronze IIA struc-
ture. A similar situation existed in
the small temple in area C at Hazor,
where original cult paraphernalia
was found reused in the slightly re-
paired phase of the temple dating to
Late Bronze IIB.

Funerary evidence. Some of the
most impressive funerary assem-
blages of the Late Bronze Age can be
assigned wholly or partially to its
IIA period. These large, often reused,
sepulchers accommodated multiple
burials accompanied by a remark-
able display of material wealth that
reflects the cosmopolitan character
of the age. A good example is Cave ,
10A at Gezer (Seger 1972). The cave
was probably dug as a cistern but

F
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footed krater with
“tree and ibex”
{goat) design

was subsequently used for funerary
purposes throughout most, if not all,
of the fifteenth century and part of
the fourteenth century B.C.E. if one is
to judge from the more than one
hundred complete vessels, local and
Cypriot, and other rich grave goods
that it contained. Dating to Late
Bronze IIA or slightly earlier is a
full-length coffin embellished with
rows of handles down the sides and
along the lid. Similar larnax-burials
are known from Crete in the Middle
to Late Minoan period (Buchholz
and Karageorghis 1973: 82-83,
number 1064}, but this form is so far
unique in Palestine. This sarcopha-
gus was apparently intended for the
interment of an adult and child but
subsequently served as an ossuary

for a dozen other children. The last
burial in Cave 10A was that of a tall
female about 34 years of age (named
Sarah by the excavation staff) who
was interred in the entrance passage.
Close to her hand lay one of the
finest and earliest examples of
Egyptian glass vessels thus far found
in Palestine.

Originally, not secondarily,
planned as a burial place, Tomb
81448145 was cut into bedrock in
area F of the Lower City of Hazor.
This fourteenth-century shaft tomb
contained an exceptional quantity of
grave goods, including more than
500 restorable vessels that demon-
strate the full range of Late Bronze
ITA local ceramics as well as imports
from Cyprus and the Aegean (Myce-

- naean) world {Yadin and others 1960:

140-53, 159-60).

The desire to be buried with an
array of imported luxury goods can
also be seen at Tel Dan (Tell el-Qadi)
where Tomb 387, a structure built of
fieldstone, contained a melange of
45 interments of men, women, and
children and an array of funerary
offerings of gold, silver, bronze, and
ivory. The imported pottery included
an exceptionally well-preserved
Mycenaean “chariot vase.” This large,
well-made vessel is decorated with a

prus, it had a surprisingly wide dis-
tribution in Canaan, from Ugarit to
Tell el-Farcah (South), and from the
coast as far inland as Amman and
Sahab (Leonard 1987a; Hankey 1974;
Ibrahim 1975).

Late Bronze IIB ,
Late Bronze [IB, a period characterized
by conflict, lasted approximately 120
years. During this time both Egyp-
tian and Syro-Palestinian rulers were
forced to defend their territories
against attacks by foreign intrud
most notably the Sea Peoples. With
their passing the Bronze Age slowly
came to a close. Egypt, then in the
early part of its Twentieth Dynasty,
was entering what would be a long
period of decline, and Syro-Palestine
was about to begin the period that
archaeologists refer to as the Iron Age.
Egyptian Historical Evidence. Egyp-
tian kings in the Nineteenth Dynasty
considered themselves the legiti-
mate successors of the great pre-
Amarna pharaohs of the Eighteenth
Dynasty. Horemheb was succeeded
by Ramesses 117 an elderly vizier
who ruled for a little over a year
before his place was taken by his son
Sethos 118 In the manner of Amosis
and Tuthmosis III, Sethos I wasted
no time in setting out for Canaan. In

parade of horse-drawn chariots and the first year of his reign, which he
would have held a position of pride termed “the Renaissance,” he had
on the table—or in the tomb—of any  already ventured into Palestine try-
member of the maryanna. Although  ing to reestablish the old Egypti
~ the Mycenaean chariot krater has frontiers. No longer guided by Ege
been found more frequently in Cy- more ephemeral and placid Aton
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Right: A small single-room temple was built in area C at Hazor during the Late Bronze IIA
and was rebuilt during [1B. A section of that temple shows a full complement of cult furnishings.
The plan of the later phase shows the objects arranged in a slight arc before an oblong offering
table in a niche along the western wall. Below: A basalt statue of a sitting male deity with an
inverted, possibly lunar, crescent suspended from his neck was found among the objects. Also
found in the niche were ten masseboth. or standing stones, the central one of which was
carved with two hands reaching upward toward a crescent. These objects suggest that this
broadroom shrine was the focus of a Iunar cult. Drawing of plan by Lois A. Kain. Drawing of
cult obiects courtesy of |. C. B. Mohr (Paul Siebeckj, Tubingen.

who “filled every land with . . .
beauty” (Pritchard 1590: 370}, Sethos
[ proceeded northward guided and
protected by the god Amon, whose
“heart is satisfied at the sight of
blood . . . (who] cuts off the heads of
the perverse of heart . . . (who) loves
an instant of trampling more than a
day of jubilation” (Pritchard 1950:
254). Although the ultimate goal of
this ferocious pair was to confront
the Hittites in northern Syria, the
Egyptian army had to begin fighting
as close to home as the southern
Sinai where the Shasu bedouin were
disrupting the smooth flow of travel-
ers and material along the approxi-
mately 120-mile roadway known as
the Way of Horus that led from
Egypt to Gaza.

Fighting continued as the army
moved northward through Palestine
to retake Beth Shan from a confeder-
ation led by the Prince of Hammath

(possibly Tell el-Hammeh) in league
with the people of Pella (Pahel, Tabaqat
Fahel) in Transjordan. Sethos I and
his forces defeated the alliance in a
single day and set up a basalt stele at
Beth Shan to commemorate his
achievements (Pritchard 1950: 253-
54). He then continued northward
through Kadesh, northwest of Lake
Huleh (Aharoni 1967: 166}, through
the Lebanon Valley, and on to the
coast near Tyre where cedar was cut
for the glory of the god Amon. Upon
his return to Egypt the country
turned out in celebration, for it had
not seen such a victorious pharach
in more than half a century. Sethos I's
good start in regaining control over
Syro-Palestine was only a beginning
for, as we have learned from a second
stele erected by Sethos I at Beth Shan,
even the Habiru continued tobe a
problem for the Egyptians.

Sethos I was succeeded by Rames-
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ses IL'? a younger son who pushed
aside his elder brother the crown prince
to become the longest ruling pharach
(sixty-seven years) in Egyptian his-
tory. For the first few years of his

reign Ramesses [ -King O -
dias of Percy Shelley’s poetry—con-
solidated his position at home. To

" the north, the Hittites consolidated

their power in northern Syria under
King Muwatallis, who had moved the
Hittite capital south to Tattashsha
(Goetze 1975b: 129) to be nearer to
his Syrian interests. (For a different
reason for the move, see Bittel 1970:
20-22.) In his fourth year, however,
Ramesses II reached the Nahr el-Kalb
(Dog River| near Beirut and left his
inscription on the neighboring rock
cliffs; in the following year he headed
north to face the largest coalition of
Syrian forces that the Hittites had
yet been able to muster.

Tension had been building be-
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tween the two superpowers for some
time, but the real cause of the con-
flict was the defection of the king of
Amurru from the Hittite to the
Egyptian side (Bittel 1970: 124). The
two sides met at Kadesh-on-the-
QOrontes where the Egyptian army, -
led by Ramesses II, was ambushed
by an estimated force of 17,000 sol-
diers who lay in wait for him on the
northeastern side of the city. Accord-
ing to the Egyptian version, it was
the personal valor of Ramesses II
that countered the Hittite treachery.
“He cast them into the water like
crocodiles, and he slew whomever
he desired” (Steindorf and Seele
1957: 251). The events of the day are
depicted in surprisingly accurate
topographical detail on temple walls

throughout Egypt [Karnak, Luxor,
Abu Simbel), but the pharaoh’s boast
of total, single-handed victory seems
to be somewhat overstated. Docu-
ments from the Hittite capital of
Hattusha [near modern Bogazkoy)
give another version: “At the time
when king Muwatallis made war
against the king of Egypt, when he
defeated the king of Egypt, the Egyp-
tian king went back to the country
of Aba. But then king Muwatalli
defeated the country of Aba, then he
marched back to the country of
Hatti” (Bittel 1970: 125). If Ramesses
was pressed as far south as Aba, just
to the north of Damascus (Steindorf
and Seele 1957: 251, it would seem
that the Hittite version was the
more truthful of the two accounts

and that the pharaoh’s victory was at
best a draw.

In subsequent years Ramesses II
continued to find it neccessary to
campaign in Asia to keep the Egyp-
tian image strong (Cerny 1958;
Giveon 1965; Kitchen 1964), not
only at distant Syrian sites such as
Qatna (Misrife) but also much closer
to home at Acco/Acre and even nearby
Ashkelon when “it became wicked”
{Pritchard 1950: 256). New evidence
suggests, however, that the scene of
the siege of Ashkelon in the temple
of Karnak, which is usually attrib-
uted to Ramesses II, may actually
have belonged to his son Memeptah
(Yurco 1978 and quoted in Stager
1985). The endless warfare must
have taken a tremendous amount of
energy on both sides, and with Lib-
yan and Sherden pressure building
on Egypt’s western flank, plus the
growing power of Assyria on the
Hittite’s southern border, the stage
was finally set for a true peace be-
tween the two belligerents. Sixteen
years after the Battle of Kadesh a
peace treaty between Ramesses IJ
and Hattusilis III, then king of the
Hittites, was inscribed on silver
tablets that bore the imprint of the
two royal seals. A cuneiform text of
the treaty was preserved in the ar-
chives at Bogazkdy, and hieroglyphic
versions of it appear at the Temple of
Amon at Karnak and in the mortuary
temple of Ramesses II (the “Rames-
seum”) on the opposite bank of the
Nile (Pritchard 1950: 199-203; Lang-
don and Gardiner 1920). Thirteen
years after the treaty was signed it
was commemorated by the marriage
of Ramesses II to the daughter of
Hattusilis [Tl who was personally
escorted to Egypt during the rainy
months of winter by her father the
Great King of Hatti (Bittel 1970: 127).
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Some of the most impressive funerary assem-
blages of the Late Bronze Age can be assigned
to the [1A period. Below: This sarcophagus
from Cave 10A at Gezer contains the remains
of a single adult and twelve young children.
Evidently the adult’s coffin served as a pro-
tected repository for the remains of the chil-
dren in subsequent burials in the tomb.
Right: The last burial found in the entrance
tunnel to Cave 10A at Gezer was that of a
tall fermale, about 34 years of age, named
Sarah by the excavation staff. The woman's
remains were found just inside the entryway.
Close to her head was a magnificent Egyptian
“sand core” glass vessel, one of the finest and
earliest examples of Egyptian glass found to
date in Palestine. Photographs by Theodore
A. Rosen, courtesy of Hebrew Union College,
Cincinnati.
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This event must have been impor-
tant to the pharaoh because he in-
cluded it among the scenes he had
carved on temples as far south as
Abu Simbel in Nubia.

Ramesses was succeeded by his
thirteenth son Merneptah ?° who
must have been older than 50 at the
time of his coronation. The major
threat to Egypt during his reign came
from the west where a large army
from Libya, abetted by an assortment
of future Sea Peoples was pressing
hard against his territories in the
western Delta. Merneptah was suc-
cessful in battle against these in-
truders during his fifth year, and to
celebrate he erected in his mortuary
temple at Thebes a stele inscribed
with a victory hymn that ended with
a song of triumph over his Asiatic
enemies. Some scholars contend
that the Victory Hymn of Merneptah,
also known as the Israel Stele, is the
earliest record identifying Israel as an

unsettled people in Palestine, since
of all the countries mentioned on
the stele Israel alone is written with
the hieroglyphic determinative for a
people rather than for a land (Miller
and Hayes 1986: 68-69). This stele is
important to biblical scholarship in
any event because it is the only men-
tion of Israel in Egyptian records.
The text is full of examples of scrib-
al carelessness, however, and the
reference to a “pacified” Hatti was
simply not true, although under
Arnuwandash III the Hittites did ob-
serve the treaty that existed between
the two nations. Donald B. Redford
(1986) has completely denied the
veracity of Merneptal's boasts of an
Asiatic campaign during the early
part of his reign, claiming that the
Victory Hymn was actually plagia-
rized from an inscription of Ramesses
I at Karnak with the substitution of

Multiple burials were common during the Late Bronze lIA. At Gezer, for example, the scattered

skeletal remains of eighty-nine individuals were found in Cave 10A. Also found in situ was
this full-length coffin embellished with rows of handles down the sides and along the lid.

Although this sarcophagus is similar to larnax-burials from Minoan Crete, the form is unique in
Palestine. Photograph by Theodote A. Rosen. courtesy of Hebrew Union College, Cincinnati.

the word/term “Israel” for “Shasu”
bedouin. Such an interpretation
would suggest that whatever Israel
was at this time, it was not com-
pletely understood by the Egyptians.
Within five years of this suspect
victory, Merneptah had died and
been buried in Thebes where his
mummy has survived. With his
death a disruption close to anarchy
enveloped Egypt (Faulkner 1975:
235-39; Cerny 1975). Kings Amen-
messes and Siptah left no apparent
mark on western Asia, but the car-

Yellow and ivhite festoons decorate the neck of
the blue-gray glass funguent!) container found
near Sarah’s head in Cave 10A at Gezer. Late
Bronze I1A burials were often accompanied
by a remarkable display of wealith that re-
flects the cosmopolitan character of the age.
Photograph by Theodore A. Rosen, courtesy
of Hebrew Union College. Cincinnati.
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Right: This Mycenaean "chariot vase” from
Tomb 387 at Tel Dan, decorated with a parade
of horse-drawn chariots, would have held a
place of pride on the table~or in the tomb—
of any Canaanite prince or member of the
maryanna (the chariot-owning nobility).
Imported luxury goods are a common feature
of burials from the Late Bronze I[IA. Drawing
from Biran (1970), courtesy of the Hebrew
Union College, Jerusalem. Below right: The
Late Bronze [1B was a period of seemingly
endless warfare as Egyptian rulers of the
Nineteenth Dynasty ventured into Syro-
Palestine in an attempt to regain control of
areas that had been lost during the Amarna
period. In this drawing of a relief from the
Temple of Ramesses Il at Karnak, the coastal
city of Ashkelon is being attacked and over-
taken by Egyptian forces. This victory scene
is usually attributed to Ramesses II, but new
data suggest that it should be dated to the
reign of his son Merneptah, fourth pharaoh of
the Nineteenth Dynasty. Drawing from
Stager (1985), courtesy of the Israel Explora-
tion Society.

touche, or royal seal, of Sethos [I2!
has been found impressed on a pot-
sherd at Tell el Farcah (South) (Wein-
stein 1981: 22) and a faience vessel
bearing the name of Queen Tewosret??
was discovered at Deir €Alla in the
Transjordan (Franken 1961; Dorne-
mann 1983: 20, 44; Faulkner 1975:
235-39; Yoyotte 1962). During this
period of uncertainty it appears that
a Syrian prince was actually able to
claim title to the throne of Egypt
(Pritchard 1950: 260). Putting an end
to this state of chaos, which bordered
on civil war, was Sethnakhte?3 a
man of uncertain origin who became
the first king of the Twentieth
Dynasty. Although he ruled for only
a year, Sethnakhte seems to have
placed the country back on track
before leaving the kingship to his
son Ramesses [T124

For the first few years of his reign
Ramesses III was faced with con-
tinued threats from the Libyans and
their allies in the western Delta,
similar to the situation that his
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The Sea Peoples posed the greatest threat
to the region since the movements of the
Hyksos more than three centuries earlier.

predecessor Merneptah had faced. Brug 1985; Dothan 1982b; Barnett ranean since the movements of the
To the north and east of Egypt, how-  1975). In his eighth year Ramesses =~ Hyksos more than three centuries
ever, trouble in the form of the Sea I was forced to deploy the Egyptian  earlier: “They were coming forward

Peoples was almost literally onthe  army and navy in an attempt to toward Egypt, while the flame was
horizon. This international coali- thwart the progress of the Sea Peo-  prepared before them. Their con-
tion was quickly moving into the ples who represented the greatest federation was the Philistines, Tjeker,
Egyptian orb, bringing with them threat to the stability of the coun- Shekelesh, Denye(n|, and Weshesh,
death and destruction (Sandars 1978; tries of the southeastern Mediter- lands united. They laid their hands
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In the eighth year of his reign, during Late
Bronze IIB in Palestine, Ramesses III was
forced to deploy his army and navy to thwart
the eastward progress of the Sea Peoples, an
international confederation that represented
the greatest threat to the region since the
movements of the Hyksos more than three
centuries earlier. In the land battle shown
here, left, taken from the mortuary temple of
Ramesses I at Medinet Habu in Thebes,
confusion reigns as the pharaoh’s forces,
assisted by Sherden mercenaries wearing
horned helmets (top row center), battle the
invaders’ infantry somewhere along the Syro-
Palestinian coast. The Sea Peoples, some of
whom are characterized by tall, featherlike
helmets, must have been severely harpered
by the presence of their families and their
slow, ox-drawn wagons with heavy solid
wheels. In the naval scene below, also taken
from Medinet Habu, the lion-headed prows
on the Egyptian fleet bear down on the ships
of the Sea Peoples somewhere along the
eastern shore of the Nile Delta. The Sea
Peoples’ ships have high, duck-headed prows
and sterns but no oars, the absence of which
might mean that the Egyptian fleet had caught
them by surprise. Sherden mercenaries are
depicted as fighting on both sides of the fray.
Drawings from Dothan (1982b), courtesy of
The Oriental Institute of The University of
Chicago.
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Ramesses III defeated the Sea Peoples on
land and sea, but the victory depleted
Egypt of much of its revenue and resolve.

— I

upon the lands as far as the circuit of
the earth, their hearts confident and
trusting: ‘Our plans will succeed! ”
(Dothan 1982b: 3).

Ramesses III and his forces fought
this international confederation on
two fronts. Somewhere along the
coast of Palestine his army met the
infantry and chariotry of their land
forces. The Egyptians were victorious
over the invaders, who must surely
have been severely hampered by the
necessity of protecting their families
who accompanied them in slow ox-
drawn wagons with heavy solid
wheels: “Those who came on [land
were overthrown and killed]. Amon-
Re was after them, destroying them.
Those who entered the river-mouths
were like birds ensnared in the
net. . .. Their leaders were carried
off and slain. They were cast down
and pinioned” {Dothan 1982b: 3).

Much closer to home, some-
where off the eastern shores of the
Delta, a sea battle raged. Oar-driven
Egyptian ships with reefed sails,
often identified by their lion-headed
prows, clashed with the ships of the
Sea Peoples, which were charac-
terized by high duck-headed prows
and sterns. The absence of any de-
piction of oars on the ships of these
intruders may indicate that they
were caught by surprise by the Egyp-
tian fleet {Dothan 1982b: 7}, but in
any case they were undoubtedly
overwhelmed by the pharaoh’s navy:
“Those who came forward together
on the sea, the full flame was in
front of them at the river mouths,
while a stockade of lances surrounded
them on the shore. They were dragged
in, enclosed, and prostrated on the
beach, killed, and made into heaps
from tail to head. Their ships and

victorious, but it must have been a
Pyrrhic victory at best. It so ex-
hausted the nation in both revenue
and resolve that Egypt entered into a
period of steep decline that lasted for
centuries.

At Ras Shamra (Ugarit) the
remarkable discovery of a kiln for
baking clay tablets that was filled
with about 100 pieces of foreign cor-
respondence that had been translated
into Ugaritic, a Semitic language
closely related to Phoenician and
Biblical Hebrew, indicates that this
area also faced impending danger,
imminent doom. Before the ancient
scribes could return to remove these
tablets, disaster struck the city, and
the palace was destroyed. Fortunate-
ly, the tablets survived to tell their
story (well summarized in Drower
1975: 145-47; see also Astour 1965}
They tell how in parts of Great Hatti,
for example, famine was described
as being a “matter of life and death,”
causing the Hittite king Suppilu-
liumas II to call on his vassal in
Ugarit to send a shipment of 2,000
measures of grain to Cilicia. Pagan,
ruler of Alasiya/Cyprus, also wrote
to Ugarit requesting food supplies.
But how could Ugarit help? Its army
had already been sent northward to
help the Hittites, and its navy had
been stationed off the Lycian (Lykka)
coast; stripped of its defenses, it had
already been ravaged. As Ammurapi
of Ugarit responded to the Cypriot
request, “behold, the enemy’s ships
came here; my cities(?) were burned,
and they did evil things in my coun-
try” (Astour 1965: 255). Marauders

the disruptions mentioned in the
kiln tablets with the eastern move-
ments of the Sea Peoples (compare,
however, Schaeffer’s changing views:
1939b: 45-46, 1968: 760-68).
Archaeological Evidence in Canaan.
The archaeological record for Late
Bronze IIB in Canaan is mixed. Local
pottery continued to decline; sur-
prisingly, the quality of Cypriot
imports also deteriorated, and even-
tually these imports disappeared;
Mycenaean goods were still popular,
but they were also less well made
than before, perhaps produced out-
side the traditional Aegean produc-
tion centers. In architecture, we are
beginning to learn more about the
administrative centers in the south,
which possibly relate to an Egyptian
presence; cult architecture shows
continuity with the past; and we
know little of Canaanite domestic
architecture. Burial customs during
the period were strange and varied.

Ceramic record. The quality of
Late Bronze IIB pottery continued
the decline already noted'in the pre-
ceding periods. The shapes of cari-
nated bowls, cooking pots, kraters,
and mugs remained about the same,
but a carelessness of execution and
of decoration seems to have been the
hallmark of Palestinian pottery in
the thirteenth century B.C.E.

The only morphological differ-
ences in the local repertoire, other
than size and proportion, were in the
dipper juglet and flask. Dipper jug-
lets dating to this period often had a
pinched lip and vertically shaved
body. Shaved juglets became popular

were everywhere. Soon the city of
Ugarit was completely destroyed and
its ruins “mined” for valuables.
Afterwards, a different, much less’

their goods were as if fallen into the  sophisticated people settled on the
water” (Dothan 1982b: 3). Egypt was ~ site. It is difficult not to associate
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in Cyprus as well at this time; their
fabric and distinctive manner of
pushing the base of the handle
through the vessel wall pointed to

.their having been manufactured on

the island. A similar technique was
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This clay tablet contains the 30-character cuneiform alphabet of Ugaritic, a Semitic language
closely related to Phoenician and Biblical Hebrew. At Ras Shamra (Ugarit) a kiln for baking
clay tablets was found containing about 100 pieces of foreign correspondence that had been
translated into Ugaritic. These texts tell their own story of destruction at the hands of foreign
invaders. Although the kiln tablets do not mention the intruders by name, it is hard not to
associate the events recorded on them with the onslaught of the Sea Peoples into Syro-Palestine
during Late Bronze IIB. Photograph by Marwan Musselmany, courtesy of Ali Abou-Assaf,
director general of Antiquities and Museums, Damascus.

used in the production of shaved
juglets made from local Palestinian
clays toward the end of Late Bronze
IL. Pilgrim flasks continued to be
popular, but during this period they
tended to exhibit a direct (non-petal-
like| attachment of the handle to the
neck of the vessel.

Strangely enough, Cypriot
imports, which were so popular in
the earlier centuries, declined in
quantity and finally ceased to be
imported to Canaan (Gittlen 1981).
Mycenaean goods took up the slack
and continued to be popular, al-
though many were of lesser quality;
both they and their contents could
have been made outside the tradi-
tional Aegean production centers.
The copying of many of the Aegean
forms, often quite unsuccessfully by
the local Canaanite potters, might
have been a reflection of increasing
difficulty in long-range seaborne
commerce. It is possible that before
the end of the period Mycenaean
pottery was actually made on the
coast out of local Syro-Palestinian
clays (Stager 1985; Asaro, Perlman,
and Dothan 1971).

Architectural evidence. Qur
knowledge of Canaanite domestic
architecture from the Late Bronze IIB
period is slight, but Eliezer Oren
(1984) has called attention to a dis-
tinctive type of well-built, mudbrick
structure termed the Governor’s Resi-
dency at several sites in southern

Palestine (for example, Tell esh-
Sharicah/Tel Serca, Tell el-Hesi, Tell
el-Farcah (South), and Aphek/Ras el-
CAin|. To these West Bank sites may
now be added Tell es-Sacidiyeh in
Transjordan (Tubb 1988a. In fact,
the traditional view of Transjordan
as a cultural backwater during the
Late Bronze Age, based in part on
Nelson Glueck’s early survey work,
is slowly being changed as more
sites are excavated (Yassine 1988;
Dornemann 1983; Kafafi 1977;
Leonard 1987a). These governor’s
residencies were square buildings
with rooms grouped around a small
central hall in a manner reminiscent
of certain New Kingdom structures.
It is thought that the Canaanite
buildings represent the thirteenth
century B.C.E.administrative centers
through which the Egyptians con-

~ trolled their Asiatic empire, and this

theory is supported by the concen-
tration of this architectural type
(with the exception of SaCidiyeh) in
the southern part of the country
where such control was strongest.
The date of the stratum VII
“Amenhotep OI” temple at Beth Shan
has been the subject of some debate,
but a thirteenth-century-s.c.E. date
seems to fit the evidence best
(McGovern 1985: 13). It and the
temple in stratum VI (the excavators’
“Seti I” temple), whose floruit ex-
tended into the twelfth century
B.C.E. (James 1966: 25-26), shared
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many features including an indirect

" entrance and a large broadroom

sanctuary with two Egyptian lotus
.columns beyond which was the cult

focus. These features set the two
temples markedly apart from the
reoriented (from north-south to east-
west) temples in Beth Shan stratum V,
which definitely should be dated to
the Iron Age. The degree of Egyptian
influence on the plans of the temples
in strata VII-VI has also been a topic
for discussion (for example, Kenyon,
1979), but the intensity of thg%m-
tian presence at Beth Shan in the
Nineteenth and early Twentieth
Dynasties is demonstrated by the
presence there of two stone steles
erected by Sethos I and a life-sized
basalt statue of Ramésses III.
At Lachi

from Late Bronze II B (Structure III)
continued with very little modifica-
tion. The temple at Hazor also
showed considerable continuity of
_cult. In area H the thirteenth-century-
B.C.E. temple essentially continued
the plan of its predecessor. The floor
of the thirteenth-century temple
contained a fire-blackened rectangu-
lar piece of basalt described by the
excavators as an incense altar. A
symbol consisting of a circle with a
cross inside it was carved on the face
of this block. Nearby, but evidently
related to this structure, was a frag-
mentary statue of 2 male deity
standing on a bull-shaped base; a
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similar circle and cross was carved
on his chest. This deity has been
identified as the storm-god Hadad,
and it is thought that the area H
temple was dedicated to him (Yadin
1972: 95).

The small single-room temple
in area C, first noted in Late Bronze
IIA, was rebuilt in this period. The
cult focus of this broadroom shrine
was a niche in its western wall that
contained a full complement of cult
furnishings arranged in a slight arc
before an offering table. In the niche
was a large basalt statue of a beard-
less, seated male holding a cup or
bowl in his right hand; he wears no
identifying headdress, but an in-
verted (lunar?) crescent is suspended
from his neck. The niche also con-
tained ten basalt masseboth (stand-
ing stones), one of which has a carv-
ing on it of a pair of outstretched
human arms/hands apparently reach-
ing toward a disc and crescent.
Yigael Yadin compared the motif on
this massebah (stone) with one on a
stele from Zinjirli inscribed with a
dedication to Baal of Harran and
suggested that the area C shrine was
the focus of a lunar cult (Yadin and
others 1958: 89; Yadin 1970).

Although they were originally
constructed as early as the Middle
Bronze Age (Schaeffer 1936: 11), the
temples to Dagan and his son Baal at
Ras Shamra most probably survived
into the Late Bronze IIB period to
judge from a Nineteenth Dynasty(?|
stele of the Egyptian “royal scribe
and chief treasurer” Mami dedicated
to “Baal of the North,” the great god
of Ugarit, that was found just inside
his temple (Schaeffer 1939a: 24).

The plans of these four buildings— from Aphek. Tell el-Farcah (South), Beth Shan, and Tell
esh-Sharicah—exemplify a distinctive type of well-built, mudbrick structure termed the
Governor's Residency. Because of the similarity of their plans and interior room arrangement,
both with suggested Egyptian affinities, these buildings are thought to have been the adminis-
trative centers through which Egypt exercised political control over Syro-Palestine in the Nine-
teenth and early Tiventieth Dynasties. Drawings by Lois A. Kain.

i

Beth Shan Tell esh-Sharicah fm
ingly rich in imported Mycenaean Funerary evidence. That strange

vessels (Hennessy 1966; Hankey
1974). The structure has been vari-

ously identified as a temple for a fire
cult, human sacrifice, or tribal cove-
nants, but a recent investigation
(Herr 1981) viewed it as a mortuary

When the Amman airport in institution that practiced, in part,
Jordan was being expanded in 1955, a Trites of cremation, demonstrating
stone building, square in plan, was possible ties with the Hittite lands
discovered and found to be exceed- to the north.
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and varied burial customs were
practiced during the Late Bronze IIB
period has been demonstrated at
many sites. The cemetery at Tell es-
Sacidiyeh, which has been partially
dated by its Aegean imports, pro-
duced two tombs {Numbers 102,
117) in which the deceased were
wrapped in cloth and subsequently
coated with bitumen, possibly in
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This aerial view of a building at Tell es-Sacidiyeh in the Transjordan reveals the characteristic
plan of the Governor’s Residency, with its square shape and rooms grouped around a small
central hall. Photograph courtesy of fonathan N. Tubb, The British Museum.

imitation of, or as a substitute for,
more standard Egyptian rites of
mummification. In a third tomb,
which was lined with mudbrick, the
deceased was interred in a more nor-
mal manner, but the wealth of the
individual was evidenced by the rich
supply of grave offerings; these
items consisted of an assortment of
bronzes including a wine set (laver,
bowl, strainer, and juglet) that was
kept close at hand for use in the
afterlife. Inasmuch as burial prac-
tices are a conservative part of one’s
personal and religious beliefs, the
mixture of such diverse burial tvpes
at Tell es-Sacidiyeh must indicate a
similar diversity within the general

population. (For these tombs, see
Pritchard 1964, 1965, 1980; also see
Tubb 1988b for more intriguing
burials from the new excavations at
the site.) N
Another manifestation of the

degree of Egyptian influen e
burial practices of at least one
%menc of Canaanite society can
e seen in the use of anthropoid sar-
cophagi at sites such as Deir el-
_Balah (Dothan 1979, 1982a]. These
large clay coffins represented a type
of middle-class burial practiced in
the Egyptian Delta during the New
Kingdom, but their size and friability
suggest that those found in Palestine
were locally made, a fact supported

by neutron activation analysis of
clay samples from the Deir el-Balah
sarcophagi (Perlman, Asaro, and
Dothan 1973). Although plain un-
decorated coffins have been found,
they are rare; on most sarcophagi the
face and/or upper torso of the de-
ceased has been modelled on the lid.
Painted accents also have been found.
The maker of the clay coffin found
in Tomb 570 at Lachish attempted to
paint a prayer in hieroglyphs along
with a representation of the goddess
Isis and her sister Nephtys, two of
the four female deities closely asso-
ciated with the rites of mummifica-
tion in Egypt. Funerary offerings
that were buried in these anthropoid
coffins, both in Canaan and Egypt,
were truly international, including
pottery and other artifacts from as far
away as Cyprus and the Aegean World.
Trude Dothan has identified
two main phases in which these
anthropoid sarcophagi were used. In
the first phase, which took place
during the late fourteenth and into
the thirteenth century B.C.E., they
appear to have been the choice of
high-ranking Egyptian officials,
either civilian or military, who
served at Egyptian garrisons in
Canaan. To this group might be
added Egyptianized locals of similar
status and foreign mercenaries of
some rank. Coffins dating to this
first phase have been uncovered at
Deir el-Balah, Beth Shan, Tell el-Farcah
{South), and, if it is correct to assign
Tomb 570 to stratum VI, at Lachish
{see Dothan 1982b: 252-88). The
practice of using clay anthropoid
coffins outlived the Late Bronze Age,
as seen in examples from Dothan’s
second phase of sarcophagi, which
dates to the twelfth and eleventh
centuries B.C.E. after the groups of
vanquished Sea Peoples had settled—
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Previously affluent Canaanites were
unable to maintain a high standard of
living at the end of the Late Bronze Age.

or had been settled —along the coast
of Canaan {Dothan, 1982b: 252~-88).

Conclusion

The end of the Late Bronze Age in
Canaan came less with a bang than
with a whimper. Ramesses Il had
stopped the Sea Peoples. Egypt and
its Asiatic empire were saved —for a
while. The pharaoh settled some of
the vanquished intruders along the
coast of southern Palestine, but
other survivors simply staked out
any relatively secure piece of land
and built new homes. The Bible
speaks of Philistines settling along
the southern coast, but in fact theyy 2
were probably a hybrid lot. They /
could easily have included an admix-
ture of other Sea Peoples such as the
Sherden or the Tjeker who were
encountered by Wen Amun around
1100 8.c.E. on his ill-fated trip to
Byblos to purchase cedar wood (Prit-
chard 1950: 25-29). The victim of
treachery and robbery, Wen Amun
found that his position as “Senior of
the Forecourt of the House of Am-
mon” had little influence on Zakar-
Baal, an eleventh-century prince of
Byblos who forced him to camp on
the beach for almost 2 month while
sending him daily messages to “get
out of my harbor!” It is difficult to
imagine a Canaanite prince respond-
ing in such a way to an Egyptian offi-
cial during the reign of Tuthmosis I,
Ramesses II, or practically any other
non-Amarna pharaoh during the
halcyon days of Egypt’s Late Bronze
Age empire in Canaan,

The archaeological record is often
uncertain and, at times, confusing
and difficult to read, but we get the
impression that the lessening of
Egyptian control was a slow and
gradual one {Weinstein 1981). Many
of the major Palestinian cities and

Right: Although originally constructed as
early as the Middle Bronze Age, the Temple of
Baal at Ras Shamra (Ugarit) most probably
survived into the Late Bronze (IB period. The
temple plan is strictly oriented along a north-
south axis and an altar was placed in the
courtyard, as it was in the “Seti I” temple in
stratum VI at Beth Shan. Drawing by Lois A.
Kain. Above: One of the strange burial prac-
tices found in Syro-Palestinian tombs dating
to the Late Bronze IIB is the “double pithos”
burial, in which the deceased was placed
inside two large storage jars that had been
broken and joined at the shoulders to forma.
kind of coffin. The burial pictured here, grave
45 at Tell es-Sacidiyeh, illustrates a variant of
this burial type. Here the neck of a jar was
broken off to accept the head and upper torso
of the deceased while the lower torso was
covered with large flat sherds from similar
pithoi. Photograph courtesy of Jonathan N.
Tubb, The British Museum.

towns suffered one or more destruc-
tions in the second quarter of the
twelfth century B.c.E. (summarized
by Fritz 1987) between the reigns of
Ramesses [T and Ramesses VI or
possibly a little later. No single cul-
prit or culprits can be identified with
certainty, although the pharaohs, the
Habiru, and/or the Sea Peoples/Phi-
listines, acting individually or in con-
cert, must share the blame for bring-
ing the Late Bronze Age to a close.
Life became markedly different.
Previously affluent Canaanite mer-
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chants were unable to maintain the
high standard of living they had
come to enjoy. No longer could they
barter for the exotic products of dis-
tant lands or commission craftsmen
to produce objets d'art whose eclec-
ticism and hybridization were the
very essence of the Late Bronze Age.
A much different flavor began to




‘Notes on the Bronze Age by Bryant G. Wood

5)
D
K]

/.

Ll

tes

pervade the cities and towns. Road-
ways were empty of the pharaoh’s
messengers, tinkers from Hatti, and
Cretan artisans enjoying the travels
of their trade. Things were quieter.
The once prosperous seaports ceased
to ring with the cacophany of ban-
tering Canaanite longshoremen,
Cypriot sailors, and Aegean seamen

Left: This human male skeleton found in grave 251 at Tell es-Sacidiveh shows distorted bone
displacement due to the tightness of the wrapping of the body. The bronze javelin head on the
chest of the skeleton preserved the imprint of two differently woven cloths, indicating that it
had been placed on the cloth-wrapped body of the deceased and then covered with a burial
shroud. Upper left: A fish-shaped ivory “cosmetic box" was found inside a bronze bowl! that
had been placed over the pelvis of a man who was buried face down in grave 232 at Tell
es-Sacidiyeh. The significance of the fish theme is still a matter of speculation, but it apparently
had some meaning because a deposit of fish bones was placed on the back of the deceased’s
skull at the time of interment, evidently as part of the funeral ceremony. Upper right: Indica-
tive of the high standard of living that was attainable during the Late Bronze Age is this
bronze wine set, which was found at Tell es-Sacidiyeh in the burial of a wealthy individual.
Included in the set are a laver, juglet, and handled strainer. Photographs courtesy of Jonathan

N. Tubb, The British Museum.

fresh from their own island ports. It
would be almost a2 millennium, not
until the passing of the armies of
Alexander the Great, before such an
international spirit would return to
these ancient shores.

Notes

Absolute dates for the New Kingdom
Egyptian rulers (Eighteenth through
Twentieth Dynasties) remain a matter of
debate. Perhaps the most readily avail-
able chronologies are those of the Cam-
bridge Ancient History, but they are
based on views dating back to the 1950s
{see Hayes 1959} and much work has
been done on the subject since then. For
better or worse, [ have used the system of

K. A. Kitchen (1987}, which assigns an
accession date of 1479 s.c.k. for Tuth-
mosis III and 1279 8.C.k. for Ramesses II.
1 also have accepted that the Sothic
datum of the ninth year of Amenophis I,
given in the Ebers Papyrus, was taken at
Thebes rather than at either Memphis or
Elephantine, thereby producing an initial
date of 1550 s.c.E. for Amosis and the
beginning of the Eighteenth Dynasty.
For the sake of convenience, both the
dates from the Cambridge Ancient His-
tory (abbreviated as CAH) and Kitchen's
dates are presented here. Dates in both
of these publications are given as “s.c.”
as they are in the present author’s origi-
nal manuscript. The use of “s.C.E” is the
editorial policy of Biblical Archaeologist.
ZKitchen: 1550-1525 B.c.k.; CAH:

Biblical Archaeologist, March 1989 35




Notes on the Bronze Age by Bryant G. Wood

http://ibri.org/Archaeology/Wood-BronzeAgeNotes/htm/doc.html

1570-1546 B.C.E.

30r was it three successive campaigns
against it? See James B. Pritchard {1950:
233) and Hans Goedicke (1974: 40-41).
Sharuhen is now identified more plausibly
with Tell el-cAjjul (Weinstein 1981: 6;
Kempinski 1974) than with nearby Tell el-
Farcah {South) (Kenyon 1973: 526, 555).

4Kitchen: 1525-1504 B.c.E.; CAH:
1546~1526 B.C.E.

SKitchen: 1504-1492 s.c.e.; CAH:
1525-1512 B.C.E.

6Kitchen: 1492-1479 s.c.e.; CAH:
1512-1504 B.C.E.

"Kitchen: 1479-1457 B.c.k.; CAH:
1503-1482 B.C.E.

8Kitchen: 1479-1425 s.c.E.; CAH:
1504-1450 B.C.E., including a coregency
with Hatshepsut,

9This view is different from that of
G. Ernest Wright (1965b: 111}, Kathleen
Kenyon (1973: 534-35), and others.

See James M. Weinstein {1981: 11). For
stratum VTII, area BB as the Megiddo
fortress of Tuthmosis [l compare Rivka
Gonen (1987).

10]n Akkadian, rabisu; in Canaanite,
sokinu,

HKitchen: 1427-1400 s.c.E.; CAH:
1450-1425 B.C.E.

12K itchen: 1400-1390 s.c.5.; CAH:
1425-1417 B.C.E.

13For more information on Cypriot
ceramics of the period see P. Astrém
{1972). For Mycenaean goods see A. Furu-
mark (1972a, 1972b), A. Leonard (1987b),
and V. Hankey (1987).

14K jtchen: 1390-1352 s.c.k.; CAH:
1417-1379 B.C.E.

I5Kitchen: 1352-1336 B.c.e.; CAH:
1379-1362 B.C.E.

16] have used Samuel A. B. Mercer’s
translations because they are in English,
but they are not always satisfactory. For a
caveat on their value, see Anson Rainey
{1978: 1, 7, and continuing).

7Kitchen: 1295-1294 p.c.k.; CAH:
1320-1318 B.C.E.

18Kitchen: 1294-1279 B.c.k.; CAH:
1318-1304 B.C.E.

Kitchen: 1279-1213 B.c.5.; CAH:
1304-1237 B.C.E.

20K itchen: 1213-1203 s.c.E.; CAH:
1236-1223 B.C.E.

21K jtchen: 1200-1194 s.c.E.; CAH:
1216-1210 B.C.E.

22K jtchen: 1188-1186 8.c.E.; CAH:
1209-1200 B.C.E.

23Kjtchen: 1186-1184 s.c.E.; CAH:
1200-1198 B.C.E.

24K itchen: 1184~1153 B.c.E.; CAH:
1198-1166 B.C.E.
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