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Abstract 

Current scholarship of the LB in Canaan is generally focused on the LB II for which there 

is more considerable textual and archaeological evidence. While the LB, in general, is seen as a 

recession from the great city-states of the MB II, the LB I, in particular, is seen as particularly 

desolate. However, the concept of a vertical power structure where a defined territory is ruled 

from a capital city persists. Newly analyzed evidence from Tel Ifshar on the Sharon Coastal 

Plain of Israel shows that this assumption needs adjustment.  

Tel Ifshar Stratum 10 contained a large pottery concentration sealed by a destruction 

layer and represents the only well-stratified LB I domestic remains in the Sharon. The ceramics 

in the Tel Ifshar collection and the faunal evidence of hunting show a distinct characteristic of 

the behavior of elite feasting. These factors help contextualize poorly preserved or poorly 

stratified remains at other sites in the Sharon, such as Tel Michal, Tel Aphek, Tel Zeror, and Jatt 

(the purported capital of the region). The remains, when view through the evidence of Tel Ifshar 

shows more of a horizontal power structure in the Sharon than had previously been assumed. 

Thus, the power relations within Canaan need to be reexamined. It seems that many of 

the sites taken to be small towns and villages perhaps would be better understood as an elite 

estate. This new perspective has implications for how power was negotiated in Canaan, and 

many of the models that have been used to reconstruct Canaanite socio-political structure do not 

match the available evidence. While many models or analogies have been proposed, the one that 

best fits the available evidence is the model of patronage. According to this model, power is 

negotiated through personal relationships in which face to face contact and ritualized expressions 
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of devotion were vital. Feasting and hunting are both behaviors that can be defined as elite 

competitive recreation, a perfect mechanism for negotiating personal power.  

The collection from Tel Ifshar, a medium-sized mound alongside a branch of the coastal 

road of Canaan, reframes the way socio-political power was negotiated in South Canaan in the 

LB I.  
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1. Introduction 

This study will focus on how the material evidence from Tel Ifshar Stratum 10 dating to 

c. 1460 – c. 1400 BC, commonly referred to as the Late Bronze Age IB (LB IB), sheds new light 

on current theories regarding life in the Sharon Plain during this period.  The LB has been seen 

as a relatively “dark age” in the history of South Canaan, as the region lost its autonomy to the 

expanding empire of Egypt’s New Kingdom. The settlement pattern shows relatively fewer and 

smaller sites than in the periods before and after it, and this is often taken as evidence of decline 

(Albright 1960: 101; Kenyon 1979: 209–214, de Vaux 1978: 122; Aharoni 1982: 122, 150–151; 

Knapp 1987, 1989; Falconer 1994). There is no question that the highlands of South Canaan 

suffered greatly during this period (Finkelstein 1992: 139). However, in the fertile valleys and 

coastal plains of the LB, while the number of urbanized centers decreased, the number of small 

and medium sites grew (Horwitz and Milevski 2001: 283).  

The LB I material cultural assemblage from Tel Ifshar, including a pottery concentration 

of 102 complete vessels sealed by a destruction layer, suggests that the understanding of the 

socio-political organization of the Sharon needs reexamining. This assemblage includes a large 

number of drinking bowls, decorated serving vessels and imports. It will be argued that the 

assemblage represents an elite feasting kit; when combined with the site’s faunal evidence of big 

game hunting, it gives the impression of an elite estate and not a poor and marginalized village 

scraping to get by.  

South Canaan has long been viewed as a land of city-states (Alt et al. 1939). It existed in 

a peer-polity network in which regional capitals rule a defined area (Finkelstein 1986). As such, 

it contained a vertical hierarchy settlement pattern within the territory of the city-state, with 
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towns supported by villages (Bunimovitz 1989), that in turn support and are controlled by the 

capital city. This control, assumed to be direct and total, is predicated on the assumption that the 

non-capital sites in the valleys and coastal plains were indeed towns and villages.  

Newer theories of Patrimonialism or Patronage have challenged the direct rule of capitals 

over a defined territory and instead suggest that power was more horizontally diffused. This view 

implies that the rulers in the capitals had to rely on personal relationships reinforced through 

physical interactions and face-time, rather than through brute force domination. The analysis of 

the evidence from Tel Ifshar, especially when used to contextualize contemporary collections in 

the Sharon, both stratified and unstratified, reinforces this theory. The evidence, all found in a 

single large building on each tell within the Sharon, points to behaviors of elite feasting and 

hunting. Therefore, rather than a collection of poor towns or villages in the shadow of a regional 

capital, it seems that these sites were elite estates. Even if the elites in these estates owed their 

position or land to the regional ruler, it seems clear that power was more horizontally shared and 

needed to be more carefully negotiated than had previously been assumed. While this study is 

primarily focused on the Sharon, sites in other regions (such as Yokne’am or Qashish in the 

Jezreel Valley) present similar finds and it is suggested that the fundamental understanding of the 

socio-political organization in South Canaan generally needs to be reexamined with the focus 

shifted away from “poor villages” and towards “elite estates.” This shift in perspective is 

significant and can help us access how power was negotiated in LB IB South Canaan.  

Chapter 2 will begin with a brief historical overview and summary of relevant textual 

evidence; the rest of the chapter will return to the physical realm of the Sharon. The historical 

geography of the region, including reconstructions of the roadways and highways, will be 

followed by a presentation of the archaeological evidence for the settlement pattern and 
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hierarchies. The sites known from the 15th-century Sharon will be cataloged and summarized 

using the latest data from surveys and excavation. Unfortunately, of the 20+ LB sites known on 

the Sharon, only three sites, Aphek (Gadot and Yadin 2009), Tel Michal (Herzog et al. 1989), 

and Tel Mevorakh (Stern 1984) have produced final reports of their excavations. Also, texts 

directly relevant to the settlement of the Sharon including the annals and town lists of Pharaoh 

Thutmose III and the annals of Amenhotep II will be examined for their relevance to the social-

political organization of South Canaan.  

Chapter 3 will examine The Emeq Hefer Archaeology Regional Project (EHARP) 

excavations of area A at Tel Ifshar and review its publication history, as well as present the 

stratigraphy of Stratum 10 (LB IB). Tel Ifshar is unique, as it is the only voluminous well-

stratified (non-cultic) material culture collection from the Sharon Plain. Even though it was 

excavated between 1979-1984, the LB remains have not been studied or published outside of 

encyclopedic summaries (Paley and Porath 1993) and the publication of a few select vessels in a 

museum catalog.  The 15th-century remains, despite being heavily damaged through erosion and 

later quarrying activity imply that Tel Ifshar consisted of a single large building around a 

courtyard in which feasting paraphernalia was stored. The size of the courtyard and the richness 

of the pottery imply that this residence was elite.  

Chapter 4 will present the Stratum 10 ceramic assemblage, including a macroscopic 

analysis of typological forms. 112 complete vessels were recovered from Stratum 10 and the vast 

majority of the vessels, 91%, come from a pottery concentration in one localized area (c. 8 x 5 

m) sealed under at least a half meter of destruction rubble. This concentration represents the only 

sealed well-stratified domestic collection in the Sharon Plain from the 15th-century.  Notable 

within the concentration is the high number of drinking bowls (43; 42%), decorated serving 
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vessels and many imports, mainly from Cyprus. These imports include eight complete Base-Ring 

I (BR I) juglets, the most ever recovered from a single site in Israel in a non-funerary context. 

When taken as a whole, the collection does not resemble a domestic collection in which bowls 

generally make up 50% of the assemblage (Batash II). Instead, it has characteristics usually 

associated with the behavior of feasting (Hayden 2001: Table 2.1; Fulton et al. 2015: 374). This 

collection from Tel Ifshar is useful to contextualize other remains on the Sharon Plain, and 

shows a close affinity to the collections from other comparably-sized sites such as Tel Michal 

and Tel Zeror, suggesting that such behaviors of elite feasting were taking place at these sites as 

well.  

Chapter 5 represents a summary of an analysis of Tel Ifshar’s Stratum 10 faunal based on 

identifications made by Inbar Katlav (University of Haifa). The faunal evidence at Ifshar is 

dominated by domesticates, sheep/goat and cattle, with an additional 15.5% coming from wild 

taxa (gazelle, deer, and boar). These proportions demonstrate the behaviors of hunting of big 

game and waterfowl were performed at the site. A high concentration of game animals within the 

faunal record is a common phenomenon in small and medium sites across South Canaan.  This 

has traditionally been ascribed to poor towns and villages forced to hunt in order to supplement 

their subsistence (Horwitz and Milevski 2001; Horwitz et al. 2005). However, when combined 

with the stratigraphic and ceramic evidence at Tel Ifshar, the impression is less of poor 

subsistence behavior and more aligned with the practice of elites.  

Chapter 6 will explore the political and socio-political reconstructions of LB Canaanite 

society. Models and analogies for Canaanite polities have focused on city-states, the regional 

capitals within Canaan and the ways in which they interact with each other and with their 

overlord, Pharaoh. Far less attention has been paid to the internal power negotiations taking place 



7 

 

within these city-states. The Patrimonial Household Model accurately identifies a “foundational 

metaphor” of the “father’s house” that is pervasive across the Ancient Near East (ANE) (Schloen 

2001), but the application is too rigid and doesn’t allow for the shifting of allegiances or loci of 

power that is observed in the LB in South Canaan. It is more likely that a system of patronage 

was operating in which support and suzerainty were negotiated through charismatic personal 

interactions.  

Chapter 7 will examine the elite behaviors of feasting and hunting in the ANE and reflect 

on how the presence of those behaviors at Tel Ifshar and other sites on the Sharon, inform a new 

understanding of the ways power was negotiated in South Canaan in the 15th-century. Studies 

into feasting have long highlighted the relevance of this behavior in political and social 

negotiations (Dietler 1996). Likewise, the hunting of large game and waterfowl have been 

generally accepted as an elite activity in the ANE (Allsen 2006: 219, Passim). Scenes of hunting 

dominate many elite palaces and tombs, where the behavior is always depicted as a leisure 

activity rather than subsistence-related (Merom and Zuckerman 2012: 574).  These two elite 

behaviors are both attested in archaeological, textual, and artistic records, and both are linked in 

that they provide platforms for the personal and charismatic political and social relationships to 

be forged and maintained.  

Chapter 8 will summarize the project and will suggest new directions for research to 

expand further our understanding of the late 15th-century Sharon. These investigations would 

naturally begin with further excavation as well as the final publication of excavations past as 

well as reexamining already published sites through the lens of elite behavior. Representing the 

period after the first Egyptian incursions into Canaan but before they directly controlled the land, 
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such investigations could shed valuable light into the nature of Canaanite society and provide 

evidence for how it was organized. 
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2. The 15th-century B.C. on the Sharon Plain 

Canaan in the Late Bronze Age  

 
Figure 1: The Levant with major LB sites marked. Akko and Hazor mark the 

southernmost extent of North Canaan, with Dor, Megiddo, and Beth-Shean representing the 
northern limit of South Canaan.  Map by Jane C. Skinner © 2019. 
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Figure 2: Relative stratigraphy of key sites in South Canaan (including Hazor and the 
pharaohs of Egypt). 

 

The Late Bronze Age I (LB I) spans the period from c. 1550 to c. 1400 BC (Fig. 2) and 

represents a period of enormous change in South Canaan. The preceding Middle Bronze Age II 

(MB II; c. 2000 – c.1550 BC) had been characterized by a large number of relatively small petty 

kingdoms organized in a dense, tiered settlement system with large heavily fortified urban sites 

supported by smaller fortified urban sites, which were in turn supported by villages and 

farmsteads (Ilan 1991). This all came to an end with the rise of the Egyptian New Kingdom and 

their expulsion of the Hyksos c. 1550 (Weinstein 1981: 1; Gonen 1992a: 211; Mazar 1990: 232). 

Whether it happened solely through Egyptian agency, or in combination with other social or 

climactic upheavals, the next 150 years would see the destruction of essentially every major site 

in South Canaan and the era would end with the region firmly under Egyptian control (Weinstein 

1981: 15).  

The extent to which the early XVIII Dynasty pharaohs penetrated Canaan is not clear. 

While sites along the Southern Coastal Plain and the Central Highlands evidence destruction 

followed by a lengthy recovery period, the rest of the coastal area and the Jezreel Valley seem to 

have progressed relatively peacefully through the first phase of the LB (LBIA: c. 1550 – c. 1460) 

(Weinstein 1981: 15). Scholars generally agree that the most significant event of the era, the 
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fulcrum from which everything changed, was Pharaoh Thutmose III’s (r. c. 1479 – c. 1425)1 

campaign against Canaan’s kings holed up at Megiddo (c. 1460) (Fig. 3; Ben-Tor and Bonfil 

2003: 327).  

 

                                                 

1 Absolute dates for Egyptian references are notoriously variable. Besides questions of “high” or “low” 
dates, there are simply a high variability among dates cited by scholars. Also problematic is the artificial specificity 
used for these dates (e.g. 1479 for the assumption of Thutmose III). This specificity is usually related to efforts at 
reconstructing reigns counting backwards from “known” conventions.  
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Figure 3: Route of Thutmose III on his Megiddo campaign. From Rainey 2014: 65. 

 

This event represents the generally accepted division between the LB IA and LB IB and 

was the turning point in Egypt’s relationship with Canaan (Dever 1992). From this point 

forward, Egypt was in Canaan to stay, and their empire would last for over 200 years. It would 

take the general collapse of the Bronze Age world across the entire Eastern Mediterranean to 
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break Egypt’s hold on Canaan. Even so, isolated Egyptian outposts still survived into the 12th 

century (LB III/Iron Age IA; Mazar 1992: 260).  

Egyptian New Kingdom presence in Canaan before Thutmose is mostly conjectural or 

assumed. Besides a series of small skirmishes against nomad Shasu in the Negev, no Egyptian 

pharaoh or army is recorded in South Canaan, preferring instead to campaign against the Mitanni 

in North Canaan (modern-day Syria and Lebanon, see Fig. 1) (Morris 2005: 27-113). Material 

culture continued unabated in the valleys and along the coast, with local wares developing and 

imports being smoothly incorporated into the local corpus (Ben-Tor and Bonfil 2003: 327). After 

Thutmose, that all changed.  

Suddenly South Canaan had no kings of its own (Redford 1992:196-199). Many of its 

great capitals lay in ruins, and the hinterland was deserted. The cities of South Canaan were now 

ruled by “mayors” (Pfoh 2009: 371). It would take some of these regional capitals, such as 

Shechem (Duff 2010: 102) and Gezer (Dever et al. 1986: 36) many years to recover, and many 

were still all but abandoned or significantly reduced during the late 15th-century (Herzog 1997: 

178-179). With the loss of such regional powers, who was available to step into the vacuum and 

climb chaos’ ladder? The evidence for this period consists of Egyptian Textual Evidence, 

Canaanite settlement patterns, and excavated sites, including excavated material culture.  
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Textual Evidence from the Late 15th-century 

Textual evidence for this period is virtually non-existent. Outside of the campaign 

narratives and town lists of Pharaohs Thutmose III (c. 1479 – c. 1425)2 and his son Amenhotep 

II (r. c. 1425 — c. 1400 according to the low chronology (; c. 1454 – c. 1429 according to the 

high chronology, Kitchen 1991) that opened and effectively closed the period, four letters found 

in the city of Taʿanakh, and the Abydos Papyrus Hermitage 1116A, represent the only texts 

from, or even concerning, South Canaan in the late 15th-century (Weinstein 1981). This paucity 

of written evidence is not enough to reliably reconstruct the social and political life of the region 

and the best recourses taken by scholars have been general abstractions from the better-attested 

14th – 12th centuries of the LB II (Bunimovitz 1995). Textual evidence can be divided into four 

categories: Contemporary Egyptian records, isolated letters found in South Canaan, 

Contemporary records from North Canaan, and later documents of correspondence and other 

forms of literature. 

 

Contemporary Egyptian Records 

Contemporary Egyptian records dealing with the LB IB are primarily limited to Royal 

propaganda carved into the walls of Karnak from the reigns of Thutmose III and his son 

Amenhotep II, as well as the Abydos Papyrus Hermitage 1116A. 

                                                 

2 These dates are according to the low chronology of Egyptian history as established in 

Hornung et al. 2008, and contra the high chronology espoused by Kitchen (1991) and Redford 

(2001) among others.  
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Annals of Thutmose III 

The Annals of Thutmose III (also known as the day-book of the king), is a text carved 

onto the walls of the Temple of Amun at Karnak (Fig. 4; Redford 2003: 3-7; 2006: 325-327). It 

is a narrative account of Thutmose’s first campaign including the Battle and Siege of Megiddo in 

which the forces of Egypt defeated a coalition of Canaanite kings led by the king of Qadesh. As 

a monumental narrative, its primary concerns are not an accurate retelling of events, but rather to 

glorify the Pharaoh Victorious. Thus, assertions of its historicity need to be handled gently.  

 

 

Figure 4: Thutmose III’s triumphal Megiddo campaign recorded at the Temple of Amun, 
Karnak. 

 

The narrative (see translations in Redford 2003; 2006) begins with trouble in Canaan. 

The land is in a state of unrest, lawlessness, and rebellion. Thutmose departs Egypt and crosses 

the Sinai to Gaza and ascended the coast to the city of Yaham in the Sharon. There he sat in 
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council and debated which of the three routes to take to exit the Sharon and assault the Canaanite 

forces at Megiddo. Thutmose ultimately chose the most direct but dangerous path catching the 

Canaanite army by surprise and defeated them. However, the Canaanites were able to retreat 

behind the walls of Megiddo, which began a 7-month siege before surrender. The Canaanite 

submission involved forced fealty, heavy taxation, and hostages to Egypt. 

 

The Town list of Thutmose  

This is a list of the towns conquered by Thutmose III on his Megiddo campaign. This list 

is recorded in three different places at Karnak, and each one displays minor variations (Fig. 5; 

Rainey 2014: 72-74).  

 

 

Figure 5: The towns conquered by Megiddo as depicted on the walls of the Temple of 
Amun, Karnak. Each town is represented by a bound figure with features resembling Canaanites, 

or “Asiatics” according to the traditional Egyptian depictions of other races/nations. The 
shields in front of each figure depict the name of the town conquered. 
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It is not clear what the criteria was used in determining the order of each city in the list, 

but it is clear that it is not strictly listed in order of conquest. The main priorities of the text are 

reflected in the fact that Qadesh and Megiddo are listed first, along with other significant sites, 

mainly from North Canaan. After these, it seems as though sites were grouped regionally; 

however, the order of each regions’ presentation is obscured. Towns numbered 61-71 are 

accepted by scholars to represent the itinerary of the route taken by Thutmose north from Gaza 

and through the Sharon (Rainey 2006: 67).  Towns from the Sharon on this list include Jaffe, 

Aphek, Socho, Yaham, Gat, and Migdel (Tel Zeror) and Khatsin (still unidentified, but a 

possible candidate for Tel Ifshar). 

 

The Annals of Amenhotep II 

Amenhotep II, the son of Thutmose III, ascended to the throne c. 1450 (Redford 2001: 

71). After putting down a Mittani-inspired revolt in Syria in his seventh year of rule and 

returning to Egypt through the Sharon, a messenger was captured. This spy, bearing a letter from 

the king of Mittani, was visiting the towns of South Canaan and attempting to incite rebellion. It 

should come as little surprise then, that when Amenhotep II set out two years later, his primary 

target was the Sharon itself (Fig. 6).  
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Figure 6: Route of Amenhotep II on his campaign through the Sharon. From Rainey 
2014: 71. 

 

He followed much the same route as his father across the Sinai and up along the coast 

from Gaza, and when he arrives at Aphek in the Sharon, the city opened its gates to him. 

Amenhotep II then advanced to along the road to Yaham, where he is described as solely striking 

off and destroying the villages of two towns and their villages located west of Socho: Mapsin 

and Khatasin (Rainey 2014: 70). The annals then relate the fate of another ruler of a city, the 

name of which was not preserved, who did not submit as did the ruler of Aphek. Pharaoh’s army 

forced their way in and enslaved his supporters and family and took all his possessions as booty.  

Rainey (2006, 70) identifies this unnamed city as Gat (Jatt) due to its presumed role as the 

regional capital.  After a brief theophanic aside, the text then relates a battle between the 
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Canaanites and the Egyptians pitched in the fields of Migdol-Yenot (Tel Zeror) in which the 

Canaanites were soundly defeated. The text then relates that Pharaoh dug two trenches filled 

with fire and personally guarded the prisoners through the night, battle-ax in hand. After this, 

Amenhotep II advanced to the Jezreel Valley where he attacked and demolished two more 

towns. These events sparked a shift in Egyptian policy regarding their strategy for the control of 

Canaan and changed from absentee overlords only a few strategic garrisons along the highway to 

a more direct control with “Egyptian Governor” residencies including one at Aphek (Oren 1992: 

117-120). 

 

Abydos Papyrus Hermitage 1116A 

The Abydos Papyrus Hermitage 1116A written during the reign of Amenhotep II (Helck 

1963: 620; Weinstein 1981: 13) is a record of a pharaoh of the Old Kingdom advising the Crown 

Prince on how to rule (Golenischeff 1913). While this fatherly advice is itself not relevant to LB 

Canaan, on the back of the page, two lists were written recording gifts from Egyptian officials to 

messengers from Canaan. 12 sites are mentioned, nine of which are from South Canaan. Among 

the places mentioned from South Canaan are Megiddo, Ashkelon, and the “Sharon.” It appears 

that during this period, the Sharon was considered a political entity in and of itself (Weinstein 

1981: 13). 

 

Isolated Letters found in South Canaan 

The textual evidence from late 15th-century South Canaan is even more limited.  Only 

four nearly complete Cuneiform letters have been found that can be solidly dated to the late 15th-
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century (Horowitz and Oshima 2006: 128).  Other fragments and unstratified finds may also date 

to this period, but are not included in this study.  

 

Taʿanakh Letters 

There are 17 Cuneiform documents and fragments which were found by E. Sellin 1903-

1904 during his excavation of Taʿanakh (Hrozny and Sellin 1906). Within this collection, four 

substantially complete letters have been found, all addressed to the same individual, the 

presumed ruler of Taʿanakh. It seems that two of the letters are from Canaanite rulers (Letters 1 

& 2).  The other two letters (Letters 5 & 6) are from an Egyptian official. A possible translation 

of this official’s name is Amenhotep making it very tempting to associate this individual with the 

future Pharaoh Amenhotep II (Albright 1944: 27 & n.101).  

 

Contemporary Textual Evidence from North Canaan 

North Canaan was different from South Canaan in both the size and scope of its major 

sites.  Places like Hazor, Qatna, Tunip, and Ugarit were vastly more substantial than any site in 

South Canaan and showed evidence of expansive palatial and temple economies (Buell 2013: 

passim). In a number of these sites especially Ugarit, Emar, and Alalakh extensive archives were 

found from the LB, but only Alalakh contained 15th-century records (Ugaritica I-V; Pettinato 

1976; von Dassow 2005; 2008).  

 

Alalakh and Ugarit Archives 

The archives at Alalakh and Ugarit contain invaluable information about the social, 

political, and economic spheres within the vast metropolises of North Canaan.  However, these 
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relations are only tangentially related to the sites of South Canaan.  Social Classes such as the 

maryannu are mentioned extensively in these archives as well as in South Canaanite and 

Egyptian text but it is not known the extent to which the use of the term in these North Canaan 

City-States reflected the understanding and used of the word in South Canaan and Egypt 

(Schloen 2001; von Dassow 2008).  

 

Later Textual Evidence for 15th-century South Canaan 

A number of texts written in later periods nevertheless provide insight into 15th-century 

South Canaan. These include the Armarna Archive (dated to the mid-14th-century; Moran 1992) 

and a Ramesside papyrus that relates a 15th-century tale attributed to the time of Thutmose III 

(Pritchard 1969: 22-23).   

 

Amarna Archive 

The Amarna archive represents the period of roughly 30 years in the second half of the 

14th-century and records the correspondence between Pharaoh and his vassal rulers in Canaan, as 

well as correspondence between Pharaoh and other major contemporary kingdoms, including 

Hatti, Mitani, Assyria, Cyprus, and Kassite Babylon (Cline and Cline 2015: 18). It represents an 

invaluable resource for understanding both social and political relationships in the LB. Its 

limitations stem from the relatively narrow window of time that is described and the unknown 

completeness of scope of the recovered archive. Also, the letters recovered only reflect one side 

of a conversation, so the Egyptian perspective is relatively unknown.  Representing more than 

100 years after the initial conquests of Thutmose and at least two generations after Amenhotep 

(Gonen 1992: 213), the archive gives insight into the primary loci of power in 14th-century South 
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Cannon, as well as the fragile nature of power in the LB generally. It also demonstrates the 

extent to which personality and charisma played a role in the fortunes of these centers (such as 

with the “Labayu Affair”; c.f. Arie 2015: 56-57).  

The Amarna archive can also aid scholars in identifying and locating these regional 

centers. While not every city and town mentioned has been identified, it is clear that some of the 

traditional centers of power in the region, such as Gat-Padalla and Gezer are represented as such 

in the texts. Also, since most reconstructions of Canaanite political organization rely heavily on 

Amarna records, it can give the impression that the centers as identified in the texts existed as 

regional capitals throughout the entire LB.  However, archaeological evidence has shown that, 

for instance, Gezer, an important center in both the MB II and the LB II was virtually 

nonexistent in the LB I. Power, it seems, tended to concentrate in specific locations throughout 

the Middle and Late Bronze Ages. Although it was still susceptible to the forces of instability in 

the region and could, at least temporarily, shift and move with the events and circumstances of 

each age. Individual agency could also affect such volatility, as even a primary center such as 

Shechem disappears from the Amarna archive after the ambitions of one of its rulers is foiled by 

his death. This disappearance from the record does not imply that Shechem was destroyed or 

ceased to exist after Labayu, but rather that without its charismatic, ambitious leader it dimmed 

in significance and may even have come under the purview of another city’s mayor. The fluidity 

of power and the consistent shifting of alliances and internal ordering make reconstructions of 

the political and social world of South Canaan that span the entire LB necessarily general and 

limits what one can express about any specific period. 
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“The Capture of Jaffa” 

Another piece of textual evidence needs to be addressed with regards to Jaffa. ‘The 

Capture of Jaffa’ is a story recounted on a Ramesside papyrus (Papyrus Harris 500 (10060); 

Pritchard 1969: 22-23) (Dynasties XIX-XX; LB IIB) that takes place during the reign of 

Thutmose III. Though not complete, the story picks up in the middle of the action with the 

Egyptian garrison and its commander outside the city. It seems like a force of at least 200 

Canaanite maryannu warriors was between the garrison and the city, led by a man only referred 

to by the Egyptians as ‘the Enemy of Jaffa.’ Faced with this apparent rebellion, the Egyptian 

garrison commander, named Djehuty (Thoth) attempted to calm the situation by appearing to 

cede the city to the Canaanite rebels. He invited the Enemy of Jaffa to his tent and proceeded to 

ply him with alcohol. Djehuty declared that he would surrender himself and his family to the city 

and further recommended that the Canaanite maryannu bring their chariots within the city walls 

lest they ʿApiru steal them in the night—an apparent reassurance that they would not be needed 

for battle. Once the chariots had been removed from the field, the Enemy of Jaffa became 

emboldened and demanded to see the Scepter of the Pharaoh. Djehuty brought the scepter over 

and proceeded to immediately strike him directly in the forehead, laying him out prostrate. After 

having the Enemy of Jaffa bound, Djehuty then enlisted the Enemy’s Canaanite charioteer to aid 

him in a clever ruse, not unlike the famous ‘Trojan Horse.’ He placed 200 armed men from his 

garrison into baskets to be carried inside by 500 of his unarmed soldiers. The charioteer was to 

tell the Canaanite rebels inside that their leader, the ‘Enemy,’ would be returning soon with 

booty plundered from the Egyptians. The unwitting rebels then opened the gates for the 

approaching unarmed basket carriers and suspected nothing. As soon as they were inside the city, 
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the armed soldiers sprung from their baskets and rushed the rebels, apparently subduing them 

without a fight.  

The historicity of the story is unknown. The language of the story is “colloquial Late 

Egyptian” (Pritchard 1969: 22), which hints at a later date for its composition, but it is possible 

that it is a rewriting of an older story or a first-writing of one that had previously been known 

through oral tradition. However, the window into the cultural world of Canaan in the second half 

of the 15th-century is invaluable, even if it was composed more than 100 years later. First, the 

existence of the garrison at Jaffa during the reign of Thutmose III essentially confirms that such a 

stronghold was already located at Jaffa by the second half of the 15th-century. It seems likely that 

even in the LB II, a time when such garrisons were far more prevalent in South Canaan in 

general and contemporary with the time of the massive Ramses Gate Complex in Jaffa itself, that 

they would still remember when the garrison at Jaffa was established. Another interesting 

cultural note is the presence in the story of maryannu and ʿApiru, two social identities within 

South Canaan that will be discussed in more depth below (Burke 2011). Here the maryannu are 

associated with chariot warriors and are depicted as relatively fearsome warriors at that. Despite 

possessing far superior numbers, the Egyptian army seemed reluctant to engage with the 

maryannu in open battle and preferred to retake the city through subterfuge.3 The ʿApiru 

mentioned here show them to be outside of society. They represent an agent of chaos walking 

among the ordered worlds of Egypt and Canaan. The fact that neither the presence of the 

Egyptian troops in the area nor the maryannu themselves would be enough to deter the ʿApiru 

                                                 

3 The Egyptians strength is represented by the 200 soldiers in the baskets and the 500 other soldiers 
carrying them, while the maryannu are listed at 220, although nowhere does it state that this number represented the 
entirety of the Canaanite forces. 
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from stealing the maryannu’s horses highlights the desolate and dangerous nature of South 

Canaan where civilization seemed to stop at the settlement’s edge.  

When viewed as a body of evidence, the textual remains from the 15th-century reflects a 

rising Egyptian power and a South Canaan socio-political structure revolving around personal 

relationships and plagued with instability.  Unfortunately, the limited number of texts from this 

period obscures many of the details.  It is hoped through future excavation more achieves, or 

other textual evidence, will be found and illuminate the picture of the 15th-century in South 

Canaan. 

 

Historical Geography 

The LB IB is generally dated to c. 1460 – c. 1400 BC. It is defined by the period between 

Thutmose III’s conquest of Megiddo and the reign of Thutmose the IV (Weinstein 1981).  The 

time of focus for this study was an enigmatic time between the great city-states of the MB II and 

the intense Egyptian domination of the LB II. Historically, the period is dated from the Egyptian 

expulsion of the foreign Hyksos by Pharaoh Ahmose I in c. 1550 BC (Rainey 2006).  

South Canaan represents the area of most of modern-day Israel except for Hazor, and 

Akko and includes a bit of the Transjordan. South Canaan did not exist as one geographical unit. 

Instead, it was an amalgamation of several sub-regions tied together culturally. These regions 

included the southern Negev desert, the central highlands, the coastal plains (which includes the 

Sharon), the Carmel ridge, and the inland valleys such as the Jezreel and the Jordan valley. 

The Sharon is a section of Israel’s coastal plain that stretches 50 km from the Yarkon 

River in the south to the Taninim River in the north and averages 18 km from the Mediterranean 

in the west and the foothills of the Central Highlands in the east. Five main river systems cross 
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the Sharon bringing fertile alluvial soil from the highlands. Despite being designated a plain, the 

Sharon is not level but is topographically divided into three principle belts that run roughly 

parallel with the coast, each c. 6 km wide. These belts can, of course, then be further separated 

into smaller sub-regions divided by minor differences, but still sharing the same essential 

characteristics (Fig. 7).  
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Figure 7: Geological map of the Sharon showing a reconstruction of major and minor 
roadways from Karmon 1961: 45, Map 1. From Key: 1) Mountainous Areas; 2) Oak Forest on 
Red Sands [ḥamra]; 3) Swamps; 4) Sand Dunes; 9) Assumed All-Season Road; 10) Assumed 

Dry-season Road; 11) Ridge of Kurkar Sandstone; The unshaded area represents alluvial soils, 
fit for agriculture. 
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The historical geography of the Sharon as describe below was extensively mapped by 

Karmon (1959; 1961). The western belt along the coast is defined by three sandstone (kurkar) 

ridges, each no wider than 300-400 m. The westernmost ridge was likely complete during the 

bronze age, but today it has been eroded roughly halfway and now forms a coastal cliff 30-40 m 

high that is distinctive to the Sharon and not found in the other coastal regions of Israel. The 

coastal bluff is continuous along the length of the Sharon broken only by the rivers where the 

flow has worn away gaps in the kurkar between 1-2 km wide. Dunes have filled the breaks in 

these ridges, but it is clear that the dunes were either less extensive in the past or were located 

elsewhere as sites have been identified beneath the dunes. The second ridge is c. 1 km from the 

coast and is slightly higher in the south (c. 45-55 m) than in the north (25-35 m). The water gaps 

for this second ridge are smaller than the other two ridges.  The third, easternmost ridge is c. 4 

km from the coast and is covered in red sandy soil (ḥamra), which gives it the local name of the 

“Red Ridge.” It is the highest of the ridges (80-60 m in the south; 60-40 m in the north) and 

generally has the smallest water gaps that are usually confined to the wadi (river valley) itself 

(with the Alexander River water gap of Tel Ifshar being the notable exception at 600 m). The 

two lowland troughs between the ridges lack proper drainage due to the kurkar ridges, and when 

not drained or managed for water control, they turn to seasonal wetlands with marshes in the 

eastern valley and small lakes in the west.  

The central belt is made up of hills of averaging 50-60 m high but reaching up to 90 m, 

especially in the south. These hills are not ordered in any way and resemble dunes lacking any 

orientation. The ḥamra is continuous across the southern half of the Sharon, between the Yarkon 

and Alexander Rivers, but in the north, it is cut by the wadis of the Alexander, Hadera, and Ada 
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Rivers. These cuts average 3-4 km, and because of the kurkar ridges to the west, water tends to 

pool in the valleys, and seasonal marshlands develop without water management.  

The eastern belt is a strip of alluvial soil between the ḥamra and the Highlands averaging 

1-6 km. This is the only section of the Sharon that has good natural drainage, and as a result, this 

fertile valley was the main settlement and transportation area of the Sharon in all periods. The 

main highway for the region has always gone along the edges of this valley, usually on the 

eastern boundary along the foothills of the highlands. 

Besides the three main topographic belts of the Sharon, it is worth talking about the 

highland slopes to its east as well. The highlands of the south are made of limestone, and its 

wadis are steep and narrow and not readily useable as access routes to the interior. In the north, 

patches of chalk are interspersed with the limestone which creates softer and broader wadis, 

more suitable for travel. The division between the two zones is wadi Shechem, a tributary of the 

Alexander River that in all periods offered the best route to this Central Highland capital.  

Attempts at recreating the ancient coastline of Israel have been undertaken in isolated 

sections such as the region surrounding Jaffa and the Akko Bay (Wachsmann 2014; Kaniewski et 

al. 2014). These studies have shown that the sand that has filled up the bays and river mouths is 

generally a modern phenomenon. In the Bronze Age, the bays were more extensive, and it is 

possible that rivers such as the Yarkon and the Alexander were navigable at least for small crafts 

or flat-bottom barges towed from the shore (Herzog 1993a: 480; Marcus et al. 2008: 221; contra 

Burke 2011: 64). 
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For much of history, the defining feature of the Sharon was a dense forest of Tabor Oak 

(Quercus ithaburensis) and Stone Pine (Pinus pinea)4 that grew on the ḥamra. This forest was 

pervasive across the region and was so highly correlated with the Sharon Plain that the 

Septuagint translated the Hebrew “שרון (Sharon)” as “δρυμσ” (oak forest) (Karmon 1961: 46, n. 

1). Before twentieth century agricultural and irrigation technology, the ḥamra areas were 

unsuitable for agriculture, and so the forest was not cleared for millennia and is recorded in 

biblical, Roman, Crusader, and Napoleonic testimony. The southern section of the forest was 

felled in the 19th century as fuel and material for ship-building, and the northern part was cleared 

during the First World War to fuel the Ottoman trains (Karmon 1961: 47).   

 

Highways and Pathways 

In all periods, the Sharon Plain has included a significant stretch on one of the major 

international highways of the ancient world and the principle road connecting Egypt with 

Damascus. The Romans called this route the Via Maris, but in this dissertation, it will be called 

the Eastern Highway to avoid anachronistic ideas implied by the Roman name. It is highly 

unlikely that the Eastern Highway of the LB was built up in the way of Roman roads. It is also 

likely that while the route itself was generally consistent in going through the western belt of the 

Sharon, seasonal variations in environmental conditions along the belt would cause traffic to 

usually hug the sturdy limestone and chalk foothills of the highlands to the east. The rivers in this 

belt are seasonal and easily crossed. In the dry season, however, the entire valley was flat enough 

                                                 

4 The forest survived into modern times as the last remnant of it was removed by the Ottomans to fuel their 
trains during the First World War (Karmon 1961). 
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to allow large groups (such as armies) to pass through. At least two Scholars have attempted to 

reconstruct the ancient roadways of the Sharon ([Fig. 7] Karmon 1961: 45, Map 1; [Fig 8] Stern 

1984: 42, Fig. V 

 

 

Figure 8: Reconstruction of the roads of the Sharon. From Stern 1984: 42, Fig. V. 

 

Running along the coast in the western belt was the local coastal road that went from 

Jaffa and hugged the shore around the horn of the Carmel up to Akko and beyond. Due to the 

kurkar ridges blocking the drainage, this road was far more susceptible to changes in 
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environmental conditions than the main highway. The eastern trough between the second and 

third kurkar ridges is lower than the western trough and the river crossings there are surrounded 

by marshlands, making it unsuitable for travel. Thus, the road lay along the western trough but 

would have had to detour to the coast for the river crossings. During summer, it was also 

possible to travel directly along the beach itself where the packed wet sand is easier to traverse 

than the dunes that often collected along the eastern trough. Taking this route would, however, 

require a traveler to switch to the eastern trough for two stretches (between the Poleg and 

Alexander Rivers, and the Alexander and the Hadera Rivers) where the coastal cliff meets the 

sea.  

The coastal route generally involved a combination of the two roads, and both Richard III 

and Napoleon are noted as hugging the coast as they came around the Carmel horn from Akko. 

Both switched to the western trough after the Hadera River and then back down to the shore at 

Arsuf (Apollonia) to cross the Yarkon and approach Jaffa. The seasonality of the road and the 

instability and narrowness of the route meant that this coastal road was more of a local road, 

connecting the port towns along the coast and that, in general, most international land trade was 

conducted along the eastern highway (Karmon 1961: 49). 

Transverse routes crossed the Sharon along its principal rivers, which was mainly due to 

the forest covering the ḥamra of the central belt, necessitating crossing the central belt through 

one of the rivers valleys that break the ḥamra. Such breaks were only found in the northern 

Sharon as the ḥamra continued unbroken from the Yarkon to the Alexander. The northern 

Sharon has three such gaps as the Alexander, Hadera, and Taninim Rivers all hosted such 

crossing routes, which likely hugged the edge of the ḥamra at the breaks in order to stay out of 

the marshes.  
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Lastly, the sea itself likely served as a route for travel and trade. It was initially thought 

that the lack of natural harbors between Jaffa and Akko would prevent the Sharon coast from 

being used as a seaboard. However, as discussed above, reanalysis of the geographic morphology 

of the coastline has shown that the river mouths were likely larger and clear of sand in the 

Bronze Age. The sheer volume of ceramic imports from Cyprus found across the entire Sharon 

suggests that the region was engaged in international maritime trade. LB sherds and vessels have 

been found at sites near the mouth of several of the rivers (i.e., Michmoret), and LB anchors 

were discovered off the coast at Apollonia-Arsuf,5 (Grossman 1997) but with the exception of 

Jaffa and Tel Michal, no LB stratigraphy has been uncovered at any of the coastal sites of the 

Sharon. It is possible that temporary structures were erected at some of these sites during the LB, 

but thus far no evidence of this has been found. Recent scholarship has even suggested that the 

traffic and trade along the coast were much more active than had been previously assumed and 

that this maritime trade was an essential part of the Sharon’s economy (Marcus et al. 2008).  

                                                 

5 The excavators reported that another kurkar ridge is submerged in the sea directly in front of the site of 
Tel Arsuf, and remarked that it is still being used as a harbor for small crafts. 
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Settlement Patterns of the Sharon 

 
Figure 9: The Sharon Plain showing tell sites, sherd scatters, and tombs. Also showing 

road reconstructions (adapted from Stern 1984: 42, Fig. V and Kahlon 1961: 45, Map 1 ), and 
the ḥamra hills (which in the LB were covered in an oak/terebinth forest) and the kurkar ridges. 

Map created by Jane C. Skinner © 2019. 
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While settlement patterns in the Sharon have changed with time, there are a few 

similarities in all periods. For one, the eastern highway has always been the main artery for trade 

and travel and passes alongside a fertile, well-drained, flat valley.  It is no surprise then that the 

largest and most important population centers usually were found along this road, especially at 

the intersections of longitudinal and transverse routes, near pockets of alluvial soil. The two 

exceptions to this are the coastal sites of Jaffa and Caesarea. Jaffa functioned as the main port for 

much of the region (and especially Jerusalem) for all eras except for the Roman and Byzantine 

periods, when Caesarea was built and thrived as a constructed port. Coastal sites have generally 

been smaller on the Sharon, and this is especially true in the LB. 

There are only three excavated and published sites on the Sharon.  Of those three, two are 

domestic but have very poorly preserved LBI strata (Tel Michal and Aphek) and the third (Tel 

Mevorakh), is a well-preserved roadside temple with no associated domestic context. Outside of 

that, there are some tells that either were excavated in the past or are being excavated now but 

have not produced final publications (Tel Zeror, Jaffa, Tel Gerisa, Tel Esur).  Also, a salvage 

excavation, the modern town of Jatt has revealed a large burial cave containing an LB I burial 

phase. The ancient sites of Yaham and Socho have generally been associated with modern 

Arabic towns in the region due to the persistence of their name but, being located under living 

towns, they have not been excavated at this time. 

 

The late 15th-century in the Sharon 

 Besides Tel Ifshar, excavation in the Sharon has revealed eight sites with late 15th-

century occupation: Jaffa, Tel Gerisa, Tel Michal, Aphek, Jatt, Tel Zeror, Tel Esur, and Tel 

Mevorakh. However, from these sites, only Tel Michal, Tel Aphek, and Tel Mevorakh have 
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produced useful final reports. These sites will be summarized below, beginning with the sites 

best represented through published excavations. 

 

Tel Michal 

 

 

Figure 10: Tel Michal Stratum XVI. From Herzog 1989, 36. 

 

Tel Michal is located on the coastal kurkar ridge roughly 15 km north of Jaffa.   During 

the Middle and Late Bronze Ages, the tell was a small (half to three-quarters of an acre) coastal 

trading post where Egyptian alabaster was traded for Cypriot pottery (Herzog 1993b).  Large-

scale excavations conducted from 1977 to 1980 revealed two LB strata, XV and XVI, with the 
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latter representing the LB I (Herzog 1989: 8). The excavations were published in a 

comprehensive volume in 1989 (Herzog et al. 1989). 

Unlike most other tells in South Canaan, the Tel Michal shows no signs of decline in the 

transition from MB to LB (Herzog 1989: 41). Natural forces have not been kind to the LB 

remains on Tel Michal, and excavators claim that a tectonic event occurred at the end of the MB 

in which much of the kurkar ridge collapsed into the sea and forming the distinctive coastal 

cliffs. They assert that this event destroyed the MB settlement, of which nothing but the rampart 

survived. The LB I settlement then expanded the remaining MB rampart to the west, in essence 

moving the tell in order to create a new level ground for building, an act that required substantial 

effort and organization (Herzog 1989: 38-39).  Excavators also credit tectonic activity for the 

destruction of this LB I phase, and that the LB II settlement repeated the practice of the LB I 

settlement by again expanding the mound to the west (Herzog 1989: 39). Erosion of the cliffs by 

the sea has continued since the LB and continues today, taking with it more, and more of the LB 

I remains.  

Architectural remains from Stratum XVI include a couple of wall stubs and a few small 

patches of flooring (both beaten earth and plastered) that the excavators interpret as a large 

building with an open central courtyard with rooms to the east and west (Structure 873; Herzog 

1989: 41). While they admit that the reconstruction is necessarily hypothetical, it is consistent 

with the evidence from Tel Ifshar, Zeror, and Aphek in the Sharon, and from many other sites 

further afield (Ben-Dov 1992: 102-104). While the reconstructed plan may not perfectly reflect 

the LB I structure, the general idea of the tell being occupied by a single large building seems 

likely.  
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Ceramic evidence from the LB I is mostly limited to finds from construction fills from 

beneath Structure 873 and in the expanded rampart, but a few stratified finds do come from 

patches of floors inside Structure 873 and debris under the LB II buildings on the southern end of 

the tell. Early examples of imports (White Slip I, Bi-chrome, and Late Minoan IA) strengthen the 

excavator’s conclusions that Stratum XVI was built almost immediately after the destruction of 

the MB town (Negbi 1989: 62). While the excavators focus on the vast amount of Cypriot 

pottery, a series of decorated kraters found in the fill of the rampart closely resemble those found 

at Ifshar (Negbi 1989: 55-56; see also the discussion below in Chapter 3). Tel Michal’s ancient 

name is not known, and there are no strong candidates (Herzog et al. 1989: 5).  
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Aphek 

 

 

Figure 11: Aphek Stratum X14. From Gadot 2009, 4. 

 

Tel Aphek is located midway between the coast and the central highlands along the 

Yarkon River. Aphek was a key site in the LB II when it hosted an “Egyptian governor’s 

residence,” but its LB I remains (Stratum X14) were not well preserved. The site was excavated 

from 1972-1984 by M. Kohavi and P. Beck, and the LB remains were published in final form in 

2009 (Gadot and Yadin).  
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Stratum X14 was the only LB I phase identified at Aphek, and it was divided into two 

sub-phases (early and late). This division was mostly due to early forms of ceramics found in 

fills, such as Cypriot Bi-chrome and White Slip I and does not relate to excavated stratigraphy. 

Architectural remains include a drain system, a wall stub, and a stone-lined favissa (Gadot 2009). 

This initial phase of the LB I was far smaller than the previous MBA site had been, but 

excavators believe that it still covered the entire acropolis (Gadot 2009). However, only two loci 

belonging to this stratum were well-stratified—the favissa (L7225) and a patch of plaster floor 

found in a probe under Palace VI (Gadot 2009: 184). Fortunately, the favissa was filled with 96 

complete vessels and so provided a glimpse into late 15th-century life at Aphek.  

A favissa is a pit used for ritual termination of vessels and is reflective of a long-attested 

behavior of burying cultic objects across a broad spectrum of human societies (Osborne 2004). 

In the Ancient Near East (ANE), they are most commonly found associated with temples, but 

have occasionally been found associated with “palaces.” It is possible that even more of these so-

called palaces would originally have had more favissae but that later construction processes 

simply destroyed any evidence (Fulton et al. 2015: 41). The association of favissae with cultic 

activity is strong, and the excavators of Aphek suggested that the vessels within the favissa were 

votive offerings (Gadot 2009: 46) and do not mention the possibility of it representing a feasting 

collection. They note that the favissa is located in an area that, later in the LB II, would host a 

room in Palace IV that seemed to have a cultic function, arguing for the persistence of the 

holy/cultic area through the LB (Gadot 2009: 46). It does seem clear that the vessels are from a 

feasting collection; however, this does not preclude a cultic association.  

The collection within the favissa is dominated by bowls (71) and includes other vessels 

associated with feasting. The collection bears many similarities to the collection from Stratum 10 
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at Ifshar but does not compare in terms of decorated vessels, fine-ware, or imported vessels. 

Only two Egyptian-style vessels were found in this stratum, both in the favissa, a stark contrast 

to the volume found in the later LB phases. Excavators state that this likely indicates that 

Egyptian influence on the site was low, and connections were sporadic during this period (Martin 

et al. 2009: 379). One of the two Egyptian-style vessels found is a large bowl and belongs to 

Martin’s type Bl5c (Martin 2011: 41-44) and compares well to a complete version found at Tel 

Ifshar. The collection in the favissa also differs from the Tel Ifshar feasting collection in that it 

likely reflects a distinct event, rather than continuously in-use vessels.  

Judging solely on the pottery from the favissa, it seems that in the late 15th-century, 

Aphek had not yet reached the significance that the site would have in the LB II. Instead, it 

seems to be a rather modest Canaanite estate (or town) along the Eastern Highway at the point 

where it leaves the Yarkon Valley and turns north.  

Aphek is mentioned in virtually all of the relevant XVIII Dynasty texts from the era. 

Thutmose III lists it among his conquered towns, and Amenhotep II relates how the town opened 

their gates to him during the rebellion in the Sharon. Thus, it appears that the town was well 

known in Egypt, perhaps due to its location along the main international highway, ensuring that 

travelers, traders, and military men would likely have been familiar with it as well, elevating its 

position in the eyes of the Egyptians.  
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Tel Mevorakh 

 

Figure 12: Tel Mevorakh Stratum XI. From Stern 1984, 161. 

 

Tel Mevorakh is a small mound (.1 ha) located on the Taninim River (Crocodile River), 

on the northern edge of the Sharon Plain where the Plain meets the Carmel coastal strip. It is 

located at a junction where the local coastal road continued north into the Carmel Coastal Plain. 

So situated, the site occupies a strategic location in which anyone traveling along the coastal road 

would have to pass by the site due to the Kebara Swamps to the west and the Carmel Ridge to 

the east (Stern 1984:1).  Excavations from 1973-1976 by E. Stern have revealed two phases of an 

LB I roadside temple dating to the 15th-century, that was ultimately destroyed by fire.  The 

temple was rebuilt in the middle of the 14th-century (after a short gap in occupation) but 

destroyed again in the 13th-century (Stern 1984: 37-39).  

The initial establishment of the site is dated based on the presence of imported Cypriot 

vessels (White Slip I, Base-Ring I, and Cypriot Bi-chrome wares) that have a generally accepted 
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date range from 1550-1400 (Kromholz 1984). Local pottery broadly confirms the dating 

suggested by the Cypriot imports, but cannot further refine the dating of the site's establishment 

(Stern 1984: 37). While unable to rule out a construction date in the late 16th century, excavators 

prefer to place it in the period immediately following Thutmose III’s campaign of conquest (c. 

1460) (Stern 1984: 37). These two phases are distinguished by the absence of architectural 

features that were added to the second phase, and the presence of early forms (especially White 

Slip I) (Stern 1984: 20). The majority of the finds recovered from the stratum, however, belong 

to the second phase and date to the late 15th-century (contemporary with the collection at Tel 

Ifshar) (Stern 1984: 37). Ceramics from this later phase indicate a firm destruction date for this 

phase of c. 1400, due to the absence of ware families dating to the early 14th-century (i.e., Late 

Cypriot IIB; Stern 1984: 38). No Egyptian or Egyptianized pottery was reported. 

No domestic structures were found associated with the temple. It is clear that there is no 

major settlement near the tell.  However, it cannot be ruled out that there were rooms built along 

the temenos wall for the priest and other staff of the temple, as at the temple at Tell Deir ʿAlla 

(Stern 1984: 36). 

As a roadside temple, Tel Mevorakh is unique in the LB Sharon. However, other 

examples of such a roadside temple have been found in South Canaan in many other periods (see 

partial catalog and discussion in Stern 1984: 36), and it seems to be a familiar phenomenon in 

Canaanite society. It is not clear who worshiped (patronized) in this temple, but it has been 

suggested that it functioned to serve the needs of travelers and traders as a religious sanctuary 

and possibly a cultic brothel (Stern 1984, 36). No other cultic sites are known in the Sharon; 

however, this void may be due to the inability to excavate Jatt (see below). While it seems clear 

that Tel Mevorakh is ideally situated to service maritime traders and local traffic traveling along 
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the coastal road, it should not be ruled out as a cultic center for residents of the Sharon, or at least 

the northern part of the region. 

 

Jatt 

 

 

Figure 13: The LB Tomb at Jatt. From Yannai 2000 

 

Jatt (Gath-Padalla; Gath-Carmel) is located on the east edge of the Sharon, on the 

Samarian foothills, along the Eastern Highway where it intersects with the route inland to 

modern-day Jenin. Scholars generally agree that this was the site of the regional capital for the 

Sharon in the LB.  The tell at Jatt, however, is located under a modern town and only sporadic 

salvage excavations have been possible.  

In 1999, a tomb containing two LB burial phases was discovered (Yannai 2000). The 

early phase, dated to the late 15th-century, and thus is roughly contemporaneous with Ifshar 

stratum 10. This early burial phase was the more impressive collection, with the wealth and 
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variety of imported Cypriot and Syrian vessels only paralleled by tombs at major sites such as 

Megiddo, Lachish, Beth Shean, and Pella (Yannai 2000: 62). Excavators suggest that despite it 

being relatively unknown archaeologically, Jatt ranked “…as one of the major urban and 

economic centers of the era (Yannai 2000: 62). It is argued that due to the size of the tell and the 

wealth of the LB tomb found there that Jatt was the regional capital (Yannai 2000).  

Although scholars agree that Jatt was the site of the capital of the Sharon, they have 

minor disagreements about to which of the cities known from the ancient sources it should be 

attributed. The two primary candidates are Gath-Padalla (Albright 1946; Rainey 1968; 2006; 

Aharoni 1979; Naʿaman 1988; Gonen 1992; Burke 2007) and Gath-Carmel (Alt 1925; Jirku 

1930; Helck 1971; Goren et al. 2006). Both of these towns were mentioned in the Amarna 

letters, and both are assumed to be regional capitals (Goren et al. 2006). Petrographic analysis of 

Amarna letters undertaken by Goren et al., however, indicate that Gath-Padalla should be located 

at Rehov in the Beth-Shean Valley and their suggestion that Gath-Carmel should be located at 

Jatt seems persuasive. However, this question is somewhat academic for the 15th-century and far 

more relevant to the Amarna Age of the mid-fourteenth century. The only 15th-century texts that 

mention a city in the area of Jatt are two of Thutmose III’s town lists from his first campaign, 

which list it merely as Gath (k-n-tu, Rainey 2006: 73). 
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Jaffa 

 

 

Figure 14: Jaffa Stratum VI Late. From Burke 2017, 95. 

 

Jaffa is located on the coast about 3.5 km south of the Yarkon River. As such, it is 

technically outside the study area as defined. It was, however an incredibly significant and 

impactful site that was occupied in the late 15th-century operating as a Canaanite settlement and 

as an Egyptian harbor/base/garrison/administrative center. As such, it doubtless exerted immense 

influence over the Sharon. It is also relevant to compare and contrast Jaffa to the other sites in 

the Sharon. By including Jaffa in this study, we are able to see the divisions of culture within the 

Sharon, which then helps to contextualize the other collections. Jaffa has been excavated many 

times since the early 1900s, with the vast majority of these excavations being salvage operations 

(Peilstöcker 2011: 249).  The main excavations of Jaffa were undertaken by Kaplan beginning in 

1955 and running intermittently through 1981. Unfortunately, Kaplan never submitted a final 
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report for his excavations. Major excavations were resumed in 1997 – 1999 by Herzog, who 

similarly has not published a final report. In 2007, excavations were resumed under Burke and 

Peilstöcker and continued until 2016. The final report for these excavations is still forthcoming.  

LB Jaffa began as a Canaanite settlement sometime in the LB IA (c. 1550 – c. 1460). 

While no structures were found dating to this period, an infant jar burial and sherds (Bi-Chrome 

Ware and Base-Ring I ware) recovered from a deep sounding, confirm that the site was founded 

before the middle of the 15th-century. No destruction was discerned between the LB IA horizon 

and that of the LB IB (c. 1550 – c. 1400). This is even though the entire character of the site 

changed from essentially typically Canaanite to nearly entirely Egyptian (Burke et al. 2017: 93).  

LB I remains were found in a small area in Area A on the tell near the later LB II 

‘Ramses Gate.’ There does not seem to be a gate in this location contemporary with the LB IB 

remains, and it is not clear if the settlement was fortified at all during this period. The 

architectural remains include a few disconnected wall stubs that belong to several buildings built 

near each other. In the square in the middle of these stubs was found a pottery kiln piled with 20 

complete ‘flowerpots’ along with brick spacers, with a minimum of 53 other vessels nearby, 42 

of the vessels being locally made Egyptian-style wares. This was dubbed a ‘kitchen’ by the 

excavators who state that the area was used to supply beer and/or bread to the Egyptians 

stationed in the garrison (Burke and Lords 2010) ‘Flowerpots,” as they’re conventionally known, 

are crudely finished, deep trumpet-like open vessels with a thick, flat base, ribbed sides, and a 

flaring rim that can be plain or beveled (Martin 2011: 47-49). These vessels are common in 

Egypt throughout the XVIII Dynasty, and are found in both South Canaan and Nubia in the 15th-

century but disappear from both in the early 14th-century (Martin 2011: 48). In Egyptianized 

contexts in South Canaan, as in Egypt, they were replaced by the ‘Beer Jar,’ a similarly roughly 
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finished jar common from the 14th-century until the end of the LB. Both vessels are assumed to 

serve a similar function related to either bread or beer production (Burke and Lords 2010). 

Flowerpots have only been found at a few sites in South Canaan, and all of them are strongly 

associated with physical Egyptian presence in the form of garrisons/administrative centers 

(Megiddo, Beth-Shean, and Tell el-ʿAjul).6  

The other vessels of Egyptian style found along with the ‘flowerpots’ include utilitarian 

bowls, jars, as well as stands and a small decorated carinated jar (Burke et al. 2017: Table 3). 

Only 11 Canaanite vessels were recovered from this area and included six bowls, two cooking 

pots, two stands, and one dipper juglet. Many of the Egyptian-style bowls are called ‘sieving 

bowls’ by the excavators and are perforated with a hole through their bottoms, in a similar 

fashion to the ‘flowerpots.’ A number of these seem to be wasters and show signs of uneven 

firing (Burke and Lords 2010: Figs. 17a-c). Also, found with the pottery was half a basalt 

potter’s wheel and when considered with the kiln full of ‘flowerpots’ and the wasters nearby, it 

seems clear that the pottery used in this kitchen was produced and fired here as well (Burke and 

Lords 2010: 19-26).  

There has never been any doubt about Jaffa’s ancient attribution (called ypu in Thutmose 

III’s town list). It is also clear textually and archaeologically that in the LB II, Jaffa was a vital 

part of the Egyptian administrative system in South Canaan. It served as the final collection point 

of taxes taken from Egypt’s Canaanite vassals and was known to possess a granary, allowing it 

to store rations as well as to ship excesses to Egypt. It is not known the extent to which it 

                                                 

6 Although see below under Tel Esur as ‘flowerpots’ were found in a late 15th-century stratum discovered 
in September of 2017. 
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operated in this manner during the late 15th-century. The likely development involved Thutmose 

III transforming Canaanite Jaffa into an Htm-base (Burke 2011: 68). These Htm-bases served 

multiple roles, including hosting a garrison of soldiers, overseeing trade and travel, and as a 

center to collect and store taxes (Morris 2005: 139). It seems clear that Jaffa was the center of 

Egyptian power in the Central Coastal Plains during the second half of the 15th-century, mirrored 

by Gaza in the Southern Coastal Plains, and Beth Shean in the inland valleys. It is logical that 

Jaffa was also the seat of Egyptian power in the 15th-century Sharon. This seems even more 

likely when it is considered that Aphek, with its famed LB II ‘Egyptian Governor’s Residence,’ 

was still Canaanite in character in the 15th-century (see above). 

 

Tel Gerisa 

Tel Gerisa (Tell Jerishe) is located on the Yarkon River where it crosses the third, 

easternmost kurkar ridge, downstream from Aphek and roughly 4 km upstream from Jaffa. The 

site was excavated by E. L. Sukenik over five seasons between 1927 and 1950, and one brief 

season in 1979 under S. Geva before the renewed excavations were undertaken from 1981-1983 

under Z. Herzog. As of now, only Sukenik’s excavations have been published in final form 

(Geva 1982). However, this publication solely focuses on the MB fortifications of the tell and is 

mostly unusable. Just a summary in the NEAEHL was published from the renewed excavations.  

Excavators suggest that the lack of natural ports in the area meant that the Yarkon River 

and Gerisa likely served as the region’s main port (Herzog 1993a: 480; see also Raban 1985: 14; 

contra Burke 2011: 64). Unfortunately, like at Tel Michal, the years have not been kind to the 

LB strata at Gerisa, and they have suffered from erosion and cultivation.  The only LB I remains 

reported at Gerisa are a few poorly built structures located against the still-in-use MB II city-
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wall, including a small room with an oven (Herzog 1993a: 482). Excavators report Chocolate-

on-white ware and bi-chrome wares in this phase, wares associated with LB IA (c. 1550 – c. 

1460) (Herzog 1993a: 482). However, until the pottery is published, it is difficult to make any 

definitive statements about its dating or duration. Excavators do not report an occupation gap 

within the LB, so it is relatively safe to assume that the tell was occupied in the late 15th-century 

and that this occupation was likely much smaller than the subsequent LB II settlement. 

 

Tel Esur 

Tel Esur, located in the northeast of the Sharon at the mouth of Naḥal ʿIron, is the route 

taken by Thutmose III to Megiddo. As such, the tell sits at one of the most critical junctions on 

the Eastern Highway as it turns from the Sharon and passes between the highlands to the Jezreel 

Valley and the Akko Plain. The site was first excavated from 2001-2003 under A. Zertal (Zertal 

2003), but LB remains were only found in the renewed excavations which began in 2010 under 

S. Bar and are still ongoing. The 14th-century remains were analyzed in Hebrew as part of an 

unpublished masters project (Shalavi 2017), but the 15th-century remains were only exposed in 

2017 (S. Bar 2017, personal communication). 

Excavators have previously revealed an early 14th-century (LB IIA) settlement on the tell 

consisting of a poorly built structure with a hearth and a ceramic collection that included many 

storage jars and pithoi, as well as many Egyptianized vessels. Excavators have interpreted this as 

a poor farmstead and explain the use of Egyptianized vessels as evidence of the poor farmers 

emulating the elite culture of Egypt (Shalavi 2017). In September 2017, an LB stratum was 

found below the LB IIA level, characterized by a large number of ‘flower pots’ (S. Bar personal 

communication; see discussion on “flowerpots” above). This discovery should thus force a 
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reconsideration of the function of Tel Esur in the LB. It seems now that the site hosted an 

Egyptian garrison in the 15th-century. Given the strategic value of the site for trade and travel, 

the site would have been a center of Egyptian attention in the area, and the presence of the 

‘flowerpots’ in the earlier LB phase means that the Egyptianized vessels and the pithoi and 

storage jars of the 14th-century stratum should be reexamined. It seems likely that Tel Esur was 

under direct Egyptian control, or else under direct proxy, from at least the late 15th-century 

through the end of the LB (S. Bar, personal communication).  

 

Tel Zeror  

Tel Zeror is located in the north of the Sharon on the Hadera River where the ḥamra zone 

of the central belt meets the alluvium of the marzevah and at the junction of an assumed 

transverse route through the gap in the ḥamra. B. Mazar (Maisler) and Y. Dayan separately 

surveyed the site in the early 20th century (Aharoni 1959: 112, n. 14). The site was excavated 

from 1964-1966 but has not yet produced a final report, and the three preliminary volumes 

published are generally unusable (Ohata 1966; 1967; 1970).  

Excavators report a single large building on the summit, with what appears to be a 

copper-smelting quarter on the southern slope of the tell dating to the LB I (Kochavi 1993: 

1525). Multiple attributions have been put forth for the ancient identity of Tel Zeror, but the most 

common is Aharoni’s association of Zeror with Migdāl (No. 77 on Thutmose III’s town list; see 

discussion Aharoni 1959: 120-122; Rainey 2006: 71). This is due to Zeror’s size and location.  It 

is the most massive, most prominent tell northwest of Jatt, situated off of the main highway, and 
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located 3 km from the former village of Khirbet al-Mejdel.7 The persistence of the Majdāl name 

in Arabic toponyms is a well-known phenomenon in the Levant (Burke 2007; Seguin 2007). If 

Tel Zeror is indeed the Migdāl of Thutmose, then it is almost certainly also the mgdl-yn(t) from 

the Annals of Amenhotep II. This is significant because it locates the battle versus the rebellious 

Canaanites recounted in those annals as occurring in the fields of Tel Zeror.  

 

Sites that are known from Survey 

There are some other LB sites known from surveys of the Sharon, especially when 

combined with textual analysis focusing on toponyms. Unfortunately, this method has some 

limitations which need to be addressed. In general, surveys have had difficulty discerning LB 

occupation of sites from surface scatter collection; this identification often relies on distinctive 

imports as fossiles directeurs (i.e., White Slip II) (Zertal 2008: 81). Unfortunately, such 

decorated fine-ware sherds are far rarer to find in surface surveys (Zertal 2008: 81). More 

specifically, it is even more challenging to discern occupation from the LB I versus from the LB 

II. Many local LB forms are found throughout all levels of LB occupation. Through excavation 

differences in frequency can be chronologically significant, but for non-contextual sherds taken 

from surveys, it is often not possible to say from which LB phase it belongs.8 Thus, while for 

other periods such as the MB or the Iron Age, a survey can identify sub-periods (MB IIA-C or 

Iron I-III), the LB cannot generally be refined further.  

                                                 

7 The village no longer exists and is located under the current village of Sde Yitzhak (built in 1951) 
8 For instance, in the LB I, ring and disc base bowls dominate, while flat-bottomed bowls dominate the LB 

II. Although all three forms and found throughout the entire LB. 
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LB sites located by survey include three general types, tell sites, small settlements/sherd 

scatters found on survey or through salvage excavations, and tombs. Tell sites from the Sharon 

that are known to include LB strata not listed above include (see Fig. 9 where tell sites are 

indicated with red triangles): Tel Zephi, Tel Eran, Tel Zomera, Tel Ze’evim, Tel Girit, Tel Nurit, 

Yaham, Socho, Tel Burgata, Tel Osher, Tel Poleg, Tel Zurikia, and Tel Qana. The LB material 

found at these sites is limited to sherds found in a surface survey, or in fills during minor salvage 

excavations. As a result, the sub-phases within the LB in which the tells were inhabited, as well 

as the size and scope of the settlements are unknown.  

Small settlements/sherd scatters (indicated by yellow squares in Fig. 9) are LB sites 

located off of the tells. In the Sharon, these sites are generally found in or alongside the alluvial 

pockets. As such, they are buried under meters of soil, often with no indication visible on the 

surface of the site below the ground. They are usually found in the process of modern 

construction, and LB remains are confined to random sherds in fills and the occasional wall 

fragment. As with the unexcavated tells, precision in dating these remains is not possible beyond 

the general designation of LB.  

LB tombs are common around South Canaan, and at least six LB tombs have been found 

in the Sharon (including Jatt; see Fig. 9 where tombs are indicated by purple circles). The 

material from the tombs in the Sharon, outside of the one at Jatt, have not been published and it 

is not possible to determine to which phase of the LB they belong. These tombs are generally 

located on, or nearby the tell sites and were probably associated with the population of those 

tells.  

Due to the limited published information available on these sites known from survey, 

especially the general inability to determine if a particular site was inhabited in the late 15th 
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century, they will typically not be included in this study. However, two sites are exceptions to 

this. These two sites, Yahma and Socho, are known from Egyptian texts, attributions have been 

proposed through toponymic similarities, and seemingly confirmed through survey. These two 

sites are mentioned in both the Annals and Town-lists of Thutmose III as well as the Annals of 

Amenhotep II and thus are known to exist in the late 15th-century. The modern villages of 

Khirbet Yamma and Shuweiket er-Râs have been proposed as likely candidates for the ancient 

cities of Yahma and Socho, respectively, and survey has verified that both contain LB remains 

(Rainey 2006: 66).  

Settlement Patterns of the LB I in South Canaan Herzog and Bunimovitz separately 

calculated population estimates for South Canaan of 27,600 for the LB I (Herzog 1997: 164) and 

46,000 in the LB II (Bunimovitz 1989: 152). They derived their estimates based on total 

occupied space, which Herzog admits can be problematic, they do not consider non-sedentary or 

village populations, and include Hazor in their calculations. Even so, when compared to the 

population estimate of 137,000 for MB II using the same methodology (Bunimovitz 1989: 152), 

the scale of the settlement shift becomes stark. The question then becomes, what is the nature of 

the change? 

Every site of South Canaan underwent destruction ending the "MB culture" at that site; 

destructions from which the character of the site changed even though the ceramic culture 

persisted (Ben-Tor and Bonfil 2003: 327). In the highlands and the southern Negev, these 

destructions seemed to have occurred sometime in the sixteenth century (Weinstein 1981). 

However, while the sites in the Negev were later resettled, presumably as part of the Egyptians 

expansion into South Canaan proper in the LB II, for the most part, the highland sites did not 

recover for the entire LB period (Weinstein 1981: 15). The cause of these destructions is 
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unknown; the result, however, was an almost complete cession of settled life in the highlands. It 

is also not well understood what happened to the population of the destroyed towns. Theories 

range from staying in the highlands and shifting into nomadism (Finkelstein 1992: 138), or 

coming down from the hills to settle in the cities and towns of the valleys and plains, or roam 

between them as nomads (Bunimovitz 1995: 327). The answer to this is still unknown, but as 

Finkelstein points out, there is ample evidence for substantial pastoralism in the hill country 

during the LB (1992:138-139), and as Herzog has pointed out, outside of Megiddo and possible 

Lachish, urbanized settlements did not exist in lowland South Canaan at this time (1997: 165).  

In the valleys and plains, however, the destructions appear later than in the highlands and 

seem to fall in the 15th-century. These destructions are much easier to ascribe to Egyptian 

activity, specifically the campaigns of Thutmose III and Amenhotep II (Weinstein 1981: 12-13). 

New Kingdom Egyptian interest in South Canaan always centered on the coastal plains and 

valleys such as the Jezreel, areas located along the vital highway to North Canaan (Aharoni 

1979: 151). It is no surprise that these areas were the focus of both Pharaohs' attention, and it is 

these areas that would show the most significant settlement shifts in the 15th-century. They are 

also the areas whose settlement pattern is most misunderstood by scholars.  

The general narrative for the LB in the lowlands, especially for the LB IB, is one of 

desolation (Mazar 1990: 239-21). The hinterlands were abandoned as the population became 

centered in the urbanized towns and villages. The sites upon the tells either shrunk to a fraction 

of their size or else were abandoned entirely (Bunimovitz 1995: 324).  Despite this, scholars 

have generally maintained the traditional settlement hierarchy of cities, towns, and villages 

(Baumgarten 1992). According to this classification, the “cities” consisted of traditional regional 

centers (as represented by the sites mentioned in the Amarna archives; Naʿaman 1988), with 
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towns occupying other tell sites surrounding and supporting the capital, with the villages dotting 

the landscape between them.  However, the archeological evidence from South Canaan does not 

support this structure.   

Gittlen (1992) and Hertzog (1997) have offered challenges to the traditional 

classification. Gittlen, while working at Miqne-Ekron, an important urban center of the MB and 

IA, pointed out that while the excavators claim the LB settlement had covered the whole tell 

based on LB pottery found in every excavation area, LB architecture was only found in a small 

area on the edge of the tell.  He proposes that in the LB the site was not urban but rather 

represented “a relatively minor settlement of limited extent… possibly a Baronial estate but 

hardly an urban center (Gittlen 1992: 52). Herzog noticed that a similar phenomenon was present 

at virtually every tell site in lowland South Canaan (except for Megiddo, Beth-Shean, Gaza, and 

possibly Lachish) (1997: 164-172).  Where others had seen this as “dispersed, small rural 

communities... [that] remained urban in character (Bunimovitz 1995:324), Hertzog viewed them 

as primarily non-urban, isolated palace-forts (Herzog 1997: 172). Unfortunately, their theories 

have not caught much traction with scholars. 

The evidence from the Sharon (described above) aligns closer with Gittlen and Herzog’s 

theory than with the traditional narrative. All of the excavated tell sites contain a single domestic 

structure (except for the roadside temple at Tel Mevorakh). As will be discussed in Chapter 3, 

the remains from Tel Ifshar, align well with the rest of the Sharon, and by extension South 

Canaan. 
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3. Excavation of Ifshar  

Excavation History 

 

 

Figure 15: Tel Ifshar viewed from above (left) and the east (right). These photos are 
courtesy of EHARP. 

 

Tel Ifshar was surveyed by both B. Maisler (Mazar) (Maisler 1935), and R. Gophna 

(Porath et al. 1985). The site was excavated under the auspices of the ‘Emeq Hefer Archaeology 

Regional Project (EHARP), a joint project between the State University of New York at Buffalo 

(SUNY Buffalo) and the Israel Antiquities Authority (IAA) directed by Dr. Samuel Paley (Fig. 

16) and Dr. Yosef Porath. The primary goals of EHARP project were defined as: 

 

…building upon the accomplishments of previous research teams, [sought] to 
clarify the inter-relationships over time among the sites in the valley. In addition, the 
valley's location on two major travel routes, the north-south Via Maris connecting Asia and 
Africa, and a major east-west artery from the mountains to the sea, make it an ideal area to 
study the connections between its inhabitants and foreign lands (Braunstein and Paley 
1986: 3). 
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EHARP, along with excavating Tel Ifshar, also conducted excavations at Tel Michmoret 

and Ma’aberot, as well as a regional archaeological survey. While isolated LB sherds were found 

in a few locations on survey, no LB strata were discovered at any sites outside of the Tel Ifshar 

excavations.  Excavations revealed occupation at Tel Ifshar from the Chalcolithic to the 

Byzantine period. The excavations also revealed that the edges of the tell had suffered from 

erosion and quarrying (particularly in the Byzantine period). 

 

  

Figure 16: Dr. Paley supervising excavation at Tel Ifshar (left), and running a pottery 
reading session back at the camp (right). These photos are courtesy of EHARP. 

 

LB material culture remains at Tel Ifshar were discovered in Areas A, C, and E. Remains 

from Area A consisted of at least four strata of LB remains spanning from the 15th to the 13th-

century, the first phase of which is the focus of this dissertation. Remains from Area C include 

LB pottery from pits and fills, as well as a possible late LB floor fragment, while Area E remains 

consisted of an LB IIB cemetery located a bit north of the tell (see below).  
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In 2013, a small salvage excavation was conducted on the southern slope of the tell where 

digging activity in the adjacent modern cemetery had disturbed antiquities. The excavation 

quickly reached bedrock and revealed sherds from the MB IIA-Byzantine Periods, along with 

scant MB IIA architectural remains (Glick 2014). 

 

Excavation Methodology 

 

 

Figure 17: Excavation areas on and around Tel Ifshar as part of the EHARP. 
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Five excavation areas on and around Tel Ifshar were eventually explored (Fig. 17): 

Area A began as a step-trench of four squares stretched E-W across the western slope of 

the tell and was opened with the intent of establishing the site’s stratigraphy (Paley and Porath 

1979: 237). The area was gradually expanded according to developing excavation strategy and 

eventually encompassed 13 full squares, two half-squares, and two quarter-squares. Opened in 

the first year of excavation (1979), Area A was excavated every summer through 1984, after 

which the area was closed in order to focus on excavations in other areas on the tell (B, C, and 

E), as well as excavations at other sites in the EHARP region (Tel Mikhmoret and the 

Ma’aberoth Caves). 

Area B was located near the center of the tell, where the upper terrace meets the lower 

terrace (Paley and Porath 1979: 237). It was excavated between 1979 and 1981, yielding remains 

from the Byzantine and Roman Periods.  

Area C was opened in 1981 as salvage excavation on the eastern slope of the tell, near the 

modern-day highway (Route 4) which, had been scheduled for expansion (Porath and Paley 

1982b: 260). By the time excavations were suspended following the 1992 season, Area C had 

become the most extensive and longest excavated area on the tell, growing to 55 squares and 

excavated over ten seasons (1981-1985, 1988-1992). Due to damage from the building of the 

highway, as well as early historical quarrying efforts, virtually all levels of occupation later than 

MB IIA were removed (Paley and Porath 1982b: 260). A single patch of floor was discovered in 

Area C that during post-processing has been assigned to the LB according to relative 

stratigraphy, but the pottery associated with it is not sufficient to refine the date of the floor 

further.  
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Area D was a Byzantine installation (winepress) found off the tell to the northeast.  

Area E was an LB IIB cemetery found on a raised terrace just north of the tell itself and 

excavated in 1992. It consisted of 14 graves that contained a large number of vessels buried with 

the human remains. The ceramic profile is similar to the LB II grave found at Jatt (Yannai 2000) 

in that it is purely Canaanite with Cypriot and Aegean imports, and no Egyptian or Egyptianized 

vessels. 

Squares were established using the Israeli National Grid and measured 5 m x 5 m. Each 

square was excavated leaving 0.5 m unexcavated on all sides of the square, resulting in a 1 m 

balk between squares and 4 m of excavation area in each square. Half/quarter-squares were also 

excavated depending on excavation strategy and resource allotment. Squares dimensions were 

modified, and balks were removed as dictated by the evolving excavation strategy.  

Loci (L) were defined as excavation units of a single archaeological context and baskets 

(B) represented a single excavation event within a locus and were changed at least daily. In many 

instances, baskets were excavated without attribution to a locus and were assigned to loci in post-

processing. Finds, including ceramics, bones, lithics, shell, metal, organic remains, and soil 

samples were all recorded within the basket they were excavated, although soil samples were 

often registered as a distinct basket. “Special finds” including complete vessels and small finds 

such as jewelry or metal objects were assigned both an Object number and a Material Culture 

number (MC). While the difference between the two numbers is nowhere explicitly spelled out, 

it has occasionally been helpful with ceramics that were missing basket numbers or were 

mislabeled, to have one of the other numbers on them for identification. Additionally, a number 

of the complete vessels and small finds were registered with the IAA and are listed in their 

database. 
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As with the analysis of any long dormant excavation, a number of challenges have arisen 

during this study. First and foremost, due to the many years in storage and the lack of proprietary 

control over the material culture remains, an unknown number of vessels, sherds, and small finds 

have gone missing. This does not necessarily relate to nefarious intentions, as many things were 

lost or misplaced as the material was moved between storage locations and Ifshar material has 

been found accidentally stored with material from other sites. As is stands, several small finds 

and at least one registered vessel are missing from the IAA storehouse and have not yet been 

located. Several sherds and vessels recorded as being collected in the documentation but are no 

longer present and an unknown number of sherds were reburied on the tell during the 1990s to 

reduce volume for storage. At least one complete Cypriot juglet (BR I) was stolen from the site 

during excavation while the staff and crew were eating breakfast.  

Documentation has also been a challenge for many reasons. First, similar to the 

proprietary problems of the material culture remains discussed above, the documentation has 

been through many hands in many locations, and it is impossible to quantify how much has been 

lost or misplaced over time. The documentation that has survived is incomplete and inconsistent, 

often not reaching the standards initially set by the excavators. This is especially true for the 

1984 excavation season, in which an injury to one of the dig directors spread thin the rest of the 

excavation supervisors and the excavation methodology and documentation detail suffered as a 

result.  

Documentation that has survived includes daily logs for each excavation season, square 

diaries generally prepared by students, a card catalog of the ceramic finds, and pottery reading 

logs, as well as drawings of several of the complete vessels and small finds. Official daily plans 

or sketches have generally not survived, although there are some exceptions, as well as some 
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student sketches in the square diaries. The section drawings are often of good quality, but many 

sections have not survived, especially for the 1984 excavation season, from which only three 

sections from one of the squares (M6) remain. Photographs do not appear to have been taken 

daily. Instead, it seems that the practice was to photograph each locus at its closing, as well as to 

take end-of-season photographs of each square. As with the other documentation, it is not clear 

what has been lost over the years, as there are some loci that do not appear in the photographic 

record. Compounding the problem of the missing section plans from 1984, direct photographs of 

the sections have not survived for any of the excavated squares. Sections only appear from 

oblique angles in the background of photographs of loci and other features, making any sort of 

reconstruction or detailed analysis of the sections extremely difficult if not impossible.   

 

Publication History 

The final publication of the LB remains from Tel Ifshar is still in preparation, however 

preliminary excavation reports of the LB strata in Area A have been published (Paley and Porath 

1979; 1980; 1982; 1985; Paley et al. 1982; 1983; 1984a; 1984b; Porath and Paley 1982; 1983; 

1985; 1991; 1993). Summaries of the excavators’ preliminary interpretations have appeared in an 

encyclopedic summary (Paley and Porath 1993) and as part of regional studies (Porath et al. 

1985). LB finds from Tel Ifshar have appeared as part of a traveling museum exhibit (Braunstein 

and Paley 1986), and one LB lamp is currently on display at Caesarea National Park. Some LB 

floral remains from select loci were included as part of a diachronic study that focused on MB 

remains (Chernoff 1988; 1992; Chernoff and Paley 1998). Several of the loci identified as LB for 

this study have been reassigned and are no longer considered as part of the LB floral collection. 

Lastly, an antler from Stratum 8 (LB IIA; 14th – 13th-century) was identified as the first 
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appearance of the species Dama dama in Israel and Arabia (Ferguson 1985). Tel Ifshar has not 

been featured prominently in any investigations into the LB period and has generally been 

overlooked by scholars.  

Other publications of material from Tel Ifshar focus on the MB IIA remains. They 

include a preliminary summary (Paley and Porath 1997), radiocarbon chronology for the relevant 

strata (Marcus 2003), faunal analysis (Hesse and Warnish 2002, Table 17.5), and studies on the 

MB IIA ceramics. Marcus also has two articles on an MB IIA Egyptian import found at Ifshar. 

Exploring the implications of this find (2008a; 2008b) and other MB IIA ceramics have been 

included in more extensive studies of petrography and analysis of wares from the period (Bagh 

2000; Cohen-Weinberger 2007). The importance of Tel Ifshar in the MB IIA and the discovery 

of Egyptian pottery within those levels has been recognized by many scholars (Bietak 1989: 96; 

1991: 54; 2002: 39; Weinstein 1992: 34-35; Cohen 2002: 83, 129-130; Marcus 1998: 152-153; 

2003, 96-98, 104-105). The final publication of the MB IIA remains of Tel Ifshar are currently in 

preparation. 

 

The Site’s Name 

Tel Ifshar was first mentioned in modern Western literature in 1882 in the second volume 

of Conder and Kitchener’s Survey of Western Palestine, where it was identified as ‘tell el-Ifshar.’ 

The surveyors described the site as “a small mound, apparently artificial” (143). They also 

reported that the name ‘Tell el-Ifshar’ means ‘the mound of the Ifshar’ in Arabic and that the 

Ifshar was a “Turkoman tribe [sic.]” that once had been settled in the region by the Ottomans 

(Conder and Kitchener 1881: 176). When B. Mazar (Maisler) surveyed the Sharon, he identified 

the region surrounding Ifshar as the location of the Biblical Kingdom of Hefer and introduced 
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‘Tel Hefer’ as the toponym for tell el-Ifshar. While other scholars, including W. F. Albright 

(1925; 1931) and Adam Zertal convincingly argued that Biblical Hefer should be located in the 

Manasseh Hills, the name has stuck to the region, which still bears the name ‘Emeq Hefer (the 

Hefer Valley) (Paley and Porath 1993: 609). The name persisted in archaeology as well until the 

Paley and Porath’s excavations of the site beginning in 1979. During and after excavations, the 

excavators referred to the site as ‘Tel Hefer’ in their annual excavation reports (Paley and Porath 

1979; 1980; 1982; 1985; Paley et al. 1982; 1983; 1984) and in the 1993 article in the New 

Encyclopedia of Archaeological Excavations in the Holy Land (NEAEHL) “as a courtesy to 

current popular usage” (Paley and Porath 1993: 609). However, in internal documents and in 

other publications, excavators and publishers of the site preferred to use ‘Tel el-Ifshar,’ or simply 

‘Tel Ifshar’ (Chernoff 1988; 1992; Chernoff and Paley 1998; Marcus et al. 2008a; 2008b; see 

also Ferguson et al. 1985 where the site is named ‘Tel Efshar’). Nevertheless, the name ‘Tel 

Hefer’ persists in archaeological literature in regional studies (Faust 2007) and reports on salvage 

excavations conducted by The Israel Antiquities Authority (Glick 2014). This project will follow 

the example set by the excavators and refer to the site as merely ‘Tel Ifshar,’ or ‘Ifshar.’  

The ancient name of Ifshar has been lost to time, although it is likely that it was one of 

the two towns, Mepasin or Khatasin that were plundered along with their villages by Amenhotep 

II during his western excursion as part of his campaign in the Sharon (Paley and Porath 1993: 

609; for the names of the two towns, see Pritchard 1969: 246; Rainey 2014: 70). Neither of these 

two towns has been identified, and there is no direct evidence for either having been located at 

Tel Ifshar (Paley and Porath 1993, 609). However, Rainey associates the site Khttjin (which he 

renders as ‘Khatasin’) with the site ḫa-bi-sd-na, located after Socho and Yaham but before Gat 

on the city-lists of Thutmose III. The location in the list of Thutmose would align well with Tel 
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Ifshar, and Ifshar is the only site in that area with LB remains significant enough to merit 

inclusion in both the lists of Thutmose III and the annals of his son Amenhotep II. ‘Khttjin’ thus 

seems a likely ancient attribution for Tel Ifshar, and the late 15th-century destruction level found 

at the site (see below) lends credence to this assertion.  

After 1992, the project went dormant, and the material and documentation went into 

long-term storage in various locations. The project lay dormant for over a decade, but recent 

efforts to publish in final form the MB (by E. Marcus) and LB (by this author) strata of the site 

have revived the project.  

 

Stratigraphy of Area A 

Pre-LB Occupation 
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Figure 18: MB IIA stratigraphy of Area A. 

 

The lowest levels reached in Area A belonged to Stratum XII and dated to the MB IIA 

and represent a large building of rooms ringing a courtyard with thick mudbrick walls on stone 

foundations. Preliminary analysis of the architecture of the partially exposed building shows 

similarities with the contemporary dated fortress at Tell el’Burak in modern-day Lebanon (E. 

Marcus personal communication 2017). There appears to be a long gap in occupation as no 

pottery dating from the MB IIB, or MB IIC, was found anywhere on the site.  

 

MB/LB Transitional/LB IA 

The ruins of the MB IIA building appeared to have been leveled off in preparation for the 

construction of Stratum 11. The remains of Stratum 11 consist of a mudbrick wall fragment on a 

stone foundation and two small stone circles surrounding, two large flat stones that may have 

served as post supports. This stratum was also violently destroyed, and the rubble from its 

destruction left an uneven surface that the subsequent settlers of the site did not entirely level, 

causing a significant slope in the earliest phase of Stratum 10. Unfortunately, only one complete 

storage jar and one small bowl rim represent the only ceramics that remain from the stratum. 

Both vessels represent forms that begin in the MB II and continue into the LB IA, and as no 

other pottery survived, the dating of this stratum could lie anywhere within this range.  
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LB IB –Stratum 10 

 

Figure 19: Stratum 10 of Area A. 
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The remains from Stratum 10 consist principally of a sizeable crushed kurkar/indurated 

pebble floor that has been preserved at least 8 m x 5 m and built above the destruction rubble of 

Stratum 11. Around this floor are several wall fragments, three of which are touched by the floor. 

Additional remains in K/6 and K/7 were included, due to their relative heights or the pottery 

recovered, but connections between these features and the floor are not known. Due to the 

fragmentary nature of the walls, it is impossible to gain a complete picture of the structure, but 

the remains evoke an image of a courtyard surrounded by rooms similar to the patrician houses 

widely seen across LB Canaan (Killebrew 2005: 101-104). 

 

The Indurated Crushed Kurkar Floor 

As stated above, this surface was an indurated pebble floor made of crushed kurkar. 

Portions of the floor were found in K/6 (F84); in K/5 (F9 & L73); and L/5 (F98); and possibly in 

L/7 and M/6; the floor, as preserved, is centered in L/6 (F177). The surface was excavated 

separately over some years, and thus there are some loci numbers associated with the same 

surface. In all cases, the surface is an indurated surface made of crushed kurkar. The nature of 

this surface means it is inherently uneven with a slope of over 10 cm, which is not unusual in a 

small area. A small patch of plaster found atop the crushed kurkar in square K/6 suggests that the 

entire surface may have once been plastered. The western extent of the surface is not preserved 

and is broken by an extensive disturbance, likely related to soil quarrying activity.  

 

F177 

The indurated pebble floor of crushed kurkar was primarily found in square L/6 where it 

was labeled F177 and was associated with a collection of 104 complete vessels (L167, L211, 
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L214).  It was sealed by destruction rubble (L173; table 9) that included two complete juglets 

(including one Cypriot Base-Ring “bilbil”) resting on the surface (but registered with the rubble). 

A single photo exists of L173, showing dipper juglet 6181.01 in situ in the mudbrick rubble.  

 

 

Figure 20: F177 in Square L/6 on August 3, 1983. This photo was taken from the east. 

 

Figure 21: Juglet 6181.01 in situ within L173. This photo was taken from the northeast. 
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In L/6 the surface is found in the western part of the square where it extends 2.80 m from 

the west balk and 3.80 m south from the north balk. It continues into both the north and west 

balks, which were not removed, but it did not reach either the east or south balks. In the south, 

F177 is disturbed in the southwest and cut by Pit L162 in the east. The northern edge of the 

square continues into the west and north balks at heights of 17.14 (all heights in MASL) and 

17.04 respectively. Its southern extent is disturbed, mainly by IA pit L162, and seems to be cut at 

its eastern edge, coeval with the westernmost limit of W176. It is not clear if this eastern cut was 

original to the surface, a result of the stratum’s destruction, a post-depositional disturbance, or 

something that occurred during excavation. The surviving floor is not level, with its highest point 

at 17.55 in the southeast and its lowest point at 17.04 in the north, with the floor sloping up to the 

south and the west. The pottery recovered from F177 in L/6 (Table 10 in the Appendix) includes 

sherds from five bowls and one lamp, which are registered but missing, a complete storage jar 

that is missing (the jar was never photographed in situ or otherwise, but its general location 

within the locus was indicated in a sketch in the daily log), a Cypriot ‘milk-bowl’ sherd, and a 

complete large bowl, part of which was found within the pottery concentration L167, cementing 

the connection between the floor and the concentration. 

It seems that F177 continued north into Square L/7, as it appears to be visible in 

photographs with complete pottery vessels of L214 and L211 lying on top of it (Fig. 22), but it 

was never mentioned, described, or drawn in the surviving documentation. L215 represents the 

area between the two loci (the darker brown area in Fig. 22), and thus the area between potential 

patches of F177. It was treated as a disturbance by the excavators, and no trace consisted of two 

baskets of several small, worn sherds and included material from below the potential floor 

patches and was not included in this study.    
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Figure 22: Photo showing L211 and L214 and the possible F177 beneath them. 

 

It also appears that the floor continues east into square M/6, noted as a “living surface” 

on the daily sketches and briefly described as a “hard packed floor? (sic.)” but it was not 

assigned a unique locus number nor was it given a formal description or drawing. It was 

considered a part of L204, a locus representing over a meter and a half of excavation throughout 

the entire square; it included material above, below, on and around the “living surface.” From the 

photos, the surface looks similar in composition to floor F177 in Square L/6. Beneath the surface 

was found “bricky debris” representing destruction debris from the previous stratum and may 

also account for the dramatic slope of the “living surface” within M/6, which goes from a height 

of 17.57 near the eastern balk to 17.25 at its furthest preserved point in the NW of the square. 

This slope is consistent with the slope observed in the floor F177 in square L/6 as well as the 
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slope inferred from the surface’s continuation to the south and west of L/6. It seems incredibly 

likely that F177 and the surface in M/6 should be associated together. The baskets associated 

with this surface consisted of small, worn, uncleaned sherds with no mends, along with, IA 

intrusive sherds, and earlier residuals. While much of the material in these baskets was probably 

associated with the surface, due to the excavation methodology followed, they also included 

material from above, around, embedded in, and below the surface. They were not included in the 

ceramic analysis.  

 

 

Figure 23: First appearance of “living surface” in the toplan sketch of L204 within 
Square M/7 on July 17, 1984. 

 

Figure 24: Expansion of “living surface” in the toplan sketch of L204 within Square M/7 
on July 18, 1984. 
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Figure 25: First appearance of “living surface” in the toplan sketch of L204 in Square 
M/7 on July 19, 1984. 

 

 

Figure 26: Photo of “living surface” in M/6 on July 17, 1984. This photo was taken from 
the west. 
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Figure 27: The “living surface” in M/6 before its removal on July 20, 1984. This photo 
was taken from the southwest corner of the square.  

 

Continuation of the Indurated Crushed Kurkar Floor South and West of Square L/6 

The southern and western balks of square L/6 were not removed during excavations, and 

thus there is no direct connection between F177 and the crushed kurkar floors in squares K/6 

(F84), K/5 (L73 & F9), and L/5 (F98). In this section of Area A, the floor was excavated in 

different years (1979-1983). By 1983, the final year excavating these squares, it was clear to the 

excavators that the different floors, unearthed separately, were part of the same feature and 

should be associated together. Indeed, L/6 was initially opened in 1984 to find a continuation of 

this surface (although this connection was not mentioned in the notes for F177). A plaster line (c. 

17.15) in the northeast of square K/6 appears to border the surface (F84), although this was the 

lowest level excavated in that area and so it is not known if the line was related to the surface or 

to an underlying wall.  
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F98 

 

 

Figure 28: F98 in Square L/5 on July 24, 1981. A complete storage jar is visible smashed 
in left-center of the photo. This photo was taken from the south.  

 

In Square L/5, F98 represented roughly eight flagstones with top heights c. 17.50, and the 

associated indurated pebble floor that slopes down to 17.35 in its NE corner. In all, the two 

flooring sections were preserved 2.30 m from the north balk and 2.84 m from the east balk, 

where it continues to the northwest into Square K/6, here it becomes F84. The locus was never 

properly drawn and was only ever sketched in the vaguest of manners. In the photos, it is not 

possible to determine its preserved extent in the east, south, or west. In the north, the surface 

enters the balk and it is presumed to be the same surface as F177, but that was not commented on 

in the excavation notes, and the balk was never removed. A number of complete vessels were 

found on the floor, but are now all missing, along with all ceramic remains from this locus. It 
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seems that both the floor and the destruction rubble atop it were sealed by a Stratum 9 kurkar 

floor at c. 17.70 (F97). No ceramics were preserved from this locus.  

 

F9 & L73 

 

Figure 29: F9 and W7 viewed from the west on July 10, 1979. The meter stick and north 
arrow are resting on the opening of W7 that was blocked as part of the construction of F6. The 

line of cobbles in the southern balk likely represent F94 in Square K/4. 



78 

 

 

 

Figure 30: The only depiction of L73. Drawn by a student excavator on July 28, 1980. 

 

Locus F9 (Fig. 29) was the first portion of the kurkar floor found, in 1979. Square K/5 

had been opened as a half-square in the southern half of the square. The Floor F9 (17.19) was 

found in the northern half of that half-square, where it touches W7 and was also found in the 

opening in the wall interpreted as a room entrance (see W7 below). The southern face of W7 was 

disturbed by Byzantine Pit L8, and any southward extension of F9 was also lost. F9 extended 

into the north balk of the southern half of Square L/5. After the Stratum 10 destruction, another 

kurkar floor (F6; 17.29) was built atop F9. Unlike F98 and F97, F6 seems to be a repair of F9, 

and in places, it was difficult for the excavators to discern between the two. No pottery was 

preserved from either locus.  

However, when the northern half of the square was excavated the following year (1980), 

the surface presented differently. The level of Stratum 10 was only reached in an area of c. 1 m2, 

0.60 m from the east balk at the height of c. 17.20. The western edge of the floor was disturbed, 

and the step was never removed. L73 was quickly removed in the course of the 1980 season and 
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was not photographed but was drawn (Fig. 30). No pottery was preserved from the locus, and the 

stratigraphic attribution is due to relative heights and stratigraphy, as well as similarities in the 

construction style of L73 to F9, F98, and F177.  

 

F84 

 

Figure 31: L84 in Square K/6 on July 13, 1981. This photo was taken from the west. 

 

The continuation of F98 from Square L/5 into K/6 was labeled F84. In this case, the locus 

included the material above the floor in the destruction debris, as well as the material on and 

embedded in the floor. The floor was slightly uneven (which may have been accentuated by 

excavators), with a height of 17.33 in the center and 17.28 at its northern and southern extents. 

The floor was cut on its western edge by IA Pit F95 and by the general disturbance found west of 

the Stratum 10 remains (see top plan above). This disturbance was never mentioned in any 

excavation notes and not given a locus. It first appears in early phase plans from 1980. The 
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northern end of the floor is split by a plaster line that snakes west from the east balk through the 

floor, then turns north bounding the floor before turning west then north again along the east face 

of three large cobbles before going into the north balk. The continuation of F84 north of the 

plaster line was covered in a 0.70 m x 0.30 m patch of poorly preserved plaster. This suggests 

that the entire floor may have been plastered as well, but wasn’t preserved. The only pottery 

preserved from F84 (Table 5) was a single open bowl rim and a stopper. The stopper is a 

common find at LB sites in South Canaan. They are usually pottery sherds that have been filed 

into a rough circle. It is presumed that they were wrapped in cloth and used to seal vessels such 

as jugs or juglets (hence the name). It is included here as part of the locus but was excluded from 

the typological analysis in Chapter 4.  

 

L80 & L85 

 

Figure 32: L80 & L85 in Square K/6 on August 5, 1980. Carinated bowl 1444.01 and 
medium open bowls 1445 are visible in situ in L85, and large open bowl 1443.01 is visible in situ 

in L80. This photo was taken from the west. 
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Figure 33: The cobbles of L85. Carinated bowl 1430.01 and large open bowl 1443.01 
are visible in situ within L80. This photo was taken from the south. 

 

L80 and L85 represent the area north of F84; east and west of the plaster line mentioned 

above, respectively. The heights written in the logs for this locus do not make sense in context, 

but it is assumed that the bottom of the locus was 17.33. L80 was excavated through burned 

“bricky debris,” but no surface was reached. The pottery recovered from this locus (Table 4) 

included a complete carinated bowl, a large open bowl, and a small painted rim fragment of a 

bowl that may be residual. L85 was excavated down to 17.15, also through burnt brick material, 

and again no surface appeared. The pottery recovered from L85 (Table 6) included two 

mendable bowl rims and a complete carinated bowl that is a near twin to the bowl from L80. The 

two loci L80 and L85 should be taken to represent the same depositional event. Within L85 lay 

three cobbles (c. 17.30). These stones appear to be floating and extend in a line south from the 

north balk. They did not seem connected to any other feature of Stratum 10 and were never given 

a separate locus, but they appear on every relevant phase plan.  
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Walls Related to Indurated Crushed Kurkar Floor 

The kurkar floor touches three wall fragments: W7, W176, and W218. All three of these 

fragments run E-W, while W7 and W218 both contain entrances of sorts.  

 

W7 

 

 

Figure 34: W7 showing the gap (entrance?) with F9 extending into the opening. The 
photo was taken from the east.  

 

W7 is in the southern half of Square K/5, and, as mentioned above, it is heavily disturbed. 

Its entire southern face has not survived, and it seems apparent that neither of the eastern or 

western extents of the preserved wall reflects the original length of the wall. It is possible that a 

gap in the stones near the middle of the wall represented an entrance, as noted by the excavators. 

Patches of F9 was found in the opening between the rocks, confirming that the gap is original to 
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the wall. Later, as part of the building of F6, this gap in the wall was plugged. The crushed 

kurkar surface related to W7 (F9) runs along its entire preserved extent. Unfortunately, no 

pottery was kept from these loci, and the dating is based on relative stratigraphy.  

 

W176 

 

 

Figure 35: Square L/6 showing relationships of W167, F177, and L167 on July 28, 1983. 
This photo was taken from the northwest corner. 

 

W176 is a wall stub running E-W in the southeast of square L/6. The wall is two wythes 

wide (0.5 m) and is preserved at least two courses high. The kurkar surface (F177) touches the 

wall at its western end and thus W176 preserved the original western extent of the wall. Its 

eastern extent, however, runs into the east balk and does not emerge on the other side in square 

M/6. This small section of the balk was never removed, and so it is not clear if the wall originally 

ended there, was later disturbed at that point, or turned south. As it is, the wall stub appears not 
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as a boundary wall for the indurated crushed kurkar surface, but instead was inside the courtyard 

itself as a partition wall, or else may have been the foundation of a staircase.  

 

W218 

 

Figure 36: Square L/7 showing W218 with the bowls of L211 lying smashed on the rocks. 

 

W218 runs E-W across the northern end of the quarter-square L/7. As mentioned above, 

no part of the indurated crushed kurkar floor was recorded here, but photos appear to show that 

vessels from the square’s two pottery concentrations (L211 & L214) are resting on a surface that 

looks similar to F177. The construction technique used for W218 differs significantly from that 

used for W7 and W176. W218 is made of a single wythe of large stones as opposed to the two 

wythes with cobble and pebble fill found in the other two walls. It is not clear if this wall acted 

as a sockle, or if it was some sort of low divider or barrier. Both ends of W218 extend into the 

balk. No heights or measurements were recorded for this wall, but it does seem that two of the 

stones are set considerably lower than the other stones. Bowls from L211 were found smashed 

on only these two rocks, which hints that they might represent some sort of a threshold.  
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The Pottery Concentration 

 

 

Figure 37: Part of the Pottery concentration from L167. 

 

A concentration of 104 complete vessels was found spread across the eastern end of 

Squares L/6 and L/7, extending into the balk between Squares L/6 and M/6 (see Fig. 37). This 

concentration was excavated as distinct loci over the last two years of excavation in Area A. 

Pottery from five different loci are included here as part of the concentration.  

The largest and first encountered locus in the pottery concentration, L167 (Table 7) 

contained 66 complete vessels. When the locus was first exposed, the excavators thought it might 

be a favissa, similar to the one at Aphek, but it became clear that the vessels were actually in situ 
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beneath burned destruction rubble. The locus spans c. 2.5 m from the eastern edge of F177 

through the entire balk between L/6 and M/6, and c. 2.9 m from the north face of W176 to the 

north balk of L/6. Within L167 were found all four of the kraters and all of the lamps found 

within the concentration generally.  

L211 (Table 11) was the first part of the pottery concentration found in the course of 

excavating Square L/7. This locus is mostly composed of bowls, several of which were smashed 

on the rocks of W218, and juglets. Four out of the five Cypriot Monochrome bowls were found 

in this locus (the other was in L167). L211 also contains a complete storage jar that stretches into 

the area of L214, connecting the two loci. 

L214 is located across the south end of Square L/7 and extends into the balk corner 

connecting L/7, L/6, and M/6. The locus mostly contains bowls and bilbils, with two complete 

storage jars (now missing), and an extra-large Egyptianized bowl.  

 

Varia 

Non-congruous features attributed to Stratum 10 include a stone paving in Square K/4, a 

wall fragment in Square K/6, and the features found in Square K/7.  

 

F94 
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Figure 38: F94 in Square K/4. L66 and L69 have already been removed. The photo was 
taken from the southwest. 

 

F94 was located in Square K/4 south of the disturbance (P8) that claimed the southern 

half of W7. This paving is similar to that of F98 in square L/5 and is assigned to stratum 10 on 

the basis of relative stratigraphy. Like F98, the flagstones border a patch of indurated crushed 

kurkar. However, this patch was not drawn or photographed. Only one basket was registered to 

this locus and was contaminated.  The pottery reading included LB as well as intrusive IA 

pottery, and part of an Astarte figurine typical to both the LB and the IA (this was probably a 

result of excavator error indicating that material from loci around the floor was likely included in 

the basket). 

L66 (Table 1) and L69 (Table 2) represent two rubble loci on top of F94. They were 

sealed by a Stratum 9 floor, and their basket readings were clean.  
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Figure 39: W92 in Square K/6. The photo was taken from the east. 

 

In the northwestern corner of Square K/6 is another wall stub W92, west of the 

disturbance that cuts the features in the east of the square. Like W176, in square L/6, W92 is 

preserved c. 0.6 m two wythes wide and 0.12 m and two courses high. It is not clear if the 

southern end represents the original extent of the wall, or if it has been disturbed.  Its northern 

length runs into the north balk of the square, but it was not found during the excavation of 

Square K/7. No pottery was registered associated with this wall, and its attribution to Stratum 10 

is through relative stratigraphy.  
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Figure 40: The skeleton from L174 viewed from the northwest corner of Square K/7. It is 
evident in the picture that W182 runs below W168. F183 is just out of frame in this photo.  

 

 

Figure 41: L170, photographed from the west on July 28, 1983. Visible is carinated bowl 
6182.01 sitting in situ within the large “mortar.” Also visible in the east balk is the storage jar 

whose removal was never registered.  
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K/7 is an isolated square, all four balks of which were never removed. Features attributed 

to stratum 10 include W168 and surface F183. W175 (17.42), a well-made wall corner, runs 

under W168 but the tops of the stones of the wall are coeval to the recorded heights from F183 

(17.46). It seems likely that W175 was part of a Stratum 11 structure, the top of which was 

integrated into a floor in Stratum 10. No pottery was preserved from F183, and no photographs 

exist showing it, although it was drawn and included in relevant phase plans. 

W168 is of an entirely different construction technique with three preserved courses 

standing at least 0.5 m high, and one wythe of large stones, c. 0.5m wide. It has a similar 

construction technique to that of W218 in square L/7 (although only one course was preserved 

from W218). It is possible that W168 and W218 were pieces of the same original feature as they 

are similarly built and seem well aligned with each other. The heights are a bit of an issue as 

bottom heights were not recorded for W168 along with the no top heights recorded from W218. 

The heights from the area around the two walls seem to differ by 15-30 cm if assuming a height 

c. 17.00 for the area around W218. No floors were found on either side of W168. 

South of W168 was a large stone with a circular impression (labeled a mortar by the 

excavators), in which was found a carinated bowl from the late fifteenth century (6182.01; Table 

8). Next to the stone (and half in the balk) was found a storage jar that is now missing (this jar 

appears in field photos and drawings, but it’s removal was never registered). No floors or surface 

was found associated with either the mortar or the jar, and the locus was excavated down to a 

lowest level of 17.16. This carinated bowl represents the only pottery from preserved Stratum 10 

in Square K/7. It, along with the similarities of W168 to W218, and the relative heights of the 

features, form the basis of their attribution to Stratum 10.  
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North of W168 was found a human skeleton, relatively poorly preserved, with a bronze 

arrowhead found nearby. The excavators proposed that this represents an LB II intrusive burial, 

but many problems arise with this suggestion. First, no cut was mentioned related to the skeleton 

being found, and neither is a cut visible in the sections. Second, intermural burials, while 

common in the MB II, had mostly gone out of style in South Canaan by the LB I, and had 

disappeared entirely by the LB II (Gonen 1992b: 21; Brody 2008: 516). Thirdly, these intermural 

burials were reserved for the elite South Canaan, and thus were generally found inside built 

structures and contained rich burial offerings, particularly BR I bilbils (Brody 2008: 516-528). 

The skeleton found in L170 was located in what seems to be debris (the soil quality of the locus 

was not recorded, and this judgment is based on photos of the locus), surrounded by only bits of 

pottery and the arrowhead. It seems far more likely that this individual died violently and that 

this event was associated with one of the site’s destructions. The association with Stratum 10 is 

based mainly on relative stratigraphy, as no floors or surfaces were exposed and no 

chronologically indicative pottery was recovered associated with the skeleton. The locus was 

excavated down to a lowest level of 17.16. 

 

Conclusions  

To summarize, the architectural remains of stratum 10 Tel Ifshar consists of a large floor 

ringed by wall stubs. While not enough of the stratum was exposed or preserved to arrive at any 

sort of a floor plan, this surface surrounded by walls evokes the well-known Canaanite “patrician 

house.” These houses generally consist of a large courtyard surrounded on two or four sides by 

rooms. The walls of these buildings range from 0.75 – 1 m thick and consist of stone sockles 

with mudbrick superstructures and may have supported a second floor.  The function of the 
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individual rooms surrounding the courtyard as well as the entire structure itself, is not well 

understood, mainly due to the fragmentary nature of many of these remains. As a rule, these 

structures were unfortified.  

These patrician houses are modeled after traditional Canaanite palaces, which were 

common during the MBII. The main differences in these two structures is that of scale.  In a 

palace the courtyard is more massive, the rooms are more spacious and abundant, and the walls 

can be up to 2 m thick. Despite their popularity in the MB the only LB I palace in South Canaan 

was at Megiddo (Figs. 42 and 43).  

 

 

Figure 42: Megiddo Stratum IX, showing the palace near the gate. 
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Figure 43: Megiddo Palace VII 

 

While these patrician houses are usually described by scholars with reference to the 

houses found at Megiddo, Herzog points out (as mentioned in Chapter 2) that outside of 

Megiddo, these patrician houses are the only LB I structure discovered on the tells of South 

Canaan (1997). He refers to these buildings as palace-forts (Figs. 40 and 41) continuing the 

tradition of naming structures according to the author’s impression of their function the 

architecture as well as material culture found within the structure.  
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Figure 44: “Palace-Forts” from Herzog 1995:  

 

 

Figure 45: “Patrician” house from Ashdod. 
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Unfortunately, due to fragmentary remains at many of these sites, it is difficult to know 

with certainty what the function of the structure was.  Even though the architectural remains 

from Tel Ifshar do not provide enough evidence for a complete reconstruction of a floor plan, the 

pottery concentration of 104 complete vessels found in the courtyard, sealed by a destruction 

layer, provides a unique insight into the nature of a partition house in the LB I South Canaan. 
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4. Ceramic Remains of Stratum 10 

The following chapter presents the pottery of Stratum 10 of Tel Ifshar. Three of the 

vessels (cup 6231.01 and kraters 6173.03 and 6238.01) have been preliminarily published in a 

museum catalog (Braunstein and Paley 1986), and cup 6231.01 was again shown in NEAEHL 

(Paley and Porath 1993). Outside of these limited publications, the Stratum 10 pottery from Tel 

Ifshar has not been published or presented to the public. In total, 114 substantially complete 

vessels were recovered from Tel Ifshar. The vast majority of these vessels (91%) come from a 

pottery concentration of over a hundred vessels (L167, L211, L174, & L214) spread across a c. 8 

m x 5 m2 area in the east of Square L/6, the southeast of Square L/7, and the west of Square M/6 

(see the stratigraphy presented above in Chapter 4); the associated floor in L/6 (F177); and the 

destruction level atop both (L173). The rest are from three other Stratum 10 contexts: a patch of 

floor and the debris above it in Square K/4 (L66 & L69); a cache of vessels tucked against a wall 

in Square K/7, of which only a single bowl remains (L170); and a few complete bowls found in 

Square K/6 associated with a patch of floor and a plaster line feature (L80 & L85) (See Fig. 32). 

As the only published stratified domestic remains from the LB I Sharon thus far consists of a 

favissa from Tel Aphek (Gadot 2009), the collection from Ifshar has the potential to enlighten 

our understanding of this region significantly in this period. 
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Figure 46: Total distribution of pottery by type in Stratum 10. 

 

Fragmentary remains from these loci will also be presented, but priority will be given to 

vessels that are mostly, or at least substantially, complete (including mends and restorations). 

The reason for this is the desire to present the pottery associated with the living level sealed by 

the destruction. Thus, offering not only the destruction event itself but also the best reflection of 

life on the tell just before it was destroyed. It also can be used as a reference for contextualizing 

the unstratified remains of other sites in the Sharon.  The fragmentary material generally consists 

of small, worn, rim sherds that appear to have belonged to vessels broken before the destruction 
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event, with some potential residual remains from earlier phases of occupation. The only sherds 

which can be associated with the destruction of Stratum 10 are those which are substantially 

complete, defined as either a full vessel profile (or at least higher than 60%) or mendable sherds, 

especially if they were found together in close proximity. 

Documentation suggests that the material culture remains that are currently within the Tel 

Ifshar collection are only a fraction of what was recovered in the field and from what was saved 

at the end of each season. When comparing what was read to what was registered in the 

database, it appears only a portion of what was read was registered. In comparing the registry to 

the physical finds, it is clear that many registered items have gone missing over the years. It 

seems that, in no small extent, preservation was often dependent on a vessel’s degree of 

completeness.  

The following chapter, both the Canaanite pottery and the Cypriot imports are presented 

generally from open to closed.  Many of the vessels had been subjected to preliminary analysis 

as part of EHARP in the 1980s and 1990s, including being photographed, drawn, and/or 

measured. Some measurements were taken by EHARP generally consist of vessel diameter and 

height, measured in centimeters. The vessels that were included in storage at Haifa were 3D 

scanned using a PT-M-3D scanner by Ortal Hatch, from The Computational Archeology 

Laboratory of Hebrew University, Jerusalem; unfortunately, the vessels housed at the IAA 

storehouse were unable to be scanned. The 3D scans produced were analyzed using the program 

Pottery 3D and drawings as well as measurements of average radius measured in centimeters and 

volume measured in liters (Karasik and Smilansy 2008). It should be noted that on a number of 

vessels, the diameter measured by EHARP and the radius measured by the scanner don’t align. 

This is due to the fact that each measurement was derived through different methodologies. The 
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EHARP measurements were made by hand, recording a particular diameter across the mouth of 

the vessel. The scanner, however, uses an average of all the radii from every point around the rim 

to the center of the vessel’s mouth. As such, the average radius it produces, when doubled, may 

not actually be physically found in a measured diameter anywhere on the vessel. This is 

especially relevant to vessels in the Late Bronze Age (LB), as they are characteristically often 

warped, tilted, or otherwise imperfect. This effect usually does not come through on the scan 

drawings, which are all displayed as level and symmetrical. The scanning was also unable to 

reproduce a vessel’s decoration.  

In the following analysis, comparisons will be prioritized towards contemporary late 

15th-century collections from the Sharon. First and foremost are the stratified remains including 

the favissa from Aphek (Gadot 2009), the material from the small patches of floors from Tel 

Michal (Negbi 1989), and the cultic corpus from Tel Mevorakh (Stern 1984). Secondarily, are 

vessels from the unstratified LB fills from Tel Michal, the poorly published remains from Tel 

Zeror, unstratified LB ceramics from Jaffa, and the early burial phase from the tomb at Jatt.  

Collections dating to the late 15th-century are also rarer than those dating to the later 14th 

and 13th centuries in South Canaan. Besides the logistical challenge of reaching layers that are 

far below the tells’ surface, this also reflects the character of these LB IB sites. As discussed in 

Chapter 3 above, LB IB level strata are generally limited in scope, their preservation is often 

fragmentary, and these factors are reflected in the pottery recovered as well. Primary 

comparisons will be sought from sites of similar character to Tel Ifshar—sites consisting of 

single excavated residencies such as at Yokene’am (Ben-Ami 2005), and Tel Qashish (Bonfil 

2003). Secondary consideration will be given to major urban centers such as Lachish (relevant 

pottery comparisons come primarily from the Fosse Temple I; Tufnell et al. 1940) or Megiddo 
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(Loud 1942). Comparanda will be generally restricted to South Canaan, but will also include 

sites from North Canaan, particularly Hazor or Ugarit when relevant and necessary.  

 

Canaanite Pottery 

 The vast majority of pottery recovered from Tel Ifshar is “Canaanite” in origin. 

This refers to forms that are found all across the Levant. For the most part, these forms are found 

at nearly every LB site, are continuations of MB II forms, and change little throughout the LB 

(Amiran 1969: 124-151). Because of the pervasiveness of these forms through time and space, 

the chronological implications of a vessel’s presence or absence is somewhat limited. However, 

a proportional analysis could be cautiously applied. Potters in the LB Canaanite tradition do 

seem to have had a general catalog of forms, and vessels within a class or family that are usually 

similar to each other. Outside of the broad formal restraints on the pottery, however, there seems 

to have been a lot of room for individual agency. Despite familial similarities, no two vessels in 

the entire LB collection from Tel Ifshar are identical in form. Pottery forms present include open 

bowls; carinated bowls; goblets, chalices, and cups; kraters, cooking pots; storage jars; jugs; 

juglets; and lamps. 

 

Open Bowls 

Within the site collection, 69 substantially complete bowls were recovered from Tel 

Ifshar Stratum 10, representing 61% of the entire collection. Of the complete bowls, 62 (90%) 

are from the sealed pottery concentration (L167, L211, L214) or the floor next to it (F177). The 

open bowls fall into three major categories: small and medium bowls, with a volume less than 
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1.25 L; large bowls, with a volume greater than 1.25 L; and a single example of an extra-large 

(9.11 L) Egyptian-style bowl. These categories have been set based on perceived function.   

Late Bronze depictions of bowls in scenes on Egyptian tomb wall paintings and in the 

Megiddo ivories demonstrate (Loud 1939) that bowls were used, not as static vessels sitting on a 

table, but were wielded one-handed and brought to one’s mouth to sip. The large bowls in the 

Tel Ifshar collection with volumes greater than 1.25 L are too big and heavy to be effectively 

used in such a way, which is why they are captured in a separate category. The extra-large 

Egyptian-style bowl clearly stands out and will be addressed individually below. 

 

Medium/Small Open Bowls 

 

 

Figure 47: Medium open bowl 6178.01. 

 

 

As with the carinated bowls (described below), no two of these open bowls are identical. 

In general, they have straight-to slightly curved walls. These open bowls are a general 

continuation of MB II open bowl forms, and they continued with little change into the early 

stages of the IA. Of the 39 bowls in which enough of the base is preserved to identify the type, 
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90% (35) of the bowls had a ring base, three with a flat base, and only a single example of a disk 

base. All three base types are common throughout South Canaan and are found in all periods of 

the LB. Because of the ubiquity of the three types, presence or absence of a base type is not 

particularly chronologically relevant. However, it has been suggested that ring bases were more 

popular earlier in the LB I and were replaced over time by disc bases (Batash). If this hypothesis 

is correct, it would argue for a date earlier in the LB I. Of course, the dominance of ring bases at 

Ifshar may also just be a local phenomenon. 

The majority of the rims are some sort of simple cut rim, which often leaves small excess 

material along the inner edge of the rim. This remnant is sometimes smoothed over creating a 

thickened inner rim, but usually, it is just left with a small hanging lip. Other rim types include 

simple rounded rims (6445.01, 6446.01, 6174.01, 6172.01), everted rims (6203.01, 6216.02, 

6449.02, 6454.01) and a single example of a hammerhead rim (thickened inside and out) 

(6175.01). 

 

Large Open Bowls 

 

 

 

Figure 48: Large open bowl 6174.01. 
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Six Large Open Bowls were found in Tel Ifshar Stratum 10, all but one (83%) were 

located in the pottery concentration. These bowls are generally similar to the Medium/Small 

Open Bowls and are distinguished by their having volumes over 1.2 L. This is taken to indicate 

that these bowls are too large to be wielded one-handed.  

Three of these bowls (1443.01, 6174.01, 6467.01) have relatively thick, straight walls 

with simple rounded rims, and are painted with red and black bands along the inside of the 

vessels, near the rim. Two of the bowls (6186.01, 6208.01) are shallower and have thinner walls 

with rims thickened on the inside, and they are undecorated. The last Large Open Bowl 

(6175.01) is taller and more hemispherical than the others with a hammerhead rim thickened 

inside and out. It was severely warped during production but apparently was still used. All of the 

Large Open Bowls have ring bases.  

 

Extra Large Egyptian-Style Open Bowl 

 

 

Figure 49: Extra-large Egyptian-style open bowl 6432.01. 

 

 

Bowl 6432.01 stands out in the Tel Ifshar collection due to its sheer size (9.11 L), but it is 

also the only vessel that shows direct evidence of Egyptian influence. This bowl is 17.5 cm tall 
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and nearly half a meter in diameter (43 cm) and holds 9.11 L. The bowl is of coarse ware and has 

a flat base, straight, thick walls, and an everted triangular rim. Rope marks are visible on the 

vessel’s body where it was tied for support while leather-hard, but the vessel has no other 

decoration. It is bowl type BL5c according to Martin’s typology (Martin 2011: 41-44, Fig. 2) and 

Killebrew’s type EG6 (Killebrew 1999a: 146; Killebrew 2005: Fig. 2.11). These bowls are found 

throughout Egypt during the XVIII and XIX dynasties and have been found at a number of sites 

in South Canaan, including Megiddo, Beth Shean, Tel Batash, Tel Mor, Lachish, Tel el-‘Ajul 

(Martin 2011: 43); as well as Dier el-Balah (Killebrew 1999a: 148). On the LB I Sharon Plain, a 

single rim fragment (d. 50 cm) was found in the favissa at Aphek (Gadot 2009: Fig 8.31:9; 

Martin et al. 2009: 367). 

These bowls are among a corpus of vessels found in LB South Canaan made using 

Egyptian forms and technology, but using local material (Martin 2005). Theories as to the origin 

of these vessels suggest that they could represent Egyptian potters physically present in Canaan 

using local material, or Canaanite themselves emulating Egyptian styles (Higginbotham 2008), 

but they are generally related to Egypt’s occupation of Canaan (Martin 2005; Killebrew 2005; 

Higginbotham 2008). Martin, however, cautions that a single vessel does not an occupation 

make, and the presence of a small number of Egyptian-style vessels without other evidence, 

should not be taken to indicate the physical presence of Egyptians at a site (Martin 2011).  
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Carinated Bowls 

 

 

Figure 50: Carinated bowl 1444.01. 

 

 

There were 11 Carinated bowls recovered from Tel Ifshar Stratum 10; nine (82%) from 

the pottery concentration. As with the open bowls (described above), no two of the carinated 

bowls are identical. The small differences in each vessel can be seen in the location and type of 

carination, the level of flaring of the upper stance, and the level of care in production (Panitz-

Cohen 2006: 40). These variations do not seem to have an obvious chronological or regional 

significance, but instead seem easier explained through peculiarities of the potter and speak to 

the lack of strict standardization (Panitz-Cohen 2006: 40). However, there is some level of 

formal adherence as the bowls can be broadly grouped by volume similar to the open bowls 

(above). Nine of the bowls share general features to the point that they could represent a single 

class of vessel (with three subgroups). All of these bowls are carinated on a ring base with a 

slightly everted rim. Only two bowls of this subgroup (1430.01 and 1444.01) were found outside 

the pottery concentration. The main criterion for differentiation of these bowls is their size, 

defined by volume.  
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One vessel that deserves special mention is the quatrefoil bowl (1294.02). These bowls 

continue a tradition from the MB, but are considered products or influenced from Syrian 

(Mullins 2002: 301), or Hittite (Amiran 1969: 129), or Cilician (Gonen 1992: 235-236) 

traditions. This vessel type is not found in South Canaan, and in Israel, it only appears at Hazor 

and Dan (Mullins 2002: 301), where it is found both in MB and LB I layers. The example from 

Ifshar seems shallower than the Hazor examples, but generally, it has the same proportions of the 

other carinated bowls. This vessel would be an excellent candidate for petrographic sourcing as it 

would shed light on whether this is a local variation of the Syrian/Anatolian version or an import.  

 

 

Figure 51: Quatrefoil carinated bowl 6172.01. 

 

Another standout carinated bowl is 6172.01. While it is in the same class (Killebrew’s 

CA4) as the other bowls by the loosest of definitions, almost every feature differs from the rest 

of the carinated bowls. Narrower and taller than the other bowls, it also has a folded carination 

lower on the body than the angled carination of the other bowls, and has a flat disk base rather 

than a ring base. It is also the only decorated carinated bowl; it is coated in a red slip and 

burnished.  The upper stance of 6172.01 bulges out slightly, as opposed to the flaring of the 
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upper stances of the other bowls. This bowing, along with the flat disc base, is reminiscent of 

carinated bowls from Hazor and other Syrian sites (Mullins 2002: 301).  

 

Chalices/Goblets/Cups 

 

 

 

Figure 52: Chalice 6207.02. 

 

Three Chalices were recovered from the Stratum 10 pottery concentration (1336.01, 

6207.02, and 6417.01).  A Chalice is defined as an open bowl on a pedestal.  Two out of the 

three chalices (67%) were found in the pottery concentration (6207.02 and 6417.01). While both 

are defined as chalices, they are different in form and decoration.  Chalice 6207.01 is 

undecorated, and the rims are merely rounded without any special treatment. This type of chalice 

does not appear in Killebrew’s classification but is common in LB I sites, and they are often 

decorated with concentric bands reminiscent of the decoration on the open bowls. They are 

found as far away as Tyre and Ugarit (Ugaritica II: Fig 54:9; Fig 116:9). On the Sharon, the 

examples have been published from Mevorakh (Guz-Zilberstein 1984: Fig. 7:7-8), Tel Michal 
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(Negbi 1989: Fig. 5.5:12), and the tomb at Jatt (Yannai 2000, Fig. 2:33), but was not in the 

favissa at Aphek. This type of chalice can be challenging to identify when fragmentary and is 

often mistaken for bowls.  

Chalice 6417.01 is far more shallow and broader and is more like a plate/platter on a 

pedestal rather than a bowl. It has a ridged pedestal and is decorated with a red slip and is highly 

burnished. Shallow chalices are rarer than their deeper cousins. On the LB I Sharon only Jatt has 

a similar example, albeit undecorated. 

The chalice found outside the pottery concentration, 1336.01, is more fragmentary, with 

only the pedestal and foot having survived. It does not appear to have been decorated, but the 

foot is tooled.   

 

 

Figure 53: Goblet 6177.01. 

 

A single goblet was recovered from the pottery concentration. It is heavily slipped with a 

dark red slip, vertically burnished, and painted with dark brown lines. This vessel was drawn in 

the 1990s, but the illustrator did not notice the painted lines as they have considerably faded over 

time and are challenging to make out. The form of the goblet is relatively common, with a low 
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carination and straight or slightly everted walls (Killebrew 1999b: Form CA12; III.III:5:1). 

When decorated, however, they tend to be painted in the typical Canaanite style. Amiran cites 

these goblets as developments of MB and early LB carinated bowls and notes that they are one 

of the few LB pottery types to be slipped and burnished, even into the later LB II period (Amiran 

1969: 134). Examples from the LB I Sharon include from Mevorakh (Guz-Zilberstein 1984: Fig. 

7:1-2) and Tel Michal (Negbi 1989: Fig 5.8:9), but none from either Jatt or Aphek. Outside of 

the Sharon, these goblets tend to be found in wealthier or cultic contexts, and they may have had 

a potentially ceremonial function (Killebrew 1999a: 96).  

 

 

Figure 54: Cup 6231.01. 

 

The cup (6231.01) was also found in the pottery concentration and resembles a miniature, 

handle-less pot-shaped krater, and has a white wash with a checkerboard design around the rim 

and the carination. This shape is rare for cups in South Canaan, but an undecorated example was 

found at Yokene’am (Ben-Ami 2005b: Fig. III.11: 2). Further afield, however, this form seems 

rather common at Ugarit (Ugaritica II: Fig 104:15, 18, 24; Fig 107: 1), although only one 

example was decorated and that just with plain bands around the neck. The checkerboard pattern 

decoration is a common one in Canaan. This cup was included in the museum exaptation and 

was stored at the IAA storehouse but has since gone missing.  
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 All of the chalices, the goblet, and the cup from Stratum 10 were found in the 

pottery concentration, except for chalice 1336.01, which was found in the rubble over surface 

L69 in Square K/4.  

 

Kraters 

 

 

Figure 55: Krater 6173.03. 

 

Three large substantially complete kraters, as well as a near-profile of a fourth, were 

found in the pottery concentration of Stratum 10. Three of the four are closed vessels with a ring 

base, a rounded carination just above the midpoint of the vessel and a straight neck ending in a 

thickened rounded rim that is sometimes painted with stripes. The two complete versions from 

Ifshar have a single horizontal handle extending from the shoulder, and it is likely that the near 

profile sherd belonged to a similar one handled vessel on the basis of similarity of form and 

decoration with the complete vessels. Horizontal handles on kraters are generally less common 

than those with vertical loop handles, and Amiran suggests that the horizontal handles are a 

result of Aegean influence and notes that they are common on Bichrome kraters (Amiran 1969: 

134).  However, it seems more likely that it is an influence from Cyprus. Both Base Ring and 
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White Slip kraters from Cyprus share a similar body profile, differing only in the decorations and 

the shape of the handle (Fig. 56). The wishbone handles are a specifically Cypriot feature seen in 

both ware types, and the decorations of the Tel Ifshar kraters evoke Bichrome Ware, itself 

Cypriot in origin (Epstein 1966).  

 

 

Figure 56: Examples of a Base-Ring krater (left) and a White-Slip krater (right). They 
are both taken from Sjöqvist 1940: Pl. XXXI:4 (BR), Pl. XXXII:5 (WS). 

 

A single horizontal handle on a krater is extremely rare and seems to be restricted to the 

LB I. Over time this form appears to shrink to the size of large bowls and become predominantly 

undecorated (Amiran 1969: PL 38:23-24).    

Outside of Tel Ifshar, published examples of this type of krater are limited to four 

examples from the fill of Tel Michal (Fig. 57; Negbi 1989: Fig. 5.8:11-14), two examples from 

the Fosse Temple I from Lachish (Fig. 58; Tufnell et al. 1940: 79, Pl. XLIX:253-254), and two 

examples from Ugarit (Fig. 59; Schaeffer1942: Fig 54: 12, 15). While these kraters from Lachish 

and Ugarit are similar in the single horizontal loop handle, they do not match the body form of 

the Ifshar or Michal kraters (or each other) and instead it seems that the three groups of kraters 
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are independently created local versions of different vessel whose form and decoration they are 

separately attempting to evoke. Additionally, a single unpublished sherd was found in the Kaplan 

excavations of Jaffa (A. Burke personal communication), and while the handle isn’t preserved, 

the decoration matches almost precisely with the Michal and Ifshar kraters. While undecorated 

versions of this form exist (Negbi 1989: 5.5:14), most are decorated with what is regarded as “a 

crude imitation” (Amiran 1969: 134) of the Bichrome style (Tufnell et al. 1958: 219). Bichrome 

decorations are primarily in geometric designs and often divided into metopes separated by 

triglyphs of alternating straight and wavy lines (Amiran 1969: 134), as in the kraters from 

Lachish.  

 

 

Figure 57: Three of the decorated kraters from Tel Michal. From Negbi 1989: Fig. 5.8. 

 

 

Figure 58: Single-loop handle decorated kraters from Lachish. From Lachish II: 79, Pl. 
XLIX:253-254 
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Figure 59: Single loop handle kraters from Ugarit. From Schaeffer1942: Fig 54: 12, 15. 

 

The kraters from Michal and Ifshar and Jaffa, however, are all painted with alternating 

wavy and straight red and black bands painted on a white wash, or else directly on the plain 

surface of the vessel (Negbi 1989: 56). These kraters from Michal, Ifshar, and Jaffa are all very 

similar in form and decoration, and, in fact, Krater 6187.01 from Ifshar, 6662/1 from Michal 

(Negbi 1989: Fig. 5.8:11), and the sherd from Jaffa, are so similar as to have been produced in 

the same workshop, if not by the same hand. Further analyses, including petrography, could be 

done to check this in the future. 

 

 

Figure 60: Unique onion-shaped krater 6238.01 with small lug handles. 
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The fourth krater from Tel Ifshar is a unique vessel. It is slightly onion shaped with a 

broad, squat body on a ring base with a rounded carination and shoulders sloping into a short, 

narrow neck with a thickened, rounded rim and four small lug handles towards the top of the 

carination near the neck. It is slipped and burnished with a white slip and has painted horizontal 

bands of red-black-red around its widest point and neck, and four triglyphs of alternating wavy 

and straight red and black lines framing a metope with the four handles centered in the middle; 

the rim is painted with black hatches. In its decoration and much of its form, it fits well within 

the Bichrome family of kraters (cf. Lachish II: Pl. XLIX:255, 265 where the vessels have only 

two much larger handles); however, the tiny lug handles are unique in the LB and bring to mind 

instead the lug handles of the Chalcolithic era (cf. Amiran 1969: Pls. 4-6). They are far too small 

to be gasped, and while they could be mere decoration, it seems more likely that they were used 

as part of a suspension system with cords laced through the handles for hanging or to tie down a 

lid (Braunstein and Paley 1986: 11). But again, nothing like that is yet known from LB contexts.  

 

Cooking Pots 

 

 

Figure 61: Typical LB cooking pot (6197.01) 
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Six Cooking pots were recovered from Stratum 10; three from the pottery concentration 

(50%) and three are from the isolated patch of a floor fragment (F68), and the debris above it 

(L66), in Square K/6 (1290.01, 1294.01, 1335.01). All are made from the fabric common to all 

Bronze and Iron Age cooking pots, and distinct from all other vessel types. They are easily 

identified by this fabric—a brownish-red to black color and a somewhat gritty appearance with 

many large calcite inclusions visible to the naked eye. These vessels often show blackening from 

being placed over an open flame.  All six of the cooking pots from Stratum 10 at Ifshar fit 

Killebrew’s type CA 18a (Killebrew 1999a: 103-104; 1999b: III.III:7) with a rounded carinated 

body, a rounded base, a short neck, and an everted, triangular rim that is either left rounded 

(1290.01; 1294.01; 6179.01), cut flat (6403.03), or pinched in slightly (6226.01). This type is a 

development of the MB cooking pot, which is more globular with a plain rounded, everted rim 

(Amiran 1969: 135). The three vessels that were restored, and whose volume was determinable, 

were drastically different in size. Two of the vessels, 1290.01 and 6179.01 hold volumes of 2.5 

and 1.6 L, respectively, but 6403.03 is much larger and holds 11.7 L. The large size of 6403.03, 

could be related to different usage, a specialized dish being made in the vessel or volume for 

mass consumption. There is no known regional or functional difference in the rims, and the 

difference seems to be merely stylistic in nature.  

All three rim types are widespread in the LB I Sharon and in South Canaan generally 

(Killebrew 1999a: 103; Amiran 1969: 135) and often serve as a “type” vessel for identifying LB 

sites on survey and excavation. They are found in large numbers in domestic contexts (Gadot 

2009: Fig 8.7:2; Negbi 1989: Fig. 5.6; Ohata 1967: Pl. IX:14), as well as cultic contexts (Guz-

Zilberstein 1984: Fig. 7:9-11), but are rare in LB I tombs and do not appear in the tomb at Jatt 

(Yannai 2000: 59).   
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Storage Jars 

 

 

Figure 62: Storage jar 6442.01. This vessel is missing and was never drawn. 

 

Five substantially complete storage jars were reported found in the Stratum 10 

destruction. All of the complete storage jars were found in the pottery concentration.  Of the 

fragmentary remains two (40%), 1288.02 (L66), and 1355.03 (L69), were located outside the 

pottery concentration. Of the five substantially complete examples, one has not been restored, 

one is restored and is in the IAA archives, two were restored and photographed but not drawn 

and are now missing, and the fifth was photographed in situ but is missing without a trace. All 

four of the photographed jars belong to Killebrew’s type CA 23, and only one, 6442.01, has any 

form of decoration, incised bands around the top of the shoulder. The general shape of these 
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globular storage jars is a broad body with rounded shoulders and either globular or slightly 

tapered through the body with handles attached at the widest point, and either a rounded or flat 

base. They are distinct from the more famous Canaanite Commercial Jar with its carinated 

shoulder, more slender body, and tapered/pointed base. Globular storage jars are often referred to 

as “decorated” (Amiran 1969: 142-143) or “domestic” (Killebrew 1999a: 114) jars because of 

their frequent painted decoration on the shoulder (only represented by fragmented sherds in 

Ifshar), the context in which they tend to be found, and their presumed function as storage 

containers for foodstuffs. These jars are often found decorated (Killebrew 1999: 114) and are 

often painted. Several small sherds were recovered from Stratum 10, including two small painted 

body sherds, one with a trident incision, as well as three incised handles, one with a cross symbol 

and two with circles.  

This type of jar is a continuation of the MB storage jar tradition and the form continues 

into the early Iron Age, but are “especially common in the LBA [sic] I” (Guz-Zilberstein 1984: 

16) and are more common at sites in the north of South Canaan (Killebrew 1999a: 114-115; 

Amiran 1969: Pl. 44). On the LB I Sharon, similar jars have been published from Aphek (Gadot 

2009: Fig. 8.11:1) and Tel Michal (Negbi 1989: Fig 5.9: 1), while at Mevorakh only a single 

example of a jar base was found dug into the floor, presumably in secondary use (Guz-

Zilberstein 1984: 15; Fig. 8:1) and none were found in the tomb at Jatt.  

 

Jugs 
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Figure 63: Jug 6418.01. 

 

Only one jug  was recovered from Stratum 10 at Tel Ifshar (L167; 6418.01), but it was 

found nearly complete within the pottery concentration. The jug is undecorated and has a narrow 

neck with shoulders sloping to a piriform shape, a flat base, and a handle connecting the rim to 

the shoulder. Although most of the rim was not preserved, enough remains to know that it had a 

pinched mouth.  

These jugs are relatively common and long-lived in South Canaan and beyond (Guz-

Zilberstein 1984: 16). The form is a development of MB tradition and represents the “typical” 

local and undecorated Canaanite jug throughout the LB (Killebrew 1999: 100). It also continues 

into the IA, where it is found at a number of sites on the Sharon (Gadot 2009: 222). On the LB I 

Sharon, published examples include three vessels from Aphek (Gadot 2009: Fig. 8.8:6, 8.33:10, 

8.34:1-2), as well as single examples from Mevorakh (Guz-Zilberstein 1984: Fig. 8:5) and Jatt 

(Yannai 2000: 3:40). No jugs of this form were recovered from Tel Michal. However, a single 

unstratified example of a jug was found at Tel Zeror (Ohata 1970: pl. XIV:6). 
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Dipper Juglets 

 

 

Figure 64: Dipper juglet 6443.01. 

 

Five “Dipper” juglets (100%) were found in Stratum 10, all from the pottery 

concentration. They have been so named because of their assumed function of being used as a 

serving vessel. Presumably, they were filled by being dipped into a larger vessel (i.e., krater or 

large bowl) filled with a liquid and then poured into another vessel, such as a bowl or a 

chalice/goblet/cup, for consumption. 

The juglets from Ifshar have pinched mouths, handles that attach at the rim and the 

shoulder, and cylindrical bodies with bases ranging from rounded to more pointed. None of the 

examples from Tel Ifshar would be able to stand on their own. In one example, 6173.01, the 

pinched rim had been shaved down in antiquity. This juglet was found inside of krater 6173.03, 

reinforcing the premise that these juglets were used to serve liquid from a serving dish (such as a 

krater) into a bowl or cup. While the heights of the juglets vary from 12.5 cm – 15.0 cm the 

volume of the vessels is remarkably consistent with four of the five juglets holding between 0.27 
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L - .29 L. The fifth juglet, 6173.01 and has a volume of just 0.19 L, which, when considered with 

its shaved rim, and find location inside the krater, may reflect a specialized use for the vessel.  

“Dipper” juglets are common throughout all of South Canaan from the MB through the 

IA and are found at essentially every LB I site. Within the LB I Sharon, however, these juglets 

are recovered less frequently than in South Canaan generally. None were recovered from Aphek, 

while at Tel Michal, two were found on the slope of the tell, and a third was found in an IA fill 

(Negbi 1989: 54). However, they are found in relatively large numbers in Mevorakh Stratum XI 

scattered around the altar (Guz-Zilberstein 1984: 16; Fig. 8:  11-12) as well as in in the tomb at 

Jatt Yannai 2000: 52; Fig. 4:48-51).  

 

Lamps 

 

 

 

Figure 65: Lamp 6225.01. 

 

Of the lamps and lamp fragments from Stratum 10, 100% are from the pottery 

concentration. Lamps in South Canaan were reasonably consistent in their basic form throughout 
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the LB, essentially little more than a bowl with edges pinched to form a spout. The six lamps 

found in Stratum 10 of Tel Ifshar have a variety of fabrics ranging from reddish-pink to whitish 

in color and from c. 12 cm – 15 cm in diameter indicating that fabric was likely not a functional 

constraint in lamp production. Few morphological changes occur in lamps across a broad span of 

time, aside from a general tendency for the pinched mouth to become more exaggerated. 

Therefore, these changes are not a reliable chronological indicator (Gadot 2009: 234). The 

variation in size and fabric, however, could serve as evidence that these lamps were made from 

wasters while producing bowls. In fact, one of the lamps at Tel Ifshar shows direct evidence of 

having begun production as a bowl before being adapted into a lamp. The base of 6216.01 is 

thickened and rounded, but the lamp is also carinated. Such carination on a lamp is not unique in 

South Canaan, but is so rare that few examples have been found (c.f. Ben-Arieh 2004: Fig. 

2.71:70-73). These lamps have been found at every LB I site in the Sharon (Gadot 2009: Fig. 

8.31:13; Guz-Zilberstein 1984: Fig. 7:12; Negbi 1989: Fig. 5.7:9; Yannai 2000: Fig. 4:56-57). 

 

Cypriot Imports 

Cyprus, located c.150 km off the coast of Canaan was a long-time trading partner dating 

back from the MB II. During the LB Cypriot imports to South Canaan increased exponentially, 

introducing new forms and wares into the market. In general, the pottery imported from Cypress 

consisted of fine-ware and decorated vessels that form a drinking kit of kraters, bowls, and 

jugs/juglets (Aström 1972).  
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Bowls 

Monochrome 

 

 

Figure 66: Cypriot monochrome bowl 6406.06. 

 

Four substantially complete Monochrome bowls were recovered from Tel Ifshar Stratum 

10, all from the pottery concentration.  Three of the bowls are in storage with the IAA (6406.06; 

6430.03; 6458.01), and the fourth (6165.03) is stored at Haifa University. 

Monochrome is a Cypriot ware that first arrived in South Canaan in the MB IIC (Gittlen 

1977: 319). While Amiran cites it as occurring in both LB I and LB II (1969: 173), Kenyon 

(1973: 520), Epstein (1966: 141), and Gittlen (1977: 324) consider it to be characteristic of the 

LB I, and suggest that importation of Monochrome ware ceased after the LB I and those found in 

later contexts may be legacy or heirloom vessels (Gittlen 1977: 320).  These vessels share a high 

level of technological affinity with Cypriot Base-Ring Ware (see below) with the significant 

difference between the classes being whether or not the vessel has a ring base (Sjöqvist 1940: 

76). These bowls are handmade from well levitated and fired clay and are very resilient vessels 

(Sjöqvist 1940: 30-31). The slip is applied with visible brushstrokes and is generally a reddish-

to-brown mat, with the color being controlled through firing conditions (Sjöqvist 1940: 30-31). 

Relating to form, the vast majority of Monochrome Ware vessels found in South Canaan are 
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shallow hemispherical bowls with a single wishbone handle (Gittlen’s type I; 1977: 305), and of 

these, Gittlen recognizes two distinct sub-types (IF and IJ). All of the Monochrome Bowls 

recovered from Ifshar are of Gittlen’s type IJ, “somewhat deep, hemispherical bowl with a 

carinated shoulder and a concave base” (1977: 330). The shoulders of the bowls were often 

shaved with a knife using technology reminiscent of the Knife-Shaved Juglets (see below) 

(Åström 1966: 69). 

Monochrome bowls are common throughout South Canaan in the LB I, and Gittlen 

(1977: 313) counted 56 examples of type I bowls in Israel.  On the Sharon, they are also 

relatively common with examples reported from Tel Zeror (Ohata 1966: Plate IV:2), unstratified 

examples from Tel Michal (Negbi 1989: 61), and a large number recovered from Tel Mevorakh 

(Kromholz 1989: 16-17), as well as a single example from the tomb at Jatt (Yannai 2000: Fig. 

8:88). They do not, however, appear at Aphek. 

 

White Slip II  

 

 

Figure 67: White-slip II bowl 1290.02. 
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Cypriot white slip II Ware bowls commonly referred to as ‘milk-bowls,’ are by far the 

most numerous of the Cypriot imports recovered from South Canaan, with Gittlen counting 435 

examples from 42 sites (1977: 374). Two substantially complete examples, two body fragments, 

and a wishbone handle make up the WS II ware vessels from Stratum 10 at Tel Ifshar.  Of the 

substantially complete ‘milk-bowls,’ 6479.01 is from the pottery concentration (L214), while 

6158.04 is from the surface (F177) directly west of the pottery concentration, sealed by the 

destruction rubble of L173.  

Of the fragmentary remains, the handle 6422.01 and body sherd 6420.04 are from the 

pottery concentration (L214), while body sherd 1290.02 is from L66 in Square K4, the rubble 

above floor L69. The vast majority of the White Slip (WS) II vessels (and all of the examples 

from Tel Ifshar) are well levigated and fired, deep hemispherical handmade bowls with single 

wishbone handles, decorated with black or brown mat paint atop a white, cream, or gray slip into 

which the vessels were dipped (Sjöqvist 1940: 47).  As there is little significant variation in the 

forms of these bowls, they are generally classified by their decoration (Sjöqvist 1940: 49; Gittlen 

1977: 375), which primarily consisted of different arrangements of a painted ladder and lattice 

motifs (Gadot 2009: 239). While the decorative motifs on these vessels are thoroughly 

standardized, the execution is often somewhat sloppy (Sjöqvist 1940: 50) The two examples 

where it is possible to discern the type of decoration, 6158.04 and 6479.01, both have a simple 

horizontal lattice around the rim, and vertical lattices framing hanging ladders (6158.04) and 

hanging dots (6479.01). 

WS II is generally seen as a “type” indicator of LB II in sites in Israel. However, as 

Gittlen (1977: 432) states, this does not hold as WS II makes up a third of all WS wares in the 

LB I. It seems that WS II was introduced into South Canaan during the second half of the LB I, 
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roughly in the middle third of the fifteenth century, reached its peak in the fourteenth century, 

and continued into the thirteenth century (Gittlen 1977: 434).  

WS II has been found at virtually every LB site in South Canaan (Gadot 2009: 239). On 

the LB I Sharon, it has been found at Stratum X14 Aphek (Gadot 2009: Fig 8.40:9), Stratum XI 

Tel Mevorakh (Kromholz 1984: Fig. 10), Strata S15 and S17 Tel Zeror (Ohata 1966: Pl. VI:7; 

1967: Pl IX:12), and the early burial phase in the tomb at Jatt (Yannai 2000: Fig. 8:89-90); the 

examples from Tel Michal were unstratified and found in fills (Negbi 1989: 61).  

 

Juglets  

Base Ring I (Bilbils) 

 

 

 

Figure 68: Bilbil 6179.02 with rare incised decoration. 
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Base Ring (BR) I Ware juglets, commonly known as “bilbils,” are juglets imported from 

Cyprus with bodies that are globular to piriform, with a long tapering neck that widens again into 

a funnel-mouth, with thin rectangular handles extending from the top of the mouth to the 

shoulder, with either a trumpet or ring base (Sjöqvist 1940: 34). Although bilbils are generally 

associated with funerary deposits, the nine substantially complete examples from Tel Ifshar 

Stratum 10 represent the greatest number found in Israel outside of tomb deposits. Of the BR I 

pottery from Stratum 10, 10 out of 11 (91%) were found in the pottery concentration (L167, 

L211, L214) and the one (9%), 6163.01, was located just above the sealed floor F177 in Square 

L/6, at the bottom of the destruction rubble L173 west of L167. 

Bilbils are handmade of well-levigated clay made in separate pieces that are then 

assembled when they are leather-hard, with the handles being “punched-through” the side of the 

neck (Gittlen 1977: 45-46). Once assembled, these juglets often have a pronounced tilt (Gittlen 

1977: 46). Bilbils are then coated in a slip using a brush and are then well-fired, giving the sherds 

a metallic “clink” to them (Sjöqvist 1940: 34) The shape of these bilbils is not related to earlier 

Cypriot traditions but is more likely related to metal vessels (Sjöqvist 1940: 37). Sjöqvist 

contends that bilbils were the primary Cypriot export item (1940: 79). 

In general, BR I bilbils are most commonly decorated with two plastic bands where the 

handle meets the neck, as in 6457.01 and 6429.01 (Gittlen 1977: 45). Less common is a single 

band, as in 6434.01 (considered a late variant transitional to RB II; Gittlen 1977: 170), or no 

bands, as in 6413.01 and 6452.01. The rarest variant is of two parallel incised bands with 

hatching between them, as in 6163.01 and 6179.02 (Gittlen 1977: 171). One variant, 6469.01, is 

a type of bilbil known as a “lenticular” juglet because of its resemblance to a lentil seed; likely 

modeled after a leather vessel (Sjöqvist 1940: 37). 6429.03 is the base of a BR bottle (Sjöqvist 
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1940: Fig. 7). 6209.01 is a fragment of a bilbil that was mentioned in the excavation notes as 

having been stolen from the field over the weekend during excavation. 

The bodies of bilbils are usually undecorated, although bilbils occasionally have plastic 

vertical lines applied to the front and/or sides of the body. The incised decoration found on 

6179.02 is unique in South Canaan. The only other BR I bilbil with incised decoration on its 

body found in Canaan is from Stratum S17 Tel Zeror; however, the pattern is slightly different 

(Ohata 1966: Pl. VIII:2). Outside of South Canaan, a juglet with incisions identical to those of 

6179.02 was found in a cemetery in Maroni, Cyprus (along with another bilbil with similar but 

different incised decorations on its body) during an 1898 expedition by the British Museum 

(Johnson 1980: Pl. VI:2; Pl. LXI:2), where it is currently housed (Fig 65; BM reg. no.: 

1898,1201.102). 

 

Figure 69: Incised bilbil from Maroni, Cyprus. Image © Trustees of the British Museum. 
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BR I bilbils dominate the entire BR catalog in South Canaan in the LB I, before they are 

replaced by BR II jugs as the dominant BR form in the LB II (Gittlen 1977: 144).  BR pottery 

may have first arrived in South Canaan towards the end of the MB II, but was indeed present by 

the early stages on the LB I, albeit in small numbers (Gittlen 1977: 143). The amount of BR I 

pottery in South Canaan exploded in the LB IB, reached its peak in the LB IIA, with only a small 

number found in LB IIB contexts (Gittlen 1977: 143-144). 

One final note about bilbils, Merrillees (1962; 1968), proposed that they were containers 

for opium. He based this argument in no small part on the resemblance of the juglets, when held 

upside down, to the pods of the Opium Poppy (Fig. 70; Papaver somniferum L.). He also noted 

that the plastic and painted decorations on the bodies of these vessels resemble the way an 

Opium Poppy seed pod is scored when harvesting the opium-rich latex (Merrillees 1962: 289). 

Merrillees and Evans (1989) tested the residue in two bilbils and reported that they returned 

opium. However, a number of scholars (Koshel 1996: 160; Chovanec et al. 2012: 14; 

Bunimovitz and Lederman 2016: 1554) have criticized Merrillees methodology and consider his 

results to be inconclusive. Koshel (1996) tested a single bilbil found in Egypt and housed in the 

Martin-van-Wagner-Museum of the University of Wiirzburg/Germany (Inv. No. A. 39). While 

his analysis returned evidence of opium, he cautioned that there is no guarantee that the tested 

residue was the vessel’s original contents (Koshel 1996: 161).  
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Figure 70: Base-Ring Ware II “bilbil” juglet from British Museum tested by Smith et al. 
(2018) compared with a Poppy Opium seed pod. Note that the juglet is still with its original seal. 

Image from Smith et al. 2018: Fig. 1. 

 

In 2013, Chovanec (2013: 299) tested a number of bilbil sherds from Cyprus and found 

no traces of Opium. She even added three bilbils from Tel Beth Shemesh to her data set, but 

again no opium was returned (; Bunimovitz and Lederman 2016). Instead, they seemed to 

contain either aromatic oils (Chovanic et al. 2015: 185; Bunimovitz and Lederman 2016:1554-

1555) or herb-infused wine (Chovanec 2013: 299). However, the Cypriot vessels analyzed were 

long held unsealed in museum collections, or, in the case of the Beth Shemesh bilbils, were 

subject to some level of cleaning and restoration (Chovanic et al. 2015: 180). The evidence just 

did not align with Merrillees’ theory. 

Very recently, however, in a study by Smith et al. (2018) a residue analysis was 

performed on a BR II bilbil from the British Museum (1981,1218.53) that was still sealed with 

what could be assumed to be its original sealing. This new analysis did, in fact, detect opium, but 

it was suspended in an oily matrix (Smith et al. 2018: 5135). The authors caution that the juglet 

could have contained poppyseed oil with trace amounts of opium, which may have only had a 
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symbolic significance.  Rather than being consumed for psychotropic effects, the contents of the 

bilbils may have been an aromatic oil for anointing or perfume.  Either way, it seems safe to say 

that the contents of these juglets would constitute a luxury good. 

 

White-Shaved Ware  

 

 

Figure 71: Cypriot White-Shaved juglet 6199.02. 

 

A single White-Shaved Ware juglet was found in Stratum 10, within the pottery 

concentration. Juglets are the only vessel from within the White-Shaved family imported to 

Canaan (Gittlen 1977: Pl. 13). They are also the only Cypriot import in which its form was 

primarily inspired by Canaanite vessels—the “Dipper juglet” prevalent across Canaan 

throughout the MB-LB (Gjerstad 1926: 181; Sjöqvist 1940: 33; Gittlen 1977: 343). White-

Shaved juglets have no typological antecedents on Cyprus (Sjöqvist 1940: 77), but the 

technology used in their manufacture is wholly Cypriot (Gittlen 1977: 343). White-Saved juglets 
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were first imported to South Canaan in the second half of the LB I and continued to be imported 

throughout the rest of the LB (Gittlen 1977:354). 

 

Conclusion 

For the purpose of this discussion, only the pottery found in the sealed pottery 

concentration will be considered. This represents a collection unique in the LB I, given the 

number of complete vessels found in situ and sealed by a destruction layer. Therefore, it’s 

significance in informing the nature of the site, and by extension, other similar sites in the Sharon 

and beyond cannot be overstated.  

When analyzing the collection, the first thing that stands out is the high percentage of 

drinking and serving bowls (63%; Fig. 72).   
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Figure 72: Distribution of vessels by type within the pottery concentration. 

 

Many of these bowls are decorated or imported with pottery forms that evoke traditions 

of Canaan’s royal past. Given the location and the nature of the pottery find (in the courtyard and 

stacked) it seems safe to assume that this consecration did not represent the remains of a single 

event (such as with the favissa from Aphek) but rather storage of vessels for use.  Besides the 

bowls, the pottery concentration also contains unique decorated kraters, cooking pots, jugs, 

juglets (both dipper juglets used for serving as wells as imported bilbils presumably valued for 

their content, as well as storage jars and lamps).  Taken together, this represents a drinking and 
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dining kit (Fulton et al. 2015: 37). In addition, when looking at this collection, one can assume, 

due to the number of imports and the level of decorations on the kraters, that this represents an 

elite collection.  
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5. Faunal Remains and Small finds from Stratum 10 

This chapter will preliminarily present the faunal remains from Tel Ifshar Stratum 10. 

The faunal remains were identified and analyzed by Inbar Katlav as part of her forthcoming 

dissertation on the differing strategies of pastoral production at Tel Ifshar in the MB and LB. A 

total of 298 bones were collected from Stratum 10, with 249 (84%) coming from the destruction 

loci around the pottery concentration (L167, 177, L211, L214), the patch of floor (K4) and the 

rubble atop it (L66, L69). Baskets from L204 in Square M/6 were excluded as the surviving 

records don’t reliably distinguish which baskets were exclusively from, on, or above the possible 

Stratum 10 floor in the square.  

As with the ceramics, the faunal remains have suffered during their long period of 

storage, and many of the bones were damaged. Of the 298 bones recovered, 187 (63%) were able 

to be identified on a species level. Species identified among the faunal remains of Stratum 10 

include Sheep/goats (Ovis aries/Capra hircus; 109; 58%), domestic cattle (Bos taurus; 46; 25%), 

mountain gazelle (Gazella gazella; 13; 7%), pig/boar (Sus scrofa; 8; 4%), Persian fallow deer 

(Dama mesopotamia; 6; 3.2%), as well as single examples (each representing 0.5% of the total) 

of a great cormorant (Phalacrocorax carbo), a common moorhen (Gallinula chloropus), a 

hooded crow (Corvus cornix), a red fox (Vulpes vulpes), and a shark’s tooth (Fig. 73).  
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Figure 73: Total distribution of identifiable species in the faunal remains of Tel Ifshar 
Stratum 10. 

 

Bones were hand selected during excavation, and none of the Stratum 10 loci were sifted, 

making it is likely that bone collection during excavation was biased towards more substantial, 

more visible bones. As a result, smaller mammals, birds, and fish bones particularly, can be 

expected to be severely underrepresented in the Tel Ifshar sample. 

 

Species Represented 

 

Sheep/Goat (Ovis/Capra) 

Sheep/goat bones represent the highest number of faunal remains recovered from Stratum 

10 at 109, with 94 (86%) from the destruction areas, they comprise 58% of the total identifiable 
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bones. Sheep and goat bones are very similar and often difficult to discern. In order to address 

this challenge, there is a general convention to lump the two together into a single category 

(Horwitz 2003: 436). Sheep/goat is generally the most significant percentage of animal bones 

found in any Near Eastern site in all periods (Horwitz 2003: 437).  

 

Domestic Cattle (Bos taurus) 

Domestic cattle were the second most frequent of the bones recovered from Tel Ifshar. 

There were 46 cattle bones recovered from Stratum 10, 32 from the destruction areas. In all, 

cattle represent 25% of all the identifiable bones, a percentage that aligns with other LB I sites in 

South Canaan and the Sharon (Horwitz and Milkowski 2001: Fig. 16.2). While the number of 

cattle bones is half that of sheep/goat, it is not possible to discern which were more valuable for 

the local economy as the cattle are much larger, produce far more meat per individual, and beef 

has a higher nutritional value than sheep or goat (Horwitz and Milkowski 2001: 299). Canaanite 

cattle were not a significant factor in the taxes levied by Egypt but were mentioned as a frequent 

and significant booty prize taken by pharaohs on campaigns (Redford 1992: 211). In the Amarna 

letters, it is clear that Canaanite Mayors were required to keep Cattle stocked for use by military 

and government personnel as they passed through on campaigns or other business (see Moran 

1992: EA55, EA 161, EA193, EA324, EA325). 

 

Mountain Gazelle (Gazella gazella) 

There were 13 mountain gazelle bones found in Stratum 10, all (100%) from the 

destruction areas. The mountain gazelle is native to South Canaan but would likely not be found 

too close to Tel Ifshar. They would more likely be found in the foothills a bit to the east of the 
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tell. There seems to be a preference for young gazelles as out of the nine bones identifiable, two-

thirds of the identified bones were unfused (67%).  

 

Pig/Boar (Sus scrofa) 

There were eight Sus (pig/boar) bones found in Stratum 10, with only three (38%) from 

the destruction areas. There is a methodological difficulty discerning domestic pig bones from 

wild boar, and they are generally differentiated by size. In general, pig bones are uncommon at 

LB sites, and there doesn’t seem to be much evidence that domestic pigs were raised during this 

period. The wild boar is widespread throughout the Sharon Plain, and the area around Tel Ifshar 

is filled with suitable habitats for boars like marshes and the forested ḥamra hills. Raising 

domesticated pigs together with intensive agriculture is only cost-effective if enough surplus 

crops can be grown to feed the pigs so that they do not compete with people over food, and they 

can be efficiently kept away from the fields (Redding 1991). The examples from Ifshar all appear 

to be from wild boars.  

 

Fallow Deer (Dama mesopotamia) 

Six fallow deer bones were found in Stratum 10, (3.2%). The Fallow deer is conspicuous 

due to its impressive rack of antlers. The large percentage of cranial fragments found, as well as 

antler sheds, indicates that these animals were hunted and prized for the decorative potential or 

practical uses of their antlers as much as for their meat. These animals are often found in wooded 

hills and would have likely been at home in the oak and terebinth covered ḥamra hills of the 

Sharon.  
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Game Birds 

 The great cormorant is a seabird native to the Sharon and can still be found in the trees 

lining the rivers and surrounding the pools and marshes. They are not commonly found at LB 

sites, although, as birds, they are subject to the general collection bias in an excavation. This bird 

has an interesting relationship with humans as in various times and places it has been hunted as a 

competitor/pest or as a game bird and used as a hunting bird to catch fish (Allsen 2006: 271). It 

is not known to what purpose the bird served in this case, or how they were perceived 

(pest/game/ally) in LB Canaan. 

 

 

Figure 74: Elites fishing and hunting waterfowl. From the tomb of Userhat.  

 

The common moorhen is a waterfowl that is exclusively a game bird. They are native to 

the Sharon and live along the rivers and in the marshes and pools. They are not commonly found 

at LB sites, although, as birds, they are subject to the general collection bias in an excavation. 

Hunting of waterfowl is commonly depicted as an elite recreational activity on New Kingdom 

Egyptian tombs (Fig. 74). 
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Varia 

The varia are all single examples of species found in the Stratum 10 remains and include 

a red fox (Vulpes vulpes), a hooded crow (Corvus cornix), and a shark’s tooth. 

The red fox is native to the Sharon, and can still be found in forests, field, and the edges 

of settlements. They are not hunted for food but may have been killed as pests or for trophies 

(Fig. 75).  

 

 

Figure 75: A fox depicted among the animals hunted on the walls of the tomb of Userhat. 

 

The nature of fox behavior and their propensity to enter settlements at night or live in 

fresh ruins means that the fox remains could also have been deposited free of human agency.  

Similar to the fox above the hooded crow (Corvus cornix) is native to the Sharon and has 

long been identified as a scavenger/opportunistic feeder that has readily adapted to living 

alongside humans. Unlike the fox, it is not likely that a crow would be hunted. 
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The shark’s tooth is unique among the bones in that it is fossilized (and was in the LB). 

Fossilized shark teeth wash up along the Mediterranean shore and are still commonly collected 

as souvenirs.  

 

Conclusion 

The faunal remains suggest that the pastoral aspect of the foodways at Tel Ifshar was 

primarily based on sheep/goat and domestic cattle supplemented with large game and waterfowl.  

The large numbers of domestic animals as compared to game animals (84% versus 16%) suggest 

that the game animals were not necessary for the subsistence of the residents. The limitation of 

game animals to large game or waterfowl and the absence of small and medium game indicate 

that hunting was restricted to animals which required great resources of time, energy, specialized 

tools, and skills for the hunt. This suggests that whoever was hunting at Tel Ifshar had the 

needed skills and tools as well as enough leisure time to participate on a regular basis. When 

combined with the sumptuous feasting remains discussed in Chapter 3, the picture presented is 

less of a poor village adopting hunting in order to survive and more indicative of an estate that 

regularly engages in elite feasting and hunting behaviors.  

Data for LB I faunal remains in South Canaan is generally less represented than ceramic 

remains. Before the 1980s, many excavations did not save faunal remains, and analyses of faunal 

remains tend to lag behind ceramic analyses in postprocessing. Horwitz and Milevski (2001) 

performed a detailed comparative study in which they examined the MB and LB faunal remains 

across South Canaan. They noted that the majority of LB archaeozoology reports either do not 

distinguish between phases within the LB, such as Tel Michal (Hellwing and Feig 1989) and Tel 

Shiloh (Hellwing et al. 1993), or only analyze LB II remains, such as at Aphek (Horwitz 2009), 
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Lachish (Drori 1979) or Manahat (Horwitz 1998). They report that, in general, LB sites tend to 

be dominated by domesticated animals, particularly caprines and cattle. The relative proportion 

of the two was generally dependent on the geographical and environmental conditions around the 

site. While in the desert and hill country, cattle make up a mere c. 5% of faunal remains, in the 

fertile valleys and along the coast, cattle can make up 30-40% of the faunal remains recovered 

(Horwitz and Milevski 2001: 297). All LB sites studied contained a diversity of wild taxa as 

well, particularly large game and birds (298). They note that the wild taxa represent c. 10-15% of 

faunal remains found at most LB sites located in fertile agricultural zones. This represents a 

marked increase in quantity and diversity of wild taxa exploited relative to the periods preceding 

and following the LB; in both the MB and the IA, wild taxa represent only c. 5% of the total 

faunal remains. Sites in the highlands such as Shiloh (interpreted by the excavators as an 

uninhabited cultic center; Finkelstein et al. 1993: 45) or large urban centers such as Lachish 

(perhaps the largest urban center in South Canaan by the end of the LB; Ussishkin 1993), did not 

see a similar increase in wild taxa, which made up only c. 5% of all identifiable bones (Horwitz 

and Milevski 2001: 293, fig. 16.5). Unfortunately, the LB botanical remains were not really 

analyzed at Tel Ifshar, but remains from other South Canaanite sites, particularly at Tel Michal 

(Lipschitz and Waisel 1989; Thompson and Rapp 1989), indicate that, in general, the Canaanite 

population was engaged in intensive agriculture (Horwitz and Milevski 2001: 300). When 

combined, the faunal and floral evidence suggests that outside of major urban centers, LB sites in 

the valleys and along the coast of South Canaan relied on intensive agriculture and pastoralism, 

supplemented by hunting large game and game birds.  
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6. Patrimony and Patronage: Ordering Society in the Ancient Near 

East  

Socio-political organization, the ways in which human populations are organized and 

managed, has been a formative focus of anthropological investigation. Political organization is 

usually understood as a continuum of increasing complexity. The social and political spheres are 

deeply intertwined, and increased complexity in one sphere usually leads to a reflective response 

from the other. When discussing, socio-political organization, this author is referring to the 

physical organization of a polity (defined as the smallest autonomous unit). On a macro or 

civilizational level, this would apply to the way polities are distributed across the landscape, 

while the micro level would refer to the way the sites within individual polities themselves were 

distributed. This level of analysis includes the examination of both settlement patterns and 

settlement hierarchy. 

Fraught with problems on multiple levels, Elman Service’s (1975) division of human 

societies into stages of development (band—>tribe—> chiefdom—>state) has nonetheless 

remained relevant as a diagnostic tool for archaeologists. While Service’s teleological, 

unidirectional, progression of society has been largely abandoned, his four categories of socio-

political development have remained relatively standard. For analysts of the ANE, the relevant 

distinction hovers between chiefdom—>state. One of the issues clouding this discussion is the 

fact that many of the leaders of ANE polities self-identified (often corroborated externally) as 

“kings.” Our idea of “kingdoms” however, is heavily influenced by the medieval European 

experience and is usually labeled as a “state” and thus implies at least a 4-tier settlement 

hierarchy as well as other characteristics of a “state” (Abrutyn and Lawrence 2010: 420-422). It 
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seems, however, that in the ANE, the term “king” ‘mlk’ did not necessarily mean a sovereign of 

an independent, autonomous polity. Instead, as Handy points out: 

The problem lies not with the word mlk, but with the connotations of the term 
'king.' The verbal root mlk means 'to rule.' It does not mean to be the sole ruler. In the 
ancient Near Eastern political world, it was common for a series of rulers (any of whom 
might be called mlk 'king') to form a hierarchy within an empire. The city-states of Syria-
Palestine had long been subject to the rulers of Egypt or to Hittite kings, even before the 
arrival of the Assyrians, Babylonians, Persians, Greeks, or Romans. The king of a local 
city-state remained a 'king,' even though he served under the authority and at the 
discretion of the king of the empire. The title used for the king of the empire could quite 
literally have been 'king of kings.' Therefore, mlk was a title used not only on more than 
one level of the hierarchy of an empire but even on several people on the same level 
simultaneously (1994: 112). 

 
Thus, the label spanned Service’s divide and at various times could be equally applicable 

to the ruler of Megiddo as to the Pharaoh of Egypt.  The point of this diversion is that while 

terms such as “petty kingdoms” and “early states” are used to describe the political organization 

of the LB South Canaan, that the polities within Canaan, even before Egyptian involvement, 

were organized more fitting the designation “chiefdom” than anything approaching “state” in 

scale or scope.  

The nature of settlement hierarchies must also be addressed. Generally, these are divided 

into vertical and horizontal hierarchies. Most polities at the chiefdom level are vertically 

integrated so that power flows from source to a few nodes below it, from where it passes to 

nodes further down. In a horizontally arranged hierarchy, authority may flow from a single 

source but is quickly dispersed across many nodes that all exist on roughly the same level. These 

two phenomena are incredibly scale-dependent, in which polities may be horizontally distributed 

between each other, but are vertically arranged within the polity itself. When it comes to 

settlement patterns, horizontal integration of settlements tends to indicate diffusion of power, 

while a vertical integration would mean an increased centralization of power.  
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Models of Political Organization of Bronze Age Canaan 

The discussion over how society was organized in the LB has generally revolved around 

identifying the extant polities and their territorial scope (Alt 1925; Naʿaman 1975; 1986; 1988; 

1992; Finkelstein 1986; Bunimovitz 1989; 1995; Savage and Falconer 2003). As part of these 

discussions into the extent of these polities, scholarly mention of the nature of these polities has 

remained mainly in assumptive analogies. These analogies range from city-states to Early State 

Modules (ESM), to kingdoms of various descriptions (small, petty, regional, patrimonial, etc.), 

but all assume a certain level of urbanism and are often conflated and combined in an analogy. 

This highlights the lack rigorous analysis of the ways in which these polities organized 

themselves: “Though much smaller and less impressive than the enormous Middle Bronze Age 

cities, contemporary texts leave no doubt that most of them were centers of petty kingdoms or 

city-states” (Bunimovitz 1995: 326). Rather than attempting to describe the political organization 

of LB Canaanite polities accurately, scholars have relied on analogies chosen from other eras, 

which can lead to problematic assumptions in their application. 

 

City-State 

The first scholar to seriously attempt to reconstruct the polities of LB South Canaan was 

Albrecht Alt in 1925. As a textual scholar, Alt only rarely engaged with archaeological evidence 

but compared textual evidence with geographic studies according to the territorial Geschichte 

principle (Benz 2013: 60). This principle asserted that geography was a massive influence on 

political divisions and development and that because these divisions were essentially carved into 

the landscape, they remain remarkably persistent despite political and demographic upheavals 
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(Alt 1925 (1968): 176-177). As such, Alt’s method took a longue durée perspective, and his 

model informed subsequent scholars, all of whom attempted to refine or redefine Alt’s work, but 

always from the same diachronic perspective.  

Alt’s other significant contribution to the scholarship of Canaanite political organization 

was his use of the analogy of “city-state” to describe these polities (Alt 1925 [1986]: passim). In 

his view, Canaan was divided into two distinct geographical regions, with two large territorial 

kingdoms in the highlands and the valleys and plains dotted with city-states. Alt was explicit in 

his comparison of these city-states to the political system of feudal Europe with hereditary 

princes (appointed and approved by Egypt of course) ruling from their urban center and investing 

warrior elites (the maryannu) with land grants in exchange for loyalty; all of these elites then 

dominated a serf population who did the agricultural and pastoral labor (Alt 1925 [1968]: 184, 

187-192; the problems with Alt’s feudal analogies will be addressed below). Interestingly, Alt’s 

conception of Canaanite city-states did not have them ruling over large areas. Instead, these 

polities “consisted of nothing more than the fields belonging to the city and the few villages 

around it” (1925 [1968]:192). However, he did not develop this idea further or deal with the 

implications of this “negative space.”  

Alt’s reconstruction of LB Canaan dominated scholarship for the next 50 years (see the 

list in Benz 2013: 64, n. 65-66). Nadav Naʿaman (1975) was the first to offer a comprehensive 

reevaluation of the evidence. While still heavily influenced by Alt, Naʿaman made two 

significant contributions to the discussion of LB social politics. First, he posited that since “only 

the rulers of these political units were allowed to correspond with the Pharaoh” (2005: 148), only 

the locations identified in the Amarna letters should be given priority when trying to identify 

political capitals. This approach centered on the time period for which the most textual evidence 
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exists and relied on territorial Geschichte to argue that these 14th-century capitals were likely 

capitals throughout the LB and thus the specific organization discerned in the late 14th-century 

was taken as representative of the LB as a whole. The second significant contribution of 

Naʿaman was his engagement with the “negative space” in the landscape. He only supported the 

precise delineation of borders in areas that were relatively densely populated. In the sparse 

highlands, Lower Jordan Valley, and the Negev, the space between Canaanite centers was a 

virtual ‘no man’s land,’ (Naʿaman 2005: 168). Naʿaman also rejected the term city-state, 

preferring to refer to the polities of Canaan as city-kingdoms, due to his assumption of these 

polities being organized with a monarchical government (Bunimovitz 1994: 3, n. 1).  

While Naʿaman’s model engaged far more with archaeological evidence than had Alt’s, it 

was mainly a reconstruction that prioritized textual evidence, especially from the Amarna 

Archive. In the 1980s and 1990s, a new generation of archaeologists attempted to infuse the text- 

and theory-based models with ones built from a greater appreciation for archaeological 

excavation data and rigorous survey methods (Finkelstein 1996: 224), as well as new 

developments in archaeological theory (Bunimovitz 1994; see also Benz 2013: 68). Led by 

Finkelstein (1996) and Bunimovitz (1994; 1995), these models followed many of the 

assumptions of Alt and Naʿaman, such as territorial Geschichte over the longue durée 

(Finkelstein 1996: 226; Bunimovitz 1994). For Bunimovitz, the exact make-up of a polity (city-

state or kingdom) was less critical than that these polities seemed to reflect ESMs, as explained 

in Renfrew’s theory of peer-polity interaction (described below). Finkelstein, on the other hand, 

used another line of reasoning in his reconstruction. He identified city-state capitals as meeting 

two criteria, their appearance in the Amarna archive and the presence of “public architecture 

such as palaces and temples” (1996: 225). He reasoned that this monumental architecture would 
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need considerable resources in the form of human labor, and focused on constructing polities 

based on their including enough population as well as enough agricultural production to support 

the state (Finkelstein 1996: 226).  

Both Bunimovitz’s and Finkelstein’s models agreed at least in part with Naʿaman’s ‘no 

man’s land’ theory (Bunimovitz 1994; 1995; Finkelstein 1996), but the level of adherence to the 

theory is one of the significant points of departure between the two scholars. For Finkelstein, 

while he believed that such negative space was possible in pockets of the highlands and Negev, 

he insisted that “there is no doubt...that all of Canaan was divided between directly adjacent 

polities with shared borders” (1996: 226). Bunimovitz’s model, which he termed the ‘shifting 

frontier model’ (SFM) (1994: 193-202; 1995: 327-328) was influenced by studies into Chinese 

frontier theory (Lattimore 1940; Adams 1974; 1978; see Bunimovitz 1995, 317). He viewed the 

ecological and social frontiers as oscillating “within very broad limits depending on the strength 

of the central ruling power” (Bunimovitz 1995, 327). By frontier, Bunimovitz is referring to a 

world outside of the “civilization” that dominated in lowlands; a realm occupied by “nomads and 

other sedentary groups” (Bunimovitz 1995, 327). In times of prosperity and power, the borders 

of the “civilization” would advance to the east and the south and push back the frontier. But 

without strong central leadership, the nomads would come down from the hills and out of the 

desert, bringing the frontier with them even to the very gates of the lowland’s settled towns.  

Bunimovitz also first used rank-size analysis to examine further his LB Canaanite ESMs 

(Bunimovitz 1989: Chapter 2; 1995: 326). This method of analysis can provide a lot of insight 

into the level of integration in a society (see extensive discussion in Falconer and Savage 1995). 

When compared to the graph of the MB II rank-size distribution, which suggests the presence of 

a relatively “large and comparatively integrated urban system,” the LB suggests “a low degree of 
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socio-political integration” (Bunimovitz 1995: 323). Bunimovitz noted that the distances 

between presumed capital sites and the territories they controlled were relatively equivalent and 

that they resembled the pattern from Renfrew’s Early State Module (ESM) (Renfrew 1986; 

Bunimovitz 1995: 326).  

 

 

Figure 76: Renfrew’s Peer-polity model. From Renfrew 1986: Fig. 1.1 . 

 

This is a pattern of settlement and social organization that has been observed in many 

early civilizations and generally consisted of 10-12 autonomous political centers that existed c. 

40 km from each other, each controlling roughly equivalent territories of >c. 1500 km2 (Renfrew 

1975: 12-18; see also Bunimovitz 1995: 326-327). 
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Figure 77: Bunimovitz’s application of Renfrew’s model to South Canaan. From 
Bunimovitz 1995: Fig. 6. 

 

Falconer and Savage later attempted to explore more in-depth the rank-size method by 

combining it with k-means analysis (Falconer and Savage 1995; Savage and Falconer 2003). 

Through many repetitions and iterations and after checking against random groupings, they 

determined that the preferred solution was 24 clusters (Savage and Falconer 2003: 37-38).  
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Figure 78: Savage and Falconer’s k-means analysis of South Canaan polities. From 
Savage and Falconer 2003: Fig. 4. 

 

These clusters were then taken as proxies for polities, and they performed a rank-size 

analysis on each cluster individually and analyzed the resultant curves. While their idea is a 

novel one, they fell into the same trap many scholars do. They assumed that tell size was a proxy 

for site size. As we have shown above this is problematic, especially for the LB I, as virtually 

every tell, regardless of the size of the mound, contained only a single building. In addition, their 

study is hindered because of the difficulty identifying village sites within the alluvial plains of 

the coast and valleys.  As discussed above, these sites are generally located beneath more than a 
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meter of soil and village sites known through survey likely represent only a fraction of the 

original total.  

 

Theories of Social and Political Organization- 

Alt used two fundamental assumptive analogies when building his model (Benz 2013: 

61). The first was that the polities of the Canaanite landscape were organized as “city-states,” 

and the second was that the political structure of those societies was analogous to the feudal 

system of Medieval Europe. Alt identified the term maryannu, common in LB texts, as 

representing an elite population of chariot warriors (Alt 1968: 184; for an extended summary of 

the term maryannu and the variety of uses see von Dassow 2008).  In his model, the vast 

majority of the population served as serfs laboring under a small cadre of elites, the maryannu, 

who were ruled by a hereditary monarch. The maryannu were granted land by the king, the 

income of which would both ensure the continuing elite status of the holder, while also legally 

binding him to the king.  

Alt also envisioned a regional divide in South Canaan between the highlands and the 

coastal plains and inland valleys that are reflected in differences in sociopolitical organization. 

While the highlands were occupied by the two major “territorial kingdoms” of Hazor and 

Shechem (Alt 1925 [1968]: 198, 201-203), the lowland valleys and plains were crowded by a 

network of independent city-states whose territory generally extended a mere 5 km from its 

administrative center and “consisted of nothing more than the field belonging to the city and the 

few villages around it” (Alt 1925 [1968]: 192). Hansen (2000: 19) defines a city-state as: 

a highly institutionalised and highly centralised micro-state consisting of one town 
(often walled) with its immediate hinterland and settled with a stratified population, of 
whom some are citizens, some are foreigners and, sometimes, slaves. Its territory is mostly 
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so small that the urban centre can be reached in a day's walk or less, and the politically 
privileged part of its population is so small that it does in fact constitute a face-to-face 
society. The population is ethnically affiliated with the population of neighbouring city-
states, but political identity is focused on the city-state itself and based on the 
differentiation from other city-states. A significantly large fraction of the population is 
settled in the town, the others are settled in the hinterland, either dispersed in farmsteads 
or nucleated in villages or both. The urban economy implies specialisation of function and 
division of labour to such an extent that the population has to satisfy a significant part of 
their daily needs by purchase in the city's market. The city-state is a self-governing but not 
necessarily an independent political unit. 
 

However, the paradigm of a network of relatively small city-states in the valleys and 

large kingdoms in the highlands endured for nearly 50 years and is still the dominant paradigm in 

scholarship. As we have seen in the chapters above, referring to the sites of South Canaan as 

cities is a gross misrepresentation (Thompson 1992: 58) and applying an anachronistic term such 

as city-states implies a level of sophistication that is not supported by the textual or archeological 

evidence (Pfoh 2016). 

 

Feudalism 

Feudalism is a word to classify the organizing model of a system of socio-political 

ecology. The term itself first developed anachronistically in the 16th century as the adjective 

“feudal” to describe the vestiges remnant of an old order that had since passed. It was generally 

used as a pejorative term suggestive of an outdated, brutal capriciousness. Alt was the first to 

explicitly utilize this analogy in his principle of territorial Geschichte (Benz 2013; Schloen 

1995; 2001).  

 Alt’s primary interest lay in Israel’s genesis within Canaan during the murky period of 

LB-IA transition, and his focus on LB Levantine political organization stemmed from his belief 

that a reconstruction of the world into which Israel emerged would provide insight into that 
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emergence. Primarily a textual scholar, Alt relied on Egyptian texts in his reconstruction with 

only the rare recourse to archaeology. From these texts, he perceived that South Canaan was 

divided into city-states (addressed above) in which dynasties of “hereditary princes” ruled at the 

pleasure of the pharaoh, which then invested local warrior-elites (identified by Alt as the 

“maryannu”) with land grants that bound these elites to their prince. (1968: 184-190). Alt’s 

language, including references to “feudal lords” (190, n. 4) ruling over a “population of serfs” 

(184) indicates that he viewed this comparison as direct rather than analogous in nature. 

However, the terms utilized by Alt highlighted one of the main problems of feudal comparisons, 

both direct and by analogy, the definition of the “feudalism” being cited for comparison is 

neither clearly articulated nor consistent in the literature. 

Arriving at a clear definition of feudalism, however, is surprisingly tricky. As it is an 

artificial and anachronistic term of classification for understanding Medieval Europe, it is up to 

the analyst to decide how to frame the definition. That is, what aspect of Medieval European 

society should be defined as “feudal?” Two distinct and contradictory answers to this question 

have developed throughout the 20th century by Marxist and Modernist scholars. Each response 

prioritized the sphere of society emphasized by their respective schools of thought. Marxist 

associate the term feudal as referring to the organization of socio-economic sphere of Medieval 

Europe while the Modernists defined the word by the socio-political system of hierarchic 

vassalage prevalent in Medieval European society (Strayer 1979: 13). 

It was Karl Marx himself who appropriated the adjective “feudal” in the 19th century and 

transformed it into “Feudalism” by naming it as one of the five stages of human economic, 

social, and political development (Marx 1895: I:3). In Marxist thought, Feudalism is not a 

system of government or division of land. Instead, it was a mode of production and a crucial 
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stage in the development of human society along its path to communism (Schloen 2001: 190). 

Feudalism occupied a position in the universal progression of a society that bridged the gap from 

Slave Societies to Bourgeois Capitalism. As such, in Marxist Feudalism, the class of producers 

was now able to own the means of production themselves, at least in part, but that this class was 

still exploited by a non-producing governing class through various methods of extra-economic 

coercion (Diakonoff 1969).  Because of this universal nature of feudalism as a stage in social 

development, terms from Medieval European history have become laden with special meaning in 

Marxist thought (Schloen 1995: 52). While based on the particulars of Medieval Europe, the 

Marxist definition of feudalism explicitly rejects direct association with the socio-political 

system of hierarchic vassalage of Medieval Europe (Diakonoff 1969). 

Parallel to the development of the Marxist definition of Feudalism was the development 

of another definition led by Western Medieval scholars in the modernist tradition represented by 

Joseph Strayer (1979: 47-51; also see the comprehensive summary in Schloen 2001). For Strayer 

and his peers, the socio-political system of hierarchic vassalage was the defining feature of 

‘feudalism’ in Medieval Europe. This system was characterized by “a fragmentation of political 

authority, public power in private hands, and a military system in which an essential part of the 

armed forces is secured through private contracts” (Strayer 1979, 13). Thus, feudalism 

represented both the governmental organization of society as well as the mechanism by which 

the system could be defended and propagate through military obligations of support. This was 

distinct and separate from the socio-economic model of ‘manorialism,’ the socio-economic 

model closest linked to Medieval European feudalism, which “was characterized by isolated 

manors spread over relatively unpopulated expanses of Western Europe and maintaining only 

tenuous ties to any central political authority (North and Thomas 1971: 781).  
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Indeed, it is usually the concepts of manorialism expressed in the language of European 

Medieval feudalism that best seem to apply to the Bronze Age ANE (see Schloen 2001: 189). 

However, manorialism as a form of socio-economic organization is not dependent on Medieval 

European feudalism as its’ socio-political organizer. Instead, it has existed as the organizing 

principle of the social economy under a variety of socio-political forms (Schloen 2001: 198). 

The problem is not the general use of anachronistic analogy in descriptions of ANE 

socio-political organization. Instead, the problem is that such analogies should be carefully 

chosen so as to avoid confusion. The terms associated with feudalism such as ‘serf’ or ‘vassal’ 

are particularly often loaded with meaning that either speak to a conception of socio-political 

ordering that was entirely alien to the ANE, or to a specific stop along the universal socio-

economic development of all societies, concepts that would be perhaps even more foreign within 

the ANE. The loaded nature of feudal terms actually makes them less helpful for ANE analogy, 

and as Schloen points out (2001: 66), since the scholars are usually framing their analogies 

through manorialism rather than feudalism according to either the Marxist or the Modernist 

understanding of the term, that the analogies to feudalism should be either abandoned or else 

very selectively used and heavily qualified (Pfoh 2016). In its’ broadest sense, analogy refers to 

the attempt to interrupt non-observed behavior through the referencing of “observed behavior 

which is thought to be relevant” (Ascher 1961: 317). Under the umbrella of analogy, two 

subcategories were recognized by Ascher.  The first is historical or living groups, and the second 

is more constrained in that a valid analogy is limited to “cultures which manipulates similar 

environments in similar ways” (Ascher 1961: 318-319). The change in location of the definition 

of feudalism into the socio-political sphere freed it from the weight of being shackled to a 

universal stage of the development of society.   
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Two Sector/Asiatic Mode of Production 

The development of the Two-Sector Model promoted by Diakonoff (1963; 1967) and 

applied by Liverani to LB Ugarit (1970) is the model most intertwined with the historical 

circumstances from which it emerged. As Schloen points out, this Two-Sector Model is 

essentially a Marxist adaptation of Marx’s ideas about the Asiatic Mode of Production (AMP) 

applied to the ANE.  

Early in Marx’s writings, he had clearly wrestled with how to explain the socio-economic 

experience of the Asian continent and its persistence through time. As Schloen and others have 

pointed out, Marx’s early writings show a heavy influence from 19th Century British political 

economists’ view of society in the “Orient.” These political economists themselves were 

following a long line of thought that held Eastern society as despotic and stagnant, an idea that 

had stretched from Aristotle to Montisque, to Hegel (Barchiesi 2008). While Marx’s first 

published theories regarding modes of production (1845) made no reference to Asia, by 1850, he 

had included the AMP as a parallel to the Modes of Slavery and Feudalism as an intermediary 

step between Primitive Communism and Capitalism, in which producers are still linked to the 

means of production. Marx also experimented with theories regarding German and Scandinavian 

Modes of production, but neither of these was filled-out, even to the level of the AMP. By the 

time of the release of his opus Capital (1867), virtually all references to AMP were absent from 

his work, and his mature writings canonized the five-step unilineal development of a society that 

is characteristic of Marxist orthodoxy, leaving the AMP among the apocrypha of Marx’s theories 

and writings.  
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According to Diakonoff’s (See summary in Schloen 2001: 189-194) model society was 

differentiated into two sectors, the temple or palace, and rest of the population which was a 

kindship-based productive sphere operating legally free from the temple or palace.  In this 

model, the King did not serve as an absolute ruler, but rather was sovereign over his territory and 

instead of requiring rent from tenants or serfs, he required taxes from the free population of his 

kingdom (Pfoh 2016).  

Liverani (1970) enhanced this theory and applied it to the LB II kingdom of Ugarit, 

which has become the type-site for studies into LB socio-political organization (Pfoh 2016). 

Other scholars have examined the same evidence from Ugarit and have come up with different 

models for how society was organized (Schloen 2001; Pfoh 2016) 

 

Patrimonial Household Model 

Most studies into socio-political organization stay at this level of analysis, attempting to 

discern the various polities of South Canaan, or else determine the relationships of these polities 

to Egypt (Pfoh 2009: 377), as discussed in Chapter 2. Much less attention has been paid to the 

ways in which the regional capitals controlled their territory. It was generally assumed that the 

capitals controlled their hinterland through hard power applied directly. 

Two exciting and related theories have developed in recent years that have enormous 

potential for illuminating how the polities controlled their region. First, David Schloen 

introduced the idea that Bronze Age NE societies had a similar organizing metaphor of society 

represented by the Patrimonial Household Model (PHM), in which a “father” cares for and 

protects his sons and other household members. This metaphor underlay virtually every aspect of 

life in the ANE and shaped the ways in which relationships were forged and maintained. As 
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such, society was structured by pyramidal familial relationships (real or imagined) where a pater 

familias ruled over his children. In this system, the god acted as the ultimate father, with the king 

usually as his son/servant, who in turn sat as a father over the rest of the population, with 

government officials representing his personal servants and household members.  

Schloen’s PHM suffers from a bit of rigidity, and it seems like he often stretches a bit too 

far to make his metaphor fit. However, Westbrook (2005), borrowing from classical studies into 

Roman relations, has proposed a patronage model. While patrons often use familial language, the 

metaphor is more loosely applied. 

 

Patron/Client 

The term patronage and client are borrowed from the world of classical Rome. Patronage 

has long been identified by anthropologist as a widespread phenomenon prevalent across the 

ancient world and still in practice today especially in and around the Mediterranean (Pitt-Rivers 

1971 [1954]; Campbell 1964; Peters 1968; Waterbury 1977; Zuckerman 1977; Westbrook 2005: 

211).   

As elaborated by Westbrook, patronage has four essential characteristics (Westbrook 

2005: 211). First, it is a personal relationship, often referred to as "friendship," but is 

asymmetrical, between a socially dominant and a socially subservient party. Second, it is based 

on the mutual exchange of goods and services. Non-material services provided by the patron 

include protection and access to decision-making bodies or persons within the government. The 

prime non-material service that the client provides is loyalty. While the patron might appear to 

give more in goods and services than he receives, he obtains a valuable intangible benefit from 

the relationship in the form of enhanced prestige. Third, the link must be of some duration. A 
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single transaction or exchange of favors would not amount to patronage. Lastly, the association 

must be voluntary or at least purport to be voluntary. 

Patronage is a distinct form of social relationship and differs from other social relations in 

significant ways. Unlike legal relationships, which are formalized and have recourse in a court of 

law for violations, patronage is personal and thus revolves around expectations, rather than rights 

and its enforcement is social and moral (Westbrook 2005: 211). Unlike a bureaucracy, in which 

equal treatment is assured through impersonal relationships and rule-based benefit distribution, a 

patron prioritizes their clients above all others and the closer the client/patron relationship, the 

greater the benefits to the client (Westbrook 2005: 211). Unlike a commercial exchange, which 

focuses on relations of reciprocal equivalence, each benefit given in a patron/client relationship 

is based on the appropriateness of the benefit and is framed as an act of generosity (Westbrook 

2005: 211-212).  With patronage, however, client/patron relations are (at least theoretically) 

voluntary, and the relationship is maintained only so long as both sides meet their obligations 

(Westbrook 2005: 212).  

According to the patronage model, patrons can exist as both primary and intermediary. 

While primary patrons directly help their clients, intermediary patrons are elites of a higher 

social rank than their client and are able to advocate for their client either before a primary 

patron or another intermediary patron that is even closer to a primary. Patronage can also act as a 

system of social organization, and in fact, is able to coexist with all four of the other social 

relations mentioned above and can have been a parallel form of social organization existing 

alongside other forms of governance (Westbrook 2005: 212). 
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Conclusions 

This chapter has demonstrated that current language and models are unhelpful or 

insufficient to describe the ways in which the polities of South Canaan were organized in the late 

15th-century. Even a term like “city-state,” one used consistently throughout literature past and 

present (c.f. Finkelstein 2014), carries with it connotations that are not reflected in the 

archaeological record, and grossly mischaracterize the nature and structure of the evidence. 

Beyond objections to the term “state” reflecting the administrative structure or capabilities of the 

polities in question, South Canaan was not actually urbanized in the late 15th-century; outside of 

Megiddo (and possibly Lachish), it is not clear that any tell site contained more than one or two 

buildings (Herzog 1995). Thus, even the term “city” is grossly misleading. While a de-

urbanization on the scale seen in South Canaan between the MB II and the LB IB is generally 

seen as a catastrophic degeneration and it is assumed that these non-urban sites were necessarily 

poor rural towns. However, as will be shown below in Chapter 6, the evidence of elite feasting 

and the hunting of large game at the supposedly impoverished sites suggests that these sites 

would be better understood as elite estates.  

Terms such as “regional” or “city-kingdoms” (Naʿaman’s preferred term as quoted by 

Bunimovitz 1994: 3, n. 1) come closer to the mark. However, this term must also be used with 

extreme caution. Again, there is a problem with the term “city.” But additionally, the idea of a 

“kingdom” and the implied “king” at its head is weighed down by our modern understanding of 

kingship as filtered through European history. The Semitic term ‘mlk,’ translated as king, is 

unburdened by such history. Additionally, the term ‘mlk’ itself was not uttered in regards to 

political rulers of South Canaan after Thutmose III’s victory at Megiddo. After that point, the 

only king was Pharaoh; the rulers of South Canaanite polities could be viewed as subject-kings 
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in all but name. The term “kingdom” must also be heavily qualified in the same way as “state” in 

“city-state.” Again, given the evidence, it is not clear that the polities contained the 

administrative complexity implied by a “kingdom.” In order to avoid the confusion and incorrect 

assumptions and images reflected in these terms, it is preferred to use the term “polity” as used in 

this project to refer to the smallest “autonomous” political units. This, of course, needs its own 

caveat as any autonomy possessed by the polities of South Canaan was always subservient to 

Pharaoh’s will.  

 The understanding of the ways in which the polities were organized has also been fraught 

with problematic analogies. The frequent use of feudal analogies has been shown to be 

problematic, mainly because of the historical weight the terms carry due to their association with 

European history and the ways in which European society was organized in the Medieval period. 

Newer concepts such as Schloen’s PHM and Westbrook’s concept of patronage seem far more 

promising avenues to understand how power was controlled and negotiated in the LB. While 

their theories were developed with regards to Ugarit, a megalopolis in North Canaan of a scale 

not seen in South Canaan, they do seem applicable to South Canaan, with some adjustments to 

account for scale.  

 Rather than “states” or “kingdoms” organized in a vertical hierarchy of cities, towns, and 

villages, South Canaan presents in the 15th-century as a landscape dominated by elite estates atop 

the tells overlooking villages in the nearby alluvial soils. By the Amarna period in the 14th-

century, power had indeed crystalized in the traditional loci and many of these centers such as 

Gezer and Gath-Carmel. However, in the late 15th-century power seems less concentrated and 

these traditional centers present as essentially no more impressive than the remains found on tells 

of traditionally relatively minor importance (such as Tel Ifshar). It seems that the disruptions of 
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Thutmose III to the political system of South Canaan had the immediate effect of leveling the 

playing field, as elites established estates on the ruin of old urban centers. The political 

organization of these estates is currently unknown. Given the eventual concentration of power at 

major sites, it can be assumed to be a result of a process already at work in the late 15th-century 

as the elites competed with each other to gain influence and sway with their contemporaries. The 

mechanisms by which such political capital could be negotiated has been generally neglected by 

researchers, but as will be demonstrated in the next chapter, elite behaviors such as feasting and 

hunting provide an aura of competitive leisure that can serve as an ideal arena for such 

negotiations of power and influence.   
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7. Feasting and Hunting as Elite Behaviors in ANE 

Theories on the Behavior of Feasting 

As discussed in Chapter 3, the material remains of Tel Ifshar, especially the collection of 

complete vessels found together, are strongly correlated with the serving of food and drink. A 

large number of bowls, as well as the decorated kraters, imported juglets, goblets, and chalices, 

all speak to a specialized collection focused on serving a large number of individuals and are 

related to the behavior of feasting (Fulton et al.2015: 33-34, 40-41). Furthermore, the late 15th-

century collection from Ifshar does not appear to be domestic in character as it is dominated by 

preparation and storage vessels with bowls only making up 50% of the total (Mazar and Panitz-

Cohen 2001: 25, table 6). Instead, it appears to be a feasting collection and elite feasting at that, 

given both the assumed size of the building in which it was found, as well as the wealth indicated 

by the number of decorated and imported vessels. The evidence of hunting and the remains of 

game animals found associated with the feasting vessels also strongly suggests elite behavior 

was conducted at Ifshar.   

This chapter will briefly review the interaction of feasting theory with archaeology, 

focusing primarily on Patron/Role and diacritical feast patterns (Dietler 1996; 2001). It will then 

reexamine the remains from Ifshar and other sites in the Sharon (Particularly Tel Michal and 

Aphek) in light of feasting theory. This will then inform our understanding into the various 

models of socio-political organization (described above) in late 15th-century South Canaan, with 

a focus on the Sharon. Finally, this chapter will propose ways in which the elite behaviors of 

feasting and hunting may have fit into our understanding of the socio-political relations and how 

they can help us refine our models. 
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Feasting 

Food and drink are, on the one hand, one of the most mundane aspects of human life 

(Pollack 2002: 18) and yet, they are things with which we literally cannot live without. As such, 

manipulation of food and drink is one of the most basic and primal forms of social control 

(Pollock 2003: 19; Dietler 2001: 66). Additionally, the sheer variety of options available for food 

and drink preparation, serving, and consumption exist alongside deep-seated preferences, 

dislikes, and taboos (Pollack 2003: 18). The necessity of food and drink, as well as its nearly 

infinite variety, allows food to act as a “particularly powerful semiotic device” with a “capacity 

to bear social messages…” (Appadurai 1981: 494). It is this power and openness for 

manipulation that led Dietler to coin the term “commensal politics” in relation to the ways in 

which food and drink affect interactions between individuals and groups (see Dietler 1990; 1996; 

1998; 1999a; 1999b; 2001).  

 

 

Figure 79: A Hittite depiction of elite feasting.  
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For a long time, the behavior of feasting was relatively ignored in archaeological 

dialogues (Hayden 1996:127; Hayden and Villeneuve 2011: 437). When it was addressed, 

scholars were content to “identify remains of feasts and describe them as part of the tapestry of 

cultural history” (Hayden and Villeneuve 2011: 437). However, recent years have seen a large 

increase in archaeological attention to anthropological and ethnographic theories surround the 

behavior of feasting and what it can reveal about the feasters (c.f. Douglas 1984; Dietler 1996; 

2001; Dietler and Hayden 2001; Bray 2003; J. C. Wright 2004; Halstead and Barrett 2004; Twiss 

2007; J. L. Wright 2010a; 2010b; Greer 2013; Altman and Fu 2014; Fulton et. Al. 2015). 

Archaeological investigations into feasting began to gain prominence in the 1970s and 

1980’s, first within the context of Structural-Marxism and then the emergence of chiefdoms, 

generally focused on the redistributive character of feasts (Friedman and Rowlands 1977; 

Hayden and Villeneuve 2011: 439). Initial connections began to be made between feasting and 

other theoretical issues (Hayden and Villeneuve 2011: 439) as researchers quickly saw the 

benefit of looking past general questions or descriptions of “‘what they ate’” (Dietler 1996: 88). 

In the 1990s, a resurgence of ethnoarchaeological investigations into feasting helped to connect 

anthropological theories with archaeological investigation. Two of the most critical voices in the 

theorizing of the behavior of feasting in archaeology have been Brian Hayden, and Michael 

Dietler, authors whose conversations conducted through articles, serve as the main body of 

theory from which most other investigations are derived. Their investigations into feasting have 

primarily focused on the role that the behavior of “competitive” (Hayden 1996) feasting can play 

in “commensal politics” (Dietler 1996). Since the mid-’90s, feasting has risen in popularity as an 

avenue for analyses of cultures, both ancient and modern (Hayden and Villeneuve 2011: 434). 
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Defining feasting has always been a challenge as it needs to be differentiated explicitly 

from everyday eating practices, while also being broad enough to encompass the various forms 

feasting can take. Hayden prefers a more open definition, defining feasting as the sharing 

between two or more people of special food for a special event (Hayden 2001; Hayden and 

Villeneuve 2011: 434). Dietler (2001: 65) adds an element of ritual to his definition, in which 

“feasting” is an analytical rubric used to describe forms of ritual activity that involve the 

communal consumption of food and drink. This ritual can operate on many different social, 

religious, and political levels (Hayden 2001; Dieter 2001; Greer 2013; Altman and Fu 2014; 

Fulton et al. 2015).  

As the conversation advanced between Hayden and Dietler, and with the addition of new 

voices, a general consensus definition has emerged. A Feast is a central social event oriented 

toward abundant display and communal consumption with ritualizing tendencies. As localized in 

specific spaces and times, feasting differs in degree and kind from the daily intake of meals, 

though it overlaps with the quotidian routines of consumption. In addition, the focus on 

communal consumption sets feasting apart from individual consumption of food (Altmann and 

Fu 2014:16).  

As rituals, these feasts reflect idealizations, “the way people believe relations exist or 

should exist rather than how they are necessarily manifested in daily activity” (Dietler 1996: 89). 

Participation in these rituals, then, requires that feasters “signal indexically that they assent to the 

authority relations stipulated by the ritual and bow to the canonical messages about the enduring 

order…” (Wolf 1999: 21). However, as they are expressions of the ideal, they contain the 

potential for aggressively ambitious personalities to attempt to advance their status within the 



167 

 

social order, within which the feasting occurs for either ideological goals or personal 

advancement (Dietler 1996: 89; Hayden 1996: 131). 

 

 
 

Figure 80: Depiction of elite feasting from the tomb of Rekhmire. Note the drinking bowls 
held by the feasters, and the dipper juglet presumably used to fill the feaster’s bowl.  

 

Early studies were often consumed by categories, developing typologies for different 

kinds of feasts, always with the caveat that feasts could fall into more than one type (Hayden 

1996: 129; Dietler 2001: 67). As research continued, and with the full force of post-processual 

thinking in place, both Hayden and Dietler have stepped back from this rigid categorization and 

instead focused on the broad category of competitive feasting. The two authors, while agreeing 
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on the potential that feasting holds for archaeological investigation, disagree on what it means in 

society.  

Hayden views feasting from a perspective of political ecology. By this, he means that 

feasting is an expensive proposition and if such behavior is to persist over time, then the host 

must expect some practical advantages from the feast (Hayden and Villeneuve 2011: 442). Thus, 

a surplus is exchanged for practical benefits that could range from “obtaining allies for conflict 

situations, creating socioeconomic safety nets for times of need, acquiring mates for 

reproduction, establishing power, and enhancing the quality of material” (Hayden and 

Villeneuve 2011: 442).  

Hayden classifies archaeological feasting events into a number of broad categories.   

These categories are: 

 

• Minimally distinctive feasts – solidarity feasts and hunter/gatherer feasts “where 
only the size of the food preparation and serving materials differ from daily 
meals” (Hayden 2001: 54). 

• Promotional/alliance feasts – “generally lineage or clan affairs in which the 
success of the social group at large is on display” (Hayden 2001: 55). 

• Competitive feasts – “have all the material characteristics of promotional feasts 
but have even more and costlier prestige items, more prestige serving vessels, 
sometimes intentionally destroyed high-value wealth items, and possibly more 
elaborate, permanent, specialized structures for feasting related activities” 
(Hayden 2001: 57). 

• Tribute feasts- probably characterize chiefdom and early state levels of an 
organization.  They may be far larger than any other type of feast. They are held 
at regular, calendrical intervals and should be as inclusive as possible within a 
given polity” (Hayden 2001: 58). 

 

Perhaps the most revealing type of feasting is the competitive feast. This competition can 

be for gain or control of what Bourdieu (1977) calls ‘symbolic capital’ and will often play out in 

the arena of feasting. A competitive feast can have four essential characteristics: competition for 
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economic resources, food resources, self-aggrandizement, or practical self-interest motivation 

(Hayden 1996: 129-130). This creates a situation in which, hyper-ambitious individuals, dubbed 

“‘Triple-A’ personalities,” are able to game the system and use competitive feasting in order “to 

induce surplus production and control some of that surplus” (Hayden 1996: 131).  

While in one aspect, feasting is wasteful, the ability to serve as a marketplace or stage for 

the accumulation of social capital and goodwill has ensured that feasting has been a significant 

and essential behavior in the establishment and maintenance of relations between individuals and 

groups. 

In contrast to Hayden’s focus on political ecology, Dietler believes that the “practicality” 

contained in the idea of “practical benefits” is a cultural construct and rejects the idea that 

feasting must have practical benefits for reproduction and/or individual survival (Dietler and 

Hayden 2001: 13). Dietler is more concerned with the contextualized ways that feasting operates 

in the “commensal politics” of a given society, in which commensal politics is defined as the 

social context of sharing the consumption of food and drink (Pollock 2003:19). From this 

perspective, feasting is a ritual where the food and drink represent the “medium of expression” 

within the performance of the “‘Politico-symbolic drama’” (Cohen 1974; Dietler 1996: 89). As 

identified by Dietler, there are three different modes of operation for commensal politics: 

Empowering, Patron/Role, and Diacritical (Dietler 1996 90; 2001: 75-80). 

 

Modes of Commensal Politics  

Feasting studies have tended to focus less and less on classifications of feasts as the field 

has progressed, despite a lack of consensus on exactly how to categorize feasts. Hayden takes a 
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more typological approach, creating a number of divisions and subcategories while 

acknowledging that pure forms of any of these subgroups are rare and that feasts often function 

in a number of categories at once (Hayden 1996: 128-129).  

Dietler, on the other hand, approaches feasts from a perspective of commensal politics 

recognizing the potential of consumption events as a “prime arena” (Dietler 1996: 90), 

essentially a marketplace for political and social capital. Rather than focusing on typology, 

Dietler examines three different patterns in the ways in which feasts operate within commensal 

politics. With these categories, he is not necessarily proposing an architecturally detectable 

typology. Instead, he is interested in examining the “political dimension of feasting as an 

institution” (Dietler 1996: 92).  

 

Empowering 

Dietler initially termed the first mode of commensal politics as “Entrepreneurial,” but 

eventually change it to “Empowering” as he feared the word entrepreneurial could give the 

wrong impression about his ideas and links to modern ideas of business (Dietler 2001: 78). This 

form of feasting is defined by “competitive manipulation of commensal hospitality toward the 

acquisition of symbolic capital, which translates into informal political power and economic 

advantage” (Dietler 1996: 92). Basically, the commensal politics at play here is that through 

hosting lavish displays of conspicuous consumption, power and influence are gained and “those 

who don’t keep up fall behind” (Dietler 2001: 77). Feasts operating in this mode are a relational 

phenomenon as opposed to a limited good (Dietler 2001: 77). They exist in relative symmetries 

that must continuously be renegotiated with every feast thrown and the social debt of reciprocity 

that it brings. Although these feasts exist for the aggrandizement of the host (Hayden 1996: 129), 
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they do not have to represent some power grab and may be used as a method for maintaining 

one’s relative place amongst peers (Dietler 2001: 77).  

All of this is not to suggest that feasters did not sincerely engage in the feasts themselves. 

The polysemic nature of feasts can be conceived as a harmonious celebration of community 

identity, and simultaneously reinforce existing social stratification and exist as arenas of 

competition and manipulation (Dietler 2001: 77). Indeed, a host’s sincerity would lend 

authenticity to the experience and would serve the host with a larger helping of social capital.  

 

 

Figure 81: Elite feasting depicted on the walls of the tomb of Rekhmire.  

 

The symbolic social capital acquired in this mode of commensal politics translates into 

soft power that has real-world consequences of influence and authority. Power, within this mode, 

derives from relations created and reproduced through personal interaction (Dietler 2001: 78). In 

societies that have well-defined political roles, the potential gains through these attempts at 

empowerment may be limited in scope or scale, but in societies without such roles or ones in 

which they are poorly defined, the behavior of feasting can be a significant way in which 
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individual agents can build and maintain the requisite respect and prestige to exercise leadership 

(Dietler 2001: 78). Feasting in and of itself cannot create the power to command, however, it can 

imbue recurrent and consistent hosts with the “moral authority necessary to exert persuasive 

influence” (Dietler 2001: 76). When social capital is condensed to the point that attendees cannot 

hope to reciprocate in kind, feasts no longer focus primarily on the accumulation of social 

capital, but on defining and reinforcing the social divide between hosts and attendees and 

operates in the Patron/role mode of commensal politics.  

 

Patron/Role 

The second mode is what Dietler terms the Patron/Role feast. Rather than a competition 

between equals, the Patron/Role mode of commensal politics is employed to symbolically 

reiterate and legitimize institutionalized relations of asymmetrical social power (Dietler 2001: 

882-83). This works on a similar principle as Empowering feasts in that both are intended to 

represent reciprocal obligations; in which a guest would be expected to repay a host in kind. 

However, in a Patron/Role feast, the “expectation of equal reciprocation is no longer maintained” 

(Dietler 1996: 97; 2001: 83). Instead, these feasts serve to reinforce and legitimize the unequal 

social and political relations between the host and the guests, and being consistently in the role of 

the guest is a tacit acknowledgment of subordinate status.  

In many societies, such feasts become more or less explicitly expected of political and 

social leaders and elites.  In this way, hosts are providing for their socio-political inferiors, but 

are not directly competing with them as in Empowering feasts. Guests at Patron/Role feasts 

cannot hope to repay the host, and a regular pattern of unequal hospitality can serve to formalize 

unequal relations and create sentiments of social debt (Dietler 2001:83). Therefore, they offer 
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their service and devotion to the host in other ways, including formal relationships of 

client/patron, or master/servant, or even father/son. This principle is the driver behind the hosts’ 

incentive to throw more and more lavish feasts in order to gather more resources, both in goods 

and in manpower and is expected of the king or chief in virtually every society in which they 

exist (Dietler 2001: 83). Additionally, challenges to chiefly authority can arise through feasting 

in which an agent uses Empowering feasts to gain enough resources to take over as a new patron 

(Dietler 2001: 84). While both the Empowering and Patron/Role modes of commensal politics 

serve to highlight divisions between the hosts and guests of a feast, the third mode, termed 

Diacritical (Dietler 2001: 85), serves to highlight the feasters’ unity and highlights the divisions 

between them and the rest of society. 

 

Diacritical 

The third pattern of feasting Dietler (1996; 2001:85-86) terms “Diacritical.” This pattern 

differs from the previous two in that rather than creating or reinforcing inequality within the 

people attending the feast; it exists to differentiate the participants from the rest of the 

population. These feasts usually involve specialty goods, be it rare or expensive food products or 

specialty utensils. Hayden discussed Diacritical feasts in terms of how they serve to create 

exclusive elite circles, exclude lower classes, and display the status and belonging of the 

participants (Hayden 1996: 129). However, the Diacritical mode of commensal politics operates 

more broadly than just elite differentiation, and serves to emphasize the unity of the participants, 

framing the participants as an “us” in direct contrast with the people who are not participating 

that represent the “them.” This can be done from virtually any perspective, from ethnicity to 



174 

 

class, often involves the use of differentiated cuisine and styles of consumption, and matters of 

style and taste are more important than the sheer scale of quantity (Dietler 2001: 85).  

When they are associated with elite behavior, Diacritical feasts are very susceptible to 

emulation. When specific actions and practices become associated with elites, those aspiring to 

elite status will emulate and adopt the behavior. When the materials or resources required for 

such feasts are plentiful and accessible to even the ordinary people, it can set off a race of 

innovation in style as the elite try to keep ahead off the commoners in practice. This cycle, 

however, can be halted by the elites either through actively restricting access to required items or 

through requiring items of such expense as to limit access through pure economics. If the 

devaluation of the Diacritical seme is not controlled, then the ritual itself will be devalued even 

to the point of extinction (Dietler 2001: 86).   

 

Modal Interactions 

It is essential to point out that while these categories of commensal politics might seem 

progressively evolutionary, they are actually progressively inclusive. One pattern of feasting 

does not replace another as social complexity increases (Dietler 2001: 93). In societies where 

Diacritical feasts occur, the other two modes are often found both within the feasting group, as 

well as in other groups outside of the feasters, as individuals seek to increase and strengthen their 

relative positions. Additionally, Empowering feasts are likely to be found in societies which 

contain patron/role feast. Having a patron, chief, or king does not preclude the use of commensal 

politics by those under the patron in to define their relative statuses or to contest chiefly authority 

(Dietler 2001: 93).  
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These patterns of feasting are helpful for thinking about ways in which feasting could be 

utilized in commensal politics. However, one of the significant limitations for examining feasting 

in the archaeological record is that outside of funeral feasts (whose purpose is relatively 

apparent), and a few unique examples, it is virtually impossible to know what each feast 

identified, represented within a given society.  

 

Feasting in Canaanite texts and Iconography 

Texts from North Canaan LB archives such as those at Alalakh (15th-century), Ugarit 

(13th-century), and Emar (13-12th centuries) have been analyzed for their relevance to temple 

feasts (Lev Tov and McGeough 2007; London 2011), but have not yet been examined for their 

relevance to elite domestic feasting behaviors. Feasting is also not mentioned in the Cuneiform 

texts found in Canaan (Horowitz and Oshima 2006) but is referenced at least six times in the 

Amarna letters (Moran 1992: EA3, EA8, EA27, EA162, EA189, E363) where feasting behavior 

is implied or directly referenced. 

 

Feasting in the Amarna Texts 

In EA 3 (Moran 1992) the king of Kassite Babylon chides Pharaoh for celebrating a great 

festival but not sending "your messenger to me, saying, 'Come t[o eat an]d drink.'" The Kassite 

king then states that he will not treat Pharaoh with the same indifference and invites Pharaoh 

personally to a "house-opening" (presumably a new palace), where they can eat and drink 

together. In EA 8, another Kassite king writes to Pharaoh and seems to be responding to a 

complaint from Pharaoh that Pharaoh's messenger, "the messenger of my brother," has not eaten 

food and drunk spirits in the king's own presence. The Kassite king claims that this was due to an 
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illness that even still plagues him. In EA 27 (Moran 1992: 86-90), the King of Mittani claims 

that he declares a festive occasion whenever he receives a letter from Pharaoh. He also promises 

to fete pharaoh's messengers with "a great feast, the kimru-feast." These three letters combined, 

show that feasts were socially required of hosts when their peers came calling. That the hosts and 

guest were both autonomous rulers in their own rights positions them as peers within the realm 

of international diplomacy, a concept that was reinforced through their common appellation of 

'brother' for their peers.  

Other letters also suggest that in the international diplomacy of the day, a king's 

messenger was to be treated as a proxy for the king and he was thus expected to be feted as if the 

king himself were present. However, when dealing with one of his vassals, here the mayor of 

Amurru, it seems that high officials to the king, in this case, Hanʿi, “chief of the stable of the 

king” (Moran 1992: EA 367:7–8), were expected to be feted, served food and strong drink, 

including oxen, sheep and goats, birds (Moran 1992: EA 161 11-12; EA 162).  This shows a bit 

more nuance in the ways feasting functioned as a part of political relationships. In the letter, 

Pharaoh is writing to one of his vassals, the mayor of Amurru, saying that he has heard reports 

that the ruler of Amurru was "at peace with the ruler of Qidsa (Kadesh)," and that the two "take 

food and strong drink together." This is interesting because it shows the ways in which Pharaoh's 

vassals used feasting to jockey for position amongst themselves. Moran here comments that 

"meals sealed alliances and were shared only by allies and friends" (Moran 1992: 250, n. 6). The 

intrigue here surrounds the ruler of Kadesh, Etakkama. He appears in at least 11 letters in the 

Amarna archive, including a series of four identical letters in which another of Pharaoh's vassals 

accuses Etakkama of assisting the Hittites in burnings "cities of the king" (Moran 1992: EA 

363:7-14). He also appears as the author of EA 189 in which he professes himself a loyal servant 
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of Pharaoh and identifies others among his peers as the real troublemakers. As the letters from 

the Amarna archive are not dated, it is impossible to discern the order in which the letters were 

sent and received and the relationship of EA 189 to the crisis EA 363 is not known.  

A common accusation during this and other conflicts between Pharaoh's vassals is that an 

individual or city had gone "over to the ʿApiru " (see, e.g., Moran 1992: EA 189:1-8). The 

identity of the ʿApiru and their relationship with the civilized world within the Levant is a hot 

topic of scholarship, and the questions are by no means settled. Generally, they are viewed as a 

people outside of the civilized world of the towns and cities and often are portrayed as nomadic 

herdsmen, although they are often cited as possessing cities. As cited above, participation in the 

feasting rituals of the LB ANE was a tacit acceptance of the system or worldview advocated or 

expressed by the ritual, and their place within that system (Wolf 1999: 21). Perhaps, irrespective 

of any ethnic or social identity relevant to the ʿApiru themselves, the appellation of ʿApiru as an 

accusation was applied to those who chose not to accept the system, or their place within it, and 

thus in a sense "opted out" of the civilized world. This "opting out" could be expressed either 

through refusing to participate in such rituals such as feasting with their peers, or even through 

engaging in festive rituals with those who had opted out as well. In either case, such a rejection 

of the rituals and customs of the civilized world could be seen by their peers as a rejection of 

society itself, and a signal that the accused had "gone over" to join the "others"—the 'Aipiru. 

 

Feasting Iconography in South Canaan 

Elite domestic feasting is not as well attested in South Canaan as in neighboring Egypt. 

However, three ivory plaques, likely inlays, depict elite domestic feasting. Two of the plaques 

(figs. 33 and 34) are from the treasury room of the palace at Megiddo (Loud 1939: 3-9), and one 
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is a fragment from Chamber YC of the Residency, or palace, at Tell el-Farʿah (S) (Petrie 1930: 

19). All three ivories date to the 12th century, at the end of the LB IIB, but all, or any one or two, 

may have been heirloom luxury items (Liebowitz 1980: 167).  

The first plaque (Fig. 82) is part of a group of four that likely once served as an inlay for 

a box or piece of furniture (Liebowitz 1980: 162). It depicts a ruler who is seated in front of a 

table covered with food while a servant stands attentively before him, offering him the end of a 

towel (Liebowitz 1980: 164). The ruler is carrying a large drinking bowl in one hand and a lotus 

blossom in the other. Seated before him are two rows of feasting elites, each with a bowl in one 

hand. A krater is positioned on a table between the ruler and the other revelers. The ruler is the 

largest figure on the plaque, carries the largest bowl, and is the definite center of attention. The 

other feasters seem ranked with the front row bearing medium-sized bowls and the feasters in the 

rear row depicted smaller and carrying small bowls, hinting at a corresponding division in 

society that would have been recognizable to someone “reading” the plaque.  

 

 

Figure 82: Feasting scene on an ivory plaque from Megiddo. Image from Loud 1939: Pl. 
32:160. 
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The original function of the second plaque (Fig. 83) is unknown. It portrays two scenes, 

read right-to-left, of a ruler returning victorious atop a chariot leading bound prisoners before 

him. The second scene is presumably the resultant victory feast, with the ruler seated atop a 

winged throne holding a bowl and a lotus. Before him stand a woman (presumably his queen?) 

and a musician as two servants stand behind him holding bowls with a krater between them.  

 

 

Figure 83: Feasting scene on an ivory plaque from Megiddo. Image from Loud 1939: Pl. 
4:2b. 

 

The third plaque is from Tell Farʿah (S) also depicts a ruler enthroned with a bowl in one 

hand and a lotus in the other. A servant stands behind him, and another figure (a servant? The 

queen?) stands before him, pouring into his bowl from what appears to be a juglet. The last 

character could be a musician with pipes or a fellow feaster drinking through a straw. It is not 

clear if the naked figure is a dancer or a captive. The art style from the Tell el-Farʿah (S) ivory is 

more Egyptianized than the Megiddo plaques, which are reasonably traditionally Canaanite in 

style (Liebowitz 1980: 169) but Tell el-Farʿah (S) is known as a center of Egyptian activity in the 

LB IIB and may have even hosted a garrison.  
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Figure 84: Feasting scene on an ivory plaque from Tell el-Farʿah (S). Image by Naama 
Cohen from Koch 2014: Fig. 3; after Petrie 1930: Pl. 55. 

 

The diacritical commensal politics at play in the scenes are plain to see. All three scenes 

include servants along with the elite. They are idealized representations of a ritual along with an 

idealized representation of the way the world is structured. It is not enough to be elite; one must 

be elite when compared to someone else. Depictions of servants in feasting scenes are also 

common in Egyptian New Kingdom tomb paintings. This diacritical display was not just 

accessible to the elites for whom these plaques were made, but also to the artisans who literally 

had to expend extra effort to carve (or incise) this divided world, and the servants who had to 

clean and tend to the items into which the plaques were inlaid. To them, they would serve as 

visual reminders and reinforcements of their place within the world. 

Megiddo plaque 162 (Fig. 82) may depict a Patron/Role mode of commensal politics, 

with the other revelers being clients or subjects of the ruler depicted. The differing size of the 

figures and their corresponding bowls may speak to the degree of proximity that the individuals 

depicted were from the locus of power, in this case, the ruler.  
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Recognizing feasting in the Archaeological Record 

Hayden (2001) developed markers that could aid in identifying competitive feasting 

behavior (40-41).  

Food 
Rare or labor-intensive plant or animal species (especially condiments, 
spices, and domestic animals) 

 Special "recreational" foods (e.g., tobacco, opium, cannabis, and alcohol) 

 
Evidence of waste of food items (e.g., deposition of articulated joints, 
unprocessed bone) 

Preparation vessels 
Unusual types (e.g., for beer making, chili-grinding, perhaps initial 
appearance of cooking pots) 

 Unusual large sizes 

 Unusual numbers 

Serving vessels 
Unusual quality or materials (e.g., first occurrence of pottery or highly 
decorated or specially finished pottery, large gourds, stone bowls) 

 Unusual size of serving vessels 

 Unusual numbers of serving vessels 

Food preparation facilities Unusual size of facilities (e.g., large roasting pits or hearths) 

 Unusual number of facilities (e.g., several hearths in a row) 

 Unusual location or construction of facilities 
Special food-disposal 
facilities Bone dumps 

 Special refuse fires containing feasting items 

 Feasting middens 

Feasting facilities 
Special structures (temporary vs. permanent) for highest ranking guests and 
hosts, or for a large number of people 

 Special display facilities, scaffolds, poles, or other features 

Special locations 
Mortuary or remote locations that are clearly not habitation sites (e.g., in 
front of Megalithic tombs, at henge monuments, inside caves) 

 
Loci associated with nuclear households, residential corporate households, 
large feasting middens or central community spaces 

Associated prestige items 
Presence or absence of prestige items typically used in different types of 
feasts (e.g., ritual display items, feathers, shell jewelry) 

 
The destruction of wealth or prestige items (via intentional breakage or 
burial) 

Ritualized items of 
etiquette Smoking or other narcotic paraphernalia 

 
Ritualized vessels for consumption of alcohol, chocolate, kava, or other 
prestige drinks 

Paraphernalia for public 
rituals Dance masks or other costume elements 

Existence of aggrandizers 
Wealthy burials, social or site hierarchies, large residence with high storage 
per capita 

Recordkeeping devices 
The presence or absence and frequency of tally sticks, counting tokens, or 
symbolic pictograms 

Pictorial and written record       
of feasts  

Food storage facilities Stables, storage pits, granaries 

Resource characteristics Abundance, intensified exploitation, invulnerability to overexploitation 
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Figure 85: Archaeological signatures of feasts. It is adapted from Hayden 2001: 40-41. 

 

These signatures of feasting are not going to be found in every case, nor are any 

particular signatures necessary to declare a collection of material culture remains evidence of a 

feast. Nor does every one of these markers immediately indicate feasting behavior, instead the 

analyst needs to consider all available evidence, both at their own site as well as regional 

evidence and expectations when deciding on the presence or absence of feasting behavior. 

 

Feasting in Canaanite Contexts 

Evidence for feasting in South Canaan is found in three contexts: ‘funerary’ collections 

from tombs and graves; ‘cultic’ collections from temples or cultic centers; and ‘elite’ feasting 

collections found in association with large buildings, often referred to as ‘palaces’ or ‘estates.’ It 

is important to stress that as with the modes of commensal politics, as discussed by Dietler, these 

categories don’t represent direct ‘types’ of feasts practiced, but merely reflect the context in 

which the evidence was found. The various modes of commensal politics are able to manipulate 

in each of these contexts.  

All three contexts of feasting are found throughout LB South Canaan. However, the vast 

majority of feasting collections in South Canaan come from Funerary or Temple contexts. 

Hundreds of LB tombs have been found across South Canaan (Gonen 1992b), and temples have 

been uncovered at Megiddo, Beth Shean, Lachish, and Jaffa, among others. The identification of 

feasting in elite domestic contexts is far more challenging. Outside of the evidence from LB IB 

Sharon Plain, evidence for feasting has only been found in elite domestic contexts in a 14th-

century destruction layer at Beth Shemesh (Bunimovitz et al. 2013), and two favissae from an IA 
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II stratum at Ramat Rachel (Fulton et al. 2015). In both cases, the feasting activity was identified 

through a large number of bowls, as well as serving equipment and other associated prestige 

goods. 

 

 

Figure 86: The feasting collection from Beth Shemesh. Image from Bunimovitz et al. 
2015: Fig. 2. 

 

 

Figure 87: Feasting collection from one of the favissae at Ramat Rachel. Image from 
Fulton et al. 2015: Fig. 3. 
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Hunting as Elite Behavior 

Hunting is a practiced behavior by humans throughout history, for the vast majority of 

which hunting was an essential part of existence. When hunting is necessary for survival, it can 

be conducted both individually or by collectives of limited size, but it must be energy efficient 

(Allsen 2006: 9). With the domestication of plants and animals and the development of agrarian 

and pastoral economies, the necessity of hunting for subsistence has decreased while at the same 

time, the political significance of the behavior has increased. (Allsen 2006: 2). In these societies, 

when hunting is no longer essential to survival, hunting parties tend to involve far more 

significant numbers of individuals and generally include some form of ritualized feasting upon 

completion of the hunt. The higher numbers of people involved and ritual aspects of these 

organized hunts increase the potential for political manipulation by the organizers of the hunt to 

raise their social capital (Allsen 2006: 8). 

 

 

Figure 88: Elite hunting depicted on the walls of the tomb of Userhat.  
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Hunting is a mental as well physical challenge (Allsen 2006: 131). Many of the skills 

required to be successful translate into qualities associated with strength and leadership. These 

virtues were generally associated with kings and elites, and thus, it should be no surprise that 

hunting has long been a way of differentiating social strata within society (Allsen 2006: 121).  

Hunting was used by nearly every royal house and associated elites in Eurasia to pursue and 

maintain social and political power (Allsen 2006: 14). Unlike feasting, elite hunting is widely 

attested in text and iconography of the ANE (Luschan 1902: 214; Trigger 1990: 119-132; Smil 

1994: 232; Allsen 2006: Passim). Although it is most frequently expressed as a royal hunt, such 

as in the enormous lion hunt scenes most commonly found carved in bas-relief on the walls of 

the Assyrian palaces (Fig. 89), hunting scenes were also found in elite Egyptian tombs (Fig. 88).  

 

 
Figure 89: Ashurbanipal killing a lion, part of the Royal Lion Hunt Scenes that decorated 

the walls of his palace. 
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These “extended, extensive, and expensive” (Allsen 2006: 140) depictions served as 

royal and elite propaganda to instill awe in the prowess of the patron. These messages were not 

only intended for other elite competitors, but they were also aimed at the general populace, 

indicating that a ruler’s ability to hunt was essential to those he ruled. That such propaganda was 

widely used across Eurasia for millennia, it is implausible that these elites would have misread 

public sentiment for so long (Allsen 2006: 140). Ideology and practical politics are intertwined 

and only survive if when they reflect the beliefs and expectations of the populous (Allsen 2006: 

175). 

 

 

Figure 90: Elite hunting depicted on an ivory plaque from the British Museum.  

 

Allsen, in his study of the phenomenon of the royal hunt across Eurasia, acknowledges 

that the royal hunt is a prime arena for elite emulation and competitive display (Allsen 2006: 

175). Hunting allowed the elite to display their skills and status and provide a means of 

competition among their peers (Allsen 2006: 122). Hunting in and of itself did not grant high 

social status, but it was perceived as a litmus test for an individual to wield political and military 

authority (Allsen 2006: 124). In addition, hunting skill was an attribute often applied to the 

divine and thus by extension to the ruler, making the ruler’s hunt in effect a cultic activity 

(Allsen 2006: 161). At the same time that hunting was praised and glorified in elite and royal 
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spheres, economic or substance-based hunting was seen as an indicator of primitiveness, and it 

was demeaned an “unmitigated tragedy when those higher on the scale of civilization fell back 

into the hunting mode” (Allsen 2006:119).   

 

Hunting in LB I South Canaan 

In the MBII wild taxa rarely exceeded c. 5% of the recovered faunal remains from a 

given site (Horwitz et al. 2005: 404). In the LB I, however, there is a general increase in the 

frequency and diversity of wild species exploited (c.15%). This has been interpreted as 

indicating “economic stress and impoverishment” (Horwitz and Milevski 2001: 301), in which 

the population was forced to hunt to supplement their substance.  However, at the same time as 

hunting increased, so did their cultivation of domestic animals. Horwitz and Mileviski (2001) 

suggest that the increase in hunted taxa does not reflect elite activity; instead, it is indicative of 

the return of hunting as necessary for subsistence. In order to explain the impoverished state of 

sites in which large numbers of prestige and imported goods were found, Horwitz and Mileviski 

argue that specialist production could continue during periods of political disintegration as long 

as there is a market for the products, in this case, they suggest resident Egyptians or international 

markets. 

 



188 

 

 

Figure 91: Elites fishing and hunting waterfowl for recreation as depicted on the wall of 
the tomb of Nakht.  

 

This theory does not correlate well with the evidence from Hazor (admittedly just outside 

the study-range of this project, but nearest giant LB Syrian cities of North Canaan). According to 

Merom and Zuckerman (2012), in the lower city of Hazor, at some point during the shift from 

LBI to LBII, hunting became limited to the elites, which they interpreted as the result of an 

injunction on hunting for the non-elites. This reinforces the idea of hunting as an elite behavior, 

and the high percentage of the wild taxa and faunal remains and the subsequent appropriation of 

hunting by the elites indicates that the hunted meat existed as a delicacy within the Canaanite 

cuisine. The effort required to obtain this wild game was both intensive and time-consuming and 

only someone with extended leisure time would be able to hunt regularly (Fig. 91); especially 

with the evidence that goat sheep and cattle were abundant. It seems that in the LB, the increase 

in hunting is better explained through an increase in elite activity.  
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Conclusion - Elite Behaviors of Hunting and Feasting on the Sharon and Their Implications for 

LBI Socio-Political Organization 

Within their 2001 study, Horwitz and Milevski take it as a given that the LB represented 

a period of relative economic stress and instability. As discussed above, this idea had been 

proposed by a number of scholars (e. g. Albright 1960: 101; Kenyon 1979: 209–14, de Vaux 

1978: 122; Aharoni 1982: 122, 150–51; Knapp 1987, 1989; Falconer 1994). The decline in the 

highlands is evident and severe during the LB, with the rural sector wholly abandoned, and only 

the centers surviving (Finkelstein 1992: 139). In the fertile valleys, the Sphelah, and the coastal 

plains, however, while the number of urbanized centers clearly decreased, the number of small 

and medium sites actually grew during this period (Horwitz and Milevski 2001: 283). The 

theories of LB decline are generally based on the size and scope of LB remains found on tell 

sites. Tells that had been urbanized towns and villages in the MB II,  would again be urbanized 

by the IA II, were as in the LB, the architectural remains were often confined to a small area of 

the tell and usually represented  by a single building, or, as in the case of Gezer, no LB I remains 

were found (in the case of Gezer, it is likely that LB I remains existed somewhere on the tell 

given the LB I tomb excavated, but it was either in locations as yet unexcavated or else had been 

destroyed by later activity). As excavators were expecting towns and villages due to the 

preceding and succeeding settlement styles, they assumed that the LB sites represented a 

dramatic recession (Horwitz and Milevski 2001: 283). They used a theory first proposed by Hole 

(1994) and hypothesized that in the face of such a decline, the Canaanites would be faced with 

two responses: to adjust their subsistence strategies or to migrate to more favorable locations. 

They take the increase in the frequency of hunted game within the LB relative to the MB as 
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evidence of such a shifting subsistence pattern, and thus they conclude that the evidence of 

hunted animals indicates that the population was forced to supplement their diet with hunted 

animals due to their increased poverty. 

When examining the stratigraphic evidence of Tel Ifshar’s single large building 

containing an expensive feasting kit, the faunal evidence of large game hunting takes on a 

different significance. Rather than an impoverished rural settlement, the picture is one of an 

estate in which the behavior of feasting and hunting were practiced. As discussed in Chapter 6 

above, patronage systems require face-time and personal interaction between patrons and clients 

to act as a mechanism in establishing, reinforcing, and perpetuating alliances. The elite behaviors 

of feasting and hunting are particularly well suited toward this kind of system because they are 

both leisurely and competitive ways to interact socially and politically.  

The presence of similar remains at other sites on the Sharon suggests that such behaviors 

were regularly undertaken there as well. These types of elite behaviors, performed at elite 

estates, implies the presence of powerful elites throughout the region actively competing to 

increase their share of the power. This is not to say that these elites were not clients of a higher 

Patron who may have sat in the known capital sites but rather that the Patron’s control over his 

clients needed to be far more nuanced and negotiated continuously through personal interactions.  
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8. Conclusion 

The remains from Tel Ifshar stratum 10 are remarkable not only for their material cultural 

remains but for their implications for other sites in the Sharon and South Canaan. The LB IB, in 

particular, is poorly represented in South Canaan. These layers tend to be restricted to a small 

corner of a tell and are usually located beneath extensive layers of later occupations that often 

damage the remains. As a result, if excavators are lucky enough to dig in the area of a tell with 

LB I remains, they are usually only able to reach the LB I layer in small probes. Sites from this 

period with broad exposure or extensive material culture remains are few and far between. Tel 

Ifshar’s well stratified and sealed pottery concentration of 104 complete vessels provides a 

unique window into this enigmatic time.  

The evidence from Tel Ifshar of a single large building containing a luxurious feasting kit 

along with evidence of large game hunting being performed at the site implies that in the late 

15th-century Tel Ifshar was occupied by an elite estate. This is contrary to the generally accepted 

narrative that the late 15th-century was a bleak period with small, impoverished towns and 

villages huddled in the corners of tells and dominated by urban capitals. When the evidence from 

the rest of the Sharon Plain is analyzed through the lens of the remains of Tel Ifshar, a very 

different image emerges. No longer do the scant remains from these tells appear part of a poor 

town dominated by a nearby capital (Jatt); instead, they look like elite estates practicing similar 

elite behaviors such as hunting and feasting as found at Tel Ifshar. This suggests that power 

within the Sharon was more horizontally dispersed with smaller loci of power. Such dispersion 

of power does not preclude some level of a vertical hierarchy but rather suggests that the 

hierarchy is much flatter than expected and that any elite attempting to exert control over the 
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others would require an enormous force of arms or else would have to be done through personal 

negotiations and charisma.  

As Herzog (1997) and Gittlen (1992) point out, virtually every LB I site across South 

Canaan consists of large individual builds, often with expensive imported pottery. Gittlen called 

theses baronial estates while Herzog refers to them as palace forts, but the implications are the 

same, an elite estate with power over the immediate area around the tells. Even though these 

theories did not take hold with scholars, the evidence from Tel Ifshar, as well as the evidence 

abstracted from the Sharon, should force a reconsideration of our understanding of how power 

was negotiated in 15th-century South Canaan. 

This study has demonstrated that LB IB tell-sites are almost exclusively nonurban in 

character.  If we embrace this new understanding, it opens the door for a complete restructuring 

of LB IB society in South Canaan. The current general narrative is that the LB villages are few 

and far between (Bunimovitz 1995: 325).  This is based on the fact that only a small number of 

villages have been excavated (Killebrew 2005: 101), and as such, no village layout has been 

revealed.  However, the lack of evidence could stem from the fact that a majority of LB villages, 

were located in alluvial areas and buried beneath meters of soil, with often little evidence of their 

existence on the surface (i.e., the LB village discovered when digging the HaMaʿapil fishponds 

near Tel Ifshar).  These villages are generally found through salvage operations in the 

construction of modern infrastructure. Reframing the settlement patterns and the relationships 

between the sites on the tells and villages below has the potential to flesh-out the internal socio-

political hierarchies within the polities of South Canaan. This is an area of research that has been 

neglected for too long, as studies into LB socio-political organization focus primarily on 

relationships between Pharaoh and the Canaanite mayors or the competition between the mayors 
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themselves. Rather than the general narrative of vertical hierarchies implied by the tiered 

settlement system consisting of cities, towns, and villages, it seems that the landscape of the LB I 

was dominated by elite estates built atop the tells of the land and villages hugging the edges of 

the alluvial plains and valleys. Cities were few and very far between in this period, and the one 

that did exist do not seem to have had held influence or power much beyond their immediate 

areas. In this sort of system, individual elites would have to compete with each other in order to 

gain relative social capital and ultimately power or influence over other elites. In such situations, 

these negotiations are generally intensely personal and heavily influenced by charisma. Through 

a system of patronage, wrapped in the language of the PHM, new loci of power could form, shift, 

or disperse in comparatively little time. This entropic system was crashed by Amenhotep II on 

his campaign through the Sharon, as Egypt tightened its grip on Canaan, setting the stage for the 

socio-political organization as depicted in the Amarna archive. The chaos and unpredictability of 

South Canaan LB IB’s organization threatened Egypt’s control over the all-important roads to 

the great sites and battlegrounds of North Canaan. Fewer, more powerful loci dependent on 

Pharaoh for their authority is far more predictable and manageable for the Egyptians, despite the 

frequent petty squabbles between them.  

The period of the LB IB represents a unique era within South Canaan’s ancient past, but 

knowledge and study of it have lagged far behind that of most other time periods. Much of this is 

due to the dearth of well-stratified excavated sites, and the fragmentary remains heavily damaged 

by later activity. However, this is also at least partially due to the erroneous view that this period 

reflects poverty-stricken, backwoods, rural communities, something which can hardly hold a 

candle to the urban centers seen in the MB II, as well as later in the LB II. It is hoped that 

shifting the perspective away from such a derogatory narrative and reframing the poor villages as 
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elite estates will open up new avenues for research into the late 15th-century at Tel Ifshar and 

beyond across South Canaan. 

Beyond the implications for the socio-political organization of South Canaan in the late 

15th-century, this project also contains a more direct unique and significant contribution to the 

study of this oft-overlooked period. The material culture remains from Tel Ifshar represent the 

largest concentration of complete stratified vessels from this period in all of South Canaan. The 

LB IB was once referred to by Albright as a “step-child” (1960: 96) within the field due to the 

dearth of stratified remains recovered. While a number of sites containing LB IB remains have 

been published since he made his comment, Albright’s main point still stands as the remains 

generally consist of heavily disturbed architecture and the ceramic remains are generally 

fragmentary and/or unstratified. While the architecture from Tel Ifshar is certainly heavily 

disturbed, the stratified ceramics represent an LB IB collection unique in South Canaan. The 

presentation of these ceramics from Tel Ifshar, beyond its intrinsic abstract value, also serves as 

a tool for researchers and excavators to use as a reference in order to contextualize the finds from 

other contemporary sites. 

This project, an analysis of material excavated more than 30 years ago, also demonstrates 

the importance of the continued analysis of so-called “legacy data.” Too often, data collected in 

excavation languishes for years awaiting analysis. The reasons for this are legion and unique to 

each project but often stem from the time-lag between how long it takes to create data through 

excavation and the time required to analyze that same data properly. The significance of this 

project’s conclusions demonstrates the potential such legacy data can have for archaeological 

research.    
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The Stratum 10 remains from Tel Ifshar especially lend themselves to further ceramic 

analysis. As noted in chapter 4, the drinking bowls found can be divided into three groups 

according to volume.  It would be interesting to see if this tripartite division is present in other 

LB IB ceramic collections.  In the image of the feast on the ivory plaque from Megiddo, the size 

of the bowls depicted seem to correlate with social rank or status.  While this could be merely 

stylistic, and the grouping seen at Tel Ifshar could be coincidental, if it could be corroborated in 

other LB IB sites, it would have implications for illuminating Canaanite social stratification. The 

dipper juglets at Tel Ifshar, however, show a fairly consistent volume, and it would be interesting 

to compare this volume with the different groups of bowls.  This would allow us to try and 

access ancient Canaanite serving sizes. 

Petrographic analysis of ceramics has proven useful in illuminating interregional and 

international relations in the ancient world. While petrography was not included in this study, the 

Petrographer at the University of Haifa, Paula Wineman-Barak, briefly examined the ceramics of 

Stratum 10 and commented that the fabric of a large number of the bowls was clearly not local 

based on inclusions visible to the naked eye.  Petrographic analysis is most often performed on 

imports and fine ware, and only in recent years has there been an interest in implementing it on 

everyday items such as bowls.  The volume of complete bowls found in a sealed stratigraphic 

context provides an excellent opportunity to gain insight into the trading networks in play in the 

late 15th-century. 

The distinctive Kraters from Tel Ifshar, Tel Michal, and Jaffa present an interesting 

opportunity to explore socio-political connections on the Sharon. These vessels should be further 

analyzed, including petrographic analysis, to examine further the ways in which they are linked 

and their implications for the relationships between these three sites. The fourth, onion-shaped 
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krater from Tel Ifshar also deserves further examination. Utterly unique in form but traditional in 

decoration, this vessel does not resemble any known vessel from the LB ANE. It’s origins and 

journey to Tel Ifshar could be of great interest.  

As stated in Chapter 4, the bilbils found in Stratum 10 of Tel Ifshar represent the largest 

number of complete bilbils recovered from any site in South Canaan outside of a funerary 

context. While bilbils have long been associated with burials in South Canaan, at Tel Ifshar they 

are part of a feasting kit (one being found inside a krater).  This fact, along with the three bilbils 

found in an LB IIA feasting collection at Beth Shemesh, should force a reexamination of the 

function of bilbils in Canaanite society. With regards to the question of the original content of 

these vessels, it is unclear whether the bilbils from Tel Ifshar would be able to add anything to 

our current understanding as to the level to which they were cleaned after excavation is 

unknown, and there is the possibility of contamination during their decades in storage.  

As suggested in Chapters 5 and 7, the faunal evidence from LB I sites in South Canaan 

needs to be reconsidered through the lens of elite estate behavior as opposed to the subsistence of 

small, impoverished towns.  This will help to inform our understanding of the mechanisms used 

to establish and negotiate social status.   

 The stripping away of Canaanite royal authority by Thutmose III at Megiddo 

disrupted the socio-political system that had ruled Canaan for centuries.  This drastic alteration to 

the Canaanite way of life and settlement patterns seems to mirror what in system analysis is 

referred to as the phenomenon of emergence.  Future archeological investigations using systems 

theory could prove fruitful in the study of the ways Egyptian dominance affected Canaanite 

society.  
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